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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

County oi' San Bernardino's test claim filing alleges that legislative amendments governing the 
operation of the In-Home Supportive Services (IJ-ISS) program in California, added by Statutes 
1999, chapters 90 and 91, and Statutes 2000, chapter 445, "imposed a new state mandated 
program and cost ... by substantially amc-:nding the administrative requirements of the 11-lSS 
program. 

The test claim statutes, in part. address the form in which in-home supportive services care 
providers arc employed, referred to as the ''mode of service," including requiring that all counties 
establish an employer of record for IHSS providers, other than the recipient of the services. The 
test claim statutes also provide that "lc]ach rnunty shall appoint an in-home supportive services 
advisory committee that shall be comprised of not more than 11 individuals." 

At the outst:t, the advisory committee must make recommendations on the best method of 
employing 11-ISS providers, and for establishing an "employer of rernrcl.'' According to Welfare 
and Institutions Code section 12301.4, the advisory committee must also have an ongoing role 
providing "advice and recommendations regarding in-home supportive services.·' Claimant 
asserts that the state funding provided at the time of the lest claim filing was inadequate to cover 
the actual costs of the advisory committee, and seeks to recover the remainder of their claimed 
costs of creating and operating the advisory committee through mandate reimbursement. 

The claimant a 11 egcs that the rcq u ircment to establish an "employer o I' record" rcsu l ts in multi-
m i 11 ion dollar increased costs, with estimates varying widely according to which form of 
"employer of record'' is ultimately selected: a public authority, a contract with an outside agency, 
or the county itself. The claimant is also seeking reimbursement for any collective bargaining 
that may result if providers unionize after the "employer of record" is established. 
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consortium, contract, county administration of the individual provider mode, county civil 
service personnel, or mixed modes of service. It does not include mandate 
reimbursement for any increased wages or benefits that may be negotiated depending on 
the mode of service adopted, or any activities related to collective bargaining, (Welf. & 
Inst. Code, § 12302.25, subd. (a).) 

Counties with an IHSS caseload of more than 500 shall be required to offer an individual 
provider employer option upon request of a. recipient, and in addition to a. county's . . 
selected method of establishing an employer for in-home supportive service providers. 
This activity is limited to the administrative costs of establishing an employer of record in 
the individual. provider mode, upon request. It does not include mandate reimbursement 
for any increased wages or benefits that may be negotiated, or any activities related to 
collective bargaining. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12302.25, subd. (a).) 

Each county that does not qualify for the exception provided in section 12301.3, 
subdivision (d), shall appoint an in-home supportive services advisory committee that 
shall be comprised of not more than 11 individuals, with membership as required by 
section 12301.3, subdivision (a): "No less than 50 percent of the membership of the 
advisory committee shall be individuals who are current or past users of personal 
assistance services paid for through public or private funds or as recipients of services 
under this article." (Welf. & Inst. Code,§§ 12301.3, subd. (a), 12302.25, subd. (d).) 

o . Following the September 14, 2000 amendment by Statutes 2000, chapter 445, counties 
shall appoint membership of the advisory committee in compliance with Welfare and 
Institutions Code section 12301.3, subdivision (a)(l) and (a)(4): 

In counties with fewer than 500 IHSS recipients, at least one member of the 
advisory committee shall be a current or former provider of in-home supportive 
services; in counties with 500 or more IHSS recipients, at least two members of 
the advisory committee shall be a current or fom1er provider of in-home 
supportive services. 

A county board of supervisors shall not appoint more than one county employee 
as a member of the advisory committee. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 1230 l .3, 
subd. (a).) 

o Prior to the appointment of members to a committee required by section 12301.3, 
subdivision (a), the county board of supervisors shall solicit recommendations for 
qualified members through a fair and open process that includes the provision of 
reasonable written notice to, and reasonable response time by, members of the general 
public and interested persons and organizations. (Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 12301.3, 
subd. (b).) 

o 111e county shall solicit recommendations from the advisory committee on the preferred 
mode or modes of service to be utilized in the cow1ty for in-home supportive services. 
(Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 12302.25, subd. (d).) 

o The advisory committee shall submit rcconimendations to the county board of 
supervisors on the preferred mode or modes of service to be utilized in the county for in­
home suppottive services. (Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 12301.3, subd. (c).) 

., 
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o Each county shall take into account the advice and recommendations of the in-home 
supportive services advisory committee, as established pursuant to Section 12301.3, prior 
to making policy and funding decisions about IHSS on an ongoing basis. (Welf. & Inst. 
Code,§ 12302.25, subd. (e).) 

o One advisory committee formed pursuant to sections 12301.3 or 12301.6, shall provide 
ongoing advice and recommendations regarding in-home supportive services to the 
county board of supervisors, any administrative body in the county that is rel_ated to the . 
delivery and administration of in-home supportive services, and the governing body and 
administrative agency of the public authority, nonprofit consortium, contractor, and 
public employees. (Welf. & Inst: Code, § 12301.4.) 

Staff concludes that all claims for reimbursement for the approved activities must be offset by 
any funds already received from state or federal sources, including funds allocated for the direct 
costs of the advisory committee. 

Staff concludes that Government Code section 16262.5, and Welfare and Institutions Code 
sections 12301.6, 12301.8, 12302.7, 12303.4, 12306.1, 14132.95, 17600 and 17600.110, as pied, 
along with any other test claim statutes and allegations not specifically approved above, do not 
impose a program, or a new program or higher level of service, subject to article XIII B, 
section 6. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends the Commission adopt this staff analysis to partially approve this test claim. 

'o 

4 Test Claim OO-TC-23 
Final Staff Analysis 



STAFF ANALYSIS 

Claimant 

County of San Bernardino 

Chronology 

06/29/0\ 

07110/01 

07/20/01 

07/24/01 

08/07/0 l 

08/09/01 

08/30/01 

08/31/01 

11/09/01 

11/09/01 

11/13/01 

12/06/01 

12/07/01 

01/08/02 

01/09/02 

02/07/02 

02/11/02 

03/06/02 

03/22/02 

03/29/02 

06/07/02 

06/11/02 

07/25/02 

Claimant files test claim, In-Home Supportive Services Ii (OO-TC-23)2 with the 
Commission on State Mandates (Commission) . 

Commission staff issues completeness review letter and requests comments from 
state agencies 

DOF requests an extension of time for filing comments, to consult with the Office 
of the Attorney General 

Commission staff grants DOF extension request to September l 0, 200 I 

DSS requests an extension of time for filing comments 

Commission staff grants DSS extension request to September 10, 200 l 

DSS requests an additional 60-day time extension 

Commission staff grants DSS extension request to November 9, 2001 

DSS files initial comments on the test claim 

DOF requests an additional extension of time for comments 

Commission staff grants DO F's extension request to December 7, 2001 

DOF requests an additional extension of time for comments 

Commission staff grants DOF's extension request to January 7, 2002 

DOF requests an extension of time for comments to February 7, 2002 

Commission staff grants DOF's extension request for good cause 

DOF requests an extension of time for comments to March 7, 2002 

Commission staff grants DOF's extension request for good cause 

DOF files initial comments on the test claim 

Claimant requests an extension of time for filing rebuttals to state agency 
comment wltil June 30, 2002 

Commission staff grants claimant's extension request for good cause 

Claimant requests another extension of time to July 31, 2002 

Commission staff grants claimant's extension request for good cause 

Claimant requests another extension of time to August 31, 2002 

2 
In-Home Supportive Services (CSM-4314) is an unrelated test claim addressing issues from the 

same entitlement program. 
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07/26/02 

09/09/02 

03/02/07 

03/26/07 

03/26/07 

03/28/07 . 

Background 

Commission staff grants claimant's extension request for good cause 

Claimant files rebuttal to comments by DSS and DOF 

Commission staff issues draft staff analysis on test claim 

Comments on the draft staff analysis received from DSS 

Comments cin the draft staff analysis received from theclaimant 

Comments on the draft staff analysis received from DOF 

In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) is a social services program developed to provide 
necessary care to aged, blind or permanently disabled, low-income persons, with the goal of 
allowing the individual (hereafter referred to as the "recipient") to remain in their home and out 
of nursing homes or other institutional care for as long as possible. The services provided range 
according to the needs of the recipient and can include all manner of housekeeping, including 
cleaning, laundry, meal preparation, and grocery shopping. In addition, some recipients require. 
and receive additional personal and medical care services: assistance with bathing, grooming and 
related activities; transportation to medical appointments; and administration of para-medical 
procedures, including injections. Since its inception in 1973, IHSS has been jointly funded by 
federal, state, and county government. 

The test claim statutes, in part, address the form in which the IHSS care providers are employed, 
refened to as the "mode of service." Prior law did not require the designation of an employer of 
record for individual providers. In 1990, a California appellate decision addressed the issue of 
who was the employer of record for individual providers of II-ISS, particularly for the purposes 
of collective bargaining under the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act (MMBA). In Service Employees 
Internal. Union v. County of Los Angeles (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 761, 765, the court discussed 
the way that providers were employed under prior law, as follows: 

A county may deliver services under the JHSS program by (I) hiring in-home 
supportive personnel in accordance with established county civil services 
requirements, (2) contracting with a city, county, city or county agency, a local 
health district, a voluntary nonprofit agency, a proprietary agency or an 
individual, or (3) making direct payment to a recipient for the purchase of 
services. (Welf. & !.nst. Code, § 12302.) Defendant county chose the third 
alternative. 

The court made findings that the county was not a de facto employer of record for purposes of 
collective bargaining, id. at pages 772-773: · 

Plaintiff insists that the state and the county are joint employers of the IHSS 
providers and the county's role as a joint employer is sufficient to render the 
providers employees of the county for purposes of the MMBA.FN

4 

FN4. Interestingly, in the attorney general's opinion upon which plaintiff relied 
below it is stated: "While the concept that HiSS workers may have more than one 
'employer' appears appropriate for purposes of some laws, it would seem 
inappropriate and unworkable for purposes of collective bargaining under 
California statutes." (68 Ops.CaLAtty.Gen. 194, 199, supra.) 

·o 
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The trial court found that the county acts as the agent of the state in administering 
the IHSS program and concluded that in some circumstances an agent may be a 
joint employer, a dual employer or a special employer. (See County of 
Los Angeles v. Workers' Comp. Appeals Bd. (1981) 30 Cal.3d 391, 405, 179 
Cal.Rptr. 214, 637 P.2d 681.) However, such a relationship arises only where both 
the general employer and the special employer have the right to control the 
employee's activities. (Ibid.) The court found the county had ·no such right of 
control ·and therefore was not an employer of the· IHSS providers under a dual or 
special employer theory .... As previously indicated, substantial evidence 
supports the trial court's finding that the county does not exercise control over 
and direct the activities of the IHSS providers. 

Creating a distinct change from the case law cited above, the test claim statutes require that all 
counties establish an employer of record for IHSS providers, other than the recipient of the 
services. Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302.25, as added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90, 
provides, in paii: 

(a) On or before January 1, 2003, each county shall act as, or establish, an 
employer for in-home supportive service providers .... Each county may utilize a 
public authority or nonprofit consortium ... , the contract mode ... , county 
administration of the individual provider mode ... for purposes of acting as, .or 
providing, an employer ... , county civil service persmmel ... ,or mixed modes of 
service.authorized pursuant to this article and may establish regional agreements 
in establishing an employer for purposes of this subdivision for providers of in­
home supportive services .... Upon request of a recipient, and in addition to a 
county's selected method of establishing an employer for in-home supportive 
service providers pursuant to this subdivision, counties with an IHSS caseload of 
more than 500 shall be required to offer an individual provider employer option.3 

In addition, Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.3, with certain exceptions, provides that 
"[e]ach county shall appoint an in-home supportive services advisory committee that shall be 
comprised of not more than 11 individuals." 

Claimant's Position 

County of San Bernardino's June 29, 2001 4 test claim filing alleges that legislative amendments 
governing the operation of !HS S in California, by Statutes 1999, chapters 90 and 91, and Statutes 
2000, chapter 445, "imposed a new state mandated program and cost ... by substantially 
amending the administrative requirements of the IHSS program." 

Employer of Record 

The claimant asserts that the legislation "mandates the establishment of an 'employer ofrecord' 
[for the individuals who provide the in-home care] on or before January 1, 2003." The claimant 
alleges that this requirement results in multi-million dollar increased costs, with estimates 

3 References to applicable Welfare and Institutions Code sections omitted for ease of reading. 
4 

The potential reimbursement period begins no earlier than July I, 1999, based upon the filing 
date for this test claim. (Gov. Code,§ 17557.) 
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varying widely according to which form of "employer of record" is ultimately selected: a public 
authority, a contract with an outside agency, or the county itself. 

The claimant is also seeking reimbursement for any collective bargaining that may result if 
providers unionize after the "employer of record" is established. -

Adviso1y Committee 
' . : 

The claimant asserts that the statutes mandate the creation of county advisory committees, with 
specific memb_ership requirements of up to eleven members, largely·made up of current or past 
users and providers of IHSS, with participation of only one county employee. At the outset, the 
advisory committee-is to make recommendations on the best method of employing IHSS 
providers, and establishing an "employer ofrecord." According to Welfare and Institutions 
Code section 12301.4, the advisory committee is also to have an ongoing role providing "adviCe 
and recommendations regarding in-home supportive services." 

Claimant asserts that the state funding provided at the time of the test claim filing was inadequate 
to cover the actual costs of the advisory committee, and seeks to recover the remainder of their 
claimed costs of creating and operating the advisory committee through mandate reimbursement. 

In comments on the draft staff analysis, dated March 26, 2007, the claimant disagrees with the 
finding that reimbursement does not include "any increased wages or benefits that may be 
negotiated depending on the mode of service adopted, or any activities related to collective 
bargaining." The claimant maintains that collective bargaining was the intent of the test claim 
legislation, and that the "costs pertaining to collective bargaining, must be reimbursable." In 
addition, the claimant maintains that any "costs incurred as part of that new activity [of acting as 
or establishing an employer of record], such as higher wages and benefits, must be reimbursable. 

Department of Social Services Position 

DSS, in comments filed November 9, 2001, disputes the test claim filing. As for the requirement 
to establish an "employer of record," DSS responds that with the multiple choices available to 
the county, the claimant has not "shown that the legislation at issue "requires" the county to 
incur an increase in costs and that therefore a basic element of a reimbursable state mandate is 
not met here." 

In addition, DSS asserts that the test claim legislation does not require that the county engage in 
collective bargaining, nor does it require an increase of wages and benefits to the providers. DSS 
also cites case law to support the contention that higher costs of compensation or benefits are not 
subject to article XIII B, section 6. 

DSS also argues that San Bernardino has not claimed all available funds set aside by the state for 
the advisory committee portion of the test claim, and _therefore asserts that this portion of the 
claim should be dismissed. 

In comments on the draft staff analysis, dated March 23, 2007, DSS argues that Government 
Code section 17556, subdivision (e) applies to deny reimbursement "with respect to the 
establishment and operation of advisory committees pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code 
Sections 12301.3 and 12301.4, [because] revenue, specifically intended to fund the costs of the 
activities required of the advisory committees, and in an amount sufficient to cover those costs, 
has been available to the counties from the outset." This argument is address further below. 
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Department of Finance Position 

DOF, in a letter filed March 6, 2002, also disputes the test claim filing "in its entirety." 
Specifically, as to the claims of potential costs related to collective bargaining, DOF argues 
"( e ]ven if local governments were in fact required by the test claim statutes to incur these costs, 
they would not be reimbursable because they are wage/benefit related costs incurred by local 
governments.as a result of state statutes regulating the terms and conditions of employment," 
which is not a reimbursable state mandate pursuant to case.law. In addition, DOF maintains that 
"local governinents retain ·options pursuant to which there would be no increased costs to them 
resulting from the employer of record, ... [which] preclude any findings of reimbursable state 
mandated costs." 

DOF claims that the claimant failed to adequately address the exceptions to "costs mandated by 
the state" set out in Government Code section 17556, and therefore the test claim "is incomplete 
under the Commission's regulations and should be returned to the test claimant or disallowed."5 

DOF also contends that the advisory committee costs are not reimbursable costs mandated by the 
state "because there is an allocation of funds by DSS pursuant to an appropriation to cover these 
costs. The test claimant has presented no evidence that these appropriations are insufficient to 
cover claimed costs as required by the Commission's regulations." 

DOF filed comments on the draft staff analysis on March 28, 2007, which are addressed below. 

Discussion 

The com1s have found th~t article XIII B, section 6, of the California Constitution6 recognizes 
the state constitutional restrictions on the powers oflocal government to tax and spend. 7 "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 financial 
responsibilities because of the taxing and spending limitations that articles XIII A and XIII B 
impose."8 A test claim statute or executive order may impose a reimbursable state-mandated 
program if it orders or commands a local agency or school distritt to engage in an activity or 

5 On June 10, 2001, Commission staff issued a completeness review letter finding that all 
required elements for filing a test claim had been met, and the filing was accepted. 
6 A11icle XIII B, section 6, subdivision (a), provides: (a) 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 January I, 1975, or executive orders or 
regulations initially implementing legislation enacted prior to January 1, 1975. 
7 

Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (Kern High School Dist.) (2003) 30 
Cal.4th 727, 735. . 
8 County of San Diego v. State of Califwnia ( 1997) 15 Cal.4th 68, 8 l. 
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task.9 Jn addi~!o.n, the required act!vity or task must _be new, co?stituting a "new_ pro§ram," or it 
must create a higher levd of service" over the prev10usly required level of scrvice. 1 

The courts have defined a "program" subject to miicle 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 1;equirements on local agencies or school distriCts to implement a state · 
policy, but does not apply generally to all residents and entities in the state. 1

-
1 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 enactment of the testclaiin . 
legislation. 12 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. 14 

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. 15 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 fonding 

. . . "16 pnont1es. 

Issue I: Do the test claim statutes mandate a new program or higher level of service 
on local agencies within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution? 

In order for a test claim statute or executive order to be subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the A 
California Constitution, it must constitute a "program." In County of Los Angeles v. State of W 

9 Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 155, 174. 
10 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 Dist. v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 
830, 835 (Lucia Mar). 
11 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 874-875 (reaffirming the test set out in 
County of Los Angeles v. State of Cal(fornia (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, 56; see also Lucia Mar, supra, 
44 Cal.3d 830, 835.) 
12 San Diego Un(fied School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 878; Lucia Mar, supra, 44 Cal.3d 830, 
835. 

JJ San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 878. 
14 County of Fresno v. Stale of California (1991) 53 Cal.Jct 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. 
15 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Government Code sections 

17551 and 17552. 
16 County a/Sonoma, supra, 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1280, citing City of San Jose v. State of 
California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 181?. 

10 Test Claim OO-TC-23 
Final Staff Analysis 

e 



California, the California Supreme Court defined the word "program" within the meaning of 
article XIII B, section 6 as one that carries out the governmental function of providing a service 
to the public, or laws which, to impleinent a state policy, impose unique requirements on local 
governments and do not apply generally to all residents and entities in the state. 17 The court has 
held that only one of these findirigs is· necessary. 18 

Staff finds that establishing an in-home supportive services advisory committee and an employer 
ofrecord imposes a program within the meaning of article Xlll B, section 6 of the California 
Constitution. Several of the Welfare and h1stiti.ltions Code sections claimed governirig the· 
administrative activities of!HSS impose unique requirements on the counties that do not apply 
generally to all residents and entities in the state. 

Next, the analysis must continue to determine ifthe individual elements of the test claim filing 
also impose a new program or higher level of service. The courts have defined a "higher level of 
service" in conjunction with the phrase "new program" to give the subvention requirement of 
article Xlll B, section 6 meaning. Accordingly, "it is apparent that the subvention requirement 
for increased or higher level of service is directed to state-mandated increases in the services 
provided by local agencies in existing programs." 19 A statute or executive order mandates a 
reimbursable "higher level of service" when, as compared to the legal requirements in effect· 
immediately before the enactment of the test claim legislation, it increases the actual level of 
governmental service to the public provided in the existing program.20 

ll-!SS Employer o[Record: Welfare and Institutions Code Section 12302.25, Subdivisions (a)-(c) 

Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302.25, subdivision (a), as added by Statutes 1999, 
chapter 90, requires counties to act as, or establish an employer of record for IHSS providers, 
other than the state or the individual recipient by January 1, 2003. 

Claimant alleges that the test claim statutes "require the establishment of an 'employer of 
record'" and a "mandate of collective bargaining with providers of IHSS services, as well as the 
increased costs [of wages and benefits] that will arise once collective bargaining has been 
instituted."21 

· · 

The county shall establish an employer ofrecord through several options: a contract, public 
authority, nonprofit consortium, or by the county acting as the employer of record itself, or a 
combination of the above. There is no mandate for the county to act as the employer of record, 
but this is one of the options available to the counties; each option can have great impact on the 
do\vnstream costs of operating lHSS, but this is a choice made at the discretion of each county. 

17 Cowuy ofLos Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d at page 56. 
18 

Carmel Valley Fire Protection Dist v. State of California (1987) 190 Cal.App.3d 521, 537. 
19 

County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d 46, 56; San Diego Unified School District, supra, 
33 Cal.4th 859, 874. 
20 

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

21 Test Claim Filing, pages 13 and 14. 
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Counties have always had a share of cost for the ongoing administration of IHSS: 22 the test 
claim statutes do not alter that share of cost, and no downstream administrative activities are 
newly required as a result of this sfatute. However, the requirement to establish an employer of 
record pursuant to the test claim statute is not discretionary and requires administrative action on 
the pa11 of the counties.23 

DOF filed comments on March 28, 2007, arguing that the test claim statute "requires any county, 
not in compliance with the mandates of AB 1682 within a specified timeframe, to act as the 
employer of record." Presumably DO F's argi1ment is that counties did not need to engage in any 
administrative activities to comply with the law, because they could simply wait and default to 
become the employer of record. The provision that DOF refers to is section 12302.25, 
subdivision G), as amended by Statutes 2002, chapter 1135, operative January 1, 2003. 
Therefore, counties were required to engage in administrative activities to establish an employer 
of record from July 12, 1999, the operative date of Statutes 1999, chapter 90, until 
December 31, 2002. Staff finds that only on or after January I, 2003 was the "default" employer 
of record provision applicable, and any requirement to establish an employer of record was no 
longer mandatory. 

Therefore, staff finds that Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302.25 imposes a new 
program or higher level of service for the following new time-limited activity: 

o From July 12, 1999, until December 31, 2002, each county shall establish an employer 
for in-home supportive service providers. This activity is limited to the administrative 
costs of establishing an employer ofrecord through a public authority, nonprofit 
consmiium, contract, county administration of the individual provider mode, county civil 
service personnel, or mixed modes of service. It does not include mandate 
reimbursement for any increased wages or benefits that may be negotiated depending on 
the mode of service adopted, or any activities related to collective bargaining. (Welf. & 
Inst. Code, § 12302.25, subd. (a).) 24 

In addition, staff finds that Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302.25 imposes a new 
program or higher level of service for the following new activity: 

o Counties with an IHSS caseload of more than 500 shall be required to offer an individual 
provider employer option upon request of a recipient, in addition to a county's selected 
method of establishing an employer for in-home supportive service providers. This 
activity is limited to the administrative costs of establishing an employer of record in the 
individual provider mode, upon request. It does not include mandate reimbursement for 

22 Welfare and Institutions Code section l2306. 
23 DOF, in its comments filed March 28, 2007, continues to argue that the "contract mode" 
provides a no-cost option for counties to establish an employer of record. The claimant 
persuasively countered this argument at pages 6-14 of the September 9, 2002 rebuttal, 
identifying significant administrative costs involved in establishing a contract. 

24 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 ( oper. Jul. If, 1999). 
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any increased wages or benefits that may be negotiated, or any activities related to 
collective bargaining. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12302.25, subd. (a).) 25 

· 

DSS, in its November 9, 200 l test claim comments, provides a rebuttal to the mandate claim for 
collective bargaining costs: 

The claimant, on page 2 of the mandate summary, characterizes the legislation at 
issue as mandated collective. bargaining befween the employer of record and the 

· providers. A careful reading of the statutes, however, reveals no such mandate. 
The statutes at issue do not mandate collective bargaining. Collective bargaining 
rights and duties arc established and controlled by other state and federal laws that 
operate upon labor relations. The mandate to establish an employer for Individual 
Providers (!Ps) for purposes of the [MMBA] or any other applicable· state and 
federal laws makes no statement on whether !Ps will organize or whether any 
representative will be able to force collective bargaining upon counties under 
[MMBA] or any other provision. What the legislation does is to require counties 
to appoint, name or otherwise establish the entity that will respond in the event 
there is a right or obligation to engage in collective bargaining that IPs posses[s] 
under other law. If collective bargaining between the employer of record and the 
providers is mandated by law it is not the law at issue that docs so. 

Subdivision (b) states: "Nothing in this section shall prohibit any negotiations or agreement 
regarding collective bargaining or any wage and benefit enhancements." Staff finds that the plain 
language of the test cla.im statute does nobJ:eq~ollective bargaining, but rather confirms that 
the code section does not prohibit colleCt1ve bargaming or other negotiations on wages and 
bcnefits.26 Staff finds that Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302.25, subdivision (b), does 
not mandate a new program or higher level of service for collective bargaining. 

Subdivision (c) provides: "Nothing in this section shall be construed to 11ffect the state's 
responsibility with respect to the state payroll system, unemployment insurance, or workers' 
compensation and other provisions of Section 12302.2 for providers of in-home supportive 
services." This section maintains the existing law regarding the state's responsibilities under 
section 12302.2, which addresses certain withholding and contribution requirements when 
paying individual IHSS providers. This section is only applicable to the state, and clarifies that 

25 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
26 In comments on the draft staff analysis, dated March 26, 2007, the claimant states that "the 
fundamental rule of statutory construction is [to] ascertain legislative intent," citing Select Base 
Materials v. Board of Equal. (1959) 51 Cal.2d 640, 645. The claimant then quotes the· 
Legislative Counsel's Digest for Assembly Bill No. 1682 to argue that collective bargaining 
costs are reimbursable. While the case law cited is correct, it is equally fundamental that "[t]he 
statute's plain meaning controls the court's interpretation unless its words are ambiguous. If the 
plain language of a statute is unambiguous, no court need, or should, go beyond that pure 
expression of legislative intent." Kobzojf v. Los Angeles County Harbor/UCLA Medical Center 
(I 998) 19 Cal.4th 851, 861. Moreover, the Legislative Counsel's Digest is not determinative of 
the ultimate issue whether a statute constitutes a state-mandated program under article XIII B, 
section 6. (City o/San Jose, supra, 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817.) ·-
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the test claim statute is to have no impact on another provision of law; therefore, staff finds that 
Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302.25, subdivision (c) does not mandate a new 
program or higher level of service. · 

In addition, while counties may incur increased costs for higher wages and benefits as an indirect 
· result of the requirement to act as or establish an employer ofrecord, a showing of increased 

costs is.not determinative of whether the legislation imposes a reimbursable state-mandated 
program. The California Supreme Court has repeatedly ruled that evidence of additional costs 

· alon·e do not result in a reimbursable state-mandated program under article XIII B, section 6.27
' 

l11e Court also found in Lucia Mar, supra, 44 CalJd 830, 835: 

We recognize that, as is made indisputably clear from the language of the 
constitutional provision, local entities are not entitled to reimbursement for all 
increased costs mandated by state law, but only those costs resulting from a new 
program or an increased level of service imposed upon them by the state. 

Comments filed by the state agencies, DOF and DSS, both assert that case law interpreting 
article XIII B, section 6, including County of Los Angeles, supra, City of Anaheim v. State of 
California (1987) 189 Cal.App.3d 14 78, and City of Richmond v. Commission on State Mandates 
(1998) 64 Cal.App.4th 1190, results in a finding that "increases in employment benefits or 
compensation, as the result of legislation that does not directly mandate the increase, are not 
considered a "new progra111 or "higher level of service in an existing program" as meant by the 
Constitution. "28 

In County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d 46, the Court addressed the costs incurred as a result 
of legislation that required local agencies to provide the same increased level of workers' 
compensation benefits for their employees as private individuals or organizations were required 
to provide to their employees. The Supreme Court recognized that workers' compensation is not 
a new program and, thus, the court determined whether the legislation imposed a higher level of 
service on local agencies. 29 The court defined a "higher level of service" as "state mandated 
increases in the services provided by local agencies in existing programs." (Emphasis added.) 

Looking at the language of article XIII B, section 6 then, it seems clear that by 
itself the term "higher level of service" is meaningless. It must be read in 
conjunction with the predecessor phrase "new program" to give it meaning. Thus 
read, it is apparent that the subvention requirement for increased or higher level of 
service is directed to state mandated increases in the services provided by local 
agencies in existing "programs." 

The Supreme Court in County of Los Angeles continued: · 

The concern which prompted the inclusion of section 6 in article XIII B was the 
perceived attempt by the state to enact legislation or adopt administrative orders 

27 County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d at page 54; see also, Kern High School Dist., supra, 
30 Cal.4th 727, 735. 
28 DSS Comments, filed November 9, 2001, page 5. DOF's Comments, filed March 6, 2002, 
page 4, expresses similar arguments. 
29 County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d at page 56. o 
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creating programs to be administered by local agencies, thereby transferring to 
those agencies the fiscal responsibility for foroviding services which the state 
believed should be extended to the public. 0 

· . 

The court held that reimbursement for the increased costs of providing workers' compensation 
benefits to employees was not required. · 

. . . 

Section 6 has no application to, and the state need not provide subvention for; the 
costs incurred by local agencies in providing to their employees the same increase 
in workers' compensation benefits that employees of private individuals or 
organizations receive. Workers' compensation is not a program administered by 
local agencies to provide service to the public. Although local agencies must 
provide benefits to their employees either through insurance or direct payment, 
they are indistinguishable in this respect from private employers ... In no sense 
can employers, public or private, be considered to be administrators of a program 
of workers' compensation or to be providing services incidental to administration 
of the program. Workers' compensation is administered by the state ... 
Therefore, although the state requires that employers provide workers' 
compensation for nonexempt categories of employees, increases in the cost of 
providing this employee benefit are not subject to reimbursement as state­
mandated programs or higher levels of service within the meaning of section 6. 
(Id. at pp. 57-58, fn. omitted.) 

Although "[t]he law increased the cost of employing public servants, ... it did not in any tangible 
manner increase the level of service provided by those employees to the public." (San Diego 
Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 875.) In this sense, the present test claim is also 
indistinguishable from the analysis presented by the Court in County of Los Angeles. 

City of Richmond, supra, 64 Cal.App.4th 1190, similarly held that requiring local governments to 
provide death benefits to local safety officers, under both PERS and the workers' compensation 
system, did riot constitute a higher level of service to the public. The court stated: 

Increasing the cost of providing services cannot be equated with requiring an 
increased level of service under a section 6 analysis. A higher cost to the local 
government for compensating its employees is not the same as a higher cost of 
providing services to the public.31 

The court also found that "[a]lthough a law is addressed only to local governments and imposes 
new costs on them, it may still not be a reimbursable state mandate."32 

In City of Anaheim, supra, 189 Cal.App.3d 1478, the court determined that an increase in PERS 
benefits to retired employees, which resulted in a higher contribution rate by local governments, 
does not constitute a higher level of service to the public. In this case the court found that: 

30 Id. at pages 56-57. 
31 City of Richmond, supra, 64 Cal.App. 1190, 1196. 
32 d I . at page 1197. 
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While focusing on the exceptions to reimbursement, City conveniently presumes 
that [the test claim statute] mandated a higher level of service on local 
government, a prerequisite to reimbursement when an existing program is 
modified. 

· City's claim for reimbursement must fail for the following reasons: (I) [the test 
claim statute] did not compel City to do anything, (2) any increase in cost to City 
was only incidental to PERS' compliance with (the test claim statute], and 
(3) pension payments to retired employees do not constitute a "program" or 
"service" as that term is used in section 6.33 

. 

The court in Anaheim found that an increase in pension benefits to employees was.not a 
"program" or "service" within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6.34 The claimant in City of 
Anaheim: 

argues that since [the test claim statute] specifically dealt with pensions for public 
employees, it imposed unique requirements on local governments that did not 
apply to all state residents or entities. [Footnote omitted; emphasis in original.] 

However, the court continued: 

Such an argument, while appealing on the surface, must fail. As noted above, [the 
statute] mandated increased costs to a state agency, not a local government. Also, 
PERS is not a program administered by local agencies. 

Moreover, the goals of article XIIl B of the California Constitution "were to 
protect residents from excessive taxation and government spending ... [and] 
preclud[e] a shift of financial responsibility for carrying out governmental 
functions from the state to local agencies .... Bearing the costs of salaries, 
unemployment insurance, and workers' compensation coverage-costs which all 
employers must bear-neither threatens excessive taxation or governmental 
spending, nor shifts from the state to a local agency the expense of providing 
governmental services." (County of Los Angeles v. State of California, supra, 43 
Cal.3d at p. 61.) Similarly, City is faced with a higher cost of compensation to its 
employees. This is not the same as a higher cost of providing services to the 
public. [Emphasis added, footnote omitted.] 

Therefore, the court concluded that the test claim statute did "not fall within the scope of 
section 6. "35 

In San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th at pages 876-877, the Court held: 

Viewed together, these cases (County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d 46, City of 
Sacramento, supra, 50 Cal.3d SI, and City of Richmond, supra, 64 Cal.App.4th 
1190) illustrate the circumstance that simply because a state law or order may 
increase the costs borne by local government in providing services, this docs not 

33 City of Anaheim, supra, 189 Cal.App.3d at page 1482. 

34 Ibid. 
35 Id. at pages 1483-1484. 
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necessarily establish that the law or order constitutes an increased or higher level 
of the resulting "service to the public" under article XIII B, section 6, and 

· Government Code section 17514. [Emphasis in original.] 

The test claim statutes create a situation where the employer may be faced with "a higher cost of 
compensation to its employees." As held by the court, in City of Anaheim, supra, "[t]his is not 
the same as a higher cost of providing services to the public." Therefore, staff finds that any 
increased wage and benefit costs that may be incurred indirectly following implementation of 
Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302.25, is not a new pro grain or higher level of service. 

JI-ISS Advisory Committee: Welfare and Institutions Code Sections 12301.3, 12301.4, and 
12302. 25, Subdivisions (d) & (e) 

· Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.3, was added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90. The 
amendments by Statutes 2000, chapter 445, are indicated by underline, as follows: 

(a) Each county shall appoint an in-home supportive services advisory committee 
that shall be comprised of not more than 11 individuals. No less than 50 percent 
of the membership of the advisory committee shall be individuals who are current 
or past users of personal assistance services paid for through public or private 
funds or as recipients of services under this article. 

Cl )(A) In counties with fewer than 500 recipients of services provided pursuant to 
this article or Section 14132.95. at least one member of the advisory committee 
shall be a current or former provider of in-home supportive services. 

CB) In counties with 500 or more recipients of services provided pursuant to this 
article or Section 14132.95. at least two members of the advisory committee shall 
be a current or former provider of in-home supportive services. 

(2) Individuals who represent organizations that advocate for people with 
disabilities or seniors may be appointed to committees under this section. 

(3) Individuals from community-based organizations that advocate on behalf of 
home care employees may be appointed to committees under this section. 

(4) A countv board of supervisors shall not appoint more than one county 
employee as a member of the advisory committee. but may designate any county 
employee to provide ongoing advice and support to the advisory committee. 

(b) Prior to the appointment of members to a committee required by subdivision 
(a), the county board of supervisors shall solicit recommendations for qualified 
members through a fair and open process that includes the provision of reasonable 
written notice to, and reasonable response time by, members of the general public 
and interested persons and organizations. 

(c) The advisory committee shall submit recommendations to the county board of 
supervisors on the preferred mode or modes of service to be utilized in the county 
for in-home suppo1:tive services. 

(d) Any county that has established a governing body, as provided in subdivision 
(b) of Section 12301.6. prior to July I, 2000. shall not be required to comply with 
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the composition requirements of subdivision (a) and shall be deemed to be in 
compliance with this section. 

Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.4, was added by Statute~ 1999, chapter 90. The 
amendments by Statutes 2000, chapter 445, are indicated by underline, as follows: 

ill Each advisory committee established pursuant to Secticin 12301.3 or 12301.6 
shall provide.ongoing advice and recommendations regarding in-home supportive 
seryices t() the county board of supervisors, any administrative ~ody in the county 
that is related to the delivery and administration of in-home suppmtive services, 
and the governing body and administrative agency of the public authority, 
nonprofit consortium, contractor, and public employees. 

(b) Each countv shall be eligible to receive state reimbursements of administrative 
costs for onlv one advismy committee and shall comply with the requirements of 
subdivision Ce) of Section 12302.25. 

Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302.25, subdivision (d), as added by Statutes 1999, 
chapter 90, provides that prior to implementing the "employer of record" requirement, "a county 
shall establish an advisory committee as required by Section 12301.3 and solicit 
recommendations from the advisory committee on the preferred mode or modes of service to be 
utilized in the county for in-home supportive services." 

Subdivision (e) provides that "Each county shall take into account the advice and 
recommendations of the in-home supportive services advisory committee, as established 
pursuant to Section 12301.3, prior to making policy and funding decisions about the program on 
an ongoing basis." 

A test claim statute mandates a new program or higher level of service within an existing 
program when it compels a claimant to perform activities not previously required.36 

Establishing, maintaining and taking advice from an advisory committee regarding the operation 
of IHSS was not required of counties prior to Statutes 1999, chapter 90. Therefore, staff finds 
that the plain language of Welfare and Institutions Code sections 12301.3, 12301.4, and 
12302.25, subdivisions ( d) and ( e ), mandates a new program or higher level of service, for the 
following new activities: 

o Each county that does not qualify for the exception provided in section 12301.3, 
subdivision (d), shall appoint an in-home supportive services advisory committee that 
shall be comprised of not more than 11 individuals, with membership as required by 
section 12301.3, subdivision (a): "No less than 50 percent of the membership of the 
advisory committee shall be individuals who are cu1Tent or past users of personal 
assistance services paid for through public or private funds or as recipients of services 
under this article." (Welf. & Inst. Code,§§ 12301.3, subd. (a), 12302.25, subd. (d).)3

7 

o Following the September 14, 2000 amendment by Statutes 2000, chapter 445, 
counties shall appoint membership of the advisory committee in compliance with 
Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.3, subdivision (a)(l) and (a)(4): 

36 Lucia Mar Unified School Dist., supra, 44 Cal.3d 830, 836. 

37 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (aper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
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• 

• 

• 

In counties with fewer than 500 lHSS recipients, at least one member of the 
advisory committee shall be a current or former provider of in-home 
supportive services; in counties with 500 or more IHSS recipients, at least two 
members of the advisory committee shall be a current or former provider of 

· in-home supportive services. 

A count)' board of supervisors shall not appoint more than one cow1ty 
employee as a member of the advisory committee. (Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 

' . . ' 38 ' . ' ' ,, ' ' ' . ' . 
12301.3; subd. (a).) · . 

Prior to the appointment of members to a committee required by section 12301.3, 
subdivision (a), the county board of supervisors shall solicit recommendations for 
qualified members through a fair and open process that includes the provision of 
reasonable written notice to, and reasonable response time by, members of the general 
public and interested persons and organizations. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12301.3, 
subd. (b ).) 39 

The county shall solicit recommendations from the advisory committee on the preferred 
mode or modes of service to be utilized in the county for in-home supportive services. 
(Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12302.25, subd. (d).) 40 

The advisory committee shall submit recommendations to the county board of 
supervisors on the preferred mode or modes of service to be utilized in the county for 
in-home supp011ive services. (Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 12301.3, subd. (c).)41 

• Each county shall take into account the advice and recommendations of the in-home 
supportive services advisory committee, as established pursuant to section 12301.3, prior 
to making policy and funding decisions about lHSS on an ongoing basis. (Welf. & Inst. 
Code, § 12302.25, subd. (e).) 42 

• One advisory committee formed pursuant to sections 12301.3 or 12301.6, shall provide 
ongoing advice and recommendations regarding inchome supportive services to the 
county board of supervisors, any administrative body in the county that is related to the 
delivery and administration of in-home supportive services, and the governing body and 
administrative agency of the public authority, nonprofit consortium, contractor, and 
public employees. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12301.4.)43 

Since 1992, Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.6 has provided an option for counties to 
"(c]ontract with a nonprofit consortium to provide for the delivery of in-home supportive 

38 As amended by Statutes 2000, chapter 445 (oper. Sept. 14, 2000.) 
39 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
40 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
41 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999) and amended by Statutes 2000, 
chapter 445 (oper. Sept. 14, 2000.) 
42 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
43 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
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services ... or ... [e]stablish, by ordinance, a public authority to provide for the delivery ofin­
home supportive services." According to the September 1999 California State Audit Report on 
In-Home Supportive Services,44 provided by the claimant as Exhibit 4 to the test claim, "As of 
June 1999, 6 of the State's 58 counties-Alameda, San Mateo, San Francisco, Santa Clara, 
Los Angeles, and Contra Costa-. had elected to create public authorities fm: the. delivery of in­
home supportive services," under the optional program described in Welfare and Institutions 
Code section 12301.6. Therefore; those counties, plus any others meeting the exception 
described in section 12301.3, subdivision (d), are not required to establish an advisor~ 
committee, but they may be subject to the ongoing requirements of section 12301.4.4 

DSS does not dispute that the formation and continuing operation of advisory committees 
pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code sections 12301.3 and 12301.4 results in an entirely 
new program or higher level of service to the public. However, both DSS and DOF argue that it 
is already being sufficiently funded by the state.46 This is addressed at Issue 3, below, regarding 
"costs mandated by the state." 

Issue 2: Are the remaining test claim statutes subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution? 

Several code sections pied were not in fact substantively amended by tile test claim statutes, 
and therefore are not subject to article Xl/J B, section 6. 

Welfare and Institutions Code section 2 provides: "(t]hc provisions of this code, insofar as they 
are substantially the same as existing statutory provisions relating to the same subject matter, 
shall be construed as restatements and continuations, and not as new enactmcnts."47 Staff finds 
that a renumbering, reenactment or restateri1ent of prior law does not impose a reimbursable 
state-mandated program to the extent that the provisions and associated activities remain 
unchanged. 

44 Subtitled "Since Recent Legislation Changes the Way Counties Will Administer the Program, 
the Department of Social Services Needs to Monitor Service Delivery." 
45 Government Code section 17565 provides that if a claimant "at its option, has been incurring 
costs which are subsequently mandated by the state, the state shall reimburse the local agency or 
school district for those costs incurred after the operative date of the mandate." 

46 DOF's March 6, 2002 comments, pages 3-4, also argue that because the advisory committees 
"relate to the process of determining the rate of pay and benefits and of paying workers who 
provide services administered or overseen by the county, there is no "program" ... for which 
reimbursement is required." The cases cited by DOF in support of this proposition do not 
include facts where there were distinct administrative activities required by the test claim 
statutes, in addition to the higher contribution costs alleged, therefore, staff finds that this 
argument does not preclude a finding of a new program or higher level of service. 

47 This is in accordance with the California Supreme Court decision, which held that "(w]here 
there is an express repeal of an existing statute, and a re-enactment of it at the same time, or a 
repeal and a re-enactment of a portion of it, the re-enactment neutralizes the repeal so far as the 
old law is continued in force. It operates without interruption where the re-enactment takes 
effect at the same time." (In re Martin's Estate (1908) 153 Cal. 225, 229.) 

20 Test Claim OO-TC-23 
Final Staff Analysis 



Welf(1re and Institutions Code Section 12301.6 

. Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.6 provides an option for counties to "[c]ontract with 
a nonprofit consortium to provide for the delivery of in-home supportive services ... or . . . · 

. (e]stablish, by orclinance, a public authority to provide for the delivery of in-home supportive 
· services." It was amended by Statutes 1999, chapter 90,48 but then repealed and reenacted iri its 

original form by Statutes 1999, chapter 91; both statutes were effective and operative on 
July 12, 1999. Government Code section 9605 provides: "In the absence of any express 
provision to the contrary in' the statute which is enacted last, it shall be condusively presumed 
that the statute which is.enacted last is intended to prevail over statutes which are enacted earlier 
at the same session ... :: Thus Statutes 1999, chapter 91 conclusively prevails over chapter 90 
with respect to Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.6 so that no language was changed 
when compared to prior law. Therefore, staff finds that Welfare and Institutions Code section 
12301.6 was not substantively amended by the test claim statutes and is not subject to article 
XIII B, section 6. 

Welfare and Institutions Code Section 12301.8 

Similarly, Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.8 was added by Statutes 1999, · 
chapter 9049 and repealed entirely by Statutes 1999, chapter 91, both effective and operative on 
July 12, 1999. Government Code section 9605 also applies here, therefore, due to the repeal in 
Statutes 1999, chapter 91, Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.8 never operated as law. 
Thus, staff finds that Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.8 was never operative and is 
not subject to article Xlll B, section 6. 

Several test claim statutes do not impose a ·new program or ltiglter level of service because tltey 
do not require any new activities or impose a cost shift pursuant to article XIII B, section 6. 

A test claim statute or executive order mandates a new program or higher level of service within 
an existin~ program when it compels a local agency to perform activities not previously 
required,5 or when legislation requires that costs previously borne by the state are now to be 
paid by local agencies. Thus, in order for a statute to be subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution, the statutory language must order or command that local governmental 
agencies perform an activity or task, or result in "a transfer by the Legislature from the State to 
cities, counties, cities and counties, or special districts of complete or partial financial 
responsibility for a required program for which the State previously had complete or partial 
financial responsibility. " 51 

48 Statutes 1999, chapter 90 would have ame~ded the cost sharing provision between the state 
and the county for operating a public authority or nonprofit consortium under section 12301 .6. 
49 Statutes 1999, chapter 90 would have added specific state cost-sharing language for increased 
wages and benefits, above the federal minimum wage, for IHSS providers employed through a 
public authority, nonprofit consortium, or contract. 
50 Lucia Afar Unified School Dist., supra, 44 Cal.3d 830, 836. 
51 California Constitution, article XIII B, section 6, subdivision (c). 
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Government Code Section 16262.5 

Government Code section 16262.5 provides that counties "shall not be reduced for the state 
share of the nonfederal costs for the administration of the In-Home Supportive Services 
program," under certain circumstances. This section was amended by Statutes 1999, chapter 90, 

·to extend the period of time that this provision was applicable from June 30, 1998 to -
June 30, 2001, and amended other references to fiscal years consistent with this extension .. The 
section generally provides an opportunity for fiscal relief for counties that are reducing funding 

·for administrative activities county-wide in their budget, and also seek to reduce the · · 
administrative costs of IHSS in their budget. 

Claimant alleges that this section, as amended, "extends the period for which the counties shall 
not be reduced for the state share of nonfederal costs for administration of the IHSS program but 
limits the state share of those costs. "52 

The costs oflHSS have been shared between federal, state and county government since the 
inception of the program. The test claim statute extended a county fiscal relief program for two 
additional fiscal years which functioned to provide applicant counties with a reduced share of 
administrative costs of IHSS. Extending the number of years of fiscal relief available to counties 
does not require new activities on the part of the claimant, and does not transfer from the state to 
local agencies "financial responsibility for a required program," as described in article XIII B, 
section 6, subdivision (c), of the California Constitution. Therefore, staff finds that Welfare and 
Institutions Code section 16262.5, as amended by Statutes 1999, chapter 90, does not mandate a 
new program or higher level of service. 

Welfare and institutions Code Sections 14132. 95, 17600 and 17600.110 

Statutes 1999, chapter 90 amended Welfare and Institutions Code section 17600, by deleting 
subdivision (b)(4), which eliminated the "In-Home Supportive Services Registry Model 
Subaccount" from the Sales Tax Account of the Local Revenue Fund. 

The deleted language was originally added to the code by Statutes 1993, chapter 100. An 
uncodified portion of Statutes 1999, chapter 90, (§ 12), provides that "The unencumbered 
amount residing in the Jn-Home Supportive Services Registry Subaccount of the Sales Tax 
Account of the Local Revenue Fund on January 1, 2000, shall be transferred to the General 
Fund." Statutes 1999, chapter 90 also deleted Welfare and Institutions Code section 17600.110, 
which previously provided that "(a) Moneys in the In-Home Supportive Services Registry Model 
Account shall be available for allocation by the Controller for the purposes of Section 12301.6." 

Welfare and Institutions Code section 14132.95 is a detailed description of IHSS eligibility 
services and fonding, established by prior law. Statutes 1999, chapter 90, deleted subdivision 
(k)(3)(A)- (C), which previously specified the allocation of the subaccount fonding in Welfare 
and Institutions Code section 17600.110. This funding was earmarked for "the establishment of 
a1J entity specified in Section 12301.6." Prior law allowed a county "at its option, [to] elect to"

53 

contract with a nonprofit consortium or establish a public authority, to provide IHSS. 

52 Test Claim Filing, page 9. 
53 Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.6 
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The removal of specific state subaccount funding tied to a discretionary program54 does not 
require a claimant to perform new activities, nor does it transfer from the state to local agencies 
"financial responsibility for a required program," as described in article XIII B, section 6, 
subdivision (c), of the California Constitution. Staff finds that Statutes 1999, chapter 90, 
amending Welfare and Instit1itions Code sections 14132.95, 17600 and 17600.110, does not 
mandate a new program or higher level of service. 

Welfare and lnstiti1tions Code section 12302. 7 

Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302.7 was repealed by Statutes 1999, chapter 90. Prior 
to repeal of the law, the code section provided for an optional method for counties to contract for 
JI-1SS. The section had an inoperative date of July I, 2001,.and an automatic repealer provision 
operative January I, 2002. The earlier repeal of this section did not operate to place any new 
requirements on counties. Therefore, staff finds that the repeal of Welfare and Institutions Code 
section 12302.7 does not mandate a new program or higher level of service. 

Welfare and Institutions Code Section 12303. 4 

As amended by Statutes 1999, chapter 90, language was stricken from Welfare and Institutions 
Code section 12303.4, as follows: 

(a)E+t-Any aged, blind, or disabled individual who is eligible for assistance under 
this chapter or Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 12500), and who is not 
described in Section 12304, shall receive services under this article which do not 
exceed the maximum of 195 hours per month. 

(2) Reeipien~s served in fnedes ef deliYery ether than the individual preYider 
mede sl=tall be limited in the ma)[imun1 n1:1fl16er ef serviee l1eurs per montl=t to 195 
hems times the statewide wage rate per hour for the individual pro\·ider n1ode as 
calculated ey the separtment and ey dividing tl=tis product ey the hourly cost of 
the IHOde of service to Be pFO\'ided. 

(b)E+t-Any aged, blind, or disabled individual who is eligible for assistance under 
this chapter or Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 12500), who is in need, as 
determined by the county welfare department, of at least 20 hours per week of the 
services defined in Section 12304, shall be eligible to receive services under this 
article, the total of which shall not exceed a maximum of283 hours per month. 

(2) Recipients serves in moses of selivery other than the insivisual 13rovicler 
n1ode shall be limites in the manimum Humeer of serviee hours per month to 283 
hours times the statewide wage rate per hour for the insividual 13rovicler as 
ealeulates ey the department and sivisiHg this prosuet by the hourly east rate of 
the FRoae of serYiee to ee 13rovises. 

The claimant alleges "this section amends the total hours of services a qualified recipient is 
entitled to receive."55 

54 Ibid. 
55 Test Claim Filing, page 10. 
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Prior law allowed for reduction of the number of hours per month of service that a recipient 
might otherwise be eligible for, when the provider was employed in a method other than the 
individual provider mode. As an example, if the provider was paid through a contract with an 
hourly cost rate of $10 per hour, but the current state wage rate for individual providers was $8, a 
recipient otherwise eligible for 283 hours would be limited to approximately 226 hours. This 
could keep costs to the state and county comparable between the individual provider mode and 
another mode of service with a higher negotiated hatirly cost rate, but could also result in a cut in 
services to the recipient. 

Statutes 1999, chapter 90 eliminated this exception to the maximum number of hours of 
eligibility for a recipient. Staff finds that Welfare and Institutions Code section 12303.4, by 
removing an exception to the maximum number of hours a recipient is eligible to receive, does 
not require any activities on the pai1 of the counties and thus does not mandate a new program or 
higher level of service. 

Welfare and Institutions Code Section 12306. J 

Welfare and Institutions Code section 12306.1, as added by Statutes 1999, chapter 91, provides: 

Notwithstanding paragraph (3) of subdivision (c) of Section 12301.6, with regard 
to wage increases negotiated by a public authority pursuant to Section 12301.6, 
for the 1999-2000 fiscal year the state shall pay 80 percent, and each county shall 
pay 20 percent, of the nonfederal share of paid increases up to fifty cents ($0.50) 
above the hourly statewide minimum wage. This section shall be applicable to 
wage increases negotiated prior to or during the 1999-2000 fiscal year. 

This section was repealed by Statutes 2000, chapter 108, effective and operative July I 0, 2000.56 

Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.6, as referred to in section 12306.1, is a 
discretionary statute, and staff finds that any negotiated wages in excess of the state minimum 
wage, or cost-sharing resulting from such a statute, are all costs assumed at the option of the 
county. 57 Staff finds that Welfare and Institutions Code section 12306.1 did not require any 
activities on the part of the counties, nor did it transfer from the state to local agencies "financial 
responsibility for a required program," as described in article XJII 8, section 6, subdivision (c), 
of the California Constitution, and thus did not mandate a new program or higher level of 
service. 

Issue 3: Do the test claim statutes found to impose a new program or higher level of 
service also impose costs mandated by the state pursuant to Government 
Code section 17514'! 

Reimbursement under aiticle Xlll 8, section 6 is required only if any new program or higher 
level of service is also found to impose "costs mandated by the state." Government Code 
section I 7 514 defines "costs mandated by the state" as any increased cost a local agency is 

56 Statutes 2000, chapter I 08 was not pled in the test claim. 

57 Kern High School Dist., supra, 30 Cal.4th at page 743: "We instead agree with the Department 
of Finance, and with City of Merced, supra, 153 Cal.App.3d 777, that the proper focus under a 
legal compulsion inquiry is upon the nature of claimants' participation in the underlying 

programs themselves." 
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required to incur as a result of a statute or executive order that mandates a new program or higher 
level of service. At the time of filing the test claim, the claimant was required to allege costs in 
excess of $200, pursuant to Government Code section 17564. The claimant estimated increased 
costs to the county _share of wages and benefits in the range of $10 to 21.7 million after 
establishing a public authority as the employer of record. In addition, the claimant states that 

. these figures "do not include the administrative costs incurred with: creation and ongoing 
activities of the advisory committee, costs associated with the creation of any new modality or 

·contracting with same, and costs associated with collective bargaining."· 

Government Code section 17556 provides, in pertinent part: 

The commission shall not find costs mandated by the state, as defined in Section 
17514, in any claim submitted by a local agency or school district, if, after a 
hearing, the commission finds any one of the following: 

(c) The statute or executive order imposes a requirement that is mandated by a 
federal law or regulation and results in costs mandated by the federal government, 
unless the statute or executive order mandates costs that exceed the mandate in 
that federal law or regulation. This subdivision applies regardless of whether the 
federal law or regulation was enacted or adopted prior to or after the date on 
which the state statute or executive order was enacted or issued. 

(e) The statute, executive order, or an appropriation in a Budget Act or other bill 
provides for offsetting savings to local agencies or school districts that result in no 
net costs to the local agencies or school districts, or includes additional revenue 
that was specifically intended to fund the costs of the state mandate in an amount 
sufficient to fund the cost of the state mandate. 

Although IHSS is a joint federai-state-local program, there is no evidence in the record that any 
of the mandated activities arc required by federal law. Therefore, staff finds that Government 
Code section 17556, subdivision (c) does not apply. 

The claimant stated that none of the Government Code section 17556 exceptions apply. 
However, DOF specifically argues that the claimant has been provided with funding for the 
advisory committee activities and that Govermnent Code section 17556, subdivision (e) applies 
to deny a mandate finding. 58 In the response to comments filed September 9, 2002, page 5, the 
claimant asserts that of the $11,944 already claimed for the advisory committee expenses "[t]he 
costs for the Advisory Committee alone have exceeded several times the allotment actually paid 
by the Department of Social Services." 

While state funds already provided must be used to offset any mandate reimbursement claimed, 
the claimant has provided a declaration that their administrative costs of forming and operating 

58 
DOF Comments, page 1, filed March 6, 2002. DOF's March 28, 2007 comments also include 

a chart showing funds appropriated for the "IHSS Advisory Committee" through 2005-06. 
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the advisory committee are not being fully reimbursed. To further support this claim, the 
claimant provided a copy of DSS claiming instructions for the January- March 2001 quarter, 
which allowed for 100 percent of "IHSS Advisory Committee/Direct Costs," retroactive to 
July 2000, but _required claims for reimbursement of county administrative costs "for supporting 
the lHSS Advisory Committee," be charged separately under the standard claiming instructions 
for lHSS. Specifically the document states: 

Costs incurred by the County Welfare Department (CWD) for supporting the 
lHSS Advisoi-y"Cominittee are not allo'wable for reimbursement under these 
codes. Any CWD costs for providing support activities for the IHSS Advisory 
Committee should be charged to the appropriate IHSS/PCSP claim codes on the 
County Expense Claim (CEC.)59 

. 

This reaiuires a county share of costs as required by Welfare and Institutions Code section 
12306.6 Section 12306 requires that the state and county share non-federal administrative costs 
of!HSS in a 65 percent state/35 percent county split. Requiring the claimant to maintain this 
share of costs for a mandated new program or higher level of service would defeat the stated 
purpose of article Xlll B, section 6 to "provide a subvention of funds to reimburse that local 
government for the costs of the program or increased level of service." 

Various DSS County Fiscal Letters show that funds have been allocated for reimbursing counties 
for the direct costs of the mandatory advisory committee on an annual basis since July 2000. 61 

However, the reimbursement period for this test claim begins on the operative date of Statutes 
I 999, chapter 90--July 12, 1999. In addition, the state could also fail to allocate such funds in 
any future budget year. 62 

Another source of funds noted in the County Fiscal Letters, beginning in fiscal year 2003-04, 
was for a small number of counties' administrative costs to act as the employer of record for 
IHSS providers.63 In the current fiscal year, 2006-07, this funding is limited to the counties of 
Alpine and Tuolumne and is for "the cost of administrative activities necessary for counties to 
act as the employer of record for IHSS providers." 64 However, the mandated activity pursuant 
to Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302.25 is for the initial establishment of an employer 

59 County Fiscal Letter (CFL) No. 00/01-48, page 3, issued December 22, 2000, by DSS. (Also, 
Exh. 2 to Claimant's Response to Comments.) 
6° Claimant Response to Comments, page 5, filed September 9, 2002. 
61 DSS CFL, Nos. 00/01-14, 00/01-33, 00/01-48, 01/02-12, 02/03-28, 02/03-73, 03/04-46, 
03/04-51, 04/05-16, 04/05-22, 04/05-27, 05/06-10, 06/07-02. 
62 In Carmel Valley Fire Protection Dist. v. State (2001) 25 CaL4th 287, 299, the Court 
discussed that, subject only to the Governor's veto power, the Legislature has the power to 
determine how funds are expended in each annual budget: "Legislative determinations relating to 
expenditures in other respects are binding upon the executive: 'The executive branch, in 
expending public funds, may not disregard legislatively prescribed directives and limits 
pertaining to the use of such funds."' 
63 DSS CFL, No. 02/03-73, page 2. 
64 DSS CFL, No. 06/07-02, page 2. 
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of record on or before January 1, 2003. Therefore, this funding is not specific to the mandated 
activity. 

Staff finds that section 17556, subdivision (e) does not apply to disallow a finding of costs 
mandated by the state, but all claims for reimbursement for the approved activities must be offset 
by any funds already received from state or federal sources. Thus, for the activities listed in the 
conclusion below, staff finds accordingly that the new program or higher level of service also 
imposes costs mandated by the state within the meaning of Government Code section 1 7514, and 

· rione of the excepticiris of Govenirncnt-Ccide section 17556 apply. · · 

CONCLUSION 

Staff concludes that Welfare and Institutions Code sections 12301.3, 12301.4, and 12302.25, as 
added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 or amended by Statutes 2000, chapter 445 impose new 
programs or higher levels of service for counties within the meaning of article Xlll B, section 6 
ofthf'. California Constitution, and impose costs mandated by the state pursuant to Government 
Code section 17514, for the following specific new activities: 

• From July 12, 1999, until December 31, 2002, each county shall establish an employer 
for in-home suppo1iive service providers. This activity is limited to the administrative 
costs of establishing an employer of record through a public authority, nonprofit 
consortium, contract, county administration of the individual provider mode, county ci vii 
service personnel, or mixed modes of service. It does not include mandate 
reimbursement for any increased wages or benefits that may be negotiated depending on 
the mode of service adopted, or any activities related to collective bargaining. (Welf. & 
Inst. Code, § 12302.25, subd. (a).) 65 

· 

• Counties with an II-ISS caseload of more than 500 shall be required to offer an individual 
provider employer option upon request of a recipient, and in addition to a county's 
selected method of establishing an employer for in-home supportive service providers. 
This activity is limited to the administrative costs of establishing an employer of record in 
the individual provider mode, upon request. It does not include mandate reimbursement 
for any increased wages or benefits that may be negotiated, or any activities related to 
collective bargaining. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12302.25, subd. (a).) 66 

• Each county that does not qualify for the exception provided in section 12301.3, 
subdivision (d), shall appoint an in-home supportive services advisory committee that 
shall be comprised of not more than 11 individuals, with membership as required by 
section 12301.3, subdivision (a): "No less than 50 percent of the membership of the 
advisory committee shall be individuals who are current or past users of personal 
assistance services paid for through public or private funds or as recipients of services 
under this article." (Welf. & Inst. Code, §§ 12301.3, subd. (a), 12302.25, subd. (d).)67 

65 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 ( oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
66 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 ( oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
67 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
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° Following the September 14, 2000 amendment by Statutes 2000, chapter 445, counties 
shall appoint membership of the advisory committee in compliance with Welfare and 
Institutions Code section 12301.3, subdivision (a)(!) and (a)(4): 

In counties with fewer than 500 IHSS recipients, at least one member of the 
advisory committee shall be a current or former provider of in-home supportive 
services; in counties with 500 or more IHSS recipients, at least two members of 
the advisory committee shall be a current or fonner provider of in-home 
supportive services°. 

A county board of supervisors shall not appoint more than one county employee 
as a member of the advisory committee. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12301.3, 
subd. (a).)68 

o Prior to the appointment of members to a committee required by section 12301.3, 
subdivision (a), the county board of supervisors shall solicit recommendations for 
qualified members through a fair and open process that includes the provision of 
reasonable written notice to, and reasonable response time by, members of the general 
public and interested persons and organizations. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12301.3, 
subd. (b).) 69 

o The county shall solicit recommendations from the advisory committee on the preferred 
mode or modes of service to be utilized in the county for in-home supportive services. 
(Weif. & Inst. Code, § 12302.25, subd. (d).) 70 

o The advisory committee shall submit recommendations to the county board of 
supervisors on the prefen-ed mode or modes of service to be utilized in the county for in­
home supportive services. (Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 12301.3, subd. (c).)71 

o Each county shall take into account the advice and recommendations of the in-home 
supportive services advisory committee, as established pursuant to Section 12301.3, prior 
to making policy and funding decisions about IHSS on an ongoing basis. (Welf. & Inst. 
Code,§ 12302.25, subd. (e).) 72 

o One advisory committee formed pursuant to sections 12301.3 or 12301.6, shall provide 
ongoing advice and recommendations regarding in-home supportive services to the 
county board of supervisors, any administrative body in the county that is related to the 
delivery and administration of in-home supportive services, and the governing body and. 

68 As amended by Statutes 2000, chapter 445 (aper. Sept. 14, 2000.) 
69 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
70 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
71 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999) and amended by Statutes 2000, 
chapter 445 (oper. Sept. 14, 2000.) 
72 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 ( oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
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administrative agency of the public authority, nonprofit consortium, contractor, and 
public employees. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12301.4.)73 

Staff concludes that all claims for reimbursenient for the approved activities must be offset by 
any funds already received from state or federal sources, including funds allocated for the direct 
costs of the advisory committee. 

Sfaff condudes that Government Code section 16262.5, and Welfare and Institutions Code· 
sections 12301.6, 12301.8, 12302.7, 12303.4, 12306.1, 14132.95, 17600 and 17600.110, as pled,. 
along with any other test claim statutes and allegations not specifically approved above, do not 
impose a program, or a new program or higher level of service, subject to article XIII B, 
section 6. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends the Commission adopt this staff analysis to partially approve this test claim. 

73 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
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EXHlBlT A 
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______ .JuN·.z ~ :2001. :: -_ 
·' /. TEST CLAIM FORM -

.- COMMISSION ON · -L. ·/) 
STATE MANDATES ) :ZJ;/j,·'J1. 

. 

Local Agency or School District Submitting Claim 

San Bernardino County 
. ' 
·{ 

Contact Person-.:-_--. 

) )ohn Logger, SB-90 Coordinator 

Address 

222.w. Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor 
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0018 

&-i Representative Organization to be Notified _ 

9 California State Association of Counties 

. •·· •,r • .. 

Ts)sphone No. 

·. 

(909) 386-~821 
Fax ( 909 ) 386-8830 

'\ 

This test claim alleges the existence of a reimbursable state mandated program within the meaning of sectl_on 17514 of 
the Government Code and section 6,-artlcle XlllB ofths California Constitution. This.test claim ls: flied pursuant fo ssctlo-n 
17551 (a) ofthe Government Code. 

Identify specific sectlon(s) of the chaptered blll or executive order. alleged to contain a man#te, Including the particular _ 
)~tatutory code sectlon(s) within the chaptered bill, If applicable .. _ _ _ ·\ . . _ 

. Chapter 90, Statutes of .1999, Chapter' 91, Statutes of 1991, 
-Ch_apte:i;- 445, .Statutes of 2000 

IMPORTANT: PLEASE SEE INSTRUCTIONS AND FILING REQUl~EMENTS FOR C_OMPLETING A TEST CLAIM ON THE 
REVERSE SIDE. 
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'·''' 

BEFORETHE . 
COlVi:MISSIQN ON $TATE MANDATES . 

. . ' - .··,. :.'= 

. · · :· i'est q1~im, .cir:, . •.. . . . . 
: County ofSan Beni.ardi.n,9,_·.· ·• 

In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) II 

.. Chapter 9Q,Statute,s ofl 999 
. Chapter 9.1;.Statutes.of 1999 · 
chaptei: 445,;. 8t~fut~··M'2000 

. .... 'i , . 

~;. - . '1. ·.;.t' .. :.. -'.,: :....· ': ., .: . . y· . 

STATEMENT OF THE CLAIM. 

A.. MANDATE SUMMARY 

. . . . . . ; ' - ' . ·-" - .. -

Th.~. sJ.atut~~- cite4.\ipoye)W.v!J ,q~ lfee,;i .~Y:Sqribed J;>.y.. ~~.Calif~mi~ 'state Auilitor1 

as a si~canf.chiuige m:· the ./P.~V~~\bx,)¥~\:!1,PB?Atie~;·,Wf.,~ter the In-Home 
Supportive Services ("IHSS") P,P?.gt;\1?1--}~ s~~· tli~,:,rW.,Si;tto11 setS up a complex 
requirement for the various counties to ac;t, ~;pf ,9E¥<\~~-(~ ;','.~pl,oyer of record" for the 
purpose of collectix.~J;i~ga,ip,jng,mth t4~ 1 ,W,di~~~.!!LPJPYi.4#f~: of IHSS· services. The 
legislation also mandates the creation of an 'Eid.~911' ~01T!IPi1't.~ft. to advise the county on 
the appropriate methodology for establishing an "~:PIOY.ef.. 9[,,I:ecord'\ and to provide 
ongoing acivice to the county. . ,. .. , 

..... :;: 
In. brief summary, the result. of the .Je.giSiation is fo substantially. increase 

administ,r~ti,v~< ~.~,.PJO~~~.tii;: 99~t~ 9.f,!)i~ .. pr9gi-~jn vari..91.l.s·~~y,~, ·Th~ fit;.st increase 
is by mandit.ting ·the creation· of the advisory committees, niandating fu,eµ-. ¥om.positi9n, 
and: r.e.i:i~iJ:P:~e,:µi. tp proyige,,8P,gpip..g;, ~q~ic:s; ;/~·§klJ.tj()nJlJl.~{ depending upon what 
authorized "emplbyer .of·recor.4'.J;i:j. _c11~Ml'l4;; tl?;~re ~;;'!!,~,s,~b.~\1,W-:tial-agrn,inistrative costs.· 
in ~e. C()p§.i~.f!ff~:P:9R 9f !J.R-~i creatj()n,.. of.the .')W:plpyei ofre:.c:qf,d"; as vvell .as the ongoing . 
costs asscici.ated With the duties of:tR,_e-';'.~JD.!li9Y.et~·o{:recor4'.j -:~ . ; · -· :-: .· =-:. .- .. 

·· --· - ... :-:-- - .. -. ···~'.=/·:· .. ~ .. ~· ;;~;:r;:,>~· ·f'-·.'.~;;;·.~<-::7--:-~;:~: .. ,.: '.~> ·~. ~:-:);~·:·~·;.r.· ···--~--·-- - . · 

The last, aJ:ld, prnp~R~y.:.~gre~~'~'~t~osh .i$. :tP...at·as,~oc~ate..~2,Yt,ith colle.ctive bargaining· 
on beh* of: the·, ip:9:\vip.ual .provid~ of .I?§.~ .sef1.;ic;es1 ,.~qg~er with· the increase in. 
wages and benefits that are contemplated. These costs are exacerb~ted by the state's 
limiting its share of costs for admfuistr~tjve,c;o~t~ ~4 pi:ovi4.~r_wage5 and benefits. At 

. prese.n,t," if~e county provide,s,, be:1,1efi.ts t() the proyidersi.the. tot.al. costs bi;:come a ·county 
. ··'"•.· 

· 
1 See California State Auditor, In-Home Supportiv~ Seryibes.' Since Recent .Legislation Changes the Way· 

· Counties Will Administer the Program, The Department of Social Services]feeds.to Monitor, Service 
De/ive1y (hereinafter "Auditor's Report"), September 1999 afpage I. · 
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expense. .The scenario, which bas been created, is that this legislation mandates 
collective bargaining between the emplo'yer of record and the providers, yet the state is 

· not gobig to contribute above its prevfous share of the. wages of the providers at the base 
of minimum wage, and provides nothi.J;ig towards benefits. · · 

. ' .. ·: . 'nJ.e creati~ncif an ''.employer 'of.record" a.lso creates a'~yriad 6f othe~'proble~~> ·. 
: including Cal~OSHA regarding workpl.ace safety, liability for the ads o!· .o:ffiis~fons· of the· · .. · 
· pfoviders; and telil.ted liability'issue5: · · · · · ·· · · ·. · ·· .. " · ' · · · · ·' · · · ·· ·· · · ·. · 

.. IHSS PROGRAM 

. . . ' . 
The IHSS program is the.metho.d by which the State of California has chosen. to 

implement a federal program. Origi.ri.8.lly in Title XX, in the Social Security Provisions, it 
is now located in Title XIX, which is part of the medical program. The purpose of this 
program is to provide the requisite level of care to financi8.lly needy individuals to 8.llow 
them to remain in their home, and avoid nursing home or other residential placement. · · 

. There are three main types of serviCes afforded by the IHSS program .... 

The first category of services is Domestic Services. These services' would include 
such items as the following: .. . 

. 1. Sweeping, vacuuming; washing and waxing of floor stirfaces. 
2. washing kitchen coUn.ters and siriks: .. 
3. Cleaning oven, stove arid refrigerator. 
4. Storirigfood ~d·supplies. . .. 
5,, . Meal'platining, preparation of fo9d, and clean"'up. 
6: · Chruiging·bed·linen. · 

· 7. Lawi.drY:services. 
8. Dusting and picking up. 
9. Food shopping and.reasonable errands. 

. A second category· of se¥~es is Persoi,ial Care Services. ~~se. services would 
include the foll6Wing: · . . . · · . · · 

1. · Bowel and bladder. care (incJ1,1ding enemas, ~ptying of catheter or 
cistomy bags,.as.sistance with bed pruis, diapers, etc.) . . . . ·· . · 
2. · ·Respiration · (i,llciuding 1"assi.stance with· self-administration of 
oxygen and cleaning ofIP~B machines:)' · 
3. · Assistaµce with eating and the_intak:e of fluids. 
4. Assistance with bathing, dressmg· and m:oo:rnillg. . 
5. ASsistance with .~g. ill bed,· as well as getting into and out of 
bed. · · ' 
· 6 Assistance with ambulation. . · 
7: . Care of and assistance with prm.ithetic devices and assistance with 
self-administration of medications. . 
8. . Assistance Vfith. transportation for health .care appointments and 
to/from alternate resources.. 'o 'o • 
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9. Protective supervision .. (This type of service is provided to those 
who n~ed someone to .,:watch ·out for tliem, in order· to safeguard the 
rec;ipierit against injury, hazard or accident. -A· couple of examples are 
· chil,dren. who are s9. severely disabled they need extraordinary supervision, 
_ and ~clividiia1s Wi!h mental disabilities that tend to "".ander; stich as .·going ... 
•·out for .. the paper· and· never retllining;, These. inclividuafa"i1eed: help·tfr · 
,~a£ely liye in tllf<ir o\:>'11 hem~.) _ : . _ _ .. . : . · - : . · · · - _ .-
. ' ,. . . '. .. . . - .·' . ·, -. -

' .. ·, ·- -

_ . The third .type of services are ·Paramedical Services, wliich have· the fcillo\vhig -
characteristics:· - - -· 

1. • Are activities which;;;due to the recipienfs physical. or ru:ental 
c;ondition, are necessary to mamtain the recipienfs h~alth·: . -
·2. ' A!.e activities_ which' .include the ' direct .. adniinistratiori~ 'of 
medications, puncturingJhe. skin;·or-tinserting a medical device into '1fb'cidy 
orifice, -activities requiring sterile procedures, or other activities· requiring 
judgment based on training given bya,licen,.Sed-health·care·proJessional. 

. ' "i · ·' l_,, . ·::·.~ l'l . ,. - ; ' ;.1 :~ • -
'-_· __ ,., · •. '"·· • r'_-,- .,, 

When one applies for IHSS, there is a needs, assessmerit:perfotmed, to.:detcl:tnine 
what sei;vices .a.re,:necessary.. Th,ere is: also 'an ·income/financial·test,-.to' detenniri:e if there 

;;, - .. · i~1~anc,ia(eligil:Ji]ity or whether .the reqipierit of the. services must pay a share· of cost If 
the recipient· already receives . SSI/SSP;. there is automatic satisfaction'' ofr. the 
income/fina.nciaj.test: . Th.e Jl!cvcimum .hours that a recipient-.can receive through ·tlie PCSP 
program is 283 hours per month; the maximum hours a recipient can receive tll:tciugh the 
:Residual program is 195 hours per month> The·immber ofhoilrs granted•to:a:recipient for 
servii;:es depends on the needs,.the ·itldivici.tial iil'•order,:to remilii. in.the ·horiie. Some 
recipients receive as few as· 2 to 10 hours per week, while others receive_tb.e>d1aximum -
allowable hol'lrs under the program. · 

• .".il 

ID. ~San ~emardino,·•·the services are provided by iridividucils who are called 
"prQ:viders'.~ :: Experience has sh9wn. that the provider· is oft~ :;a. •Clcise family relative, 

·i · friend· c.ir neigli,bor of, tlJ.e recipient, .and is·•,chosen by -the :·recipient. 2- ·-At- present,·tlie 

·.~~ .. 

9:-::. 

provider .. is,p!l.idrollilinum•wageby·theprogram. ;· · - ··· · ·1 .. t!' .·". 

·.=. .. ·. : i I. ·'.!' ··: ,1· 

_ For the P:QSP program; the;coimty payiH.7 '12%'. of the program costs, the federal 
.- government:50%;:and•the state.pays the balance of 42·;Vi%, If the program is Re8idU:a1\ 

the costs are.shared 35% by the county, and 65.% by the state. · · 
. . : .. . ·.'-' !""' . :... 

The;probleni.··is that the state -ha:s- com.mitted to this payment, ratio to .the minim~- -
wage .. Chapt.er.,9J.;Statutes .of 1999 increases the stateis conimilmenfto the progfam'to 
50 cents, above miirimum wage; ·-However; if you-are .a Public Authority· county, ilie state· 
Will contribute at. its· percentage share to· a maximum of::$7'.50 per -hour. - The- current 

'. . . .. .:·· 

•. o: - • ·· • -~ .• ~, 11:· ,._.,,..,~,._~· . ..,..·• ·oJ:.:..,.-,.n~r: •.o;;-: ,...,~ "C~·~>:", ·'-:h~·~·-i .~('<..·~I.·_,_.;,_ ·.~;.\~--: :~; ·;;i: .. .'• ~'.ol.;·~.:;--. c."" ~ i",.:i;..:;:;1~.i..\.";_1,::: ~• .:.cl.'.• •,::;i:;_";i'l;~ 
2 . " I . . - · 

_ Auditor. s Report, p!J.ge 9. . .. · · · · . . . · 
_ 

3 The Residual progrwn: is when.the provider. is the spouse or parent of the recipient In this case, the· 
.. ~' '"' prcigtiim does not quruify for federal funds:-'lt shtiUld· be noted;''hbweverfthfiHfthe provider is th~ . ,_. . 

· -- -- -employee.of a contractor, the degree·of a.ffin:itY is nofrecO'gmzCc!;-aild:H:b'e'ciomes;'agilk, a.federal program, 
·· · :.:c.c··witlnh'e state,:iristead«if piiyingc65%'<i'ftlie'Cosbi;'pays .42 .Y.%. · · 
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·. fin~gs of the state is that there is. insufflcient funding to increase the hourly wage of the 
providers to $850 per hour; although there is contemplation ofinereasing the wage $1.00 
per hour· fo7 the next four years, provided that there is aii adequate budget sui-plus. 
However, with the o~er pressm·es on the state's fisc, including the current energy crisis, . 
it··is do~b~l whether .~e .further increa5es y;.ill~be realized. In ·any event, ihe county's 
·sh~e,willmcrease.· '· ........ · " .. :· · .· · -:' · :. ·· ···.,,. .. · .. ·~. ··"· .·. ·. · · ... 

. . ~DVISORY co!\11vITITEE.,. . . · ... ' .. ,- .'· .. · ... ·:: .. ·: .. . ·' .· . -. . . ~. ' ·-:· ...... '•· 

... ·-. 

The legislation mandates tire creation of an advisory committee, to· advise. the· 
· county on the best methodology for: creating an "eniplbyer of record"; whether to be the 
· "employer ·of record'\ to contract with an entity tci"provide IHSS services,. to create a · 
Public; Authorify, or to establish a Nonprofit·Consortiillri., or a mixture of the foregoing 

· for the purposes of establishing an "employer of record'~. , . , · 
. , .• ·--,. 1.·, - , ••. • . ~ .·· . 

· · Under the test claim legislation·, as San· Bernardino courity has in· excess of 5 00 
recipients of IHSS services, the .advisory committee, which shall have no more than 11 
members, is mandated to be comprised as follows: · · 

·. Two members shall have been curtent or .fori:rier providers tif niss servic~ 
Individuals· who represent organizations. that advocate for· people Witl{·disabilities 

or seniors··· . 
Individuals from community~based organiz~ticins that advocate on behalf ofho±iie 

care emplOyees ··. : . ··· · :" ·· · · · 
Cannot have more than one county employee· · 

·.· · No'1ess-:than 50% ·of the membership shall be "individuals·who are cu±rent·or p~t 
users of:IHSS services4... ·· ... ., • . · . . · • .,, 

The advisory committee is .initially required to submit recommendations to the 
county's board of,stipervisors oti tlre·preferred mode or modes of service to be utilized for 
the provisioti of IHSS services' under. the new'·legislation.5 Thereafter;::' once ·the 
"employer.:ofrecord"· is created, the adv.iso1y committee·is to have a contiriu~ role; and is 
required by statute to "provide ongoing advice and recommendations regarding fu::horii.e 
supportive servkes to the· county board· of supervisors, any administrative bo.dy in the 
county. that is related to. the delivery' and 'administration of in~honie suppo'mve services, 
and ;,the;:. governing body and aclliiliiistrative agency ·of the public authority, nonprofit 
co.nsortium, contractor,· and public .. employees:"6 

. •. • • · • . . · · ·· 

_ ..... _..~ ....... ~.-· • .....l.;.;;.-· --·~.-....: ............ ...._.1-.:.;i..;..:.:~~~-"'."· ...... ' ·.• . . .. ,. . . 

. Give1r:tlre-;rerrormifyc;of;t:Jie:::charge-:-givell",t6ithejrdvisory committee, the County of. 
San BemarcliD.o startedTecruit:illg members of.the target population, aS set.forth in the test. 
claimlegislation, to serve.on the advisory committee: In order to reach the comrirnnity as 
required by the legislation, and as:there are over·10',000 recipients and 9,000·providers, 
and this does not include interested members of the community and community based 
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. organizatj.t}ns, the initial mailing was in excess of 19,000.7 _Notwithstanding the large 
mailipg, "llie county li.ad. ~culties in recruiting for the advisory committee. Tl:ie 

• difficulties in: establishing · ~e . adyisory committee is ; further compounded . by· the 
g-eographic area enco:rn.passed by the county. If there :is, a meeting in -Big- River or -

_ Needli:,:s,' ii,veii .i:he _diStanc;e from _sii,n_ Bernardino, which is the county· seat w_here_ ~e - -
- program is located,. staff must spend the night. - - . . -

' .. - .. ~ '···: ·. -. ·. ::·•::··:-.- ,- •·. • - ." :. . . ... '. ... . .' ··r -., - , .... ·.:·. ·:· -- .. ·,·'. ·.·.: ·; :~ 
- -- · ·· -'· · .. · -. -. Th¢ ad\iiSory cdinzjttee. haS been;:riteetitig. weekly sirice November -in oi:dei: t6: -

. c!-i;s~harg~. its _statutory 9b)igatjon to -reqnnmend a form that the· "employer of recordl'-will .. -
talce. 'This h_as neces~itated providing materials on the;.benefits ·and dettiments 'of each_- ' 

.. fc;irip. . of, organization, finifilcial an,cl: co st materials, and, progriiriili:latic materials. · Each 
mt;etjng must-.al.,so be nqtic~d in compliance with ·the Ralph M.· BroWn. Act, ·sb each· 

; fil.y~tj.µg .must haye n9t o_nly the individual .agenda items, but also .the agenda itself, which 
must be posted. ' - ' . - - ' ! - ' ' 

-_ Giv,eIJ.,:that ·a si,ib~t!lJ.lti.al number of the committee members are past or present 
. _µ~ei:;s,;.of-IBSS s¥rvices,- traJ;lBportation must _be provided or arranged for a number of the 
' committee-members. •' - ---·'' . . --. 

· .-1: .· . .i(f'.!:,ril; ·~ .· .. ·· ·.! • . >:1.~:·:. 

-~.::-- i~~·iL it i~ l:lope.c\ that on,ce · ~e .:\~ep;,ptqyer orrecord'\has been established by the.board 
qf,supei;yi,sors, that the !i._dvisOJ:y committee will ·no longer have to. meet :weekly; but 
instead can meet monthly to pi-ovide-the requis.ite•aqyice. 

e -- -. ,The. i.i,dlltliii~trative cqsts in creating the advisory comtllittee, as well as ipi:oviding 
-- tb-e .requ1stte ,sttl.f:f. tci · :t;lie, ;advisory, ,,committe~, i_s ;islibstaritial.- -The· state has ·;partially 

_. r:e.c0gnized,,its. obligatj.on to,:fund this mandated :requirement,• and the. County:· of San 
B~ardino_,h~·rece.ived, .. $27:;000 to partially pay-for the costs. However, the funding 

........ ·· . 

'"· ·-', _ received to date is inadequate to discharge the mandated activities. -
. '_,:. ; ; : .f 

E:M:PLbYER OF RECORD .. 
r{ ... 

' ' ,• 

The mode·. ofrrdesignating or creating -an ''employer of.record" is an ·enormous . 
responsibiljty:.· There are substantial betiefits and _defiimentsiwith·the·titilization··of·each 
~~~ty: . -

· County as Employer of Record 

-:."'.'::;;::;-;, . "''-The~~u.~f._q_f_::whe~~-\fc':~QUnty,;pecpp:i~_;;_;_~::::eqipJQY~~Q_f;:zr_ec_qrd involves a 
myriad . of, issues. .., The ,firsJ:- tssue is· .that there would be a. new bargaining uri.it .. of.­
api)roxiinately 9;000 ·.employees. - Human Resowces· would have:' to ·perform a 
classification study in :order to. determine the m.nlimum:requiremep.ts of the position. 
Then, a salary study' would have tb be pe:rfoinied. - Job. classific-ations,:and salarles would . ' .. ·. 

· -· - ·. _,:,,=·. '-'--'~"~~=:~~e.;?iie,1im_e;lihd"iri~~~~oil~. qo_dei ·S~tj~u:42,Jo!),,11~actd&I BkciiiaP.te~~oifiii.~te;·;;f }.999 ~ w,hich . 
A "-'- "":;:;.-"'' --ri;gW!¢S::t!!~tti!_e,~olic:itiition·of 1nembers'llirough a "fair and opeii proces::i' that irichldes the prcivifl!on of· 
.. "-'·--- ·~~,,:.,,.,i;_~i';o_tl;ilblilf,m:itten;li9_ti_cetoi;iliid"ii'reasoiiable' reSpbnse time by, members .of the general public and ' ' -
· '- .:._ .. _.:-~_-::~-interested-persons-arid organizations.'!: -:::~-~·'""''Y~;.;::::'-i,-- _;_;, _ ---~'.::c;;;;, .,--;•/ .;c,:<:. 
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. have to be established by ordiriance.. The employees woUld have to meet various 
mi11imum·requir~ments, and go through a civil serV:iced process for appoincirient tO''tb.e •. 
position they were presently occupying: . Additionally, .if the Count)' were ilieir ernployer, 

... there would_ have to be county employee8 supervising 't)le :rnss workers, '"an4 if is 
.estimated that-this would require· 1 ;ooo fuStline supervisors, plus their supervisor5. _:: · ·. · 

· .. · .... ~- -··: ., :- -- ·· .. ' ... "• ... · ...... -:~.;··-~·.·.·-·· -. :-.-:<<:·~.··~·: ·.-~--~·-: .-.-~ .. 
·. Additionaily, .b~aust;: of the reqUirements of civil serVice, felons could not be 

. . 'servfoe·pr6videi:s.' Thus; a lot 'of individiials who 'aie presently proviclirig serviees' t'o. their 
relatives woilld.·be ineligible because of the 0toiinty 'ptohibitiori. agairiSi: employiijg''foioris. 

· Civil service w:ould also entail a plethora of adii:i.iriistrative activities for the· hithig, fiifug 
and' disciplinirig of HISS workers. Also;'there would' be no· gti8raritee to':the reCipieriis 
that their provider •O'f choice :Would be" eligible to j;ircivide set\iiees, as tliere may be otJi'ers 
in civil ·ser\iice.positions who lose, for: one'reasoii ·or 'another, file recipient fof whom they 
were providing services. · · ' · 

. ·. ..··. .. _For example; assume that 1a·recipieiit Wishes fdt her i:iiotheifo be thej)rovider .. If 
the county •were the employer, the' mother wciuld have fo app!yfof the position:; asSuilifu:g 

· that there was a position eligible to be filled. The :qiother might or-might riofnave'the 
qualifications necessary to .be hired, and might not make it to the list of person~ eligible 
to provide services( This would be 'of.extreme iri:tpo1iiince;tci the reeipien!;\vho nught not 

.. want· a· total stranger providing ·personal ·care··~ervices, particlilarly' if it'-involved 'Cleaning 
up after bowel movements 01' providing menstrual dire: ' ,, ' ; . . . ' .. .0 ,- '\ 

-~ ,. . . . . • . 

· ·.· .. . ,, , ·-.There :irr~ a plethora of other issues· a5 -well; , ·The issue··of'the: cotib.fy': being the. (8, 
-employer· of record-°coUid result·:m-"'Jiabilityt6 the'icounty fo(the'actions:O'tinactl0'Ils of.the 

. em'ployee.··· cAnother issue"is theAiabilit-yr6frthe colirifyi.for''wdrkplacie'sa:fetyi''when ~e 
county. has no control over the workplace itself; i. e:, the·,home'·Of the'retipierit' of; iHSS 
services. Furthermore, an actuarial••si:udy Would«have:to•be undertaken if<the'·ehi.plOye·es 
became members of the San Bernardino County Employees' Retirement Association. 

. . . ~ . ' - . ~~:;·_'.)!(.' .. ;·~j~/: 1 
.• j-_.-~·;,; ..... =··.-.-.i[~·ff' ... 

In San Bernardino County, pre-school services were just folded in to the _~olin.ty as 
employees.·f;Although.there were o.nly 200!eiiJ.ployees involved/the prbces·s to9,k over a 
.year and-a: half'to accomplish;iO,:Itiis estimated.:thai the time lines'fcif the incorpofaticih of . 
over 9,000_employees would take substantially longer. ·rr · 

Contract .. 'j . 

i·.-:.:. • - -- - • : .- • ; :.:.·;.·-.:~ ·,'\=·:<,:~;:· ... -l":;;· ~.~·~;~:::o--~ .. '(,;,.~h-'7~...:~ :\·,:~".'.": :·.;.··""'~ "~:"""" .. ~-; ,7 . 

. Anothe; alternative is to contract: .wjth another entity to: provide the·IHSS services, 
and: be .the.'-employet,, of record. ·Any contract: requfres, eitheF: an RFJ'..r(request·for 
proposal) orIFB (mvitation: for bid)."Ili the County ofSan'aernai'd.i1;1o, you~av~;to go 
out 'every ·two years;\ ·although .you can extend a contract once for a one year penod of 
time. It is a substantial· cost to·go·through the RFP br·IFB. pi:ocess: · · :· :, · · · · 
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servicces, etc. Eve11 with a contractor mode, as .the County:of San Bernardino-has over 
500 recipients, there would still have to be a public authorify, _non"profit consortium or 
either form, as the redpient under the law maintains the right to have an iildividual 

·provider option, an_d ther~ still needs to be an: ''employer of record" foi:.ihose providers .• · -
' . - . . . - . - . . ' . ._ •": 

·-· f.';t · •.. · ..... 

. . ' ·: lb-ere. is an0ther problem \Vith.'the coD.tractmg ·irioCie; ·and ¢.af iii if the cci~tyjs.' . 
_' . diss_atisfie'd ,with_ :fue_ contraqtor ... The ;Only alternatives ar~ 'to terminate the _contract . : -.• 

.· .. purstiruit iii itS proviSions;' or not renew. If the ~ontiacfor wrui teimfuated or riotreifewed,·: . . 
the RFP or IFB process would still have to be undertaken if a contract remained the 
desired inocie, cir there. would have to· be: created an alternative mode -for the designation· 
ofan"employer,ofrecord".· .·· · · · · · · 

The County of San Bernardino had experience· with coiitracti:iig'fo'r IHSS serviees, 
which was discontinued in the late l980's. There were substantial problems with service 

·delivery, as not· enough.providers were obtained:: As a:result, there wa8only 80~90% of 
. the services authorized· actually delivered"to the"recipients·. There were illso'complaiii.ts 
about..the quality of.. service delivery. Acjg,itionally, the costs of the· contract- were 
prohibitive, at~that time approximating $16 to $18 pef"honr of service delivered:"Tliere 

· ·.\vas~~much diffici.Jlty with the contractor, and as a· result,· the contracting· option was 
~ ter:m.ihated. · 

-......... ~::: 
.•. '\>, ·:.:•·;' 

~- . : ·The contracting mode would, however, result in more costs being shifted to the 
~tate and•foderal· government. WitP- a· 'contractor as ·the:: prqvider ·of· services, close 

. relatives wobJ.d not· be seen as. disqualifying the·'.Case• from :federal funds. 'partj_cipation . 
. With 1,this foI:in, the costs cif·ther Residual· Program would. be··eiiinin:ated~ an&the pro grain 

_:,;costsishifted to PCSP; with a lesser share of_ county.,cost~. 8 , ·_ . : · · · > ·• · · .. ·· · · _ . 
.·l· ·:.··.·l 

"'':Pliblic Authority . .. ' . : ·,:; . 

A public authority is a separate go~ernmentai entity, the governing body of which· 
can either- be the ·board of supfilvisors cir a 'separate ·body; -Presently, with: regard to those 
counties establishiiig1.a·~public·~au.thority, appfoxim:ately. ha:lf ··of the."cotlnties 1have ·the 
board of supervisors as the.goveriiiiig body/whereas the other half ~as a separate board. · 

" -~': . ' ' ti,!. " ; .. 

With a public authority, you have to establish a separa~e goverrimental entity. 
That governmental entity has to have its own staff The public~atithonty. is'·responsibhHo 
~tablish li registry of providers, as well as training. The public authority must also 

-"":maip:tain·:a. fegistif Qf~prcfvi'dera,· so':that"if a"recipieilrdcfotllot'hav·e :a1Jroviaetin in.ind, he . 
or she·maytelephone and obtain a referral.for:'aprovider; ·. .,. . .- . . . .. 

I •' .' .-~.. • ':f: ' : ~ • ·','';..' • t; 

However~'·with a public authority, a8 an independent entity; sqme controls must.be 
exercised c·-by ·the county in ·order to assure· that.- whatever raises ·are granted t0 the 
individual_p_~ov!ders does not put aii unwanted strain on the county's general fund. If 

.. --~;.~·',';~;-.::~!~s~·:-j~~'.0!;~~~;~;~~:;·.~,a.~~!~~~~~~~:~!~~~~~:~~:~traint· by .the 
'o 

. ~-- - ·. '"}See Auditof!s Report,· pages 21-22. 
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~ounty, the gener'.11 ~d ?bligation· of ~e county could increase substantially, yarticularly 
if the state keeps l.iriiiting 1ts:share ofreunbursement. · · · · · · · . . 

. · .. · · One : of the biggest. drawbacks ·to: this. modality is ·.the . inci·eased ·.·costs.· in . · . 
. _estab~shin~ a n~w public entity, as well as i:he bngoing administrative ·co.st~ of operating · 
.anewpubli~eiJ.ttty. :':: -: '·. ··:··..c_· . .- · ... · ·· < _.· :. · ·. ··_-. ·::" ·-_ ··--: · .. _ ·_ .·· 

·· ... 

• · :N oiiprafit cons6ithiDi · · · . :,. -·~· ' 
. . . 

·-·.•,; -: ·.; .. · .. •' '· ·\.-. .. ~ ... 

. :.; ·'. 

At this time; there are no· c_ount1es operating under· this mode: · It -is asstiiried that 
the benefits and. detriments would be.similar to that of a public authority, However, at 
present, the state has committed to an increased rate for public authorities, but has not 
committed· tile same. re~ources to a no_nprofitconsortium. · ·• · 

: '·.~-: ' - . '•· .. . ::.-:r-~._. . ,_.:,· .. :.-.. , ·~·· . :.·~·. -~· ..... ··. . 

Presently;ito our knowledge; the'only;nonprofit coruiortiuni.is i1ot an einployer.of 
recorq::- In San Francisco;·. the(e are .pockets ·ofimmigrants With special'·needs, ·and there is 
difficulty in providing services.and obtainingiproviders:.ahe City andCoW:ity went fo the 
co:rnn:i.unity1based ·organizationsithat sewed those.·groups;-and the)" canie;togetlier a.s a 
consortium, and a contract was issued to provide services to the _communities~ served: 

. Summruy: 
. •;. i'.:i•;· I• . •r 

.'. ~-·: . ··' ' 

.The summaries ,giyen above as to each type'iof mode;; or a ccimbination, of th;e .al 
for.egomg}>is ·merely me.ant·rto· illustrate'•thec•S(lphistication of~tb.e- isSUeS which must' be WJ 
addq:ssed ·by,.;the;. advisory• ·committee,,:: as well as, IHSS: .. staff,. ·for. their<::W.tifuafo 
recommen,dations to the board of· supervisors.· There has• beenimuch'a±ialysiS<peiforined 
by the staff, Human Resources Department, as well as the County Counsel regarding· 
various issues, which have arisen. It is anticipated that this type of analysis.will continue 
before the ultimate form of "employer ofrecord" is chosen. 

, .·--. Obvi~usl~, -~~1,cl~ate choice'.,~'.~e:dep~~d~~~··upo·~··~o~ well -~e form will. 
addressr;the ,following: issues·:;. st;rvice deliytzy tO:'recipients/provider ;Of Choice, ·training, 
cost .control; increase ni,f;wages, and establishment of :benefits to pro:viders, minimization . 
of liability,-minimization of administrative costs. 

'·--....... 

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

< .. :-:-::=;,o;~.:;;';;;,c .. As :seen-c~~m:::th~;A~·dtt~rls~~,ort;~ .well: as~other~Writings:.on,_fuls subject;: ~~e 
purpose oftbis legislation was to llid:ease the wagesr_.and establish benefits; for pr~v~ders. 
Although some public authorities already in existence pay wages in excess of DllllllflUID 
wage;;the prevailing wage rate in the State of:.Califortliahas.been minimum.v.:age. In_San 
Bernardino ()aunty, .the wage. rate paid' providers of services has· been llllllllD.um wage, 
\Vith·J;;l.b . .b6nefits~ ~ · '"!f" .. ,. :" ·.·.·._;,·. ? .. ; :· ···· ·.· · , · 
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will not afford the providers a decent standard ·oflivmg absent an independent s~urce of 
.income. l\41Pimwn ·wage does. not always attraet the· most ctualified individuals for 
provision of servic~ .. 

· · · . . . .· . However, in. ~ddition to ·raisfug. the _total costs for the pro~iders by way· ofs~aries · 
. · .. ~·iuid,.1.1~ne~ts·; ihere. Will 8.isp:be:substantial costs: in the C:6I?-duct cifc6llective·bargaining: .. 

. . . . _,. . .. sai,arie8 of: the;i,ndiViduals bargfilnin:g fo{hot4 tlie·"employer':of tecord'!''and providers> 
.:would h"a:v.¢ to· be paid;.aS well' as the costs of coriductirig sariie: · •. : ·: · · · · :· '' .:· · · · · · · 

• < 

· · . ·: · The clciar. ~onsequenceof thisJegislatl.on, ·which has been s~en and ancilyzed by all· ·_ . 
. interested, is that-tlie costs of-the program will mcrease substantially with the"increase in'. 
wages,, §,lld establishqient of benefits; for the providers: · Unless the state· ihcreases its 
participation substaiitiauy, counties will experience the 'entire burden of the change in 
atjministrati_on of:this program;~· , ·, 

-··. ',I·• 
i.'' -.. - . -~ ':: 

. B., '( .. LEGISI;ATIVE HISTORY PRIOR TO 1975 
·,:- • :' .; l · ' ,; ·: . ~ ,. . - : . , . . ; . . -· ~ -~ . ·:·· :i t; ,' ' 

Tb,~re.:WaS I\O requirement prior to 1975, or in any of the intervening{yearSj' until the 
. ·~:P~~~ge :of the test claim legislation, to mandate fu,e,creatiori. and adviSory comniittee, of 

an:~~ptoyer ofrec.ord'!, nor·the costs for collective bargaining and theresultant,increase 

. ' "' ,· " . ~::~ 

in l1:tbor~_9osts, · · ... : .. 1-. 

··:•.: .. 

C,·~'.t·. SP:EGIFIC::STATUTQRy;; SECTIGNS THAT CONTAJN THE MANDATED .. 
_ .,:..i\~·.:-~.~·.i ... · · Acr-rv1Tms :) · ·.~ .. 

~ J.· :' 

Chapter 90. Statutes of 1999 ': .. 1• .· ·• .• 
·'·, ·,, 

. ! ,:;: ,.,.· .. ~' .. . . _;. .;·; -~ ' 

,Go:v.,emment Code; .Section 16262.5 "'"' extends :th~ period for which the counties shci11 not 
· "· be reduced for· the state. share of lionfederal ·costs for adniinistration ,o£;the IHSS 

. program, but limits the state share of.those costs-. . . . 

. Welfare·. and· Institutions Code( Section ·1-2301.3 is ·added "'"··requires· the. creatioli and 
·1 appointment: ofAhe;:JHSS-·advisory. cominitteei.' Requires the co.unty 'board of 

supervisors t6 solicit members ,for the· committee through a ''fair.and open process· 
·that; dncludes ·the provisfon •Of reasonable Wrltten noticeJ"to, and reasonable 
response time by, members of the general public : and interested persons and 

. orgwiizatiqns," Jills ~staµ1t\'=]_~er r~qu4:es. the .. ~dyisory ,corp1ajtj:~e to submit 
. -~-~; =:_: · n::c5n:i11n,~igl11.ti:ons.:conce;rnill.,g_~_tli.ei pt~fm~g mod~ .o.i::mQ.i;l,~_.Qfll<::r0.c~_ of the IHSS 

. progr~. . .. · 

Welfare and InStitutions Code, Section 1230L4 is added requires the advisory 
committee to provide ongoing· advice and recommendations "regarding in-home . . 

·.:•'<•.u .• . ... , ........ , •• --~.: r ' . -- . 
·:c:; :: ·: - · ' ,: '· 9 It ·~~9~ld ~b~ ~9~4, a:;;' ~ta~e,~~k~~~.A~idifci~s Rep~i-t. th-;;,t tl+e fect~r~ ~~veguii@t W:ili; fu c:e~~ in~tanc~, 
~ share' costs up to 150 or 200 ·perceniof niiriiiinuri.'w age; See page 10. Thecoiirify is iiifohn~d !ind believes 
'UP'j • ·- ... -- that the state hall never attempted to miixiiliize ihe federii.i sliare iJffunding.' bili~rst~t~s are reeeiving more 

... federal fm1d.sfor the services provided than are being received in California 
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supportive s~i~es to. the county board of supervisors, any administrative .body .in . 
the county that is related to ·the. delivery and administration °bf in~home supportive .. 
services, and the governing body and administrative· agency of the public 
authority, nonprofit consortium, contractor, and public employees. · · 

: .~ - ' ... . - . . . . 

. Welfare. and Iristihitioris Code,· Section ·12301".6 - retjUires·th~· state !ind _couri.fy·to· share,. · ·· 
. : . according to ~e prov~ions "of existing law, .the' aruiual costs for operati.:6.g a 'public 

. 'authority . or nonprofit coiisortiw:D.:. . There are ni.iScellarie6Us. 'changes' "tci0"'Jhls .. ·· ... 
provision. · 

... ; .. ~- /: ' 

· Welfare.and-1nstltutions Code/Section 1230l.8 ~-this provision amended so!Jle of the 
· cost: sharing provisions if there is an increase in ·pro"iilder wages W:id benefits. 

. - . . . . . 
Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 12301.15 is added "-.this section mandates the 

establishment of an "employer of record" on or before Januai:y 1, 2003. The . 
options available to counties 'are: pliblic"auth6rify'6r· ti6np~cifit• 6onsortiurii, 
contract mode, county administration of individual :provl.der m9de, county civil 

;;Service· personnel, or mb:.ed modes of serviCe.: Recipietits''bf services· are entitl°~d 
to.·choose,the ,individuals· that Will provide .their 'care/as well .as'tCi" "recfui.t/seleet~ . 
train, reject; :or.:changecany. .provider under,the coi;ttract: mcide·'.or to hitei'fife/ train 
and super\tise any"provider under any other mode of service." If the cdlirify'has a 
caseload exceeding 500 recipients, the co_unty is required to ·offer an individual 
provider . employefc·option. Hit is.-'made dear tiri. 'tliis · section+th'iff:: 'collective 
bargaining for wage and benefit enhancements is autliorized:' 'TliiS' •leiffitation .also· 
requires the. advi.Sory. committee to. miike recommendations concerning the mode 
of service deliveiy. Furthermore, "[ e]ach count _shall\,take into ·acc-Oim'fthe 'advice 
and recommendations Of the in-home supportive services advisory committee, ... 
prior j to making ·policy ei.nd funding .-decisions about the '.program· on .an·~ongoing 

· ... basis.? -Goun.ties are precluded frofu.,reducing the:hours that«are· detemililed to be 
. ne.eded by a recipi~t as a consequence of.establishing an en:i.ployer:of r_ecord. 

Welfare and Instih;.tions C~d~, Sectiori 12302. 7. wa.s"_repehled·.:;,, this· section allowed risk 
· " : shifting· by, ·cbntrac::t;'·. wherein •the county 'cotild.· contract .where ·the ··contractor 
· • · ·wotild:ibe ··financially , ,a.t ·,risk: {or. alldHSS ·:services· ·identified ·.,as ··necessary to 

. enrolled recipients: With the eliminatio1i' of this. provision, ruk•shifting :contracts 
. · are:no longer.permitted/:: ·:· ··· , · · 

,, .. 1.:.'.,1·~.-1.: -.~.,-~·-1- .· - .-.~- .. , . _r ... - •. 1~.: ..• ::.···._·.. . 

-;-;Welfarecand.,,InsJ:itu..1i_qp.s_;,e9.d~;:S_e_ction-:';l2303:4"-r:"this:_~ctiorr-aw.~~-:..th.e:total hpurs of . 
... ----. --· ~e~i~es a qualified recipient is entitled to receive. . . 

Welfare and Institutions Code, Section· 14q2.95. - this section adjusts· the fundiiig 
participation of the state and counties, · · · 

•..• .,.<.t•1,.•,·.'f ... •·.'·.,.~f·"'~~'i..;~·.; . . . . . . . .::.. . . . - . . - . . . . . 

Welfare and Institutions. Code,". Section p60Q. - t11is s~s~io11. e;1ifiJinat~s. the In~1.Jo~e 
. . '· -~1 ~jrch:i: :~;upP,~m~e;s~49~~)l~g1st:ry~oti.e'~~~J?~,c~Wit1,~R;W.~~e.·;s~es~T~::AccpuiJ.t ~ 

,.;.c;-"-:-2:~;:::_ ~$~-~th~:-I:.Qc.abR~'!.e!).ueJi'_yp,4, a,n.d .. J~ans.fgs.t]aosejmtd,s.J .. Q.J.Qe ... stat~,genera!.fpnd. 
~ . 
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Cb apter 9 l. Statutes of i 999 •. c. 

. W ~lfare and lnStitutions ·Code, Section 12301. 6 - this section as amended by Chapter 9.0, · 
· · · .·.·.is .r.ep~-~¥ an~ ::t.hiS prqvi_sion is. f:nlicted. in'i.ts st ea~.· .. This 'provisio1?- prqvides '.that 

··.·.··.·. if'liJi incf~~e in-provicif:r wages or benefits)s negotiated, the:coUll,ty shall use' 
. ·. · : · ccilinty~cinlf funds to fund both the co~ty''sh.ar¢ and state· :~h,are~ inchic!4ig 
· -:. emploYment'~a)(es, tifiless the sfo.te otherWise'prqvides· in the Budget' Act or: other . 
· . l~gislatkm: .. ThiS' 1¥gislation shiftS the· total co sis to local governm~ni, uiµ~· the · 

state decidc;:s to assist_in the futidirig: ·. · · · .,, 
. . . . : . . i ' - - - - . . .. 

Welfare_ai;i.d ~tituticiqs ¢qci~, ~~ction q~Ol.8. is.rep~a1ed . ....:.a.s en~c;tedi11 Chapt~r-90, 
@s .s.~cti.?n .c,911t#,ect: cos,( sp.aring in !l..·P¥t\~ar fo:r:ri+µla. The reimbursement · 
proviSion is detefu4,~ thi~,legisl~ti9~, , . , ·;·'.. , . ,.. . 

. . 
Welfare.,1¥.14 Ins~~tiozj.s,gp.de, ~ection 12306.1 js.added- this sectioI1 requir()S sharing of 
. ·. th.~ o/,s~ 5.Q. c.~!§ a96ye,,:xJ)1Jiqnp?1 wage ~'?r.,cpntr~cts. nt;:gotiated pdor to :.or for the 

, 1999~;2..000.~~cal year,20% by the co~ty Bll.d.80% by tlie state ... · 
•. •:: . .J." .. :·:-·..::.: . 

· Cha'.1.'te1; 445. ·statute~ of 2000 . 

Wel:fa,rl:l <l,Ild,,~,t!,,J:Ut!-on~ qt:i,qe, Section,, g30l.3 is ame):).cied.---: this section change;s the 
.S'c .,W,eip.oefllWP .f!P.d q~_alificat;iops,of th~,memb(;)rs ofJh-1! !fIS~,;:idvi~o_cy conmnttee. · . . ~· ·- ., ,. 

, ~-·, 1\'.' ', • • ~ • ;·Ji:·.·:;, l~.; ,·,:' ·!· 0

L.°.i_,· • • 

W elf.5lre i:lllP .. !;(is_tituti,o~: C,qqe, . Se.cti9!1., .12301.4::· is amenqaj,·7 clariijes ,,ap.d·· limits 
,,;· reimbursement to only one )I~S$ advisory . committee, and imposes other 
. _ restrictions . 

D ... ·~ . • , , • . ·. r , ' .. ; • ·, •. 

COST ESTIMATES 

If is .WtpossjJ:i!e .to. es%~t~ the;Jotaj. CO~ts, wmch will'be··illo;:ui,red by virtµe Of fue 'test 
claim legislation. In the process of detemiining 'which modality to use; preliminary 
calculations have been made of the total additional costs mandated by this legislation. At 

· pr~~(l11t, .<;:.s~ates ~e also 4epr;:!'.:4ent up(),nJwJ+etjiey, the statr;:,participates in: funding of the · 
wagi;:s_ . of -Ai.e ·P,rq_vid~s in e:icce~s of. !ll@.w.llill .wage:;, .. The following ,,are,: f'.lltlmated 
increases in the costs. to the County of San Bernardino' for yach of the follq'wj.ng options, 

___ =,assuming. there.is, and there is noi,..:µi.increase. ill the !ltate's participation over minimum. 
~·"'~.wage: ~:2_·~·. 1 :·~_'..,...·~-·. ;;7.~-:"'~-:-..:._~ ... --:=_.~~::-~.-:......:.:·.~~.,,..:: :-::-='.'"". ::--- .. ·.--·..:.::·': ·:·;·-.-~~:t~·: ... ;~'.:~;,;."". .. ~·~-=- ·:~~ :. 
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COST ESTilvIA TES FOR SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 
-INCREASED COSTS t'll 

--
MODALITY . - STATE DOES NOT STATE" PARTICIPATES· 

-· -. -- c. . -
· PARTICil'ATE-- ov:ER.' 

. .: . - . . . 
-- INWAGEO:l_l' $6~95/HR.-·:·' -- ' 

. 
.. .. ' MINIUM WAGE·_ " - -

- - .... .·-. .. .- .·.' .. 
PublicAuthoiitV .- ---

"$:21. 704,007 $10.392.031 
-

Contract $17,508,699 11
. 

Countv as Emulover "$36,930.935 -- $14.294,063 

Depending upon the level of state parti~ipation in :the share· of increased ~ages and 
· benefits brought a8 a result of the pressure on wages and bene:j:itS by the authorized 

collective bargaining, there is a substantial differen·ce in estimated t6'sts. · 

. The costs above do not include the administrative costs inc~ed With: creation and 
ongoing activities df the advis01y co~ttee,· costs associated 'with the creation of any 

- new modality or contracting with same; and costs associated with collective bargaining. 

E. REIMBURSABLE COSTS MANDATED BY TIIB STATE 
. . .. 

-e 
; . 

The costs incurred by the County of San Bernardino as a result of the statutes ineluded ill. 
the test claim are .all reimbll.rsable costs as such costs are "costsmandated b'y tile State" -

.. under Arti.cle XllI B (6) of the California Constitution, and Section 17500 et seq. of the W 
Govemriieri.t Code. - Sectic:ib. 17514 of the Govetn.irient Cbde defines "costs m'andated by 
the state'', and specifies' the following three requdements: . . - - - . . 

1. There are "iricreased costs which a local agency is required to incur after July I, 
1980."_ 

2. The ci:J'sts ate incurred "as· a result of any statute e~acted on or after January 1, 
1975." . 

3. The costs are the reSult of "a ne~ pm gram or higher level of service of all existing 
program within the meaning of Section 6 -of ·Article XI\IB of the California 
Coillititiitlon."· · 

_ .:: · '.~;.,.:;:..-.:;Afl-=ffii~~--6Ttl1e:-~abiv~·;e~~eiii~t~ ;cirfuidirtg_ costs 'lnaii<l~ted ~~,the-·state are met as 

described previously herein. · 

--~~~ ........ 

'"" ~:~i~~!{iifai~~~~~::~~~~~;~!!:,::::::' • 
in these costs. - · · · 

114 



I 
) 

. . 

F. MANDATE MEETS.BOTH SUPREME COURT TESTS • .. 

. The ~andate created b/these three statutes clearly meets both tests that the Supreme . 
Court in_the (;aunty of Los AngeleSv. State of California (1987) created for determining 

. • Y"~t P9n5.tltiites ·a· reimbursable ,st~t.e, mandated loc;tl program. 'fh?se: two. tests,· ;which.: ·. 
. ·the Cgri:ririission qi State Majldates~r~li~ upori. tci .detero1ineifa reimbursable mandate . · 
· ... e~~s_, a.f~; .~e ·~<.:mnque .. ~o· g9y~enf'. ~d the '.'.ca.rcy· ·out .a state p()lfoy" Jests .. Theil-.· 
. application to.this testdrum is discussed below. · • .· · . · . · · · . · . 

. _ .- - . . . . . 

...... ...,,.-

. Mandate Is Unique to LocaLGoverD.merit 

ooy' tltrough stat~, fede~al and county participation are ;those in ~ecii p;ovided 
With IHSS services. Although the services may be carried out through contract 
v;iith a. private ~ti:tY, tge funding for same; as. well as the eligibility for services, 
fest~<,.,sroc:t).y ~th local govern,mep.t, up.der glAdelines established by the federal 
. an,4 stat~ g~ve~~t. . ,'' 

Mand~te c~~~· Out a sf ate Policy 

... _ .~'..; Fmm the ~egi~latiorr, it .i.s clear that there is a ne~ -policy to. provide those who 
.. provide servi~s tq. recipi¢nts with increased wages" ap.d b,e)!efits; and to that end 

. · .. an "employer of record" has to be establi.Shed. Additionally, · an advisory 
cop;un.itt,ei;: .. ~· ),'.equjreq:iA qrd~i;,,to_ma1ce sure.thatthe ne.eds qf•both the providers 

. , . fil?.,4.°rePiP,i~ts;,,as :well. as oth~)11t~es_ted p<Uiies, a,r:e takep..into.acco~twhen the 
-type o'f:m,.9,4~ty is, cl;l.Q,s.ep.. i.1,1lls,!!;1t(),p:glk:e sure thatservit~,qUality'and•delivery, 

.. . as well as the needs of the providers are met, and the total program requirements 
are .not si,mply ex.a.tfil.ned in light· of local gov~ent"s budgetary constraiiits • 

.In summary, the statutes mandate that the CountY of San Bernardino ~tablish an 
·advisory committee, staff the advisory committee so that it can provide' the requisite 
advice to the board of 8upervis9rs on the m_odality of an "employer of record" to choose. 
'Tp,e, , .. s.tf;Ltu.t!!s· fu,rther ,recAAt'~ .. the .es~.:iblishmeilt ,qf.an ·~efuplqyer of .·record'1; ari.Cl 
colj~ctiv~!y bar~ain wi1:\J, thi;:,provider~ foi: wages· and· bene:ijts ... Given the publi? purpose 
of the :µISS p~~gram, it.is clear.,thatitJiis.·legisl(ltion.ri:J.<iets the requirement~ to.be found·to 
be a r.eimburs~ble .s~te !llandated program. · , . . · ;-: . 

. ' - .. .;..~:':-..,, ~~;STATE FuNDING DISCLAIMERS ·Afrn~N0T-APPblGkBJ:;frm,..~;;:='• ~-·~-
• J• ••• -... ~-..:-., - • ·' ... _. ,., • • ' .. • - • • - - . .. • • ' 

·.· .:. 

. ,r : ;_Ir.: • • · • r. .:· .' , · ·"';,-. '·· ' i,•· • , •· • 

. Thi;:ri;: ar,e_ sey~n Qi.sc}all.p.ers specified,m Gov~@t C.od_e; Section 17556 which· could 
· serve to ba,i: r(lc9yery of "cgst,!! II1a.t1,gaJec1 by _the .State'', aS. ·defined in· Gov eminent Code,. 
Se.ction 17556. N9ne oftl;le.!leven disclain;ier;i ,apply-to this test claim: • 

1. 
.' . 

·, :··· .... ··:··r . ,;· ,• .. , .. , .. 

The claim is submitted by a local agency or school district which requests 
legislative authority for that local agency or school district to ·implement the · 
Program specified in the statutes, and that statute imposes costs upon the local ·. 
agency Gr school districfrequesting the legislative authority. 
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The statute or executive order afflfm.°ed for the State that ~hich had been ·declared 
. existing law or regulation by action of the courts. . . . . : . . .. ·.· . . . . . . 

2. 

3 ..... The statute .?.r ~xecutiye. order itiiPI~enle~. a 'f~deral law· or ·r~~1dtio~' aiid .. >. ';. resulted in·<90.sts . mandated,. by, th~ fc:ioeral goverilfueri( · llnl~s the statute ~r . . . 
. c.. • . .executive orde~· m~dates .costs; which. exceecf tlle 'niandattf.'.i.ri i:hat fdd~riil laW~ or-::: 

· . regulation. · · · ·· ;. - · · ·· . 

4. 

5. 

The local ag~ricy m school distriet fus the authority' to· levy seMce ch.atges; fees 
·or ~sessments sufficient to pay for the· mandated program or in9reased level of· 
.~erv1ce. i. · ~ 

••\• ., 

Th~ 'statute,or executive ~rcler pfovide~ for' offsetiiii.g ·sayfngs"to fochl '~g'encies or 
school dist:tjcts 'which' i:esUl.t i:b. .rio · rief''.fosts 'to i:lie lO'c'a.J. ag.citlbie5'.' o; school 
districts, or includes additional revenue that was specific'atiy infeii<lid tb''fun.d the 

. costs of the State mandate in an amount sufficient to fund the cost of. the State 
mandate: ·. · ··· '.'.: :; .. /·c.'': · '->. .· ·. ··' ···.:.-«•. 

6. The statute pr executive order irirpbsed duti.eS',;which \'¥ere eipr~sly il{6luded in a 
ballotnieai:ii.rre:approvedby thci'vdters in' a statewide' election: . . .. ·,·:. . . '.i 

l·.~ii~1·~:..:·~.bi:-~~·... ::·'":,\·.; ~ ,., ,.. ' ..... ··.::1 ·:: 

7. .·. The'.'sta:tute-:creafoa'a ·tlew criiri'e'or'mfraction/elimiiiated.:a''Crik~'d~ liifi:hction, or 
\! . • :changedtthe"penaify. for a: crifile "oi~;:·i.Iifr~c#ofi, but 'o'iily for :iha1 p'oitr6b: of the 
,.. t'-'statute'relating difectly:to the'enforcerii.6iih5f.the'cnme' of iiifr~ttlon:; ·in·i, · . 

. ·~·( :~::·_~'·'~-t,:: t;~·~·•~,~- .-~ ,? .. · .. - .. , "·):·:" ··;·_1:~.: .·:··:r,·1·e , .. ~·~··· .. .-· :~:- - .: . .-··;· ;·:· --~ 

None of the ,above· disClaiiners»haVe>imy ap~lication to the ·county cir San Bernardino's 
test claim. · 

.;·. 

CONCLUSION::. · · .. , .. ....... ·'. 
•.·,·-·· ··.-: 

T~~ eii:c~~t of Cha~ter 9b, Statrites af'.·~~99, Ghapfof;~/'Sfafutes of r9'9i9;,:~d1Chapter 
445rStatutesmf2.000 iliiposed·a new''stafo·man<lateti..program fu:ld..eost''or:Fthe.¢9UO:W 6f 
s an·· Beinardii:ta \':by subs tan ti filly:· am.en.diiig ''the: adrniniStratii/e requite'iii'~tS 6! tlie · niss 
program. The test claim legislation requires the esfablishii'iciit and 1dng6ilig acti.Vities or 
the advisory committee, the choice .of one of a series of mocialities, foi: )layirtg an 

. "employer of record", the kmand.atb ·cif toilecti{;~ batghlhlng wHiF prci'Vi<lers at 'I:Hss 
.. · · ~:··:,,: .• ,.seiyices;~as welt as thecincreased·:costs thatc.will-anse·.p_nce collecth:e bargaining has be,r;:p. . 

· . instituted. ·-.;The 'D:iandafoo pro·graln. m:~etS 81Fof th~\'ctitena aiiq·tests 'f6r the· ~ofoi:i'i~si?~ 
on State Mandateii to find 'a·ifoifubiifs·abie state mandated pfogran:C No:fa~.Qf th¢ ·so-cap.etj. 
disclaimers or other staf:l.ltory or· fon1ltitutiona.J. • 'pfovisii:rllB that· would relieve the State 
from its constitutional obligation to. provide reimbursement Jias any ap~l~cation fo this 

,. ·~· ' . claim.·': :...:.,, ·· . . ,;,:· · · ·· .. ,. · .·::·,;·:, · · ····' · · ···'.- · ... · 
··~~~·--·~····~--·---·------------ \• . ' . -, . l:-; 

··~,~~::~±~tJ::~s::.:~,.:.~=.::·":·::·:-.,~:~:=::~:': 
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G. CLAIM REQUIREMENTS 
~ 

_The foHoWing -~lements of this tes.t claim are provided pursuant to Section 118 3, Title 2, -
- - ofthe_California Cod_e of.Regulations: · · · 

-- _; Exhibit ·1: -_ 
_ -- . - Exhlbit 2: 

-EXhlbii° 3 :· -

. - ... 
'' •' . ' ~-. 

Chapter 90; Statutes or 1999 , _ -
-Chapter 91, Statu~es of 1_999 _ : 
-Chapter 445',_ Statutes-6f2000 

H. _ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTATION 

- - -

In order to explain-more fully the contents of this test_ claim, the following is attached· 
hereto and incorporated by reference: · 

Exhibit 4: California: State Auditor, in"Home Supportive Services: Since 
Recent Legislation. Changes the Way Counties Will A¢minister the 
Program, The Department of Social Services Needs- to Monitor 
Service Deliv~ry (hereii.:tafter "Auditor's Report"), September 1999 _ 

CLAIM CERTIFICATION 

·:: .. ·.,-: 

The foregoing facts are lcnpwn to me personally and if so required, I could and would 
testify to the statements made herein: I declare under penalty cif perjury under the laws of . 
th~ State of California that the statements made in this document are true and complete to ·. 
the best of my personal knowledge _and as to all matters, I believe them to be true. _ 

Executed this~ day of June, 2001, at San Bernardino, California, by: 

~~·~t-.ai-~=~" ·0-1·~~-....TJtu TI-te :.ijj~ .£rt. ·~n..-F~ur._.~:u.:~.~~:~~ ~~~'!",··: 1-.r"~_u.-;-...; .::d:~ 2~~4...: 
· -~~..:.':·.::§::..:.:=::-:.:..::-: '?-s7:~:;;.'-=i~:~~~..:.:::/~~:~~::;',;;;,"5·:'.:·~0.-. .;:;~-~~·.";;;:,t:· · ;;'~~-,··~r:;;;·~.- ~~:.,.;.7,;·,· .77:.~~-;-·:--.-.--· :-;: .. -:-:;-:;--:-:·.·; . .' · ·· · - · -;.-:.,'":..;" 

I., •. ·~ ' • 

'o 
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Assembly Bill No. 1682 

CHAPTER90 
.... , .. _ 

·· ...... · ·· -- - An a~t ~~ ~end si:etiori-·16262.5 of ibe Government ciiife;'\~: ... 
· ~mend Sections 12301:6, 12303"4, . 14132.95, arid~, 17600 ~f,- to ·add 

' .; 

- Sections '!Z30l.3, 12301.4, 12301.8, nnd .'!2302.25 to;',nnd·''to repeli.L.: 
-Sections" 12302.7 and. 17600.1_1 O ·of, tbe ·Welfare• ii.nd :'InstitutiollS Codei 

~ .-: · · ·: ·- relating·· :. tc) hurriiin.. services,- artd · dechtti.ng ... , the· Urge·nc·y :.--thereof, ··tov· · 
take effect immediately. · - · - · ._ · · 

9·. 

·f:i_r . . ,, . 
- _[Approved by Governor July 12, 1999. Filed, with , . : ... -

SecretnryafStnteJulyl2:·J999.) . • - · ·· 
. - . 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 
'•!;' 

AB 1682, Honda. Human services. ;• _ _ .- . .. _ ,, . 
Existing law provides for the . ,~ounty7~dn.j!ni~~er~·4,. J1;1,~.J:i~me.,_ 

Supportive Services (IHSS) program, under . wli1ch qualified aged, 
blind, and disabled persons are provided with services in .. ord_er. to 
permit them to remain in their - o'.~n horn.~~:, 'aiia _ ... avoid 
.insti~ti?nalization. .' . _ _ ._ ." ., "" ,.,. :·,, . _ _ > .:• 

Ex1stm/l' law p:ov1des ~ti! Ju~e. 30, t~.9~ •. th,~t th.~,,/lllll,lbill,'~_emeJ?,~ . 
of counties meeting certam .cond1hons shall }!Ot b!). :~d.%7,9,Jor- \he 
state. share of . the nonfederol costs for tlie acjrµm1~Jro1tgn of · the ... _ 
In-Home Supportive Services program. _ 

This bill would extend the operative period of that provision until 
June 30, 2001. . 

Existi~g . law permits services . to be : pro\l~de~ ,' .\l_ll,!f.er '. ·!J;',l.-.:iil:I.$ .. ~,, 
progrnm either through the employment of md!Vldual · provtdero, a · 
contract between the county and an : entity.,,,Ji;ir · .!)!e .P,rovis,\\l_\1,, .. o[,, 
services, the creation by the county of ~ pubjjp,>put~~.t;ify, 1:1.r a coittra~t .. 1" 

between the county and a nonprofit consorttulll· .. ,,_;, ,, . . . ., _ . ., . 
Existing law provides that when any ~#¢~se lii,,pi9yider w§g:'1.i or 

benefi~ is negotiated or agreed to by a .. !fi!R!i,c, .~.tj-t/10#& or .. npnm'iim 
consortium, the county ·shall use county:?N>::. fuo~~: .. !\l;jfuod. bptl\ the, 
county's share and the state's share, i~9!uiliji.g ,,~.#\oy1mnt ·!axes; ._of 

_ any incrense·in IIISS costs, unless otherwise pro_vid.eiffo(py !aw.,_ : : . _ 
This bill would delete this provision,., iaj~ ':"\luld,,,ffistt;~!!. prpy\~e , 

that the annual costs for any public . auihcirify. or nonprofit consortium -
sh~ll. be shared by the state· and counf)r "·a~~ording o:f'?v,P.~\lvisipn~.' of 
ex:istmg law.. . · . ., , ,,;. ,,. ,,, ... ,. ... , .. , ,.- ,- - _ 
T~e bill would. also authorize counties)~ ,9,esiimJt,~~" frn.\~s \g tie 1;1,'jed. 

to mcrease provider wages . and benefits for the prov1s1on of IHSS 
services through a nonprofit consortiµrp o:r, p~~Vc authotjty ,,:or _ 
through a .3-year contract with various 'providerii, .. ~nd, ... w~\!)d P.rnvi~~ ..... 
for the re101bursement. of any county tli11t expeQ~B _ coun\y funds m . 
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,,. :·.,,.,<!iJ:oamount atdeast equal to the reduction during the fiscal year in the 
county's share of cost thaf ·results from federal finnnci_al participation i 

___ in servi!=eS~ provided to medica.Uy need~ aged, blind, ·and.- disabled. 1-
·-· c ... c: -.. : :.:.:,: persons; . for· the cost of the increase · m wages. and . benefits that , 

. ·"'"'~!•+ exceeds.the.reduction in !lie county share of cost. - - . : : ·_·. :,:·.-..• -- - .· ·:: 
. - This. :bill - would require each county to act as.- oi> eStkbilsJI;· . an •·I 

. einplo)'.er _for in·h.o.me. supportive_ s_ervice: personnel .. for. pillposes ~f . 
_provisions•· of· stafuto·ry law · regarding employer-employee- relations ~ 
and - would require the department to establish · a · timetable for 

-implerrientation>·af thiif · requirement. ''This·· bill--· \vould -·also·· reqiiiie: · -. 
each county that has not established . a public . authority for the 

- -- provision of· IHSS services 'to. establish an advisory committee and' ; 
· -would require the advisory committee ·in each county::·: to.~. provid_e:..;;\· 

. recommendations on certain modes of service to be utilized in the 
county for in-home supportive services. · 

Because counties are responsible for administration of the IHSS 
program and participate in the funding of that program, this bill,. by 
requiring counties to appoint an advisory committee', would result in 
a state-mandated local program. 

Existing law provides- that any cow1ty may contract on a 
nonexclusive basis with any qualified individual, orgaiiization, entity, 
or entities to provide or arrange for in-home supportive services, and· 
specifies that the contracts may provide for ·a mode of service 
delivery under which . ·the contractor is financially at risk for 
providing all in-home supportive service·s identified as· necessary by 
the county to enroJled beneficiaries in the county. 

This bill would repeal that provision. · 
Existing law establishes limits on the number of hours of services 

that may be provided to eligible recipients under the IHSS prcigratn. 
This bill would revise those limitations. · - ' 
Existing · law provides for the e'stablishment -of the Sales Tax 

Account in the continuously appropriated Local Revenue Fund for 
the allocation of sales and use _tax revenues to local government, 
includes the In-Home Supportive '. Services · ·Registry ·Model 
Subaccount in the Sales Tax Acoount of that fund, arid pi'ovides'-that 
money in the In-Home Supportive Seriices . Registry !Vlodel 
Subaccount shall be available for allocation by the Control!e{''for 
purposes of funding the provision of in-home supportive services 
through a county contract with a nonprofit consortium or a public 
authority created for that pLirpose. ··· · · · 

Titls bill would eliminate the In-Home - Suppo£tive Services 
Registry 'Mod~! Siibaccount from'.' the Sales Tax Account' in the Local' 
Revenue Fund, and w~mld transfer any funds in the account to the 
General Fund. -

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 
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reimbursement, inciuding the creation. ~.o_k.~,,-S~!\~"t-M"ru.i~tes. Claims 
Fund to pay the· costs of mandates that. ·do not exceed- $1,000,000 _ 
statewide and other procedures for .clain:!!L-:JYl)pse,,•:starewide costs· · 
exceed $1,000,000. · · _ · · · _ · .......... ' · ,. ·· - · . 

·This bill would provide: that,_ if the Commission, on State .Mandates 
determines that the : bm ' contains costs ' mandated by the -state; 

·reimbursement" 'for _ those ·costs shail -be _ made pursuant _ fo . th~s_e _ 
·statiitoryprovlsiopil.- .:'" · ·- · · -- · -·· · - · · · .,,,·-> · · , 
· This bi!I° would 'ileclare i6at it' is·' iii take effect. imni.ediately as · iin .. .. 

urgency s~alu~e~. - •: ... ' . . . . · .. r.· :"' ·'· r: : .. ; : - ·.~ ·1'_ '·· - ... 

Thepeopli! of the State Of California do enactaifoll~ws:. , · 
,.; ',·• • , . .:..,.,i~(';'L'~ ... -·~.u.',,;~ C_ -'.~ J ~ -~· l-k~~;W.;1~rT: • 

· ·· SECTION 1. Section· · 16262.5 .· of" the · ·Goveriunent Code is_ 
.amended to read:· - · .. - __ 

16262.5. '(a) Notwithstanding any other· ·provision. of _law,_ until· 
June 30, 2\)01, the reimbursement of coiinties·:·meetirig one of· the 
following conditions shall not be reduced for the state share .of. the 

· no'nfederal. costs for the administration of the · In-Home" Supportive · 
Seryices program. · · · · 

(1) County-imposed funding ··reductions- - in:;· the .. .1999-2000 . or -
2000--01 fiscal year prevent a county from fully ·funding the .. ;countyc. · · 
share of the nonfederal administrative _costs· ·of.· .. -, the programs --
identified in subdivision (a). · ..... ,. ' · .; '.· . 

(2) Application for relief under Section; .. 15252 .. and·1,this. section' _.was 
".··';t ·approved in a prior fiscal year for ..yhich reii'ef is sought piirsuant to 

these sections anc\ the level of county· ·match navailnble·· is: at least ·the 
amount specified m the application for' tliat same, fiscal. ye!ll' subject 
to the restrictions contained in subdivision (b),-;, · .... r. - , ,'_o-

(b) Subdivision (a) shall be subject to the.following restdctions:,.· •. · 
(!) The reduction imposed upon departments within a· county 

responsible for administering . the program referred to in subdivision 
(a) shall be proportionate to the average reductioil'f.in, county, funds 
for administrative activities ilnposed on aJJ.· .. •oth'er ··departments .within 
a county, except departments funded· with revenue -'rfrom Section' 35 

.,.-,, - of Article xm of the California Constit\rtion and_' the ·.:,·COUJll)' 
-- ;• :;. - departments of health services. The c.ounty board of1:,supervisors·> shall 
. "· ... certify that the reductions are imposed proportionately. 

(2) If a county reduces the . departme~t · , responsible ;: for 
administering the program referred to iri subdivision (a), and makes 
reductions that exceed the average reduction· .. of,···nny-,..otheb->county 
departrnen_t~, with .the e;icception ofr'· departm~nts, funded.... with 
revenue from . Section '35" of Article Xill ·of the· Colifornia · Coilstitµt!on; 
and the county departments of health.rservices;•: then' the. stiite 
allocation for that program shall be reduced by the sam·e,percentage. 

(3) The - state share of nonfederal costs ::for,i•·county .. administration 
allocated to a county. for the adminis~tion of the programs referred 
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to in s~bdivision (a): shall be limited;.to· the •1:299:-2000,;or 200.0:=0.l"fiscaic-:-<.·::;:;·ioo:·t~-< . 
year allocationsnrns· determined byE thef State;-,.;Department,;,of <TSociaL~-~1:!.!ti~1"" 
Services in compliance_:_ with::.:.currehL· allocation::: formulas:::aeadjusted _-_ ::-~ --:___:_ -
pursuant to pnrngraph•(2)."·>.: .. ;;~- . - -:.i -... ," .. ;,,,.,;_,._,:;;, - " --~---".'i:::;o·. c-j "'c:;;,.:::;,c,,~- -~-:~ -

(4) No rcduction_;,iri,,counly~.administrative,•costs!,authorized ·by .this · - · 
section shall resuffiti ani increased cost tci tlie state General.Fund: .. ·-.·-·-:_ · · -- · -· ...; .. _...,,.. ..... .-, 
_ ·(5) No reduction in county administrative .. costs authorized by this . 
section. shaU re~u.lt in·: any decrease . iri county. assistance. payments _ in'· 
the.program referred to in subdivisfon (a):_ •-' _ · •· .·:_ · : . , ... · · _ · 

· -. (6) The· maximum· rate·' reduction· shall not- eli.ceed · 15 percent· "of" . -. 
_ the required· county match. For counties thar received_ fiscal relief· in _ 
; either· the 1995~96- or 1996---97''.fiscal year,·- ·the county match;--shalh be '·= ,'.:;;.:,;•·.: • · •. 

the greater oL.SO: •. perce,nt. .of:.the .requirefl county,,.match, foi:_._the.,.y_ear!'.' ·--~ ,,,..,,-,~ 
·relief . is being requested, or alternatively,. the· county match ·:approved · 
in either the 1995-96 or 1996-97 fiscal year.-

(c) Counties requesting relief under this section shall apply· to the 
State Department of Social Services on or before October 31 of the 
fiscal year for which relief is sought pursuant to this section. 

SEC. 2. Section 12301.3 is added to the Welfare and Institutions 
Code, to read; 

123of.3. (a) Each county shall appoint nil - in-home supportive 
services advisory committee that shall be comprised of not more than 
11 individuals. No less than 50 percent of the membership of the 

_advisory committee shall be individuals who are current or. past users 
of personal assistance services paid for through public or.· private 
funds or as recipients of services under this article. · 

(b) Prior to the appointment of members to a committee required 
by subdivision · (a), the county board of ·supervisors - shall· solicit· 
recommendations for qualified members through a . fair and open 
process that includes the provision of reasonable written notice· to, · 
and reasonable response time by, members of the general public al)d 
interested persons and organizations. 

(c) The advisory committee shall submit recommendations ·to the 
county boai-d of supervisors on the preferred mode or ·modes of 
service to be utilized in the county for in-home supportive services: · · ' 

(d) Any count)' that has established a governing body, as ·provided 
in subdivision (b) of Section 12301.6 shall be deemed to" be in 
compliance with this section. 

SEC. 3. Section 12301.4 is added to the Welfare and Jnstitutions 
Code, to read; 

12301.4. Each advisory committee established pursuant to 
Section 12301.3 or 12301.6 shall provide ·ongoing advice . and 
recommendations regarding in-home supportive services to the 
county board of supervis~rs, any administrative body in the county 
that is related to the delivery and administration of in-home 
supportive services, and the governing body · and · administrative 
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agency 0f the"public-=·authoritY/n-Onprofit» coiiriortiu~/contiilctor; and=:i.. -:.-: ·~,:-'~-
public em pl oyeeS?r :.:· ·:.,-:·y ·;,-: .. · c:-i:.~·B ,·!_i.· _ -~11~ft!iili_~fy~r, ~!E:f: ~tt;; :11.!!:.::.:·:=:·'I!::~!·:;_:i .. ·:i~r::RE-1:.4£:R;-:' .. 

SEC. 4. SectiOrt::':l 23o1-: 6 of. ·:the -'Welfare"' a ncf:: Instit\ltions ·•:Gode · .is-,:""· - ~, =''"'"-
amended to}ead:"··:=·'---:._~''-"-"_-_,,,_,. _ . __ . _ __,. ___ ,:_._ .--.. ___ _ 
_ _ 12301_.6. (a) No_twithstanding _c:Secti_<?.l1B!'7'"'12302•""' and"°il:2302df~: ~'-".=' .:"~'~' · 
county board of supervi_sorii may, at its -option, el~ct to do either' of the _ : - · 

· foll_owing:· -_.- . .- · - _ . . - _ ,_ - - _ -. - · . -. . . _ - -· 
.. _- (l}Contnict ·with- ir ·nonprofit .-consortium·-·to- provide :f()r. the=._-

._"· . 

. delivery of in-home supportive servkes. .- -_ ... : _ . . - . -o• .- ,. 

-- _ (2) Establish; by iirdiriilnce,-·- a ·public·· iluth'ority - to- provide· for tlie-
.. ' .•,. 

delivery of in-home S)Jpportive services:· -_ - _ . 
(b) (1) To the· extent: that a '"couilfy' :=eleet_s.-i"to"-estiib!ish:. -Fpublic 

authority pursuant to paragraph (2) of s_ubd_ivision (a);·· the_, enabling ' 
ordinance shiill specify the membership of;th~ governing body., of -the' 
public authority, the qualifications for,,:, .individual -members;'.. the: 
manner of appointment, selection, or rell)9yaj-,of meriJ~ers, 'ho:w long -

, -they shall serve, and other matters as th~_,_ board oLsupervisors lfeems· 
necessary for the operation of the public authority. _ · . .,, _ .. .- . 

(2) A public authority established pursuant to pl)ragraph. (2) of 
subdivision (a) shall be both of the following: ,-_.,, ,,, . · · ._ . 

(A) An entity separate from the county, ;~·n.d shall be required· to · 
file _the statement required by Sectio11 53.051-- .of the Government · 
Code. . .. _. -._,. · 

(B) A corporate- public body, eltercising public and essential 
·- ~~- governmental functions and that has -all, -powers . , necessary .. or 
·:.'--"I convenient to carry . out _the delivery of. in,home supportive services; -
_.~: including the power to contract for services pursuant to Sections 

12302 and 12302. l and that makes or provilfes for direct payment to 
.. - a provider chosen by the recipient fol' tlie purchase of··s"ervices 

pursuant to Sections 12302 and 12302.2. Employees of the '.cpu)llic_ 
authority shall not be employees of the county for any purpose.-· - . _ · --- · 

(3) (A) As an alternative, the enabHilg,;,ordinanc_e:.rnay, •. designate 
the board of supervisors as· the governing body .-.-~of the public 
authority. · .~= i':: ·~, .-.·. ·:::.- · 

(B) Any enabling ordinance that designates." ..•. the,_- board··' of' 
-.-.--,. supervisors as the governing body of the public'diuthority . shall -also 
~"'"- specify that no fewer than 50 percent of the membership of the 

advisory committee shall be individuals who are current or past.-users 
- - of personal assistance ser\.ices paid for: through .. --public . or__.private -· 

funds _or recipients of services under tliis article, .-,, . ._,•;:- · · .. _-, 
(C) If tbe enabling ordinance designates· the board of supervisors • 

as the governing body of the public- aut_hority;dt shall ~lso require the 
appointment · of an 'advisory . committe_e of not .. more than·.'- 11 
individuals who shall be designated in .accordance,,with subparagtilph 
(B). . 

(D) Prior 
pursuant to 

.. 

to making designations ::. of .. _committee members· 
subparagraph (C), or gov_erning body members in_ . 
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accordance with- paragraphK(4)f"cthet. board :"ofasupervisors'!ishalli'.tsolicit::;;'.'._ 'hli ;~~- -=---. 
recommeodations ofo:quali fied c-;;members;ro f: eithern;:tlie ~:governin grnbod y; ·:"• :.0c ""!'' 
of the publio::authority __ or:::of:::any_:::advisoiy;;;:committee.::ctl:u:ough·=a·::fair . .:::-_.: -·'.~"""•"-, 
and open processc.:that7includes~cthe provision of reasonable, written 
notice to, and' ii. rciisonabJe,;reiijJimsedime. by,,,.merribers" o£cthe "gerierale.~u.;.,,, . .,:..._,j, :~:. " .. _, . 
public nnd interested pefiiorisiihd-orgiiiii.Zations:~-~--~·...,,.,·--:-'···~-~_...,,.--.. -··- . ·:. · · · · 
· (4) If ,the. enabling- ordinance does not designate the :board of · · 

·._supervisors. as the governing . body of.- the .public" authority, .. the 
enabling_· ordinance .. shall _ require . th~ . membership _of the . govenling 

- .. _body ·"to meet the requirements- of subparagraph (B) of paragraph . 
(3). . . . 

(c) (1) Any.·: public authority- created'--ptirsuang to;ctbisi<-·section<',shall7.0"i-i·~-";+- --=..;' ·· 
be_ deemed ::.to :, .. be;;-".th.e .: e·mp)oyer;c;;-o&;_,in•hom~ill)supportiv~,- servkes\;-;::-~· ye.:~ _. · .. 

. personnel referred · to recipients · under paragraph· (3) of subdivision::: · · ·· · · · · 
(ct) within the meaning of Chapter 10 (commencing with Section 
3500) of Division 4 of Title 1 of the Government Code. Recipients· 
shall retain the right to hire, fire,. and · supervise the work of any 
in-home supportive services personnel providing services to them. · 

(2) (A) Any nonprofit consortium contracting .with a county 
pursuanf _to this section shall be deemed to be the employer of 
in-home supportive services personnel referred to recipient_s 
pursuant to paragraph. (3) of subdivision (d) for the purposes of 
collective bargaining over wages, hours, and . other terms and 
conditions of employment. , ·. 

(B) Recipients shall· retain the right to hire, fire, and supervise the 
work of any in-home supportive services personnel providing 
services for them. 

(3) (A) The annuai cost for any public authority or nonprofit. 
consortium created pursuant tci this section shall . be shared by the 
state and the counties as prescri_bed in Section 12306. 

(B) No increase in wages or benefits negotiated or· agreed to 
pursuant to this section shall take effect unless an!f until, prior to its 
implementation, the department has obtained the approval of the 
State Department of- Health Services for the increase pursuant to a 
determination that it is consistent with federal law and to ensure 
federal financial participation for the services under Title XIX of the 
federal Social Security Act. · _ · 

(d) A public authority established pursuant to this section or a 
nonprofit consortium contracting with a county pursuant to this 
section, when providing for the delivery of services under this article. 
by contract in accordance with Sections· 12302 and 12302.1 or by · 
direct payment tb a provider chosen by a recipient in accordance.­
with Sections 12302 and 12302.2, shall comply with and be subject to;· 
nil statutory and regulatory provisions applicable to the respective · 
delivery mode. · 

(e) Any nonprofit consortium contracting with. a county pursuant 
to this section or. any public . authority· established pursuant to this 
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section shall ~. provide-:-for;.~ all ::;:of,;:-the ;.;f9.Howing'' :functions=c.under« this"""fu""t"''· · '""'. 
article, but shatrnot be limited to those funcfa?ns:: .. : ,, . . . · · · . · · · · 
. (1) The provision 'of assistance .. tl):l:recipi~~ts iii:'O'fini:!ing?iil.•bome.;;,.;;c ~;]<:!~ ·,"' 

supportive services~-personnel. throug,b_,,, th~· ~stab.lisllJn~n! of. a 
registry. ". _. - , _ . .:..__.,, .... 1 -;i,i . ...:i.-:•-~.tr'\~.,i:'.f:.r.:.~~'. .. ·;:~~·>:?.-::r·· ; . ~i!i:.:: .. : ··~!-: . i:-~1-.<~";:-~R·. ··.~ 

(2) Investigation of .the .. qualifications '1md background of. potential . · 
personnel. · . . ·. ' . · : , . ::'. ·· · . . . • · : .'- "". · .· :_.: 

. ·. · (3) Establishmeni · of a' refemit · &Yater!!: 11ndci': ~.which in-home 
·· supportive services personnel s~all he referre_d'to r.~iP!~nts;• . · • · · ... 

· ... :- '{4) ProViiling fc)f·tm_ining· foi-'proViderS arid-iecipieilts·: ' ...... · ... -
(5) Performing· ariy .other functions ,. relatec\ . \o · the deliv_ery of 

in-home supportive services. · · . ··-. ~;:=:-• -.. ·:-•;!·:~-;c:;· "•· 0
·: , • .<,;._;'.''" .,,. .. .• 

(6) Ensuring"T.thiit'i' theforequirementslll!Of::"tth~,io/p~rsona.i~can;1"option ·ire '-"""ill'in;;: 
pursuant' to Subchapter '19 (commencing wH~- .. .Sectiop. 1396) of 

. Chapter 7 of Title 42 of the United States Cf.?,4e are:Jli~t. · _. >" · 

(f) (1) Any nonprofit consortium co.najlcting,_, wi_th .. a· .... c:ounty 
· pursuant to this section· or any public ati!lio,rit)t,;;pre_ai~d pll{sµail.k to 

this section shall be deemed not to be the employer. of,,)!l"ho.m.e.·. 
supportive services personnel referred tq.. . recipients.,,., under this 
section for purposes of liability . due to . th6. negligence or ':,intentional· 
torts ofth'e in-home supportive services pers6'!,fl~k., "., , · .• , .,.,. 

(2) In no case shall a nonprofit c61)~9rt\l!m contracting ,with a 
county pursuant to this section or a1iy_: p:1Mic. .aut~qijty · created 
pursuant to this section be held lfoble for action or omission. of any 

;:,,;; :· in-home supportive services personn.e!:•·,··.-:l!l'..h.o\11 th\j .-·· · n_cmprofit 
·"!':'f consortium or public authority did .not lisf o~,it~ registry or oth_erwise 

refer to a recipient. . ,... . . ·. 
(3) Counties and the state shall be im,nt\m\l, ·from, ... any, liaJ:>ility . 

resulting from their implementation , . of .)h,i,B seqti9n ill,.'·:tbe 
administration of the- In-Home Supportive;: Ser1:j9es . R~9grl\Hhi.':¥.y · 
obligation of the public authority or C,9,0,S()rtj,urn 1 ,pur~\ll!jit.·.to .this. 

,. section, whether statutory, contractua~,,,,,or .• :!)~h~,~ise; ·,shalb b_e· !he " 
obligation solely of the public authority ,q~yiiC>t:1Profi_t.-.·.consoJtiuin,;«and .. 
shall' not be the obligation oftbe county cir s\nie, ,;-,:: · · <· ,. . ,· · . 

(g) Any nonprofit consortium contracting with n · county pursuant 
~"""' to this section shall ensure that it has a, .;governirlg ·.body ... thJl(-.complies 

with the requirements of subparagrap_~: (B). ·Qf..;,p~ragraph (3),:-,of 
.. ;·- subdivision (b) . or an advisory com.n).ittee ., t~_af. compl,i_e~. :With 

subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph (3) <if a~ll.division(b). · , ': · 
· (h) Recipients of services under this · section may elect to receive 
services from in-home supportive servi9,es, personf!eL who -are · not 

. referred to them . by the public autho_rj_IY, :•.pr. ·nqnprofi.t,,,.,consort_ium,.· 
Those perso.nnel shall be referred to the ·P\!?.1\9 (!\uthoritjt pr ,rionprofit 
.consortium for the. purposes of wages, ben~j'itii, and otlier terms apd 
conditions of employment . 

(i) Nothing in this section shall be construed ,to ·,affect the state~s 
responsibility with . respect . to the state . payroll system, 
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unempl.oyment •insurancef='-~cit'=--M'Citkers!o::/cornpensaticiri$• aiid,.~,.ntii~~: __ ·. ''.""~'"'"·"""'::::;,­
proyisions of Section,,,t2302;2"' for ·providers ··•offfiinohome ~slijlporiive ~:·l'l'OO?'. · 
services. Any county. - tbat:=.el!icts=to. -.·::provide'% in'"h9'ine:c-...shppofiive~. ,. __ ~~;:t;·.,'..::Z::. 
services pursuantnto this'- section "'sbaU~·be· 'responsiolli . for;;"liriy,·incliiased~,~:~. '·"Eit!h::!i,. 
costs. to·. the .:,. iii.-home ... ,.S-Lipportive"':;;5ervices.....ci11ie--iil'ariagemen~:,"-6M·m.:--r=m"''"·":' "' . 

.. information, and .payrolling'.°"system.._affi'ibufiilile~fO"ihiir''elec!ion.' The . · · . . ·· . . "-. 
<-~epartmen_t shaH __ collaborate with -ariy, count)' .. that elect(.to' provide:. · · · · - · 

in'home supportive '. servic~. · p~uanC: ·to. : tliis: ·:aect[ori·,r. 'jii:ior: to .. 
· .. · implernentiiig the .· amoup.t .. "of· .:financial·: obligation· fot'. which··· ilia· 
"' county sha'ti'be responsible: . ' . -. ' . ' . - " . " " " .. .'' :'" . 

: ~ ;. :· -

. 0) To the ex.tent permitted. by federal law, personal care' option ' 
funds, · obtained <pursilant ".to~--. Subchapter2'19 """(comniencing.o;;-•with·=;--_:::.;·i"'*''-~·2'.·:.~.::;:.- - '· 
Section 1396) ot:•Chapter~,;ofo.Title:::42;;of"tli:e;;J;Jriited Stilteii;\Godei!-aJO~g~~'··~· : .• ~"'"''. ,.:,;,: 

- . witli matching fundS using the . State anif' counfY '' sharln!l-_' jalio'°-· .. : ' . . . "--" -

'o 

established in subdivision (c) of Section 12306; or any other"fun¢i· ih:at 
are obtained pursuant to Subchapter 19 r(corninencirig with';~Seciion 
1396) of Chapter 7 of Title 42 of the Uriitec\ 'States Code:· 'may bil"iised 
to establish and operate an entity authorized b)iihis seCtioni: . ,;•_,.,,, · ·' · . 

(k) Notwithstanding any ·other. provisicfri .. of''law,:'"ili'e; ::1:ounfy,,. in 
exercising its option to establish a public·i-'authoricy,. shall ·'nof" 'oe 
subject to competitive bidding requirements. However, . conbiicjs ; 
entered into by either the county, a pub!ic'"authiirify;:'1or a ''nonprofit 
consortium pursuant to this section shall "be subj~ci';'to ·compeiitive 
bidding as otheiwise required by law. · . '""'-_' · · · · · ''"'' .. · . 

(/) (!) The department may adopt. t'egulati6iis · iirijilemeri.ling : 
this section as emergency regulations iri'-'-acco'id!llliie with 'Ch~piifr· 3.'5 
(commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1. of_.Division 3 of Title 2 of 
the Government Code. For the putjio!ie.9' of 'the""Adt@iiiltl-ative 
Procedures Act, the adoption of the regulations shall ·be dii¢med. ~n 

. emergency and necessary for the inun'ediale"'';pieseniation"'.· of · the.,' 
public peace, health and safety, or geng~ai· 'welfa~';'."NptWit!i.5.tiilli:ling ' 
Chapter 3.5 (commencing with .Section· H340) of·'Part"·l'l'oF8_ivision : . ., .. 
3 of Title 2 of the· Government Cadet theiii:i 'emergency·' regulatiomi. : .. 
shall not be subject to · the review and approval of the Office· ·,'of· · 
Administrative Law. ' · ,,,. · · . '' "\ 

(2) Notwithstanding subdivision (h) ,•. o~· - •Sectioti!" "i 1364: ]'"_'and: · 
_Section 11349.6 of the Government'' Code; the:.·"aepartriient'": shall' . · 
trnnsmii these regulations directly to thii' Secretary::of Siat~ for'~fili~g'. ·· 
The. regiilatioris shall .become effective immediately b'po:n·1 filihg' by 
the Secretary of State. . ., .. _"' · .... · .. .-_,,,,' · .. -- .. ,~ .. -

(3) Ex.capt as otherWise provided for. by Sectio"il· 10554, the Office' 
of Administrative Law shall provide for 'the· printing' ii'ri(j·~pub.ltcatio'ii_' 
of these regillations in the California'. •Code .. of''' Regi#iio.rnl:'' 
Notwithstanding Chapter 3 .5 (corrimencirig 'with S~i:ticin · 1!34o)"'·•·or 

· Part I of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code, ·these 
regulations shall not be repealed by the· Office of Aiiiillriistrative Law 

.. ·.· 
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and shall remaino;;: in--.--effect<lintii \-·revised.". or;;c--repeliled-;r·by'"°''the"'-i--·,,-.:::-::_,, .. =-
depa~ent. · .... ~i.-~~·.:i.:.:..: :~·i!·,.:.~~:u.· .... n.: .>T'.=.: '.:·:~~-!,Lf~};.rfi-1:.!..~.h.:.H.!!~!.!i-'__Q:.:. · , 

· (m) · ( 1) ·In the' ·. event :that=: a::: colintF'eiectS:O:to::: forni:i;:a:;:-rioilpr6fit..;L~~- -,,,_.:;;__:__,_::='. 
consortium or---public-nuthority · pure4ant''fo"'aubdivisigi(' (a)-:.liefori:'-ither:~.""'·,_ · --;• : . • · : 

-·. ·s·tate _ D_ep_artmeni.c:. of ' Health · Se!Vices - hail .. , ob!ain_ed_ . all . necessary. · · ·· 
federal -_approvals· pi.trsuant ·.to _· paragraph"· (3) .of.- •aubdjvisi6n ·_ 'G)' of : · -

·--_. Sectfon 14132.95,-all ofthe following shall apply: - .-- -. -'·>'·'' _ -:·':. • · -' · __ . _ 
. . _ (A) _Subdivision (6). shall apply only to tho_se: matters. that. do \i:ot 

-require _fede·rat appiov~l : . _ _ - .-= ;- ·:;::-. ·_ .. :.,_. ·. · .. ; .. ; ;: _. ; · · · · ·.· .. ; · · 

'- (B) Tlie second s~nte~c~"of s"iibdi~i~6ri (g) ~hall tlot be ~~eriitl~e: 
(C) The nonprofit consortiwn· or public ·inith'orify · shall· not · 

provide sendces other than those-_ specified in•_: paragraphs' (!)', (2), -
. (3), (4), and (5) of subdivision::(d};-:IE'. Jre_. ---~~:·i'r.ifi' '""' . -'o~"::;;•-.»iirr: · ;;,re ·'.'Brum 

(2) Paragraph. (I) - shall become inoperative· when - the" State-'"­
Department of Health Services has obtained all -necessary· federal 
approvals ·pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (j) of -Section 
14132.95.. . :··:~-. -
· (n) (1) One year after the effective date of tl:ie' first· ai)!froval-· by 
the department granted to_ the first public authorify,: ·the" Bureau of 
State Audits shall commission a study to ·"teview . the· perfofmai:ic_e 'of 
that public authority. _ . . _ .. 

(2) The study shall . be submitted to the , Legislature:"·anii·"•the 
Governor not later than two years after the"<: effective::_- datir of the 

.. . approval specified in subdivision (a). - The study shall give special 
. attention .to the health and welfare of the· recipienis ;under:-tbe public 

~:: -authority,,dncluding the degree to which all required services have· 
;;.c:-been delivered, out-of-home . placement - -nifos,-. prompt respoiise. to 
~-- recipient ·: complaints, and any other issue· the: director ·deems 
, .... relevant. . · · ::;,· ;·;.-·· - ·.--~~~fii_. .. 

. . (3) The report shall make recommen_dations' to ""tl:ie . •Legi_sjature 
and the Governor for any ·changes to this°' seCtioii"'thakwill---'furthef•' 
ensure the well-being of recipients .and th~ ·most"!effid~nt delivery·•·or-· 
required services. _ · ::·1-'· · •:::n; -- ".<·N-- ·"'" -•. 

(o) Commencing Jtlly I, 1997, the.-• ·department·' shaJ.L '.'provide_ 
annual reports to the appropriate fiscal and:.-,p&lic'yl co~nliiitieeii iif-'!the 

. --Legislature on the efficacy of the impleirii::ritatioii of this siictl6n, and 
'-! shall include an assessment of the quality' 'df care··provided"p'iirsuaiit· 

·to this section. .. ,. • - ·.,,_._._., ":,:, 
SEC. 5. Section 12301.8 is added to the Welfare and Institutions' ., 

Code, to read: ... -•·-. ·> ,,,. __ , .. , · 
12301.8. (a) Jncre!ises· in provider wages --·--and be.nefits for ·the. 

provision of services pursuant to Sectio'n 1230l.6-·or 12302;! n'\iiy. be 
made in a manner . appropriate to the entitie8' or ctinlr'at:ts""'deiicnbed : 
in those sections. For the 1999-2000 fiscar year, ·im_d"foi- each·'fiscal.)'ear' · 
thereafter, any county that expends co'iinty furids in - an''·iiri:toi.iiit ai " 
least equal to the reduction during the"rfiscal -«year in·- the· coiliity's 
shar~ of cost that results from . federal --fi~a:iicinl participation · iri 
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services provided:~-±to_""'Il!edically_-;::!Jeedy ;oaged,-b)_(l)d, !l!l.d:~;;Jii_sabl~d. ·""""""'- -~ 
persons after."".the;;;-:implementation ·ofc.,jl}e- ;.§tate",,pl@.;;. a111endm~nJe. srmio.;.,,,~., 

· pursuant to su~Qjyi!!.iC)n" (p):_ tif'..~Sec\ion=14!-32,95_;· ~~all":l!fl.-reimJ2L1rsed=.• c~~~· . 
for the cost -ofv.:the'- increase. in wagesc-llncl-:-.bt<ll~.ts~· that)!;Q!'.lfc;e~s,;<)]le,.~'i'.";"~::.=""" · 
reduction in Jh(l .• county share oCc.Qllt ... arj!l,,Js~.,rie~essan:.-!f!.oi.:mei::b.J.be ua',,.,,,:-re,,,.,.,,. ·. · . 
established rates:· This· provision · does-norapply-to··any~wage··increase"""''"""'---· --·~ · 
necessary to meet ·fe,deral ,or state. minimum _wage requirements. For .:;,- .:: =. . · 
the 1999..:.2000 fiscal.' year, the_ reduction in. the .county's· share of cost· . ·. · · 
during . the. fiscal ·year shall also ·include ·any reduction· ·that occurred 

·. iii the" 19~8--99 fiscaryear d_ue' fo th1i' irnplementatioir of the siate· plan .· 
amendments pursu'ant to subdivision (p) of Section 14132.95, unless . . 
the county has: used the.=.savings .during~t~e,·-1998--9Q-,fiscal_year to,p~y":,.::;·~: .. -, ...... ~:~~,-· 
for provider ,,wages· ancj;, genefit;;r;i11creas_es.;,:This . .: 5ub_d_\i{i~il!.!1~aP.PJie.fu;.;;<.;.:i.fil ,,biffi,':' .. ,, ... , •.. ,., -

.. solely to .. public· authority, . nonprofit . consortium, . and . contract ' . - ' 
·employees who provide services pursllant to Sections 12301.6 and 

12302.1. 
(b) The department shall reimburse counties for the cost of 

increased wages and · benefits that exceed .. the amount of the 
reduction in the county's share of cost as determined pursuant . to 
subdivision (a), provided that amount is not greater than the county's 
actual cost. · · 

(c) Except as specifically set forth in. subdivision (a), this section 
is not otherwise intended to alter the cost sharing descdbed in 
Seciioru 12301.6 and 12306. 

SEC. '6. Section 12302.25 is added to . the Welfare and InstitutionB 
Code, to read: 

12302.25. (a) On or before January. 1, 2003, each county shall act 
as, or establish, an employer for ·in-home supportive service providers 
under Section 12302.2 for the purposes of Chapter- 10 (commencing 
with Section 3500) of Division 4 of Title 1 ~f the. Government Cope 
and other applicable state or federal laws. Each county may utilize 
a public authority or nonprofit consortium as authorized . under 
Section 12301.6, the contract mode as authorized under Sections 

· 12302 and 12302.1, county administration of the individual provider 
. mode as authorized under Sections. 12302. and 12302.2 for purposes of 

acting as, or providing, an employer under Chapter 10 (commencing 
with Section 3 500) of Division 4 of Title 1 of the Government Code, 
county civil service personnel as authorized under Section 12302, ·or 
mixed modes of service authorized purs'!~n.t to this article and may 
establish regional agreements iri establishing an employer. for 
purposes of this subdivision for providers of in-home supportive 
services. Within .30 days of the effective date of this section, the 
department shall develop a timetable for· implementation of this 
subdivision to ensure· orderly compliance by counties. Recipients of 
in-home· supportive services shall retain the right to choose the 
individuals that provide their care and to recruit, · select, train, reject, 
or change any provider. under the contract mode or to hitce, fire, train, 
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and supervise·' any~provll:ler'-'ilitdet" any~0otlrel:;;;mod~of '•sef\iice~.;;tJpon~.r.,;:~, - -~-
request of a. recipient, .•and- in"addition':<to"-a"'iiC!iinty'_s ~el]l~ti;i:lri'r?etq~t o,.;;:;r;~;;:,;~.;;,- .. 

. of establishing":atr''employet~f6r-inchome 'suppottive .service7')1rov[d_~r~.!'.·'"-~"::2!.~~~'" _ -~--: 
pursuant to tliiS subdivisicm;' counties""With an.- _IHSS' caseJqad'"~f'i.more::. ~"'t.:"~ •.1.11" , . . 

·.than . 500 shall ::be:.:·re~uired=:.:-to'':otfef;'iln;=lndiyi~wil;=-·jirii_videi';,,lfrij"ployeh"';;,+.~~,;;;;;-,:;.:;;;::;,. "'·;··· 
·option. ..-. ... ~----"'""'-:- . . .. . . . . . .. . .... · · 

... · . (b) Nothing : in :this . section shall . prohibit. a11y ·"negotiations : or" · . · .... · 
· · · agreement regarding·>coUective bargaiiling ·or :_any: w~ge and benefit.·· · ::· 

... erih_aricements: . · .· · . · . , · . . . . . . . ·· , . . _. ... . . 
. (c)- Nothing·-in this .sect.ion ·:shal\-.pe·.-construed to affect the states. " . 
responsibility . with .. respect fo tlie . state· . payroll· sys_tem; . . . .. 
unemployment ·" insurance;""' -or 0-- workers";.;;: co!IlP,e.i\iiation -'.:-:a_il!i ""'~.01her""-'·; ~-:::~"-"''··~-.-::-., · -
provisions of . .-Section<l2302.2""for2providers~~ of"''iii=h6!ne :Tsiijljlorlive· -.- '-= '·~·;:_;;;__.~-: · 
services. ' · · _ ·..,. ··-···-~---·· ·=..-. . .• , ..... ~: .... "··-".::-:-:-:···:c=:··-·· ·.·'17'·~ ....... ·~.-.,._.,.. __ _......._-· 

(d) Prior to· implementing subdivision (a), a c6~nty · shall , ~stablish 
ail advisory . committee as. required by S~ction_. 1230_1.3 and solicit 
recommendations from the advisory committee on the · preferred 
mode or modes of service to be utilized iii the county for in-home 
supportive services. 

(e) Each county shall take · into · acco~nt the. advice . and 
recommendations of the in-home supportiv~ fiervice_s. advisory . 
committee, as established pursuant to Section -12301.3,:_ ._prior to . 
making . policy and funding . decisions about the. program on an. 
ongoirig basis. · 
.. (f) In _implementing and administering. this·' section, no .· county,. 

. public auihority, nonprofit consortiwn, . contractor,': or 'a combinati"on 
.,c~ __ thereof, that delivers in-home supportive-.· s~ryic~s ·shall ieduc·e the 

hours of _service for any recipient below the amount _determined to 
be necessary under the uniform assessment . guiC!i::iinbs '.'. estabJished. by 
the department. · · _ . . _· · · . .. · · 
. (g) Any agreement between a county and an entity aciirig as an . 
employer · under subdivision · (a) · shall ·,incl.mi~ a proyisio11 . that 
requires that funds appropriated by the state (Qr, wage increases · fa~ .• 

.. in-home supportive services providers be usef._ .. ~;,clmiively for · that 
purpose. cCounties or the state may underta~~.Audits . of the· entities 

- .. ·acting a~. employers under the terms of subdivision' (a) to "verify 
""'· complianc_e with this subdivision. . 

-· SEC. 7. Section 12302.7" of the Welfare and_ .'Irlsti~tions Code is 
repealed. -

SEC. 8. Section 12303.4 of the Welfare anti Instit~tions :·Code is 
amended to read: 

12303.4., (a) 'Any aged, blind, or disabled individual who is 
eligible for assistance under this chapter or Chapter 4 (commencing 
witli Section· 12500), and who is not described in Section 12304, shall 
receive services under this article which do not exceed the maximum 
of 195 hours per montl1. 
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(b) Any aged, blind, or disabled individual who is - eligible · for i 
assistance under this· chapter or Cha pier 4 (commencing: with i 
Sectfori 12500)";· who· is in need, as detenitlned by the c6unfy. w"e!fare - ; 

...... ' .. - ... departmen_t,. cif.at least 20 hours per week ! of th.e ii~i"viq~jl _ defil]¢4 )!! .:.: 
.. _ ... :.-... s.~9ior. g3o4,,~shaU be. eligible to receive services under. .• th\~ arti.cJ~•;":;] 

. the total of.which shall not exceed. a maximum. of. 283 liours per 
month, . . . . . . . . . . '. ._ .. . . . · . . . . · · · , .- .... 
. SEC.· 9. · Section· .. 14132.95 of 'the. Welfare and Institi.itioris Code. is · ··. 

· · ·amended· .to. read: · .. -
·. 14132:95: (a)° P~rsonal ·.care:· selirices;. :-when: jiiovided · to a ., -

categorically· needy person as defined in Section 14050.1 'is a 9overed 
.. _ benefit .-10 the.· extent federal financial ·participation ii('·a·vail!ible if· ' 1 

···:"these se~!ces are: ' . . . ' . . . ·. . . '""···:'.;'· :.o;j '.' 
(0 Provided in the beneficiary's home-· and other locations as may 

· be authorized· by the director subject to federal· approval. 
(2) Authorized . by county social services ·staff· in accordance. with 

a plan of treatment. 
(3) Provided by a qualified person. 
(4) Provided to a beneficiary who has a chronic, disabling 

condition that · causes .functional impairment that is .. expected . to· last 
at least 12 consecutive months or that ls expected. to reJult in death 
within 12 months and who is unable to remaiti""safely at'l1ome witho.ut 
th·e services described in this section. 

(b) The department shall. seek federal approval of a siate plan 
ameµdment necessary to include personal. ·care, as a medicaid · service 
pursuant to subdivision (f) of Section 440.170 bf' Title 42 of the· Code 
of Federal Regulations. For any persons .who meet the . criteria 
specified in subdivision (a) or (p), but for whom federal· .. financial 
pari\cipation is not available,. eligibility shall '·be· available yiuriiuarit to 
Article 7 (commencing. with Section 12300) of. Chapter 3, if otherwise 
eligible. 

(c) Subdivision (a) shall . not be implemented. unles·s · the 
department has" obtained federal approval:' 'of·". the. state. plan 
·rimendment described in subdivision (b ), Eind the Department of 
Finance has determined, and has· informed the de!fartmenj in . 
writing, that the impleinentation of this section wi 11 not"' resiilt in 
additional costs to the state relative to . state appropriation for 
in-home supportive ·services under Article 7 (eorimiencing with 
Section 12300) of Chapter 3, in tlie 1992-93 fiscal year.. . 

(d) (1) For pullloses of this .section; persi!nal ·. clire' services shall 
mean all of the following: 

(A) Assistance with ambulation. 
(B) Bathing, oral hygiene and grooming. 
(C) Dressing. 
(D) Care and assistance with prosthetic devi~es, 
· (E) Bowel, bladder, and menstrual care. · 
(F) Skin care.· 
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(G) ·Repositioning;-rang~ of motion:exercis_es;mn4.transfers"'°. "'·~--- -c;:7<:.-.#.~ ':."\.= · 
(H) Feeding and assurance ofndequate·fluid intake;.-;1·: .. , . ;; <-6f::n.,.i··< ~'=.cr;;o: ~-~,;;<i· -
(I) Respiration:_,'··=~~··"---~--· · ··~ ...... ~-..:-·£-r'·."!..7.t:· :.: ... ~~':.=.:.:.i · .. 1~~i:.:":.'.:.:~~: _:s.··t'!f:.:< ~~~.ff"1'Ti}~'= · 

.. (J): Pnrainedical-services. '= :::: .. " '.~~:·:!.i:1 .. •~-;.:.., •• "" •• -.~·-~~-:·:-i:~~~ ·_<~-.:.;~ .:r1~·:J.f:-r:.:.:r, .. ·:··!:;-'.=:i..1.Qi~i~ 0.:-1..!:'~ • • -,·~1~. • • • 

- (K) Assistarice:with.self-admiru~traticin'.Gf mediciitions,- ;1ru,~.'- .• ,,.-y-.,.;,,,....,m,,,w,,..._,.,~.: 
(2) Ancillary · services· including · me~l pxep11ratioµ .,an"1- cle~up, 

. routine Jauiimy, ·.· shopping'_ 'for . foo!i •. and othe_r ne_cessitiesi -and . 

. domestic services may. also be :provided as -- Jong )._s · th~~e. ancill!\i:y 
. ser\iices_ .are .. subordinatti . to personal care. "servit:es .. Ancillary . services . 

-· maY.i19t be p~·vided·Sepamtely fr0m:the-b&Siq·p.er66~1 ciiie se~ice$. . ~--· _· · ·.-. · 
(e) (I) (A) After consulting with the State .. ,_Depaitm~_nt of ,Social. 

Services,· the-·--- department - _ shaU--e-: adopt ,'-emerge11cy{e,:_regulatioI1s::,,.-t_o ·• · .·:::c· ..• ,;cc-.:::,-.' 

=· _establish. -.the _c11rriount1.- scope, .and.: duration. of..:personakcare 1· ser:vices;;;,· ·"'l~'n;---­
available · to persons described in subdivisio_n (a)· in t/!e .. , _fiscal year 
whenever - the department determittes_ -.'· "th~!,. _ Q~rteral ... ·F\ll.!d : · 
expenditures for personal care · services provided under this section 
and expenditures of both General Funq ..... IllQ.I!eys_; .nnd. -. .fecl_e_ral funds;; -
received under Title XX of the federal S2pial S.eci¢ty Ac~ for sel)jc;_~s · 
pursuant to Article 7 (commencing wit~-- ~ection: 12300) of --C_hiipter · · 

· 3, are expected to exceed the Genera,! ,.,J:lµ_ncl ,,,~ppropriati()n' imdJ ·the_ . .- .. 
federal appropriation under Till~ XX ()hthe fecleral So_cinl ·Sec~ty 
Act provided for the 1992-93 fiscal ,,year~· .. pursurui~ -.·IQ, .· Aajcle""' 7, .. 
(commencing with Section 12300) of Chapt~r 3,--.a~_.)tJre!ld oil June.-}0!· ._.­
! 992, as. adjusted for caseload growth or,-,as" inc_r~ased in the_-:!Budge_t 

.:~.-~,,Act or appropriated by statute. At least J .. Q:A!!YB prior to_;.filing thes~ .. 
""~-~-· regulations with -the Secretary of Stnte; "'the. dep_a)i_ment shall give· "'° •_: notice of the expected content of these regulatiol)~ to the -;fiscal: 

. _ : committees of both houses of the Legislature. , · .. 
(B) In establishing the amount, scope; ancl., .d.uriitj\:m of" pet;~n~i" 

care services, the department shall . e!'suri;_ tl.i(ll;;. General F11_i:i4:. 
expenditures for personal _ care service,s ,p~ovide_d .far. :un_\!er.;" tliis 

· - section and expenditures of both G_enera! 1d;~UJ:l_d ,,n:ion~ys .and·,~#e.ral 
·- funds received under Title XX of the f~qe#,\:;:~~ial Seg_urjty,,A'ct-- for;" 
_ services pursuant to Article 7 (commencipg . with' ~~ction -423QQ) · of -
,, Chapter 3, do not exceed the General_ -,,:Fu_nd nppn;ipriation =•@.c;l_1 the 

-.:.. _ federal appropriation under Title XX of the federal Social Security 
""' ~ Act provided for the 1992-:93 fiscal-- y~ar. pursuant .,to -,:Article 7 

- (commencing with Section 12300) of Chapter 3, -,~s it-read_ -on June 30, 
1992, as adjusted. for _caseload· growth or as. increased· in the Budget 
Act or npproptjated by statute. _ .. · ·: . ,.,: c-:, -· ., -. ··:' 

(C) For purpo~es of this subdivision, "caseload growth'.~ means. an 
adjustment factor detennined by the_ , departmei:ib:: based:.,;·.oa,. (1) 
groWlh in the number of .persons eligible for;. be!)efi_fs-,.under· Chapter 
3 (commencing with Section 12000) on the basis of their disability, 
(2)· the average increase in the number oC_l)_ours _)n--;itlle program 
established pursuant to Article 7 (comm~nci11g .with Section .. 12300) 
of Chapter 3 in the 1988-,.89 to 1992-93 fiscal years, inclusive, due to· 
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the level of imp!li;"m~.!lt,.:.~fill.:: @.;;!11\Y .,incti:i.~~-t;d!l p[ogI:'1filrtCOsl!Jo;th~L :.-~~.:,,,,,,___ ~~'t"~·.'· 
is required by .a.!:i:!!l.c.~~e inJ.h1i.:11iandatory,minimum wage.'-"'''"·' ,;_,. ·,.,.,,,,.,,,""'.~""'':~.~··. '·-~;,c-:: •• • 

(2)_ In . estab.li§hing .. ~Jh_e_::JlmQll!Jt,~, sc_op~,-:.:.~nd __ durntiQ!!;;PL. per!lonaL.: ::-- , ~"-::• ·· . 
care services -•pursll!lnt~ t9·· .this. su~division,-_,.the ~department" rnay .. defin.~-~. J-~~~~' ',-"'· 
and take into accQU!TI, amqug otherJhings:~rn~:ul::-_ ~;; 'r 1 .. , .. m~~ .,~0..1.~i::~ 11:~~;: -r~-•• ~1.li'~~· . . · ·~·. 

. (A) The .extent ·to· ·whic~ . the particular· personal care .services: are-:-'., .•. _, .. ,,,.:-.: 
· .• ·essential _cirnonessential. . . . · ' 

·. (B) Standards establishing· tli·e .iriooi~al rie~~s~ity of -the'. s~ivices to 
. be providecL: · . .. . -· .. . 
- · · (C) Utili:i:ation'controls. ··• ·· · · ..... ·· _. '· .:-' · : . 

(D) ·A minimum numbe.r of hours of· personal care .·services that 
must first be .. assessed .. as· .needed. -as ·a ccondition-of--"receivingc-personal - · -. : ..• :: · ~ -'i".-'"" · ·· 
care services P!:\l])!ll!l.t.tP.·!~!.sJ!e_ftion. · ·· · .. , · · ·:· · ·· · ' ... 

The level of personal care services sball lie· established so as · to · 
avoid, to . the extent feasible within budgetary constraints,'. medical 
01:1t-of-horne. placements. 

(3) To the extent that General Fund expenqitures for · services 
provided under this section ·and expenditures of both General Fund 
moneys and federal funds received under· Title XX of the federal 
Social Security Act ·for services· pursuant to Article 7 (commenting 
with Section 12300) of Chapter 3 in the 1992-93 fiscal year, adjusted 
for caseload growth, exceed General Fund expenditures for serviCes 
provided under this section and expenditur~s · of both General. Fund 
moneys and federal· funds received under Title XX of ·the federal 
Social Security Act for services pursuant to Ariiele 7 (cot11Jilencing 
with. Section 12300) of Chapter 3 in any fiscal' year, the excess of these· 
funds shall be expended for any purpose•. as directed in the Budget Act 
or as otherwise statutorily disbursed by the Legislature. 

(f) Services pursuant to this section . shall be .. rendered, under the 
administrative direction of the State Department· of Social . Services, 
in the manner authorized in Article 7 •· (oofomimcihg with Section 
12300) of Chapter 3, for the In-Horne Supportive Services program.­
A provider of personal care services shalf be· qualified ta· providedhe 
service and shall be a person other than a mefrlber tif--the family. For 
purposes of this section, a family meni.ber meaI\s ·a parent· of a minor 
child or a spouse. · · · · 

(g) A beneficiary who is eligible for· assistance· unde"t this section 
shall receive services that do not exceed 283 hours per month of 
personal care services. · 

(h) Personal care services shall not be provided to resi.dents of 
.facilities licensed by the department, and shall not be provided. to 
residents of a community care facility or a residential care fai:ility for 
the elderly licensed by. the Community Care Licensing·. Division_ of 
the State Department of Social Services. · · .;- ' ' 

(i) Subject to any limitations that may be imposed pursuant· to 
subdivision (e), determination of need rind authorization for services 
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· shall be perforffi~d 'iii·-'acc6rdiiiice • -Witl1' Artii:liF'7" '(coffuiieridifgc•With 
Section 12300) of.Chapter 3.·: .. < .,_:·:~·~: ,,.,,~_ ,_.,, .. ,.,_.,;,pz:'1'• •,;;_;ti '°'":"'" 

(j) (I) To the~ iixtent=jiehnitted by federal· .·law, reimbursement· 
·rates for personal· 2are'· services·' shall. be ·equal to the .rates in each 
county for the same •··mode c of·'services"·iif the'"Ih"H9ilie' 0 Sifppp_rti_ve: ..• 
Services prognuii • pursuant- to ·Article 7 (cinnmericing · with Seciiol). 
12300) of Chapter 3, plus any ·increase provided in_ the .animal Budget.· · '·. · 

..... Act. for persomil"care• servii:es· rates '6r'inc!i.ided in·'a coimty· budget·_.· 
pursuantto'paragraph(2).· · '. ·.· ·. · ,, · ·' ·· · · ·.· •.· · ,·_ .. ··· . .: ' . '.• . 

. · (2) .(A) The ·· department .. shall · establish .·<'a·'· "·provider• .. 
reimbursement . rate methodology to detei-mine payment · raies · for • · : : 
the mdividualprovider mode ofservic!:thnt·does aU ofthe.foU6wing:~'- --~.,...,,_ ''"-
.. (i) Is consistenf'with ·the·· ·furictions" -aiid Cliitieii'" of"'entities,.. cieiifo'd ""''<::. ,;;" "'"-"" 
pursuant to Section 1230i.6. · ·. · - · · 
· (ii) Makes any additional expenditure. of state general funds 

subjectto appropriation in the aiunial Budget.Act. 
(iii) Permits county-only funds ·to draw :•:down federal financial 

participation consistent with federal law. ·.-.. " 
(B) This ratesetting method shall be· in effect in tinie for. any rate 

"increases to be included in the annual Budget.Act. . ' 
(C) The department may, in establishirig the; rates'etting 'method 

required.by subparagraph (A), do both of the following: 
(i) Deem the market rate for like .·work in ·,each . county; .. as 

determined by the Employment Development Department, to be 
the:o:.cap for increases in payment' rates fat individual· .. practitioner 

::' .. seri'ices. ..-. 
(ii) Pro.vide for consideration of county input concerning the rate · 

necessary to ensure access to services in that county, · . 
(D) If an increase in individual practitioner·· rates is. inducted in the· 

annual Budget Ai:t; the state-county '' sliaritig. ratio shilll be as 
established in Section 12306. If the anriuiil Budget -_Act ·does" not 
include an increase in individual practitioner rates, a ·coi.mty ·may use 
county-only funds to . · meet federal · fuiancial "· · participation 
requirements consistent with federal law. · . · 

(3). (A) By November I, 1993, the department shall submit· a· state·· 
plan amendment to the federal. · Health•, ·care ... ;,-,:Firiiincing ·' 
Administration to implement this subdivision: To the ·eXtent' tha.t , any: 
element or requirement of this subdivision is not·"·appfoved, th'e 
department shall·. submit a request ·to the· federal H~alth' Care 
Financing Administration for nay waivers· as wiiiild be :iiecessary·· tci · 
implement this subdivision. ' .. ''". 

(B) The provider reimbursement : ratesetting · meth()c;icilogy' .. 
authorized by the amendments to this subdivision in the .1993-94 · 
Regular Session of the Legislature shall· ·ncit be operative' ·until all 
necessary federal approvals have been obtained. 
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(k) (I) The "=State~" Departl)"lent"'"'-of ~sociilb .• :,S_ervices:""°'shall, ;z..;b)- -- ~~_;;;,,,;'-==.· 
September 1, - J.993r<-notify,- the-,following,,persons,,,thl\t c.theyc-are ·.eligible · 
to- participate in the-personal •Car_e servjces•program_:;;;;~,,;•."?::"'-.:.;., "'···:=.·::"""""'·'·""''· c·":!' .• :.-'."'"''"""'~---· . · 

(A) Pers·ons ,_,;,eligible"'' for.oc:::services •~-:pursuan~i""to .. ··theao_.r.f!ickle''··'""'''· ""i''!'~rc. 
Amendinent, as adopted October.28;.1976 . .;-,,,~;~;;;;.;;;.;.;;',:.;.~.'" · _ : . . : -_- · ·· 

(B) Persons· eligible·-·for-services -·pursuant· to"'"subsection"""(<i) -·of""~'-.~-i···,...-··:··~,.,._ .... 
Section 1383c ofTitle 42 of-the United States Code. ·. ---- . , . · · .... · 
. °(2) The State. Deprutinerit :of Socia( Servfoes' sh~ll •. tiy · Sept~-rhber ; .. 

·.. I, !993; ·.notify persons· to whom paragraph (!). applies - and who . 
•;. ;_.:; · receive· :advance payment for-- in-home · stipp-i:irtive ·:·services·: 'that -- the'y" 

will qualify for services under this section without· a share· of cost if · 
they elect to- accept. payment.'. for,. services .. on--an. ,arrears~ rath;r~ -thaw·--:::--• .,-~:·.--::-::-:·:cr.c .. 

_an advance payment basis,.::ci"'-""'=='-~'""-'•~='"~--",*--,;;o- -_. . · ,_ 
([) An· individual who is eligible for services subject to the-· · 

maximum amount specified in subdivision (b) of Section 12303.4 shall 
be given the option of hiring his or her own provider. 

(m) The county welfare depai-trrient shall inform:_ .. in writing any 
individual who is potentially eligible for services under this section 
of his or her right to the services. 

(n) It is the intent of the Legislature that this entire section be an 
inseparable whole and that no part -of it be .sev~rable. If a_ny .portion 

· of· this section is found to be invalid, as determined by a ·final 
judgment of a court of competent jurisdi~tion, this · section shall · 
become inoperative. · 

(o) Paragraphs · (2) · and (3) of subdivisfon ., (a) shall be 
·implemented_ so as to conform to_ federal law authorizing their 
implementation. · 

(p) (!) Personal care services shall be provid~ci as a covered 
benefit to a medically needy aged, blind, or dis_ablei:I person, as. 
defined in· subdivision (a) of Section 14051,_ to the same .extent. an'd 
under the same requirements as they are provided -under- suboivision 
(a) of this section to a categorically needy; 11ged, · .. blind, or disabled -
person, as defined in subdivision (a) of Si;ction , 14050. l, and to the· 
extent that federal fmancial participation is available. . . 

· (2) The department shall' seek federal approval of a state plan 
amendment necessary to include personal ,. ciµ-e-.-.services described in 
paragraph (!) as a rnedicaid· service pursuai:i.~ 1 t9,,s\)bdivision (f) of­
Section 440.170 of Title 42 of the Code of Federal Regiilations.. . · 

(3) In the event that ·the Department_ of Finance determines tliat­
expenditures of both General Fund moneys for . p.ersonal care services 
provided under this subdivision to medically needy aged, blind, or 
disabled persons together with expendill!r.es:,,,o.f :-both G~aeral ·Fund : 
moneys and federal ·funds received under .-Title . XX of the federal 
Social Security Act for all aged, . blind, and disabled persons receiving 
in-home supportive serviCes pursuant to Article 7 (commencing with 
Section 12300) of Chapter 3,. in the 2000-01 fiscal year or in any_ 
subsequent fiscal year, are expected to exceed the General Fund 
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appropriation and the federal appropriati9n,- ~~cei,ved ugd~r.., Tide, .x:J..-,,·u~u~~ .. ·'"''·-
of the federal. Social Security-. Act for experidltiires for all a'ged, blind, . . - . . 
?nd disabled persons receiving il):~_ome~UJl~Jl-i:.tiV~~,seaj~9~;ff~YJ?J'4;,,;,_~,;--:"""'-"'' 
Jn the 1999-2000 fiscal.year.pursuant to·Aft1cle .7 {qOI,I!lllel\Clilg )Vlth .. c·c,: ..... -' •.. 
Section 12300). \if ,Chapter 3, as it read. on Juiie~3g;·;'i99,~;-'li~. a~ji:iS.led.:.~---~, .~:-.,"_-~> · . 
for· casefoad growth or as changed in _the Budget'. Aet, <ii" b{ staM~)?'f ... , ~ ';· . · 
regulatio_n!: then _this· su_bdivision: shall ceas\Lt\>:)1,e .. ,P~,t:.n\tive;.,~~ii ;P:~-: .-; , . 
first day· Of. the month that ·begms after the 'exptrnhon 9f a .penod_: of . · . :: .·• 

_ .. . 3.Q days sullsequent ·t(l ~ - notificatiqn in w_~t.ing by, t\J,e,])ir.~stqr of. the • · 
".Department-· of ·Finance: tci th·e chairpersoli' of the' e:·aininitteif-' in_. each_'. " " . ;.'. 

house · that considers appropriations,. the . chairpersons . llf. '·the 
-committees and . the-.. appropriate ·- subcommittees. in each house that ' . 
consider . the·. State .BtJCJget,. .· · a~d the. q;iirp~rson .. cif ~-_t_l)!J·- ·Jci41~;,:,;.,.,,~ - ,,,,;;_;-\ , 

·· legislative Budget Committee. 
. (4) Solely for purposes of paragraph (3), caseload growth means · 
an adjustment factor determined by the depar,!!11~n!,~!lsed_ o,n: 

· . (A) Growth in the number of persons eligible · for benefits und~r 
Chapter 3 · (commencing wiih Section 12000) on the basis of their 
disability. 

(B) The average increase in the numb.er of hours· in the program 
established pursuant to Article . 7 (commencing with Section 12300) 
or' Chapter .. 3 in the 1994-95 to 1998-99 ·fiscal year~. inclusive:· due to 
the level of impairment. · 

(C) Any increase _in program cost that is required by an increase 
~. inJ1ciurly costs pursuant to tbe Budget Act or statute. · . 

... ,,_ .. ,(5) ·In .;the event of. a final judicial determination by any court, O,f. 
· appellate .jurisdiction .or a fmal determination by the Administrator .. 
. of the federal Health Care Financing Administration t_l).µ! ,Person~)., 

cai:e services must be provided to aoy medically needy pers.O:ri \\'M.-.. · 
_,-is. not aged, blind, or disabled, then this subdivision shall cease ta· be 

operative on the first day· of the first month that begins after the 
. expi~ation of a· pe~od of 30 ~ys su!;i.~eqi;,~.~!, to,.,~ro;NP,1'\nf~\ion_ in 

'_ _ Wf!tmg by the Director of Finance , t,9 .. '.\lie·: H.~i!\fll.~t~~l\ of.dh~'" 
committee in each house that considers appropriation~,; '.J)le.::' 
chairpersons of the committees· and the., .~pproppat\I, s11~~2@ili.tt~,i:s­

-in- each -house that consider the . State Budget, ·and ·the Chiiiiperson 
·" ot'tli.e Joint Legislative Budget Committee'. '" ""·"· .... " "'·" .. . .- . · 
-· ·(6j If .this subdivision ceases to be ()per~!(y~;· iilJ ,ag~4,._ blin~.',nri4. 
. disabled persons who woul,d have received :·of b'een' eligible io receive 
in-home supportive_ services .pursuant to A;t!P.!~ 7: :~f!!mrn.ef1ci_l]g .. w.i!h 
Section I 2300) ·of Chapter 3, but for receivirig services uiidifr" ihis 
subdivision, shall be eligible immediately' 'ui\on this 'secitlo~ "b~coriilng' 
inop~rntive for. services pursuant to Aljjel'{' 7 (c'.o,mrii.~§Jlhg-:1~\\~\l 
Secl!on 12300) of Chapter 3. · · 

(7) The department shall implement this· subdivision on April !, 
1999, but only if the department has obtained fe4eral approvaJ ... of the. 
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:~a~~ivi?i~~~. --~~~n~~ni_t des~.~-~~~_;;;1~~~,~~~~ ;~;;,m:~--: iQl~: .2;:\.;:~·. 
·. (q) 'Fhis sectioH ·s&a,II~~ecom~iioperii1JY,e·riilf' Jul~~]f' 2002, 1!11d, as 
of. January l~. 2op3_,_'._!Lrepe~1e.~:_'.l)l)l~~~~1:J~ti:.'f:'(~i~d'"s!B:Tut"e;·· wruch •n'='• . 'llo"-' 0~ 
becomes effectiy~. Ol!.J;!£:".~~fore'•Januart::!;·~2003;:-deleies or. extends" the·_· . .-,.;~.;:._,.,: .·· :·:·. 

. . dates on which it becomes inoperative and is repealed. : ... : .. .-~. . . . .. ··-·. , ... 
· SEC. · IO: .Section 17600 ·of the . Welfare ·and· iiistitutioris : <;:,;de is . · , .. . 

.amended io read:· . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .· . . . : 

17600 .. _(a) -There. is hereby created thC .Local Revenue· Fwjd;_ ... -;~· 
which shall have alfof the following accounts: . . . . . 

-':•:. : . ·. . ·.· 

(!) The Sales Tax. Account. . 
(2)' TI1e Vehicte. I,i_c~11.~~.J~~.Asi?.~\l!:lf·· :..~-.. ,.,,,. _.2'=L•"''~ ···- ·-=····"'~"""'~'·····:~'"·""~'''·¢f.;o-,. · 
(3) .The Vehicle·LiCiinse'8"6lleC)-ion·Account. .. · .. c · ...•. : .. · ···" ''· 

(4) The Sales Tax Growth Account.· · 
(5) The Vehicle License Fee Growth Account. 
(b) The Sales Tax. Account shall have all of the followi.ng 

suhaccounts: 
(I) The Mental Health Subaccount. 
(2) The Social Services Subaccount. 
(3) The Health Subai:count. 
(c) The Sales Tax. Growth Account shall have at! of the foliciwing 

subac counts: 
(I) The Caseload Subaccount. 
(2) The Base Restoration Subaccount. 
(3) The Indigent Health Equity Subaccount. 
(4) The Community HeaUh Equity S11baccount. 
(5) The Merital Health Equity Subaccount. · 
(6) The State Hospital Mental Health Equity Subaccount. 
(7) The County Medical Services Subaccoiint. ·· 
(8) The General Growth Suhaccount. 
(9) The Specia!Equity Subaccount. .· . . .. . 
(d) Notwithstanding Section 13340 of the. Gove'mment .Code;· ihe 

Local Revenue Fund is hereby continuously· . appropii.a)~d, with~l)t 
regard to fiscal years, for the purpose of this chlipter.. · · · · 

(e) The Local Revenue Fund shlill be · inv¢sted in the Surplus 
Money Investment Fund and all interest earned shall be distributed 
in · January and July among the accounts_ and subaccounts in 
proportion to the amounts deposited into each subaccourit, eX:cepi as 
provided in subdivision (f). . 
· (I) If a distribution required by subdivision (e) would c~u.s~ :a 

subaccount to exceed its limitations imposed pursuant to any of the 
following, . the distribution shall be made among the_ remaining 
subaccounts in , proportion to th~ amciimts deposited into ' e"ach 
subaccount in the six prior months: 

(1) Subdivision (a) of Section 17605. . . 
(2) Paragraph(!) of subdivision (a) of Section 17605.05. 
(3) Subdivision (b) of Section 17605.!0. · 
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(4) Subdi~i~feiri(C)i:ifS~cticiilI7605.CO~. ~: . ··--w---~~-· - -___ · · ··-- •:;: .... -:-;. 

SEC. 11. Section )7_600.LIO_::qf the ·welfare and, Jnstitutions Code ·· ., ·'·" ,_ 
is repealed. " · .::.._ :. -· ···--· , . -,··.· "··· ..... . 

.. SEC. 12. : The' unencumbered. amount res!dilig · in the-. ln~Home. _ _ _ ... _. 
Supportive . Se!)'.ice~. ll_egistry: Subaccount . 6f the. Sales taX.~Ac~oi.mt· of. ·-:- : ·::~: . 
the Local Revenue Fund on. January .1, 2000, · shall· be· transferred ·-to 
. the GenerafFurid. · . ·. o - • '· ._ .;. -•. , - _·· · · · 

. · SEC.;. 13. · ·NotWithstanding .. Section 17610 of .the. Government 
Code, if· the .Comri::lission: on State-Mandates determines··that" t!i.is :act 

· · ; ·.- ~ ·.·-Contains ·costs . mandated···. bY ··the - 'state,. · reimbUrserrient to local 
· a gen des · and. school . districts for those costs shall be made pursuant · 

to Pint 7 (commenCing with Seciion I z~OO) of Division·· 4 of Title 2 o(, 
the ' .Goveniment Code. • lf the statewide cost of the . cilaim for -
reimbursement does· not exceed one million dollars ($1,000,000), 
reimbursement shall be inade from die State Mandates Claims Fund. 

... .:.·: . '• 

. .'_:.::... 

SEC. 14. This act is an . urgency statute necessary for the 
immediate preservation of the public peace, health, ·or safety within 
the meaning of Article IV . of the Constitution and shall go into 
immediate effect. The facl:.9 constituting the necessity are: 

1n order to make timely adjustments in the process of 
implementation of the State Budget for the 1999-2000 fiscal year, it 
is necessary that this net take effect immediatelY: 
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Scnnte Bill No. 710 

CHAPTER 91 

·:;:.;<,~~. :·:.::'~'.7- ~-" - · An -oct to_ add Section"-_-12306. 1. to: . to repe~I .· S~~ti~n- '(no i :ii ~i' .. t~: ·. 
· repenI · an'd. add· Section · 123.Ql .6 of:. the. ·Wei fore and' Institutions. Code: 

ielriting to -public social servic.es: and declarii1g "'the urgency. theieof. 
-. to rake effectimmedintely.·: · - . ·. · · · " · ._ .... 

·:: ... · -·. 
[Approved by GovomorJuly 12. I 999, Filed with 

S~mt.ory ot'S!uic July 12, 1999.) 

.· ... ·· ·.,. -· 

·--·----~ ····· 

~---:.--.-·. 

·~~-

-· .. :· 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S '01_GEST '"", .,.. ' .. ,. '"''-"'- '. . ... ,.,. .·:: .. :,.,;, •. : •. : .. :;;,,,,_,, ·. ·. '. ./ ... ,._..:;,;;;;;,;~.;;,;;;~~:.:. 
SB 710. Burton. !HSS:. budget trailer . 

. histing law provides for the county-administered Jn-Home 
Supportive Services (IHSS) program. linder which qualified aged,· 
blind. ·nnd disabled persons nre provided with services in order to 
permit them to remain m their · own homes nnd avoid. 
institutiotial ization. 

E'xisting law pem1its services to be provided under the IHSS 
program either through the employment of individual providers, a 
contract between the county and an entity· for the'· provision of 
services, the. creation by ·the ~aunty of a public authority, or a contract 
between the county and a nonprofit consortium. · 

Legislation pending before the Governor provides that when any 
increase in provider wages or benefits is .negotiated or agreed to by 
a public authority or nonprofit consortium; the annual costs for any' 
public authority or nonprofit consortium shal_l be shared by the slate 
and count;.: according to provisions of existing law. 

This bill. would provide instead that the county shall use 
county-only funds to fund. both the counfY's share and the 'state's 
share, including employment ·taxes, of any increase in IHSS c·osts, 
except as otherwise provided in this bill. 

Legislation pending before the Governor would provide for the 
reimburseme1it of _any county that expends county fonds in an 
amount at least equal to the reduction during the fiscal 'year in the 
county's share of cost that results from federal financial participation 
in services provided to medically needy aged, blind, and disabled 
persons, . for the cost of the increase in wages and benefits· that 
exceeds the reduction in the county share of cost.· 

This bill would delete.that proposed statute: 
This bill would declare that it is to take effect immediately as an 

urgency statute. 

'o .. .. 
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The people o/the Stale afCal!fo1:nia do enact as.fol/aw.<: 

. SECTJON l. . Section 1230l.6 of the Welfare and Institutions 
Code. as amended by· Assembly Bill 1682 of the 19_99-2000 Regular 

· Session, is repenled. · · · · · 
SEC .. 2: Section 12301.6. is :added. to the Welfare nnd Institutions ·. :: •. · 

C.oue, to read:-. . , -. .. . . .. 
·: ··12301'.6 .. : (a)·Notwithstanding· Sections·.· 12302. and· . !2302.1, · a· · ·· 

. ·cpunty board'. of superiisors ·may, qt_ its omion, elect to do.either of the 
· · following:· ·· " · ... , · ... • · ": · ·· '·' · · . · · · · ·· · · .... 

(I) ·conti·act with . a nonprofit '. consortium to ·provide for the 
delivery of in-home supportive ser\iices. : · · 

.(2) Establish, by ordinance, a public authority to· provide .for .the ... -·-····._,. 
delivery of in-home supportive s·ervices. · · 

(b) (I) To the extent that· a county elects to establish a public 
authority pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (a), the enabling 
ordinance shall specify the membership of the governing body of the 
public autho'rity, the qualifications for individual members, the 
manner of appointment, selection, or removal of members, how long 
they shall serve, and other maners as the board of supervisors deems 
necessary for the operation of the public authority. 

(2) A public authority established P\lrsurint to parngrnph (2) of 
subdivision (a) shall be both of the following: · · 

(A) An entity separate from the county, and shall .be required to 
file the statement required by Section 53051 of the .Government 
Code. 

(Bl A corporate public body, exercising public and essential. 
governmental functions and that has all powers necessary. or 
convenient to carry out the delivery of in-home supportive services, 
including the power to contract for servic,es pursuant to Sectio,ns 
12302. and 12302.1 and that makes or provides for clirect paymeni to 
a provider chosen by the recipient for t_he , purchase of services 
pursuant to Sections 12302 and 12302.2. Employees of the public 
authority shall not be employees of the county for any purpose. 

(3) (A) As an alternative, the enabling ordinance may designate · 
the board of supervisors as the governing· body of the public 
authority. 

iBl Any. enabling ordinance that designates the board ·of 
supervisors as the governing body of the public nutlwrity shall also 
specify that no fewer than 50 percent of the membership of the 
advisory comminee shall be individuals who are current or past us·ers 
of· personal assistance services paid for tluoug~ public or priynte 
funds or recipients of services under this article. 

(C) If the enabling ordinance designates the board of supervisors 
as the governing body of the public authority, it shall also require the 
appointment of an advisory committee of ·not more than 11 
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individuals who shnll be desi.gnated in • a~cordance with subparagruph 
·(Bl. 
.. (D) Prior to . making designations of · comm_it_ti;e ·members. 
pursuant . tci- subparagraph (Cl. or governing body . me.i;nb_ers ._ in 
ac_cordance . with pai"ngraph (4),· the board. of. supervisors shall solicit 
recori1m'endations of qualified. members' of'.eit~er . th~ ;governing boqy 

· .. of the. ·public .. autlioriry_ ·or of any adi(isory.· _committee. through· n -,fair 
. . nnd. open pr(Jcess. that. i,nCiudes . the :provision" of- reason~ti-Je;': .)Vdtten' . 
.. notice to, and · n .. reasonable response time by, members. of tlie general ·.' 
. 'public' and interested persons·and·arganiintions: · · .... "· · - ., · · 

(4) If ·the enabling ordinance does. not.: designate the. board of 
supervisors as the governing body .. of·. tlie public. nuthority, .'the 
enabling· ordinance shall· require. the mef11bership. o_!; the. governing 
body lo ·meet the· .requirements· of. slibpnragmph · (B) 'of paragraph_ 
0): . . 
· (c) (I) Any public nuthority created pursuant to this section. shaiJ 
be deemed to be the employer of in-home supportive services 
personnel re(err.ed . to recipients under. paragrap_h (3) of subc)i_:vi_sion 

·.(d) within ·the meaning of Chapter 10 (commencing with Section 
3500) of Division 4 of Title 1 of the (Jovemment Code .. Recipients 
shall retain the right to hire, fire, nnd. supervise. t~e work of nny 

. in-home supportive services personnel providing services to them. · 
(2) (A) Any nonprofit consortium cqntracting with a.. county 

pursuant to this section shall be deemed to .be the.· eniployer of 
-"- in-home supportive services personnel . refe.rred to reciplen'ts 

puJ'Suant to paragraph . (3) · of subdivision (d) for the purposes of , 
_.. collective bargaining over wages, hours, · and other terms and 

conditions of employment. 
(B) ·Recipients shall retain the right to hire, fire, and supervise, the 

.. . work- of any. in-home . supportive services pers,on,~e\ .providi.~g 
services for them. 

(3) When any increase. in provider wages,, or benefits is neg~tiat~d 
or agreed to by a public authority or nqnprofit. coµsortiufT! under thi~ 
section, then the county shall use county-only funds to fund botli the 
county share· and the state share, including employ!l'ent.- taxes, of any 

·--~ increase in the cost of. the program, unl.ess otherw_ise provided for in 
the annual Budget Act or appropriated by statu\e. No . incrense in 

·-· - . wages or benefits negotiated ·or. agreed .. to ·pursuant_ to. this section 
shall take effect unless and until, prior to its:,_.imp\ementntion, the 
department has obtained the approval of the S_tati; Dep~\tment of 
Health Services for the increase pursuant to a determination that it 
is consistent with federal law and· to ensure federal financial· 
panicipation for the services under Title ... XIX of ·the federni S('.icial 
Security Act. . · · 

(d) A public authority established pursuant to this section or a 
nonprofit consortium contracting with a county p~r.suant,. to this 
section, when providing for the delivery of services under this article 
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Ch. 91 -~-

by contract in nccm-dance witll - Sections · 12302 nnd~/_12302 .. 1 . or by 
direct payment to a provider chosen by _n recipient in accordance 
with Sections 12302 and 12302.2; shall comply with and .be subject ·to .. '· 

· nil statutory and regulatory . .' provisions .. applicable to:. the respective ·'' 
delivery mode.. ... .. ..: __ .. ·. · - . . . -

·(e) Any nonprofit· consortiui11 contrncting:with a·.county'.purswrnt : •· 
.'10 - this ··seetion ·or' any.''public 'aut11ority: estoblishe_cj pursuant'to-thjs:-_ : 

·section· shall ·provide·: for· _.:Hl- .of tlie' follo1ving· functions under. this 
article; but shall not bdimited·to those functions: .. 
. (1 J: The. p~ovisicin . of. ilssistnnce- . to \ecipierit~ . in ·finding .. in-ho~e 
supportive services personnel through. the ·establishment at·· a 
registry. . 

. ( 2) Investigation~_ oC,Jhe ,,qualific~tioris.::.nnp background .. o [- µotentiql : _ 
'personnel. · 

{3) Establishment of a referral system under wl1ich in-home 
supportive services personnel shall be referred to recipients. 

(4) Providing for training for providers and recipients. 
(5) Performing any other functions related to the delivery of 

in-home supportive services. 
(6) Ensuring that the requirements of the personal care option 

pursuant to Subchapter l 9 (commencing with Section 1396)· of 
Chapter 7 of Title 42 of the United States Code nre met. 

(f) (I) Any nonprofit consortium· contracting with ·a county 
pursuant to this section or any public authority created pursuant to 
this section shnH be deemed not to be the employer of in-home 
supportive services personnel referred to recipients ·under this 
section for purposes of liability due to the negligence or intentional 
torts of the in-home supportive services personnel. 

(2) ln no case shall a nonprofit consortium contracting with n 
rnunty pursuant to this section or any public authority created 
pursuant to this section be held liable for action. or omission of any 
in-home supportive services personnel whom the nonprofit 
consortium or pllblic authority did not list on its registry or otherwise 
refer to a recipient. 

(J) Counties nnd. the state shall be immune from at1y liability 
t·esulting from their implementation of this section in the 
administration of the In-Home Supportive Services program. Any 
obligation of the public authority or consortium pllrsuant to this 
section, whether starutory, contractual, or otherwise, shall be the 
obligation solely of the public authority or nonprnfit consortium. and 

·shall not be the obligation of the county or stnte. · 
(g) Any nonprofit consortium contracting with n county pursuant 

to this section shall ensure thnl it has o governing body that complies 
with the requirements of subparagraph (B) of paragraph (J) of 
subdivision (b) or an advisory committee that complies with 
subpnragraphs (B) and (C) ofpnragraph(J) of subdivision (b). 
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(h) Recipients of. services under this .section .... may., e.lect·:.·.:to:neceive ··"'"·P""·~;'"1-'"· 
services from _in-home suppo'rti ve services personnel who are not 

. referred· to them· by · the public ... authority ··Or;··.nonprolit ·:consortium:-.. '"'·"""'"·· 
Those personnel .. shnll be .reforred .. to the public .authority, or.,,.nonprolit .. ,.,., .. ,;,,,.,, .. , . 

. consortium for . the: purposes of wages,· benefits •. and other. ·'terms· and.:: · .. •· · 
. con~ditlon.'s o·-r employment··· -.~·· ·_ ·. ·. · · · · ._.:_~. ;,.,.~~:.· --::: ::""~ .. ~~: · ,_,._. ·. ·~~ ~-- . ..... : ·. ~-·· ..... ··:.:.\1··--:·";·7:·· ;.::··~:i.:.· 
·. · (i) Nothing iri· this 'section :shali: be· construed ,to'· afieC,t the ,state's: ·:: ·,_ · .. 
. ·resporisibiiity ·,with. · respect . to .:•.the ... state,: .. p~yrpU: ·.>system. ·. . '· . ........ 
···unemployment· insurance,'·· or· ·workers' : compensation;,. !ind,.· . other ..... ·; ·· ·. ~' . 

provisions. of. ·Sedion ·· 12302:2 . ·rar •provider.i .. iJ(. iii, home ·supportive 
services. Any . county' that . elects to·.· prov.iqe · iri:home: supportive 

· services pursuant to· this section shall be responsible for. any increased 
·costs. to the , .. in-home supponiv.e. sef3'.icies .' ~cnse-,: .. m~agemeqt. 
irifomiatiori, and . payrolling·· system attributnble tci .. that-.. election.~ ·T-he ·'. ·--- - ·--~· 
department shall' collaborate with any county thnt .elects to provide 
in-home supportive services pursuant to }hi~ · sec\i.on prior to 
implementing · the amount of financial obligation for which the 
county shall be responsible. ... . 

Ul To the extent permitted by federal law •.. Perso.nal,. care optip,n 
funds, obtained pursuant to. Subchapt~r l 9 (c.o.rnrnen~ing, ·wit.h 

. Section .1396) of Chapter 7 of Title 42 of the United States Code, along 
with . matching funds using the state and co1.U1ty •. sharing ratio. 
established in subdivision (c) of Section 123,Q6; or .any .qt~er ft.Inds ·th4t 
are obtained pursuant to Subchnpter 19 (commencing wit.h S~ctiol) 

. . 1396)..::oLChapter 7 of Title 42 of the. United· States Code, may be used 
· to esta_blish and operate an entity authorized by this.se~tion, · . 

(kt-Nqj:withstnnding any other provision of. .law,. the county, in. 
exerci?ing its option to establish a public .. ·authority, shall not be. 
subje_9J to competitive bidding requirements, Ho\yever, contracts 
e_ntere_d into by either the county, a public !\Utbori.ty, or .a;· nonprofit 
consortium pursuant to this section shall. be subject. to compe.titiv,e· . 
bidding as otherwise required by law. . ... .,, ··:: 

({)(I) The· department may adopt .,·regulations,. implementing 
this section as emergency regulations in accorda1_1ce . with .. Chapter,. 3.5. 
(commencing with Section 11340) of Part I of Division 3 of Titlf; -2· of. 
the ·Government Code. For the purpos_es of the. 'Administrative 

,. Procedures Act, the adoption of the regulations shall be deemed an 
emergency . and necessary for the imm.ediate pre.servation .. of .the 
public pence, henlth and safety, . or general welfare. NotWithstanding 
Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part J of Division 
3 of Title 2 of the Government· Code, these·. emergency regulations 
shall not be subject to the review and approval of the. Office of.· 
Administrative Lnw. · · · 

(2) Notwithstanding subdivision (h)• of Secl;ion ", 11)64.1. and 
Section 11349.6 of the Government ·Code,· the:, department shnll 
transmit these regulations directly to the ·secretary of State for filing. 
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The regulations shnll.::,.become==· ·effectiv~ in:unediateJY.:::,.u.potl;i :fiiing:c;.;_~ by -_:H-",- ~ . ··;<:: ·-~·: 
theSecr_etaryofStute.-----.-..... -~- .. --= ._c~ ... ~ ,. ~,,c·.- .. · ·-"'"'·::::-==--

(]) Except .as :·otherwise· provided •. '-.for byc::Section.• 10554;' the;<Office .. ,,, ·-'""'"'-'." ··:•. 
of Administrnti>ie :Lavr·shall , provide~Jfor·: the-·printing and,'·publication·;.,, · --.~-'"""'"., .• _.. 
of these regu'\nti'ons·. iri the· · Califomin·: Code · of·· Regulations.' ·· .. . 
Notwithstanding :·chi.pier ·~3.5-··(co.mmencing.,-with .. •Section' "lB40) oY::'· .... :"'. ..... ,, .. ;,.,. - .......... .. 

... 'Parr· l of. Division .3 of. Jit\e. 2· .of the. Government CQde ... these .. , · · · 
. regulations shall . not be repealed· by . the· Office .of Adnlinistrative · La\v .. 
' and .'shall remain' . iri' eff~ct .: un'til ' revised .. o'r ·. 'repeale;d - by ' tlie 

department"··· .... · · · · · .· · .. · · · ., .. ·: . · · · :· • · · · · · ·.· ....... · 
(m) (I) In the. event ·that a county elects to form· . a . nonprofit 

'. consortium or.·public riuthority pursuant ro subdivision· (a). before ·the ' 
· State Dep.artment • of H~alth .. , Services has.~~obtained '''all· · nec~ssary~ 

federal approvals pursuant to ' paragraph (3) of' subdivision (j) . of 
Section 14132.9_5; all of the following shall apply: : 

(A) Subdivision (c) shall apply only to those matters that do not 
require federal approval. 

(B) The second sentence of subdivision (g) shall not be operative .. 
. (C) The nonprofit consortium or .public authority shall not 
provide services other than those specified in. paragraphs ll ), (2), 
(3), (4), and (5) of subdivision (d): · 
. (2) Paragrap\1 (I) shall become · inoperative when the State 
Department of Health Services has obtained nil necessary federal 
approvals pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision UJ of Section 
14132.95. 

(n) (I) One year after the effective date· of the first· approval by 
the department granted to the first public authority, the Bureau of 
Smte Audits shall commission a sh1dy to review the performance of 
that public authority. 

(2) The study shall be submitted to the· Legislature and· the 
Governor _not later than two years after the effective date of the 
approval specified . in subdivision (a). The study shall give special 
attention to the health and welfare of the. recipients under the _public 
authority, including the degree to which ·all required services '"have 
been· delivered, out-of-home placement rates, prompt . response ro 
recipient complaints, · and any other issue the director deems 
relevant. 

(3) The. report shall make recommendations to the Legislature 
and _the Governor for any changes to this section that will further 
ensure the well-being of recipients and the most efficient deliver)! of 
required services. 

(o) Commencing July I, 1997, the departm,,nt shall provide 
annual reports to the appropriate fiscal nnd policy committees of the 
Legislature on the efficacy of the implementation of this section, and 
shall include an assessment of the quality of care provided pursuant 
to this section. · 
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SEC. 3. Section 12301.8 .of the Welfare and Institutions Code, as; 
added by Assembly Bill 1682 of the 1999-2000 Re~lar Session, is 

-repealed . 
. SEC. 4. S~ttion 12306.1 is.added to the Welfa;e and ·Institutions 

Code; to read: . . , 
.12306, 1. No.twithst.anding "paragraph (3) of ·subdivision ' (c) · of.· 

· Section 12:i'o 1.6. with: regard· to .w_age increases. negotiated by ~ p_ublic . . . .. > · · 
authority pursuant io. Section 12301.6, for)he· i999~2000 fiscal .year the ·' • .. " 
state. shall pay 80 percent, and each· county .. shnll. pay: 20 percent,' of. 

-the· nonfederal.-sh·are 6f 'paid inc'reases up .to fi~y 'cents• ($0.50) ·above· .' · .. ·; 
the hourly statewide . minimum wage: This section sh'all ·be applicable· 
to wage increases negotiated prior to or during .the 1999-2000 fiscal 

-_year.. . . . 
· SEC. 5: This act- is -an urgency statute riecessnrY ·for the- iinmediate 

preservation of the public peace, health, or safety withirt the meaning 
. of Article IV of the Constitution and shall go into immediate effect. 
The foe ts constituting the necessity are: 

In order to mnke timely adjustments tn the process of 
implementation of the Budget Act of 1999, it is necessary that this act 
tnke effect immediately. 
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Siiii"ofo Bill No. 288. 

CHAPTER ~45 · 

·-~..,, .. :~:~, .. -... ~ .. ·.~· .. _.·-· 1\n· a~t-- tO· ~-1liend Secti.oiis· f230 (3: ~rid ··l:i3oC4·~ .. 0f .t.he .. \Velfar~'. a·n·d~: .. 
. Institutions ' code .. · relating: 'to:_· huma11· 'seivic_es,. and. declaring ·the·.·. 
''urgency thereof. to. take effect iinme_diate ly. . . '. _: .. ' ' ''. 

·[Ar~r~;ctl.by Oov~mor Scprc;,;ber)l. 2000. FilciJ:· 
with Secretory of Score Scp[~mbcr l4, lODO.] 

LEOISCATtVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 

SB 288, Peace.· -IHSS program: administration .. ·• .. · .. ·· ' " ... · 
· faisti~g law provides for the In-Bon1e Suppoitive Services (lHSS) 

program. under which, either. through empl_oyment by the recipient,' 
or by or through contract by the county, qualified aged. blind, iind 
disabled persons receive services enabling them to remain in their 
own homes. Counties are responsible for the administration of the 
IHSS program. Existing law requires each county to establish an 
advisory committee to provide recommendations on certain modes 
of service to be utilized in the county for in-home supportive services. 

This bill would specify the membership composition of the 
advisory comminee, nnd would exclude any county that has 
established a governing body for the provision· of IHSS services prior 
to July 1, 2000, from those composition requirements. 

The bill would specify that each county shall be eligible lo receive 
state reimbursement of admirustrative costs for. only I advisory 
commitlee and would require each county to comply with certain 
requirements. 

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

The people of' the Slate of Coli/'rmria do enact as follows: 

SECTION I. Section 12301.3 of the Wei fore and l nsti tutions Code 
is amended to read: 

12301.3. (n) Each county· shall appoint an in-home supportive 
services advisory committee that shall be comprised of not more than 
11 individuals. No less limn 50 percent of the membership of the 
advisory committee shall be individuals who are current or past users 
of personal assistance services paid for through public or private 
funds or as recipients of services under this article. · 

(I) (Al In counties with fewer than 500 recipients of services 
provided pursuant to this article or Section 14132.95, at least one 
member of the advisory committee ·shall be a current or former 
provider of in-home supportive services. 
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(Bl [n counties with 500 or more rec1p1ents of services provided 
pursuant to this _article or Section 14132.95. at least two members of 
the advisory committee shall be a ~urrent qr former provider of 
in-home supportive services. 

(2) Individuals. -who· represent organizations that advocate for._. 
people· with" disabilities or ·seniors· may. be appointed ·to·· committees 
under this 'sectiori. . 

. -. .. _(3). [ndividuals - 'from . commu~ity:based:: organizations - that 
advocate on behalf' of home cnre· employees may be appotnted to 

. : conunitiees under th is s'e'ction-. · · . . · ~- .. · . ·- · 

.. 

.(4) A county board of supervisors shall not appoint more than one 
county employee. as a . member of ·the advisory· committee, but may 
designate any county employee to provide ongoing adv.ice and 

· support to the adv'isory co·rn:mittee. · · . _ 
(b) Prior to the appointment of m'embeis tci . a committee required 

by subdivision (a), the county board of supervisors shall solicit 
recommendations for qualified members through a fair and open 
process that includes- the provision of reasonable written notice to, 
nnd reasonable response time by, members of the general public and 
interested persons and organizations. 

(c) ·The· advisory committee shall submit recommendations to the 
county board of supervisors on the preferred mode or modes of 
service to be utilized in the county for in-home suppottive services. 

(d) Any COWlty tha_t has established a governing body, as provided 
in subdivision (b) of Section 12301.6, prior to July 1, 2000, shall not be 
required to comply with the composition requirements of 
subdivision (a) and shall be deemed to be in compliance with this 
section. 

SEC. 2. Section 12301.4 of the Welfare and Institutions Code is 
amended to read: 

12301.4. (a) Each advisory committee established· pursuant to 
Section 12301.3 or 12301.6 shall provide ongoing advice and 
recommendations regarding in-home supportive services to the 
county board of supervisors, any - admin'istrntive body in the county 
that is related to the delivery and administration of in-home 
supportive services, and the governing body and administrative 
agency of the public authority, nonprofit consortium, contractor, and 
public employees. 

(b) Each county shall be eligible to receive state reimbursements 
of administrative costs for only one advisory committee and shall 
comply with the requirements of subdivision (e) of Section 12302.25. 

SEC. 3. This act is an urgency statute necessa1y for the immediate 
preservation of the public peace, health, or safety within the meaning 
of Article [V of the Constitution and shull go into immediate effect. 
The facts constit11ting'the necessity are: 

In order to provide counties that are currently forming in-home 
supprniive services advisory committees with clarification regarding 
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el tlie composmon· of those committees. it is: necessary that· this act take· 
effect immediately. 
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Since Recent legislation Changes the Way 
Counties Will Admin'ister the Program, 
The Department of Social Services 
Needs to Monit.or Service Delivery· 
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The first copy of each California State Auditor report is free. 
Additional copies are $3 each. You can obtain reports by contacting. 

the Bureau of State Audits at the following address: -

"o 

California State Auditor 
Bureau of State Audits 

555 Capitol Mall; Suite 300 
Sacramento, California .95814 

(916) 445-0255 or TDD (916) 445-0255 x 216 

OR 

This report may also be available 
on the World Wide Web 

· http://www.bsa.ca.gov/bsa/ _ 

Permission is granted to reproduce reports. 
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The first copy of each California State Auditor report is· free: 
· Additional copies. are $3 each. You can obtain reports by contacting 

the Bureau of_ State Audits at the following address:· 

California State Auditor . · 
· Bureau of State Audits 
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300 · 

. Sacramento, California 95814 
(916) 445-0255 or TDD (916) 445-0255 x 216 
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This report may also be av~ilable 
on the World Wide Web 

· http-://www.bsa.ca.gov/bsa/ 
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KURTR:. SJOBERG . - MARIANNE P.- EVASHENK 
STATE AUDITOR - · CHIEF DEPUTY STATE AUiiITOR · 
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' . . . 

Septeml;ler 9, 1999 

The Governor of California­
President pro Ternpore of_the Senate 
Speaker of the Assembly 
State Capitol · · 
Sacramento, California 95814: 

Dear Governor and Legislative Leaders: 

96036 ' 

As required by Chapter 206, Statutes of 1996, the Bureau of State Audits. presents its audit report 
concerning the performance of public authorities in delivering in-home supportive services to aged, 
blind,_ or disabled individuals who cannot safely remain in their homes without assistance. 

This report concludes that many counties will likely create public authorities to meet the _requirement of 
recent legislation to act as the employer for individual· providers of program services for purposes of 
negotiating wages and benefits. -Although these actions will ·likely increase program costs, neither the 
Department of Social Servtces nor the existing public authorities can defirutively· demonstrate- that 
counties with public authorities deliver prc;igr·am servic¢s more effectively than· counties without public 
authorities. · 

Respectfully subilli.tted, 

-~~ 
KURT R. SJOBERG 
State Auditor 

-. 

BUREAU OF STATE AUDITS 
"555 Capitol Mali, Suite 300, Sacramento, Califcf 5-295814 Telephone: (916) 445-0255 Fax: (916) 32.7-00 l9 
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· Audit Highlights .•. 

Our review of the In· Home 
Supportive Services program 
disclosed: 

0 More counties wll/ l/kely 
estobl/sh public 
authorities to serve as 
employers fcir col/ect/ve 

· bargaining purposes and 
to llmlt county //obllltlei. 

0 Generally, counties 
without pub/le authorities 
pay Individual providers 
minimum wage whlle civil 
service and contract · 
workers earn up to 
$16;50 and $14.75 per 
hour, respectively. 

0 Rising wage and benefit 
costs may encourage 
counties to use more · 
expensive contract 

· employees, which garner 
higher state 
reimbursements. 

Finally, although no definitive 
performance data exist, our 
analysis reveals few 
differences In the level of 
services provided between . 
counties with and without 
public authorities. 

·--:: ,--:--~~· 
•. - •.• , ... J.·4,•• -- -·· -· - ········-' 

...... ..;.._, -· 
·=··.' ...... . 

. RESU.LTS l~fBRIEF .. · . . 
·' . .. ..· 

: c· : ·. ·~;~~.~~~;~·;;.a:~~~~ ~.~~~c~g~~e~~~::,o:;~;s:~;:~s. . . 
· · · · iJ?.divhiuals who need help tb remain in th~ir pwn · 
homes, will ch!inge significant1y"because the Legislature ·recently .. 
enacted laws that will affect how counties administer the · 
program. Legislation enacted in July 1999 requires California's 
58 counties to act as or establish employers for individual pro­
viders of program services so that they have an opportunity for · 
collective bargaining. Counties are just beginning to decide . 
which steps they will take to meet this requirement. For some 
counties wit.h smaller caseloads, the requirements of the new 
legislation are not dear. We expect that many counties will 
establish public authorities to meet the new requirement .. Public 
authorities will function separately from the counties, 
administer the delivery of in-home supportive services, and 

· 'serve as the employers for individual providers. To pro'ject how· 
· counties will respond to the new law, ·we looked at the new and 

existing legislation related·to IHSS, counties' current choices for 
program providers, recent costs for IHSS, the counties' possible 
liabilities if they assume the role of employer to individual 
providers, and comments and reports from selected counties 
throughout California. 

The history o'f existing public authorities, current funding 
provisions, and the ability of the State to iirnit its funding of 
cost increases for individual providers, indicate that program 
costs in general wiµ rise and costs to the counties in particular 

. will likely' increase. County administrators, who are aware that 
the law contlriues to lii:nit the State's payments of program · 
expenses, have expressed concerns that the new mandate will 
increase costs to the counties mainly because they believe . 
·collective ba.i:gaining will bring about higher pay for individual 
providers. As of April 1999, individual providers supplied more 
than 98 percent of in-home supportive services in the State. 
However, as the costs for individual providers increase, some 
coii~ties may tum to more expensive methods of delivering 
program sei;vi.ces, such as home-care contractors. Because the 
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.-'°~- .::-=-::S~St~te;pays. _agrehler portion of the hourly costs of home-care 
. -:~· -"::--=-~- coiitrictaii_tlim.lt.QQ~§Jor-individuaLproviders, using.contrac­

.. tors_ may become a more cost-effective option for the counties 

·- .· ·. 

· while increasing th~ ,c_o,~t,sjp~the State. -
-. : . - .... '·. . .:_ .- ·- .. - .... - · .. : . - ,. ': ·- . - .' . ·- . . . . ·-' \. . .: ;" ... : . 

_ Currently, six :founties -have created public authorities_ for IHss: · ·. 
. - . with. the likelihood that many counties Will establish public---

. .. ·.· .- ~uthorltids to'~mp~oy'hidi~aual pi'oviders; both tb.'e cciu'ritie~ . 
. . _ and the Depa.rtn:ient pfSocial Services (departrtient), which 
- .oversees-IHSS,~l i;i.~-~d:!9_~oU.~£!Aata ori public authorities' 

activities to.ensw~ :they increase the benefits to recipients, Our _ 
. audit attempted to compare the performance of counties using 
public authorities to the performance of those utilizing other 
servi.ces. Although defip.itive p~rfonnance data do not exist, 
evidence reveals that the perform.ance of counties with estab-

. lished public authorities differs little from that of other counties. 
Some other count\es rep9rt using ,systems similar to those the . 
public authorities provide. Those sys~ems include registries for 
matching providers with recipients; training for providers and 
x:ecipients, and backgrqund checks of applicants for individual . 
provider positions. In addi~on; we found that the three counties 
with.public authorities we visited perform at about the same 

_ level of service as they did be.fore establishing their pu]Jiic -
authorities. Further, b(;!_cause,the legal and departmental require'. 
inents for IHS_S are v_agµe, both the public authorities and the 
counties have:develop_edthe,ir own standards for implementing 
IHSS requirements, and their practices differ. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Given the· growth .that willli:kely ocair in the· public authority 
program statewide' and the potential for increased costs, the 
State will need more and better information to gauge the 

· program's effectiveness for both recipients and providers relative 
to the available alternatives for adminis_tering the delivery of 

· IHSS. The department should take the lead and'work with local 
entities_ to develop stanqards of perfonnance·for local IHSS 
programs·and,implement a system to gather and evaluate data 
thiit measure: the performance of public authorities, npnprofit 
organizations, home-ca,re contractors, and any other service 
pr{)Viders counties.use. In addition to indicating whether the 
various methods are benefiting the health.and welfare of _ -
recipients, the data:,should allow the department to compare 
the activities of these various agencies or contractors responsible 
for IHSS. . 

. . '· .. 
. ~-. . ' 
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:::.-~~7.~~~T~~~ the ·irlt~grity of the irifonD.~tion the department .~ ·. · -A 
-.·· -7-··~-::-=·"'rists~f5~evafaa:te·p!ogi:'cim"'pe!formance, Iocarenfffiessnoura· -- - -..,,.. 

· develop and impleme·nt procedures to accurately and ~ompletely 
enter performante'tileasuring datainto:the department's 

._ .· lnformation.syste~. · - :· · · · ·· - · 
, __ . .' ..... - . . . . . . . . -. .. . . •.' .· . ··;. 

. . . _ _ •. Mbreover,'-thidepa~tir;~n~. together with local ag~ricies. sho~id: • 
-_·better defihe program functions t6 imp.rove their e:c::in.sistency . ' 

·_ . · . and effectiveness.These.functions include training forproviders . • _ 
.. ~. ---·-'---____ ·_ariiLt~tpJ.!:!nt~:-=.li!!:9/;ITTound•Oieclfffar·p-foVidfa-appl1caiiti~ ruid- "C' __ : • , 

· -- · · -.. -- the {i5e of.registries for provider r~fe-~-als_---·- - ------ .. __,. ---.... "--"-

Given· the pending changes 'in the coµnties' adm.iajstration of. 
in-home 'sup'portive services, tlie Legislature should require the 
depa:rtlrient fo ¥epi:irt on the operational and fiscal impact of the 
receritiy enacted legislation to· determine whether the new law 

. promotes a more' effective and. efficient program. 

In addition; the Legislatui:e should clarify the requirement in the 
Welfare and-Ii:istirutions Co'de, Section 1230S.251which c::alls for 
each county to establish an employer for irldividual providers 

. 'foi: the purposes of wages ari.d·benefits and other terms and .. 
conditions; This darIBcationwill furnish the counties with the 

· guidanc~··they tieed!to :ensure they comply with· the intent of the 
legi.slatlori:'Speciffccilly1th,e Legislature should clarify the require­
rrieriffo(courities.W!th more than 500 in-home supportive 
sei\rices cases to offer an indiVidual provider employer. option 
upon the ~equest of a recipient, and the implications of that 
requirement on countl'es 'With 500 or: fewer cases. · 

... 
The Depart:Inent of•Social Services concurs with our recommen­
datibils relative to its statewide role in serving in-home 
.supportive services recipientkThe three public authorities we 
reviewed, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Alameda, generally 

. agree··Wl.thmost of our'recommendations. However, the public 
_ aiithdl:it1es ·expr·essed some concern over our conclusions 

relative·tcfthe performance ofIHSS in counties with and without 
public authdtities/{'.J -
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. BACKGROUND"· . . ..... 

··c· ' . reated ih) 973 .. a.·ri.d fu. - tided withfed_eral; sta.te·, andl~cal· . . 
' . money, the lr:L:tl()II1e Supportive Services· (IHSS) program · 

· serv~s eliglblei~~ipients ·wp.o are not .able to remain in 
· - · · ··-:.·.'.·-C":':•:•· ... ·:r::': . ..-·:rr: :: i-. :· .-.- .. -;;;.-.,-=- ~-=-· --,··-· •.. ,..._~. 

their homes without assistance. Those eligible ate the aged, ·· - : ·: .. _,,. · · -·-
blind, or otherwise disabled. recipients of public assistance as 
well as persons similarly disabled who have low incomes. 

The IHSS program has two main benefits: It allows recipients the. 
comfort of living in their own homes, thus avoiding institution­
alization, and it supplies ser:"ices that are less expensive than 
out-of-home.care. Those eligible for the program receive a wide 
variety of basic services, including domestic assistance, such as· 
housecleaning, meal preparation, laundry, and shopping; 
personal care, such as feeding and bathing; transportation; . 
protective supervision; and certain paramedical services ordered 
by a physician. Based on assessments of their ability to function- & 
independently, recipients may be eligible for up to 283 hours per 9, 
month of services. Authorized through the Social Security Act, -···'· ·· 
federal funding can provide program services to the aged, blind, 
or disabled und.er Title XX, and to Medicaid-eligible individuals 
under the personal care provisions of Title XIX of the Act. 

ADMINISTRATION OF THE IHSS PROGRAM 

The State and counties.share administrative responsibilities for 
the IHSS program. In general, the Department of Social Services 
(department) admWsters the IHSS program at the state level. 
The department's primary f1mctions·include overseeing the 
payroll system for IHSS providers, unemployment insurance, 
and workers' compensation,· as well as supplying finandal. 
resources for the program and collecting re.imbursements from 
the counties for costs the.State incurs on their behalf. Further, 

· the department writes regulations for the IHSS program and 
maintains a database that includes eligibility and other informa­
tion on recipients and providers. The State's Department of 
Health Services receives the portion of IHSS funding furnished 
by Title XIX of the fe~eral Social Security Act, and transfers.this. e 
money to the department. The Department of Health SerVlce.s LS · 
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~-:~- ., ~,_- ~fil~l~P~~i;~bl_e ~ofi~;~e'jJih~any rate changes that counti~s 
_-"7---=-==-req11esEfo:nlal:<e~sure:the::changes.comply.-with-federal0-require· 

men ts antj. the· federal governm~nt assumes appropriate costs of 
the services _supplied iin_der Title XIX. - · 

1he day,t-o~day ~dmi~sti:atfo~of.the program i~ the .. ·: · :- . _._. _ 
. _··responsibility-of.the counties; whlch·_determine an iridividua]'s .-. - . 

-- -· .· --- ·. ellg'ibllityfoi the progiani'and the riitur~ of services each recipl~ --· -·. 
ent needs. Using th~, department's gmdelines, county social · · 

- . -.. • .- . 

wor:]<ers determine_liew_many·hours~otserVtce'per:mcinth'-'-"" · .: · -- ::.::.::..:.:~: --- -'''. 
red pi en ts quality for. The counties then lielp-iliose mdlViduais-· -- '-·-- -- . -- -' 
find service providers. To ensure delivery of program sernces, 
counties have used various types of providers, including county 
ciVi.l. service employees, employees of home-care ceinfractors, 
and "individual providers;' whp are not employees bf any 
-government- or private entity. 

·.~.:. 

Although the coilnties help recipients find provide+s; the recipi- -
. ents themselves can hire, fire, and supervise their caregivers. In 
f~ct, manyreclpient:S hire family members-or friends, who 
receive their pay thtough the IHSS_ program. -

., ;:j ~ 

.,,·.~.-

: ·-
PUBLIC AUTHORITIES AND' NONPROFIT CROUPS ARE 

-ALTERNATIVE ADMINISTRATORS OF IHSS 

Sei'Vkes That Public Authorities Ar'e 
· _ Required to Provide . 

o E.stab II~~ a -pro~fder reglst~ th,at wlll assist 
recipients In finding IHSS providers. 

o Investigate the q~~liflcatlons and 
_ .t;>ackground _of potential providers. 

.. ·.- . ' ' .. 
0 Develop a system to refer IHSS providers 

to recipients. , . 
'. 

a Pri;i~lde training for both providers and 
redplents. · · · , · -

o Perform any other functions related to the 
delivery o_f program services. - · 

o Ensure that provider's meet the 
requirements of 11tle XIX of the Social 
Security Act. 

'• .. 

' . . -
Legislation passed in 1992 offers counties two 
alternatj.v!!S for ~dministepng the delivery qf 
IHSS on their own. This legislation arose after 
some counties said they could improve services 
for recip~ents if they gave providers higher _ 
wages and .bepefits and- better training. Now,. 

· each county can elect to contract with a non­
profit group or to establi_sh by ordinance a 

. public authoi:ity to deliver ill-home supportive . 
services. These public authorities and nonprofit 

· groups function separately from the counties 
and have all-powers necessary to deliver IHSS, 

· -including ):he, ability to contract for services and 
pay directly providers recipients choose. Under 
tt;e progra!ll; public authorities and nonprofit 

_ groups administer the providers' delivery of 
services, but county departments continue to 
ensure servicoes are provided to recipients. .. . 



. ,'· 

.. 

·The 1992 legtslatlon· a.ls9 c:iutlines increas~d expectations for ·. 
these entities. In addition to establishing requirements for the 
governing body of any public authority, th.e law directs public 
authorities or nonprofit groups to proVi.de ·certain seryices . 

. :For· example, .the)I rTI,us·t establish registries of IHSS service . 
.. · .· : providers as well as p·rovider.referral systems. for r~cipients. : . 

. . , : . · ·· F.urther,,the le.gi.slatii:in. incl~d.es an a.pparent advantage· for .• · .·:: .·· .. . : 

.---------...:.·· ...._·_· -'--·: _··._._·~ · counties that work thtough ·puS11.c auihorities 

Methods Available to Counties As of .· 
.1.992 for Delivering Program Services. 

• Establishing a public authority 

o Contracting with 'nonprofit groups 

• Contracting with proprietary companies, 
Individual voluntary. nonprofit agencies, 
city or county agencies, or local health 
districts 

• Using county civil service or merit system 
employees ' 

• Using individual providers who are not 
county employees (modified by 
legislation enacted on July 16, 1999) 

0 Paying recipients directly for the purchase 
of services from Individual provid.ers they . 
employ · 

• Using a combination oftli~ above 

' or nonprofit groups: It ipdicates counties will' 
not be .liable for any actions arising from pro­
gramsei:.vices delivered by the public a~thbi:ities 
o'r nonprofit groups. 

Any contract_ing nonprofit group or any public 
authority created under the legislation is to· 
act as the providers' employer for the purpose 
of collective bargaining over wages, hours, 
and other terms and conditions of employ­
ment. This provision also applies to any 
providers whom recipients choose without 
using a referral from a nonprofit group or . 
public authority. However, any increase in 
wages cir benefits negotiated would not take 
effec;t until the Department of Health Servl.ces 
determined the rate chan·ge complied with 
federal requirements: 

As of June 1999, .6 of the State's 58 counties-. 
Alameda, San Mateo; San Francisco, 

Santa Clara, Los Angeles, and Contra Costa-had elected to 
create public authorities for the delivery of in-home supportive 
services. Of these 6, oruy the public authorities for .Alameda, 
Sa,n Mateo, San Francisco, and Santa Clara counties had 
state-approved rate~ that allow them to receive increased fund­
.ing for acirninistration as of June 30, 1999. However, 
. Santa Clara's public authority was newly-estaJJlished and had 
contracted out with a nonprofit organization for the operation 
of its registry. No county had contracted with a nonprofit . 
group foi: the administration of the IHSS program. Therefore, 
in our following discussions of the program and related 
legislation, we refer only to public authorities. In each of the 
6' counties with public authorities, the IHSS providers have 
union representation . 

'o ·, 

.... ···~·:. 
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. The staff of the.tluee,public authorities.1natw~:vi.~ited l.n. - ......... . 
San Mateo, Alameda, and_.:;iail,_~rarg;iscci.counties:include.an-~-,: ·:'o -·c.,,.. -·-· 

· adrninlstrator _and_ sµborgifla~e, personneLwho may, i.i;t tervjew- ·.--: ·: ·. · · · .... 
potential providers;~ qb,_~cl\.thi:ir .. l:J.ackground.:rererences, or · · 
handle county IHSS payroll functions. For San.Mateo County_ . 

. and Alameda County, the_~C:ounties' boards of su.pervisors also - . ,, 
·· a:cfas the goverrung boards· of the public ·authorities. The~ ·. . ·· 
excepti6il, the pubik authority of San'FranCisco: has a govern-·. 

· ing body that. indqdes representatives of dtjr governinent, 
consumers, and IHSS service:pro:viders .. ~thotig.h the Alameda. -, ... 

'public authority has six contracted comm.unit}' registries - . 
throughout the county, the other two counties operate central 
registries to provide referral lists of screened home-care workers 
to IHSS recipients. · 

The new law also identifies certain iridicators of the success or 
failure of public authorities. These include the degree to which 
public authorities have delivered all required services, th_e 
promptness of resporues to recipients' complaints, and the 
numbers of eligible individuals placed outside theii: homes 
because needed care is not available from local IHSS programs. 
Addition,ally, the department has determined that the frequency 
of both recipient abuse and worker turnover and the availability 
of workers to· meet special or hard-to-fill needs are important in 
.measui:ing the performance of public authorities,' 

PROFILES OF THE STATE'S RECIPIENTS 
AND IHSS .PROVIDERS · 

According to department data, approximately 172,000 providers 
serve 2i7,000 IHSS recipients in California. Although the IHSS 
program is available throughout the State, different areas have 
different ranges of needs and counties' programs vary in size. 
Alpine County, for example, reported 352 hours of service for 
7 individuals during May 1999, whereas Los Angeles County 
reported approximately 6.5 million hoµrs of service for ~ore 
than 92,000 individuals during the same period, 

' . . . ·. ' 

Additionally, the methods of service delivery vary among coun­
ties. Although all 58 counties use individual providers, who 
furnish most in-home supportive services, some counties use. 
different types of providers. Twelve counties also use home-care 
contractors, and 6 others use county ernploye'es as well as indi-

" victual providers. Cun;ently, a relatively small number of the 
State's recipients and providers, approximately 9 percent.of the 
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tqtal, parti.cipate1nTHS~.-ptograms of the three public authorities -, . . . · ·. 
we visited as :bf-Juneil999:cWith-:the:a~dition~ of Los Angele's'.''""':-, -9: 
Contra Costay:and .. ·S;;i,nta~Clara counties, th1s7per_centage. :;::·_ ::. , · · · .:•.:: 
iric.reas~s substantially·-----------' .. -·'"" --~···-··0-·" •• ·• ··-~·'··. --- -

' •·· .· .. · .• • ·.::--:.··~.:-··~-~"'·- --··-· t'-. ·1-·-: . -, . '. - .... '"·"'~' , .. , 
.· - --. : . 

Data_ from the departrrient furth~r stiggestthat ~any :indlvidual · ... 
. prc;wid~s: are .family me~]Jers ()r frie~d_s. of tp~ r_ecipients they- - .· 
setve, even in those counties served 'Dy public autli.cirit:les. Thus, . . 

_________ :_a12jlarently many providers participate in the program to serve 
! . ~ ~,,;,-;;__::::;;_" --~ .: ·:sP:e~ili?r~gp[~filS~We havi:_no inform a tion:on pow many_ Of'.'-::.; --: -· ..... -­

these providers remain With the program once specific recipienfS 

~ . , ... ' 

... 

no longer need their services. Providers 'identified as "other" in 
the department's data include home-health and other busi-
nesses. Figure 1 displays the types of relationships between 
individual providers and recipients that the department has 
identified and also for those on which the department has rio 
re.levant data. For individual providers working through public _ 
authorities, the data are similar .. 

FIGURE 1 

Who Provides Services to IHSS Recipients? 

Acquaintances 

P~ograrn Costs and Sources of .Program Funds 

Using formula.S detailed in the State's Welfare and Institutions 
Code, the feder.al, state, and county governments share the costs 
for IHSS. A combination of state and federal funds pays 

8, 
· ..... .. 

65 percent of the service costs for the approximately 45,300 
individuals eligible under Title XX of the federal Social Security 
Act, and l.ocal funds cover 35 percent. Of the service costs for the~ 
approximately 174,000 individuals eligible under Title XIX; the W; 

·9 
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FIGURE 2 

federal gove·m.ment determines.and pays its sha_re ofprogram 
costs, andthe:State~and: counties pay 65 percent and-3 5 percent,..~":. ,. 

· resp-ectively;°'oMhe--remainirig-ainotint.·~::: .~·i'''":;.:;;;:,;:;·'::;.,.":;-_:_ -~:~- __ c ·_·,·--· :'.·" -
. ' . . . .. ·' ' . . - ' - . - -··-···- :_:___ .. 

~:::.~~"':::::'..:::'..:',::.'"::,~--~~-"':--:•_:_": ' ~·-:""·.-rr~-~.-~.~-• ..,.,....,,._~~'-""~'~'': ,, ~"-"-·<:~•·i:i:..:·, •. r .· ,. • 

.... · · Thefederal goyei:n:men.t lfii:ilts its:furiding lnthe IHSS program -__ •·· "''' 
_ . to a: ·m.ixiffium hourly cost equiv_'a:lent to 1~0 perce:ritofthe . _ 

Federal Social. 
Security Act.,..:. · 

Tltle XX Ptbgr_am 

.. -

. 

State 
General 
· Fu.nd 

' --

Federal Social: 
Security Act;_ 

Title XIX Program 
via State 

Departm.erit of 
Health servkes 

. 

Counties 

miclrntlm.'houtly wage fat coU:nties Without public authciritft;s· . 
... and 200 percent-of the Il:i.rrii.nlum hourly wage fot counties witlr ... 

· public authorities. The State also limits its participation to a -­
maximum .hourly;eostfor services~ Hi~t9rically,- the State used 
the min1mum hourly wage as its basis for pay rates to individual 
providers, although reiml;lursemenf rates ate higher for contract 
services. For fiscal year 1999-2000, .the depar1Jnent budgeted 
approximately $1.6 billion for IHSS. The counties are responsible 
for all provider_ costs that exceed the maximum rates established 
by the state and feder~l governments. 

. 

In addition to funding for hourly program costs, counties 
receive· a separate allocation from the State for administrative 
costs. Public authorities with state-approved rates also receive 

Flow of IHSS Program Fun.ds 

.. 

• 

. - Wages 
for 

.IHSS~ 
Independent 

~ 

$ $ 
Providers 

Department of · .- 4 S6cla:I Services · 

Paym_ents~ I I Counties -
for Program 

and· Administrative 
Costs 

.. _ County_ 
· Sha're of -. 
Provider;' 

Wa es g 

b 

10 - ... · ~~~~~'\)tJJJt~G'i).~j 
1!11!!!!!!1!!!1--mmm~=------=~=-=·=·. =-. .. - -.. . . . . .... 



r-----------,-------,·-~ ~ .. reii:i:J.bursemenffor~their adrriJnistrative ·costs;'·· . : · · · ·· : . 

·Significant New Changes In the· 1 99~~ ':_~u~e~tl~ the Sfat~ ·relillburses .public·authori- :. , :·~~ tJ 
· Legislation for lHSS · · tiesw1th .. approved.rates at.7:·cents,to 2l:·cents .-,, "= . .. 

I 
·. · c· .. h . ·... . . . . .. . ··" ~·-pe. r-h. our.of:pfogram __ Servi .. ce provided. 
~ · "ac rnun'fy niu~t act .as,. or establish, an 

.· __ employer for Individual providers for · 
· · :, purposes-of t611ectlve bargaining: · · 

· - · ·· . •·· .... · : . . New\egi~-lati~nAffectlng thilHSS Pr~graO,-',. 
· ·. · · · ... •.· · 0 · CciLintles without' publlt authorities .need . · · -. . . · · . · · · · 

to set up _an IHSS advisory committee. ·.. · lri July1999, the governor signed' into law: ····~ . 
-.. ~Assembly-Bill 16sz and Senate Bill 710, which 

o · At a recipient's request, each county with'"· 
a caseload exceeding 500 must offer 
services through an Individual provid_er.' . 

f; may. significaritly .• affect the administration;:' .. ::c';·-' . ; 

methods of serV:ice delivery,· and costs of the · · 
. IHSS program. In particular, on· or before 

o The State established Its funding 
contribution limit for fiscal year 1999-
2000. 

January 1, 2003, counties must themselves act 
as· the employers for individual providers in the 
IHSS .program.for purposes of collective bargain-

u ....... 

·. 

ing or establish or contract with entities that 
Vfill fill this role. Although the counties still 
have the same service options described in the 

199Z legislation, individual providers will now have an 
employer for the purposes of collective bargaining. 

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

Chapter 206, Statutes of 1996, requires the Bureau of State 
Audits (bureau) to review the performance of the first IHSS 
public _authority with a reimbursement rate approved by the 
State. The bureau was to begin the review one year after the 
effecti.ve date of the public authority's approved reimbursement 
rate and was. to give special attention to the health and welfare 
of the recipients under the public authority. Specifically, the 
bureau was to determine the degree to which the public author- · 
ity delivered all required services, affected out-of-home 
placement rates, responded promptly fo recipients' complaints, 
and fulfilled any other expectations the department deemed . . . 

relevant. The bill also directed the bureau to recomrriend any 
changes to the law govert).ing public authorities that will further 
ensure the well-being of redpients and the most efficient deliv-
ery of required services. · 

In March 1998; the public· authority in San Mateo ·County was 
the first to have the State. approve its reimbursement rate. in 

e ., ... 

addition to reviewing the San Mateo public authority, we also 
evaluated the public authorities in Alameda and San Francisco A. 
counties because weJJelie".ed that they had functioned long 9.-. 
enough to allow us to draw conclusions about theU: opihations 



·:· .... ·' .. _ 

. : -: . ' ,· '. ~ :_ - " 

.. _. •• --.;._~ ,_,. 

..... 
~ ~~-

:~2 

. :.-.;:. 

--- '~' 

. -· .. •· -

and that inC:lusfon of data: from-these· -e:-o~nties ·would help. us 
present a betteFovernew ofpuouc-autliorltie·s1 ·performancest-'.i 
Alameda ari1f San~FianCisco"coi.m:t:lesJiav'e operated public . · 

. ' . ...:.,: .-=.:-·-
·~.- · .. -·-·~-

·authorities for in-home supportive services since May 19.96 and 
September '199 6

1 
respectively. The Alameda Co.uni:)r pub lit -- ... ·: --- --- ---

·aut);-lo_rify receiye~ rate approval in-February-.1999 and .the.state -. : . ~ . 
... _., ___ .•. · approveq San_Frahcisco's. rate _in· ~epte_mbe~ 1998. In coritrast, . 

the public authorities of Contra Costa; L6s An.gelefa.Ild · -· - · ' 
Sarita Clata counties-had not sufficiently established their·· - --
operiitions·oYdid·not have their rates appi:oved''at the-time of'- · ----'-_7 -'-"-:-=--

. -·.our review. We also sui:veyed-11 counties that do not have -
public authorities to al.low tis to compare their services with 
those public authorities furnish.· .. , 
To obtain an understanding of the IHSS program in general as_ 
well as.the publk authorities' responsibilities and requirements 
in supporting IHSS, we reviewed relevant laws, regulations, and 

. policfos. We also conducted interviews with staff at the depart­
ment as well as at the Department of Health Services, 
the counties, and the public authorities. 

In addition,· we interviewed representatives of a home-care 
COI1.tractor; representatives of employee unions, and_ other _ 
iriterested parties tb obtain their perspective bn the impact of 
Pubiic.authorities. Overall, the representatives expressed support 
fo:r the c9ncept ?f the- public authority program, but voiced -
concerns about !TI.adequate training; the difficulty of providers 
in obtainiil.g higher wages because of the State's llmi~ed funding 
of pro grain costs, a lack of program standards fo:t carrying out 
· a;ri.d measuripg program perfoi;mance, or the inability of regis- · 
tered providers in some counties to find work. 

We obtained statistical data and available anecdotal evidence Ori 
the tluee public authorities' registries to determine if they ineet 
the statutory requirement. that ·each public authority establish a 
registry. to assist recipients in finding IHSS providers .. 

To determine if the three public authorities we reviewed are 
complying with other statutory mandates, we examined theli 
policies and procedures for screening provider applicants, train­
ing, and tracking and resolving complaints. Further, we 
re.viewed selected attendance records for orientation and train­
ing sessions offered by the public authorities. At the San Mateo 
public authoJity, we v~rlfied·that county bacl«ground checl<S 
were done and that providers received orientation handbooks. 

U :a:::z::w::=,.~_....._. :.. .... rmwww: 
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· · . tl9V'/e~e_r, _ _Qec~us~" ~-rriany facto!S affect outcofohorne .placement .. , . - -

· ~;;~:·~-,~~~:;~~;.tll~~~~~r~;i ~~i1irsrr~~;~~~~~9::~~~~~~~~;;-e~~~:ct~:~~~-~.~~-·~ · _: ! . 
--··· --:. ,,. • .; ·c:. __ : __ .. .-.. - .. ~-~~._..._; . , ~-' . ;r.'!;-1--~.·H-~:L:.:- -·~;_-~~~-~~-~~~~:::.·:.~:1, ~·_. -:--;~~ . .=-::·~··· -~-~:.-.::: .. 

.. Wealsoirite!vi.eweopuolii:: authority staff about how they met . 
· -.. : tne reqti.iremf.i?-t for providing the personaJ-2are option for -

.. , .· .. · ._~ecipients_ qualifyi11g uncjer Title XIX of_ the Social ·security Ad. 
. . -· -. ' .. · '-...... ·:_ ,:' -~· - ... ·· .... - ' ...... ~ .: ~ .- _:;·~ .. .. ·: ~ - .·. 

Using the department's datap~~~ 9Uf:!SS}!1f.C!r.~c:tion, we \d~nti-
. -.:."-.,.,.::::::,,;fied,~[t.alJ:?.:::..$.ii:r.~£1:~Js.pq:oqHjS re~ipi_ent;~ an_d .provia-ers in _ ..... __ _ 

. the State and searched for-'sunllarities anifctilierences-i:ie~een"". ··-- ·. --.· 
those populations in counties with and without public . · 
authorities. In addition, we assessed the level of service for IHSS 
recipients in each county by comparing IHSS service hours 
authorized and paid for, or delivered, during a recent 12-month 
period, Further, we compared the levels of service delivered by 
the three counties we assessed both before and after they estab-
lished their public authorities so that we could determine 
whether the public authorities have had any impact on the level 
of services for !HSS recipie.nts. 

Finally, we requested a legal opinion from the Office of Legisla­
tive Counsel (Counsel) regarding the extent to which the use of 
a public authority relieves the State or county of the liability 
potentially arising from the provision of IHSS services; The 
Counsel's opinion is that the existing code adequately exempts 
the State· and counties from the liabilities associated with negli­
gence or intentional acts committed by individual providers of 
IHSS who are employees of a public authority. ['.:! 

-. .. 
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SUMMARY 

B ecause legislation enacted in July 1999 will affect the way 
many counties administer the delivery of the In-Home 
Supportive Services (IHSS) program for the aged, blind, 

and disabled, and increase counties' costs for this program, the 
State's Department of Social Services (department) will need to 
monitor each county's effectiveness to ensure the program 
benefits both. recipients and service providers. The new legisla­
tion requiies counties to act as, or establish, an employer for 
IHS.S individual providers for the purpose of.wages and benefits 
and other terms and conditions·of employment. However, the 

· new law ·does not clearly state which counties have t.o comply 
with that requirement. To limit costs and exposure to liabilities, 
most counties that must comply with ·the new requirement will 
probably use public authorities, which ar.e separate public enti­
ties established by counties for specific purposes, such as to act 
as an employer for individual providers. /\few counties may 
increase their use of home-care contractors to provfde program 
services. However, neither the department nor the relatively 
small number of e~ting public authorities have accumulated 
data necessary to show that public authorities serve.program 
recipients any more effectively or efficiently than do other 
methods of administering program services. In addition, many 
counties that do not have public authorities report delivering 
·in-home supportive services similar to those supplied by coun­
ties with public authorities. In fact, because the department has 
not established definite program standards, existing public .. 
authorities differ in the manner and extent-that they supply 
expected benefit~ to recipients, provide access to training for 
individual providers, and obtain information on providers' 
backgrounds. · 
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.-:c -~ ~ :NEW."LEGIS:lAT.tON'.:.WllE:~pROBABLYPROMPT MANY . 
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ADMINISTER THE DELIVERY OF IHSS-_ . . ~--
.. . . . _,.~ .. ~~::·;:_7::~~~:=.-::-~4":.;::.· __ ~·.-_ ... ;"'·'.:'{:.~·· :;.:~-7:~{~~ 

;·· .. 
•, 

R_ecently enacted legislation W:ill caus·e 'counties to examiI1e-their.~ : 
· · · ·· _IHSS ·prcigrarris and prompt InaJ1Y counties to change hciw. they .. 

. adiniilis_ter the delivery ofservl.ces. Although_ the_ new_legislation 

.. ' 

Liabflltles ·associated with 

. 'needs darifi~tion;'fr still .allows courtties several 'options fo_r:the ·' 
delivery of IHSS:It is toci early to predict with assiirance how . · 
counties Willrespondtq, the ne_w law. However, even though .. ~ 
little information eXists to deni9hstrate how IHSS recipients are 
benefited, many counties will probably establish a public · 
authority or contract with a nonprofit group or association to 
serve as the employer for individual providers. We base this 
conclusion on our analysis of the legislation's requirements and 
the liabilities associated with acting as employer for individual 
providers, as well as interviews with county IHSS administrator.s. 

actin9 as employer for 
Individual providers will . 
,likely cause many counties 
t6' establish public ' 

The new legislation does not require ·each county to ~stablish a 
public authority, but the law does require that each county act 
as, or establish, an employer for purposes of negotiating wages 
and benefits and other terms and conditions of employment 
between public employers and public employee organizations. 
This new mandate allows counties to choose one or a combina­
tion of these current modes of delivering services: using public 
authorities or nonprofit.groups or associations; contract~ng with 
government, nonprofit, or proprietary agencies; hiring county 
civil service employees; or directly acting as the employers of · 
individual providers. The law further allows counties to.enter 
into regional agreements with other counties to provide an 
employer for purposes of negotiating wages and benefits and 

·authorities to avoid. 
these .risks; ' · 

b 

. other ternis ·and condi~ons of employment.. · 

Because home-care contractors and county civil service employ­
ees currently cost more than individual providers and "qecause of 
concerns over :fue continuity of seryices, p:iany counties may · 
keep using individual-providers to deliver program services. To 
avoid the potential liabilities associated with acting as employers 
for indiviaual providers, we an~icipate that counties continuing ' 
. to use individual providers-for program services will likely 
establish public authorities or contract with nonprofit groups to· 
_act as the employer fa~ these providers. 

.. 
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... The New Legislation DOes Not Clearly· State Whkl) Counties 

-: ''--~--- ""'~_:: ::-:-·----::o:=:-Mast Provide Employers for ~lndividu_al Providers -

-.. - - - --- _- . ___ , _ _.-_____ - --"::::c__- ''0-~ep~ovision of the new law-requires that 'counties_ with more 
... AA mw V'i• & W!l§i - · • ..,. ', 1 than 500 IHSS cases m_ustoffer the_" indiyidual provider 

_ -_ Altliough new· 1egislati~n --- - employer option" i,ip_on the r_eques~- i:ifa ~ecipient, in_ additi_on to 
•- will require counti~s with any type-ofserVice ·provideicounties may choose. This imp\{es _ 
-more than-500 IHSS c_ases ,- -thos~ counties with 500-or few:er cases dp not.l;l~ve to rnmply --

-.. to offer the 11/ndlvlduai with the requirement. However, the.statute doesnot clearly 
· · · - provider employer define an indi-\iidual provider employer option. Alterriatlve 

op~lon" to recipient$, the · inte~retations could be thatieither.counties with SOD or .less· 
law does not give clear IHSS cases do not have to offer individual providers to their .IHSS 
guidance to those with recipients, or that those smaller counties would not have to 
fewer cases. comply with the requirement to provide an _employer for 

individual providers in their communities. To interpret the 
requirement in a manner that is consistent with federal. law and 
regulations and relevant state law, counties 'With 500 or less IH.SS 
cases would have to allow their recipients to employ anyone 
they chose, including individual providers, but those counties -
would not have to provide an employer for individual providers 
for the purp_oses of negotiating wages and benefits and other 
terms and conditions of employment. Because the law is not 
clear, 20 counties in the State with 500 or fewer IHSS cases will 
not be certain how they n:iust comply with the new legislation. 8-, 

' 

·o 

· Counties We Surveyed Are Not Certain How They Will 
Comply With New Program Requirements 

We ~sked 17 counties that currently do not have a public 
authority how each intended to provide an employer for indi­
vidual providers. Overall, they responded that they were ji,i_st 
beginning to assess the new leglslaµon and its impact on their 
programs and were uncertain how they would_ meet the new 
requii:ements. Because·they_have not had sufficienttime to study 
the options available for providirig an employer for individual 
providers, most county administrators were tentative in their 
responses to our questions. Although only one county reported 
it was in-the process of establishing a public authority, approxi" 
mately half of the county administrators did say they probably 
would consider a public authority. Two counties said they were 
considering contracting with a nonprofit group to act as the 
employer for individual providers and another county said it 
was considering using a home-care contractor to provide pro­
gram services. Another county responded that it does not intend 
to formulate plans unt~ it receives more guidance from the e 
State. Some of the counties that are considering establishing - · 
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public authorities dte'd. mul:8.pfe'reasoris for doiilg so, in~liidirig :-- "-'". ': 
the c·ounties' Wi.sfr-i:o elimiriate~ilie liabilities associated with-<- ,, ~ -- -
being employ~rsi0recipierits"6pposition to-provtders supplied by' 
ccmtrattors,,_tl:le counties'. pr.efer~p.ce)or using individual prnvid~ ' - --'-c' 

- e~s, and the higher cost:of ~on.t~act providers. In'"'~ddition,· . -_ ··: -- . -· ·~·--
. - ' - . managers from i 1 ·counties.vokecl ccince~n over the al1.tidpated - -- -- . ' -

. ad.ditioria1:~ost 9fdelivering prqgrar!i:services:.Three also·-.:' 

Historically, fndfvlduaf 
providers,l1ave be.en 

· the least expensive way 
to deliver in-home · 
supportive services. 
Generally, those counties 
without public authorities 
pay Individual pro.viders 
minimum wage. · 
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indicated their concern about the State's lack of commitrri~i:it'i.n . -
sharillg those additional costs. · · . . .... . .... 

. - ' ·~-; - ·:-=; "~- "-:-;-'_.-.:: -.-~--·.· ~- ' -· . - ·-~- - ' ··-······ ---:;;: - - -~---- -·-- - -
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Many Cou'nties Will Probably Continue Using Individual 
Providers as the Primary Means of Delivering IHSS 

The new law allows counties to continue the methods they 
currently use to supply IHSs;·and we anticipate that many 
counties will continue to rely on individual providers as their 
primary means of-delivering services. Counties· and public 
authorities currently use individual providers to deliver 
98 percent of program services because of these providers' 
availability and the higher costs of the other options. As we 
mentioned in the .Introduction, many individual providers are 
relatives or acquaintances ~f the recipients they serve. 

Most counties furnish a high percentage of their authorized 
services through individual providers-. FroIJ?. May 1998 through 
April 1999, counties met the demand for individual providers 
from approximately 53 percent to 99 percent of the time, With 
49 counties achieving 90 percent or higher. These high percent­
l\ges are due, in part, to the f~ct that many recipients had · 
already ·arranged for _their providers when they applied for 

-assistarice. As of April 1999, the percentages for IHSS recipients 
in the State's 58 countie's who indicate'd they required help· in 
locating providers ranged from zerci to 62 percent, with less. 
than 20 percent o~ recipients in 38 counties requiring help . 

. Of the available options for service providers, individual provid- · 
ers are currently the least expensiv:e alternative, another factor 
that we eipect to encourage the use of individual providers. _ 
Generally, all of the counties that have not established public · . 
authorities· pay individual providers the state minimum wage of 
$5.75 per hour. In addition to wages, hourly costs include 
employers' payroll truces. Some counties also use county civil 
sei-vice employees or home-care contractors to deliver IHSS. The 
§ counties that also use civil service employees pay hourly costs 
ranging from $5. 75 to $16.50 for ei;nployees:

0

The 12 counties 
that engage home"care contractors as well are currently paying 

A . b&Ztt&C •. ,~ .... u1 

......... 
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them $ 9 .·77 to $ i4:? s p'ei:~hoti.t~·oft:tn.';'.C:ountieS--and pu51k · .. ",-~: .: "c • . .- ,~_ -~·-:: = 
. auth~rlties use the'tel~ti\i'ely-cdstly·contra~ors or-c-6uiity~-=-=-~ . -; 
. employees when~rectp1e11ts.:ha.y,J;_har9.-tQ;filt'P.~~Q$ or·they:;c.-~·;-;·•; - ,_j, :· ,,;, 

~~-=;;:;.""""="";;;;;;;;:;;:;;;· ~~=~· ;;;;:· cannuHocate; an _in.Q,iYigt_i_aLprnv_i9§~-;:· . ::.~;'.' :.:::..:- · :~:.:.:.::·: ~'-', _ 

. .· : .. · . "_ .. · -:: •J:. provislcin of the riewiegisiati_~n wi11 en_s_ure that many' C:~u~~ ._ · .• -· 
- '':'Giil *"' 5411'.k "'~7~'* H :""' ties CO_I:ltinue to -use-individ.mi1proVid.ers as: well. Th<;! riew.law '_' 

Civil service ahd. contract - requires that counties with hi.ore than "SQQ ii-Iss cases offer . ' . . . .. . . 
workers earn,_up_to::_ ____ ·-· · ___ recipients the _ _gp_TI_on of usiI_?-g_!:q~!~dua~ providers upon the 
$16.50 and $14;.75-pei:-·-...:.,-.:.--requestof a recipientcAs.ofApril)999) 32 ci_f_ii}~-Sic0unties· .. 
hour, respectively. that have not already established public authoritie~-had ~ . -·· 

caseload greater than 500. Because the department's data indi-· 
cate that many individual providers statewicl:e are relatives or · -. . ' 

acquaintances of the recipients they serve, we believe it is highly 
. probable that many recipients in each of the.32 counties will ask 
to retain current providers. Consequently, we anticipate these 
counties will have to offer thetr recipients the option of .choos­
ing individual providers. 

DUE TO DIFFERING REIMBURSEMENI FORMULAS, 
. 'RISING COSTS FOR INDIVIDUAL PROVIDERS MAY 
-LEAD SOME COUNTIES TO USE A MORE EXPENSIVE 
METHOD OFDELJVERING SERVICES . 

The history of existing public authorities, i:urrent funding 
provisions, and the ability of the State to limit its funding of 
cost increases for individual providers, all indicate tl1'at progi:am 
costs in general will rise, and costs to the counties in particular 
will likely increase. However, as the costs for individual provid· 
ers rise, it may become practical for sqme counties to increase 
their use of contract providers, although this is a more expensive 
method of delivering program .. services. Because the State pays a 
greater portion of the total hourly costs of contract providers 
than it does for individual providers, the more expensive 

. contract providers may becbn'l.e a cost-effective option for the 
counties while increasing the costs to the State. 

Establishing an Employer For Individual 
Providers May Increase Costs · 

Several factors encourage ri~ing program costs, especially for 
counties. At each of the public authorities with approved rates 

·· ... 

individual·providers have joined _employee groups and ~-
collectively bargained for higher wages and benefits. In the V 
future, individual providers of some new public authorities wi.11 

.. 
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A probably do.the-~a!Il~,Jvf6~eoverL_Jh~ S~atl=!. co~tll?.).les .. t9 __ establi_sh_ ~:..;...: •~-~--,: ..... . 
W IX .. '" & 

11 '" • 1 it_s financial_partjcipation in.~~ cc_i_s~~-o.fJi:idiyidual providers d __ 

'•, 

The State establishes independent.of agr~ementsreached by counties and publii:o·::.:.:.; . .. . . . 
· . : .• . its /eve{ of.funding . . authorities.With_~I_Ilployee groups.- Fur:ther, ccmnties m_ay n.0.f··· : . :.._ ::. ·_ 

. · · ·./ndepefld?nt of.· ·· •· reduce any recipient's-hotirS Of service be.low the amount deter, · 
agreements counties : ' :· . . _rriin~dhecessary un"der the departn;ent's uniforr)i ass~essmen:t_ · ...... 

· ... and publlcauthor/tles- • . ·guidelines. Without a_con1mitffient-frcirii the State.to share in · .. 
reach through . higher costs, cOunties may assume a greater poi:ti6n 'of higher· ... 
collective bargaining service costs when employee groups negotiate for higher wages . 

. with providers . . · ·. and benefits. We c.ontacted 17 counties that.c:ur~ently do not . 
have public authorities, 10 of which wei:e concerned about their 
potentially increased financial burden. · 

In the three counties with public authorities tl:iat we visited, 
individual providers currently earn negotiated wages of $6, 

9. 

$6.05, and$ 7 per hour-25 cents to $1.25 abr;ive the State's 
hourly minimum wage. Another county's public a1,1thority has 
entered i!l.to an agreement with its employee organizations to 
pay $6.25 per hour now and $6.75 beginning in April 2000. 
Furthermore; as of]une 1999, the.San Francisco public authority. 
is paying an additional $1.23 per hour for health care benefits 
for its individual providers who enroll in: the county's health 
care program. Three union representatives· we interviewed 
indicated that higher wages and benefits for IHSS providers are a 
priority. If furure public authorlti~s .follow current·p!ittems, the · 
counties that currently pay the State's hourly minimum wage 
will eventually he paying higher wages and benefits to· indi­
vidual providers of in~horne supportive servic~s. 

:'i._i;"· 

20. 
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· Even if cowitles agree with e:mployee groups to pay higher 
wages and benefits, the State, through the annual budget act. or 
other statutes, can limit its financial participation in.those 
increased \'.=OSts. During fj.scal year 1999-2000; for wages negoti­
ated by public auth?rities, the State will pay 80 percent of the 
nonfederal share of increased costs, but will limit its added 
partiC:ipatioh to 50 cents above the hourly statewide rilinimum 
wage. However, the legislation is silent on the State's.participa- · 

· tion in the costs of benefits. As a result, for fiscal year 1999-2000, 
the counties will be responsible for the nonfederal portion of . 
hourly wages that exceed $6.15 per hour. In addition, the degree. 
to which the State help's to pay future increases in costs for 
individual providers may vary. 

.. 
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Under CurrentcFunding;·Provisions?'Risirig,Eosts·- __ : : - -. ,-_-_ .. _. ·,,; __ _ 
May Cause -Some-:Gou nties tci--tl se-M a re:Eontra c:to·rs".:-_ · '.' · ,. "'"''' :' ¥·, 
t_o Deliyer-Program·Services;,,_,,::;c,c:.c ;-;--;::.::.:·:,;-.~-~,_---;'ii.':•::·~-;:-, _ ._.--, .. ,,_ · 

_.. .... -Aithau~1tw~¢ap~dih~tiy.·a;iiriti~~"-'virie:Stab1ish.t:iublic authori- _ .. 
--._. ~- - _ · .. -·· ties.to empfoy individual providets, som~· c_ountles may.choose ·. 

to increase th~ir use of homeccare contractors to deliver i~-ho~r{e · -
· •. =·-. .· .. ·:". ·. ' ·supportive S:emce·s.Two'bfthe three u_rubn repr.esentative·s--We · 

. interviewed ludicated that some counties may use more contract 

:.·: .:. -.-~L:'"~ ... ;, '·' P!_9Viders _be_c~~~~:Sif~_~;fuB~jTI&_P~·907~gr~)~~e ~~~J~vy- arid __ ".; .. ,. 
tneiiccompaiifing need-for C-ollei::tive baigainiilg, and because-·---·--- -
contractors create fewer administrative demands on the counties 
than public authorities. 

We interviewed the administrators from 20 selected counties 
t®M®!i"W :6 ' 1' M• <m www• and 12 indicated that their counties did not see much benefit in 
Because the State pays a 
greater portion of hourly 
wages for contract · 
providers,' state and 
federal program casts 
would increase whlle 
county costs may·not. 

using contract providers. They cited such reasons as limi,ted 
services from contractors and contractors fail.to provide addi­
tional benefit to program recipients beyond the supervision and 
limited training the providers receive. Three countie_s reported 
that higher costs for contract providers would prohibit their 
extensive· use. However, one county reported that a program 
that engages contractors is easier to administer than one involv­
ing independent providers because such a program does not -
require establishing a public p.uthority and. additional staff. 

Under certain circumstances, switching to contractors for IHSS 
wiU add to the program costs of the state and federal 
governments, but may not sigriificantly increase counties' costs-. 

.. Contract providers, who are more costjy overall, may become 
counties' cost-effective alternative to administering individual 
providers. The houriy cost of contract' providers to the. 12 counties 
that currently use them ranges from $9.77 to $14.75, or 
170 percent to 211 percent of the.rates those c6u:r;i.ties pay their 
individual-prnviders. Nonetheless, the State pays a greater _ 
portion of the hourly cost for the contract providers .. A coi:.nty 
'with a: statewide average caseload mix of recipients eligible 
for Title XIX and Title XX; and that pays $ 7 pei hour to its. 
individual providers could pay approximately $9 per hour for 
contract providers without increasing fr.sown costs. Conversely, 
the State's share of the cost would increase by approximately 
77 cents per hour served. Similarly, because the feder8.l govern­
ment currently contributes .51. 5 5 percent of the hourly costs for 
eligible recipients for Title XIX-up to 150 percent of minimum 
ti,ourly wage for courities without public authorities and up to 
200 percent of minimum wage for counties with public 
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authorities-its costs 'Will also increase. Our cakulation uses the .... ; .. - .... 
........... ,,""'"''m--funding. provtsions ii:t~the_n.ew l~"1'.7,and assumes payrqg tax:~? . ·. - ... -· 

:-: ,.., ,,:. ,;::,.~c:co,~~;:;;, .. (i,Ild beriefi~s~apprq};i,m,ate:-fo-per~.ent_of:vv~ge_s and have the .. · 
••. ·-··- •••••• , •• 0 -,,,,. same federal and stat~ participa,tjon rates. We cannot predjct the 

' - ...... . . .. . ~ .. number of individual provider hams, -if any,·fuat· c;unties may ' 
. ' . . ' ' convert to cc:iTI:ttact providers. . . . . . . . . .: ·< . 

. - ·. . ' - . ,· 
.·.' 

·:··: -'. .... . . ·:·· • .. · 
·.-'·.. . 
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•. 'THE DEPARTMENT AND THE COUNTIES HAVE NOT 
•·:.::.:: .:. •. : .• - ..• ~c YET DEMONSTRATED.THE EFFECTIVENESS OF- .: '. ~ .. · ' 

! . : 

"' 

:::Xlthough the law.and the 
· department Iden tlfy 
potential performance 
measures, the r;Jepartment 
has not developed specific 
performance standards. 

PUBLIC AUTHORITIES IN ADMINISTERING IHSS 

Although more counties are likely' to establish public authorities, 
neither the department nor the existing public aufuorities have 
accumulated consistent, relevant data that show whether public 
authorities' activities provided additional benefits to the health 
and welfare of IHSS recipients. Thus, we cannot quantitatively . ' 

compare any benefits with the costs to the IHSS program, nor 
can we predict whether the new legislation will eventually 
benefit recipients" .. However, administrators at the three public 
a1,1thorities we visited have indicated that increasing providers' 
wages and health be~efits will raise the level of service delivered 
to IHSS recipients by raising provider morale and attracting 
more. qualified candidates. -

Although the law and the departmeritidenti.fy potential perfor­
mance measures, the departri:J.ent has not developed specific 
performance standards. The manager of the.department's Adult 
Programs Branch, which administers the IHSS program at the 
state level, offered several reason_s why _the department has riot. 
accumulated detailed data and developed in"de.pth standards to 
measure the perfonnance of public authorities. Fj.rst, according 
to the manager, the department has not had the resources to 
monitor the qualitative aspects of program activities. In addi­
tion, the department indicates that the local agencies implement 
the program, so it should be subject to local evaluation. 
Furthermore, the department intends to rely on our study of the 
public authorities' performance mandated in the Welfare and 
Institutions Code. ·· 

.. 'Staff at th.e public authorities and the counties we-visited believe 
that public authorities' activities improve services to IHSS recipi­
ents, but these staff have not _accumulated qrm data to support 
this belief. For example, San Mateo County staff maintain 
4nforniation on the 'levels of service furnished recipients, resolu-. • 
tions of complaints from recipients, and eligiqle individuals who 

· ...... , 
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The San Francisca public 
authority Is currently 
·developing a system for 
evaluating the quality 
and effectiveness of its 
IHSS program. 

:~~::~~~:~~i,~i iki~~t~ro~,!~.~ri'J~1i:lh~!1Vn5tafu~ · 9·.; 
public authpJ.rt'x~mW~t~1Bil~ffi~.W:~fJ8~~on.the.tH:ss · pr~~ct~r~ ~ ::~: 
froll'. the r_e~?,1!3' that it refers to recipi.ents. However, the couµty . 

: currently ~as no~ceiitralized-l:iata:sysfem to lifil(p-roviders ,~,, ' ,._. ~_,~· -......... ' . 
. acti.vities to redpien~s' satisfiiction Virith ilie IHSS program 8i ·!o . . · ·. . 
r_eport on the_public authority's performance iri meeting · ... · 
program expectations: Trie fact that tlie pi.ibiic·autli:brttie·s for·· 

. San Mateo.and Alameda counties could riot produce from their 
.·· computerized~systems·ac:Jfat·-ofTHSS'redpiehts served by registry"'=-';;:" 

workers illustrates their iila'bility'foliiikiiiforrnatk:iP:. lnsfrad;- ··· -· · -·"·: 
this information would have to be compiled manually. · 

The San Francisco public authority is currently developing a 
system to accumulate data it has identified as necessary for 
evaluating the quality and effectiveness of its activities and the 
IHSS program. According to the public authority's executive, 
director, because data have not been accumulated from periods 
before the establishment of the public authority, it is not pos­
sible to identify how its current activities haye affected the 
health and welfare of recipients. However, the new system will 
help the public authority. establish baselines that it can use to 
evaluate the success of future activities. The public authority is 
evaluating both its and the department's needs for :rirogram 
information and plans to accumulate data on .recipients, provid­
ers, andthe program accomplishments and costs of-its service 
delivery system. The public authority's executive director antici­
pates needing a year and a half to complete the sys~em model 

. ·and accumulate baseline data and up to three years to accumu­
late sufficient comparativ.e dat(l to evaluate program changes. 

The law requires the department to report annually to the 
Legislature on the public authorities' capacity to meet their 
intended purpose. The report is to include an assessment of the 
public authorities' effect on the quality of care delivered to IHSS 
recipients. However, the department's information system does 
not gather the data required to make those assessments, nor 
have the public authorities accumulated the data. 

The department polls the public authorities to obtain 
i.i:lformation that includes program statistics relating to suci:t 
matters as provider retention and turnover, new costs or savings, 

•• • •• 1' 

and recipient satisfaction. However, the public authorities . 
sometimes respond that .the data are not available or they have A 
not cm:npleted comparisons to performance in periods before W' 
they established public authoritii;s. In addition, public 
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Between enactment of the 
1992 leg/slot/on and 
June 7 999, only six 
counties elected to 
administer /HSS services 
with public· authorities. 
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· authoriti~s rep6i:ted thattheydid ncit' track their effect ort th!=.:::. 
hospitalization rates of1HSS recipients: Thus; the department c-- • · · - . ----- . 

. does not alwa'y5"hav'e' fuformatiori-esseni:ial to monitoring ~he· - . " ... 
IHSS progr_ani)(j repoffto the Legislature. · · 

. - . . - . - . - . . .. ' - ~ -

.. ;. ~ · .. 
: _.· 

BEFORE THE RECENT-LEGISLATION, FEW· COUNTIES, .•... : . 
REPORTED THEY WERE CONSIDERING ESTABLJSHING 
A PUBLIC AUTHo'R!TY . 

-._r-:-: ·:. ¥ ':..,,.-.'- ·:~~::.~:.'.:, ~~~=-=~~ - ~: ..:>·. -~- -_ 
For multiple reasons, counties have been slow tci participate in . 
the public authority program. Since the enactment of the 
enabling legislation in 1992 until June 1999, only six counties 
have elected to establish a public authority to administer the . 
delivery of in-home supportive services. In March 1999, the 
department conducted a survey of counties to identify those 
interested in establishing public authorities. Of these counties, 
13 reported that they had considered establishing a public 
authority but decided against it; 8 counties said they do not 
want a public authority; 23 csmnties stated that they have never 
discussed using a public authority; 7 reported they are consider­
'ing whether having a public authority is a good idea; and 1 did 
not respond to the survey. 

Prior to the passage of recent legislation requiring each county 
to act as or estaplish an employer for individual providers of 
IHSS, we surveyed 11 counties, of which 6 reported they i;l.id not 

. want to establish a public authority. Tii.ey. cited various reasons 
for their decisions; some counties did riot wani: to be the provid­
ers' employers and some were. happy With their contractors. . . . 

. Another reported that providers.had not shown much response 
to efforts to unionize. In ·addition, county officials felt their . 
current level of service was adequate, they did not see the value 
aoded by a public authority, and_ they did.not wari~ 'to increase 
costs and a.dd another layer of bureaucracy to .the IHSS program. 

· In contrast, 1 c_ounty reported it was in fayor of a public author-. 
ity because it believed higher wages would enc.ourage more 
providers to participate in the program. Officials for 2 counties. 
felt that a public authority would provide better registry services 
and training, but these counties were concerned about e_scalating. 
costs. The respondents for another county believed higher wages · 
w.ould attract more providers but felt it could perform all of the 
functions Without a public authority. 
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Our analysis revealed_ 
few differences In the 
level of services pro­
vided between counties . 
with and without 
public authorities . . 

We si.trveyed these· F counties agairr after-the passage of-the:.·-. ··· ···· · '·- · 
new legislatior!_cand"asked .. how they .. intended.to comply with its-··: e.: 

- requirements::Oenerally;"~o ·counties respo_nded.,that. they were:'""~ ... -, -~·-~ ... · 
considering.their options;:-including·establishing a public···-., ...... , . · -· - -. ., . 
authority, a.nd 1 county" reported it wa"s fa the process bf creating" .· .· 
a public authority. The ·Appendix presents the updated.results of 

· oil_~ si.irvey._ :, · · · . · · · · · · · · ·· . . . · . · · . .· 
._··,· ' ':. :· ....... •. 

' • ···' L' 
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CERTAIN DATA''SUGG EST-THAT' PlfBLI C~ .:-~::-::.'~:-:~ ·: ::::-:-:--.: :.,:, ·. ---?~:' . 

AUTHORITIES MAY NOT PROVIDE MORE 
SERVICES TO l:UGIBLE IHSS RECIPIENTS 

Although no data eXJ.st to definitively demonstrate the impact of 
the three public authorities we visited on the health and welfare 
of IHss· recipients, certain d_ata suggest that establishing_ a public 
authority does not significantly affect the level of services 

. eligible individuals receive. 

Using information collected by the department in its Case 
Management, Information and Payrolling System, we indepen­
dently analyzed da.ta related to the level of service IHSS 
recipients receive in each county, and found few differences 9,

1 between counties with or without public authorities. Because 
public authorities primarily support individual providers, we 

. compared the IHSS hours authorized for delivery by individual 
proViders to the hours the providers actually served. In addition, 

_ we compared total authorized IHSS hours to total 401,us actually 
supplied through all modes of service. We used data from a 
recent 1"2-month period to pertorrn our analysis. Even though 
department staff have -~dicated factors other thp.n the availabil­
ity of providers may affect the data, such as temporary stays in .. 
care facilities, services refused by recipients, or temporary alter­
nate sources of care, nothing came to our attention that suggests 
these factors affect one county's data more thari they influence 
any other county's data. Figure 3 presents statewide data on. the 
degree to which individual providers supply authorized services 
to ·IHSS recipiep.ts. 

·, ·o 
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Our analyses revealed that from May 1998 through April 1999, 
recipients in San Francisco, San Mateo, and Alameda.counties 
received 97 percent, 95 percent, and 94 percent, respectively, of 
IHSS hours authorized and served by individual providers .. 
Although these three counties were able to fulfill most needs for 
authorized program services, their performances are generally 
comparab.le to the performances of most of the other 55 _coun­
ties as represented in Figure 3. Among the State's 58 counties, 
the three ranked 9th, zznd, .and 31"; respectively, in their succe.ss 

-in delivering authorized IHSS through individual providers. For 
the s·ame period, the City and County of San Francisco, 
San Mateo County, and Alameda County performed similarly in 
delivering authorized iHSS hours through all modes of se'rvice. 

- . . '' 

· Additionally, we compared the level of service individual provid­
ers delivered in these thi:ee counties during the period May 1998 
through April 1999 to a similar 12-month period during fiscal. 
year 1995-96, when the counties either had just established 
their public authorities or had not yet established them. The 
San Mateo public authority implemented services rneetirtg 
minimum requirements in March 1995, the Alameda public 
authority begari its registry operations in May 1996, and the 
San Francisco public authority began its re$1-stry operations 
in the summer of 1996~ Again! these counties offer.ed a reasonc 
ably high percentage of authorized program services through 

.·- . -
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· : "fudiVi.dual proVi.deis both before and after they created their · · 
. -· _ publi~ authorities: Figure 4 illustrates what percentage of recipi­

ents in the three counties received authorized IHSS hours sup-· 

··e .. 
. . ; . plied by in~i.~c:J.u,al providers in .the two periods. ·. .· . 

· · .. ·. · FIGURE-4· 

"•'- .-.. •·:.- •.--.:I'-~ Authorized IHSS Hours Served by Individual Providers 
Before and After·Esta'blishment of Public Authorities 
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The levels of service for San Mateo and Alameda counties were 
similar for the two periods. The San Frandsco public authotjty 
showed a slight increase in the percentage of authorized how;s 
its individual providers delivered. 

According· to our further analysis of recipient d~ta in the 
department's database, the three counties did not experiern;e a 
proportionately greater demand from recipients in locating 

e\ 
" 

.. ' 
- ,• -·~ 

providers than did other counties. Using the data for April J 999, 
we calculated each county's percentage of IHSS recipients who 
indicated they required assistance in locating providers. When 
we ranked all SB .counties based on the percentage of recipien_ts 
who required assistance locatfog a provider, San Mateo,· 
San Francisco, and Alameda scored 41", 43'd, and SSth,. 
respectively. The data suggest that recipients in these three 
counties have a less-than-averag~ need for help in locating e -
service providers. 
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Most surveyed eounties 

SOME COUNTIES WITHOUT PUBUCAUTHORJTIES: 
REPORT DELIVERING SERVICES.SIMILAR TOTH.CSE 
SUPPLIED BY coUNTIEs· Wl.TH~?Lisuc ,6,u-r,i-loR.1t1Es · 

.... To compare irifoi:rri.ation <!-bout in"hoi;ne supportive s·ervices · 
.•.... delivery, we suiveyed counties without' p~blic authorities tha~ . 

. had IHSS needs ·similar to those of the ·3 counties above and · . · · 
fmind that botli·g~o~ps deliver:s1ri:illar.sernces. We ideritifiea.· : ·. ·· · · . 
11 counties Withoutpublic authorities that had n.eeds similar to . 
the publi.c authorities we visited,im;luding-,more-than_two ··"·._:-~:: .. · '-'··' ... 
~illlon-authoiized IHSS hours·from·May-1998·-through·~""''·"~:.c.:'-.. ,_ · 
April 1999. We as:i<ed the 11 counties about their processes for · 
locating, training, and screening providers; resolving complaints 
against providers; and locating providers for recipients who are 

· at high risk for placement out of their homes unless they can 
get the care that they require. Detailed survey results appear in 

. _the Appendix.; 

Through our survey, we found many similarities in the assis­
tance given to IHSS providers and recipients among counties 
with and without a public authority. For example, most 

. without public authorities . 
operated worker 

surveyed counties Without public authorities indicated they 
operate provider registries, perform matching and referral ser-· 
vices, and resolve recipient complaints using methods similar to·_ 
those used by public authorities. Furth,er, information gathered 
from employment applications and from qualifications and 
background screening procedures at the surveyed counties is 
similar as well. On the other hand, provider training is more 
available in counties with public authorities, but attendance at 

. registries, pro~lded 
background checks, and 
provided training ta /HSS 
recipients and providers. 

"o 
·o 

. the training is voluntary and generally low. Moreover, provider 
oi:ientations for new applicants are part of the registry compila­

. tlon process for counties with public .authorities we reviewed· .. 
and for those surveyed counties without public authorities. 

Many Surveyed Counties Without Public Authorities 
Also Use Registries to Help Recipients Locate Providers 

All counties we surveyed reported assisting recipients in locating -
providers. Of these 11 counties without public authorities, 10 · · 
offer this assistance primarily through provider registries, while 
one county uses a.contractor to locate providers. In addition, 7 
of these counties indicated that they have little or no difficulty 
in locating providers and two counties reported being able to 
expand their registries through community outreach programs. ·. 
In contrast, 4 counties reported some difficulty in creating an 

. b 

adequate pool of providers. They cited reasons including an 
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inability.to· find providerswho:C:ould·travel to.rural recipients,,,-.-o,, .; A 
. and competltiori.'with'nFghet:paying job~' in-an.improving local:·::- . V: 

r----~---------~--, .. economy,-·The adiriinistrafors· for.:two:of these" .. ' ... :~,:;:c. 
· \_, ~.-::,counties·~xpres.?ed·the belief that high wages. 

. for IHSS p·r9viq_ers would attract more.and . , .· 
bett~r~quilified applicants. . · ; · · .· ··· 

. 'Sun/ey Resuits for Selected 
· <:6untlesWithout Public Auth~ritie:s . . . -- ' . . 

. . ~-
; . '· 

·.· .~ ·Jeri of the 1.1 ~o~ptl[o!s sur ... '.eyed ·us!'! a, : 
. registry to refer providers. . · · ·· ··. · 

• Nlne.counUes attempt to match providers 
and redplents. . .. . ·. :. 

• Eight counties have procedures for . 

Nine of the 11 surveyed counties reported 
havirigprcicesses fuat·match registry providers' .. 
ciualifitati<:rns.and williilgffes-no work With the · · · ···· · ·· 
needs of recipients. Generally, county social · 

locating providers for high-risk recipients. . workers who know recipients' needs perform 

0 Eight counties track effectlve~ess In 
locating providers and tlve monitor 

this matching, while the remaining two coun-
ties rely on a community _group and a contract 
agency to provide these services. The matching 
process typically considers where recipients live, 

· recipient satisfaction. 

0 All 11 counties have processes In place to 
resolve complaints. . 

the types of services they are authorized to 
receive, and the hours they require assistance. 

0 Nine counties have procedures to screen 
potential providers, 

o Three counties perform criminal 
background checks as part ·of their 
screening process. . 

a All 11 counties give orientations to 
providers but only .2 provide access to 

.. voluntary training. . 

The agency or social workers then refer those 
registry proViders who live in the recipients' 
geographical regi1?n and are able to provide the 
needed services when required. The recipients 
then decide whlch of those providers they wish 
to hire. However, the remaining 2 of the 11 
counties indicate they give recipients an exten-

. sive list of providers and let them determine 
those who best meet their needs. 

Our survey also indicated that 8 counties have 
procedures for locating providers for eligible 

applicants who are at high risk for placement outside their 
homes unless they get required care. One county reports match­
ing high-risk recipients with appropriately-skilled providers. 
Further, three additional counties may refer their hlgh-risk 

· redpients to more expensive c;:ontract providers that are trained 
caregi.vers employed and supervised by_private agencies. An 
additional county indicated it has hired a group of skilled 
.individual providers who are qualified to assist high-risk recipi­
ents. In addition, some counties reported that they provide 
assistance to high-risk recipients through their Multipurpose 
Seri.lot Service Program (MSSP). MSSP coordinators for this 
program provide this assistance through reguiar contact with 
high-risk redpients, making available public health nurses and 
helping with transportation. 

·e .. 
' . . ·~ ' . ., . _,. 
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All 11 nonpublic 
authority counties we 
surveyed reported 
providing orientations 

· for the providers. 

'o 
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Survey resuli:s\ilso indkate th~t 8 olti:ie 11 counties. are trackii1g:~- -.... ·. 
their effectiveness in locatirlg providers. To measure efiectiy~- - . - -
ness, one· cch.iiitfrii6rutors tlie performance of the nonprofit · .. ·· - --
organizaticm that oper~~es)ts proyide.r .regisijy, .while ? others .: ___ - _ 
say they.- follow up with recipients or track the number of pro~ ... -'" .-. 

-· --_ Vi.ders hi!~ from their registries. :Purt!ier, Scounties' report-: --' · --. 
• · "·'traddng·recipients' satisfactron with.their pro'(ider&. ln adclltlon; _ 

all counties 'iridic~te th~y have infi:mnal'procedures fbi: tracking- . -
and resolving recipiel'!-t c:o.rnpl~~!~· Unl~ss the compl<ilJ?.tS - . --~ _ ~--· 

. involve proVi.der abtise:or neglect, COUiltJ SO.Ci_aj. '\'.'!Orker5_J£;S01-i~ : :-
complaints in the order they are received. TY.Pically, social · 

· · workers note each complaint ill the case file along with how· it 
was resolved. When a county uses a contractor agency, the 
agency resolves recipient complaints against contract providers. 

'o 

Most Counties We Surveyed Conduct Background Checks 
I . 

And Supply Llmite~ Training for Pro'vlders and Recipients 

_ In addition to mai_ntaining registries of providers, 9 of the 11 
counties we surveyed reported they investigate the qualifications 
and backgrounds of potential providers. According to survey 
responses, these procedures usually require candidates to 
complete an application and list work and personal references. 
These applications capture such information as whether the 
applicants have any special qualifications, the types of servjces 
they are willing tt? perform, and whether they have ev.er been 

· anested. Two of the 9 counties also reported they perform 
countywide criminal background checks on applicants while 
another told us it ensures applicants have no record of adult or 
c~d abuse. Finally,_ one county reported thafit does not · 

. investigate the qualifications and backgrounds of providers; 
instead it gives recipients written notici:s that it has not per­
formed these ·procedures. 

Lastly, all 11 counties surveyed reported providing orientations 
for the_ providers. These orientations gener.ally include instruc­
tion on how proVi.der registries work, how to fill out time sheets, 
the na~re of their responsibilities as IHSS providers, and the 
tasks they are authorized to perform. Further, 7 counties 
reported they give recipients orientations that. cover similar 
topics as well. These orientations usually include a handbook 
that outlines_ the basic materials that IHSS staff believe both the 
provider and recipient will need. However, only two counties 
reported that they offer access to more in-depth training on 

·~ ' . . 
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. home-care topii=:s/throughcadvertisements iri''.newsletters about ,.,,,:"'.A .. · 
· personal-care, training· sessions: and,through·.-local community::-.-,~.--;_,-_W:: 

adult school classes. ~.--.n:.,.r.c,.,, "",,"·"'--- -.. ,.,, .- .. ;'·'·'- · .,: ... ,.,.,. -----,------- ._ __ ,, ____ , _____ _ 
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Funds Fromthe. Department Pay, for. Services tci .­
IH~S: Providers and Recipi~nt~ in Some Counties -. 
withbut 0

Public-fl.ui:horit1e·s: . ..·: .. - . .. : .. ·· 

:·· ""''~~:: .. c::"' .... QLt:he,j 1 cQµ_nti_e~we..~u;rveyedi 7.·.offer supportive se~aes to;,_ -.. 
,-:cc:'.'.. :y·'"'':gc'IHSS providers and rectpients:usirig:funds made··available l;>y the~- -- ·'' · ·. 

department through it's Supported Individual Provider (SIP)· 
program, which appears to be a viable alternative for achieving . 
certain objectives of the public authority program. Department 

lfi;;w& M-""N" s *"'*·F 1 ,,_,, · staff indicate that'they allocate· savings realized by counties that 
Using money from the · 
$uppprted Individual 
Provider (SIP) program, 
some counties offer 
training in employee/ 
employer relationships, 
and hiring and . 
supe1Yising providers. 

switched from more costly contractors to individual providers 
and thereby reduced their costs. The purpose of SIP within a 
county is to help individual ·counties form centralized and 

. coordinated resource pools of screened providers. SIP offers 
assistance to recipients in topics such as employer/employee 
relationships and teaches recipients basic skills for hiring and 
supervising providers. In addition, SIP programs offer such 
services as coordinating the outreach and recruitment of provid­
ers, maintaining a list of potential providers, and conducting 
introductory meetings to familiarize both recipients .and provid­
ers with the IHSS program, 

- For fiscal year 1998-99, the department allocated approximately 
$10.S million in additional funding for administrative costs to 
23 counties approved for the SIP progtam. These allocations 
range from $56,500 for Kings Countj to almost $3.4 million for 
San' Bernardino County, for an average of approximately . 
$458,000 per SIP county. In comparison, for fiscal year 1998-99, 
the. public authority for San Mateo County reported l:t budgeted 
approximately $497,000 for IHSS.administrative expenditures 
and the Alameda County public authority reported budgeting 
approximately $840,000; The San Francisco p1,1blic authority 
reported that it budgeted approx.irii.ately $465,000 for admi?-is- -
trati.ve expenditures and $7 .9 million for health benefits £9~ 
IHSS providers. 

Because SIP activities duplicate the program activities of public 
authoritie~, the department is uncertain how requirements of 
the new legislation will affect the future of the SIP program. 

'o 
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THE IMPLEMENTATION.OF PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 
. VARIES AMONG·PUBUCAUTHORITIES - , . ·~ - - .. - ..: . - . . . . -·~ 

·. Because the -~ep~n'fulerit1~·i:~gcl~tib.ns do~ n~t'tb~tain fuuch' .- ·.. .· · ·" ·· ·-· 
guidance foi.th{4'rfpi'emeni:ation of requirements regarding'~. -- ..... 

- ··:· .. 

public authorities, .eachpiibli~ authority deyelops,and operates ... : 
.• its own work.er registry; referral system, and related suppo'rt ·• .· ' . · .... ·. . _. 

: ' . furid:ioris. As·a:·result, the extent to whichpublic authotities · .·.. . . : . 

''...'':"'-''' 

Because the law ·and 
deparj:me!J.t regulations 
do not provide specific 
program .implementation 
guidoni::e, public 
authorities lndlvldual/y . 
develop standqrds 
to meet program · 
requirements. 

. offer services~to provid~rs and recipients', and the resulting·· 
benefits, vari,~~.be~e:ep. ·public. a1:1,thori~~s~ .Fo( ~.afiiPl,e, .. ~a.ch·' --: .. : 
public authonWmiiffaev.elopits·ovm standards for includirig a· 
potential provider in its registr)r. Similarly, department·· 
regulations do not stipulate how comprehensive investigations 
or qualifications or backgroµnd cht:cks rriust be, nor do the 
regulations discuss the content or frequency of training. 
Instead, the regulations instruct public authorities that they are 
not obligated to directly provide training, sc,reen or.be respon-
sible for the content of any training, or ensure any provider or 
recipient completes any training. 

According to the manager of the department's Adult Programs 
Branch, the department has not developed and implemented 
more specific regulations and instructions for implementing the 
statutory requirements for public authorities because the State's 
past position was that the department should not impose restric­
tive regulations on local activities. Because locaJ.goverriments · 
have paid a significant portion of public authorities' additional 
costs, the State's position has been that public authorities should 
have the flexibility to consult with local groups arid determine 
how· best to operate their individual programs and meet the . . 

IHSS needs in their communities. The department is currently 
reconsidering its involvement in the oversight of, and formulat­
ing regulations for, the public authority program. However, · 
according to the manager, the department's future oversight 
activities will depend. on the.State's position on oversight and on 
the availability of additional funding. 

Public Authorities Differ in Providers' 
Background Information They·obtain 

Although the law does not specifically require criminal back­
ground checks, public authorities we visited attempt to obtain 

·.· this additional information on potential providers in varying 
ways. However, none of their methods effectively identifies 
in,dividuals with criminal histories~ For two of the three counties 
we visited, public authorities base .criminal background checks 
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on p~tential .-Ptoviders1 ~o.hm. tary 0disclosure of crimi:ia_l mi~con-.':o:.:: .. ::·a.·i; 
. duct For exampleT'stafhn Alameda County ask applicants if; . __ . -~~-=-= V 
they object to a criminal background check.-I{the applicant . · . · 
.cioes not object, staff merp.bers do not perform the background · 

For two of the· three . . checks. However, if the appiiCani: doe·s object, staff members 
.. . public al.ith~rfties we '· .·· •· .. ·· ··exclude the i.rldividtial from the.· registry. Aiameda County public 

' . ,·.·.· reviewed, .crimirial.' . '' .. authority staff indiCate they also ask applicants if_ t}J_~y ha ye : ' . 
background checks are · · corri.m:l.tted a felony, When an applicant answers yes, the public · · · · 
based o_n potential . authority policy is-to-inform' recipients of the crime and when it 
provider~' voluntary . occurred. According to·the Alainecta·public authority,. some IHSS . .:.cc: :· ··- ' 
disclosure of their recipients do not believe that past criminal activity affects the . 
criminal misconduct. ability to be a good home-care provider. Those redpients wh.o d6 

believe there is a correlation can reject the applicant or request· a 
background· check. · 

The policy for the public authority for San Francisco County is 
tci ask its applicants to report any felony convictions, but 
reported felonies do not nec~ssarily compromise the providers' 
eligibility for the registry: Rather, when applicants report felony 
convictions, the ·public authority requires that applicants pro­
vide ~sufficient details to allow it to contact the appropriate law 

. enforcement, rehabilitation, or health agency and confirm the 
information and obtain recommendations regarding the suit­
ability of the applicant for home-care work. When applicants 
with felony.convictions are accepted onto the registry, the. 
convictio.n information is included along with the applicants' 
brief descriptions of µieir positive qu8.lities. Because _disclosure of 
felony convictions is voluntary, to notify recipients of these 

· limited background investigation procedllres, the public author-· 
ity includes a .disclailner that it uses information· applicants 
supply and does not guarantee the accuracy of that information 
or any specifics related t'o. a referred provider's character,. actual 
work experience, criminhl his~ory, or fitness. According to the 
San Francisco public authority, those recipients, providers, and 
others who designed the re8'istry concluded that it was currently 
not cost-effective to do an'adequate criminal background check 
on all applicants. In-addition, they feel that the ·procedures for 

· " collecting personal information about applicants deter t~ose . 
. . 

who want to prey on vulnerable IHSS recipients. 

In contrast, the San Mateo County public authority's policy is to 
conduct criminal background checks, but it uses only records 
tram that county. This procedure has limited effectiveness 
because it will not identify those applicants with criminal A 
backgrounds outside the county. However, the San Mat~o public". 
authority performs. these checks for all applicants and their 
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The numb~r of classes 
pub/le authorities have 
offered Is small, and 
enrollment has been 
llm/ted. · 

results may .4~tect.i;i.n.applisann_cri}nin~,1 histcin'..J'.pplican!s __ . ·­
. _ . will not qualify:-tQI the!.registry if_.cJi~cks re:veal criminal activi-

ties such as se:Xual offenses, theft, robbery, or burglary. 
··-· -··---·- .. - ......... ' ....... . 

. - fo ·atid.ition·ta ·crirni~al. hi.stcizy, ·public ~authorities: investigate the .. _ 
... pe!sonalba6kgrotmd pf potential proViders. Althougq_thelegal · 

req\,lir~i';ient ~s-~ague, each.public authority screens _applicantSin 
.-__ ·'generally th~ same: manner. Thiough' registry applications and • 

inta,ke mterviews, public a~thorlties collect personal identiflca~ ' 
ti.on infoi:mation;;:work histories~· and proofs of citizenship. or the 
right to work. Additiorl.a:ny,- they· ~ollect personai background---> --' 
information applicants supply voluntarily. Applicants must also 
provide personal or work references. For example, the San Mateo 
public authority's policy is to require tWo employment refer-
ences and one personal reference from applicants. However, if 
an applicant has either no references or an insufficient number, · 
the San Mateo pu)Jlic authority may place the applicant in the 
registry in. a provisional status if the applicant otherwise appears 
to be a good candidate. When the public authority refers such 
an applicant, it informs the recipient of the lack of references. In 
contrast, the San Francisco public authority's procedures require 
that providers on its registry have two positive references. 

Public Authorities Do Not Yet Furnish Much 
Training to 1HSS Providers 

Each public authority has estab)ished separate training standar.ds 
and practices. They may offer orientations, issue provider ~d 
recipient hand~ooks, hold one-on-one training sessions with· 
public authority or caseworker' staff, or schedule voluntary group 
sessions. Although the public authorities proVi.de orientations 
and some access to training, both training sessions and 
attendance have been limited. To ensure individual providers· 

· al}.d recipients are consistently .. trained, the deparu;nent will need 
to help counties develop training guidelines. 

The orientations typically include instruction on registry 
policies and procedures and payroll procedures, the rights and 

· responsibilities of providers and recipients, the types of services 
that providers can or cannot perform, and an explanation of 
public authority and county IHSS procedures. Further, providers 
and recipients may receive handbooks that review the 
orientation sessions. In San Mateo County, one-on-one training 
sessions m.ay occur to meet training needs identified during 
orientation sessior>s or identified by county social workers. 
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Public authorities_s.cheouJe_a_9!;\.L1;!9n,a,}lraining_sessions on ·. · ... · .. 
·• specific subjects, _bµt __ 9a..s.s .. 9.tferings ·ar~lir:Qited. ~~Ci ·enrolim~iit~''·~-·-:a'' 

. . .. · ... · .. are usually low. For i:Xa-mp!e,·tlitsa~ ¥ateci p.~bllc._authoi:ity has~: .. 'llJ. 
·. ~>- ~ ~::::;~~tJt.fN~s!;.proy{_¢_ers:~~ncf rf~ipi~i:it~ trai;r.i~g ·regarding_.eideiabtise:-_"· · , .... : ,_ 

. and on general health and _safety. Ho-Wever, .it ii.as'oHere·d· oi1ly 
seven gro.up sessions between Marth 1997,and Dece~b~r 1998, . 

• > • • • • vvi,th attendan(:e ranging from.6 to.16 proViciers anc:i.\.eclpier\.ts. ' 
. · · . . · · Through City- Coliege of San Francisco; :fue Sari Francisco'public' , 

.~""' · · .. : · authority has facilitated access to traiIJ.irrnfor..he.alth care · . _ 
--· -· ~-~~- .......... ~ ....... ~---~·-'· _ ... .- ... ;,::......,. :,,_ ....... --.k·~··.··. --- - ·. ·- - . .._·-:.---,,=·· ... 

• c •• ~-----:··"---·--providers on health,. saf.etyi:I.l'llt:rtti(J~ ... iQ.l:! ~~.?:~~ess, and corn.-.. . .... -~----""" 
munication. Although 41 people attended trai.niii.gs-essiOni- ·-- · ·· · ____ , - · 

offered at the college from October 1988 through April 1999, · 
only 28 providers from the public authority's registry attended. 
The San Francisco public authority reports another s·s people, 
primarily IHSS providers, attended Chinese-language classes in 
June 1999. 

Although training opportunities and attendance have been 
limited, each of the public authorities we visited reports plans to 
exj:iand trainiilg and encourage attendance. For example, the 
San Mateo public authority- stated its advisory c:ouncil is gather­
ing information from providers regarding training needs and is 

· exploring ways to build career ladders and encourage participa­
tion in care~r development opportunities. The public authority 
for Alameda County in_dicated it currently' has 12Ians to add staff· 

· · to coordinate training efforts and to provide incentives fo 
increase.attendance at training courses. Staff stated that they 

. ·will begin to offer their monthly.orientations·in Spanish and 
Chinese. In addition, they said they will initiate a new 
workshop to teach providers how to problem. solve and handle 
the paperwork requfred by the IHSS program. They also . . 
commented that interest in their workshops has been high and 
th_ey currently have a waiting list for those wishing to attend. 
Lastly, the San Francisco public authority says it plans to post 
training manuals and information on publicauthority Web sites 

. and work with local labor unions to provide ,fl.IDS/HIV classes. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

.. , 
~-

Given the growth that will likely occur in the public authority 
program statewide and the potential for increased costs, the 
State will-need more and better informatiop to gauge the 
program's effectiveness for both recipients and providers relative 
tlil the availabie a!ternatives for administering the delivery of A· 
IHSS. Tue Depa,rtrnent of Social Services should take the lea_d 9 
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and work with local entities to'deyel9p standards ofperfor-.'. ·--- .. -., .. -- ... 
mance fo~ .local IHS~.~~~~~S:~ii?J~pfe~~5t_ ~ i£~i~t6~:-:~~~ -.. ~~~-~:-:-., _~, ·.:~~~~' 
_gather and evaluate d~ta,_,t.h.~l_rn.~.~~.we)~~' peJfp,!fllan~~c:O~ p_ul:J~iq_-,--~:, -:- cc: _: , ·:·:'c:c -, ,~ 
. authorities, rionptofit:orga:Iiliations, nome,ca.;r~.-q:inµa,t;;1.o~.s, a.n..{..:'. .. ~: _: ~ - -__ '. __ 

-- . _ . a_ny other service pro:Viders ·zourifies·u~e:-1n addition to indkat- · -
_· .- -_ ... ing whethei'the vatiou.s: riieth6ci.s-a.re •benefiting the health and. - .•. - . 

welfare of recipfents; the _d~ta sfiould ail ow the dep~ent tcr ·. . . . . . . 
·- compare the ai:tlVities of these various: ag~rictes or 'c6ritractors ·- ..... 

responsible for .IHSS. _ :~ ._ ~:·c. ~ . ~•i, :: .:.:.~:;;.;:·; __ _:_ ..... < . - ... 
To assure the- integr~·irili~-w~i~~:J6n.~ih~'de~~~;~-;~~~t· ~~-~s -- - __ , · ·· · 

to evaluate program performance, local entities ·should develop 
and implement procedures to ensure that they accurately and 
completely enter performance-measuring data irito the 
department's information system. 

Moreover, the department together with local agencies; should 
better define program functions to improve their consistency 

- and effectiveness, including training for providers and recipi­
el1,ts, background checks for provider applicants, and the use of 
registries for provider referrals. · 

Given the pending changes in the counties' administration of 
in-home.supportive services, the Legislature snould require the 
depaitrnent to report on the operational and fiscal impact of the 

· recently enacted legislation to determine whether the new law 
promotes a more effective and efficient program. · 

The Legislature should clarify the language in the Welfare and 
Institutions Code, Section 12305.25, requiring each county to 
provide an employer for individU:ru proViders fo~ the purposes ·of 
wages and benefits and other terms and con.ditions. Th.is 
clarification will furnish the countj.es with the guidance they 
need to ensure they comply with the iritent of the legislation. 

_ Speciiically, the Legislature should clarify the requirement for 
·counties with more than 500 in-ho:mi:!supportive services cases 
to offer an individual provider employer option upori the 
request of a recipient, and the implications of that requirement 
on counties with 500 oi:. fewer cases. 

·o 
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We conducted this review'unqedhe··aiithority vested in the California State Auditor by · 
Section 8543 et seq. of the California Government Code a,Ild according to generally accepte!'.J 

·· · gov"emment~r.iud.Ttiiiistiindards. We limited oU:r review to those areas spedftei:l. in the .audit 
. :_ ··-· > sccip:e s~ctiori bf:this report. · · · . · 

··. -.. ; . 
. ~. . . 

Respect.fuHy supmitt.ed,. · 

· State Auditor · 

Date: September 9, 1999 

Staff: Lois Benson, CPA, Audit Principal 
Norm Calloway, CPA 
DeLynn Cheney 
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APPEl'·l!lJA °:';'~-;:~ ·::~~:;-- =~='.~~-:o.~~ ;-.-~~-~ -~. -~ - •. 
survey li"i~~it5-;io~~i'i~:co·~~ti~5.·wtiia;~,~·tr'il/;1i~ A.{,f:honties :---- -. · 

-· ~fg.mr~~'~--·""-l'l'll<r'"'i!'"i:W·~""';IDlr,~~~;'07.m~Jfi -wtit~::-='f'l-"'~:F:"3iifs;:;v::-i!1M]1''"'"''i:.F~ -·-.-·· --- -_ . ~~w..~~\L?_~~·.if.1:1il'JtJ1',f~~J:1\ElilgJ:1~1tr·\' ''-'1~~ · ~ ·, r\eiri.-· ·t-;~~~1# -'""'©~s:,IJ.!.':;i;i~1~Aj~--~~;;;-i;; -
· 1; Do.:.. the co_u~t)' assist In. __ - :_ . Th_e count)'-doesrnlst In,--·· : -.:"The _count)' doesrnlst I~ --- .: _ . -· _ - ·The county generally does- - -- · 

loCJitlng provrdersl_ · · locating provider<. · locating pro'vldm, _--·not alil_lt In lo_catlng providero, 

-2. · Jv'hat methodi ar~ us~d_ by· _ -. -The count)' usei a reglst;y. _-_ • ''1)1~ cciunl}- -useS: a 'reglstrY ·:· . :. Toe cciunty um a home 
the county_ In _lo_cat[ng - to lome providers, - - to l~cat~ provider!,-· C.re contrad:~r to locate 
providers) - providers. _ 

3. What types oicil1fi~~iu~___::__ __ c.:'::::__cii~t'tdlfflculti~ 1fiocoting 
does the county have In providers Include low salaries 
locating pravldersl that do not attract wor1<ers, 

problem recipients who are 
difficult to match with providers, 
and rural a re.as where provlderi 
do not want tc trav~I. 

4. AJe !here procedure• far 
locating providers tor hlgh­
rl1k recipients? 

5, How does the ·county 
measure effectiveness In 
locating providers) 

6. Does the county Investigate 
provlder quallflcatlons and 
backgroundl ' 

7. Does the county give 
recipients provider referrals? 

8. Does the county offei 
orlen,tation to pr9vlders and -
recipients?• 

9. Does the county offer 
training to p_rovidersl 

10. How does the county track 
recipient satisfactlonl 

11. How does the county track 
and r"5olve complaints? 

12. Ha! the county con•idered 
establishing a public 
authorl~ (PA)? 
What are. Its reas.on.s7 

There are no specific. prctoc.ols 
targeting mlstonce to hlgh-rl•k 
recip!•nts, 

The reglruy coordinator tracks 
outreach and recrultm'ent efforlj 
to evaluate the marketlOg effort. 

The county lnvertlgates 
providers by U!lng an 
appllc:atlon, reference i:heck.s1 

and requiring that applicants 
report_ any crlmlnal back­
ground~. 

Count)' reglruy coordinators 
match manually, potential 
providers with recipients. 

New providers ta~e part In 
orientations offered twice a 
month, and recipients arc glve:n' 
a handbook during their Intake 
process. 

The county occasionally offers 
training to providers. Most_ 
frequently, thl• Involves lime 
sheet and payrolllng topics. 

The count)' does not track 
rec!pient. 5atJsfactlan. 

\Nlth some ass.lrt.ance from 
their supervisors. social worken: 
re:solve c.cmplalnts. 

The county I• establishing 
a PA ln response ta c.onsumer 
demand. 

Aithaugh the ~ouii~~oes not 
have a problem localing people 
who want to be providers, they 
are not always qualified or 
dependable. Also, 5ome 
recipients have difficulties In 

- keeping providers. 

The county has no formal 
procedures for locntlng provid­
ers fer hlgh-nsk recipients. 

The county does not have. a 
process to measure tts effectlve. 
ne'5 In locating providers. 

The county Investigates 
providers by using •n 
applkatlon, reforenc:e: c.heck.s1 

ond a criminal background 
check only using county records, 

The county's referral system 
Involves using a list that 
Indicates the services that 
provldors are willing or qualified 
to perlonrn, 

Neyi providers take port In 
orientations, while recipients 
ore given pamphlets ond 

-lnstructon during t[ielr 
a~s!'llsments. 

The county uses Bakersfield 
Adult School to ofinr 
low-co•! optional trolnlng. 

The·co~nty tracks roclplent 
satisfaction by having social 
wcr\:ers quenlon re.clpl~nts 
during anhual assessments and 
quarterly contact. 

The county deals with 
complaints by having social 
wor\.:ers resolve the lss.ue..s.wlth · 
some asslstnnc.e from their 
supervisors and the Supported 
Individual Provider team, 

The county has not considered 
establishing a PA. It has not yet 
evaluated thl5 mode. ~ 'o 

• orlentDtloru urua\\y lnvalve prayld~n le..amlng J:iow to fiU out 1.nd submit \lme 1heeu1 how \he 
rcgl1uy '."'~rks, and what prcvidt?.t1' and reclpt!!:~U1 rlglits and re.spcnslbllltle.i; 11rc. 

_ Th_e county has no problem 
loC:otlng providers becau!e they 
mostly live near the · 
recipients with the i:ontractor 
acting es a bock up. 

The: county's procedure. for 
locating providers for high-risk 
recipients Includes meeting with 
the contractor to dlicuss these 
recipient.I' needs. 

The c.ounty mearure.s Its 
effectiveness through home 
visits and phone calls to 
recipients. 

The contract agency lnvestlgate..s 
the providers~ quallflcatlar.s and 
backgrounds, · -

Only the contractor performs 
referral· procedure.s. 

The contractor does the 
provider orientations and 
Instructs recipients on •lgnlng 
time sheets. 

·The county does not offer 
training to providers, 

The. c:ounly rece.lved fuods to 
begin a satlsfaction.s:urvt!y. 

The. contract.or tracks and 
~esclv~s complaints. 

The c:ounty has not considered 
establ\snlng • PA because It Is , 
sa ll.tled with It! contractor, the A 
county geograrh:t ls not condl! W 
clve (a a PA, ond prov_lders nave -
shown no de.sire to \olr. unions. 
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2. What mothods ore usod by 
the county In locating : · .. 
pr'~vlders7 · · 

3 .. What types of dlffiC:utti.S 
. does tho. c'ciiJniy have m . 
locating piovlders7 

4. Are th~re procedures far 
loc:.atlng provider> for high­
risk reclplentsl 

S. How does the county 
men.sure effectiveness (n 
ta.eating provldorsl 

.. ;r:·.;·. 
6:"' D-c~s the county Investigate 

:, provider quolmcotlon. and 
background? 

7. Does the county give 
recipients provider r.eferrals7 

B. ;•oDaes the county offer 
Orientation to providers •nd 
reclplentsl' 

9. Does the county offer 
training to providers? 

1 O. How does the county truck 
·recipient satisfactlonJ 

11. How do es the county track 
and resolve complalnts7: 

12. Hos the county considered 
establishing a public 
outhor\ty (PA)? 
What are. Its rea5ons1 

Tho cou~ty u;es a registry, The couriiY operotes • regts!J)I 
10·\ocate providers.-·a community group, nr.d B: 

co~tractor to l?c•t• providers.' 

The county uses n community 
nonprofit group to locote _ 
providers. This group uses •.' . 

· .. . registry, outreach; and sub.rtltute · .. · 

. · The ~~~~tY ruted It his \ittl~ . 
problerri loeating providers. . 
However, due to payrolllng · 
delays, some are q'ult:Ung due to 
the lock of Umellness In 
receiving a paycheck. · 

The county's procedure for 
\oc:.atlng provider> for high-risk 
recipients \nclude1 referring 
most cases tc the contractor. 
However, many high-risk 
recipients use family members 
"their provlderi. 

The county measures Its 
effec:tlveness bY noting the 
number of recipients.without 
providers, 

The county Investigates registry 
providers through •n Interview 
process and a request for 
re.ferenc.es, The c.ontractcr and 
community group \nvortlgote 
their •ppllcants. 

County c\erlcai staff operate the 
referral system to match 
provider> with recipients. 

Both providers and recipients 
take part In separate orienta­
tions. 

The county does not offer 
training to provider<. 

The county does not track 
satlsfactlon but It fully ·· · 
lnves~gates reports of abuse .. 

The contractor trncks and 
resolves complaints. 

The county has considered a PA 
·because It believes a PA will 
serve as a central loc.ation for all 
IHSS payroll and provider ll!ues 
o~d wlll e llow far shartng with 
the State the casts that nre 
above minimum wage, 

· · pr~ylderS .~.s.ras_ourtei;', '. · · · 
,.-. 

. Th~'county ~as dtfficut~ . . 
·1ai:.ating. provlders.becai.isuome.· 
recipients \Ive In Isolated 
loc.ations or hove negative 
factors assocloted with providing 
care for them. 

The county locates providers for 
high-risk recipients using · 
substitute providers, the 
asslitance or county special 
servlc~' case managers, or 
direct se rv\ce<. 

The county measure• Its 
effectiveness by monitoring Its 
c.antractar performance reports 
nnd by Advisory Boord review. 

The community group· 
Investigates providers by using 
an appllcatlon, referencesr and 
the county's crlmlna\ check. 

The community group, not'the 
county, provides rec\pl•n.ts with 
referrals. 

Both providm ond recipients 
take part In orientations that 
give pnrticlpants pamphlets. 

The county does not offer 
training to providers. 

The county h•• used satisfaction 
rurveys In the past ond plans lo· 
do so ogaln, 

Protective Services' social 
' workers track and resolve 

complaints. · 

The county~ In the process of 
· evnluatlng all legislative 
a\temativ., In the context of 
their overall Impact on the 
program. 

... The county has some difficulty . 
.. locating .. provlders. because. It has.· 

· · .. a small registry, and on · 
Improved local economy hO! 

. mad! It d~flcull to attract· 
· providers. 

The county. um the same 
procedures for \ocetlng provid­
en for high-risk recipients as for 
other recipients. 

The wurity .measures Its 
effectlveneS> by tracking the 
provide" hired from the 
registry. 

The county does reference 
checks to lnvertlgote provldm, 
and providm must 1lgn a 
statement regard\ng·thelr 
criminal records. 

County \HSS registry staff create 
lists of potential providers based 
on oreas In which they wlll work 
and typ·es of cere they wll\ 
provide, 

Both providers' and recipients 
tnke pnrt In orientations. 

The county does not offer 
. training to providers. 

The county does'nat track 
recipient satlsfactlon. 

The prate!• used by th• county 
In dealing with complaints 
Includes social workers resol.v\ng 
the Issues with some appropriate 
help from Adult Protective · 
Services or law enfcrc:e.ment. 

The county has not conslderod a 
PA because 'onsumer'lnput at 
public forums strongly 
supported the oJrrent lnd\vldual 
provider mode. Pmage of 
recent \eglslatlon may Impact . 
this position. 

• Orlcnta~anli urually lnvoNe providers lenmlng how tc fill out 1nd StJbmlt tlrn!. she-ets, haw tlle 
reglwy wo001 ind what providt!tl' and reclplenu' rights and rc.spcNlbllltle.s are. 

'o 
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2, What rnethods:.~re u<ed-by - -Tue county-us~' a-reglrtry:to--. -The c~unty .. useH,reglstiy-to~-The~county..um.•.reglncy_to • .=. _____ __:_ ... 

. the CiJuntt ln·lacatlng ..,. ... ~;;.;.:-;a·:- ~-·lac.attrproviders.~ .- ~;;:::"'~Jocate~provl~ers;= .. - ... -·., .... , . ..,.;...,.~.; - ..... ·-~ \ocate··provlderrand~harltlred·----;---:-: 
provlder.s? · · ... county employees to serve " ... 

piovld_e.rs In· i!m~rgen'Cy 
·.' ... · <ltuaUons.-

.. 3. · What types of difficu!U.is • 
: · ·' -· - ' ··.· doe.s-ihe c:oUnt).i hav~ in·:-

..The.county has sorrie"problems. The cpurity ;tate~,lt h.as n9. ,· .. Th_~ sounty h~s dlfflcultY. 
.. 1oi:atjlig' providers that Ii c:an· ·.. problem locating .pr_ovldm, · •. ·toC.Ung. providers because of· 

locating providers? ... _ ; _, .· .. rnatcli with difficult recipients, .•. low pay, lack of benefits: and ' 
. . low county unemployment r«e. 

· 4, Are thore procedures for. · --~·-The·county's procedurc·for--·---The county'• procedLire·for----The.county's procedure.for_; _____ . 
locating provider; for.high· : locating providers for nigh-risk locating providers for hlgli-rlsk locating provlde/1 for hlgh-rl!k 
ri<k redplenu? recipients Includes rnatchlng the recipients lncludO. matclilng · recipients Include! the use of 

S. How does the county .. 
measure effoctlve.ness In 
locating providers? 

6. Does the county Investigate 
provider qualifications and 
baokgroun~l 

7. Does the county give 
recipients provider referrals? 

<kills of the providers to the providers with recipients. county-hired providers to mist 
recipients' needs and the these recipients. 
assrrtanc.e a~ case manager.s. 

The county did not Indicate how 
It measure< effectiveness In 
locaUng providers. 

County procedures to 
Investigate providers Include an 
appllcaUon with an Inquiry 
regarding oppllcants' crlmlr>•I 
histories and a request for 
refere.ntes. 

County social workers and aide 
naff assigned to IHSS provide 

The county me'5ures Its­
effectiveness by monltorlng and 
regular contact with rec!plents. 

County procedures to 
lnvesUgate providers Include an 
application with an Inquiry 
regarolng applicants' c:rlmlnal 
histories and a request for 
references, 

The county measures ·effective· 
· ness through an on-going · 
tracking sy<tem and mor>thly 
reports on recipients net serve~. 

cOunty procedures to 
Investigate providers Include an 
_appllcotlon, end reference 
checks, -

Provider c.oordlnntors matc.h 

..:...; ,. 

8. Does the county offer 
orlentaUon to providers and 
roclplentsl' 

referrals. · 

Only providers receive 
orientation" · 

· The county does not provide 
referrals to recipients unless they 
are high risk, 

Only provld ers receive · 
orientations. 

· potenUal providers with 
recipients. 

Only provldm receive 
orientations whlle new 
recipients receive a payroll 
handbook. and a home visit by a 
provider coordinator. 

e l 

\ 
.~ .... ·· 

9, Does the county offer 
training to provldml 

10. How does the county track 
recipient satlsfoctlon? 

11. How does the ccunty·track 
ond resolve. complaints? 

1 2. Has the county considered 
establishing a public · 
authorlty (PA)? 
·what are Its reasons? 

.. 

The county does not offer 
training to providers. 

The county tracks satisfaction 
through comments and 
evaluation< received by soda! 
workers and their aide staff. 

The county doal• with 
complaints by having either the 
so:lal workers or their oldes 
Investigate th_e lssucs, 

The county has not considered a 
PA because the county beli.Ves 
It has been able to provide IHSS 
se.rvlc.es In a c.oit-effecUve, 
timely manner. 

The county does not offer 
training to providers. 

The county, performs random 
recipient survQYs ta de'termlne 
satisfaction. 

The county dea~ with 
complaints by-having IHSS 
coordinators follow up and track 
these IBues In the providers'· 
flies. · 

The caunt}' ha! net considered a 
PA In the past. However, It will 
be·revlewlng all options In the 
future. · 

• Orlenta~an1 mually \n'iOlvt?i prov\der3 ll!.amlng how to ft!\ out and 1ubrnlt tJml! she:~u. how the 
reglruy works, and whilt pravldc.!'l' and rei::lplenu' rlght:li and re.sponslbll\tlt!..S are .. 

The county offers voluntary 
personal care training· every 
qu~rter, · 

The ·county does not track 
re.clplent satisfaction. liowave.r1 
complaints are resolved by rnclal 
worker supervisors and a 
management riNiew. team. 

The county deals with 
complaints by having the social 
workers and/or the provider 
coordlnii.tor resolve the Issues 
and mediate disputes between 
re~plents and c:.are providers._ 

The county feels lt c:an ~ttract 
more quallned appllcimts with 
higher provider 5alarlcs. 
However, the county w iH be 
researching IHSS option• for 
administration, Including a PA, 

· 1~ response to rec.ent lcglslatJon, 

·o 

.· . . 41 

~ .. ---· 



,•_ 

........... 

e. 

! a 

3. '.what types'.of dlffi.tultle.i' .. _ 
does \he ·tount)' have In . 
l_ocatlng w_ovld.r_s1 _.' . ' 

4. -- Are \here procedum for 
locating providers .for hlgh­
rlsk recipients? 

5. How does the county · 
measure effectiveness ln 
locetlng -providers?· 

6, Does the county Investigate 
provider quallfiClitlons and 
background? 

. , .. ~ ~· 

7. Qo~s tile c~u--nty give 
recipients provider referrals? 

8. Doe; the county offer 
orientation ta prov1ders and 
recipients?' -

9. Does.the county offer 
.tr~lnlng to provldm7 

1 o.·HbW does the county track 
· ;:;;clplent 'sallsfactlon7 

· 11. How docs the county track 
end re5alve c.cmplalnt.s.7 

12. Has the county considered 
establishing.• public 
authority (PA)7 
What are lts reasons7 

The coyriiy Stated It u,ually has · -. 
n_o problem lacatln·g.pro~idm: 

•. :: 

. The county has some. problems -
locating provldm th-e_t It can · 
m~tcli with d!fficultreclpleim: . '• . ;_.,. - . .•' ··; . . -;• ., ' ·~ ,_ .... ~ . 

. The county's procedures for ·_ The county's_ procedure for-· 
- locating providers far high-risk-- .-.-... locetlng providers for hlgh-r~k 

recipients lnciude the use of·_-.. -_. .. recipients lnc:.ludes giving th'lr c·~· . .-.,;.c. --...-;,,;,.,:.c· .""' -.. -·'·"" 
Suppo_rted lndlvldual Provldfir ·· ._ .. : .. _ redplents the option-of uslOg :· · -~"--::: .. ·:..:i:":"":. 
resourm ·and h~vlngrncl•I contr•ct workers. . 
workori dedicated to working 
wl\h time recipient!. 

The county did not Indicate how 
It measures effectlvene.ss ln 
locating providers. 

The county does not investigate 
provider bockground" but the 
c:ounty notffie.s.1 In writing, each 
recipient that It has not 
perlormed these procedures . 

County social worker< m•tch 
potenUal providers with 
recipients. 

Both providers and rec:.ipi'ents . 
partldpata In orientations. 

The county does not offer 
training to providers. 

. The county does not tlllck · 
recipient sotlsfoctlon, 

The county deals WI \h 
complaints by having soc:.lol 
workm resolve the l.ssues. 

nie County Board of Supervlmrs 
will consider all Its options In 
light of the newly enaded 
legislation, 

., 

The county as-se.s.se.s the reasans 
why a recipient d_oes not have • . 
provider and resolves Issue; as 
needed. 

The county does not perform an 
lnvortlgatlon of provider 
quallficetJons and background. 

The county's- referral proi::ess 
Includes only supplying 
recipients with a llst of prQvlders 
who are ln the redple.nt1s · 
geographical region. 

While the county does not give · 
orlentatlons1 the ccnlractor 
offers orlentatlons for providers. 

The county does not offer 
.training to provide".. 

Currently, the county does not 
track recipient soti.<factlon. 
However, It Is In the final rt>ge; 
ol lmplementlng a recipient 
satisfaction survey. 

The county deals with 
complaints by having social 
workers resol1Je tlie Issues. 

The county believes a PA would 
assist In Increasing the registry's 
size and In Implementing 
provider training; however, the 
collnty cauld not cover th~ 
\nr.reased wages, 

• Otl~nti!ltlons u1ually Involve provlde_u learning haw to f111 out and n.tbmlt t1rnl! sheets., how the 
rcglmy work.5, and whet provldm and .rec:lplenu' :lghu and re..spon.s\bllltlP!.S .arl!.. 
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Mr; .Kurt.H. Sjab.e.rg_ ... ___ : ... - ----·-
Cal1forn1a State Auditor · .· - ---

. Bureau of State Audits- - · 
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Mr. Sjoberg: 

' ' -. -· . 

..:. ... ··-
.··.' ·- ; ... ·.· 

.. : ;·· · .. · .... ' . 

. . .... . --~-·~· .. ..,. .. ....:..:.,_•;.:;..,_,-.;.......:...:..;;.•;:::: . 

SUBJECT: BUREAU OF STATE'AUD\TS REPORT ON THE \N-HOME 
SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PROGRAM 

. Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your August 23,1999, draft 
audit report entitled "In-Home Supportive Services: Since .Recent Legisla- Ai 
tion Changes the Way Counties Will Administer the Program, the Depart- W 
ment of Social Services Neec:ls to Monitor Service Delivery." 1 have re-
viewed the report and discussed it at length with my staff. Our respons.e is 
attached. As the new director of the California Department of Social Ser-
vices, I, along with Secretary J.ohnson, am committed t'o the genuine re-
form and improvement of this program and we 'flelcome the assessment 
you have"offered. · 

\f you have any questions regarding this letter, please call me at (916) 
657-2598, or have your staff contact Donna Mandelstam, Deputy Director, 
Disability and Adult Programs Division at (916) 657-2265. . · ·. 

Sincerely, · 

(Signed by: Rita Saenz) 

RITA SAENZ 

Director 
-. 

' .. 
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GAL.IFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF SOCIACSERVlCES 
- .. ::.~,:._.~,-~:~RESPONSE,TO RECOMMENbAtlbNs·;·::: ::::· .. 

·_ - :· BUREAU OF STATE AUDITS REPORT ON PUBLIC AUTHORITY'S DE~·.· _ 
·. · . - . - . •.· -: UVERY OF·fN~HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES, - -. - .- .:- . , .. · . 

.·. Foll~w·i··ng~r~·c-~lifo~ni~De;p_artment'oi.~odai'se-~ice~' (C~SS) ·comrn~~t~"- ,··. -·- ___ .. 
· in respbnsertoJh.e-recommendations contained .iJJJb!31:3lJ.r¢a.u_ gf State. : 

· · Audits draff're'poft entitled "ln.~Heme·su·~·p:ortive Ser\tices;:Since Recent ·: 
Legislation Changes the Way Counties Will Administer the Program,. The.·· 
Depa_rtment of Social SeNices Needs to Monitor Service Delivery._" 

--· 
... ., 

" . ,, 

~. 

e. 

Recommendation 1: 

.. .';i' 

·,, 

The Department 'of Social Services should take the 
lead and, together with local entities involved with 
the In-home Supportive SeNices (lHSS) program, 
should develop standards of periormance for local · 
lHSS programs and implement a system to gather 
_and evaluate data that measure the performance 

· of public authorities, nonprofit organizations that 
contract with individual providers, home-care con­

. tractors, and any other entity counties use to de­
liver program services· to recipients. In addition to 

· indicating whether the various methods are benefit­
ing .the health and welfare of recipients, the data 
should allow the department to compare the activi:­
ties of these various agencies or contractors re- . 
. sponsible for IHSS. . 

Response: We concur with this recommendation. The Depart-.· . 
ment is looking at alternatives to provide statewide 
leadership and- monitor the activities of Public Au-' 
thorities and other entities delivering program ser-
vices.. · · 

Recommendation 2: Local entities should develop and implement pro- · 
cedures to ensure that performance-measuring . . 
data are accurately and completely entered into the . 
department's information system. 

Response: We concur with this recommendation and will work 
with these entities iri establishing these procedures 
as 'part of our aforementioned analysis (see re­
sponse to R!3comr:nendation 1 ). 
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Recbmmendation-=:f::-~-~Th8'.-d--ce.p·.artm~nt\O:~{~th'~"r\vith local agencies ' 
- ·--.----~--~~-,,,__ ~--sh_pLild b~!!e;(_g_~fine program functions to improve 

. '.:: ::--·::':.-·~-~'.:::::~:.,;,.,;tt3eir·~consisteficy and effectiven_ess, including train-
. · · :-_·'7""-.~ ing for providers and recipients, bac.kground -· 

9: 
_ ... _ · . _checks for provider applicants, and the use of reg-
-· .--- . _ _ . istries -for provider referrals_. - -· - - ... 

·- ' ~-:::_--J4e~po:n:~e:: 'O::_ _,:::_ ·_ ·.·, _.· \Ne'6oncuf.-_O_ur analysf$Je1~'rehc$d i_n Reco~m~ri~ .. -. 
_ ... _.· ____ _ _ _ datio[l 1' includes considering working with local • -
:··.::L ·:-"'' :"- _~;'·--agencies to improve con-sistency and definition of 

program functions'. - · · ' 

- -

Recommendation 4:- The Legislature should require the department to 
report on the operational and fiscal impact of the 
recent enacted legislation to -determine whether the 
new law promotes a more effective and efficient .-

Response: 

program. -

We agree that there should be a report to the Leg­
islature to determine if the new law promotes a 

- more effective and efficient program. However,. we · 
believe that the efforts coul_d be enhanced by the 9·1 
Bureau of State Audit conducting a follow-up re-

. view as outlined in the Welfare and Institutions 
Code Section 12301 ~6(n) including an assessment 
of the operational i?nd fiscal impact of the law 
change. This review should be conducted in 15 
months from the date of this report. 

- , 

Recommendation 5: The Legislature shouid clarify the requirement in 
the Welfare and Institutions Code, Section-
12305.25, requirin'g each county to provide an . 

~esponse: 
-. 

employer for individual providers for the purpose of 
wages and benefits and other terms and conditions 
to provide the counties with the guidance need to 
ensure they comply with the intent of the legisla~ 
tion. Specifically, the requirement for counties with 
more than 500 lHSS cases and the requirement for 
counties with 500 or fewer IHSS cases. 

-· 
We concur that the statute as wri'tten requires clari-
fication: 
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. · San Mateo County Public Authority 
.. 225 3Zt.h·Avenue : San Mateo, CA 94403 

·.' · .. 

- . . . . . ..... , ..... _ .. ···-~·~· -- - .. ~ 

August 27,-1999 · 
. ·.·. '.·~ • • • '·:.. ~; ~- r' '. • • . ...... .;· .·· 

Mr .. Kurt"_Sjob.erg . 
State Audifor· ·· · · · · -.·. 

·,'• 

. r ~.' -. • . ';. ·• . . . :·: · ...... . . -···-:. . :. :· ;: ~·. . 
Bureau of State Audits 

. 555 Capit.ai Mall, Suite 300 _. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 ·· 

Dear Mr. Sjoberg: 

Th.ank you for providi~g the San Mateo County Public Authority with the opportunity to 
comment on the Bureau of State Audit's. report entitled, "·In-Home Supportive Services: Since 
Recent Legislation Changes the Way Counties Will Administer the Program, The Department of 
Social Services Needs to Monitor Service Delivery." We appr~ciate the difficulty i_n studying a 
complex system and offer the followin·g comments as our written response to the report. 

. ~·. 

• In general, we agree with the recommendations suggested by the report.\iVe are e;pecially 
encouraged by the suggestion that the Department of Social Services work with the local 
entities to develop standards of performance and systems to measure the performance of 
public authorities. The efficacy of programs to meet the needs of In-Home Supportive 
Services (IHSS) consumers is a responsibility of the State and local agencies. Thus we would A 
welcome the opporturiity to engage in discussio_ns with the State and other agencies in- •. 
valved regarding the standards and measures needed to assess service delivery. ·,. 

0 We agree that local entities should develop and implemei:it procedures to ensure that 
performance-measuring data are accurately and completely entered into the department's 
information system. However, this is contingent on the above recommendation that perfor­
mance measures are determined and that the data that is needed is capable of being cap­
tured in the department's information system. The report implies this, but the expectation is 
not made explicit. 

o The report implies that the pertormance of public authorities and other programs used in 
non-public authority counties are relatively the same. Our"lssue is not with this conclusion 
but with an apparent bias in the report towards non-public authority programs. This is 
.evidenced by the following:· · 

- The ·subtitles regarding the audit results of the public authorities ~re written in the 
negative, ("Certain Data Suggest That Publ\c Authorities May Not Increase the Delivery, of 
Services to Eligible lHSS Recipients"; "Public Authorities Do Not Yet Furnish. Muc.h Training: ~o 
IHSS Providers"). Yet' subtitles written about the counties surveyed ~e~e wr1tten in th~ l?os1t1ve, 
("Many Surveyed Counties Without Public Authorities Also Use Reg1str1es to Help Rec1p1ents 
Locate Providers"; "Most Counties · . · · · 

• Call1omla State Auditor's comments on this response· begin on page 51. 
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• e . ~~i~~~~;)~.~Qn.c!~~~§_ackgio~D9 cSD~-c~~-A.P.Jl~Y.RR.lt, ~ir.r;J~,:_g Training for P.rpviders a.nd. 

- . The same data that is seen as negative for public authorities is seen as positiv~for non-
. public authority .counties. For Instance, the fact that S_~n Mateo did criminal .b.ackground 

· . check? ~nly within the County was seen as_.a ·negativf:,· yet .the,two nor:i-publ1c authority· 
.. ·counties that di.d county :Only ·backg rouri9 checks wer.e seen as gciing beyond the norm: ·. 

. . - .... While the. limited effectiveness of county~only criminal ·record checks is.not being dis- , 
puted,. the difference in reporting·of the same process for public auth_orities and no~: .. . · 

-~ 

public authority counties_ is-.a concern .. ·· 

·. - . In a similar ve.in, the report ~e:knowledges that training is one area in which public 
.· authorities are doing more than in rion-public authority counties. The report. then . 

negates this by saying that San Mateo County only offered seven group sessions be­
tween March 1 997 and December 1 998 with limited attendance. The data is accurate, 
but the use of the word "only" ·imp\les that there is an ideal amount. There is nothing in 
the regulations regarding the required amount; therefore it appears we are being nega­
tively judged according to criteria which i.s unclear. 

•. The report does not acknowledge one of the key reasons public authorities were· created - -
· to give:the independent providers an opportunitj to organize and have a voice. Public · 

authorit.i_es were created to improve the quality of living for providers as well as consumers. 
While the report mentions collective bargaining as an opportunity afforded providers as a 
result ofJhe new legislation, it does not discuss this same benefit when discussing public 
authoriVes, especially when comparing public authority counties to non-public authority 
counties. 

a The report states that it set out to determine whether the public authorities were in compli­
ance with the statutory requirements (see page 1 2)>There is nQ explicit statement as to 
wheth~r,.·~he public authorities were in compliance. As it seems to be implied by the report's· 
equal Y,t=;~Rpositive comparison of non-publiC authority counties to public authorities, we . 
would.like to see a.statement of recognition regarding public authorities' compliance with.· 
the requirem~nts. . . ·. · 

a Public aut.horities only administer the provider component of the IHSS program, the con­
sumer component being administered by tl"\e county department. Although the report does. 
acknowledge this on. page 6, this shared administration ofthe \HSS program tends to 
become lost in reading th_e entire report. This is evidenced by : · . 

- T_he title of the report. The scope of the report as delineated in the section "Scope and 
Methodology" seems to focl'.ls ~he report on a review of public authorities, yet the title 
seems to put the emphasis on the entire \HSS program. · 

. . 
The use of headline, "Public Authorities and Nonprofit Groups as Alternative Administra- · 
tors of IHSS." Again, public authorities are not administrators of the entire IHSS pro­
gram. . 

- The opening line of the second paragraph on page 23, "Given the pending changes in ·. 
th~ counties' administration of in~home supportive services .... " . · 

.. 
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·; ..... : .. ·.· .. 

0 · .on page;.'.tr;Tti7e fepCirt 5tates-tl1a't°rri-5an"'Kllateo-c:ounty, applicants .will not ·qualify for the 
registry if they have in their background criminal activities involving sexu·a1 offenses, or· 

·offenses '!gAinst-prop_erty,..,Jncluding.theft,:robbery or burglary. This statement. is not com­
pletely accurate;,As.delineated..in .. our-policy:manual, individualsw_ill not qualify for the .. 
registry. for the followin9 reasons: . · · · · · · · · 

... • F~iil~-g tb·~-i~clb~·~:·a\:;y previous tir8iinai'.co~\t-ittion'.ni.theif'a~;1icatlonto jointhe Regi~- :. ·. 
try'.~: .:. . . . . . . . ; ~· . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . 

. . . . . .. . .. . . . ..... : . . - ·· .. · . ' ·. ··.· ·. '.· : ; .. :- ~ . . . .... 

Convicti·o~s of.a.sexual offense against a minor or offenses against property, including. 
but li[=nited to, tbeft,01robber:y,<1_nd burglary. : ·. · . . - . . · 

Convictions within th~ precedin.g ten years of any other felony under the Penal Code. 

- Convictions of any other offenses, at any time, where inclusion or continued participa- · 
tion in the registry would in the judgement of the Public Authority, subject an IHSS 
recipient to risk of harm or otherwise undermine the functioning of the registry. 

As you can see, this last bullet is the only dispute of the content of the report. Our other 
comments are offered for the clarification .and the objective reporting of data. If you should 

. have any questions regarding the comments, please feel free to contact me at (650) 573-
2701. Thank you again for this opportunity to respond. 

Sincerely, 

(Signed by: Marsha Fong) 

Marsha Fong 

Program Director 

'o 'o 

e. 
'· ... 

• 
:; 

.·., ~·. 
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CO MM:E'CNTS--_ ~~::_ --· ..:~--:-::-~7--~,-. -_· · · --~ -----::. -:· · ~ ·:;·_. -~;~=:.:=~·!-_:·:~':'..; ~,c-_; -~:;::~ :""''_ -. - - --. ~ 

· -.:·:::_: __ · ~;-~~~~~~:~'~ii£~-~~f;/:5t~:i~·'.Aud-itor?s.,:.C:~--h;;n~-n't~~---~-; ·Ct· 
-... .··: . 

r~; .. ;.!!t;'1·,!.-:r. ~-, :~·· ;-:·~w· . r"• n~;-rJ.M' ·.' - - :~·...i·:' •ri·..:.·· . . . . . . . - .- - -_ - on Jh'e Response from the Saui Mateo 
._ ·'·. 

"o 

1 .. 1oi ... • 

=~countyP11blU:::Authority- =~--- ·_ -
· ... -. . •: . .. ~-· . . .. ' . . . . . . . . . . ,., - ... 

..... ·-· - .... . : .::.:;... _,._, .. _ .. ~_::.· .... -,: ... ." .. ·.-.. -.~ ~-,-·· -· .-- ··-· ·---· - . 
· .c::.:::~:;";.· .~;·~7~.:. :::=··-~;:-~:~~-:_-::-,. 

. T-_ -- 0 provide d~ty and perspective, we are commenting on. _ 
the San Mateo County Public Authority's (San Mateo) 
response on our report. The numbers correspond with the 

numbers we have placed in the response. 

@ We note that-San Mateo does not disagree with our co11cl.usion 
that the performance of public authorities and other programs 
are relatively the same. However, we take serious exception to 
the staternent that there is an "apparent bias" in the report in 
favor of programs without public authorities. The legislation 
authorizing the audit dearly anticipates that demonstrable .­
benefits would accrue from public authorities and.our report 

.. -

merely reflects our efforts tb gain information on public authori- A.' 
ties' performances in providing increased levels of service to .,._1 
In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) recipients. In the absence of 
definitive data that may demonstrate public authorlties' addi-

(f;Jb.' 
~ 

tional benefits to r.ecipients, we surveyed 11 counties Without 
public authorities and analyzed information the Department of . 
Social Services (dep.artinent) maintains for all counties to look 
for similarities or differences between the activities of-public 
authorities and the IHSS programs of counties without public 

-_·authorities. Based on the informati6:h we gathered and reviewed, 
the public authorities did not distinguish themselves from some 
other counties without public authorities in delivering autho­
rized supportive services, training providers and recipients; or 
conducting background checks. 

San Mateo has.missed the point of. oui: i:J.iscussion. At no point 
. do we imply that regulations specify a required amount of · 
training or extent of background checks. Further, we do not 
-negatively judge San Mateo according to unclear criteria. In 
addition to comparing their activities in the above areas to other 
counties; programs, we mention in the rep~rt summary, the: 

.. 
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.-............ ~"~ ''-""'"·=91apt~r. surn~.~ry, an.c:l_sey~a). ~d¢.itional times in the chapter 
that the law and the department's regulations are lacking spe­
cific guidance and public authorities must develop the~r own 

.. perform.anc.e guidelines. : 

,_,-_· . 

. ~ .. · San Mateo ls incorrect when: it st~t~s we dia hot mentlcin tdlle~-
:. tive bai:gaiclng as a benefit to provi~ers in our clis~ssio~. cif <·. . :· ... 
· public ~utho'ritie.s.·Iri our Introduction we specificilly state that' · · . 

any nonprofit' iroup.or p{iblic authorify.created. under statute. "'. '". . ..... . 
acts as the employer for individual providers foi: the purposes cif · 
collective .bargaining over wages and benefits and other terms . 

. and conditions· of employment. 

Q San 1vfateo is correct in pointing out that the list in our report of 
conditions surrounding crimirtal activities that will disqualify 
applicants from their registry is not a complete list. Our intent 

. was not to disclose all of San Mateo's reasons for not including 
an applicant in its registry, but to provide examples of some 
causes. As a result, we have modified the language in our report. 

.. 
'o 
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Agency's re~poe!s~e_rovided as text only: 
. _, .;;;:. ......... ~-:...':;:.:.;.;-~;- . - ~ -:;;.," 

b_akland, California .94621 · 
. . ·~ 

· .··A~g-ust.27, fgg·g · .. ··· ·.··. ·: · ·· 
-. .- . . _. ·. ' '. ~ ... . . 

··. ·-.·· ... · ,. 

Kurt R. Sjoberg, State Auditor . 
Bureau of State Audits 

. 555 Capitol Mall, Suite.300 
Sacramenfo, CA 95814 

Dear M.r. Sjoberg: 

· .. ·". 
.. ·:. 

.·· .. .: ·.·-· ... , 
::· 

·. ·' . 

'Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your audit report, "In-Home Supportive 
Services: Since Recent Legislation· Changes the Way Counties Will Administer the 
Program, The Department of Social Services Needs to Monitor Service Delivery." I 
appreciate the efforts of your staff to pt.it together· this document, and I believe that-the 
information contained in this response will further clarify misconceptions or lack of . 
information on Public Authorities. Thank you for including this response in your report .. 

· General Comments 
The audit report under consideration appears to be driven in respoi:ise to SB 710, the 
recently passed legislation that requires each county to establish an employer of 

. record for the In-Home Supportive Services (lHSS) home _care workers and to 
· · establish consumer directed advisory boards. Tlils report compares existing Public 

Authority counties to counties without Public Authorities to determine whether 
establishing a Public· Authority improves the general IH~S program . 

. There are many issues that a county must consider when deciding how they will 
deliver IHSS services. Amongst the most important are quality of llfe issues and 
consumer choice, in .addition to cost. Government institutions have a responsibility to 
provide the _best services and care for their citizen;:;, and because we live in a 
democracy, citizen choice must be upheld and valued throughout the course of · 
delivery of services. Therefore, whether a county chooses to become a Public 
Authority or not is secondary to whether a county respects and resP.onds to the . 
preferences of it's citizenry.: The Public A·uthority·is a tool that is used by some counties 
because they believe in the following principles: . 
* Consumer choice and queJity of life is paramount. · . , 
* Home care work should be a respected profession that attracts quality employees 

who are paid a living wage and receive comprehensive he.alth benefits. 
* Because of it's unique quasi-governmental structure, a Publi9 Authority can affect 

change from wit.~in and without.the lHSS system. 

-
~ 
J 

' 
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Paragraph two ·of the report summary encourages· countiesJo~use~confract.prov_id_ers _:__ e ~ rather than the individual provider mode- tcr-deliver services. T.hecargumenJis made that · 
.. ·there is a higher state contribution towards contract providers:and:thaLl:lsing the, -" 

individual provider mode. is inore expensive:to-tt:YEi~ooliRties;.The question begs to be 
- . answered-why is state g.over.riment willing to spend more mO-ney to reimburse private. 

-confracti:Jrs than indiyidual prqviders7 . _ _ -. : · . . : , , .-. · . . ' 
• ' - . • . ~· ', • - , : - . • . r . 

: ~ .. - ' ' 

• ·_ PriVat~ c«:intractors diminishfreeciom\ic~oi.ce iri.t(1e.liv;s 6f IHSS-consumefrs.:The~' 
cannot _choose who will come into their homes to·p.rovide:what are- often very intir)late ·­
services. Otten, they don't even have a'.choice ·as· to when that person will come into'• 
their home. There is no assurance of a higher quality of care: Th-e individual provider 
mode allows our elders and people. with disabilities to live in their own homes, uhder 
·their own direction, as equal members of our c.ommunity. Governor Davis should sign 
AB 16, a bill that would increase state funding for the individual provider mode and 

: . : '. -·~ ' .. 

level the playing field with competing private contractors. With equal funding, counties 
' could make their best choices for delivery of services based on knowledge of. their 

community, not on a skewed funding formula. 

A remarkable finding of the report is the assertion that there is little difference between 
Public ADthority and non-Public Authority counties. Pubiic Authorities have made - · 
strides tliat should be acknowledged. In Alameda County, we have developed a 24-
hour-per-day, seven-day-a-week worker dispatching service·. This national 
demonstration project can dispatch a trained and experienced home care worker to the 
home of:;an IHSS consumer in urgent need. The emergency workers can fill in when 
the regular worker cannot come to work, or if the consumer is otherwise without .. 
assistarlcer:·we are very proud of this potentially life-saving service and are aware of 
only' one"'titbter.such service iri the entire United States of America. Another · 
accompli~hment in our county is that worker wages have ·risen above minimum wage . 
for the first time in the history of the program, and we are CL!rrently developing a 

· worker health plan. · 

· Response to Recommendation . 
The development of outcome measurements are indeed an invaluable undertaking for 
Public Authorities as Well as any other entities ·that are delivering. IHSS services. We 
welcome collaboration and Input from the state as we formulate these measures. The 
actual' IHSS program itself and specifically its payroll practices would benefit from such 
analysis. It is evident that hard dC!ta supporting the efficacy of a Public Authority is 
necessary and we are confident that we will be able to collect such data In the 
upcoming f_uture. · -

Best regards, 

(Signed by: Georgia Kolias) 

·o Georgia Kolias 
Executive Director 

·o 

-. 
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T 9 provide clarity and perspective, we are commenting on 
the Public-Authority for IHSS in Alameda County's . 
(Alameda) response on our report. The numbers corre­

spond with the numbers we have placed In the response. 
' ' 

Alameda is incorrect when it asserts that we encourage counties 
·to use home-care contractors rather than individual providers to 
deliver services. At no time in.the report do we encourage 
counties to use contract providers. The discussion Alameda 
references makes no recommendations, but identifies a potential 
effect should the costs for individual providers increase substan­
tially and funding .patterns remain the same. We provide a full 
discussion of this potential effect on pages 21 through 22 in our 
report chapter. As we desqil:!e on page 21, we spoke with admin­
istrators from 20 counties, and 12 indicated they did not see 
much benefit in using contractors. They cited reasons such as 
limited services from contractors and no additional benefits to· 
IHSS recipients beyond the supervision and limited'training 

' . 

contract wor],<ers receive. 

Alameda's response underscore~ our contention that _perfor­
mance standards and measurements are needed for the In-Home 
Supportive Services program. In our comparison of the perfor­
mance of counties with and without public aut!'lorities, we used 
the limited data available on a statewide basis. The legislati9n. 
authorizing our audit clearly anticipated that demonstrable 
benefits would accrue frorri the use of public authorities. Our 
analysis of the limited statewide data did not demonstrate that 
public authorities had a significant impact on service delivery. 

'• 
·o 

'o 
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The San Francisco IHSS Public Authority appreciates this opportunity to res-pond to ·a 
partial draft by the State Auditor's Office. We support the call for !TIO re evaluation of the 
benefits and long term impact of IHSS public authorities on consumers, workers and · 
the entire IHSS program. The strengths of IHSS are often misunderstood and the ways 
in which the IHSS program might be improved have been too long ignored in public 
policy arenas. We also hope the successes we have had in San Francisco and in other 
counties can be replicated throughout the state. 

IHSS is the second largest publicly funded long .term care program in-California, which 
spends over $1 .5 billion on this program per year. IHSS is an invaluable resource in 

•' . : ~ 

" -

helping disabled people remain in their homes and out of institutions. However, there 
has been little ongoing evaluation of IHSS at the state level. The San Francisco Public 
Authority has identified evaluation as crucial and is incorporat-ing_evaJuatidn as part of A1 
its ongoing operation by: ~7 

* Builcjing a conceptual model for study and evaluation of the benefits and outcomes, 
both short term and long term, of the Public Authority on IHSS consumers and 
worke~s and on public s~ctor costs. See Figure I, attached .. 

* Developing and using automated systems for ·data collection and tracking information 
on consumers and workers served by the authority. 

* Creating objective i:neasures of program services benefits and the developing sys­
tems to track them on an ongoing basis. · 

* Developing sophisticated data systems for refining ·and tracking CMIPS data in order -
to monitor outcomes. -- . 

* Pr~ducing Annual Progress Reports to share with the community information on the 
San Francisco Public Auth_ority and \HSS. 

* Developing with the Department of Human Services and helping implement a Con· 
sumer Quality of Care Survey to monitor lHSS and public authority services and 
outcomes. ·· 

'o 

'o 
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.e . While we agree with-the State Auditor's call for outcome-measures, we do have some 
concerns with the focus, method and outcome criteria selected in the currel}t report. 

· Focus "As noted in the report, public authorities were developed to establish an em~ 
' ployerof record, increase consumer involyemerit; an_d expand support services _such- • ' 
. · as registries arid training._The intended;goalwas tp.imp(oVe IHSS services.and ·out~ : ; · ' -.- · -. ,_-,-. 
·.·cpiT)es, especiaUytheJncjependentproyid_er.mode ... ln_focusi.~g_on_.what_weview:as ... ·• · -

'. •. m'ore !'orig term outcomes; the repo'rt did' ho'tsutficie'ntly re9ognize sighificant'acccirii~' - •,, . ' .. '' 
plishments toward these first phase goals. · · 

9·_. 

. ' . ' I • 

* Employer ofrecord: A labor agreement'was· established: and wages and benefits 
have significantly improved in San Francisco. 

* Consumer .involvement: One of the major new aspects of IHSS public authorities is 
that the'y must formally involve a majority of personal assistance consumers in their 
policy and operations. In ·san Francisco, we also involve worker representatives on 
our board and committees. This inclusion of the individuals.most directly affected · 
by IHSS has led to their involvement not only in the Public Authority but other long 
term care planning and development in San· Francisco. lri our view, this is· one of 
the most innovative aspects of public authorities, which is not found in non-public 
authority counties and was not reflected in this report. 

* Support services: A county-witje registiy, on~call worker replacement program and 
trainin.g options now exist in San Francisco where none existed before. - · 

' ' ' 

. , . Method ~~we would suggest that it is misleading to compare public authority counties 
~ to suppo_i:t<?,_(j independent provider (SIP) counties at this time. SIP counties have . . 

received .a.dditional funding over that of non-SIP counties to provide support services 
and have had time to develop those ·services. Public authorities and SI P's should be 

) . compared to counties with no publicly funded support services. Pre- and post-compari­
·sons across·counties wouid be even mora methodo-logically sound. . 

Criteria - We agree that there is a need for objective outcome m.easures. However, the 
·initial measures here - comparison of authorized hours to actual hours delivered, the 

® presenc_e or absence of registiy services - could be more appropriate. Wf? suggest that 
better measures of public authority impact and quality can be obtained from a more 
refined historical reanalysis of CMIPS data. · - · 

'o 

• Callfomla State Auditor's comments an this respon.se begin an page 61. 
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These include;.the length.of:match,between~cqnsurner and worker, the percentage .ot · 
time tha_t \'.!'_ork~rs are ernplqy_ecj_, al")d quality of care assessment. See Figure 1, at-
tached. - ·:".": · ·" ·"·~-"'""·-··· .~-=.~:;;;::;, ~--=o'.'''·=='·'~::-., '""·'·'-::::::::- · 

._. .......... _:·· ••''""'-'-'-'--. -- .. -.................. ~-. ~·· ·····-·~ ... -: ... :....,-:- _;· 

. '.·_ .. 0·; .... · ... ~.;·_· ____ ._,,, ___ .,, .. ,_;'.!.~----··-.----"::-~ .... ~.k'" - • ·· .... ' . ·._ ·. 

We appreciate the recommenda..tion_.by the State Auditors thB.t tho.se who have been 
· if!V.blved in the start~up and pperation bf public authorities_ s~ould partner y\iith the State 
·· Depa_rtment of Social Se.rvices iri ·establishing appropriate standards and measures for"· , . 

······ · ·· . : public ai.lthotity·operatioris.:This should.include· the-.concept·offairm1?asuresfor public., . · . ,: ... 
agencies that are in the first phases of their developme~t, as well as measures.that are . .. 

·o 

rriore appropriate for evaluating their impact. overtime. As was made clear in the report, · ·, ... 
· very little baseline informatfon comparing I HSS to other forms of long-term care ser- · 
vices were made prior to their establishment. · ·· · 

Any standards and measures for public authorities should also allow for differences 
among counties on how they operate. This would be consistent with the intenti.on that 
thes~ new'public agencies to be innovative, flexible and creative in their approach to 
improving the independent provider mode ~f IHSS. · 

We would be h~ppy to expand on these ideas with any one who is interested. Thank 
you for your hard work on the research and writing Qf this report. 

Very truly yours, 

(Signed by; Donna Calame) 

Donna Calame 
Executive Director 

• ·o 
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INPUT VARIABLES 

Consumer ,. 
Demographics 

Assessment 

(Health/Funct/Cog) . 

Living Arrangements 

Assistance Needs 

Referral Source 

Worker 

Demographics 

Skill level 

Consumer relationship 

Work Preferences 

System 

Mode/Model 

Services Offered: 

Registry 
,. . 

On-Call/ Rapid Resp 

Training 

Care Management 

. Financial 

,. 

e· 
Conceptual Model for the Study of In-Home Supportive Services ' -p:.• 

LONG~TERM OUTCOMES 
BENEFITS & SERVICES 

# of·Consumers Served 

# of PAS Hours Rec'd 

Referral Lists Sent 

On-C8.JI Users and Hours 

. Hrs of Management Assist 

Avg# paid IHSS,Hours 

#Workers Screened 

# Referrals Made 

#Trainings · 

Prograrri.Acconiplishments 

Coalition Building · 

Labor Agreements 

Policy Development 

Increased Public Awareness 

Costs 

Total IHSS Prag Costs 

Cost by Funder 

Support'Servic:e Costs-

... 
DIRECT OUTCOMES 

# Successful Placements 

Efficiency: Days to Match 

Retention: Lengui_of Match 

# Days w/o Help 

4i Consumer Complaints 

-# Disputes Settled 

Worker Employment Status 

Avg Pay Rate 

% Receiving .Hlth Care 

. Worker Skill Level 

Avg # IHSS Hours Received 

Average Pay Rate 

Benefit Package Valu 

County Share of Cost % 

Costs/Hour by Mode . 

Cost/hr for Supp.Serv 

Cost vs other LTC Service 

l ~ • ·~ • : . ' : 

l ' . -. . . :. . ; I !, > 

Quality of C~re:· Satisfaction J 
. ! ... ' - ; I; !: 
~/_System, Prov, Suppa.rt 

. . !' j: 
· u'1inet Ne8ds··. ·;. .! •• 

• 1 

auklily o( LJfe . ; . .. - :, .,· ;.-

Level of Independence 
.. l ' -~ ' ·.· ·. ' 

i. 
. I '' .i: 

1 · 

Wo'rk Stability .-Yrs of Work 1: 
., . . ',' '' ' . ' i' 

Career Ai;lvanc:ement 
I . . . ... 

Worker.Satisfaction . . . ~ . . . 

%AbovePov~rty _: 
. . I : ~ , . . . 

Worker Health· $t~tus 
... 

.' . .. . . -· . ·: ~ 

% Elig:r~c IHSS . 

Use of fV1E!d. Serv 

. =-·~ 

(Hosp; ER; SNF.use). . " 

Equity: $er~ice vs Needs :i :: 
. •" •',' •.: • .1 .•I 

Resource us·e Ratio .. 
j! 

(Serv~/Total$) , : 

LTC Costs w/IHSS'.': 

". ,, 

. I ~ '.:1 
)'; 
~ i ... Gnty, LTC c;itS/Eli~:ble 

·' • .·· , .·· 1·; 'I .; 
Z~! . 

:1 :·: • 

.·_ . .. ' 

.. . : .. 
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-T· 0 provide clarity ~nd per~pective, we are com~enting on .. 
1;he San Francisc9 IHSS Public Authorl.ty's (San Francisco). 

· response on our report. The numbers correspond with tl:ie -
numbers we have placed in the response. · ;, 

@ - We niake four references ·in the int:i:oduction and report chapter 
regarding public authorities atting as employers for individual 
providers, union representation, the potentia~ for individual 
providers under public authorities to join employee groups, and 
the higµer ,wages earned by individual providers who work in 
counties with public .authorities. · · 

We are pleased that Sim Franci?co takes seriously the require·~· 
inent to involve In-Home SuppOrtive Services (IHSS) consurp:ers 
in policy and operational decision-making activities and 

. includes- providers on its boards' and·committee memberships. 

we disagree_ that our comparison of puplic authorities to 
counties with Supp_orted lndividualProvider (SIP) programs is 
misleadiri.g. First, in the absence 'of definitive data from the 1 
Department of Social Services (department) oi: public ~uthOrities · 
that maj-' demonstrate-their additional benefits to recipients, we 
looked for ways to distinguish the perforniantes of public 
authorities from oi:her counties, As we describe in out Scope and 
Methodology section, we surveyed 11 counties without public 
authorities and reviewed information the department maintains 
for all counties to look for sirililarities or differences between 

- -
·the activities of public authorities and the IHSS. programs of 
counties without public authorities. As we describe on page 31, 
7 of the 11 counties we compared to public authorities main­
tained SIP programs. 

'o 
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Secondly, the public authorities we visited that 'have all been 
~ operationalsince at least the sumrp.e~ 199o·and, in our opinion, 
- have had s~fflcient opportunity to establish processes for pro-

~. vld.er referr~ls, training, .g.nc!_ ba<;kgro~d checks·... .. . .~ -

Ftnall.y, we agree that p.re~public au.th(ititjr,mc! P6s.t-J?tiblic. ··. · ..... . 
.· ... · a:uilioritJ' companson's would.have b~e!l a more r,netl1ocio1ogi< . 

·.• · ··: · cilly ·sound.way .fo i:ietetmi~eJJ1¢ ef:fed;iy;~ness 9¥ the: i.Ji.i~lic - · ... 
... 'authorities. However, as ·We poi.rit out on page zz'of OUr report, - . 

~··. . ... ·;: neither i:he' department 'nor the :counties have ~~ctimulated -
consistent, relevant data that show whether publk authorities' 
activities provided additional benefits to the health and welfare 
of IHSS recipients. As we describe on page 23, during our field 
work, Sa11 Francisco's IHSS exeeutive .director told us they will 
require one and a half years to complete the model from 
Figure 1 attached to San Francisco's :response and compile 
baseline data. Further, sari Francisco estimates it will need up to 
three years to accumulate sufficient comparative' data to evaluate 
prngram changes . 

@@Hfii 
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Department of Aging & Adult Services 
In-Home.Supportiv.e:.Services_ ...... .. :: .......... . 

Fingerimaging/ Backgrou_n.d CheckS ·. 
. ..... 

· Novenlber 1999 Update of.Grand Jury R!!comi:nen.dations· ... • 
... 

. . ··:· .. 

.. · Gra_riifJu·ry_. · .· · · " Summary/Actions · . · .. : :· · · · -; .. 
Recomineti.datioD..# . · · · .. :. .. . . . : · · ·.. ·" : · · . . . ·· · · · 

99-86 · , "Protect the. County's ~aged nnd disabled populiltiori •by 

99-87 

cond11ctinglocal records background checks on all prospective· • 
~~p~~~~ . . . . . 

Legislation enacted on July 1999, AB 1682 and SB 710 (section 
12301.6), require each the employer(s) of record to investigate 
background of potential providers. This legislation is effective 
1/1/2003. . . 

Currently, San Bernardino County bas 8,229 providers; of which 
nearly 60% are related to the recipient of services. Although 
background checks can currently be conducted (Welfare & 
Institutions Code 15660), the regulations require that the recipient· 
bear the burden of the cost. The recently enacted legislation will . . 
allow the Department to pursue background che_cks as an integral 
part of this new law, eliminating the expense to the recipient. We 

· are currently in the process of the evaluating and planning.for the · 
implementation of the enacted legis\atioii. . 

"Require that all care provider applicants be fingerprinted." ·. 

While legislation enacted (see above) in 1999 required back~ound 
checks in the i.niplementation of program changes in 2003, the.law 
does not specifically address the issue of :fingerprinting for 
backgroun9 checks. 

San Ben:lardino County currently has in place a :fingetjmaging and 
. Department of Justice search for all recipients. of welfare 

programs. We will be evaluating a computer match to determine 
the number of IHSS providers who are currently ·on the welfare 
rolli, and already subject to :fingerprint and DOJ checks. We will 
also be ensuring the newly eD?Cted Jaw on background checks 
ensures that the needs oftbe recipient are met. · 

Attachments- AB 168i/SB7io Executive Summary 
IHSS Caseload Statistics 
IHSS Relationship of Providers Statistics 

'o 
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STATE OF CALIPORNIA ·HEALTH ANO HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY· GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
7 44 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 

.. ~ 

·November. 8,2001 

·. . ·. - •. . . . •. ~.: 

- .. ; MS.cPALJLA HIGASHI •_-._- ·· · ; : . 
Executive Director · - . 
Commission on State Mandates · 

· 980 Ni.nth Street, Suite 3.G,O · 
Sacramento, CA. 95814. ·· . 

.. 

... ·~· 
·'· . 

Re:.ln Home Supportive Services II - OO-TC-23 

Dear Ms. Higashi: 

; ~- . . :· .: . ~~qEIVED'-· 

'Nav: o g 2001 . 
COMMISSION ON 
rl 4 TE MANDATES. 

EXHIBITB 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment upon the above cited te:st claim. 
A full review of- the papers filed in this case prompts us to. comment upon sevf:)ral . 
aspects of-the claim as follows: 

SCOR&OFCLAIM . _ 
The testclaim expressly lists Chapters 90 and 91, .Statutes of. '1999 ani;I Chapter.445; . · 
Statutes of 2000 as legislation to be adjudicated as containing "costs .. mandated by the. 
state'\· However; the textof the claim doe.s not c;lea.rly d_escril:Je <A gasis::: for)nclu_i;ling-. · · 
Chapter. 91 within the claim. The claim_ant's primary reference.to· Chapter\91.inJhe., 
body of the claim,· is to acknowledge on page 3 of the -cl<:lirn .that the ~:~.~ctrn.~nt 
increases the state's commitment to the progra111 to 50 cents above minimt.irm wage . 

. This hardly sounds like a reimb.ursable state mandate. /,... · 

' ' ~ 

The claimant also alludes to the repeal and_, r13en_aqtment of W&IC_ Secti_qn 12~91.6;_ 
accomplished in Chapter _9f, a.~ii-Q_aving shifted to local government the total cost of 
increases in wages and benefit~{m;~99ti~~~q by. €1_ p_!Jblip ~uthority unde~_ t~at section. 
This is notthe case. The repe<;1k(lr}dllf,13enactment at issue, in reality,·etfectrvely nullifi.ed 
a p~opose_d change in the section; :a.s contained in- Chapter -90, wh\ch .. wo1,1ld l;iave · 
shifted the cost of such increases from lq,cal a,gen_cies to the state,. The prqvisions in , 
Chapter 91, _approved by the Gov.em.or and filed_ with the Secretary, of. :Stat(3-Qn the 

:~ .. 

· same day as Chapter 90, merely rejnstated Section 12301.6 in its originp.I. form b_efo~e .. 
- any changes .. made. by Chapter ·90 became effective. · The· fact is that i11qrea.s.e_s in. , 

wages or benefits negotiated under· Section ·12301.6 had always been the _sol~ financial ,,-. ·' 
responsibility of the local· agency. Chapter 91 merely continued· existing law- in th<;i.t 
regard. · 

. ~ . . . . . . 

The claim focuses on the creation of the "advisory committee" and the establishment of 
the "employer of record". Chapter 91 deals with neither. Chapter 9'1 should be 
dismissed from the claim. 

" . 
'o ."=' 
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CHARACTERIZATION OF MANDATE 
The claimant, on page 2 of the Mandate Summary, characterizes the legislation at & 

. _ issue as mandating collective bargaining between the· employer of record and the V 
providers. A careful reading of the statutes, however, reveals no such mandate._- The 

- sta~utes' at.issue _do not m;:i.ndate collective bargaii:iing. qollective ba_rgaining _rights and -
-- _duties are .est_abl19he.d anq cortrolled by other:state.an,d fede_ral law_s that operate upon · .. 

· 1abqr relations. The· mandate foestablish an employecfor Individual Prov'iders. (IPs) for ·> · .. 
- -- purposes. of the:Myerf?, MiUas; Brown Act-or ot~er applic.abla state: and federal: laws .... - · 

makes no statement-on whethe~ IPs will organize or· whether any representative will be : 
able to force collective bargaining. upon counties under Myers, Milias; Brown or any 
other provision. What _the legislation does is to require counties to appoint, name or --

-other.Arise establish the entity that will respond in the event there is a right or obligation 
to engage in collective bargaining that IPs posses under other law. If collective 
bargaining between the employer of record and the providers is mandated by law it is 
not the law at issue that does so. 

SPECIFICS OF CLAIM 
The test claimant asserts that the result of the enactments at issue is to "substantially 
increase administrative and programmatic costs of the program in various ways. The 
first increase is by mandating the creation of the advisory committees, mandating their 
composition, and requiring them to provide ongoing advice.. Additionally, depending 
upon what authorized 'employer of record' is created, there will be substantial 
administrative costs in the consideration of and creation of the 'employer of record', as 
well as the ongoing costs associated with the duties of the 'employer of record'. The & 
last, and probably greatest cost, is that associated with collective bargaining on behalf W' 
of the individual providers of IHSS services, together with the increase in wages and 
benefits that are contemplated:" 

From our perspective the enactments do not require increases in ·administrative and 
programmatic costs at the local level that are reimbursable by the state. that have not 
already been provided for by the Legislature. -

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
In his advisory committee analysis the claimant clearly describes the charge of the 
statute and the implementation efforts of the County. What has not been described, 
however, is a reason for submitting such a claim to quasi-judicial action by the 
Commission. In our view the Commission need not adjudicate this aspect of the Claim. 
This is because the statute itself expressly provides for reimbursement to counties, 
including San Bernardino, for the administrative costs associated with the required 
advisory committee. Welfare and Institutions Code Section i 2301.4, enacted in 1999 
then amended in 2000 and Chaptered as Chapters 90 and 445, Statutes of 1999 and 
2000 in pertinent part provides: "(b) Each County shall be eligible to receive state 
reimbursements of administrative costs for ... one advisory committee .... " 

In connection with the implementation of this provision the California Department. of · 
Social Services has annually allocated ap.?roximately $53,000 toj> San Bernardino - e-
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County for both FY 2000/01 and FY 2001/02. State records indicate however; that, to 
date, San Bernardino County has submitted advisory committee claims for only 
$11,944·, for which the County has been fully reimbursed. In this test claim the claimant · 
acknowledges receipt of some· .. reimbursement ·pursuant to .. the statute and· merely 
asserts that "the funding received to· date is· inadequate to discharge the. mandated· . 

. activities."< . . . . . . . . . . .. · . . : . ; .. 
. ·- .. ". . . . . ·. ·.·.. ~-. ·.· ... ' ·... . ... ··. . :. ~. : .. .. . . .. - '· . '• . ' .. , .... - .-: . . 

•• •• • •• : •••• 
0 

• ·:.We· sub Ill it. thatthe'cesiablJshed administratiye procedure fo.r _rei111bu~semer:it:.of these .. · 
· · ·. · · · costs is ·adequate and is the appropriate procedure contemplated by the Legislature fOr · 

. counties to follow in securing reimbursement. In the.se circumstances, it appears that 
the county need only avail itself of the process to be m_ade:whole. 

Clearly; there is no need for the commission to exercise its quasi-judicial authority in 
determining whether the enactment at issue crea.tes a reimbursable state mandate 
when, if allowed to run its course, the administrat"ive process will render the question . . 

moot. This aspect of the claim should be dis.missed. 

EMPLOYER OF RECORD 
Again the test claimant clearly describes the pros and cons involved in a county 
dacision as to which option to choose in implementing the statute. Granted, the choice 
niay be a difficult one for San Bernardino. It is however, a choice noneth~less. _One of 
the options presented by the statute is to use the Contract Mode of service delivery. 
Using this mode involves n6 county administrative costs unique to the establishment of 
an employer. The costs here are those associated· with the delivery of IHSS only. 
Under this mode the contractor is the employer. The contractor performs all employer 
duties including any associated with collective bargaining with its employees. The 
County incurs no increased costs associated with being an employer as a result of this. 
choice. Having such an option militates against finding a reimbursable mandate. 

The claimant in. his argument points out that one of the elements of the definition of 
"costs mandated by the State" is ·that there must be "increased costs which a local 
agency is required to. incur after July 1, 1980 as a result of any statute enacted on or 
after January 1, 1975 ... " · 

The important terms for purposes of this test claim are "required to incur." As pointed 
out above, the statute at issue does not "require" .San Bernardino, or any county to opt 
for a method that involves county administration of employer/employee relations. A 
county· choosing to take on administration of employee relations. and whatever, 
increased costs that involves, takes on those increased costs by choice. Any such 
increased costs are not required by the statute. The statute carefully gives the counties 
a no-cost choice, namely, the Contract Mode. 
The Claimant's analysis contains a description of some of the issues raised and work 
involved in using the Contract Mode. However, nb evidence is presented that shows 
that using the Contract Mode raises more issues or involves mo"re work than using the 
mode currently employed by the County. 

.. 
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The County apparently employs the Individual Provider (IP) mode of delivery, which 
undoubtedly involves a lot of individual attention to each case and each individual 
provider working in the County: Contracting. with an entity that employs its own 

· wo~kforce eliminates the need for the County to attend to each individual provider. 
Adpitionally, as pointed out by the. Claimant using the Contract Mode would :"result In 

·. ·,m()re costs being shifted to the. state arid federal ·government" Th(3 _claimant" .•.. 
• · acknowledges on page 7 of the claim·; that with this form; "the costs of the Residual' , 

.· . ·Prograr:ri would. be:eliminated;· a,nd the program·.·costs· shifted' to ·-PC.SP,. vvith. a .. lesser · ·.· 
. share of County cost~." · · - · · 

None of this supports the speculation that opting for the Conti-act Mode would result in 
a net increase in County costs. On the contrary, what this does suggest is that a net 
decrease could very well occur; In any event, whether the circumstances result in a net 
decrease or simply no net increase, Government Code Section 17556(e) would require 
that the Commission find no "costs mandated by the state" as defined in Government 
Code Section 17514 .. 

The claimant correctly points out that as a county with more than 500 recipients San 
Bernardino would be required to provide an individual provider employer option at the 
request of recipients. However, it would be by recipient request only that such an 
arrangement would be ·needed. Whether any recipient would request such an 
arrangement is pure speculation. Additionally, this requirement could easily be met by 
requiring in its contract under the Contract Mode that individual providers selected by 
recipients shall be referred to the contractor for purposes of wages, hours and working 
conditions in the same way that providers under the public authority statute who are not 
sent to recipients by a public authority are nevertheless referred to the public authority 
for wages, benefits and other terms and conditions of employment. (See W&IC 
12301.6(h)) 

In any event, we submit, in light of the above options presented to the County, and in 
light of the lack of evidence of a net cost increase, that it has not .been shown that the 
legislation at issue "requires" the county to incur an-increase in costs and that therefore 
a basic element of a reimbursable state mandate is not met here. 

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
The Claimant suggests that the mandate to act as or establish an "employer ot record" 
for individual providers will require increased costs attributable to both the process ot 
collective bargaining and inevitable increases in wages and benefits_ growing out of 
collective bargaining. The Claimant further contends that the statute therefore creates 
"costs mandated by the. state" as meant by Government Code Section 17514 and 
amounts to a reimbursable state mandate. We beg to differ. 
The following analysis of the wages and benefits aspect of collective bargaining and t_he 
administrative process aspect of collective bargaining negates the notion that any 
increased costs are "costs mandated by the state' as meant by section 17514. 

·, 
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-WAGES AND BENEFITS 
. & _ Any increases in wages or benefits that migh_t result from collective barg~ining are : 

W certainly riot mandated by the statute at issue: If any collective bargaining takes place . · 
- the County will be a party to the negotiations overwages and benefits,. either directly or · 

- - indirectly, and will have full power to agree or not agree: to any proposed increases in· 
-_--wages or:. b$nefits· ·put forward. arr behalf· of-providers. - County _decision~ .during , 

- negotiations -to- r~ise _br -lower· wages -or·' be'nefits .-are CoLintY': decisions: ·not state· 
···- .-._. - ·. recjui"rements:··- ·: · · · --- _- · ·. _ -_ · ·. _· - _· _.. -_ · ·' · - '-· - :.· · -

Additionally, as . acknowledged by more tha·n or:ie judicial source, - increases in 
employment benefits ·or compensation, as .the result of legislation that does not direetly 
mandate. the increase, are not considered a "new program" or "higher level of service in -
an existing program" as meant by the Constitution. The increases are more correctly 
characterized as higher costs of providing an existing level of service and not a new 
program or higher level of service in an existing program as meant by Article XIII B 
Section 6. _(See Citv of Richmond v. Commission on State Mandates (1998) 64 Cal. 
App, 4th 1"190 and City of Anaheim v. State of California (1987) 189 Cal. App. 3d 1478) 
Such increased costs, if they occur, are therefore not reimbursable state mandates . 

... . 'f/_,_-~ ADMINISTRATIVE COST OF BARGAINING 
Again, the only mandate contained in the "employer of record" statute is to act as or 
esfablish an employer for IPs for collective bargaining purposes. The methoq to be 
employed is optional for the counties. As pointed out in connection with the "employer 
of record" analysis, the Legislature.has not imposed any particular method on counties. 
Meire than one of the options available to counties would involve no county duties with 
-regard to collective bargaining. Since it. is open to the county to choose an option 

· involving considerable county involvement in the process or an option with no county 
involvement whatsoever, it would be difficult to accept the notion that tlie statute at 
issue "requires" an increase in county costs attributable to the process of collective 
bargaining. · 

Additionally, in considering the administrative cost of bargaining in connection with the 
options presented to the counties, it can be seen that those costs, if an·y, are not the 
result of legislative imposition of a "new program" or "higher level of service in an -
existing program" as meant by the Constitution. 

The statute at issue permits counties to comply by simply choosing from among the 
preexisting IHSS delivery modes. Each of those delivery modes already contemplates 

-and accommodates administrative costs associated with collective bargaining if 
collective bargaining takes place. In each delivery mode, administrative costs 
attributable to collective bargaining, if any, are expected to be included within a.county's 
general IHSS administrative cost claim and shared by the county and the state pursuant 
to the applicable sharing ratio. For example, where a Public Authority or non-profit 
consortium is used for delivering IHSS, (under WIG Section -12301.6 these entities are 
expressly deemed to be employers for collective bargaining purposes), WIG Section 
12301.7 provides that the administrative costs are to be shared, and establishes the 

· . .' .... ·. 

·..,. .':' 
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sharing. ratio, by reference to Section 12306, at 35% county and•.:65% state. Also, 
where ·county administration of the IP mode ~nd· where county civil's.ervice··personnel 
are ·used WIC Section 10101.1 sets the administrative cost·shari.h@.:aft.30% cotmty and 
70% st.ate. Finally, in the.· Contract Mode the administrafive<i::6sf::0r 'bargaining . 

. conducted by. the contractor is built into the ra:te the contractor::"ohafges. the':'county,: 
- ,· .· "· ... Payn:ier::it.of. which'. in furn is shareq. by t.h.e county and.1:>tate purs{ianf'fo;Sectio'n:;:r123.06 .. :.· .. 

·. · .. · •·. ·. It ii:(clear from this, th9t each ·mode includes ari·administrative::coS.tisharing component, . · 
· and.that·the cost-sharing· component extends to and includes; an\! applicable collective· 

bargaining costs. . · · ~.,c. -, • 
. ~~.:.-

The statute a·t issue permits the use cif any. of these modes as they existed prior to its 
enactment, includin~(the applicable administrative cost-sharing component. . . 

San 'Bernardino- County contends that the Constitution and Government Code Section 
17514 require that by having mandateddn WIC Section 12302.25 that counties choose. 
one of the preexisting modes of delivery for .c.ornpliance, tne. Legislature thereby has 

· shiffed the entire burden of administrative costs attributable to coll.ective bargaining, to 
the state alone.. . 

As pointed out above, under ordinary circumstances Wh.ere a county delivers !HSS · 
using . one of the delivery modes open to ·it; administrative .costs as~ociated with 
collective bargaining, if any, are shared between the county and state. We submit that 
the statlite ·at issue has done nothing to change that. 

In terms 'bf the 'level of service, it is ·clear that none .of the optio1;1s .open to·-the County 
has been 'th'aiiged ·to increase the level ·Of sei'\!ice .. associated with the administrative 
req'Uirements ·of'collective bargaining. Each of the ·options preexisted Section .12(302:25 
and each optiorf'contemplated sharing those ·costs. Section 12302:25 requires no 
more. 'The Section'- merely asks the·'courities to .operate· the individual, provider 
component of IHSS pursuant to one of the modes that have always been open to them. 

Seictioii 12302.25' does not create a new prograni:and it does not.impose a higher level 
of ser\iice in an· existing program. · The level of service contemplated =by .Section 
12302.25 in terms of collective bargaining is the same level of-service contemplated by 
Sections 12302, 12302.2 and 12301.6, as they have always existed. . .. 

CONCLUSION 
We 'wisti to conclude our comments by recapping the principal areas of disagreement 
with the County's claim. · 

Chapter-91 should be dismissed from the claim because it contains no local mandate at 
all arid because the effect of the chapter was merely to continue existing law: · . 

... ,·'' 

The · "advisorY committee" aspect of the . claim should be dismissed because th.a 
administrative' process for reimbursement contained in the statute has not been shown 
to have failed and therefor, that aspect of the claim is not ripe for adjudication. 

. ~ 
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. The "employer of record" statu.te does· not amount to a. reimbursable state mandate 
because the statute carefully gives the County a choice of implementation methods and. 
because at le_ast one of the options has the potential for offsetting savJngs: 

. The cost of any incre~se.s )n · wage·s ·or benefits tna~ may result . from collective · 
bargaining arenot. "cos.ts mandated: by.the state" because an increase in employment . 

··. cciriipensation is not. consideYed ·by: the ·courts tO be· a ·new program or higher level .of 
.. ; : service· iri ah· existing .program. and becabse Count-y. 9-gree.ment:to ·any\i\l,age· p~_b_enefit. · 

· · increases proposed during n·egotiations is a matter of County choice and not state 
mandate. . · · · · ·· 

. Finally, the administrative· cost of ·collective bargaining is not a cost the County is 
"required to incur" because the county is given the option to not take upon itself the 
burden of collective bargaining. These costs are also not a "new program" or "higher 
level of service in an existing program" because the implementation options already 
contemplate and provide for sharing the administrative costs of collective bargaining 
under existing law, and the County is only mandated to choose one or more of the 
preexisting delivery methods for compliance. 

, Th'ank you for this opportunity. If you have .any questions regarding this letter please 
· contact me at (916) 654-0843 or Dan Loljis at (916) 653-1854 . 

. _ ... 
. ;::' ', .:;:• 

Enclosures: Welf. & Inst. 10101.1, 12301.6, 12301.7, 12302, 12302.2, 12306 
. CFL: 00/01-33; 01/02-12 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 
California that the statements made in this document are true and 
complete·to the best of my personal knowledge or information or 
belief. 

Executed this . .:;j day of November, 2001 at Sacramento, California, by: . 
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·Senior Staff Counsel 
State Department of Social Services 
744 P. Street Sacramento, Ca. 95814 
Phone: (916) 654-0843 
FAX: (916) 654-1171 
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§ 10101 
Div 

noniederal ,expenditures for the program or the amount appropriated by. 
Legislature for that purpose," whichever i~)ess. -

(b) Federal funds received under Title_20.of the federal Social Security A 
(42 U.S.C. Sec. 1397 et.seq.) and app1:opriat(!.d by th~ Legislature for- chi 

· welfare servii::es shaU be considere.d part ofth~ state share of cost and not pa 
of the federal expenditures for..this,piogi:am.'" . . . . . ,. ' . ' · ... 

. .- (c) Notwithst?tndirig sub"division (a); th-~"'afuolinf ~(hil1~c;!s appropriated fro' 
· -the·. General Fi.ind in the annual BudgetAi::t thafequates to the amount claime 

under the' Emergen'cy A~sistance' Program· that h·as been incl~1ded i11 tlie state' 
Temporary Assistance for Needy families block grant for child welfare ,serviC 

· shall be considered federal funds for the piirposes of calculating the county' 
share of cost, provided the expenditure· ofth.ese fonds contributes to·.the stat 
meeting its federa.l'maintenance of effort requirements. 
(Added by Sta~:l99i, c. 91 (A.B:948), § 15, eff. Jµne 30, 1991. Amended by Stats.1993, 
c. 69 (S.B.35), § 8, eff. June 30, 1993; Stats.1997, c. 606 (A.B.67), § 19, eff. Oct. 3, 
j 997.) 

Historical and Statutory Notes· 

Far conditions rendering the provisions of 
Stats.!991, c. 91 inoperative, see Historical and 
Statutory Notes under Health and Safety Code 
§ 255. 

Sections 68 and 70 of Stats.1993, _c. 69 
(S.B.JS), provide: 

"Sec. 68. The Director of Social Services 
·shall promptly seek any federal waivers neces­
sary to implement applicable provisions of this 
act.'' 

"Sec. 70. Except where otherwise specified 
in this act, provisions of this act requiring a 
federal waiver or federal approval shall become 
operative OI\ the first day of the month immedi­
ately following the month in which this act is 
enacted, or the effective date of approvals by 
tbe Secretary of the Uruted States Department 

of Health and Human Services or the Secretary 
of the United States Department of Agriculture, 
as appropriate, necessary to implement those . 
sections, whichever is later o.nd shall remain 
operative only so long as the waiver or federal 
approval is in effect and federal financial partic- · 
ination is available.'• 
- Former § 10lO1, relating to the am~unt of . 

the county share, was repealed ):iy Stats.1991. c. 
91 (A.B.948), § 14, eff. JUne 30, 1991. 

Former § !0!01, relating to legislative find­
ings and declarations, added by Stats.1978, c. . 
1235, § I, was repealed .by Stats.l983, ·c. 883, · 
§ 1.5, eff. Sept. l9, 1983, operative Jan. l, 1984. 

Derivation: Former§ 10201, added ·by Stats. 
J 982, c. 978, p. 3544, § 29. 

Cross References 

County costs of eligible programs, see Government Code§ 16265 .2. · · · 
Public health nursing program, use of foster care public health nLU'ses, see Welfare and Institutions 

Code§ 16501.3. 
Tax limitation on real properly, see Const. Arl ! 3A, § J et seq. 

Library References 
Counties '1=> 162. 
Social Secttrity and Public Welfare =s. 
States ¢=>132. 
WESTLA W Topic Nos. 104, 356A. 360. 

C.J.S. Counties·§§ J 99 to 201. 
C.J.S. Social Security arid Public Welfare 

§§ 6 to 7, 
C.J.S, Stales§§ 230, 240. 

§ l 0<1~01.1. County services block grant requirements; state's share of costs 

(a) For ihe 1991-92 fiscal year and each fiscal year thereafter, the state's 
share of the costs of the county services block grant and the in-home supportive 
services administration requirements shall be 70 percent of the actual nonfeder­
al expenditures or the amou.nt appropriated by' the Legislature for that purpose, 
whichever is less. 
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§ 10102 

'.:;(]))fede.ral funds received ini.der·Title 20 ohhe foderal--?ocial Security.Act 
2· :U.S.C. S~c.')397 et seq.) and appi:opri'ated by the.L.egislature for the county 
'mc~s ·block' grant arid, 'the in·: home· supportive services. administration "shall' 
,' considered part 9f'th'e state sh.are of cost and not: ,part 'oI' the' fed~ral '' 
: enditures for. this purpose: · ·· . · . · · .-

dded by Stats.1991·, c. 91 (A.B.948), §' 16; ~ff. June 30, 1991. Amended•by Stats.1993,. 
'cf•9 (S.B.35), § 9, eff. June 30, 1993.) 

Historical and Statutory Notes · 
' ' 

r conditions rendering the. provisions of 
~.1991, c. 91 inoperative, see Historical and 
· tory Notes under Health and Safety Code 
5. 

requiring federal waiver or federal approval, is 
set out in the Historical and Statutory Notes 
under Welfare and Institutions Code § 10101. 

tion 70 of Stats.1993, c. 69 (S.B.35), de­
g operation of provisions of that chapter 

Library References 

\es e=>l31. 
TLAW Topic No. 360 . 
. States§§ 230, 234 to 239. 

Repealed by Stats.1983, c. 883, § 1.5, eff. Sept. 19; 1983, 
operative Jan. 1, 1984 

Hisforical and Statutory Notes 

·~pealed section, added by ,Stats. l 982, c. 
"'6663, § B, related to legislative find. 

ings, social services, review of federal and state 
laws and report to legislature. 

02. Plan to control costs of county administered social service pro-
grams; establishment; administration· 

tate Department of Social Services shall establish and maintain. a plan 
costs of county administered social services programs will be effective-· 
!,led within the amount annually appropriated for these services. Each 
all utilize least cost services, provided that the quality of services is 
~~. Allocations shall be made to each county and shall be limited·by, 

... "ned based upon, an' allocation plan developed by the State Depart­
'gcial Services ·and approved by the Department of Finance. In 
:.· .g the plan, .the State Department of Social Services shall not 
'"~s to cover county cost overruns which result from county failure to 

.· ments of the plan. · . 

.. 1983, c. 883, § 2, eff. Sept.19, 1983, operative Jan.: I, 1984.) 

Historical and Statutory Notes 

}02, added by Stats.1978, c. 
.i,ng -to goals of social service 
·· .ealed by StatS. 1983, c. 883·, 
,, 1983, operative Jan. l·, l 984. 

Derivation: Former§ 10202, added by Stats. 
1982, c. 978,, p. 3544, § 29. 

Cross References 

):i(lf Social Services, see Welfare and Institutions Code § I 0550 et seq. 
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CA WEL & JNST S 12301.6 
West's Ann.Cnl.Welf. & Inst.Code§ 12301.6 

WEST'S ANNOTATED CALIFORNIA CODES 
WEtFAREAND INSTITUTIONS COJ:)E 

DMSION.9. PUBLIC SOCIAL SERVICES 
PART 3.Am AND MEDICAL ASSISTANCE 

CHAPTER 3 .. STATE SUPPLEMENTARY PROGRAM FOR AGED, BLIND AND DISABLED 
. · . -. - - _. - - · ARTICLE'7~'INiHOMESUPPORTIVESERVICES - • _ - -.. ___ - • 

··, :: ' .· .:·~~~fr-~j.~:~'..~: ... ~ ·:·:~~.· -· I ' : - , . '·:. 

... - . -- ,_. . .: ·:::capj.~~_;-\i.fest''Q;~u~ ~001: All ri-glits reserved._ 
·.· :_.. . ··-··- ::.: -· -.··· ... •' ... 

---- ·- . . . .. . . -, Cui-r~ni'tlt~~i~ eild
0

of1999-2000 Reg.Selis. ~nd lst Ex.Sess. 

and urgencyJegislation through ch. 109 of the 2001 R,eg.Sess. 
·arid ch. 13 of th~ 2001 lstEx.Sess.'nnd Nov. 7,2000 election 

§ ·t:z_3.QJ;'6.,De!ivery of in-home ~upportive services 

Pager· 

· .. · ··· .. 

.... , 

(a) Notwithstanding Sections 12302 and 12302.1, a county board of supervisors may, at its option, elect to do either of 
the following: 

(1) Contract with a nonprofit consortium to provide for the delivery of in- home supportive services. 

(2) Establish, by ordinance, a public authority to provide for the delivery of in-home supportive se~vices. 

'(b)(I) To.,the extent that a county elects lo establish a public authority pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (a), the 
enabling ordinance shall specify the membership of the governing body of the public authority, the qualifications for 
individual- ·ffiembers, the manner of appointment, selection, or removal of members, bow long they shall serve, and 
other matters as the board of supervisors deems necessary for the operation of the public authority. 

(2) A public authority established pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) shall he both of the following: 

(A) An entity separate. from the county, and shall be required to file the statement required by Section 53051 of the 
Government Code. - · 

.,(B) A corporate public body, exercising public and essential governmental functions and that bas all powers necessary 
,,o;_;;·convenient to carry out the delivery of in-home supportive services, including the power to contract for services 
pursuant to Sections 12302 and 12302. l and that makes or· provides for direct payment to a provider chosen by the 
recipient for the purchase of services pursuant to Sections 12302 and 12302.2. Employees of the public authority shall 
not be employees of the county for any purpose. 

(3)(A) As an alternative, the enabling ordinance may designate the board of supervisors as the governing body of the 
public autbority. 

(B) Any enabling ordinance that designates the board of supervisors as the·governing body of the public authority shall 
also specify that no fewer than 50 percent of the membership of the aqvisory committee shall be individuals who are 
current or past users of personal assistance services paid for through public or private funds or recipients of services 
under this article. -

(C) If the enabling ordinance designates the board of supervisors as the governing body of the public authority, it shall 
alSO' require the appointment of an advisory committee of not more than· 11 individuals who shall be designated in 
acc_ordance with subparagraph (B). - - · 

(D) Prior to making designations of committee members pursuant to subparagraph (C), or governing body members in· 
accordance with paragraph (4), the board of supervisors shall solicit recommendations of qualified members of either 
the governing body of the public authority or_ of any advisory committee through a fair and open process that includes 
the provision of reasonable, written notice to, and a reasonable response time by, members of the general public and 
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interested persons and organizations . 

. (4) If the enabling ordinance does not design~te the board of supervisors as the governing body of the_ public authority, e 
the enabling ordinance shall require the membership of the _governing body to meet the requirements of subparagraph 
(B) of paragraph (3). · · · · 

(c)(l) Any public-authority" cre_ated pursuantto this section shall be deemed to be the empioyer of"ii:i~home ~uppo;tive 
services personn~l referie_d to. re~ipient~ under paragraph (3) ~f subdivis_imi (d) within the. meaning 'o{ Chapter' i'o . 

. : (comrn~!lcing with Seetion 3500) of.Division {()f Title) of the Government Code.· Recipients shall.retain t~e right to 
: hire, fire, and supervise the work.of any in-home supportiy~·s_eryices personneLprcividing.services to them·. ' . . .• .. .· 

.:··· •• •• ' • .... ' < • ' • -

··-.•: •. 

(Z)(A) Any noIJprcifit cqnsortitim contracting with a county pursuant tci this section shalJ be deemed to be tl;e employer 
of'in-home supportive services personnel referred to recipients pursuant to". paragraph· (3) of subdivision (d) for the 
purposes of collective bargaining over wages, hours, and other terms.and cond_itions of employment. 

(B). Recipients shall retain the right to hire, fire, and supervise the work of any in-home supportive services personnel 
providing services for them. 

(d) A public authority established pursuant to this section or a nonprofit consortium contracting with a county pursuant 
to this section, when providing for the delivery of services under this aiticle by contract in accordance with Sections 
12302 and 12302. l or by direct payment to a provider chosen by a recipient in accordance with Sections 12302 and 
12302.2, shall comply with and be subject to, all statutory and regulatory provisions applicable to the respective 
delivery mode. 

(e) Any ~onprofit c_onsortium contracting with a county pursuant to this section or any public authority established 
pursuant to this. section shall provide for all of the following functions under this article, but shall not be limited to 
tl1ose functions: 

(l) The provision of assistance to recipients in finding in-home supportive services personnel through the 
establishment of a registiy. 

(2) Investigation of the qualifications and background of potential personnel. 

(3) Establishment of a referral system under which in-home supportive services personnel shall be referred to· 
recipients. 

(4) Providing for training for providers and recipients. 

(5) PerformJng any other functions related_ to the delivery of in-home supportive services. 

(6) Ensuring that tbe requirements of the personal care option pursuant to Subchapter 19 (commencing with Section 
_ 1396) of Chapter _7 of Title 42 of the United States Code are met. · 

(f)(l) Any nonprofit consortium contracting with a county pursuant to this section or any public authoiily created 
pursuant to this section shall be deemed not to be the employer of in-home supportive services pe_rsonnel referred to 
recipients under this section for purposes of liability due to the negligence or intentional torts of the in-home supportive 
services personnel. · 

(2) In no case shall a nonprofit consortium contracting with a county pursuant to this section or any public.authority 
created pursuant to this section be heid liable. for action or omission of any in-borne supportive services personnel 
. whom the nonprofit consortium or public authority did not list on its registry or otherwise refer to a recipient. 

(3) Counties and the state sh.all be immune from any liability resulting fr_om .their implemen:ation of this section in. the 
administration of the In-Home Supportive Services Program. Any obligat10n of the public authonty or consortium 
pursuant to this section, whether sta_tutory, contractual, or otherwise, shall be the obligation solely of the public 
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aytl]ority or nonprofit consortium, and shall not be the obligation of the county or state. 

· ,·.''.N:;:1~;'·A~y nonprofit consortium contracting with a county pursu~nt to this ~ection shall ensure that it has a g.oveming 
A .. ·.- .. body that complies with. the requirements of subparagraph ·(B) of paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) or ari advisory-
• committee that complies witli subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph (3) of subdivision (b). 

. .'' . ·. - · ... ·.·.- ·,,!,'·'' ... ·.. . . . . . . . . - ·, . -.._ . - . .. . . . . . .· -·: . 

. . :::··~·:.•;.::,,.,;.:·(Ii) Recipiiihts of services under this section may elect to rec.eive services from in-home supportive services. personnel · 
.,\c;:.: \ .. '.";·who are.not ~eferi-ed io thein by the publie' allthority or' nonprofit ccinsortiU!Jl.· Thoi;e personnel shall be referred .to the .. ·. 

. . . . . publi~ auµ\Qrity or nonprofit consortium for. the ·puiposes of. wage;;•. benefits', .·and . other ternis aiid .condition~ bf .· 
.. . . . emplpymen\. . : ·:· ' ' . . . . . .. . . .· •.. · . . . . 

(i) Nothing in this ·s_ection shall be construed to ... aff~ct the state's responsibilitY with respect to the state payroll sysiem, · 
unemploymen.t insurance, or workers'.compensation and other provisions of Section 12302.2 for providers of in'home 
supportive services. Any county thnt elects to provide in-home sopp6rtive services pursuant to this section shall be 
responsible for any increased costs to· the in-home supportive services case management, information, and payrolling 
system attributable to that. election . The department shall collaborate with any county that elects to provide in-home 
supportive services 'pursuant to this section prior to implementing the amount of financial obligation for which the 
county shall be responsible . · 

Gl To the extent permitted by federal law, personal care option funds, obtained pursuant to Subchapter 19 
(commencing with Section 1396) of Chapter 7 of Title 42 of the United States Code, along with matching funds using' 
the state and county sharing ratio established in subdivision (c) of Section 12306, or any other funds that are obtained 
pursuant to Subchapter 19 (commencing with Section 1396) of Chapter 7 of Title 42 of the United States Code, may be 
used to establish and operate an entity authorized by this section. 

Cki Notwiihstanding any other provision of law, the county, in exercising its option to establish a public authority, shall 
not be subject to competitive bidding requirements. However, contracts entered into by either the county, a public 
authority, or a nonprofit consortium pursuant to this section shall be subject to competitive bidding as otherwise 
required by law. 

(1)(1) The department may adopt regulations implementing this section as emergency regulations in accordance with 
Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part I of Division 3 of. Title 2 of the Government Code. For the 
purposes of the Administrative Procedure Act, the adoption of the regulations shall be deemed an emergency and 
ne\:;"ssary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health and safety, or general welfare'. Notwithstanding 
Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code, these 
emergency regulations shall not be subj~ct to the review and approval of the Office of Administrative Law. 

(2).Notwithstanding subdivision (h) of Section 11364.1 and Section 11349.6 of the Government Coae, the department 
shall transmit these regulations directly to the Secretary of State for filing. The regulations shall become effective 

. immediately upon filing by the Secretary of State. · 

(3) Except as otherwise provided for by Section 10554, the Office of Administrative Law shall provide for the printing 
and publication of these regulations in the California Code of Regulations. Emergency regulations adopted pursuant to 
this sub.division shall remain in effect for no more than 180 days; 

(m)(l) In th'e !Jvent that a county elects to form a nonprofit consortium or public authority pursuant to subdivision (a) 
before.- the State Department of Health _Services has obtained ali necessary federal approvals pursuant to paragraph (3) 
of subdivision Ul of Section 14132.95, all of the following shall apply: 

(A) Subdivision (c) shall apply only to those matters that do not require federal approval. 

(B) The second sentence of subdivision (g) shall not be operative. 

(C) The nonprofit consortium or public authority shall not provide services other than those specified in paragraphs 
(1), (2), (3), (4), and (5) of subdivision (d). 
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(2) Paragraph (I) shall become inoperative when the Stale Department of Health Services has obtained all necessary 
federal approvals pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivi~ion Q} of Section 14132.95. 

(n)(l) One year after the effective date of the first approval by the department granted io the first publk autho~ity, the. - ·. :_,_ 
Bureau-of State Audits shall commiss_ion a study to review the performance of that public authority. · · · 

(2)The study shall_be ;ubmitted to the Legislature and the Governor not later than two years after the effective date· of"'· .. - .-
the- approval specified'-in_ subdivlsion (a). The study ~hall. give special attention to the health and welfare of th~: ', ': -

-recipients under the public authority, including-the degree.to-which all required services have been'-<jelivered~ out-of~·-·_ -
home placement rate_s, prompt response to recipient complaints, and any-other issue the djrector deems relevant _- : · · · -- · _: 

- -. ' ... - . ·.. ' . - .: ... '. ·.. ' . . - . - . ' -. . . : . ' - - - ~ - ' . ·, '. 

(3) Tl;e report shall -make -reconilnendations fo theLegislarure and the Governor for any ch~nges to this section that 
·will further ensure the well-being of recipien!S and the most efficient deli very of required services. · -

- . 

(o) Commencing July l, 1997, the department shall provide annual reports to -the appropriate fiscal and policy 
committees of the Legislature on the efficacy of the implementation of this section, and shall include an assessment of 
the quality of care provided pursuant to this section. 
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recipients unde1' the public auihority, including the degree to which au·· 
. ser:vices'have been delivered, out-ofchonie placement rates, "wompt resp 
.. recipient complaints,. and any:ofher is'sue. the' dii:ettor:deeni.s relevant. .. ' ' 

. (3) The· ·r~port shall ·make: re6o~~~~ .. dation~ to·. the• Legislature···," 
ci6vem~i- for ·a:ri_y cfimges t~ thi; s~cti~n that wi.lf further ensure ·the we1i. 
of recipients and. the most efficient delivery of requlred services: . : 

(o) Com1~encing July l, 1997,. the de:iJ.artment shall provide a~i.n~al rep 
the appropriate .fiscal and policy committees of the Legislature on ihe e 
of the implementation of this section, and shall include an assessment o 
quality of care provided pursuant to this section. . 
(Added by Stats.1999, c. 91 (S.B.710), § 2, eff. July 12, 1999. 
108 (A.B 2876); § 44.2, eff. July 10, 2000.) 

Historical and St~tutory Notes 

Former § 12301.6, added by Stats. l 992, c. Stats.1999, c. 9 l (S.B.710), § l, eff. Ju( 
722 (S.B.4BS), § 54, amended by Stats.1993, c. 1999. See \his section. ... 
69 (S.B.35), § 44; Stats.1993, c. 1252 (S.R Det'ivat!on: Former § 12301.6. added 
l 07 B). § 16;. Stats. J 994, c. 146 (A.B.360 l ), Stats .l 992, c. 722, § 54, amended by St 
§ 229; Stats.1994, c. 1029 (A.B.1354), § 3; 1993, c. 69, § 44; Stats.1993, c. 1252, § 
Stats.1996, c. 206 (S.B.1780), § 22; Stats.1999, Srats.1994, c. J46, § 229; Stats.1994, c. 10 
c. 90 (A.B.!682), § 4, relating to delivery of in- § 3; Slats.'!996, c. 206, § 22; Stats.1999, c . 

. home supportive services, was repealed by § 4. 

Library References. 

Social Security and Public Welfare e=>S, 6, 
176.l. 179.l. 

C.J.S. Social Security and Public 
§§ 6 to 9. 96, 102. 

WESTLAW Topic No. 356A. 

§ 12301.7, Administrative costs for public authority or nonprofit 
ti um 

The annual administrative cost for ai1y public authority or nonprofit consoi~; 
tium created· pursuant to Section 12301.6, exclusive of any increas'e in provide\1\ 
wages or bene(its or·employer taxes when negotiated or agreed to by the public.':: .. 
authority or nonprofit consortium, shall be shared by the state and the counties ' 
as p'rescribed in Section 12306. · 
(Added by Stats.1997, c. 606 (A.B.67), § 27, eff. Oct. 3.'1997.) 

Historical and Statutory Notes 
The Senate Daily Journal for tbe 1997-98 changes required to implement the budget. 

Regular Session, page 3114, contained the fol- This bill includes nearly all of the language 
lowing letter dated September 11, 1997, from. which was contained in AB 1153 which was 
~en. ThomP,SO(l, regarding A.B.67 (Stats.1997, passed by the Legislature and subsequently ve" 
c. 606). toed by the Governor due to his objections to 

Sections 2 and 62 of AB 1153. The two sec-
"Sacramento, September (1, 1997 tions of AB 1 (53 to which the Governor object-

ed have been removed. The language in Sec· 
"171e Honorable Bill Loe/eyer tion 27 dealing with Public Authorities in AB 67 
"President pro Tempo1·e is identical to that passed by the Legislature in 
"Dear Senator Lockyer: 1 arn· writing this AB l l53. · 

letter ·to the Senate Journal to clarify the intent "TI1e process of d~veloping this bill began in 
of Section 27 of AB 67 (Welfare and Jnstitutions March when subcommittees of the Legislature 
Code 12301.7), the Omnibus Social Services began public hearings on the Govemor's pro-
Trailer bill of 1.997. This bill reflects statut01y 'posed budget. 
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f;t9i-which all required· 
rates, prompt response. t.d. 
deems rel~yi'\Dt. . . . r 
the:·Legi~l~htre and thW. 
her erisi.i're 'the w.ell-bei.Il . 
i service~,· . . ·· ·. 
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omoved. The language 
with Public Authorities : 
1at passed by the Legis! 

of developing this bill 
tbcommittees of the L<e 
~arings an the Govern ... 

AID AND MEDICAL ASSISTANCE 
Pt: 3 

"Section 27, grew out of a. hearing held by 
Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommit­
tee No. 3, which I chair, on April 24, 1997. ·.The 
following appeared in the Subcommittee's anal;· 
ysis_,.,, · · · · · · · 

§ 12302 

"Ac.cording· to the Public Authority Cowicil, 
the Department of Social Servites has not paid'.· 
the administrative claims .of Public Allthorities 
in San Mateo,. san· Frani:isco, and Alameda 

. Counties ... The current anio.unt required to cov-. 
.er·these costs ls $1.3 million, ''3,. ·Public Authority Administration Costs ... 

: •• 11 ~_ackiro~nd: - · -f •· ...... - • • •• ~ _ 

·, ,"Historically,' there have been: two ,primary 
modes.of service delivery-for !HSS·services: .the 

·. > :'The:action. of tbe Subcoirunitt~e ;,,.as to ~p,: .. 
• propriate .the $1.3. -million and. instruct the _De-. : 
· paitniertt.to pay the clain1s ofthe Pulilic.Alithor: 

. Individual Provider mode, in -which ·indivipuals 
.needing services sought, hired, trained and fired · 
their own providers and the contract mci.de .. 
which employed providers and provider · se·r- · 
vices to clients. Last year, the legislature .also 
approved a third niode: the Task Frequency 
Basis. After a great deal of discussion last year, 
it was clarified that Public Authorities are not a 
fourth mode of service dell very. 

"In 199 I, during Realignment counties were 
given a much larger share of cost for the IHSS 
program and discussions were initiated by the 
Health and Welfare Agency regarding improve­
ments in the system, These discussions led to 
the adoption in 1993 of a Public Authority op-

' tion for counties. The Public Authority option· 
allowed counties lo continue the Individual Pro-
vider mode but allowed them (and in some 
cases required them) to provide for registries of 
providers. background checks and collective 
ba~gaining. Under the Individual Provider 
mode, the state provides payrolling services in­

.. .'oluding workers compensation and provides 

.. funding for administration to the counti.es. 
"Legislation authorizing public authorities 

· was passed in 1993 and clari6ed in 1994. A 
.state plan amendment was submitted to the 
·~federal government to allow for the establish-
. Il!.ent of public authorities. (Approximately . 
:60% ·of fonding for IHSS comes ·from federal 
· l;!edi-Cal Personal Care Services Pr.ogram, 

CSP). It was approved in January of l 995. 
' 

11 Issue: . 

ities. ·This action was subsequently adopted' by· 
·the full Senate. On May 12, 1997, Subi:ommit­
tee No. I of the Assembly Budget committee 
took an identical action. Again, this action was 
upheld by'a full v.ote of tb_e Assembly .. 

"Subsequent to this hearing, but prior to ·pas- . 
sage of the state. budget, the Department began 
paying the claims of the Public Authorities as 
submitted, 'without the appropriation of addi- . 
tional funds. When the Governor chose to pay 
the full PERS claim, which required massive 
budget reductions, the Conference committee 
on AB 107 eDminated the $1.3 million augrnen­
tat.ion for Public Authority Claims believing the 
funding level proposed by the Governor for 
1997-98 would be sufficient to cover all allow­
able !HSS .administrative costs includin'g Public 
Authority claims. In addition, the Conference 
Committee acted to adopt statutory language to 
clarify the validity of Public· Authority claims. 

. Specifically, this language prov.ides that Public 
Authorities be reimbursed at the same rate­
neither less than nor greater than-as any coun­
ty for IHSS· administrative activities which 
'would otherwise be. performed by· the county . 

"It has been the intent of the Legislature that 
future year appropriations be adjusted as neces­
sary to cover the cost of the IHSS program 
including county administrative claims, contract 
claims, and Public Authorities' claims. 

"Sincerely, 

"MIKE THOMPSON, Chair 

"Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Committee" 

Library References 
Social Security and Public Welfare ~5. 
WESTLAW Topic No. 356A. · 

C.J.S. Social Security and Public Welfare 
§§ 6 to 7, 

12301.8. R~pealed by Stats.1999, c. 91 (S.B.710), § 3, eff. July 12, J999 

Historical and Statutory Notes 

e repealed sect.ion, added by Stats.!999, c. 
(A.B. l 682), § 5, eff. July 12, 1999, related .to 

; .eases in provider wages and benefits. 

Provision of services Jn accordance with county plan; implemen-
. tation; review; expenditure pattern · . 

. ach county is obligated to ensure that services are provided to all eligible 

.ipients during each month of the year in accordance witli the county plan. 
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PUBUC SOCIAL 

Di.v": Jn orde1' to implement such a plan, an individual county may hire homenjJy 
ers and other -in-home. supportive personnel in accorclance with estab]i~jj~; 
county .civil service requirements or merit. systeri1 requfrement~ for. th·::· 
counties .no't having civil service, ·or may contract with ii cfr.i;: cottnty, or .ci 
and .. c;ounty ·.agency, a ... Joe.a]. heait1J ... distric;'t, a· ·.vol,i ntary" non pi·cifit' · age

1
1cy;" 

proprieta1'y agency,: or ari i1idiviclua] or i1rnke. direct payment fo» a recipient fif 
. the pi.ircbase of services:'. : · . · · · . . ..... · .. · . . . . . . . ·~· ~ , .. 

. County plans ar~ effective upon subii1issio11 to.the departri1ent. In reviewu
1
· 

county plans the department shall assure that plans are in compliance \Iii 
provisions of this article including i::ompl(arice with Section J 230 L In th~ 
e\;ent- the departme;1t finds a coun·ty plan is not in co111pliance it shall lake 
appropriate action to assure compliance. , , 

The clepartment shall monitor the actual monthly expenditures where avajj,·,, 
able for services to assure co111pliance with the county plans. If the county's·'.·: 
expend{tui-e pattern is not consistent with the plan, the department shaif::· 
require tl1e county to amend tbe plan. 

(Added by Stats.1973, c.· 12J6, p. 2910, § 37, cff. Dec. 5, 1973. Amended by Stats.1974, f 
c. 75, p. 164, § 4, cff. March 14, 1974; StaLs.1977, c. 1252, p. '1662, § 813, ope1·ative "'. 
July l, 1978; Stats.J9BJ, c.-69, p. 173, § 19, eff. June 17, 1981, operntive July 1, 1981; · 
Stals.1985, c. 86, § 3, eff. June 21, 1985; Stats.1987, c. 1~38, § 3, operative July 1, 1988.) 

Hist'orical and Sr.;itut:ory Notes 
Operative date of Slats. I 973, c. I 216, p, 2894, 

see l-.listorical and Statutory· Notes under Wei· 
fare Rnd lnstitlllions Code§ I 0551. 

Operative effect of 1974 amendment, .sc:~ His-
101·ical and Stat111011• Notes under Welfare and 
J nstitutions Code § I 215 J. 

Section 19 ofSla!s.1974, c. 75, p. 171, provid­ed: 

''The amendments to Sections 12302. l.2.303 
and I 2304 of, and the addition of Sections 

12303.5 ~nd J 2304.5 lo, the Welfare and Insti· 
tutions Code nlade by this ac[ do not constitute 
a change in, but. are declaratory of, the pree,\ist­
ing law." 

Intent of Stats. 1985, c. 86, see note under 
Welfare and Jnstitutions Code§ 12301. 

Dedvation: Formc1· § I 3912, added by· Stols. 
1968, c, !399, p. 2757, § !, amended by Sta1s. 
197 J, C, \ 593, p. 3407, § 559. 

Cross References 

In-home supportive services, personal care sei·vices, see Govcrn111en1. Code§ 6253.2. 

State supplementary program for aged, blind and disabled, amendments as declaration of preexist­
ing 1.nw, see \-Velfare and Jnslitutions Car.le§ J 2~07. 

Librnry References 
Social Security and Public Welfare =s. 
WESTLAW Topic Mo. 356A. 

Approval 
Pay1nc11L for servic~s 2 

!. Approval 

C.J.S. Social Security and Public we1rarc 
§§ 6 to 7. 

Notes ul' Decisions 

individuals or entities pursuant to p1:ovision of 
this section; such ·authoiiLy includes the special 
power to deny funding where the circumstances 
surrow1ding the contr<:icts so indicate. City and 
CaLLnty of San FLancisco v. State: (App. l Dist. 
I 978) I 5 I Cal.Rprr. 469, S7 Cal.App.3d 959. State L:Igcncy. Ln charge of administr.ation of 

social se1·vices has implied .authoriLy to approve 2, Payment [tJJ' Scl'l'iccs . 

or disapprove in-home supportive services con· A voluntary nonprofit 01· proprieta11• age!lcy 
trnclS cmercd into between counties and ptivate provider o[ in-home supporJive sen•ices pcr-
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§ 12302.1 PUBLIC SOCIAL SE 
Hlstoricnl nnd Statutory Notes 

. . . • . • j 

Secti.on 2 of Stats.1980, c. 943, p. 2988, pro-. rated in the form set forth· in§ 2 of c; 1 • 
vided: · amendment of this section by § 1 of St 

"The provisions of this' act. shall not apply to·. c. · U 82, failed fo become operative · 
any contrac.t in effect· on· the eff~ctive date of. provisions ·~r § ) ·of. that Act: : . · '. ·: · ·: .. 

· this act/'-. · · · · · -.· ~secti~~--affected bY·:--tW~ of ·~~·re ·.;c~ 
" ... ~mdndn\e;.,t of this s~cti'on. b/ f2. qf Siats.' .. · same s'ess.iciri··of tl1e legislati,lre, see Gove' 
· 1991, c:.irn1, failed io bec·omecip.erative.under · Code:§."9605. .. · · · · 

.... the provisions_ of§ 3 ofthaiAcL · .. · ·:· .: .. •· .. Urgency.effective provisions of Stats.i' 
·urider 'the"provi;ions of § 3 of Stats. 1991,. c. 206 (S.B.1780), see Historical and Sta 

1182, the 1991 amendments of this section by c. Notes under Welfare arid Institution5·: 
11.81 and c. 1182 were given effectand incorpo- § 10830: 

Cross References 

Adrnlnistrntive regulations and rulemaking, see G_ovemment Code§ 11340 et seq. 
Department of Social Services, generally, see Welfare and Institutions Code § 10550 et seq. 

Uhrary References 

Social Security and Public Welfare <l=>S. 
WESTLl(W Topic No. 356A. 

C.J.S. Social Securiry and Public 
§§ 6to7. 

§ .12302.2 . . Performance of rights, duties and obligations and paymeni: 
certain contributions, premiums and truces on recipient's · 
half as employer 

(a) If, the state or a county ·makes or prnvides for direct payment to 
. provider chosen by a recipient or to the recipient for the purchase of in-ho. 
supportive services, the department shall perform or assure the performance 6 
all rights, duties and obligations of the recipient relating to such services. .. 
required for purposes of unemployment compensation, unemployment compe · 
sation disability benefits, workers' compensation, federal and state income tax 
and .federal old-age surVivors and disability insurance benefits. Such rights 
duties, and obligations include:, but are not limited to, registration arid obtain­
ing empfoyer account numbers, providing information, notices, and report-s;; 

:'· making applications and returns, and withholdiI)g in trust from. the paymeritS: 
made to or on behalf of a recipient amounts to be· withheld from the wages of. 
the provider by the recipient as an employer ·and transmitting such amounts , 
afong with amounts required for all contributions, premiums, and taxes payable. :. 
by the recipient a!i the employer to the appropriate person or state OJ" federal 
agency. The department may assure the. performance of any or all such rights, 
duties, and obligations by contract with any person, or any. public or private 
agency. 

Contributions, premiums, and taxes shall be paid or transmitted on the 
recipient's bdhalf as the 'employer for any period commencing on or after 
January 1, 1978, except that contributions, premiums, and taxes for federa!'and 
state income taxes and federal old-age, survivors and disability insurance 
contributions shall be paid or transmitted pursuant to this section commencing 
with the first full month which begins 90 days after the effective date of this 
section. 

Contributions, premiums', and taxes paid or ·transmitted on the recipient's 
behalf for unemployment compensation, workers' compensation, and the em-
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AID AND MEDICAL ASSISTANCE § 12302~2"' 
Pt. 3 . . . . . .•· . . . . Not~ 1, 
player's share of federal old-age survivors and disability insti1~ance benefits shall,: 
be payable in addition to the maximuin monthly amount established pttrsuani. 
to Section 1230.:i.5 cir subdivision (a) cif Section.12304 or other'.amount pay~bl{ 

. to o.r on behalf of.a'reCipie~t. · Contribution~. prernhii:ris; or;:~§\~s resulfrng fro1n 
liabil}tyincurrea by the recipient as ·employer for unemplciymeht compensation; 

-.worke1~s· compe1isa:tiori, and ·fedel-al old-age; survivors-and'. disability insunince 
· beneBts:with respect to a:~y peri~·d c·aminendng cin or Mier January 1, 1978, 

and ending on or before the effective date of this section shall also be payable in 
addition to the maximwn monthly amount ·established pursuant to Section 
12303.5 or. subdivision (a) of Section 12304 or other ainount payable to or on 
behalf of the recipient. Nothing iri ·this section shall be construed to permit any 
interference with the recipient's right to select the provider of services or to. 
authorize· a charge for administrative costs against any amount payable to or on 
behalf of a recipient. 

(b) Funding for the. costs of administering this section and for· contributions, 
premiums, and taxes paid or transmitted 011 the recipient's behalf as an 
employer pursuant to this section shall qualify, where possible,. for the maxi­
mum federal reimbursement. To the extent that federal funds are inadecjuati;:, 
notwithstanding Section 12306, the state shall provide funding for the purposes 
of this section. · · 

(Added by Stats.1978, c. 463, § 4, eff. July 18, 1978.) 

Hlstodcal and Statutory. Notes 

Another § 12302.i was renumbered Welfare 
and Institutions Code § 12302.4 and amended 
'by Stats.1988, c. l 60, § 192. . 

Cross References 

.:Contracts with nonprofit consortiums or established public authorities to deliver in-home support-
ive services, not to interfere with provisions of this section, see Welfare and Institutions Code 

... § 12301.6. 
1P,isabiliiy compensation, employment, domestic services, see U~nernployment Insurance Code 
·· § 2606.S. 

mploying unit which employs individuals to perform in-home' supportive services, see Unemploy­
. ment Insurance Code§§ 683, 685. 

nemployment and disablliiy compensation, see Unemployment Insurance Code § 100 et seq. 

Library References 

_Social Securiiy and Public Welfare PS. 
:\VESTLAWTopic No. 356A. 

'~\ 

C.J.S. Social Securjty and Public Welfare 
§§ 6to7. 

Notes of Decisions 
§ 203). Bonnette v. California Health and Wel­
fare Agency, N.D.Cal.1976, 414 F:Supp. 212. 

Domestic services worker, hired and super-
.. vised by in-home supportive services. program 

·_I;lolnestic service workers aid recipient, is accorded same treatment as 
.~suming that persons employed to assist state employee for purposes of withholding fed­
. and disabled welfare recipients with basic eral and state income taxes, social security, and 

chores could be said to be employed by the retirement contributions; for unemplojrnent 
.ients, state and counly agencies could . and. disability insura·nce purposes. worker is 

.. heless be held as joint employers under co.vored as employee of aid recipient but aid 
·•·Fair Labor Standards Act (29 U.S.C.A. recipient's contributions must be made by the. 
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I Patricia Johnston state: 

County Fiscal Letter (CFL) 00/01-61 

Each fiscal year the IHSS Advisory Committee funds were i~glSd.~'cJ)n the l_ljSS 
- -Admin.istra_tive. Allocation. Initially in fY2000/2001 the coun.t.l~§}i#;ere"given,:~~· -
·_ $27,054 e9c_h i.n CFL· 00/Q.1 ~33: -'!he fu-ndingwas_!at?r. ~ug.m"§;Q:t~'.2!;ih C\=~::00/01-::-

61_. The amount of $1 ;452,000 was equally divided betw:~~rrW.articipating · -· · -. · 
- . .. . - - • . ' -, -~·.:Jri . ~ ~ . . 

· ·· counties·(56): The two non-partcipating counties were· Si={t:J);)iego a·nd Sutter. -
The amount allcicated'to each ofthe counties was $25;92.9.-;($-1,452,000 divided · 
by 56) .. The total amount allocated t_o each county for FY2000/2001 \/'{as - . 
$52,983.00. See enclosures CFL 00/01-33 & CFL 00/01-61. -. . . . . . . . 

County Fiscal Letter (CFL) 01 /02-12 

In FY 2001/2002 a total of $3,020,000 in federal and state funds was distributed 
for IHSS Advisory Committee operations. CFL 01/02-12 was equally divided 
between participating counties (57). The only non-partcipating county was San 
Diego County. The amount allocated to each of the counties was $52,982 

·: ($3,,_920,000 divided by 57). See enclosure CFL 01/02-12. 

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

.-.• .. 

.-, 

·o 

b 
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Patricia Johnsto ·, Bureau Chief 
IHSS/PCSP Bureau 
Adult Programs Branch 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 P Street. Sacramento, CA 95814 · 

. -; "·'·~ - . 

October 27, 2000 

_.. .. 

.. · 
. :·· ·.-· .. -. '."- . ,: 1· .._ .• _. . · ..• - - . -: '-~. 

' - ·. -. -.. 
· .• =. . . ' . : ··.· .;-.~?r.:.:.~.~:· - -.. · .... ; ·.· ·, ·;· .-_ .. • !~ ' . 

. . 
SUBJECT: 

. ,. ~·. ":'"'" .. 

-REVISE.D FISCAL YEAR 2000/01 IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE 
SERVICES (IHSS) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATION. 

REFERENCE: COUNTY FISCAL LETTER (CFL) NO. 00/01-14 

This letter provides your county with a revised FY 2000/01 IHSS Administrative , 
Program allocation. This revised allocation includes an additional $668,000 in State 
General Fund and $847,000 in Federal Reimbursement for the start-up and operation 
of the AB 1682 IHSS Advisory Committees. Each county's revised allocation is a result 
of the Certification Statements (CFL NO. 00/01-14, Attachment ll)that were returned to 
the County Financial Analysis Bureau. In order to be eligible to receive a portion of the 
available State General Fund, a county needed to certify that they will be establishing or 
continuing operation of an AB 1682. Advisory Committee in the current Fiscal Year. 

The available funds are being distributed equally to the participating counties (see 
Attachment I) and then added to your total initial IHSS administrative allocation (CFL 
00/01-14) for a revised IHSS administrative allocation (see Attachment 11). · 

A new claiming code(s), specific to the AB 1682 Advisory Committees will be 
established and tracked against the IHSS Administrative Allocation. Claiming 
instructions and program guidelines for the AB 1682 Advisory Committee allocation will 
be issued to the counties as soon as possible._ Program Codes 102, 103, 104 and 330 
will continue to be controlled against the total IHSS Administrative Allocation. 

For questions regarding this allocation, please contact your county analyst in the 
County Financial Analysis Bureau at (916) 657-3806. For program questions plea~e 
contact Vanessa Southward of the Adult Programs Bureau at (916) 229-4004. 

Original Document Signed by 
DOUGLAS D. PARK on 10127100 

DOUGLAS D. PARK, Chief 
Financial Planning Branch 

Attachments 

c: CWDA 

·o 
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FY2000/0l 

IHSSAdvisoryCommitteesAllocntian 

County Tatnl Federnl 

Alameda $27,054 $15, 125 

Alpine - $27,054 $15,125 

Amador $27,054 $_15,125 

Butte $27,054 $15,125 
Calaverns $27,054 $15,125 

Colusa $27,05~ $.15,125 
Cirnrr~Costa - - $27,054 "$15,125 

- DelNorte- - :. $27;054 ';$15,-125 . -.. · 
- '- ,_ 

·-$27,054_ . ,$i5,ds· -. ElD_orado,. 
Fresno'.· __ - - ' -

"$27,05~. $_15_,125 . .. -. .. 
Glenn $2 7 ,054 $15,125 
Humboldt_ $27,054 $15,125 

Imperial $27,054 . $15, 125 

Inyo $27,054 $15,125 

Keri1 $27,054 $15, 125 
Kings $27,054 $15,125 
Lake $27,054 $15,125 

Lassen $27,054 $15, 125 
LosAngeles $27,054 .$15,125 
Madera $27,054 $15, 125 
Marin $27,054 $15,125 
Mariposa $27,054 $15,125 
Mendocino $2 7 ,054 $15,125 
Merced $27,054 $15,125 
Modoc $27,054 $15, 125 
Mono $27,054 $15,125 
Monterey $27,054 $15,125 
Nnµa $27,054 $15,125 
Nevada $27,054 $15, l25 
Orange $27,054 $15,125 
Placer $27,054 '$15, 125 
Plumas $27,054 $15,125 
Riverside $27,054 $15,125 
Sacran1ento $27,054 $ l 5,125 
SanBenito $2'7,054 $15,125 
SanBemnrdino $27,054 $15,125 
SanDiego $0 $0 
SanFrancisco $27,054 $15, 125 
SanJoaquin $27 ,054 $15,125 
SanLuisObispo $27,054 $15,125 
SanMateo $27 ,054 $15,125 
SnntnBarbarn $27,054 $15,125 
SantaC!ara $27,054 $15,125 
SantaCrnz $27,054 $_15,l25 
Shasta $27,054 $15,125 
Sierra - $27,054 $15,125 
Siskiyou· $27,054 $15,125 
Soiano $27,054 $15,125 
Sonoma $27,054 $15,125 
Stanislaus $27,054 $15,125 
Sutter $0 $0 
Tehama $27,054 $15,125 
Trinity $27,054 $15,125 
Tulare $27,054 $15,125 
Tuolumne $27,054 $15, 125 
Ventura $27,054 $15,12~. 
Yolo $27,054 $15,125 
Yuba $27,054 $15, 125 
Total $1,515,000 $847,000 
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$11,929 

$I l ,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

' - $11 929 
•, .. , ·' . 

-. -$I l,929 

I -. , : $}_J ,929, 

-$11,929 

$11;929 

$11,929 

- $11,929 
- $11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 
$11;929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$I I ,929 

$11,929 
$1 l,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$1 l ,929 

$11,929. 
$11,929 

$0 

$11,929 
- $11,929 

$11,929 

$1 l,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 
$11,929 
$11,929 
$11,929 

- $11,929 

$! l,929 

$0 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 

$11,929 
$11,929 
$11,929 

$668,000 

County 

$0 

$0 

$0 

~o 
$0 

- - $-0 -

. - - -$0 
- . $0 ·-

$0 .. -
. . ' $0 

- . ' 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 
- -

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

.to 
$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 
·o $0 

$0 

$0 
$0 
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FY2UOO/Ol e. REVISEDIHSS. 
ALLOCATrON 

ALAMEDA $7;293,317 
ALPINE $89,624 ' ' 

·AMADOR ...... $105,51_8'" .. , : BUTTE:.· $1,200,804 
_ CAI,./j. VERAS . ' : .. '$182,794: 

.. COLUSA .. ,· ' •, ' $214;184 .• 
CONTRACOSTA $3 ,831,805 
DELNORTE $141,938 

·-ELDORADO $317,928 
FRESNO '$5,456,699 
GLENN $280,016 
HUMBOLDT $1,488,416 
IMPERIAL $1,578,130 
INYO $127,512 
KERN $3,903,050 
KINGS $533,738 
LAKE $771,621 
LASSEN $124,393 
LOS ANGELES $71,227 ,338 
MADERA $420,025 
MARIN $1,039,755 
MARIPOSA $101,695 
MENDOClNO $1,636,941 
MERCED $827,582 
MODOC $112,573 

9' 
MONO $88,159 
MONTEREY $1,992,969 
NAPA $436,202 
NEVADA $320,014 
ORANGE $3,896,707 
PLACER $702,107 
PLUMAS $126,936 
RIVERSIDE $4,708,735 
SACRAMENTO $7,435,006 
SANBENlTO '$126,947 
SANBERNARDlNO' $9,740,962 
SANDIEGO $9,761,075 
SANFRANCISCO $8,367,552 

'o 
·o 

. ' .-.. •.-.•. 
' 

FEDERAL STATE cci.UNTY 
SHARE SHARE ,,.;:{~~t~'.; > ' 

'$3,22l,568 $2,853,803' '"'~:~ $1,2 \.7';946 
-. $15,125 ' ' ~~-~:~~~ },:~1\~~~~i!i·~:·~~~ $54,621 
'.$5,80,739 ' : $437,624'>':0;0,i,)1•$182,441' 

$90,295: : $68,3~&/?':'.'rF:·H4,171~:-_ 
'$77,001 · ' $99;6rj:I; ;;/ ' $37,576' 

$1,749,622 $1,461,IOJ>· · $621,076 
$68,677 · .$54,86J'.. . $18,400_ 

$134,490' $131,985 '$51,453 
$2,339,794 $2,185,412 $931,493 

$125,920 '$111,446· $42,650 
$737,276 $529,377 $221;763 
$683,831 . $629,588 $264,711, 
$62,627 $48,998 $15,887 

$1,853,361 $1,43 8,361 $611,328 
$263,638 $l92,649 $77,451 
$391,222 $269,858 $110,541 

$57,298 $50,545 $16,550 
$33,692,832 $26,277,333 $11,257,173 

$210,807 $150,931 $59,187 
$477,664 $397,042 $165,049 

$49,579 $40,060 $12,056 
$781,234 $602,574 $253, 133 
$401,863 $301,582 $124,137 
$58,321 $41,555 $12,697 
$33,993 $41,495 $12,671 

$971,120 •' $718,873 $302,976 
$211,363 $160,966 $63,873 
$161,078 $114,834 $44,102 

$1,790,347 $1,478,031 $628,329 
$326,275 $266,661 $109,171 
$62,881 $48,417 $15,638 

$2,243,750 $1,729,068 $735,917 
$3,493,263 $2,762,799 $!,178,944 

$50,381 $57,175 $19,391 
$4,886,053 $3,402,015 $1,452,894 
$4,504,564 $3,679,558 $1,576,953 
$4,031,799 $3,038,606 $1,297,14 
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-· 99:65% 
'' .. 95:40°/; ·. · 

" 95.55%. 
'• ' 65.46%,' 

' 90.25%' 
92.28% 
81.24% 
84.76% 
86.71% 
97.83% 
85.35% 
93.62% 
' 93.89% 
97.l0% 

100.00% 
85.78% 
93.64% 
98.58% 
90.42% 
91.38% 
94.21 % 
95.64% 

100.00% 
61.l4% 
96.27% 
94.95% 
98.63% 
90.82% 

' 91.25% 
94.66% 
94.24% 
92.95% 

69.88% 
99.27% 
91.36% 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA. KEAL TH ANO HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 

. February 16, 2001 . ' ... ~ .. 

: . . . . ::~.:~ri:::~_:;·. ;:-_ : , , .. 
·,·•'·. ··.\i~{~·>f.~~~:".z'~ ..... .- ". . -. . .. 

; :coUNTYFISCAt'~WETTER(CFl) NO. 00/01-61' .. 
, . . . ~ · .. ·... . . .· ·.. -... ·.;. ~'.·'V.:>.>:·;.:;~ .·. . . . ·. -.. -. . . ·: .. ·. ... : 

•n··· .. 

TO: .ALLr3'0UNTY WELFARE FISCAL OFFICERS 
·ALL COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS· 

·, - . ··.· 

SUBJECT:· PLANNING AUGMENTATION TO FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2000/01 
IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (IHSS) PROGRAM 
ADMlN ISTRATIVE ALLOCATION 

REFERENCE: CFL No. OOi01-14, CFL No. 00/01-33, CFL No. OOi01-48 

. . : 

The purpose of this letter is to provide counties with a planning a)location augmentation 
of $10.5 million in Federal, State, and County funds for the administration of the IHSS 
Program in FY 2000/01. CFL No. 00/01-33 dated October 27, 2000, allocated $175 
million for FY 2000/01 IHSS Administration. This planning allocation includes 
augmentations for the Basic Administrative allocation, the Advisory Committee 
component, and funding for the implementation/administration of the Tyler v. Anderson 
court case judgement. 

IHSS Basic 

The augmentation of $6,592,000 in State, Federal, and County funds was distributed 
based on the following: 

o Each county's actual average monthly paid cases for the period covering 
May 1999 through April 2000. Caseload was obtained from the IHSS 
Management Statistics Summary Report. 

0 .Each county's revised FY 1998/99 actual I HSS unit cost adjusted for the 
· cost"ofdoing business (1.84%) for both FY 1999/00 and FY 2000/01. 

o . Each county's actual Title XIX usage rate based on FY 1999/00 
expenditures. 

Please reference CFL No. 00/01-14 for claiming codes and instructions. 
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IHSS Advisory Committee . 

CFL No. 00/01 ;33 allocated $1,515,000.in State and Federal funds for the 
. establishnient or continued operation of the county Advisory Committee required by · 
·. Assembly Bill (AB) 1682, Chapter 90 .. statutes ()f 1999. This allocati9n includes an .· 

augmentation of$1 ,A52,000 in State and Federal f\.)nds for the current year Advisory .. 
Conimiti:eeallocation. The avaiiable funds ·were distributed equally tq "partiCipatin'g .' : 

:·eo.Untie.s. . . . , . ·:-.; ~·: ·. _· .::·. ~- · . ··'.··· .. ·.~ · · .- :, . . . . . ~ -~·-· _. .. , ... ·: · -· . : . ' . · .. _ ~·! . 
. · ... -. 

In CFL No .. 00/01-48, dated December 22, 2000, Program Code 023 was establish~d ,v 

retroactive to the September 2000 claiming quarter in order to capture costs related to 
the Advisory Committees. Please reference CFL No. 00/01-48 for specific daim·1ng 
guidelines. • 

Tyler v. Anderson 

A total of $2,51.9,000 in State and County funds is being allocated for costs associated 
with Tyler v. Anderson claim settlement activities. With the exception of Amador, 
Calaveras, Fresno, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Tehama counties, the available 
funds are being distributed based upon a percent to total of each county's actual 
average monthly paid cases for the period covering May 1999 through April 2000. 
The counties listed above were excluded from the original Tyler v. Anderson lawsuit; 
however, there will still be some workload associated with the settlement activities. 
Therefore, each of those excluded counties is being allocated $1,000 per number of 
locations where Tyler v. Anderson information will be displayed. 

ACL: 08-01, dated January 22, 2001, provides counties with program implementation 
guidelines. In addition ACIN No. 1-99-99, dated December 22, 1999, provides 
background information on this settlement. Staff time related to the administration of this 
program should be charged to Time Study Code 1042 (IHSS -NON HR/NON-PCSP). 

If you have any questions concerning this allocation, please contact your county analyst 
in the County Financial Analysis Bureau at (916) 657-3806. 

Original Document Signed by 
DOUGLAS D. PARK on 2/16101 

DOUGLAS D. PARK, Chief 
Financial Planning Branch 
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.8 
COUNTIES 

ALAMEDA 
ALPINE 
AMADOR­

BUTTE 
CALAVERAS'._: 
COLUSk._: _ 

· CONTRA COST A:· 
DEL NORTE_ 
ELDORADO 
PRES NO 
GLENN 
HUMBOLDT· 
IMPER!AL 
INYO 
KERN 
KINGS 
LAKE 
LASSEN 
LOS ANGELES 
MADERA 
MARIN 
MARIPOSA 
MENDOCINO 
MERCED 
MODOC 
MONO 
MONTEREY 
NAPA 
NEVADA 
ORANGE 
PLACER 
PLUMAS 
RIVERSIDE 
SACRAMENTO 
SAN BENITO 
SAN BERNARDJNO 
SAN DIEGO 
SAN FRANCISCO 
SAN JOAQUIN 
SANLUIS OBISPO 
SAN MATEO 
SANTA BARBARA 
SANTA CLARA 
SANTACRUZ 
SHASTA 
SIERRA 
SISKIYOU 
SOLANO 
SONOMA 
STANSLAUS 
SUTTER 
TEHAMA 
TRINJTY 
TULARE 
TUOLUMNE 
VENTURA 
YOLO 
YUBA 

TOTAL 

- FINAL REVISED FY 2000101 mss ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATJON 

FY 2000/01 
INITIAL urss 

ALLOCATIONS 
CFI.'.\ l/Olnl-14 & 01111!1-33 

$7,293.J 17 
$89,624 -

. $105,518 

_ s1,21io;so4 
--. $182,794 

: $21~,18_4 
$3,83 J ,8_05 

$l4I ,938 
$317,928 

~5,456,699 

$280,016 
$1,488,416 
$1,578,130 

$127,512 
$3,903,050 

$533,738 
$771,62.1 

$124.393 
$71,227,338 

$420,025 
$1,039,755 

$! 01,695 
£1 ,636,941 

$827,582 
$112,573 

$88,159 
$J,992,96l) 

$436,202 
£320,0I4 

$3,396,707 
$702,107 
$126 .. 936 

$4,708,735 
$7,435,006 

$126,947 
$9,740,962 
£9, 761,[)75 
$8,367,552 
$2,649,986 

$946,209 
SI, 722.440 

$969,669 
$4.045.019 

$990,668 
$958,500 

$69,329 
$J8 I ,876 

$1,919,567 
$2,809,026 
$2,678.277 

$231.238 
$373,825 
$108,878 

$l.J86,940 
$231,698 

-$1,441,348 
$772)49 
$JS6,9I5 

$175,585,000 

JlY 2000101 
PLANNING 

AUGMENTATION 

.~502,550 

$30,218 
$31,176 

- $116,879 

: -'$'.lfl,6~0 
$Jl,870 

._: $254;658' 

'$37,149 
$46,725 

- $269,280 
$39,277 
$95,459 

$I 12,264 
$32,177 

$189,297 
$64,276 
$89,393 
$31,822 

$3,036,J 73 
$61. l 60 
$63,604 
$31,670 
$97,539 
$93,552 
$30,600 
$28,819 

$132,036 
$46.870 
$49,962 

$302,656 
$56,710 
$31,567 

S368,536 
S542,341 

$33, 163 
$302,084 
$703,744 
$561,550 
$210,891 

$75,467 
$140.545 

$98,866 
$283,332 

$86.504 
$92,467 
$29,018 
$38,963 

$130,192 
$.140,655 
$187,598 

$13,077 
~43,812 

$31,930 
$132.225 

$32,985 
$112,007 
$56.~ 05 
$42,689 

$10,563,000 261 

TOTAL 

$7,795;866 
$119,841 
$136.693 

$ \ ,317 ,682 
-·· 

' $2_17 ,463. ' 
-__ -$246,05J -· 

· $4.os~A~~ ' 
_ $l79;on 

$364,652 
$5,725,978 

$3.l.9.292 
$.1,583,874 
$1,690,)94• 

$159,689 
$4,092.34 7 

$598.0.14 
$86J ,OJ 4 
$156,215 

$74,263,71 I 
$481,184 

$l,lOJ,J59 
$133,365 

$1,734,480 
$92UJ4 
$143,173 
$I 16,977 

$2, 125,004 
$483,072 
$369,976 

'$4, 199,362 
$758,81 (i 
$158,503 

$5_.077.270 
$7,977,346 

$160,109 
$I 0,043,045 
$I 0,464,819 

$8,929, 102 
$2,860,876 
$1-,021,676 
$1.862.984 
$ J ,068,535 
$4,328,35 I 
$1,077,172 
$I,050,967 

$98,847 
$220,839 

$2,049,759 
$2,949,680 
$2,865,874 

$244,315 
$417,636 
$140,808 

$1,519,l64 
$264,682 

$1,553.355 
$828,453 
$429,604 

$186,148,1100 

'J11WERAL STATE 
SHARE SHARE 

$3,389,833 ' $3,092,564 
$_25, I 07 $74,676 

.. ' .. $66,557 - $5j ,458 
' $619;632 $"496,992 

: ~$103,609 
', ., :$88,447 

--. . S38,060 -

$tl8,6s6: 
$I ,832_.554. _ ·: $1,586;0B7 

$81,499 $76,673 
$150;284 $158,419' 

$2,467,523 $2;289,279 
- ·$139,534 $134,193 

$768,510 $579.1I3 
- $7.16,089 $690,370 

$75, l 18 $67,561 
$1,913 ,074 Sl,533,844 

$284;315 $227. 949 
$420,0l I $317 ,060 

$68,91 j $69.471 
$35,372,741 $27,231,630 

"$230,323 $.183,963 
$500, 186 $430,581 

$61,027 $58,998 
$818.242 $649,726 
$431,401 $35l.17I 

$70,039 $59,556' 
$44,836 $58,861 

H,018,164- $783, 145 
$228,586 $186,501 
$178.151 $142,638 

$1,887,182 $1,626,874 
$344.071 $298,682 

$73,847 $67,621 
$2,362,5 73 SI,908,(132 
$3.679,018 $3,017, 168 

$61,849 $77,145 
$5,046.768 $3,505,752 
$4,723.309 $4,019,02I 
$4,241,013 $3.290,00I 
$1,326.063 $1,082,722 

$493,959 $377,762 
$724,034 _$805,622 
$433.121 '$453, 148 

$1,980,106 $1,652.122 
$505.670 $408.411 
$49 l,420 $400.041._ 

$41,757 $48.J25 
$103,071 $90,799 

$1,001,408 $742,202 
$1,433,681- $1.069,5 56 

.$1.,345.466 $1,072,639 
$120,450 .$86,705 
$164.3 89 $I R5,636 

$47.0SJ $73,969 
$733,582 $558,264 
$130.149 $I 02,535 
$748,4B I $571,769 
$400,527 $307,909 
$206.628 $164,444 

$87,014,990 $69,860,702 

r'l.LL.IL\:ljlHClll 

CPL 00/0J-6! 

COUNTY 
SHARE 

- $I ,313,470 
$20,058 
$12,678 

·'.' 
-$201:058 

$25,794. -

- .$38;920. 
- ·$667.821 

$20,915 
$55,950 

$969,I 76 
$45,565 

-$236,251 
$283,934 

$17,009 

' $645.428 
$85,749 

$123,942 
$17,828 

$11,659,339 
$66,898 

$172,591 
$13,339 

$266,512 
$138,562 

$13,578 
$13,280 

$323,695 
$67,984 
$49,187 

$685,306 
$116,064 

$17,034 
$806,0.65 

$1.281,161 
$21,115 

$ l,490,525 
$1,722,490 
$1,398,088 

$452,091 
$.149,955 
$333,328 
$182,266 
$696.122 
$163,091 
$159,505 

$8.765 
$26,969 

$306,148 
$446.443 
$447,769 

$37,160 
:1;67,61 l 

.$19,755 
$227,318 

$31,998 
$233,105 
$120,017 

$58,532 

$29,272,308 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA- HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 P Street, Secramento, CA 95814 

. July 18, 2001 ·_· 
.. -· . ' 

. · . ·:: .·co'uNTY FISCAL',°~&t·tER:(CFLfNO: 01/02:12 : . : ... 

·.· ... ·.:fo:. · .. ····.·. d2ffb:3:N·~~0EL~;~~-:F1sc~L".dF:Fit.ERS ... ·. 

ALl:::'COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS . 

. ·.- .· 

SUBJECT:. FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2001/02 IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES 
(IHSS)PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE PLANNING ALLOCATION 

GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

. . . ... . : : ' ·~ . 

, 
Contingent upon approval of the State Budget, the amounts identified on the enclosed 
attachment are your planning allocations for the I HSS program. It is anticipated that a 
total of $195 million in Federal, State, and County Funds will be made available upon 
approval of the FY 2001/02 Budget Act. This planning allocation includes funding for 
costs associated with Personal Care Services Program (PCSP) activities, $upported 
Individual Providers (SIP), nurses, and denials of assistance. 

IHSS Basic 

The IHSS planning allocation was developed using the following factors to best model 
each county's program size for FY 2001/02: · · · 

e Each county's actual average monthly paid cases for the period covering 
May 2000 through April 2001. 

• Each county's FY 1999/00 actual 1·Hss unit cost adjusted for the cost of 
doing business (5.40%) for FY 2000/01. 

• Each county~s actual Title XIX usage rate based on expenditures through 
the first three-quarters of FY 2000/01. 

•· Each county was guaranteed to receive a minimum planning allocation of 
90% of their prior four quarters expenditures. 

· The caseload information used in this allocation was obtained from the In Home 
Supportive Services Management Statistics Summary Report. The allocation· 
methodology used assumes that each IHSS/PCSP case takes 11.5 hours to process. 

·The cases were multiplied by the 11.5-hour standard and then divided by 1, 778 hours 
available per worker to arrive at the Full Time Equivalents for each county. An 
adjustment was made to provide all counties with a minimum of one-half social wo_rker . 

. , 
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Counties that operate with SIPs were allocated additional funds included in the FY 
2001/02 Budget Act for this activity based on a percent to total of the SIP amount 
included in the FY 2000/01 allocation. These additional funds were added to the initial 
base planning allocation. . · · 

The IHSS health-related (HR) usage rate was applied to the total program level to 
·.·:identify po~ential,.TitleX_IX Fedwal fLjnds for those.adi;vi~ies ir1 both ·P.CSP andthe ·>· .·· .. _, 

><.: .· residual program. The State GeneraLFund (SGF) share was.calculated .at 70% of the .,. .. 
· ·non-federal share of t0e program; ~- · ' · · · · . · .. 

The State share of admiriistrative costs for IHSS activities claimed fo Program Codes 
· . 102 (IHSS~Skilled Professional Medical Personnel), 103. (IHSS-PCSP/HR), 104 (IHSS­

Non HR/NonPCSP) and 330 (IHSS - Fraud) on the County Expense Claim will be . 
charged against this allocation. Expenditures that exceed the State allocation will be 
transferred to county-only share through State Use Only Program Code 193. , 
Consistent with prior policy, IHSS surplus funds will be redistributed to counties that are 
deficit during the close.out process. 

IHSS Advisory Committee 

Contingent upon approval of the State Budget, $3 million in federal and state funds for 
continued operation of the county Advisory Committee required by Assembly Bill (AB) 
1682 will be made available. The SGF portion of $1,589,000 has been distributed 
equally to the participating counties and has been included in your total allocation on the 
attachment. Program Code 023 has been established to capture costs associated with 
the IHSS Advisory Committees~ Program Code 023 is tracked against the total IHSS 
allocation. 

Tyler vs. Anderson 

Contingent upon approval of the State Budget, a total of $115,000 in SGF will be made 
available to cover costs associated with Tyler vs. Anderson claim settlement activities. 
At this time, the funds will not be allocated, but rather held in reserve to be distributed 
during the close out process. 

If you have any questions concerning this allocation, please call your county analyst' in 
the County Financial Analysis Bureau at (916) 657-3806. 

Original Document Signed By . 

GLORIA MERK 
Deputy Director 
Administration Division 

Attachment 
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CFL 01'102-12 

J?Y 2001/112 TN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (HISS) & ADVISORY COMMITTEE PLANNING ALLOCATION 

· 1 COON'I'IES 1· 
'.._______,· 

ALAMEDA 
ALPINE 

- AMADOR 
sv-i:rE· · · .-
i::A_LAVERAS 
COLUS_A: , , . : . . · 
CONTRA COST A , 
DEL NORTE. 
ELDORADO 
FRESNO 
GLENN 
HUM30LDT 
IMPERIAL 
lNYO 
KERN 
KJNGS 
LAICE 
LASSEN 
LOS ANGELES 

, MADERA 
MARIN 
MAIUPOSA 
MENDOCINO 
MERCED 
MODOC 
MONO 
MONTEREY 
NAPA 
NEVADA 
ORANGE 
PLACER 
PLUMAS 
RIVERS I.DE 
SACRAMENTO 
SANDENJTO 
SAN BERNARDINO 
SAN OTEGO 
SAN FRANCISCO 
SANJOAQUJN 
SAN LUIS OBISPO 
SAN MATEO 
SANTA BARBARA 
SANTA CLARA 
SANTA·CRtJZ 
SHASTA 
SIERRA 
SISKIYOU 
SOLANO 
SQNOMA 
STANSLAUS 
SIJTIBR 
TEE AMA 
TRINITY 
TULARE 
TUOLUMNE 
VENTURA 
YOLO 
YUBA 

TOTAL 

l'Y 2001102 
IHSS 

ALLOCATION 

$6,326, 111 
. · .~I 24,Q45 

·SI 2B,2B9 
• '·- '$1.427;556' 

.. ,- - - $210.056 
- $220,134 

· · s:i,561,i is 
$209, 176 

: $428,077 
- $6,707,227 

.~295,560 

$1;222.507 
$1.502-°61 

$155,996 
$2,658,662 

$535,986 
$816,922 
$172,594 

$H4,2~0,B86 

$44~.0 I 6 
$1.166,551 

$ \35,690 
$ 1.42'.!,9 I 9 

$949,672 
s lli4,336 
$134,106 

$1,805,129 
$427.573 
SJ37,047 

$4,055,273 
.1605,039 
$152,497 

$5,854,356 
$9,805,017 
,~224.112 

$R.G74.925 
sR:902.Gos 
$8,749,684 
$2,RM,'.!B3 

$894,663 
$2,055,603 
$1,269,604 
$4,396,682 
$1,123.938 

$896,256 
$113,466 
$219,164 

$2,118,699 
$2,883,533 
.~2,G 17,683 

$265,311 
$439532 
$151.370 

$1,349,850 
$280,691 

$1,492,630 
$805,680 
.~399,455 

$194.644,429 

FELlfi:RAL 
SHARE 

., ~4,0_46,707 
,~25,105 . 

.' $61 :919 -
.. , -, $69R.2B9 .. 

. ·- $101.012 
$107,671 

.. $:21245,323 
$93,757 

$175,116 
,~2.763,480 

$140,282 
·$595.()84 . 
$626,703 

$7\,942, 
$1,216,973 

$256,003 
$400,438 

$77,031 
Mll,253,362 

$213,572 
$564.337 

$62,059 
$688,210 
$453,765 
$79,S 15 
.~43,663 

$857 .892 
$193.969 
$164.670 

$ \,749,615 
$284, \86 

$71,827 
$2,732,306 
S4,910,J06 

$97,278 
$4.299,295 

HOl4AIB 
$4, 167, \53 
$1,376,772 

$415,392 
$842,342 
$577,Jn 

$2,079,402 
SS rn.235 
$418,535 

$45, l 52 
SI02,3\l 

$ 1,026,822 
Sl,381,022 
Si ,300,546 

$129,424 
$162.491 
$62.036. 

$68L159 
$131i,98l . -
$744, 121 
$389,072 
$200,472 

$92,196,714 

267 

STATE 
SHA HE 

COUNTY_ 
SHARE 
. ··' '. 

-$3.00J,946 "·:·JL275,45S 
$77,621 - '.:· 'i:2[.3l9 

_ · i~~~::;~ ,::,.L> s~: ~:~i~ 
:. . .,. SR4,<i94":·":' '': ·: _. 
· , . m,so:i. . . . 

, $2~.350 
$25,556. 

i:686,J75 
$26,263 

$67.525 
S l.174.761 

$38.220 
$179.6~4 

$1,629,420 
-:$89.1'5'6: .. 

:t I 85 . .436 
,$2,768,986 

.. $111,058 
$447,139 
$621,114 

$67,20 I 
s 1,017,545 

$2()4.351 
$299,902 

S75.i57 
$.\0,834,528 

$171,074 
$429,913 

$59,905 
$522,659 
$355,49R 
$67528 
$7l.67.1 

$671,429 
$170,486 
1129,027 

$1.fi22.324 
$232,960 

$64,832 
$2.193.798 
$3,434.66 l 

$97,147 
$3,071,304 
$3,421,731 
$3,216,135 
$I ,G49,62 I 

$343.853 
$857 .646 
$493,061 

$1.630,459 
$432,355 
$342,768 

S56, I HJ 
$90, 160 

$772,677 
s l,l}(J0.121 

$930,359 
SI 03,484 
$202,292 

$70,897 
$476,377 
Wl8,960 
$532.459 
$299.989 
$147,651 

$72,1.YO,llOU 

$254J44 
$16,853 

$424,144 
$75,6>2 

$115,581 
$20.31)6 

$13.2112,996 
$6 I .J7Ci 

$172.30 I 
$13,726 

$212,05() 
$140,409 

$16.993' 
SIS.770 

$275.808 
$61.118 
$4.1.l50 

S6~J,334 

$87 ,S93 
$15,838 

$928,252 
S\.460.050 

$29.687 
SU04J26 
$1,466,456 
$! ,)66,)96 

$437,890 
!135.418 
!355,615 
Sl99.J64 
$686.821 
$17),)48 
$I )4.95) 

Sl2.J31 
$26,693 

$319,200 
$442.390 
$386.778 

$32,40] 
$74.749 
~18.4)7 

$192,214 
SJ4.750 

S216,250 
~116.619 

$;\ .Jl2 

$)0,257;715 

. July0ft-J\1nrt:h Ill 

IHSS HR 
U1iU1,tl!: .l~Uil! 

49.47% 
0.00% 

49.7,5% 
.. 49.84% 

49.18% 
.50,09% ' .. 

' .so: 12°1, 
44.7J~t'n 

40.70% 
41.8B%1 
4&.32.1Yo 
49,65% 
42.25% 
46,27% 

46.55% 
4R.65% 
5Q.00 1J.'i1 

44J8% 
' 48.601~, 

48,80% 
49,28% 
45.47% 
49.26% 
48.65o/i1 
50.00% 
23.28 1% 
4S.J.7%1 
46.42%1 
50,00% 

43.85% 
47.76% 
47.781Yr1 

47.49~la 

50.98% 
42.921~/u 

50.45% 
45.89% 
48.47% 
48,93% 
47.19% 
41.53% 
46.18% 
4S.L3 1Yri 
46.85% 
47.48% 
JJ.7JlYu 
47.2~o/c1 

49J5uA1 
4R.75o/n 
50.61 1.'lt1 

50.00'Yo 
3G.l7% 

38.20% 
51.49o/(! 
50.001Yii 
50.821% 
49.2l 1!'i1 
51.51% 

·:·.·· 
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,.. . : 
~~k.tjt California-Heaith and \Nelfare Agency.: · 

{itJty Expense Claim· 
.... · 

San Bernardino 

!p. 3Z7.5's. Welfare Program Funding 
' . . - . -

-~-
"i• · • 

20.m Code I Title 
j:A.~~esmenUCase Plan (A 9198) 

~·. V~iiSJGroup Homes/CWD 
~=t - ' 
S'AlJVISORY COMMITTEE 

~~iP•& FOSTER CARE EMERGENCY . 
;(- - . ' . 
)B)\TibN IV-E TRAINING ADMIN (A ,9198). 

[~sits/GROUP . 
~·· .. 
i.ibNISITS/GROUP HOMES PROBATION 
~;;· .. - . 
gf~]ip Home Placemen!s(CWD) 
.... : .. · -
D'cWs -1v-6 -145-75111.517.5 . 
e::··. 
?:\l~l> Family Day Care 100% red /' 
t"."':.:.•. ,,,._ 

~~KliG-APS Cnly %.Reductio~ 

~i-Bsse; / MoE . 
/. 

• , ,1 

Total Prg . 
Cost 

to Fund 

215,240 

137,662 

1.1,944 

19,572 

30,980 

. 55,692 

11,621 

. 28,726 

3,393,598 

Federal Share f Ratio 

68,8_31 

15,490 

27,846 

2,545,199 

0.500 

0.500 

0.500 

0.750 

Department of Social Services 

I Before Ledger System Processing 

I 
Form Number: 

DFA J27.5's I 
State Share I Ratio 

150,668 0.700 

68,831 0.500 

6,330 o.53o 

19,572 1.000 

27,846 0.500 

11,621 1.000 

28,726 1.000 

593,880 0.175 

272, 101 

55,974) 

County Number 

36 
Quarter: 

06/30/01 

Reimbursements/ 
Health Share I Ratio 

5,614 0.470 

1.000 

08103101 

15:15:54 

County Share f Rati 

64,572 0.30 

15,490 0.50 

254,520 O.D7 

272,101) . 

55,974 
~{.'~ . ··•. -,-~------------..,.-------,------------------------

7,272,993 1 1or Social Services: 

i~f~·' IEVS . . 

~$iiQusar Support Disregard 
ffl:::?· - . 
NGRks SAVE 
~?·~- - . 
~~f!J<s·.Overpaymen! Collections · .. 
:\~A • ' 

VBRKs Fraud 
~y 

~~!.CalWORKs Fraud 
ti;oi..: . 
~g1! Food Stamps 
:;~~;. 

filkf•c!eral CalWORKs 
;- . 

'~~iri Suppor1 Services · 
~--~: 

e'iier;1 · 
~t:h·~ . 
/~.Ks Ja~ Match (SB 1556) 

~~~~ Eligibflily . 

;;...-:·· 

... 
.~ 

' 

~i~.J)et - CalWORKs1FStMedi2a1 . 

~{Ji( Ca~ORKs l e . . 
f§¥:~-. 

.. .. 
.. 

' • .. .. 
.. .. ·. 

• . .. 
•. 

,,._ ·,. ·.: 

.. , 

.. 
' 

... 

. 30,315,370 16,437,641 2,249,671 4,355,073 

775,884 775,884 1.000 

12,418 12,418 1.000 

61,798 61,798 1.000 

618,630 618,630 1.000 

654,995 654,995 1.000 

26,921 26 ,921 1.000 

515,466 257,733 0.500 219,073 0.425 38,660 0.07 

46,263 46,263 1.000 

17,927 17,927 1.000 

121,918 121,918 1.000 

9,731 9.731 1.000 
.• 

2;a13,sso 2,813,650 1.000 

685,210 · fIBS,:'' 'l 1.000 

57,560 1.000 
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Cass Name: SAN BERNARDINO TEST CLAIM 

DECLARATION OF SERVICE 

-

Erin Corbin .• declare that I am employed in the County of Sacramento, State of California, that I am over the-age of 18 
ars·and am not a party to the within action, that my business address is 744 P Street, Sacramento, California 95814, 

.nat on November 9, 2001, I seri.ied the.item(s) described in number 1,.below, by the method described in number 2, 
below, to the per_son(s) and at the address(es)i_ndicated._ in number 3, below.-_· -

· - t. ITEi\/l(SjSERVEb; .- -· •. 
.. - .. ' - . ·. · .. ·- .. , . ' .. ', ' .· : : . ~. ' . ·-·· . 

. ; :. '_ pE_f'AflTMENj QF S .. ~Gl!>.L}E;~V,ICE_S T?ST.C,Ltl_M ._J'l~~:P.().NSE. ~-. - . -·:.· :. ·,.( - '·. . ·.: :·,;; .. 

- 2. METHOD OF SERVICE: 

__ X_ First Class Mall. I deClar13 that I placed a true copy of the item(s) in a sealed envelope, that I am readily familiar with 
this agency's practice for-the collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal 
Service, that, pursuant to this agency's ordinary course of business, correspondence will be deposited with the United 
States Postal·Service the same day that mail is placed for collection and mailing, and that, following ordinary business 
practices, I deposited the envelope(s) in the place at 744 P Street, Sacramento, California for collection and.mailing. 

_Certified Mall, Return Receipt Requested.· I declare that I placed a true copy 'at the ltem(s) in a sealed envelope with 
a designation "Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested," that I am readily familiar with this agency's practice for the 

collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal Service, that, pursuant to this 
agency's ordinary course of business, correspondence will be depos'1ted with the United States Postal Service the same 
day that mall is placed for collection and malling; and that, following ordinary business practices, I deposited the 
envelope(s) in the place at 744 P Street, Sacramento, California for collection and mailing. 

Facsimile Transmittal. I declare that on the date shown above at am/pm, I sent by facsimile .machine a true 
copy of the ite-ni(s) to the person(s) and at the facsimile machine number(s) indicated in number 3, below, that the 

'lephone number of the sending machine is (916) , that the transmission was reported as complete and 
Athout error, and that the transmission report was properly issued by the sending machine. A true copy of the 
~nsmission report is attached to this declaration. · 

_Personal Service. I declare that I handed a true copy of the item(s) to each person indicated in number 3, below. 
- -

_Golden State Overnight. I declare that I caused a true copy of the items, enclosed in a sealed envelope, with 
delivery charges pre-paid, addressed as indicated in number 3, below, to be delivered to Golden State Overnight for 
d slivery by next day air. 

I 

~- PERSON{S) SERVED: 

MS. PAULA HIGASHI, E.D. (HAND DELIVERED) 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

MR. STEVE KEIL 
California State Association of Counties 
1100 K Street, Suite 101 
Sacramento, CA 95814-3941 

MR. JAMES LOMBARD 
Principal Analyst 
Department of Finance 
915 L Street, G'h·oFloor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
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MR:GLENN HASS, Bureau Chief 
. State Controller's Office 
Division of Accounting & Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

MR. JOHN P. LOGGER, SB 90 Coordinator 
Au dltor-Contro lier-Recorder 
County of San Bernardino 
222 West Hospitality Lane_ 
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0018 _ 

MR. PAUL MINNEY 
Spector, Middleton, Young & Minney, LLP 
7 Park Center Drive 
Sacramento, Ca 95825 

'•' 



· .. ·'-

- . .'· 

MR. KEITH 8. PETERSEN, President 
Sixten & Associates 
5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 807 
San Diego, Ca 92117 

MR. DAVID WELLHOUSE 
David Wellhouse & Associates, Inc. 
9175 Kiefer. Blvd., .Suite 121 
Sacrarri.ento; CA 95826 . 

. ·~ . 

,.. .- MR.'JIM SPANO .<"· · 
State Controller's Office. 

· · Division ot·Audits (8~8) · 
· 300 Capitol Mall, Suite 518 

Sacramento,. CA 95814 . 

MR. MARK SIGMAN 
Specialized Accounting 
Auditor-Controller's Office 
Riverside County 
4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor. 
Riverside, CA 92501 

. :._ 

: . -.· 

MR. STEVE SMITH, CEO 
Mandated Cost systems, Inc. 
2275 Watt Avenue 
Sacramento, Ca 95825 

MS. PAM STONE, Legal counsel 
DMG-MAXIMUS. 
4320 Auburn Blvd., Suite 2000 
Sacramento, CA 958.4 f 

. MS; HARMEET BARKSCHAT . 
· Mandate Resou'rce.Services 

82'54 Heath PeakPl<'Jc~: · · · 
Antelope, CA 95843 

- ·:' .. ,. 

... ' 
.. -·. 

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 at Sacramento, California. · 

DATED: November 9, 2001 

·o 

.. . US.I 

SIGNED: ~-"OtJAk0'-=--'-. _~. _____ _ 
· Erin Corbin 
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BILL LOCKYER 
Attorney General 

· State of California 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

e. 

"• 

I 

Exhibit C I 

i 
'' .) 

Public: (916) 445-9555 
· · Telephone: (9.16) 324-5465 

.... ·:. :._::i~;\0i~~~=r:~~-'.-. _ 
·-::~~-~:~~t:Jf4~:. ::-::· 
.... ••'l!i'S':-:.· .... ,::::;.r 

··:· ., . 

. . . ·: ... , 

- . . - . - . . J ·.· •• ••• -· •·••• 

March 6, 2002 

Ms. Paula Higashi 
E)(:ecutive Director 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

··RE: Jn Home Supportive Services II - OO-TC-23 
County of San Bernanili-10, Claimant · . 

Dear Ms. Higashi: 

.. ·Facsimile: (916) 324-8835 
E.-Mail: geoffrey.graybill@doj.ca:goy ·· · .. 

·· .. ': ···.· 

RECEIVED 

MAR 0 6 2002 
. CdMMIS.SION .ON 
STATE MANDATES 

Th<: I)epa,rtment of Finance CD.OF) has reviewed the above-referenced test claim aild 
hereby sub!riits its-vfews on the validity of tlie cla.im. . . 

··' . . . 
Although the clafin has several elements to it, all of the elements relate to statutes 

affecting the role of counties in connection with the possibility that in-home supportive service 
workers become organized for collective bargaining. 

The D.epartment agrees with the view of the Department of Social Services (DS S) set 
fo1ih in its letter to the Co1runissfon dated November 8, 2001 that the element. rdating to the 
advisory committees is moot because the clas·s covered by the test claim is reimbursed for costs 
associated with the committees pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.4. 
Moreover, a finding of "costs mandated by the state" is precluded pursuant to Governrrient Code 

' section 17555 (e) because there is an allocation of funds by DSS pursuant to an appropriation to 
cove_r these costs. The test claimant has presented no evidence that these appropriations are 
insufficient to cover claimed costs as required by the Commission's regulations. (2 CCR section 
1183 (e)(4).) . · 

DOF also agrees with the position ofDSS that.the portion of the test claim pertaining to 
Chapter 91, Stats. 2000 should be dismissed because it effects no change in the law affecting 
claimant as alleged in the claim. 
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Ms. Paula Higashi 
March 6, 2002 

_ Page-2 _· 

. DSS als'o poi1~t·s· oµt thateXisting federal-state~county~6s~ sharing' rat;os for the various ·. 
-- aspects of pt'ovidirtg. illchome supportive' s~rvices apply 'to"th~ purported costs idei'1tified 'in· the:_.· - . 

test claim. Thus, Government Code section 17556 (e) precludes a finding of "costs ma1~dateci by 
the state:'' 

All of the categories alleged by the test claim to constitute a new program or higher level 
of service in an existing program created by the state which mandate increased costs on local 
government relate to costs- associated with possible collective bargaining for in-home supportive 
services workers. 

Even if local governments were in fact required by the test claim statutes to incur these 
costs, they would not be reimbursable because they are wage/benefit-related costs incurred by 
local governments as a result of state stah1te's regulating the terms and conditions of employment 
which the courts have held are not programs subject fo the requirements of section 6 of art. XIIIB 
of the California Constitution or Government Code section 17500 et seq. 

Moreover, as DSS explains, local governments retain options pursuant to which there 
would be no increased costs to them resulting from the employer of record, administrative costs 
and wages and benefits aspects of collective bargaining for in-home supportive services workers. 
These cost-free or reduced-cost options, which also predate the test claim statutes, preclude any 
findings of reimbursable state mandated costs. 

PREREQUISITES TO FINDING A REIMBURSABLE STATE MANDATE 

The constitutional and statutory prerequisites for a test claim to establish a right to 
reimbursement for a state mandate are that the test claim statutes or executive orders: 

1. Constitute a "program"; and 

2. Are "new" programs; or 

3. Are "higher levels of service of an existing program"; and 

A. These new programs or higher levels of service in an existing program are 
mandatory i.e., not optional or discretionary; and 
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Ms. Paula Higashi 
March 6, 2002 
Page 3 

. - . .. - ~- . . . . ;·: 

-.·.-:..··.-

··'"····-"''' '. ·>'"'""'· .. 

·-··--.· 

- . ~. - . 
. ..:·.:L .. :,····: .:·:: . 

- -_ 5. · As·a_result loc11l governments i1:ievitably ~nd unavoidably incur i_nc~_ea:sed 
· ~ - - ·- - - ~ · · - · -.. :~--:~~;_}f:·r:: .. ,. · costs; and .. , - , ___ , , , - __ _ _ _ _ __ · · · __ · _ ~ _ · ,_ -. _ ; - __ _ , 

· .. ,' 

6. :None of the factors set forth In Government Code secti6n 17 5 5 6 exist. 

The t~st ~laii11ant-bears both the burden of proOf and the burden of producing admissible 
evidence to establish each of these prerequisites for each purported reimbursable state mandated -
program or increased level of service. 

The test claim fails to meet these burdens for any of the purported reimbursable state 
mandated programs or increased levels of service. · 

.:.~-:. .. FAILURE OF THE TEST CLAIM TO ESTABLISH ANY· 
RElMBURSABLE ST ATE MANDATE -

A. None of the Purported Reimbursable Mandates Is A "Program" 

All of the purported reimbursable 11-iandates_ relate to implementation of potential -
couective bargainirig rights for in-home supportive services workers. 

·Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.3 requires the creation and appoii1tment by 
county boards of supervisors of members -of an IHSS advisory committee which is to, inter alia, 

· submH recommendations concerning the preferred mode or modes of service of the IHSS 
) · program. 

- . TI1ese modes of service are related to the requirement of Welfare and Institutions Code 
section 12301.5 which the test claim (p. 10) alleges requires the selection of one or more modes 
of service so as to identify an "employer of record" for the purpose of potential collective 
bargaining-with in-home supportive services workers. -

The test claim also alleges (p. 11) that Welfare and Institutions Code sections 12301.6 
and 12306 .1 shift the responsibility for payment of wages and benefits negotiated above a ce1iain 
amount for in-home supportive services workers to the counties. 

- Even if these allegations were true, which is not conceded, case law makes clear that 
since all of these purported mandates relate- to the process of deten11ining the rate of pay and 
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Ms. Paula Higashi 
March 6, 2002 · 
Page 4 

benefits and of piiy.ing wo~kers whc{ pto~ide serviees adrriiriistered or oveiseen·-by the :~0{1rity, .· 
. · there is .no_ ''pfogr~ri.1'.'. withii1 the .meaning .of section 6 of art: "XIIIB ofth~· Calif. Const. ot: ·. 

Govenunent Code section 17500 et seq. for which reimbursement is requited .. 

The California Sup~eme Court first a1ticuiated and explained tfus concept in County of· 
Los Angeles v. Stale of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, 56-57: 

The goals of article XIII B, of which section 6 is a part, were to protect residents. 
from excessive taxation and government spending. [Citation.] Section 6 bad the 
additional purpose of precluding a shift of financial responsibility for carrying out 
governmental functions from.the state to local agencies which had ·had their taxing 
powers restricted by the enactment of article XIII A in the preceding year. and 
were ill equipped to take responsibility for·any new programs. Neither of these 
goals is frustrated by requiring local agencies to provide the same protections to 
their employees as do private employers. Bearing the costs of salaries, 
unemployment-insurance, ar1d workers' compensation coverage - costs which all 
employers must bear - neither threatens excessive taxation or governmental 
spending, nor shifts from the state to a local agency the expense of providing 
governmental services-. 

The Supreme Court reiterated this holding in City of Sacramento v. State of California 
(1990) 50 Cal.3d 51, where it found that extending unemployment insurance to local government 
employees was not a "program" and therefore was not reimbursable under Art. XIIIB or 
Government Code section 17500 et seq. 

City of Richmond v .. Commission on State Mandates {1998) 64 Cal.App.4th 1190; holds 
that extending workers' compensation death benefits 'to local safety members of the Public 
Employees' Retirement System (PERS)·, which also provided a death benefit, was not a 
reimbursable state mandate. The court recited an unbroken line of cases following County of Los 
Ange'zes and City of Sacramento in holding that st~tutes resulting inincreased wage and benefit 
costs for local go.vernment are not reimbursable state mandates: (Id. at 1195-1199.) . . 

The test claim makes no attempt to distinguish at1y of its purpmted reimbursable 
mandates from this unbroken line of cases which preclude reimbursement under Art. XIIIB ar1d 
Government Code sectionJ 7500 et seq. . . 
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Ms. Paula Higashi 
March 6, 2002 
Page 5 

. ·.!-: ·, ... 

.. _, .. 
:'-: .:: . 

. ·:···. . ·_.. 

'.: . : . . ., 
"T ·".'. '~ ' ~ •• ' :_ - - •' 

-~ : . .··~ 

· B. Tire Test Claim Fails To Establish That The Purported M~ndated Programs 
Inevitably and Unavoidably Result J11 l11creased'CostsTo The T17st Claimant Or Any 
OtherLocal Govemment 

The test claim aclmowledges that state funds have been allocated to cover the costs of the 
advisory conunittee~ (p. 5.) The DSS letter establishes that more money has been allocated for 
the test claimant than it has s'ought.reimbursement for in connection with advisory committee 
costs. Thus, Government Code section 17556 (e) precludes a finding of costs mandated.by the 
state. 

.Jvloreover, the test claim admits that local governments have the choi.ce of several 
modalit.ies through which to provide in-home supportive services. 1 (pp. 5-8.) It also concedes 
that atl.~ast one of those modalities actually results in a reduction of county costs. (p. 7 .) 
Further,. where the county directly employs in-home suppmtive services it has complete 
discretion in any collective bargaining with them as to what wages and be11efits will be. 2 Thus, 
those wages and benefits could not be considered reimbursable state mandated costs. (See, City 
of Merced v. State of California (1984) 153 Cal.App.3d 777.) 

.. 'f;he test claim fails to present any evidence, as distinguished from spec;ulation and 
hypotheticals unsupported by admissible evidence, that notwithstanding existing state-federal­
com1ty cost sharing and acknowledged cost savings the test claim statutes result in a net 

1These options existed prior to Ch 90/Stats 1999, therefore no county must change or 
adopt a new mode of service delivery to meet its employer of record obligations or comply with 
the law. For example, San Bernardino currently operates in the Individual Provider (IP) mode, 
Ch 90 authorizes counties to act as the employer of record for IHSS workers though the IP 
mode, so San Bernardino does no{ need to make a change. · 

2This is trne both where the county directly employs IHSS workers in the County Welfare 
Mode, and where the county acts as the employer of record in the IP mode or through 
establishment of a Public Authority. In the Contract Mode the county has complete discretion as 
to what the contract 1:ate will be. 

'o 
'o 
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Ms. Paula Higashi 
March 6, 2002 
Page 6 

· i·n~vitable ·a.nd unavoidable· ir1crease in cost~:· Th~s: Gcive~ent Code section 17556 ( e) again-, : . 
precludes a finding of.costs ii-iandated by the state,'. · · . : - : ' · · - · : _ - · ~. 

. • •. - . _-.. ·-: i - ·:· • .. . . ' - ~ ' . 

'o 

C. The Test Claim Does Not Establish That None Of The Seven Factors Set Forth Jn 
Government Code Section17556Exist With Respect.To Each Purported Maiidated 

Program · . 

- ·Government Code section 17556 provides that: 

. . 
The commission shaU not find costs mandated by the state, as defined in Section 
17514, in any claim 'submitted by a local agency or school district, if, after a 
hearing, the commission finds that: 

(a) The claim is submitted by a local agency or school district which 
requested legislative authority for that local agency. or school district to 
implement the program specified in the statute, and that statute imposes 
costs upon that local agency or school district requesting the legislative A 
authority. A resolution from the governing body or a letter from a .. 
delegated representative of the governing body of a local agency or school 
district which requests authorization for that local agency or school' district 
to implement a given program shall constitute a request within the 
meaning of this paragraph. 

(b) The stati.1te or executive order afiim1ed for the state that which had 
been declared existing law or regulation by action of the comis. 

(c) The statute or executive order implemented a federal law or regulation 
and resulted in.costs mandated by the federal government, unless the 
statute or executive order mandates costs which exceed the mandate in that 
federal law or regulation. 

(d) The local agency or school district has the authority to levy service · 
charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay for the mandated program 
or increased level of service. 

'(e) The statute ~r executive order provides for offsetting savings t6 local 

0 
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Ms. Paula Higashi . · 
March 6, 2002,.· 
. -. - . .. 
Page 7 '.-'" -._- .· 

. .., '.-<~~'.'.: ~;;;~,:,:·/~·:·. ag.etlbes ~r s"cliooi" dfstric~~ which_ teh1it in.·n6 n~t.co_sts,to. the local:. . . 
~ ... 

.. . . ; 

·;:·..;..·.··· 
· agerides cir school:district~, or inc:Iudes a:?ditionalrevenue.thl').t wa;; < .. 
. specifically inte~ded to fu~d the "costs of t11e state mandate iri an ainouiit . . .. 
sufficient to fund the cost of the state mandate. · 

(f) .The stati.lte ~r executive order imposed duties which were expressly" 
included in a ballot measure approved by the voters in a statewide 
election. 

(g) The statute created a new crime or infraction, eliminated a crime or 
infraction, or changed the penalty for a crime or infraction, but only for 
that portion of the statute relating directly to the enforcement of the crime 
or infraction. · · 

-The test claim addresses these factors on pp. 13-14 and simply concludes with no 
discussion or reference to evidence that: "None of the above disclaimers have any application to 
the County of San Bernardino's test claim." 

"The Commission's regulations (2 CCR section 1183 (e)( 4)) require that: 

( 4) If the narrative describing an alleged mandate involves more than discussion 
of statutes or regulations or legal argument and utilizes assertions or 
representations of fact; such assertions or representations must be sup.p01ied by 
documentary evidence whiCh "shall be submitted with the test claim. All 
documentary evidence must be authenticated by declarations under penalty of 
perjury signed by persons who are authorized and con1petent to do so and must be 
based upon the declarant's personal knowledge or information or belief. 

The test claim fails to comply with the requirements of this regulation. Compliance with 
the regulation would require a full discussion supported by admissible evidence with regard to 
each of the seven factors in· relation to each of the purp.orted reimbursable state mandates. 

· For example, in order to rule out Gov. Code ·section 17556 (d) with respect to each 
purported reimbursable state mandate, the test claim should set forth every service charge, fee or 
assessment that the test claimant currently uses or. is authorized by law to use, what_therevertues 
from each of these charges, fees or assessments are currently or could be used to fund the 
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Ms. Paula Higashi 
. March 6, 2002 
Page 8 

• . . :functions at Jssuci -~1d aji ex~lanation .of the-~easim;:· if ;n~ ;\hat_ th~ revenues from th~se 'charges, .... 
. ' :fees or assessments cannot be used tb fund each of the purported reimb_ursable state mandates: ... -

Moi·eover, 2 CCR section 1183 (i) provides in pertinent pait: . 

... Test claims will be considered incomplete if any ofthe preceeding (sic] 
elements or documents required in subsections (e), (f), (g), or (h) of this section 
are illegible or are not included. If a completed test claim is not received by the 
conunission within thirty (30) calendar days from the date that the incomplete test 
claim was returned by the conunission, the original test claim filing date can be 
disallowed, and a new test claim(s).can be accepted on the same statute or 
executive order alleged to contain or impact a mandate. 

Thus, not only has the test claim failed to establish each of the prerequisite elements with 
regard to each purported reimbursable state mandate, it is.incomplete under the Commission's 
regulations and should be returned to the test claimant or disallowed. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons s~ated herein and in the re_sponse to the test claim submitted by DSS, the 
test clain1 should be denied as to each of its elenients and in its entirety. 

·o 

Respectfully submitted, 

For BILL LOCKYER 
Attorney General 

Counsel for Department of Finance, Interested Party 
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Ms. Pmila Higashi 
March 6,- 2002 . 
Page 9 · 

· ... 

. -' : .· ; ' ~. ·. ' ·: ·•. •: .. ·.' 

. ~. ; . 

·. ' . . :·. . 

cc: Su~aii Geanacou, .Sr. Staff Attorney; DOF · 
TC-23 Mailing List 

~·. 
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE 

Case Name:. -In Home Supportive_ Services II - OO-TC-23 . 

·-· ·- .. 

...... ' . 

County of San Bernardino, Claimant 

_ _ ; I declare_: I ai1~_ employed in the C9unty ~f Sacramento, ,Califorpia.- I am 18 .years __ of · _ __, _ 
age or older and not a party to the within entitled cause; my business ·address is 13 00 ·I _ -- -
Street; Suite 125;- S~ci:aniento; Caiifomia· 95814. , - ;;,, .. - - - - · .- · -

On March 6, 2002, I served the attached 

Letter to Paula Higashi of March 6, 2002 
re In Home Support Services II - OO-TC023 of 

- in said cause, by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope and served as 
follows: · 

.L United States mail by placing such envelope(s) with postage thereon fully prepaid in 
the designated area for outgoing mail in accordance with this office's practice, whereby the 
mail is deposited in a United States mailbox in the City of Sacramento, California, after tile 
close of the day's business 

Golden State Overnight Courier 

Facsimile at tile following Number: -+ 

Personal Service at the below address at the following time: -+_ a.m./p.m. 

to the parties addressed as follows: 

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST 

I dec!ai·e under penalty of perjury under the laws of tile State of California, _that the 
foregoing is true ai1d conect, aJ1d that this declaration was executed at Sacramento, 
California on March 6, 2002. 

Ruthann Andersen 

'o 
"o 
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SUSAN GEANACOU, Senior Staff Attorney 
Department of Finance 
915LStreet · 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

-· 

·_ ·- MS; PAULA-HIGASHI, Executive Diiec,tfo:. . -
· - · -_- - Commission on State'Miiridat~s·':-·. · '. - -· 

----·· .. ' . 980 :N~ti:rstre~t; suhe:'.396 '· 
Sacramento,CA 95814·· 

HARMEETBARJCSCHAT 
Mandate Resource Services · 
8254 Heath Peak Place 
Antelope, CA 95843 
Tel: (916) 727-1350 
Fax: (916) 727-1734 
Interested party 

MR. GEENN HAAS, Bureau Chief 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Accounting & Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 -
Sacramento, CA 95816 
Tel: (916) 445-8756 
Fax: (916) 323-4807 
State Agency 

MR. STEVE KEIL 
California State Association of Counties 
1100 K Street, Suite i 01 _ 
Sacramento, CA 95814-3941 
Tel: (916) 327-7523 
Fax: (916) 441-5507 
Interested Person 

MR. JOHN LOGGER, SB-90 Coordinator 
Auditor-Ccintroller's Office 
222 West Hospitality Lane 

- San Bernardino, CA 92415-0018 
Tel: (909) 386-8850 
Fax: (909)386-8830 
Claimant 
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MR. JA!vffiS LOMBARD, Principal Analyst 
·Department of Finance 
915 L Street 

-Sacramento, CA 95814 
-Tel: _ (916):445_-8913 
Fcix;, -- . (916)327-0225 ., 

:· · State Agency · · - · · ·-
. ' . ' - '' . . . ·~ ' - - - . . - . . 

. . ~-

',, ... -.·;. 

l\tfS. DONNA L.MANDELSTAM, Deputy Director 
Department of_ Social Ser\rices 
744 P Street, MS 1727 · 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Tel: . (916) 657-2265. 
Fax: None 
State Agency 

MR. PAULJ\1INNEY 
Spector, Middleton, Young & Minney, LLP 
7 Park Center Drive 
SacramentC!, CA 95825 
Tel: (916) 646-1400 
Fax: (916) 646-1300 
Interested Person . 

MR. KEITH B. PETERSON, President 
Sixten & Associates 
5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 807 
San Diego, CA 92117 
Tel: (858) 514-8605 
Fax: (858) 514-8645 · 
Interested Person 

MR. STEVE SMITH, CEO 
Mandated Cost Systems, Inc. 
2275 Watt Avenue, Suite C 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
Tel: - (916) 487-4435 
Fax: (916) 487-9662 
Interested._ Person 
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JIM SPANO 
State Controller's Office . 
Division of Audits (B-8) 

. 300 Capitol Mall, Suite 51. 8 
· ... P. 0. J?ox 942850 . 

•.sacrameri.to,·CA·. 95814···· 
. Tel; . ·(~16) 323-~849· .. 

. : · Fax: · (916) 324~ii23 · ... 

State Agency 

. ·.:--.... :-·· .... 

MS. PAM STONE, Legal Counsel 
DMG-MAXIMUS. 
4320 Auburn Boulevard, Suite 2000 
Sacramento, CA 95841 
Tel: (916) 485-8102 
Fax: (916) 485-0111 
Interested Person 

MR. DAVID WELLHOUSE. 
Wellhouse & Associates 
9175 Kiefer Boulevard, Suite 121 
Sacramento, CA 95826 
Tel: (916) 368-9244 
Fax: (916) 368-5723 
Interested Person 

MR. ROBERT BROOKS 
Staff Analyst IT 

. ....... · 
·.-.. 

. .-. - ,. 

Riverside Co. Sheriffs Acct. and Finance Bureau 
4095 Lemon Street 
P. 0. Box 512 
Riverside, CA 95841 

MR. ALLAN BURDICK 
Maxi.mus . 
4320 Auburn Blvd., Suite 2000 · 
Sacramento, CA95841 

MR. TOM.LUTZENBERGER 
Prillcipal Analyst 
Department of Finance 
915 L Street, 6th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95SI4 

·o 
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lVIR. JAMES NORRIS. 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Department of Social Services 
744P Street, 4-161 
Sacramento, CA 95814 _ :_ 

... .. ·· ... · 
lVIR. ALY SALEH 

-·- au'ef' Dep'utY-A~dito~ > - --· · 
Auditor-Controller-Recorder -· 
County of San Bernardino 
222 West Hospitalify Lane 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 

lVIR. STEVE SHIELDS 
Shields Consulting Group, Inc. 
1536 36th Street. 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

lVIR. MARK SIGMAN 
SB 90 Coordinator 
Riverside County 
Auditor-Controller· 
4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

"o 
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RESPONSE TO DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 

EXHIBITD 

..:,........:.. __:,._;.~....: '.: .. -
--.~::-· 

AND DEPART1Vij£NJ: OF FINANCE 
-- •_· . · · ·· In Home Supportive Services II _ _ _ __: __ REClf.:l\lEQ.,,;,= 

Chapt6~ 90, S tatutes-Qf 1999, Chapter 9 t. Statutes of 1999, and -
.---•- .. ___ , ·-_ Chapter445,Sta~tes~f200Q O: ·· __ 

' . ··. · ·_. - - b6~TC~2:3 .· -..'-, - · ·· -
. , .. ·,.·· 

-· -: - "'."'..~:·-- . . . .. 

·_, .· · .. :.-:· .... .• '!·. . . ·. : - . ' . . .. . ·-·. 
- -

-·. corilif\Jl1ss10N:oN _.· 
STATit: MANDATES' 

_ -:. The Comity-: of. San. Bei:nardino hereby responds to _the comments . of -the~i,5:,~~ '·: 
-_ Department of Social ServiCes and Department of Finance to the within test claim .. , , ____,,_~-: ~---'-·-. ·-

First, in review of the responses of San Bernardino County, it must be 
remembered the IHSS is a federal entitlement program 1: all persons who qualify are 
entitled to services. The purpose of the program is to reduce the cost.of care for the aged, 
blind or disabled, by providing care for them in their homes. A state may participate in 
the program by paying a portion of the funding, and complying with the federal 
requirements. California has participated in the program, and this is codified in Welfare 
and Institutions Code, Sections 12300 et seq. Counties administer the program for the 
state pursuant to statute and regulations which establish a uniform range of services 

- available to all eligible recipients. Service Employees International Union v. County of 
Los Angeles (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d _761, 765. -

This is an important factor, as a common theme throughout is how to best take 
care of the service recipients, while having an appropriate pool of service providers. As 
there is presently both a state and county share of costs in the program, it has become 
incumbent to make sure that the best services are rendered in the least costly manner. 

I. THE TEST - CLAIM CONSTITUTES A REIMBURSABLE STATE 
MANDATE 

The Department of Finance argues that the mandate is to implement potential 
collective bargaining rights for IHSS workers. On . the basis that th~ process of · 

- determining rates of pay and benefits to workers is the crux of the claim, Finance then 
goes on' to state there is no "program" for which reimbursement is required. In so doing, 
Finance relies upon the case of County of Los Angeles v. State of California ( 1987) 43 
Cal.3d 46, at 56-57. However, reliance on the County of Los Angeles is misplaced as 
Finance fails to ·read the clear definition of "program" as offered by the California 
Supreme Court. - -

In the County of Los Angeles, the issue was whether the increase in workers' 
compensation benefits which was applicable to both employers in the public and private 
sector, constituted a reimbursable mandate. The Supr~me Court held that with the 
passage of Proposition 4, which placed Article XIIIB, Section. 6 in the California 

1 See Unsafe in Their Own Homes: State Programs Fail to Protect Elderly From Indignity. Abuse and 
Neglett. Little Hoover Com-mission report dated November 6, 1991 ;0 attached hereto as Exhibit 20, at page 
3. 
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•;c ·'"'· __ ,_,~""""'<'~ Gonstitution; the '.'drafters'' arid electorate had in' mind s{1bvention for the e~pense or 
''•~''•''_'':"'-'-0 '·''increased c'ostofprogranis administered locally_ and for expenses occasioned by laws that 

-~;';'-- ,, .. -~~- _·::'.:.;:,_~:::Jr,npose· unique requirements on local governrrien~s and do hot apply genera_lly to all state· . 
,,,;-,;..,,-i_::;c:; cim~ residents or· entitie~P,IrF using)he word ·'programs'· they had in mind the commonly -

·. ~n<;lerst()od me_aning of the temn,_progra~s which carry out the governmental ful)ction·of ..• 
- _:I.)rovidi,ng·servigesto the .public." Jd; at49~5C); · · - ' · · · · • · - .. -~- -. · 

. . . . .. : .. ... . .. '' ~ ' . . .'· . · ... ·:·.: .~: .. 

. -·. --- There is no question but-th-at. IBSS is: a program which provides services to the. 
--:-:::: '--.:.:.,_'----· public:':-'=The~public~-which IlISS. serves. are the most vulnerable_: the· aged, blind and.­
;..~! .. , ,_,,-;_.,~,,.-~ 'disabled:":•'Thtisi clearly ·ttie test claim legisllifion' rrieetS die requirement of 'imposing. a 

new higher level of service on an existing program. · 

Finance also cites City of Sacramento v. State of California (1990) 50 Cal.3d 51 
for the proposition tqat the extension of unemployment insurance to local gove,rnment 
employees.did not constitute a ''program", and thus was not reimbursable. However, that 
case turne,d on ·the fact that Chapter 2, Statutes of 1978 did not impose· a "unique" 
ob.ligation_ on local governments, nor did it require them to provide new or increased · 
governmental services to the public. 

:"' '. 

However, the within matter clearly imposes a new requirement in order· to provide 
governmental . services to the public. Counties must now establish ari . advisory 
committee, to provide input to determine the structure of providing services to lHSS 
recipients; and-establish an ~·employer of record" for the purpose of collective bargaining. & 
Thus, .pecause the state has a compelling interest to allow IHSS service providers -to W 
uniop.ize, there is a- unique requirement imposed upon counties which provide rnss 
services. Counties are not allowed the option of not providing IHSS services. Thus, the 
requirement imposed by the test claim legislation is clearly a unique obligation on local 
government.· Private entiti~~"are not told'thatthey must choose an "employef;i:)f record'', 
and have an advisory body with a mandatory composition provide inputinto the manner 
in which the services are to be delivered. Thus, Finance's response must fail. 

. Finance also cites City of Richmond v. Commission on State Mandates (1998) 64 
Cal.AppA1

h 1190 for the· proposition that statutes resulting in increased wage and benefit 
costs to local .governments are not reimbursable state mandates. That,' however, is a 
much too simplistic view of the state of the law. 

City of Richmond is much like the County of Sacramento case. · Richmond 
involved the elimination of the PERS coordination of death benefitS for. workers' 
compensation for peace officers." As· a result of the passage of Chapter 478, Statutes of 
1977, peace officer survivors. were entitled to not- only the PERS benefit; but also the 
worker's cornpensation benefits .. The cou1t found that the requirement-was not "unique'.' 
to local government; because it merely ·repealed an exemption .to workers' compensation 
laws which had previously inured to the benefit of local government. Thus, the law- was a 
matter of general application, and not unique to government. Thus, Richmond is clearly 

. inapplicable, becaus~ the. test claim legislation does n_ot result in local govern.ment being 
'o 'o 
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treated ~he same, as pti\i"ate~entities: rather, ·a:whole-new p"rCicess which' is applicable' oniy "i ~: 
to local government has been institµte~:- ,_., ,~_:,- --~:-~~~;-~_:;::_:' ' ---: ~ "~~~-=_:..:;.-~_:: 

. . . - . . . __ ,.... ,'.';-r;:;:~!l"" "<:!'~".!...7.::J'.:-".,-:r:..--::.;· ·;-;:-.:--··- :-i~·:. ,. -..:: 

This test claim is- much iike Collective Bargaining in the- school district· arena.' _ 
When the Legislature_ manda~ed_ a·.colleeiive bargaining system for ~alifo111ia's public .· 

. . . schools-, costs incident to that legislatiop. were found to be reimburs~ble, ·_SpeCifically,· the:. 
96sts o~ Jhe)inpasse· tne?hani_s111s '\)f med_lation. an_d. ~act:.f!nding,-. i. e,--advisory_ intere_st. -. 
arbitration, were held reimbursable. (See pages 5-and 6 of the Parameters and Guidelines· . 
for Collective Bargaining, a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto f!._s Exhibit - .. 

- 1.) Thus, it·-is- not a: .new concept for the costs of a collective l:)argaining system in a 
governmental program fo be deemed a reimbursable state mandate. 

Thus, the claim of Finance that the test claim does not constitute a new program 
or increased level of service in an existing program must fail. 

II. THE FACT THAT COUNTIES- HAVE A CHOICE AS TO HOW TO 
IMPLEMENT AN ''EMPLOYER OF RECORD" DOES NOT ELIMINATE 
THE REIMBURSABLE MANDATE 

--- Finance has cited City of Merced v. State of California (1984) 153 Cal.App.3d 
777, for the proposition that since the county has a choice as to the modality to use to 
establish an "employer of record", there is in essence a discretionary act, which 

· eliminates the possibility of a finding of a reimbursable mandate. -

In City of Merced, the issue was once the city determined to exercise the power of 
eminent domain, whether new requirements for the payment of loss of business goodwill 
coris-tjtuted a reimbursable mandate. The court found that the issue of exercising eminent 

..... domai,n was a discretionary one: 

"We agree that the Legislature intended for payment of 
goodwill to be discretionary. The above authorities reveal 
that whether a city or county decides to exercise eminent 
domain is, essentially, an option of the city or county, 
rather than a mandate of the state. The fundamental 
concept is that the city or county is not .required to exercise. 
eminent domain. If, however, the power of eminent 
domain-is exercised, then the ·city will be required to· pay 
for loss of goodwill. -Thus, payment for_ loss of goodwill is 
not a state-mandated cost." Id. at 783. 

· The choices imposed upon the county with regard to: the establishment of an 
"employer -of record" are not discretionary. In Merced, the city had the option of whether 
or not to commence a proceeding in eminent domain. That choice is not available to 
counties with IHSS'. They .!!!!:!&,choose the form· of an "employer of record". Counties 

.. 
-. 
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·ha:v: no ~h?i_cl.'l ~ot:tO:de_signat.e an:!!emplo~er ofrecofd!':,-... Thu.·s;:th_ere is .. n~t the .elem. e~•t .. ·-- ... A. 
of discretion. which :was. found by, the_ court 1n-M ere ed.:.:.:::::: -·c. :.: .::. :·::::- ·- :·-:-.::-.::·:--~. ----=--- ...... : ... _., , .. . . _ .... V 
· · · · A.cco.rd.ingl.y,JheJacu(latjhfl~te~Lc:;lairnJegisla_tion.has glyen,9~g~t-i~~;~:;h·oi~~-as~·-._-__ : __ - _:_ 
.to the·form·thatthe·.~'employer-of record'.?_should take, that choice is not-voluntary. -The- . . · . 

-· counties must make the decision, and accep"t the ramifications therefrom. . . -
- . . . - .- -' . . . . . . . - ' - . - ..... . ·. • .. · ~ - . -~ . - .. 

tn. · 1'HE)IBOO_uRSEl\fENT ·PRQVIDED. TO DATE: :FoR.- ADVI~ORY rim · 
. . • -COMMITTEE DOES NOT COVER ALt OF THE COSTS INCuRRED -: 

:.,·--------··~~- ·-·~-----....:_..:.....:.-=.:.... -·· 

B oth::th~~:D~p~rt;b~;t of Social s;~~i~~;-~---~~ii ·~~--th~~De~-~;;;~~t·--~ f Pi ~a~-~;:: 
contend that the test claim is not reimbursable, because all of the costs of the advisory .. 
committee required to provide input into the designation of the "employer of record" 
have been paid. Same is not true. 

Attached hereto as Ex.hibit 2 is a true and correct copy of the Department of 
Social Services' December 22, 2000 County Fiscal Letter No. 00/01-48. Commencing 
on page 2, the items which are eligible for reimbursement are specified in d\'!tail' as 
follows: 

"Claiming Instructions. 

Assembly Bill 1682 (Chapter 90, Statutes of 1999) requires 
each county to establish an Advisory Committee to provide 
recommendations on modes of service to be used in the 
county for JHSS. 

Retroactive to the September 2000 quarter, the following 
Program Code (PC) and Program Identifier Number (PlN) 
have been established to capture costs associated with the 
IHSS Advisory Committees. 

2 
Rather, this matter is much more akin to the cases of Sall Diego Unified School District v. Commission on 

State Mandates (July 3, 2002) Fourth Appellate District, Division 1, No. D03802:7 and Department of 
Finarice v. Commission on State Mandates (July 17, 2002), Third Appellate District No. C037645, 
Although in the first matter both the Commission on State Mandates and Department of Finance have filed 
Petitions for Review with the Supreme Court, and in the latter matter, only the Commission on State 
Mandates has filed a Petition for R_eview, neither of these p~titions have yet been granted or denied as of 
the date of preparation of this response. Both of these matters address the issue of whether certain actions 
taken by school districts are truly voluntary. Given the length 6f time that it takes the Commission to set 
test claims for hearing, it is anticipated that these two cases will be resolved prior to hearing on the within 
test claim. These two cases reexamine the issue of discretion and whether matters which the Commission 
to this date has determined .to be "discretionary" are, in fac':t, voluntary and discretionary. San Diego 
Unified School District examined the new procedural requirements instituted by the state for mandatory 
and discretionary expulsions. The Appellate Court held that the discretionary expulsions were truly not 
discretionary, when the safety of other school children was at issue, and to the extent that the new 
procedures on discretionary expulsions exceeded federal due process standards, same should be deemed 
reimbursable. The Department of Fipimce case addressed the issue of the applicability of the Ralph M. 
Brown Act to school site councils and advisory committees. The Appellate Coma had remanded the matter 
back to the Commission to see whether the creation of these bodies was truly discretionary. · 
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~~'--::.~~=~s::'~·.:;iti'n~:.:·.!;:· ;:~!"~~·~1~ :~'.!fi~:--"::"~:.. ·:.~~;f:-~~- .:.· \·;·~·:·,,;{:-~ · ::.:.-~.; ?':~.-:.~:~:.:~ · :-..... ~~.~:.=~:'·· · "!· :;::-:::~· .. :-"·;...~;____ · · · ~- · 

.,., '~These CQSts:Jil_i!Y::.!!!cJude :~Yt_~re_not limited to: stipends, 
·· iravd, . training, mileage, conference fees, and supplies. · . 
· Advisqry,Qommittee.s .in,the Bublic. Auth,ority. counties. will .'"'" ., -- ,. · .- • ·, ,. .. , ...... , 
-submit claims for expei:ises.in_the same maimer as the NciJ'I-. ,· ... : 

.. ·.Public: Authority counties; • .. ·-;- . . . .. . > ·. ·. . : ,: ' . ··. . , 
• . o·. • : - - - - ' .;• . ..,- . .. ' • ·•, . ·••· •. : . ;· ; ~·-. 

' ~· '• ' .. I ·: ,I . PC> PrN. . : · . .' Descripti~n: · . ·· ·· : .. · . '· · . · 

·~ .. 

· '~~ ~02_~=-- ·--..:=-·:Qi.3_0g~ -_ :~,.., .. -_ U:ISS:A(iyj5Qry:G.ommitti;;e~bfrec(Costs;.:;-.::.~- ~-~-~ ~ ... : __ _ 
~. '; T:~-~~:!: !i-·. : ~ - ·:·· ~.. . . "'";;..°""'!';'_ ·· .. -. . ':.";...- ·- ........ - ·,: . "":":;_.-..;..-.. ~ .· .. 

The. sharing ratici will · : · be 0/53/47/0 
(Federal/State/Health/County). Expenditures will be 
controlled to the IHSS administration .allocation (Refer to 
CFL #00/01-33, dated October 27, 2000). Advisory 
Committee costs thatwere incurred and paid between July 
and September 2000 may be submitted on a supplemental. 
claim. 

Costs incurred by the County Welfare Department (CWD) 
for supporting. the IHSS Advisory Committee are .-not 
allowable for-reimbursement under these codes. Any CWD 
costs for providing support activities for the-IHSS Advisory 
Committee should · be charged to the appropriate 
IHSS/PCSP claim codes on the County- Expense Claim 
(CBC). 

The effect of these Claiming Instructions is to eliminate substantial costs that 
were incurred by the County of s·an Bernardino's Department of Aging &Adult Services 
(DAAS), which is the department within the county that administers-the IHSS program. 
As seen from the Declaration of Janice Lindsay;- filed.- contemporaneously herewith, 
substantial supportive. services were necessary in order that the Advfsory. Committee 
actually exercise its mandate, namely to provide quality input into the county's decision 
making process as to the det~rmination of the appropriate mode of service. The costs for 
the. Advispry Committee-al1;me have exceeded several times the allotment actually paid 
by the Department of SociaLServices. 

The Department .. of-Social Services has stated that it has amrnally appropriated 
$53,000 for San Bernardino's Advisory Committee, however only $11,944 was Claimed, 
and thus asserts that this component has been fully subvened by the Department of Soda! 
Services. 

If, however, as in this matter, the Department of Social Services has so defined 
what it will voluntarily reimburse to exclude a substantial amount of the costs incurred, 
then such payment does · not constitute full reimbursement to the County of Sari 
Bernardino, as is required by the California Constitution. Thus, the argument of both the 

·o 
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Departmen.t bf-Social·Services·and Department of-Finance thafth~-Advisory C~mmittee 
has been fully'recom:pensed·mustfallt,-,,._.., .. ···x' .~ ,.,.·"z' · · ., .. ,,' · 

. . 
·' • - ~ .. ,__.;.; •• -_-!.,.-...= ••.• ··--_._._,!,-: •... : ... '' .... l .· •• : .• ,. .... ~ : .. · .. ~·-~·.··' . .:,--:-- : 

. . . ·_The Department of Social·Servkes has. argued _a:t lel1gthlhat.if the· ~ountywe~.e to· 
_ha ye phos.en_ theCOQtrac_t Mode, .iiist~arj .o.f. the .PuJ:ili9 Au.t~9rity·fy!qdc: w(lich it µIJima.tely. 
selected, ·that it would be at· no cost. to the county, and there would be no cost to the 

. county.· This"could not be further from the truth.• . . . . . 
.;. 

Previously, the County of San Bernardino did previously use. the contract mode, 
which required the expense of a substantial amount of administrative time. Problems 
were encountered when the County of San Bernardino wanted to use a Request for 
Proposal (RFP) instead ·of the state.'s required Invitation for Bid, because. of past 
problems experienced by the county in using the lFB process. When the lFB was used 
in the past, once the contract was signed, the contractor started carving out services and 
recipients which it would not provide or serve, notwithstanding the contract. The county 
wanted to have a new contract ready to commence effective July 1, 1989; ·however, it 
took from June until September of 1988 just to get permission to use the RFP.3 

. This is· 
just one small step in trying to utilize the contract mode for the provision of IHSS 
services. Thereafter, the RFP had to be issued, a contract negotiated and.executed. Thus, 
there are substantial _administrative costs just getti~g to the point o~ contract execution. 

· Even if the assertions of the Department of Social Services that the contract mode 
costs no money for administration, the Department has omitted one crucial fact: Under 
the test claim legislation, pursuant to Welfare & Institutions Code, Section 1230.25, 
counties such as San Bernardino, which have in excess of 500 cases are required, at the 
request of the recipient, to provide the individual provider optiori. Thus, no matter what, 
the County of San Bernardino would have to. have an option other than contract for the 
administration of an "employer of record" for those individuals who wish the individual 
provider option. 

The Department of Social Services has argued that an in di vi dual provider can be 
tied in to a contractor under the contract option. See response of the Department of 
Social Services, paragraph 6 under the heading "Employer of Record". However, this is 

3 Attached hereto as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of the June 29, 1988 letter from the county to 
Linda S. McMahon of the Department of Social Services requesting to use ihe RFP instead of the IFB. 
Attached hereto· as Exhibit 4 is a true and correct copy of the July 14, 1988 letter from Loren Suter of the 
Department of Social Services to the county, indicating that the request to use an RFP was incomplete, and 
specifying what other requirements had to be included for Department of Social Services' approval. 
Attached hereto as Exhibit 5 is a true and correct copy of a letter from the county to Loren Suter of the 
Department of Social Services, providing more information on the RFP. Attached hereto as Exhibit 6 is a 
true and correct copy of the letter by Loren Suter to the county, approving the usage of the RFP for the 
selection of a contractor. Attached hereto as Exhibit 7 is a true and correct letter from the Department of 
Social Services to the county, dated November 1, 1988, stating that the RFP had not been approved . 

. Attached hereto as Exhibit 8 is a true and correct copy of the Department of _Social Services' All County 
Letter No. 88-124, dated September 20, 1988, proviOing an update on the State's model contl',Jl.Ct for 
contracting counties. 
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not necessarily true. The individual provider may _not wish to wor~ for the contractor; 
conversely, the contractor may find that acpartiCular employee is not sui_table for its work 
force. ·To force a contrac:;tot'to·acceprany person:so designated by a recipient may fly in 

.·the face of requirements. imp-osed0'thrduglf:tife~RFF- 6'r.•·JFB7process;':ifthe county requires 
·. that contract erriployees. meet certain conditi9ns ·before:.pi"6viding. services, suc_h a~-. 

clearing a ·criminal _background· check; Additionally; recipients or their care givers may· 
not wish to lie requ_ired_ to join" a giv~n contract care prov1der;4 

. . .. . ' ' : ... -. . ' . 
' ~ -. ' . . . ' - '· : -. . . - . . . . . . . . . - -

··However, the track'record of corifracting for IHSS-'providers-is_:not-~as~easy-·as : _-::-:-:::-
described by the Department of Social Services. · 

. . . . . 

An early contract dispute arose between the. City and County of San Francisco 
and the Department of Health (precursor to the Department of Social Services with 
regard to the administration of the IHSS program). San Francisco had· issued an IFB to 
find a contractor for ,provision of IHSS services.- San Francisco did not choose the lowest 
bidder, but the next lowest bidder. One day prior .to the day when the contract was to 
become effective, the Department of Health informed the County that the lowest bidder 
established the reasonable cost of services, and since the County had not provided a 
re!!~?,n not to accept the lowest bidder, the State would not approve the contract upon 
wl.:!ic:;h the County had entered. As a result, San Francisco brought suit. 

... . The litigation ultimately resulted in. the. opinion at City and County of San 
Francisco v. State of California (1978) 78 Cai.App.3d 959. In reviewing the then 
existing legislation regardi_ng. the operation of the IHSS program;: the court held. that the 
· Depi:i.rtment of Health had total control to approve or disapprove. all contracts. In this 
regard, the court stated: . 

. "First, as indicated above, , the. statute grants full 
power to DOH, the designated single, financially liable 
state agency, to supervise every phase of the administration 
of services. This all-inclusive super.visory power 
necessarily embraces the power of fiscal control. In order 
to exercise fiscal control in an efficacious and meaningful 
way, however, the stat~ must have authority to disapprove 
ill-considered, wasteful or · overly burdensome social 

4 See Exhibit 20, Rep~rt of the Little Hoover Commission, wherein the report states·, at page 15: 
·"California officials defen_c,l the h~l!,VY reliance ·on IPs because 

it gives the redpients·freedorn of choice iq who serves them. 
Advocates for th~ elderly and the ¥sabied alsq have arg~e.d strr;:~11ously 
against legislation in pas't years that would tia've atifomaticaily placed 
non-severely impaired recipients with ·contract Care agencies. Theys 

· ay that not only is freedom cif choice,criiical to allowing IHSS 
participants to retain their dignity but they also argue that past 
perfonnances by contract agencies have nqt b_een good. S_ome have 
treated workers poorly, others have abruptly quit providing service in 
counties and others have not been any ni.<ire successful in finding 
adequate numbers of care providers than those struggling to obtain 
service in the Individual Provider mode." 
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~:::cser,vices-ic0nttact§.;:which· -untluly~deplete:. the==i"imited ·state;""::" -'·,J-.'?":""'' __ .::-~:-.::::_· __ ., 
'""2'.i:::We]fare.: fundS.'°"O-~th\'l~'.O!let:ba,nd, and shut off the. all- -· 

- irnportarit fed_eral contr~bution on tfie other. The implied . 
. -_ - ~:;f0. powef;cffif?tlisapprovec~social;;,5et:vice~tonttifcts;;::;tlierefoi-e}fr.~~·" - --

' must be deemed to _constitute ari indispensabie· e!eriient cif -
- the full·fiedged·supervisory power·g!a-rited to'DOH by·way· --- . -- - · -

'of express statutory mandate. - : - .·'. - ' . " . -
• - . • • ' '.. . • < •. -

_, ~-"" ·_--·"':-:"""Second;~as-also:set· out:eariier;Jhe: statute delegates .- -
the power to determine the -rnaximuin allowable cost of . 

- - -

·homemaker and chore services contracts to DOH [citation -
omfrted]. It is plain thadhis cost-setting power of the state 
agency would be meanirigless and futile if not combined 
with authority to enforce it. i:n short, the enforcement of 

· the cost"limiting provisions postulates a state power to 
disapprove home-maker or chore services contracts iit case 
they are in conflict with or contravene the cost-limitation 
mandated by the statute. 

"Third;· the authority of the state to approve or 
disapprove the homemaker and chore services contracts is 
supported by sound legal policy. As mentioned earlier, 
state welfare funds. are limited in amount even if 
contributed to a large' extent by the· federal.· government. 
The limited nab.ire of the cfinancial -resources makes it -
imperative that the funds available be used in a prudent; 
thrifty and equitable way in view of the overriding 
objective that all eligible and needy welfare recipients .be 
provided the in-home serviCes .to which they are entitled 
under the· statute. It is obvious that this_ statutory goal may 
be attained only if the designated single stat~ agency has 
control over · the allocation of the funds among the 
numerous counties and has the authority to strike a balance 
among competing claims. Should the supervisory power of , 
the state be curtailed and the respective_ counties be given a 
blank check in the state funding of such contracts as San 
Francisco advocates, the legislative.objective to· provide in-
-home supportiv·e services fo all needy and eligible weifare 
rec~pients wouid be Jrµstra(ed, and the profligate- and 
unreasonable' spepding of ceii:ain counties would result in 
depletion of the limited welfare resources at the expense of 
other equally eligible and need_y welfare recipients. 

"Fourth, the ·st(:\te's power to disapprove wasteful 
and undesirable social services contracts is buttressed by 
the administrative-. diri,:ctives issued by DOH and the 

294 

. ·.- ... 

i ··,'ii"' 

,., . .. 

-.. ;~ .. 

.. ··-



·-·, 
·•.; 

I . 

::c:;;:Jongsta_ndfrig:=.pracfice" established :~between,,St_ate,··and"the.-: '''"''"'' ·.· -·· -'-··: - - -· · ·--
,-~'-'"'counties.:~~Thus;·:guidelines'·cattached · to.,.-'Social;_, S_ervices '·- .,, •' "::· •·· :· -· : : , _ :c ___ _ 
·--Letter No·:~'.7fr,?ccisstied:Jo.~a1Lcqunty_;:Vfelfare_ directqi:s~ on_':_ ___ -~ : ~--/::.. .. _ ··-. 
~:',_ Jiily'.1'6',c::l9/fr;:;-emphasizes~-tliaf;t~Counfy ·awards· contract,·:'.•.•_ . - · ,_.. -- ,, -· 

. contingent on Department of Health approval, '.'." and that -· -•,: -. •-· 
: "The ccounty will submit the contrac_t . ' .. to the Department - :· ; .. · 

of Health for app.rovai." (italics added.) The invitation for - .· 
. blds likewise underlined 'that-"Follciwing the public heating . - . ' · . 

··. ::. ·before~the~B·oa:rd~of=.S\1per.viSOrs-:on·~niateria.1;perta.ining::tO=~ --~--: -~·~:=-:· -:-.::: ~:: -· -- -·­
-d-:,l~theibids 1'all>lriaterill1'pertaining•td- the·a~vard will be sent to _ · · 

_-the Department of Health, State of California, for final. 
· approval and that approval be directed to your Department 
- in writing.;' (Italics added). Also, in asimilar action (San 
Francisco Home Health Service v. State· of California, 
action No; 717-372); County's purchasing agent 
acknowledged that in~horne supportive services· contracts 
called· for approval by State. [Footnote omitted]. The 
above samples cleatly'•indicate that !ill the parties to this 
lawscuit interpreted the applicable statutes and regulations to -
_the effect that State had power to approve or disapprove the 
types of social serviee contracts involvetl in-this ca8e .... " 
Id. at 964-967, emphasis in original. -

ThtiS;· even the extraordinary -amount of time and· effort needed to process a 
contract does not necessarily result in a contract being approved by the now Departmen~­
of Social Services. _ 

____ Additionally,' San Bernardino has had problems in the contracting process 
--previously, when it utilized the contract mode for service·delivery. 

Attached -- hereto as . Exhibit 9 is a true and ·correct copy of ail internal 
memorandum, outlining the difficulties that San_ Bernardino Courit)r- was havin~ with the 
Department of Social Services regarding the contract rriode as far back ·as 1982. Even at 
that time, -Social Services was not easy to deal with· in the contract mode, particularly 
given the geography of San Bernardino County, where there are substantial areas which 
are distant from the county seat. ,' 

In ·1937; San Bernardino went through an audit of its IHSS contract. Attached · 
hereto as Exhibit 10 is a true arid correct copy of an internal memorandum detailing 

5 With this issue, as well as others pertaini~g to the historical relationship between the county and the 
Department bf Social Services, in the past few years, most of the individuals with knowledge of the 
relationship have retired. Some of the old documents and correspondence has disappeared; and is rumored 
to have left with departing employees. Efforts-are continuing to contact former employees- in order to 
ascertain better information. If further information is forthcMJ..ing, slime will be provided to the 
Commission in a supplemental filing. 
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issues regarding the audit, ang):~:.J<,pj~i~:P,!~:!!1e,.c..~l1.TitY~§.~ffjc;\~l:resp~ms.~ fo:th~: audit~ It 
is obvious from the corresp9ii~9¥~n_(;,ejJ1.1!L!li~~,C,on.!r.act,,proc;,~~~.;inyo,l,ves·!116re.thanjust the 

-issuance of a contract,· w.ith np~_Q_fufuj_~~filfr~J~~P?"Il~ip_iy_tt~~~:-,;:;\,_;:•.'+",::' · ~--:'.:" · -._::-:i..~ 
.... , .. ,.,.,. · · ~~~-~- .~:..~~~.;;:i:·r-i;;.·~~~~;;:..,~-. . ;Q,z:._.~i;~ .~Gr,-:;fc:.:,·~- ::".ti.~'if!.'l:~±-.: :-:_--:!?-~-~-:·.·-.,.,:::-:,,··· 

-· ·. _ -Additionally, in 1986; the Department of Social S(:rvices granted a 1% cost of 
living· increase to IHSS.- providers~ Due to: the fact 'thatSan Bernardino had an :existi-ng. --- : . 

- - -- contract at that 'time with Health~ Conservation, Inc., which subcontracted with Visiting 
···:: . Nur~es Asso'Ciaffcin, much w'ork: w~s :necessaif in .order for the actuai-care providers to:· - . 

receive the COLA._ Attached hereto. as~Exhibi ts7J2,'°1'.3.~14,.:.andd5, is .. correspondence · 
.. relating t() the problems. as~.<;t9~!ftft.1~iff1_ th.~Z~<i~fi?:~t.:~iP-~~~111~ljt,-,l~_;g~~.e!-~:i!ia(ff,i~--care 

providers acti.Jallyreceive the COLA.7 . - _ .· - · - .· _ · 

Over the years, many studies have been performed to determine what is actually 
cheaper, contract or the individual_ provider mode. Without a doubt, the individual 
provider mode has been found less expensive to provide. This is due to the fact that 
generally the providers who work for a contractor receive some small benefits, and there 
is also the built-in profit and administrative costs for the contractor. Additionally, usually 
the cases which are assigned to a contractor are less time intensive, and thus the hours of 
service for these cases is less than those which-remain -in the individual provider mode. 
As the county must bear a share of costs for this mode, if the cost per service hour under 
the contract mode is greater than that for the in di vi dual provider mode, then the total cost 
to the county, pursuant to its share of cost, will also be greater. 

Attached hereto as Exhibit 16, is a report to the Legislature by the I>epartment of 
Social Services, .evaluating Santa _Cruz County's pilot project .. It should be •noted, on 
page 5, in assessing the claims by Santa Cruz that1 the mixed mode (both contract and 
individual provider) was cost efficient, the Department noted that that claim was not 
supported by the evidence. The report notes in the analysis that the contract hourly rate 
was approximately twice the cost of the hourly rate for individual providers. 

· The IHSS program: was the subject of a report by California's Auditor General in 
Mar;s;.h, 1~.~7, a. true and corre,ct copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibitl7. On page 
2 Of the report, it notes the difference in hourly co~t .per case depending upon the mode of 
service. For the individual provider mode, the average cost per hour was $3.76. For 
private agencies under contract to a county, the average cost per hour was $7 .2 L For 

·those cases where counties employees provided services, the average cost per hour was 
$9.43, which did not include county overhead. Thus, even as far ~ack as 15 years ago, 
the contract mode was clearly not less expensive. . · - . . 

6 Again, notwithstanding a review of old records, all of the materials pertaining to the conduct of.tne audit 
could not be-located. Attempts are being µiade to ascertain if there are any of these old materials still -
extant. 
1 As is noted, by the time two years had elapsed, the COLA had still not been granted to the actual care 
providers.- San Bernardino was of the opinion that the contract should be amended and increased, whereas 
the State was of the opinion that the COLA could be granted within the contract's cap. U~f?rtuna.t~\y, 
correspondence and documentation regarding the ultimate o\1,\come was not found, and this is add1t1onal 
.information for which ongoing efforts to locate are being made. · 
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Addition all Yr on,page"-2~:::ofc.the creportpthose~.persons:-: with , individual' providers'"'·:" ''"'' .. 
were more satisfied··~hd"h-ad':oeerHes-seirtcortvenienceacby. art interruption fo·s'er-vice·than>'" :•1::: 

those served•by-the- coiltractttnode~' 0 The • Atiditor.:Ge-rfetal' s~RepbrCalso .noted that more 
coqt_ract provid~rs request~d falsification_ Qf their time sheets' than.individual ·providers . ' 
(14% versu_s 2%). · · · .. ' · · . · _ . 

; ....,..., 

~.' . .. ·-· 

. : -. '":·:·,In cdrisiderado~ ofthe cost of ptovidirlg tare; it should be noted that the fypes of · ··:··· . ·'· . 

. .. serviCes .provided by' the IHSS workers: lndude everything from the rriuiidane. such·.~ • : .. ··. ·. 
domestic servic·es-;:.fo;;the-.ver-y;persona:l'f,irrcluding bowel::an·d:bladder care, menstrual. car_e~--.::.-.: "'~~~ · 
and bed baths:!l.ttThus; partfciula:r.Iy1fotcthci~~-'Who'-rieedt.pers·onahcare'·ser-vices;satisfa:ction-r::-; :-:c.c .-~,:r. .., 
and co.nifort with the care· pro',lider is .of paramount' importance.' ' ' - . . . . . . ,. . . . . 

Over the yeftrs, there have b~en competing interests in providing services under­
IBSS. In the 1990'.s, the pri_vateindustry providing care provider services had been 
urging greater priva,tization under the contract mode,_Attached hereto as Exhibit 19, is a. 
true and correct ~.opy of the response to the ind1,1§try' s ·Privatization proposal by the State 
Department of Sqqial Services, dated July 6, 1990 .. : Allthroughout this document, Social 
Services provides·documentation that the contract inode costs greater than the individual 

·:PrD_'t~der mode, starting in the first paragraph. At that time, the average cost per hour of 
serv,i_ce under the i_ndividual provider mode was $4.68, whereas the average cost per hour 
under the contract mode was $8.51. There was a11 attempt by the industry to show that 
the ·difference was attributable to the .fact that·once-contract cases were converted to 
individual provi~~r c~~es, th~ so~ia] v,iorker would increase .. hours in· order to make up the 
di ff<l_rential. The pepartinent of S9cial Services fpund that not to be the case: the hours 
wou.)d have to be i!lcre(\sed by 82%.to make up the difference; (Id., page 1.) .There was 
some evidence presented by the Dep~rtment that.to cqnv~rt individual provider cases to 
contract cases would; in faqt, cost an additionaL$169,9 million dollars annually. (Id., 
page:3.) Additionally, overhead in the, individqal provider mode cost only 2¢ per hour, 
while overhead for contract mode cost 98¢ per, hour, with an additional 21¢ per hour for 
profit. (Id. at page 5.) · 

The Department also stated that: 

, "The .. _Contract mode .. administration , · ·overhead 
.refen-ed to in proponents allegations is essentially the cost 
of the private business, not the cost of administering the 
IHSS program. As mentioned above, ·the IBSS · 
administrative/overhead costs occµr at essentially the sam·e 
le.ve) across all mo9es. Simplyst~!~d; tQi;::.posts qf County 
·and/or State admli11stratiqn .femai11. the same regardless of 
the mode of delivery for IHSS services." (Id. at page 6.) · 
[Emphasis in original.] _ 

R Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 12300 contains the outline of the basic types of care which are 
provided to recipients. Attached hereto as Exhibit 18 is a true and correct copy of a page of a document 
tak-en from the County of San Bernardino which, lists the subcategories. of care provided by the 
Department's Regulations. · ·0 
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Thus, th.e prese~t contention by the Department of Social· Services that there 
WOtlld 1?.~ no administrati,ve overhead by San .Bernardino if it were ·io .elect the contract ' 

' 'mode flies. in 'the face of statements made by the Department. Additionally, change jri· '' 
. · .. rqo~e to the qmtract mod~_has been·dfacouraged.by the b~partmerit: '. .. ·· · 

. . . " . . . ' . . ' .. . ' ~: . . . . . ' . . .• ·.. .. : : . . . . . . . . '· .. 

·. ,;Sta~e· faw-arid poliCy cl~ariy.-do rt.otlimit the at;iiity: •. 
of Counties to choose their mode . of service delivery. 
Howeve1:, the. State has noLapproved .. mode· shift requests· 
that increase expenditures unless the County is willing to 
cover any costs that exceed their ·allocation. The State 
continues to approve County plans that utilize the Contract 
mode of delivery when it can be accomplished within 
existing resources. Basically each C()unty's allocated share 
of the annual State budget is the controlling factor. 
Therefore, if contracting is less expensive, Counties should 
be able to shift to that mode and remain within their 
allocation." (Id. at page 9.) 

"On 711/88 the average cost per hour· of the JP mode 
was $4.68 while the Contract n:iode cost per hour was 
$8.51. These costs are not similar and it cannot be· said that 
a switch to Contract mode for all NSI cases would ·be cost 
effective. Using 7/1188 cost/hour data for cases served in 
April 1990, the added cost of serving all NSI cases in the 
Contract mode which were served in· the JP mode that 
month would be an annual· cost of $247.2 million 
(5,378,274 NSI Paid Hours in JP Mode x $3.83 x 12 
month~). At the 1990 rate, the cost would be. even more 
dramatic." (Id.) 

· ... 

Thus, the contention that conversion to the contract mode would be a cost savings 
to the County of San Bernardino flies in the face of the Department's own research and 
findings. 

The differences between the individual provider and contract mode of care was 
reviewed, amongst other issues, by the Little Hoover Commission in its report, Unsafe in 
Their Own Homes: State Programs Fail to· Protect Elderly From Indignity, Abuse and 
Neglect, dated November 6, 1991, and attached hereto as Exhibit 20. The report 
concluded that individual providers make Jess than $5 per hour, whereas contract 
agencies charge $9 per hour. (Id. at page 12.) However, in additiori to cost, there are 

· other considerations. Individual provider mode is a vital element of the IHSS program, 
particularly to those recipients who need personal care services, and the need to select · 
relatives as care providers. (Id. at page 13.) Freedom of choice is very impmtant to 

0
IHSS recipients. (Id. at page 15:) 0 
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Thus; the Department-of.S0cial,Services' conclusion:thatthere-is no extra cost ·by: ··· 
the conversion by' San. Bernardino: to·. contract mode~' iS'''SUbstantially' in •• error: 

. Furtherrnore',c:Ban,Bemardino experienced·.the~state1 s displeasure• with•.its prior contract' ·~, ... ·· 
inody due· to ever increasing costs due to case load growth.... . . . 

.. _:.·.-I~ i 9ki; the. D~p~rtmenl of SciCi~· ServiCes' "requi;ecl. San .. Bemardi~o c6unty. t~ ... ' , 
. temu~ate its .co~ti-a~t with .. th~ .. then:. provider I : Remedy- Harrie and .. Health Care", .. iric., 

·.be.cause of the-costs-involved,···Atfached-hereto,as·Ex,hibit;'.kl--are0 a'nlirriber·cif-newspaper--· •.. : .... ,. - -·:-·-
. · articies whi"ch~'coyel'\!d~the issue, discussing: the• effect of' the··:contracfs· .. cancellation··on .. : •. · ·· ., · 

both providers and recipients. In passing; it should be noted that the Remedy Home and . 
·Health Care, Inc. workers were members in the United Domestic Workers' union.9 

. 
The reason for the contract's cancellation was because the state had charged that 

contracting for the ·services was more expensive than the individual provider plan. 10 

Apparently, it was the opinion of some that the genesis of the audit of 1984-1986 
previously referred to was a previous attempt to end San Bernardino's contracting 
process. It was asserted in the article that: 

"But _the audits proved though the cost per hour for 
Remedy workers was higher than the hourly cost of 
individual providers, the former provided quicker and 
better service. · 

"So the state backed down. Until now. 
"According to Decker, the system. has priced itself 

out of business. 
"Remedy workers cost about $8.88 an hour, while 

aides employed directly cost the program just $4:03. 
"This _year Remedy's contract would cost $20.5 

million. But 90 percent of the money comes from the state; 
and the state has allocated just $16.5 million. 

· "The county begged for more, offering to meet the 
state part way by cutting services to some less needy 
clients. . 

"The state said OK. Well, sort of. The state 
realized this was the opening it had been looking for.· It 
agreed to supply enough money to pay individual 
providers, effectively killing the contract. 

"By the'way, the state said, cutting services to any 
of the program's clients was out of the question. 

"So on Jan. 5 the supervisors voted to terminate 
Remedy's contract." (Id.) 

9 See article in The Daily Report, entitled "Union warns program fro elderly.in danger", published. 
·• Wednesday January 28,. 1987. . 

lO See artaic!e iri°the Desert Dispatch, entitled "What Would ~onnie Think?", published Saturday, January 
24, 1987. ·o 
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In conclusion; the contention of the Departmen_t of Social Services thatto contract e 
for care provider-. services is::specious'.'.:c,,First-of- all, ,·there is:·no guarantee_ that the - -- · 

_ Department:.0frSo~iabSer¥,ices.=w.ill\appro.ve~a7_coii_tr~c.t"=ri1Qde.;Qr•. the contracHti;;~lf., -Even: ~~;·: 
. if the Department of Social Services approves the contract, it may refuse· to fully fund it. 
- Administrative costs c!o riot decrease once the contract mode has beeri selected; ·as seen 

frorri 'the .9ocurnents. above,. the ])epartment coriterids 'that .'the -county';., adrrt'i~is~ratiye 
- - · ccists re_imi.in t11e same: -Evert if the contr"act:rriode· is selected,· the Departme.nt rhay force 

the county. to disband it in the .future-~due toJiscal concerns.~Ttius, there is no .. validity to 
the _contention.that the COntractmode:is a(riO COSt to. the-~OUTlties.:.,_,.;,. -_ ·"·''·" _ ~·'.:.::~'.;·;: · . 

V. THE PURPOSE OF THE TEST CLAIM LEGISLATION WAS TO FORCE 
COUNTIES TO ESTABLISH A MECHANISM FOR BARGAINING WITH 
CARE PROVIDERS 

For years, there had been efforts to unionize individual providers for the purpose 
of collective bargaining. As noted above, United Domestic Workers represented contract 
employees in San Bernardino County, and we are informed and believe, and based upon 
such information and belief, state that other counties' contract care providers were also 
represented by a union. 

In 1985, the California Attorney· General issued an opinion_ that stated that 
individual providers were employed by the county for the purpose of collective a 
bargaining, and thus were entitled to the protections of the Meyers-Mi!ias-Brown Act. 11 9 

As a result of that opinion, the Service Employees International Union attempted 
to organize the individual providers in Los Angeles County, and sought to bargain with 
the county. When Los Angeles refused, SEIU filed a petition for writ of mandate, 
seeking to compel collective bargaining. The trial court denied the petition, and an 
appeal was filed._ In Service Employees International Union, Local 434 v. County of Los 
Angeles (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 761'. 

The appellate court, while finding that the opinions of the Attorney General are 
entitled to great weight, found that the county did not exercise control over the providers 
either directly or indirectly. The court reviewed indicia of.employment, and found that 
they were not "public employees" for the pu11'?.oses of the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act. 
Consequently, these indi victuals had no right to collective bargaining. 

As recently as 1991, the Little Hoover Comniiss'ion noted that the state had 
ducked the unionization issµe and had passed it on to the counties.

12 

The Department of Social Services has recognized_ that the effect of the test claim 
legislation is to increase costs for provider wages and benefits, as well as the 

11 See Opinion of the California Attorney General, No. 84-308, dated July 23, 1985, attached hereto as 
Exhibit 22, aod incorporated herein by reference. ·• .• 
12 See Report of the Little Hoover Commission, Exhibit 20, at pages 10-1 l. 
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establishment of art employer of record. After noting that the costs of the program will_ 
increase, the Department; states:: that the· legislation does not permit the. reduction 'in 

. service hours-to any recipient. 13 .·.The Department reiterated that IHSS is an entitlement 
·.program, butservices"must· becprovided within;.the ·constraints .of the Budget'·Actr andc':' 

counties who exceed.their allotment are at risk of not receiving full reimbursement: (Id .. 
. . at page 4.) .Aclditio~ally, the Dep~rtrri~nt reminded-counties that ,their responsibility h to ; 

pay 35% of the non-federal share of costs. ·:(Id. at' page 2.) · . · ·. · · · · · · ·· · · 
• : ~ -- • • ' 1 • • - - , • • ' ' • • _. -· • - • - • • • ' - ••• • ' ' • ; • -· •• 

·, .. -·; ._ .. · .. ·· 

: . Thus;: the-entire~purpose .cif~ this legislatiOn is;·to-alldw~individual. providers to .. · .. -• - -··- .. 
. ·unionize, ·yet· be able to totally control any:exposure· the state may have ·to incr~ased cosi:s ~' · 
. whleh will inevitably occur .. ·This is particularly disheartening in light o( the finding by . 

the Little ·Hoover Commission that the State has not taken advantage of all federal 
resources available to it, which would result in a diminished state and county 
contribution.14 

·. The issue ·of the state's maximizing federal revenue was apparently raised by the 
County of Tulare in connection with its IHSS demonstration project. Attached hereto as 
Exhibit 24 is a true and correct copy of a letter written by John Rodriguez, Deputy 
Dire9tor with the Department of Health Servic.es to the Robert W. Naylor, dated August 
29~. 1995, denying that the state believed that there was any need to apply for federal 
Medicaid waivers or other federal funds. · 

Thus, while.recognizing that this new state legislation has the result of increasing 
·costs to local government, the state has refused to examine the issue of federal waivers or 
additional federal funding to alleviate the obvious funding issues. 

VI.: __ . CHAPTER 91, STATUTES OF 1999 WAS PROPERLY INCLUDED IN 
·-·~ .... :· ·=' THE TEST CLAIM . 

Both the Department of Social Services ari.d the Department of Finance. liave 
. argued that Chapter 91, Statutes of 1999 should not be included in the test claim. The 
County of San Bernardino respectfully disagrees. 

The state agencies have argued that since the primary focus of the test claim is the 
designation of the "employer of record" and the issue of collective bargaining, that this 
provision does not belong in the test claim. That is an overly simplistic summation of the 
test. claim, as there are additional provisions · for which reimbursement is sought 
including, but' not.limited to the required advisory committee as .well as the county's 
share of any increase in wages resulting from collective bargaining. 

Chapter 90, Statutes of 1999 contained a provision wherein there was an increase 
· in provider wages or benefits negotiated or agreed to by a public authority or non-profit 
consortium, the increase would be shared in the same ratio as the service components of 

ll See D~artment of Social Services, All-County Letter No. 00-68, dated September 20, 2000, attached 
hereto as Exhibit 23, at page 5. • ·• ·o 
14 

See Report of the Little Hoover Commission, Exhibit 20, at page 19. 
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the program (65% state, 35% county of the non-federal share). However, Cqapter 91, 

-Statutes of 19_99 _reI?~aJ~,,7t_h,'t!?.l?!;.~Xt~.i_qn_~O',a,.,~1;:E~9Btr~s" tQ_~t;0~\1i;;,,,~?.-1;.WW;,H~·1\\.zP'.?BPS?::gr!x"' ". ; ; .;:::;.-­
funds to fund~.?9t~"'th_e 7i~~~J.~.,~~,,~~}La~ t~~:~.~t.~;,~;,sna'.~·-Wch;4m~ ~\2~1?Y!!1~rS t~l<,~~i;i:c•:::•:" . _. .. :.c ·~-

~.:;;."';;.-;:.-;:;:;:;-·-~~-~;:;;:·'--..__~ .... ::.,,; ..... ;:;;,~~.;..;;.;;.~;::.-:.-.;·-.,,r. . . ,-::':--·, ...... ,T"tl...,r-=--:-:·f':r:'~:= ., ~.,.,. .. ,.;:.;.=.-·· ..... ..-....... ..: ....... ..-... ,,.,-.. -.. - . -

·Although. Chapter-91\Vas -also effecdv~'"mfJuly i'2;".'f9.9~_, if"ca_me"a'fier'.t:fiapter·':· ,,,,._,:. 
· • 90. Thus,· Chapter ~Q was in effect prior to the sections' repeal ·by t.~e passage of .Chapter ... ·• -.. · -_ · 

• 

0

91 .• The Legislature: is presumed. to b~ aware of: related law. LOng j~each: Unified School .. ·- · _ -_ - -
-.-_ · Pis.ti·ictv. State ofCalifqrnia.099Q)725 ¢aLApp;3.d 155, 176_. T\lus'with H1e passage of: - - < __ . 

-:- ;r~~~~i~n;°;.~ t~~i~5.s,~1 ~~~f~~rlti~~~~~e~f~-~~~Y,,~~~ft:;Ji1·hfrWr11Ifa~'tof·~fs~e~~~- _: ____ .:... ___ .~ · -
- . ~a5s.·the Wi;v~7tftt1:?~~~16il~.·1Yc'g&)<J;~'¥v~·~~~~~k~a~ifH~';"s'i'~~Tliit~~i"rr[tdre cticf ,~~t. 

chal)ge the provisions of Chapter 90, it .is presumed that the L~gislature so intended. The 
fact that Chapter 91 W?,s. !ater enacted means that the Legislature intended. the provisions 
of Chapter 90 to be enaeted as is. 

To .eliminate Chapter 91 from the test claim eliminates the provisions of law from _ 
consider.ation by the Commission which effectively reduced the amount of the State's 
contribution to ~ages. -

·:· 

Pi:n'suant to i California Code of Regulations, Section 1183 (3)(2),, all test claims 
must contain those provisions of state law which impact the alleged mlindate. Thus, the -
test claim would be incomplete if Chapter 91 were not induded in the test claim. 

· Thus, .t~f County of San Bernardin(? requests that Chapter 9J remain part of the 
within test claim. · 

VI. CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, the County of San Bernardino requ~s-ts that the Commission find 
that Chapters 90 and 91., Statutes of 1,999, .and Chapter 445, Statutes of 200 be found to 
constitute ·a. reimbursable state mandate claim. · 

• . 'I , 

CERTIFICATION 

The foregoing fJ:l,Cts are k[]pwn to me personally, except as tq ~hqse matters whic.h are 
stated under information· and behef, and as to those rriatters I b

0

elieve_ them to be true. · I 
d~clar.e'· under p~naity''. qf perjury under the laws of the St~te of'C~lifornia that the 
state'ments made. in this document are trne and complete to the best of my personal 
knowl~dge and as to ali matters, I beli~ve therl'). to be true. . 

Executed this __ 6_ day of September, 2002, at San Bernardino, California, by: 

. Miuly R. Sawicki, Director 
.. Aging & Adult Services, County of San Bernardino . 

'o "<;:> 
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NO.S06 P002/01.3 

916 323 e20e P.e2,,a1 
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.. -··. .. -:·-=--= .. __ :.·~::·:·.· -;'' ~'"":-.-.·,, ~-·:····.- =·::;."·:.. 
' :.......:..._ - . 

.BEFORE THE . · · 
COMMISSION.ON.STATE MANDATES . 

. .. :. . . .. ~ --· 

. ,· ... -.. ~·· . .-.-... · .. ~ ·:STAT.5 .. 0F-c.A.Ll:PORNiA .. · ·-~;. · ·. : .. ,- ·;· · ... _.: .. ·- . . . . -. 
• • • ~. > • 

.·; 

' ..... '.,, ... ~ .. · :. ' .: .. . ·•; ·.•· - .. ~ . · . 

····-.· 
IN RB TEST CLAIM ON:. 

.. ~ ... , ··- •.. -!·. ..· ·.;_- "-' 

~ . . . 

Govc:mmenc Code Sectioc 3540 et seq,, as 
add:d by c::bapter 961, Stacute.s of 1Sl7S ct al 

GQvernmenc Code Scclian 354 7 .5, .s.s t!.dded .by 
1.hapter 1213, Statutes ·or 1991, a.rid the 

California Deparcmen? ofEdui:ation Advisory 
92-01 

And filed on December 29, 1997: 

By the Alamada County Office Qf ~ucatioc, 
Claimant. _____ _. 

. ..... ~· ... ' 

Car.solida.ricm of Collecriye Bargaini11g 
and Collecrivl! Bargaf.rdng Agreeme11r 
D!sclo.n1re 

ADOPTION OF AMENDED . 
PARAMETERS AND <;;U1DEl.INES 
PURSUANT TO GO\l'CRNMENT 
CODE SECTION 17557 AND 
CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, SECTIONS 
1183.12 AND 1183.2. 

(Ado pied on August 20, 1998) 

DECISION 

. The attached amt:7tded Parameters and Guidelines of the Corru:nission on Swe Mandates were 
hereby adopted in the .e.bove·e_c.titled matter .. 

Tb.is Decision shall become eff~tive on August 25, \998. 

··~~~ . 
. PATJ1.A HIGASHilE1JtiYCDfrectcr 

.. 
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N0.506 P00:;l/013 
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. 1 e 
Adopt~: October 22. 1980 · _. 

·_Amendments Adopted: 8/19/81 . . .. , . .. . . 
· · C~O:d.menr.s ·applicable only. to ct.aii:Il..sJcr costs incurr~ 
-.. _amr1u.rie-30;19s1r·. , · · · · · · --· ·· 

Amended! '·3/l 7/83 . : . 
A.mcruu:d:· 9/z91a3 

. -~ -

Ameo1:fed:. 1211sia3 
Ameridecf:' 6/27/SS. 
A.mended: 10120/88 
Amended.: 7 /22/93 
Amended: 8120/98 
Documec.t Date: August 21, 1998 

. .; 

CLA™ANT' S PR.OPoSED CONS:Q!JP.ATED PARAMETERS AND G\U1DELINES, 
. ~MODIFIED BY STAFF 

.. ,, .. , .. ,'.·· . . · 
~ 901, Sta.cures of 1975 
Chapta 1213, Statutes of 1991 

CoUectlve Bargaining 
. and . .. . 

Coll~ B.argaitling A~cnt Disclosu."6 
, ,.., .. ··"". T . ·~··: .. 

An act to repeal Article S (corrunenc-Uie: with S~tio'il 13080) of Chapter l of 'I;>i0_sion 10 ofthl!I . 
Education Cod.!:, atld to add Chapter 10.7 (cornmenei.tlg with Si:i::tion 3540) co Division 4 of 
Title. l of the Government Code, rclnring to public ~~_coal e,mp_lo:tmer.i~,rcl!ltjp~, arid ... 
maki.ng an appropriation. This bill, which was opCratlve JU!y I, l 976, repeiiled the Winton Act 
and enacu:d provisions to meet and o.egotiate, thaeby creatiag a collective bargaining 
annosphe-re for public school emp~oyers. Chapter I 213, Statutes of 1991 added ser::tiOn 3547.S tc 

. ~ Gov_ernment Code. Go:V.:~rnm:# <;:.ode se.c;tiqn 354 7 .S requires school districts to publicly 
disclose major pn:rvisions of';feoll~ve ~ajning ag;red'nent after negotiations, but before the 
agn:ement becomes binding. · · 

A. .Op=rative Datt of Mao<hte: 

The provisions .relating t0 tbe crcaJ:ioc, c:::rta.in duties of. acd appropriations far the· 
Public Employment Relations Board yren: operative on January 1, 1976. The 
pro.,..isions relating to th:: ~ml rights of employees, the represeotatioa.al rights 
of employee orga.aiz.ations, the recognition of exclusive represeruati.vc:s, and related _ 
proeedures were operative oo April ·1, 1976. The balance of the added provisions were 
operaci ve on J.uly l. 1976. · . 

The provisioru relacing tn Collective Bar~ng Agreemertc Disclosl.U'C added by Chapter . 
121], Starute.s of 1991 wi::re operative on January I. 1992. ·The California Dcpa'lune.nt.of 
Educ.a.ti on issued Managem~t Advisory 92-01 dated Ma:; 15, 1992~ to· establish the 
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B. 
; - .· _. 

2 

pu]?lic disdosµre,.fq'J'.l'!Ul,tJ~l'._ school d.isttict compliance with tbc test claim stanite, -
-- . - _- . ·.. - . . . 

Period.' of Claim __ . _ ,. . _ . :_ 

. _:_·Q~y· cds·cS--incuttcd-aft·~ .. J~_ 1·, '1~~-~y .b~fcla~--- The wtial.c:!~im ~ow~ . 
. ·. ha vc llx:l:udeci ail -~ost9. iDi:iu.rreif for that portion cf th::: fi.scaJ:year from hntµcy 1, ' _ 
- · 191a .•.. to.Ju.oe JO, i 91a;-· ·- · -

PUrsu.a.nt to language iD:hlded in the- 15180-81 budget, claims sh.all no loD,ger be -
ac:cciptCd for this period. All ~D..t fiscal year claims shOuld be filed with the 
Sta.Le Controller's Office fO!: processing. -

The test claim on Chapter 1213, St.-nu1es cf 1991 ~filed with !he Commissian on 
December 29, 1997. Acc:ordi.llgly, tbc period ofrW:r.lburse.ment for rile provisions 
relating to disclosure begins July 1, 1996. Only _disclcsure costs incurred after 11.tlY I, 
l 996'rnay be claimed. · 

C. M.and.at.o:I. Cost 

Public scbDol employers have :inc:urn:d costs by complying with the requirements of 
So::rion 3540 through 3549.l eslablisbed by, Chapter 961, Statuces of 1975. In 
addition, some costS have beeir i.Ix:urred as a ~t of ~mplianc:e with reguJaticns 
promulgated by the Public Empklyment R=la.t.ions Board (PERB). Since these u:r:iviry 
cosc.s (referred i:.o ccllactlvely as "Rodda Act" activities and costS in chls document), iri 
many respects. simply impl.:mc:nr the original legislation, lt is intended that these 

. ·: pararneter-s and guidelines b.ave embodied. !hose- regulations or actions takeu by PERB 
-~·_.prior:.to ~c...~beT 31. 1978. 

D. Couruy Superi.n!Cnde.m or Scilools Filing 

If the CAunty Superime:r.ideut of Schools files a r:la.irn an behalf of more th.an one school 
district, the costs of tbc: i.Ddi-vimla1 school di.ilrict must be sb.own s.:parately. 

E. Governing Auchority 

The c?-Sts for salaries ~ c::x::pc:nse.s of the governing authority, for e:wuple the Scho0f 
Supen1J..Let:idcnt and Govc:ntlng Board, are not rr:imbursable. These are costs of general 
governrnenr; as described. by me federal guideline e~Ued "Cost Principles and 
Proce.dun.:s for Esc:ablis.b.i:llg c:osz. Allocation Pla.ns a.ad Indirect Cost Races for Grants 
and ConLractS with t:be Federal Govc:rnmem," ASMB C-10 . 

.. 
"o 
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: · . , ... · ·. : TIW·rci1 io~mg' certification mtisr 'acc~y ait c1aiks: ·:· .· 
. . ' . : . . .. :. ' . ; . . - .. ~< .· .·.,. , . '- ·.' ~' .. -. . . -. . . . .. . ' _. . . . . . ' - .• -. :. : ·. . . 

. .. . . .. - . 

. ' ~- . ·. 

. :~,,-':~ :· .. =~~~~~--~~E~~~~'i ·cam: .· · .. . ... _,· . 
. -· ------· 

THAT Section i090 ~ 209Q: i.oclusiv~'-~r tile .. 0ovr:rnriient cooe· .ind 
other a:pp_ppib!c provisionls of the law have been compiied with: arid · 

.' . . ·, . 
. . . . . ' 

'rHA TI am me per.son llll!bOriz.ed by the l~l agency to fiiC: clai.o:i for fi.inds 
with the Seate cf Califoinia. 

---.,,,,...,.---,--"-=---'-··'·.;...····.:..· ··'------·-· Slgriillire of Authorized Rcpresi:ni:a.tivc 
Daic 

··l••'' . •t· .• ,.- . 

• -: . .c.. t" .. ··- -'·· ·: :~7 .. _.· :::.x~·.:,: - .. :_ . 
G. . Claiil:~c'Cori:g?onec.ts (Rci:mbuna.bie Costs} 

. . ~·. ~.;:". ' ·. . . . - '. 

ReJi;i:~~~i; ~iiviti:s ,manda.ted .by Chapter 961, Sta:t1.1tes of 1975 .and,CJ-i;ipter 1213!. 
Siarutes cf i§91 arc: grouped imo seven compooents, Gl tllrough rj·"i, The· cost of 
activities grouped in COmpow:otJts Gl, G2, and 0.3 ll!e sµbject.co offs..~ by the hi.Storie:: 
c::osc of similar Wi.moa Act activities as described ii(H2, ·'' · 

1. ... ~~rmination ofapptopriate birgaWng urilts.for r.=P~mati21l and~ 
dcti!rmina,tjon of the exclusive rqire:Semativc:S. · · 

a. Unit Oetcrmi.mmon: ~lain the process for determininiphc cofuposltloa. 
of the ~employee council under the Wi~~n Ai::t, and the 

. process for tktei111irij11fa:pprop~~ ~'g#(Q.fog uni·ts·iti~uqi.r;ig tJlci: . 

. determ.iniltion·:of · '·C:riiCill . ii · · .. · 'i ., "' 'and coi?fidential e I oyees. ... . ma.w.g . . . ' ~ socy ,.., ., . .. ·' . .· . l"!lp,. 

. 1,1¢er ·Cbapfe:i- 961" stahi res :of. i 97.s, if Slic~)fFtt,,.i~ ~ere: performed· 
. during .I.be·~ ye4I' tiefug~i:1iiimed. . ' · .... · . 

. ...,./ ':·. ~ 

. b. Determ.matkm of the E.Xc:h.J.sive R.eprcse.mati.ve: Costs cnay include 
i:=eipt a.lld ~ of the rep~ta.tion and. decertification notices ~. 
lf n.ecaracy. 2Cijudlcacion of sw::h tll7iIU:ts before t.hc PERB . 

.. 
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., ' SEP::.1s~19'38·:o·: 15• l 1 -· 
916 323 820E:l ._ .. ~ .. ---· 

CCJ"N ON ST~TE ~TES 

.e 

' ) 

• 

4 

... 
. :.·: ·.· 

'"'' ~- .... ,, ....... -~~'-...:.1 -~~---~~:~,.;;; ... ~ ... ;.;.~;~~~~""'~-~·~ .. -~~~~-.":';.. · ··:.:~:~._.": .. -=:-·i:~~~- !:1r!.~~J~~,..~ ":'.i.~ .. ~.·!!~-~~'lr~~ .... ~-;---

·.·. -:..:· 

•' . ·,·:. 

C. --c::·3J)O:g,,'~ ~ ~~ ~~~-~luduig satanes'anc1 benefitS for.·· .. 
~pl~yer. represemat:ives 'and/ or. neces~ ~ :fot'. concra.c:.te4 s°eryiees : .... 

··· .· .... · · . · ;;;~ :[C"[~.<!l:~i~.,~C:~!~~~,,h~~;.Jr.;. 
. --~--= =-...:_~~du;tj,Jlg~the fiscal year bel.ng claimed,. Sa~. and benefits . 

'•- : '. · .. ~. ·:;; 

I .,, .. 

2. 

. · · ~ be sbo\Vn as described 'iii' Item H3 .' . -. , . 

(i) 

(3) 

Represem:atiDn oflhe pulllic schOOI employer at PE&B bearings 
,to ~ bargaini.llg u.riit:S alid 'the c~¢1~ lve representative. 
Ac;maI ~orrtirile will bt:fre~~: Salaries and benefits 
.must:bc shown as described m·Jtem'H3'; · 

..• ·: : .... ::~··.-',::..-... ··~ }' ( ·(•":':. :1.:·· 

If wl'.lWICU:d services a.re used for either (a) er (b) above, 
coa:r:z:a · ilivoiees ·!XI.We bC' siibmlfied w\th 'the: claim, Comract 
=>tS ,~ be shown ·asicesdBkif iri ltifui H5 .' 

. , ·. '• .-.. .··-:-,~;·"~~: . .;: ' 

(4) · Jn,fk::#a the fust of subStitii'b·ror.reieii&e.timi for employer and 

. ., .., 

(5} 

~chzsive barga.i:ciD.g w:i!-t w.itDc:SS,CS ~p .1~~ ac PERS 
be:m:" • ·Tbe·:·ob cliisSificii'tiOii'of~ witnesses and chc: dace rhiey'::.e ~ inust~5a·'bc·'fuSmfff~#';··~I~ase time ror· 
--.:i.-- Witn:>ise$··a:skea-'t0 :a:fte'iiQ 'tili'PERB'hcaring b ~,.~ ·-r-..··-·--.• --t,.,., ... _.., ... y 
-~ Wcit!i Wiii'ootee reuhours6:1'.J;; ,, ' 

. , .... 'I '" _: •I '" .• , )) i . •' • • \ ·-.=~:·\ • ,-··~~:•::".'.;.);:'~ .,., .. • . 

I~ die travel CbstS for.emp!i:lyi:,t'represenwives to any 
· PERB·~. Reim~ shall reflect the rar.e speeificcl by 

the ~·govcniiiig =itiPlcyecs'·or the i~. public school 
·. emp!{,yt;t. . . •. ,':.; ' ' ·: :, :.··;~,·: .. ··::': . ; :: .. 

. ·:.:;<""·:/•'\ . 

(6) . ' ·~.ofpTI:paration for 0oe"~ipfJ##)i.~~ hearing will be 
_ .. reicnbmscd.. . . ... :.·· -~ 1 :.,.=·~:i:,,1~.- ,_ .... _",1.~·.-·1_· ~-

~ ;~~· ·. 

ei~tioru aJJd da:m"tification eio:tions of ~frep~ti~cs are reimbursable in 
the event the Pttblic E:mploymenr: Relations Board determio:s .. tl'l.ac a 'question of 

. representation oxists and·orders an i:JCctiori l:lCid h'Y. ~iet bajJot. . 
' • " ' ""'. • •·;i •' ' ' ·• ,. ·~ ., T • : • 

.. ; 

a. Subinit with~ claim aIJ}' Pu.blic.Employmcnt Refati'ons Board 
agreements.Cit' orders which scare how the electio'n must be ·held. . .. . . - - ' - ...... ~; ... '.; . . .. 

b. If a pn:cinct votlcg l.ist was r'equimi bf PERS,' indkate: the cost ofits 

c . 

· devclopm::m. Sa.ltties and benefit:;; must be ·shown a.; des.r:ribed in Item 
H3. 

T1u: salary nDd b::ndits of a school employer rCJ2re~tadve. if ~quired 
by PERB for time spent observing the counting of ballots, will be 0 
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' ...... 

s 
· reLcnbursed, T1ll: ~tiv=s'. salary must be shoW?I as· discri~ in'. 
- !~.c;i H3 ... ·.·_ · . -· . · . . .· . . . -_ ~: :· . . . . · "· . . -

. " 

. :,· 3.· -~ .,·Nei~tkti6.~:. ~1e-~tla~ iric1udi: '.".: receiikcf'·c~di.iSiv~- · :··. •·· .. · · ... ~·­
- . · re:prerent.ative!s initial O:ittra= p~I. hok!ing of.~ljcf.~mgs,' prcvidmg a, 
·_ · r~nal:H!.~~~(_~~.E(:~ ·~plcyer's propa~ eoocraci to. the pub!U::;· · 

dr::~~lo:f!meiit. a.¢ ~~rntjon of the .!nitJ.tl district contract proposal, z;egotlation 
· of t:he concrict,,n:p~ti .. llJld,distribUtioncof..:Cbe fin:al. cornracc agreement.- , · 

- a, 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

.Sh9w !,be ~ .. of sa.1Jrks and benefits for employer representatives. 
pa.rt,ii;~ b;1 Jll';:&Ot4tiODS;· Comract.e.d services will be reimbursed . 

. Co~t:i (c;t;,'!WtiTD' rm offive pUblic St:!:!Ool 'employer represematives per 
unit. pi:rr·~~tjolu.e:ssion wiJ1 .. bc r:;U:nbi.ll'Sed. Salaries and benefits 
muse be shown as de3crib:d on Page 7, Item H3 . 

. . ;·,;· .''!:'.'.~~;:::,· :_;,, ;- ,. :;~:.:;.1.· ~-i";:'.:~·. _I' . ..... • '• . l 

$hqy.o-~ ~:AA-~ and betlefir:s for employer reprcscntat1vcs and 
empl9y~ ~g-in ccgotl.at.ion planning sessjoru. Cccttai;tcd 
s;:rvices for c:mplcyer represe;:11:atives will be .reimhu~. Salaries and 
bencfii:s must be .shown as described' in·'Item U3. 

• • • '·"• -,··.·-<• ' ·,· ,,,,..L~"·''' 

. . . - .,,.:·.:~~ ... :::·: .·· : . . =·. . 

~~;H ~ .. gfre:pl:'oducticm·for a· copy of rhr.: initial contra.ct 
propOsa.I Arid .6m.I cotlO"!Ct, which is applicable and distributed to each 
employer rcpr=eD.W.ivc (i.e. supervisory, management, corµldcntial) aod 
~.,r~~~ .. m,v;n:tirr.:of copies fcr,puel~ inf9rmation\¥Ul b.: 
reifubtiiSi:d.' PrOvide detail of co.srs and/oi' 'icii::ludc in Yo ices' Coses for 
copies of a final~ providod to ~ITec:tive bargaining wiit metn.bers 
an: not rcimbunabli:. · .. , -·· · · •·· · · . 

. • l ~. ~ ·- • • . " • 

If 20~ ~ are Wed J~~· a., and/or b. above, comnct invoices 
miih t;t;'~ba•ittc.i. CoD!ral:t-costs must be $howu as described in Icem 

~·' 
A list silo~ ~ ~ of all negotiation sessioc.s beld during the fiscal 
year bei:Dg claimed must~= submined . ..... -·. . 

.. 
'o 
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, ...... -··· .. -:·._.·:· -
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-.:~-:" . .-.-.. ·~ 

. ~ ·--·· .. . '; 
. '• .. '• 

a. ; · ·M.~tat1on. - -< ~.- ._, · . :. · · · ... ..... . ·' 

. ·.·· .. cii ·.• • ~~Jt~+.~~~:~'::v~.fj~~~~;;-,.,"~~~;~ 
. n:i.Ci:ibUrScd •. Costa·fo.t'.11·muiffium·offivcf ·· "blic:sc.liool ~ -~---·~ ~- -~-,, ....... -· 

-. · · · etiii;iii)Jef':i~p:aiJ.Ve':S "Fr-'7~iailoli~~iiVJillb:: · ·· · - - · 
reimbun;::d. Satiries and l:ierieflts must be sllown a& described in 

.(2) 

.. 
(3) 

(4) 

Item:H3; .· ... ,·. . '";":' _ .. _,_,,.,~_:;\·•·• ... • ..... •.· 
- "' .. 

rriJ\;;,i._ the ~ts of su~~tim~ ·for tllC rel~ rime of ex.elusive 
b.Qfg~fnirig ucl.L ~p_r~ve.5~i.ng impa~ proceeding$. The 

. job' c~lori ·or the c;.¢ployec_ wii;r;iesses and the date tbeY 
wete ·abSerit shiii''bo Wicated.: Costs fo:r-a rna:r:lmum of fivr: 
repre;. nrativC$ per m:di.ation ~i()n wilL~ _reimbursed; 

.. ~ . • .. : -1·~·: .• _; ) :::?·'·;·~~ .... !/~ •. , •. '· \ 

~of facilities willbC ~ .. 

CO!itii of~ ·medi.a•or ·'l!ti..li. not be-.r~~b'ur'sed.. .. -...... '~ . 

• . (5) . lfconri'at:t servic.cs are u.sa!. l#i<jd'f!r, i:Oil£..act invoices.muse be 
submU:rcQ Wilh'the clil.im/ cdntnib'f'cOsti'mU&t be shown as 
de;>aibed in'ItcrirHS: ·· .. ._.·, '''~''·' · - ,.. · 

b. Fa.a-finding publ~~c;i~ of~ fu.id!;lgs of, the f~t·fuiding panel. ('To 
· the ex teriL · f.:aEt:Ofyixf fig .li.'ll,!'.. ~ti~ .~i;:r-.tho ,Wint on Ar;t during 
tbc-1 ~4-75 ~;·,y~1\.~ts ~ ~ ~imbursable.) · 

(1) All c:ost:s of the sc:,llogl_~loyc:i:~tr:epresentative shall be 
~-."-·Sa:iarie:S.iiid bCDetizs.:must be.shown as described fu 
1teffi m .... · ,, .. - .... · . ,, ·:. : · 

. ';1~·. . :·- ~ ; 

(2) Fifty pen;;e,~Rf U'!e ~sts,,!'P~~ly .. ~ by thli: fact-finding 
p3.ricl"$i;sa_1,1,~P.#'..rc~~~ ~-.JJJa,y:lnchldc: rubstlt!Jtes for · 
rc:J.e3Se 'ifo\C ~('111'.i~~ ~ fac.t~finding prOceedlngs, and the 
rcntah:if heilili~ ... ' uired .b the . I. . 

(3) 

. . ~ ... · ' y . pane 

Special ~-~ it;ipOsc:d_ a~ ~.:PY..blk school employer fer the · 
cki/elafiiaji:OfoJll:iUCiU:=. '1a.~.~e:ci·bYa faa-fulding panel will 
be ¥i~'s#,4. -~i-il;)c ~;~.c6srs·a.Jld explain why thi.9 
d.1.l:a~iM:iUJd tiO:t have tiCCri ?C!1Uired ·by a faet"finding panel u:n.de:r 
tl:le W"m.tol:i' Ac£ .. siiane:S and hem.fies must be shown as 
~ 'fri item g3·~ . 

.. 
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5. 
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~· .. 
: -;; 1·F.'M.4~ ~-.~7"~-~1.::.~~.~~~-1!;-~~--~~···: ·: ·---~~~~h:-' _b.-,7 ~::: ~~~~~~:}~ .. :..;..~ .·~. 

· c~ilective .Ba.rgairiicg.~rit Disclosure• · 

·. , . Discl~sure .of colleeove bargaili.iog·a·~f. tefrer ceg.otiiltjon ~rid before adopti~n by ·. 
- . · ·gaverning bi:>d,y, _a,s reqwred by, Gover~t c;:~e; ,section 3547.5.a.nd·California Stati: . · 

· · ··_ Itjanmec(of Educmon Manag~iU A.~v§ey ~.Ol (or sub&eq~m r~pl.at:ertient), • .. ,~: . 
: .. attaebed.__tQ:,_~--~ <Jed ~~a.cd GUidelmesJ~·!i~~'Yr~_,,_~r;,.formats which""''~ . .;..._ , . 
. :: : cxs--c:d·~P~.Ec.cif.:,~a~}S!R~~-ce~-~vi~~~°Wl.i.:"l.f,~~µnderr.anysother-:'st.atute"or~e~thre: - --·'·. 

order arc nor r~!e.Wlder Uiis ium. - . · 
a~ - fup~ thb di~~zn;fo~-~d ~~~nu, as specified. 

h. 

c. 

d. 

Disr.ribute a copy- of the d~losw-e .fo~ and dOCl.ll!Je!lts, to boatr:f members, 
along witji a copy. of tbe prop(;seif atr@:nt; as spei::ificd. 

Mue·a· · ' · 'bf~"disekistifc fo~.:.~ d~men1s ~of the ro os=d . - . - . ~ .-. ...... ,. . ., ..... ,._.,_ ·'".. -.. -... -- . . - p p 
-agre'efrifrtz avaiibbl¢):1>Jb: pi.iblic. ptjor,to the day of lhe public tneer.lllg, as 
sp:cified.' ··· · -.- " -· . . -

TriWni ~·t;·~Mel on prepar.uion of the disclosure forms and 
documents, as.~ified- · -· · 

c. Supplies and mat.erill.ls. a:c:ss.ary .to prepare.the disclosure forms and 
documetits'ras ~-: · - 1 

Fors.:.?:: b_.~ ~ .• .C··.UF ~Ar!.":<~) of the -pt)blich.earin~(s) at.which the major provisions \9 
of the agre:mcnt w:r:c diSiclo.scd m ac~rd.a.nce-with:t.ru: TCqwrcments cf Govc:mm.ent 

• -.• - •• • 11 ..... ·-···. '-'='-~"'.'-''-\_·,.. . .. ·. .. . . ' 
· Cbde si!i:ti6n J S4 7 .s Bod Department of-EduQ!lion AdVisory 92·01 (or subsequent _ 

repl.a=meru). 

6. Cotitra.ct admi~ a:nd·aajudkation i:;'[.c~ntr.ict dispi.ues eith.:r by -
ui,itraticn or litigatiO:Ci~'-ReiiDhij~~Je f!1.w~~ include grii::'fat1ces a.n.d.. 
ad.ministratioci 3.Dd. .6iifotcem'mt of th6 ~~t. 

a. 

. b. 

c. 

·o 

Salaries·a.od ·~fi~'.i:it ~!Pi~·~-~J.involved ln adjudication of 
contra.ct ~/ Ccntncied semCd v.::1:1:1 ~.·rermbursed. Salaries and 
be~ts must be shown u dc:scribcd_ in It.cm H3. 

Indic:a.!.e &U.bstiiri#;s"i;cCcs~ f~~· ~!pa sf.:~· ~f UlC representatives of an 
e:tt.lusi ve ~ uni! 'ch'.irui · iidjuQicatio!l-Ofcontraet cU.sputes, Tbe 
j ob classific:a1::iCD :or~ '' ";.;i'd' !e Wi~ ~the date-s they \Vere · ... ~.-.Y- .. -.. -
a~·ru sball·a.Jsi:fbe ifuikar@, -. . · 

R.easonablc. cOci'ii:ICti.fied fof a: ·fuaso~lii\e number of 1.r<1inillg sessions 
held- for. ---· • ··' ...... -and 'Cna::fui. ··~t· , .. -""®et.en contract 

~ey .-., '_., .. ~. ,-,,, ... ~,--. .. . . . 
ec:lministnLicn!i:meCPieta.tiqri. of ~ ,pt:g~c~d. C9.:r:itract are re imburs.ab le. 
Ccm:rai:t ~ af°Sta"ff.mcet!J:ig!l,.are no~ reimbursable. 

Pl!'t"Sonal elev~ am ifil'~ifomfprcigrari:ts, i.e., classes, 
collfereoces, seminars, worll:.shOps, and. time spenc by cu::Ployees 
attend.lng suc..h ID"!dmgs are lltlt rcimburs.able. Sil'nila:ly, purchases of 
books a.oQ subscriptions for personal development 1'Jld information 
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·~ .. p~:ari:;::J?O(.reim~b!e. Salaries a.nd b:ncfit.s must be sho\vn as 
. deSc:nbed in I?Cm E'.3·.-...: .·. . 

. -· ' . . . ' . . . ' . ·.. . ,~· . ·, . ' ' . . ' ·. ;" ~ . :". . 

·· .. ·.········ .. ······.·.··•• ~:. ~;~~~f ii~:~;k~~·~;::±:;~,·. 
1 . · RCasoaib~~;;1i6--~~l~~;;;~i·~;~~ ~s~ a5s0cia1.ed with. issw:s of. 

com:riia dispuu:s which are presented before PERB arc 
reimbursable. 

. 2.. FeaSoOO.hle public school employer cost of litigation as a 
defendant iD the court ruit invol\'ing contract disputes may be 
reim.borsaDle. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

Wbere tbe public scllool employer is the pliliu.iff in a ~urt suit 
to appeal a PERE ruling, costs are reimbursable only if the 
public school employer is the prevailing pany (after alJ appeals. 
final jm1gmcnt). 

No reimbur.setnent is allowed wbe~ the pub!i" school employer 
bas filed ·ad:ion diro:tly with thc'c:ourts without first submltting 
the dispute ta PE.RB, if r~uired. 

No reimbursemem shall be provided for filing of ~ curiae 
briefs. 

f. Exp=n witness fees will be rei.mbursed if tbe wi~ is ca!le(i by the 
public school employer. 

g. Reasonable I'l!pl'Oduc:tion cosrs for copies of a new contra.ct which is 
required as a tesult of a dispute will be reimbursed. · 

h. If contracts~ are used under •a• abovi::, copies of contract invoice.S 
ITW.St be subm~ with your claim~ . Contl'act costs mu.st be showD as 
described in llan HS. 

· i. Public sclxcl employer's portioa of arbitrators' fees for adjudicating 
g..ricvan;;es, ~g 50% of costs, will be reimhucsed. · 

7. · Unfiilr tabor!'~~ proc~ ll.I'ld public notice complaint.s. 

a. · S ho\1.1 the acru.a1 costs for salaries and b::oefil.s of e.mpJ oyer 
represemative:s. S:rvices contracted by the public school employer a.re. 
t'e i.mb urSa bJ.e. Salaries w::id, be De fits 00 USC be B h 0 \l/I1 aJ described in Jt.::m 

0 . 
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9 

HJ. -
( 

' •..• -l ' -

-b, -. __ _ Indic:.are _cost o_r substitutes for: rdea.se t~ for -representat.ives of . 
- ·=_l'.c:lusive-~ unir5 during-'adjudicition of Wifair practice charges: · -

e. - Expert wftoe:s:s fi:cs will be reimbUrse:d i! the wicoe.ss is called by the 
public school employer. - -

f. If cont:ract services are used wider "a:'.. above, contract invoices must~ 
submined. Contract coses mYSt be shown as de$Cribed in It=m HS. 

g. No rei.mburscmcnr:fOT' an appeal of an unfair labor pracci~ deci.sion 
s.ha.ll be allowed wbc:re the Public Employee Relation.s Board is the 
pre va.il i.ng piucy. 

b. Ne r:imburi::e:mcm for filing of a.tl'lkus curiae briefs shall be allowed. 

Supporting Oar.a for Claims-Report Format for Sub-InWion of Claim. 

I. O.:scription of the Activity: Follow the outlli:Je of the claim components. Cost 
must be shown separn;tely by component ac:tiviey. Supply workJoad c!ata 
requestc:d as pan of the dcs.::ription to sup po-rt the level of costs claimed. !)le· 
selection of appropriare sraristic.s is the responsibility of the cLa~t. 

2. Quancify •Iilcreased. Costs: Public sc.hQol employers witl be reimbursed for 
th= "increased eostsa incurnd as a result of compliuice with the m.a.ndar.e. 

a. For compoacm activities 01, 02, and G3: 

l . D:::r:crmlnation of. the ~increased costs" for =a.ch a·r these r.hrec 
companem:s requires the coses· of c:urrcn.t year Rodd.a Act activities ro be 
off~ [reduced] by tl1(: co.st of cbe base-year Willton Act activities. The 
Winton Aa. base-year is ge:netal.ly fiseal yr:ar 1974-75._ 

2. 

Winton Act busc-ycar.c:.oscs an: adjusted by the Implicit Price Deflaror 
prior to offset against the current year RodAa Act i:;os~ for these three 
componems. The Implicit Price Deflater sh.all be list=d in the annual_ -
claiming instrud.iom of' the State Canuoller. -

Th<: cast of a claim ant's c:urn:nt 'year Rodda Act activities arc offs.et 
[reduced] by the cost of the baSe-year Win.tan Act activities either: by 
rnaccb.ing each component, when cla..iman.ts can provide sufficient 

"o 
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·. · d~'.EO-segrc:;gate each-.~onem~otthe:Winion,.Aft-ba.se-ye.a.r ,:o::,. -:::-_ -:...' 
' activicy Costs; er~ by colli.birili\g' all wec' eoiopaoentS when c!a~ .' . . - .· .. ·. 
· · c.anOOt s3rl.sfaaorily s.=grcgare each c6cnponent of Wi.rrton_Act_ba.se~year _. .· ... 

· .. · :,_Costs .. :,::.·-.·.·.:·,.:_-_-;" : : :·-·•·: c_ ·-.- .. ·_.·, .. -. ·: :·, .. . '· <· _· : ·• ·.:· 
· .. · . •' ...... ~ .... ; . ' ..... 

.. , ... · . · ... ~ .. ' ... . ····. '·. ·.· .· 

-,., .. 

3. 

.. ' ..... 

b. - . 

. AH allowabk: activity costS for these th:= Rodda Act componerits _are 
"incrc:a.sed ~· s!lP? there were l:lO similar activities required by the 
Winton Act; d!c:rdorc, there is no Wincon Act base-year offset to be 
c.alcula.ted . . 

BASE YEAR ADi1JSTME.NT 

1974-1975 1. 490 1979--80 FY 
• 1.560 1980-81 FY 
" 1.1597 19.81-82 FY 
p 1.777 1982-83 FY 
• 1.8&4 1983-84 FY 

SaJary and Emplo~· Betiefits: Show the classification of the employees 
involved. amount of time s-pen.t, and their hourly rate. The work:sheet usi:d t0 
compute the hourly sa.l&.r;' raze mu.st be submitt.:.d. with you.r claim. Benefits are 
rc:im.bursable. Actual lx:oefit percent must be itemized. If no it:mization ls 
submitted, Zl ·perca:a: must be used for ccmputation of claim costs. ldcmify che 
classification of e:wpksyees committed to fu.octions required under~ Winton 
Ac:t arid those required by Chapcer 961, Statutes of l 975. 

4 . Services a.mi SU pp lies: Da:ly e~pen<l i ru:e:s w hi t:h can be i-d en tlfi ed as a direct 
cosr as a re-;:ult of the '!!!Ulndare ~be claimed. 

' - . 
5. Prof~ional and C015ii!lll!tmt Services: Sepua.tely show the name of 

6. 

professionals or coamltanu, specify the fwxtio~ the coilsliir.a.rus performed 
relative to the manrlare, l:ecgth of a.ppoi.nt:rce:nt, and the itCiliv=d costS for such 
SCNi=s. Invoices amst be submitted as supparting docm:ncntaticn with yow- · 
claim. The z:na rimiim reiI:obw'sabl e fee for contracted services is $100 per _ 
hour. Arulual retainet fees &hall be- no greater ·than S100 per b.our. Rea.so nable­
c:xpi=nses will also be paid as i:de:n:tified on the month.ly billmgs of collSUltants. 

- -How.ever, travel apemes for consultams and c:xp::rts (including attorneys) hired 
by the claimam shall not be ~imbursed in an amount iligheT than that received 
by State employees, as eSl:ablishecl. uDder Title 2. Div .. 2, Section 700ff, CAC. 

Allowable pverhead C::ist: School districts mllSt us: th.c: Fenn 1-3 !iO (or 
subse-quco! rep!~) nan-restrictive illdirect OJst rate provision.illy approved 
by the Cal ifomia Departinctit of Education. 

'o 
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. · : County Offices Of-E-;,;;:..~riao mu:st use_ thC Fofti:i 1•580 (oi subsequi:::lt . . 
.. -... :- . ~plscem.enr) .llOit~i:ive illd.irect i:o# rate· proviaioliaJ!y apprgved by &he_ 

. ··.:. C,aJiforii.ja~of~uea,tion< · · · _, · · • _.:_. ·- ·· - .. . 
-· ··.·: 

. : ... 

··: 

· · · ·: . •- Commmufy-&u~ ~i:ts-~~-~ ~riellftile foil~·~,·~-~t~~ ... ~=· ·· 
· ~ A Fedrntlly-~ ra:e based on OMB Circtilar A-21; . _ . .· 
'" The Siatc Contro.l.ler.~.s=EAM·29G.whic.b useil,the: CCFS.3J l:: ors~:L · ., Seveca ?erce!!t ('iOA,~~~~,--· · ··- -. · "'."- · - . · · · · . 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY GRAV DAVIS, Governor . 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES . 
. ~· (}744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95~14 

. •' ....•. .:.-.•-.·~·-- --·· . ' . . -.. · 

. December 22, 2000 _ · : .. '."'; --

.- ..... •' ·_(_ .. 
-·. c,; '•- ~ •. ', , .. >:.~;~- ·>_.;/::~'~''.·:·:;· ... ,,,, ~-~· ... 

. : .·.··: .·. -·. ,_ . : ... .:'. ... ·, ,. " 

. . ·_cOUf\JTYFISCAL.'LETT~R (CFl)No:OOJ01c48. -. __ .. - --.-.-.:· ·: .. · -.. ·-· .. : 
•' .. -... · .. ·· .\ ·, .;·. 

.. :. :··.-· .· .. ·, .... • .. · . ··. ';·' , .. ··': .'· 
-·-.. · ...... . 

. .. : 

... ·TO:. COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS .· -·- .. ' ........... . • - -~,_._•1· .· 

:- "' - . :. _ . . -.: ... . , ....... _ COUNTY FISCAL OFFICERS .... -........ -:._,.,_ .. 
. ·coUNTY AUDITOR CONTROLLERS 

:a 

: .. 

. COUNTY PROBATION OFFICERS ... 

SUBJECT: 

·.- . 
' .. ~ 

COU.NTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT (CWD) COUNTY EXPENSE 
CLAIM (CEC) FOR THE JANUARY-MARCH 2001 QUARTER TIME 
STUDY: AND CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS 

. . :.:~ . ·-. . . ... 
This CFL provides time stUdy and claiming instructions for the. January throµg8 March 
2001 quarter and includes information pertaining to the following program are.as: 

General 

In-Home Supportive Services CIHSSl 
...... : 

In-Home Supportlve.Stirvices Tyler·v. Anderson:· 
',{' ,;· ;~'.: ;.·.: -·.· ~IC, ...... ")• " 

Chlld Welfare Services (CWSh- Live Scan/California Law 
EnforcementTelecommunlcatlons SvstemCCLETS)-Background 
Checks· - · -, ·-.:1 •. · - •''': · 

-·.' . 
_. <~ ·- ,, - . 

Non-Emergency Assistance-Emergency Response (Non-EA-ER) 
Referrals - · 

Page2 

Page 2 

'· ·'· 
Page 3 

'• '.;· 

Page4 

Page.5 

California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKs) 
Information and Referral Page 6 

CalWORKs Transitional Services, Nonfederal Page6 

Workforce Investment Act -Pag!'J 6' 
"'' ,) t I• ', 

Two-P.arentFamllies ·. · . ' Page7 
"''· 

Supportive Services Outreach page 8 

Job Training and Partnership Act - Page 9 

• 'o 

'o 
.. 'o 
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2 

The Program Code Descriptio.ns (PCDs) and Support Staff_TimeReporting 
Instructions for"use during the March quarter is as fqllows: · • . : · • . · . · - . . . . . .. . - . -

. .. ·. . : .; .. Social s~iVices · .· · .-~... ··:· 

Ca.IWORKs . . .. . ' ' . 
.. ·· · · other.P-Ghn~ w8ita're Progra.ms · ·--·. · 
. ..... _.Child .('.;:ase _,:, ,~=- ;, "''. · 
·-;"·.Non-Welfare·--=..-.~ 

· · · staff 6evelopme.rit 
.. 1 

Electronic Data Processing 
Support Staff Time Reporting lnstruc.tions 
General Time Study Instructions 

. . .. '. 

3/01· -... · . ' . 
3/01 . ' . . .·. · . 

· 3io 1 " · ·· ···.- · ·· · 

3/01 
3/01 
3/01 
3/01 
3/01 
3/01 

Attached are copies of the March 2001 PCDs for the Social Services, 
CalWORKs, Other Public Welfare Programs, Child Care, Non-Welfare, Staff 
Development, Electronic Data Processing, Support Staff Time Report 
Instructions and the General Time Study Instructions. 

I. GENERAL 

In order to increase the effectiveness and timeliness of when the audited claims 
are returned to the counties, we will return the audited claims via e-mail 
beginning with the September 2000 quarter. This information was shared with 
the counties via an e-mail message sent on November 20, 2000.asking for their 
correct county contact person's e-mail address. If you have any updates to this, 
please e-mail us at cec@dss.ca.gov. Counties will continue to send all 
completed quarterly and supplemental claims to csystems@dss.ca.gov. 

11. SOCIAL SERVICES 

·o ·o 

A. In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) 

Time Study: 
None 

Claiming Instructions: 
Assembly Bill 1682 (Chapter 90, Statutes of 1999) requires each county to 
establish an Advisory Committee to provide recommendations on modes of 
service to be used in the county for IHSS . 

.. 
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Retroactive to the September 2000 quarter, the following Program Cpde (PC) 
andFrogram:ldentifier,Number (PIN) have been established to capture costs. : · . • 
assodated wjth th.e IHSS Advisory.~_°:_mmitte.13s: .. · · . . · · · · 

-. . ·. :· ~- - -- - .. ·-. 

-.. : ·Jhes(3 costs' may"inclu~e but are not limitedt6i_stipefid~; travel, -~n~ining, mileage; ·.· · .... 
-~ conference fees, and suppiies. Advisory" Committees" in the Public Authority .... · .·· 

counties will submit claims-for-exp_E!n§~s ir}.the same manner as the Non-Pubiic 
Authority co.u.nties; .. - ·~-·· .. · ,L_ _;;:.:.:. ~.:· -c~c:o . 

PC 
023 

PIN 
023068 

. -· ······-· -~-

Description 
IHSS Advisory Committee-Direct Costs 

The sharing ratio will be 0/53/47/0 (Federal/State/Health/County). Expenditures 
will be controlled to the IHSS administration allocation (Refer to CFL #00/01-33, 
dated October 27, 2000). Advisory Committee costs that were incurred and paid 
between July and September 2000 may be submitted on a supplemental claim. 

Costs Incurred by the County Welfare Department (CWD) for supporting the· 
IHSS Advisory Committee are not allowable-for reimbursement under these 
codes. Any CWD costs for providing support activities for the lHSS Advisory 
Committee. should be charged to the appropriate IHSS/PCSP claim codes on the 
County Expense Claim (CEC). · 

B. In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) - Tyler v. Anderson 

Time Study: 
Effective with the March 2001 quarter, all activities related to the Tyler v. 
Anderson class action lawsuit should be reported to Time Study Code (TSC) 
1042, IHSS - NON HR/NON PCSP. The Tyler v. Anderson lawsuit relates to 
Range of Motion (ROM) exercises provided to IHSS recipients between June 17, 
1990 and March 31; 1994. No revisions are being made to the current Program 

· Code Description for TSC 1042 since the existing language already includes 
Implementation activities for court cases. Counties should time study all of their 
Tyler vs. Anderson. activities to this code. 

Please refer to All-County Information Notice No. 1-99-99, dated December 22, 
1999, for program implementation instructions. 

Claiming Instructions: 
Please reference CFL 92/93-46, dated June 7, 1993, for claiming Instructions . 

.. ·o 
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C. CWS -Live·-ScanJ-CLETS ·e·ackgrotin'd' Ch-e'cks·n•; -::.\,c:~--?'" S:.""'-'f'.""'"-~ .c".~r. __ -,,"i"·--. 
. . - . ·- . - - ' . . ' - .... . . . 

:·::::.~~~~.;:::~~~-~:~:!~·· · ~::-: .. :~· !::_~::fi~r~::~_~.:.;.-:~'.;7;:r;~"J"::·':;:~~~~r:-:.=--!==7-:·rr-~·i~::-,..;· . - .· 

-. As outlined in CFL 99/00-55, dated March 30, 2000, Senate-Sili (SB) 645 - _ _ 
- -··. ·apprqpriated funds to reimburse ·counties fo-r costs' associated with 'conal.icting ' ·-' 
·. -- ',. baqkgrour:itj cheqks _of rel<;itives, .prqsp~ctive guardians, or other person's who are. 
- · not licf?nsed cir certified foster parents. Counties were to use the California Law 

Enforcement Telecommunications System (CLETS) or Child Abuse.Index for 
these background checks"and-charge the associated processing fees to PC 359,. 
CWS Background Checks:-"'"-_ · · _--_ - _ . ___ . - -c 

SB 2161, Chapter 421, Statutes of 2000 updates the previous statutory 
requirements regarding the use of the CLETS as a means of assessing the 
appropriateness of a foster care placement. CWDs now have statutory authority 
to access full criminal background information via the CLETS. This legislation 
also requires CWS placement agencies to follow up a CLETS or Child Abuse 
Index background check with a fingerprint check within five judicial days, which 
can be done by using an automated mobile and fixed location fingerprint 
identification system (Live Scan). 

As a result of the above changes, the Budget Act of 2000 appropriated 
$6,075,000 for the purchase and maintenance of Live Scan equipment that is to 
be used specifically for the background check/fingerprinting associated with CWS A· 
relative/guardian or other non-licensed/certified foster parent placement W' 
assessments. As outlined in CFL 00/01-43, dated November 13, 2000, the Live 
Scan and CWS Background Check funds were combined into one allocation and 
as outlined below, both the.costs will be claimed to PC 359. 

Time Study: 
Time Study Code (TSC) 3591, CWS Live Scan/CLETS Background Checks, has 
been established to capture staff activities associated with using the Live Scan 
equipment to fingerprint foster parents and transfer information to the Child 
Abuse Index, Federal Bureau of Investigation and Department of Justice for a. 
background check. 

TSC Description 
3591 CWS Live Scan/CLETS Background Checks 

Claimlng Instructions: -
To accommodate the combined allocation/claiming of the Live Scan and 
background check costs, retroactive to the September 2000 quarter, the title for 
PC 359, CWS Background Checks has been changed to CWS Live Scan/CLETS 
Background Checks. PIN 359031, Contracted Services has been established to 

-. 
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.capt[Jre the·cos1i:;.•qf:Rl,!ffl;lj;;lr)'g'.~l\le.: Scarr:-eii:fqipmetit; the associated'"'"''£""''·' · ~-"7,::c · ···· 
. impiementation-fee?;-~and:origolng'equlpment'Mainteriance and'Operatlon (M&O)' -~ '""-'i;: ... · · 

·. costs. All CWS b~ckground check fees wiil:continue·tci beclaime<:l. to 359068, . . . . . 
.:· ·. · · . ·. CWS Live Scan/CLETS.·Background Checks ::..Direct Costs; .. · · :: · · .. · :. · · · · · · · · · 

•"'•.· ' . . . . . -- . ; ' .. _·. . . . . . . . . '., .: . . . .. 
. ... · 

pc · · · :·-·:: PIN • : . ·. ·. Descripticin · · < ... · ; . ·· :. · · · · ·.. · .. · · 
359· ·-~·359031~=..-CWS-live-Scan/CLE-tS-Background-Checks-ContraCted"---· · .. 

· ;:;,""-~' ~·:Zfi'f,?i·.:;;,.,"'.;;x~S}:i.rvices . . . . . . . . 
359068 : CWS-Live Scan/CLETS Background Checks-Direct 

D. Non-EA-ER Referrals 

Time Study: .· . ·, . ._ .. , · ..... 
Effective retroactively to the Decamb13.r·:;woo. quart~r. TSC 1101, N'or1~gf\-ER 
Referrals, has been established to capture time spent on Non-EA-ER Referral 
cases that do not meet the EA criteria (I.e., more than one episoq~JO C! .1.2~month 

~·period). The Fiscal Policy Bureau issued a reminder (CFL No. 99/00~55).to 
· CWDs to query the Assistance to Children in Emergency (ACE) System for prior 

EA episodes to determine when a child is an EA case or not. Wc;>r~~_rs should 
· use TSC 1101 at the point in time when it becomes known that thif.C.ase Is not 
·'EA eligible. 

:,;1 ··~ 

.·: -The S9cial ~ervices. Program. C9d.~ Desc~ptioris (PC[)s), Ba-Ye beery.1,1pdated ,to 
include the following Non-EA-ER Referral activities; time spent receiving 

.. emergency referrals, confirming wh~~!J§lr thi3. r13.~erra,l.is a child WE!lfar,r;i seryices 
--· referral, completing the ER protocol, and investigating the emergency 

allegations, including the collateral contacts. This. includes time -~peot 91~.~ing 
those c~ses in whic~ the allE!gatior:is. ~re unfound!=ld., Forth9sei:¢ase~ Jr(which 
the a_llegatiqn~.~re fqund.~,d, it i1.1qlud_~~ investigatior:iJ~ptivit!?S, repqrtlng to. the 
Deipartri1~1.1t;pf)ustice, and not[fying the parents.r~gar,tjing,the temporary custody 
of the ch,i,lcl:·.· 

Claiming Instructions: 
PC 110, Non-EA-ER, has been established retroactive to.the December 2000 
quarter to claim the costs of Non-EA-ER cases that do' nof meet'tll'e EACr.lteria. 

PC 
110 

PIN 
110088-91 
110092 

.. 1100.@3 
11.0094 

Description, .. 
Support Opf!ratlng Costs (Codes Available) 
Casework OT/CTO Costs 
SµpRi;:>r;! ~taff OT/CTO Costs 
Start,Up/Nonrecurring Costs 

Non-EA-ER Is funded with Federal Title IV~E fund~'soi35/0/1_5.{FE!d.~ral 
Welfare/State Welfare/ Health/County) for those costs that are fedi;irally eligible . 

.. 
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The Title IV ~E-non·:f~erar aiscoUnf raHO-"\rvill l:ie":;fpplie:cniJ-'.costs1reported 0!1 PC 110. 
_and the non~federal portion shifted to PC 146 .. · ·· · · · · · · 

. ·' . '. . - -

111:.calWORKs' . : : .. .-·:-. ··:: .. - .. ~ 

_,._ . . ' .:-· · ..• '. ·:-_ ~ .. - . . . - . . : -. :{ .... ' - ' ~- .. .-:- -~ '-.~ ' .. 

A. Information and Referral 
.·., .. ·-- •' '·',·-. ·-· . . -·. _. . -~ ~ -. .-._ ... , __ :-·· :-

It has. come ti:)_-ou_r ~-tt~htion ~tn?(t\ code na's~nof:beeii 0established·fOr:CountyJ ;,.,,,;,7 '.,:.:, ?·'."' ·.~' -. 
Welfare. Departments (CW Os) to claim costs associated with contracted services 
for Information and Referral activities. Retroactive to the September 2000 
quarter,· the direct cost PIN code for PC 664 has been established to capture 
these costs, based on the final TANF regulations and new reporting· 
requirements associated with CalWORKs Information and Referral services. The 
sharing ratio is 100/0/0/0 (Federal/State/Health/County): 

Time Study: 
None. 

Claiming Instructions: . 
The following direct cost PIN has been established for PC 664: 

Description PIN 
664032 Information and Referral-Contracted Services (Non-assistance). 

B. CalWORKs Transitional Services, Nonfederal 

Time Study: 
Effective with the March 2001 quarter, the program description listed under TSC 
6481, CalWORKs Transitional Services, Nonfederal, has been amended to 
include activities associated with Two-Parent Families. This activity was 
overlooked during the implementation of the State Only Two-Parent Family 
program. 

Claiming Instructions: 
None. 

C. Workforce Investment Act 

Time Study: 
Subsequent to revle~ and discussions between the California Department of 
Social Services (COSS} and County Welfare Directors Association (CWDA} and 
retroactive to the September 2000 quarter, costs associated with the provision of 
services under the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) will be captured under the 
following TSCs: 

.. 
·, 

·o 
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TSC 
- 8201.-

8211. 
- 8221 

....... -. ·-.":', I 1"'..r';.. ~· DeSbMDtkirf-~-:.•:i: .. •:.!.,'.:•.·.:."., ... :.:.:: .. .---. :<.i:~:~·~:·:~ '· .... :....:. .. :. _;-=" .:.·:-;'_r.~~::,~.~~·::~ :·.:.::-~~.'.~-: ~-.;... ._.·: '·:··'. 

, . , ' 0::=;.::-.::::~ :·::wlA:-Dlslocat~d W~rker: P_rogran:i :'::'.': _,,,._::>'.7.--io.:;_=·'-:':'_ "'' ~::,.; :;__:..;,.-:: ::c:~< _ ;o;:;.:'-~' :' 

. - - - , ... 8231 
8241 

. 8251 
. " . 8261 

8271" 

--- WIA Adult Program Activities • _ .. 
-_ -- w1Avouth Prografli/\ctlvities. - --:_. -. · .: • " ·-- - -_. 
_ .,: ... _. WIARapld.Response Activities_ . ___ _ _ . __ _ . 
- - - WIA Formula Grant Activities· 

WIA Retention Activities-" -., ___ : __ ".; .,_,_ ,;. , _____ --~-·'"'"-""0'.,_,_.,,.. ,-. ~ - --

WIA \A{tl/\f_c3~ant, 30'.J'0.~:!0% Activitie~ ___ ..... _ .. 
. WIA Other Activities · · 

Claiming Instructions: 
Retroactive to· the September 2000 quarter, costs associated with the provisions 
of services under the Workforce Investment Act 0fVIA) will be captured under the 
following PC's. The sharing ratios for these programs are 0/0/100 
(Federal/State/County). 

PC 
820 
821 
822 
823 
824 
825 
826 
827 

PIN 
820068 
821068 
822068 
823068 
824068 
825068 
826068 
827068 

Description 
WIA Dislocated Worker Program-Direct Costs 
WIA Adult Program Activities-Direct Costs 
WIA Youth Program Activities-Direct Costs 
WIA Rapid Response Activities-Direct Costs 
WIA Formula Grant Activities-Direct Costs 
WIA Retention Activities-Direct Costs 
WIA WtW Grant 30%-70% Activities-Direct Costs 
WIA Other Activities-Direct Costs 

Support staff performing direct-to-program activities associated with the provision 
of services under WIA will time study to 8--46, Workforce Investment Act 
Activities. 

D. Two-Parent Families 

Time Study: . 
Per CFL No. 00/01-04, counties will time study all CalWORKs eligibility activities, 
including Two-Parent Family, to TSC 6141, CalWORKs Eliglblllty and TSC 6631, 
CalWORKs Case.Management. This program code is subject to the Two-Parent 
Family Caseload shift. The PCD has been corrected to reflect these activities. 

Claiming Instructions: 
None. 

-. 
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E. · ~:ipp~:,1;~;·;:.~.::.;:;~:~!;!~~:~;!!;:!~~t~~~!~s~~~~:'~:~~·~ ~~·;':~:,~~·:': :·°'.'· .2;,:~,; ~~~ , , ;'. · ~, •. 

· Time Study: . · · 
' . As outlined in CFL 00/01~44, dated Nov.ember 14,.2000','count!es were·prcivided·· . 

.. . • .. · vjith. E! $~ l'flilliqn _a.ugr11enta~lon to theirJ=:Y. 00/01 Sll']gl!=l:f'llocaU.on fat Supp6rilve ·.· :· 
Services.Outreacti: Expendlfure·ofthese funds is being captured separateiy. . . · ... 
Therefore, retroactive to the December 2000 quarter, TSC 2571, Supportive 

· Services Q4tr~a.9tharic1~qir5;1cJtt!£!1~rggr:;:i.rrv§L!P-R..q_~~§taffc_Cqg~,B§§,;hay5b~@eo., _C.:otirr..v 
established to capture costs associated 'With the expansion of existing county ·. 
outreach efforts, and to develop and implement new outreach strategies . 

. . .... ' ··~ .. , . ·~ 

Only those counties that have received the augmentation.may use this TSC. In 
addition, only those counties who have directed staff to separately capture 
expanded outreach activities may report their time to these codes for the 
December 2000 quarter. 

Claiming Instructions: . . ·· · . 
Retroactive to the December 2000 quarter, PC 257, Supportive Services· 
Outreach, has been established to capture costs associated with the expansion 
of existing county outreach efforts, and to develop and;:fmplement new outreach 
strategies .. ,.Thls PC Is available only to those counties that received an allocation . 
in CFL 00/01744. · · 

This expanded outreach activity'is to ensure current and_.fqrrner CalWORKs 
participants, as well as other low Income individuals, are made aware of and 
have access to available income-support services. Outreach services may be 
provided through a·contract or directly by county staff. These services may 
include; but are not limited to, ·information on: 

o Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) 
o Health coverage 
o Food and nutrition programs 

The sharing ratio for this program is 100/0/0/0 (Federal/State/County/Health). 
. ' 

The following PINs have been established for PC 257: 

PC 
257 

PIN 
257032 
257088-91 
257092 
257093 
257094 

Description· · 
Contracted Services, Non-Assistance . 
Support Operating Costs (Codes Available) 
Casework OT/OTO Costs 
Suppor:t Staff OT/CTO Costs 
Start Up/Nonrecurring Costs 

... ., 
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·-:- ...... ·· ... 

IV. NONWELFARE~~--

·-.. ' A;=_job Training' and Partnership Act : --

Tlm'e Study: -· : _ · .: ~ . . - ·-. - · ._ __, · -

"i . . 

Effective witti the March 2001 quarter,Jhe reference to.-activities associated with . 
_ the Job Traj_oing_and PartnershipAct (JJPA):has.beeri deleted;13,This pr_ogram · 

has been replaced by the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) effective July 2000. 
Program codes have been established under the CalWORKs function to capture 
the costs associated with W!A. 

Claiming Instructions: 
None. 

If you have any questions regarding this CFL, please contact your Fiscal Policy 
c;<c,- Bureau Analyst at (916) 657-3440. . ... 

. . "·,..\. 

Sincerely, 

Original Document Signed by 
-· . Mary Jane Archer on 12122100 
•;·,·-··-

~---, MARY JANE ARCHER, Chief 
Fiscal Systems and Accounting Branch 

C: CWDA 

Attachments 
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I - -
- SOCIAL SERVICES FUNCTION 

- -... -- -- PROGRAM-COD.E"DESCRIPTIO.N'----+ .~ =~'- .. ,~-~~---· ·- . -·~·-_,..:· " • ' . ·~ . . . _: :.-.::_•;.:: .... ~-~·~ ... ~~-·'..!:..:!'...!-·:..•.::.!.:1::..,..·-:·. 

-· - 3(01". 
-:·-

' GENE.RAL FONCTION DEFINITiON '-· 
·- ---

. .. ~ -~ ·, ~ .· - . - -·· . .. '··-··. - . . .. ·· .. 
: Any activity related to achieving or maintaining economic self growth to· prevent, reduce· 

or eliminate depende-iicy; preventing or remedying neglect,-abuse; or exploltati'on of --'-';'--'-'''" -
chi I dren and adu ltsFpreserJir.i~'r,'Te habilitatin g'·or ·reuniting :fa m ii ies ;:·prevefltih!t'or=' ;__;:": · ,.,_,,,_~-.. =· tcs:"'' 
reducing inappropriate institutional care by providing for- corrimunity~based care·;hOme- .. --
based care, or other forms of less intensive care; and providing services to individuals in 
institutions. 

TIME STUDY STAFF 

Staff performing the activities listed below are required to record time to the Social 
Services programs. Staff who are not listed must obtain prior authorization from COSS 
to record casework time to Social Services programs. · 

A. Caseworkers performing social services activities specified in the program 
descriptions below; 

B. 
c. 

Staff performing adoptions and appeals activities; 
First-line supervisors of the staff listed in .A and B above. 

The Criteria to be considered a Skilled Professional Medical Personnel (SPMP) are 
as follows: 

o Must have completed a two-year or longer program leading to an academic 
degree or certificate in a medically related profession. 

0 Must possess a medical license or certificate issued by a recognized national or 
state medical licenser or certifying national or medical licenser or certifying 
organization, or a degree in a medical field issued by a college or university 
certified by a professional medical organization (e.g., registered nurse). 

o Must be in a position that requires their professional medical knowledge and 
skills as evidenced by position descriptions, job announcements, or job 
classifications; and - · 

o Must be CED or other cOl!mty .agency staff contracted to perform allowable 
activities. 

In addition, the services rendered by a SPMP must be to a Medi-Cal eligible 
individual in order to be reimbursed at the enh<:mced 75% federal financial 
participation level. 

'o ·o 
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NOTE:· "Caseworkers" are CWD staff who perform activities which benefit public 
assistance recipients. Caseworker activffies·rfiayTnclude~anrof~tne~following: case 

·management, the determination of eligioilitY for granfSianci:sE?~ices·;:gi:·ant maintenance,· 
. needs assessment, arranging for and~providing employment training services. or l:lOtial · 

·. services, and welfare fraud investigations ... Manu.al of Polices and Pmcedures (MPP) · 
25-B 10· 4. . . · ' · . · . · . . . . · · ' . . . 

.· 

. . . . . . . '' 
•' ... ~· . . . . . •. . ~. . ..... ~~ .. . . . ' . .... 

. ·.· . · .... 

ADOP.TIONS: ·· 

CODE 1171 ADOPTIONS - CASE MANAGEMENT 

Include activities directed to a child in adoptive placement or activities 
Immediately preceding an adoptive placement, such as a child adaptability 
assessment, adoptive applicant screening, home study and Adoptions 
Assistance Program assessment and adoption backlog. Also, use for 
activities generally supportive of the county's adoption program. (See 
CWS Case Management examples.) 

CODE 1181 ADOPTIONS - INDEPENDENT 

Includes activities directed to a child in adoptive placement or activities 
involved. in an adoptive placement, such as a child adaptability 
assessment, adoptive applicant screening, and home study. 

CODE 1251 ADOPTIONS - TRAINING 
.. 

Training activities include the following for all el.ements of the Adoptions 
. Program: 

o .Preparing for or providing training to CWD staff; 
o Participating in continuing training received after Induction training; 
o Participating in short-term training provided by outside agencie~; 
o Participating In training conferences; and 
o Providing training to current or prospective adoptive parents or to 

· adoption agency staff. 

. ' 

ADULT PROTECTIVE SERVICES (APS): 

CODE 5691 APS - RESPONSE 

Includes time spent performing activities in response to ~II reports or 
referrals alleging abuse, neglect, or exploitation of elder or dependent adult 
clients who meet the criteria for APS. Public Guardian's (PG), who are 
employees of the CWD, may time study to this code only if the PG is 

'o 
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responsible for performing APS _activities; or, is responsible for activities 
which would normally by-the responsibility of the APS worker. APS clients -
are defined as only elder or depe_('ld,ent _adults who are unable to protect 
their own interests;-l:tanned or threatened with harm; caused physical bi" - ' 

- ' -; mentpl injury due to action or..inaction of a hot her- pers"on or as a result of -- •. • • 
ignorance, illiteracy, inconipeience, mental limitatiOn; substan.ce abuse or 

,-:- ·· , __ .. poor health;· lacking in·adequate,food; shelter, or clothing; exploited for their · -
income ahd resource; or deprived ofentitlements due them. Ailowable _ 
response activitie-s may include, buf are.not limited to: -

• Immediate in-person face-to-face response for the purposes of providing 
immediate intake or intervention to new reports of immediate life­
threatening circumstances or imminent danger to an elder or dependerit 
adult or to crisis in existing cases; 

• Implementing and operating a 24-hour.APS response program; 
o Evaluating and investigating reports of abuse, neglect, or exploitation, 

including reports on the 24-hour hotline. Investigation activities 
include, but are not limited to: 
o A systematic inquiry to determine the validity of a report of elder or 

dependent adult abuse; 
o Gathering of information to develop an intervention plan to address 

any condition which places the elder or dependent adult at risk; 
o Interviews with the elder or dependent adult and with other persons 

including other members of the family or of the household, service 
providers or other members of the multidisciplinary team. 

o Determining client risk for response by screening in-coming calls, and 
when necessary; through face-to-face meetings, or during home visits; 

o Determining response needs; 
• Providing social work activities designed to remedy or prevent 

situations of abuse, neglect, or exploitation; · 
o Arranging for the provision of food, housing, medical, counseling, 

emergency shelter, and in-home temporary services, as needed; 
o Providing crisis intervention; 
o Referring clients to appropriate response service agencies; 
o Assisting clients voluntarily into shelter in response to emergencies; 
• Gathering documentation of abuse for law enforcement agencies 

during an investigation, as requested; 
o Documenting client activities in the case file;_ 
" Locating·a friend or-relative. to act as a collateral contact or a support 

system; -
" .Processing court petiflons and declarations for Conservatorship; and 
o Preparing written reports and assessments. 

"o ·o_ 
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. :~!!1.8-~E-~s_ ti~e.-_sP~ .. ~,tp_Eiif !):tmfn·!i~~s~~N'.~ ~-a~ ei!J~:61'.i~!iy.iu_~~ d ll~f ~ci~~ri~~~ __ ~-'.-:_, -~,;, ;_; ... =-,_, - -
, "'"period following the Initial investigation and response;tcu~f)ort.~Jr.iv9!Yl\lR,,., _: , .. ,. -~ .. _ 

abuse, neglect, or.e'xploitatlon of eider or_dependent adult clients:whq· . . . . · -- · -
·meet the criteria for"APS-(see definition in Code. 5691 ). public Guardian's · -

.. _ (P.G), who_ ar~ ~mployE:)eS of_ the _Clf'JD, may_tlme. s_tud_y t~ this code only if _· - .-
·the PG is responsible for performing APS activities; or, is responsible for " " .- - . 

__ activitie'swhlch would normally by the responsibility-of the APS worker. 
· Allowable activities are those necessary to bring about changes In lives of 

victims and to provid13 a safety net to enable victims tO protect themselves- · 
In the future. · · · 
Case management activities are those performed after th·e initial response 
and investigation of reports of abuse. Such activities may Include, but are 
not limited to: 

e Further investigation of alleged abuse after case has been established, 
and subsequent reporting of protection issues, including, but not 
limited to, social, medical, environmental, physical, emotional, socio­
economic, or developmental issues; 

• <> Investigation activities including, but not limited to: 
o A systematic inquiry to determine the validity of a report of elder or 

dependent adult abuse; 
o Gathering of information to develop an intervention plan to address 

any condition which places the elder or dependent adult at risk; 
o Interviews with the elder or dependent adult and with other persons 

including ot)1er members of the family or of the household, service 
providers or other members of the multidisciplinary team. 

<> Assessing the client's concerns and needs, and the concerns and 
needs of other members of the -family and household as it pertains to 
the report of, occurrence of, prevention of or _remediation of adult. 
abuse or neglect; . _ _ . 

<> ld_entification of the client's strengths, problems, and limitations; 
<> Establishing and updating a service plan to alleviate the identified 

problems and coordinating with other agencies which may include: 
o Identification of the problems to be alleviated; 
o Time-limited objectives based on-the problems arid strengths 

identified in the assessment; 
o The services to be provided and activities to be performed in order _ 

to meet the ser\tice plan objectives and goals; 
o Description of how the .client will be stabilized and linked with 

community services; 
o Provisions for monitoring, follow-up, and reassessment to 

determine the effectiveness of the service plan; 
o Brokering case management services with peripheral agencies; 
o Money management; 

'o 
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· .... ~·: . ~~~i~7 i1~~:~~~i;t~·~i;~~1~;'~~,~~;;.i:,:~o:::,~-:-.~~-·:~~~~;~~-.~:,~~, -..-~~.'.~:"'~:c.·~;;:;.e 
,,b' .. ·. 0. Fan:i.ilY_!~su~s;J~clua_Lrig:s.fress-.; 6011fli.c('thai1~gemerff;· a'ffd' i::are~c' •<:::;::··.;',,:'.'.:'. 
·-·.·+ii·~~. . _· .•. giving-·issi.:fS·s;~;~ff'fd~"-':x:..~. ,_._ir:.:~~·H.~;.:-r .•. ;; .. .i ~;:r~·~;~_,_;-;~;-;~~•'·'.:i;:t:ii .. , ;·,1r.;;::·i.;;_, ·. ~c:t ;~ ::!.;;, ~- , -.~-;_-._;.:~_:_15:·::::· ! ,;·· 

-·, · o. Cohservatorship·in:..home services needs. · ·. . . 
. . o. '.Providing counseling for cli~nts a[id significarit'others to alleviate 

· · ·· .... ·· ·.: : .•· ·:identified· problems and to implement the seri.iice plari', induding .· 
. negotiating, mediating, and participating in problem s(il~ing; .. · 

o ·_ Training for' lavt enforcemenf:bankin!:f offk:'ials; efo:;0
·: " "" '·· 

·· .. 0 Arranging for food, housing, medical, and counseling services, as 
needed; ·· · · 

" Conducting Conservatorship investigations when appropriate, and 
preparing petitions fcir Conservatorship and; 

o Providing 24-hour shelter, respite care for providers, in-home 
temporary services for clients whose caregivers have left the home or 
been arrested. · 

CODE 5711 APS - SPMP RESPONSE 

Includes time spent by SPMP performing activities in response to all 
reports or referrals alleging abuse, neglect, or exploitation of Medi-Cal 
eligible elder or dependent adults who meet the eligibility criteria for APS 

. ~ . - - .. · .-

(see definition in Code 5691 ). Activities are limited to those necessary to &1 
help clients gain access to medical services in order to reduce risk or poor V 
health outcomes. Allowable response activities include, but are not limited 
to: 

o Immediate in-person face-to-face response for the purposes of 
providing immediate intake or intervention to new reports of immediate 
life-threatening circumstances or imminent danger to an elder or 
dependent adult or to crisis in existing cases; 

" Implementing a health-related service plan; 
o Evaluating and investigating reports of abuse, neglect, or exploitation, 

including reports on the 24-hour hotline. Investigation activities include, 
but are not limited to: 
o A systematic inquiry to determine the validity of a report of elder or 

dependent adult abuse; 
o Gathering of information to develop an intervention plan to address 

any condition which places the elder or dependent adult at risk; 
o Interviews with the elder pr dependent adult and with other persons 

including other members of the family or of the household, service 
providers or other members of the multidisciplinary team. 

" Determining response health needs; 
" Providing health related services to remedy or prevent situations of 

abuse, neglect, or exploitation; 

'o 

332 

• 



. I '.·. 

9. 

. -

-· -~:c~:·:a.r-=ra°fi'ging for food=~hO'~·sing~me"dicali counseling, emerg~ncy shelter, 
and in-home temporary services, as need~d; · __ .. .: .. ·.. _ :. : ... _ 

o . P.rovid iri9 ·crisis inter\reli ti on: . _ :~ ~,,,_._·:·' ·~.: · ··~- · · · -- ' .. "· · · _· _ ~- .·. - · ·:· ,;_~':;,_ · · :~ ,,-
. o. _.Ri;iferriri·!fbTi~nhi>fr{ajj.i:lr6i)'date:~re~pon:s~'·s:~f:vice·agendesfor-· · - ·· · - --· · -· 

treatment of health related needs;... . . . . - . . . 
· · _ · ~ · As~istin9 Cli.ents.with voluntary placiefrnentin respcins~ to rep'orts of .. · 

· ~ .abiise·; . .... · · ·-... · · ... · · . · . · . ' . ~ .... 
o Gathering documentation cif abu'se for law.enforbemenfagericies ~ · · - ,:-

during eib)ll\IE.l,~tigation: "·;_ , ~ __ ~ _ ·:· ·. "'~ ~'=·":_. _ ·~ · -": . . .:. . . . ... ,_ . __ ,, .. , . _ '·'" , 
. e oocumeiitlnifciierifactiv1ties· in.tlie:C:ase file;.: .. ::::. .. ~ .. ,_ -. :.: __ ; --·-·· . --- "" ~ -----· ... 

o Locating a friend or relative to act as a collateral contact or a support 
system for health related needs; 

o Processing court petitions and declarations for Conservatorship; and 
o Preparing written reports and assessments. 

CODE 5721 APS - SPMP CASE MANAGEMENT 

Includes time spent by SPMP psi-forming case management activities 
during the period followind the initial investigation and response to reports 
involving abuse, neglect, or exploitation of Medi-Cal eligible elder or 
dependent adult clients who meet the criteria for APS (see definition in 
Code 5691 ). Allowable activities are those necessary to help clients gain 
access to medical services in order to reduce risk or poor health 
.outcomes, bring about changes in the lives of victims, and to provide a 
safety net to enable victims to protect themselves in the future. Case 
management activities are those performed after the Initial response and 
Investigation of reports of abuse. These rhay Include, but are not limited 
~= . 
o Further Investigation of alleged abus-e after case has been established,· 

and subsequent reporting of protection issues, Including, but not· 
limited to, social, medical, environmental, physical, emotional, socio­
.economic, and developmental issues; 

o Investigation activities including, but not limited to: 
o A systematic inquiry to determine the validity of a report of elder or 

dependent adult abuse; · 
o Gathering of information to develop an intervention plan to address 

. any condition which places the elder or dependent adult at risk; 
. o Interviews with the elder or dependent adult and with other persons 

including other members of the family or of the household, service -
providers or other members of.the multidisciplinary team. 

0 Assessing the client's concerns and needs and the concerns and 
needs of other members of the family and household as it pertains to 
the report of, occurrence of, prevention of or remediation of adult 
abuse or neglect; 

0 Identification of the client's strengths, problems, and limitations; 

b 
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0 Analyzing health· relat!?.9 pr9~l!31Tl§ a.nd strengths of the client, ff:!mily, 
. household; . :': ...• :. - ·_ --··- .-... -= .. - ---·- ····-··"'c•--·--=·- · 

o Estab,lishing)md .LiP.~.<;1t,f_r:ig~~ .~e.~~~~j~l.anJR'.,~!ley_i.~}~ J~Ei,!~nE!!1J!~~9."'',, ;;r'''' ·'· ,,,.,.. _ 
·. '-· problems, coordjnating.witb.otbe[ agencies which may include:. · ·· '· · · · . · 

· () · Identification of the problems to be alieviated; · . .· ..... · · 
9 :'· !ime-iirnited (Jbjectives based oh the_ problemsand.s'trengths · · 

. ... ·. '..identified in the.assessment;· · . . . . . . · .... · 
. . 0. fhe.ser\iices to·be provided and activ.ities'io be' performed ·in order 

· ·-·.. to meet th~. seryice .plan Objectives .and.goalS;-:--;.·....:.:-!-_:_~;;..;;::._ · ·-- ··-- ·-
. 0 De~cr.iption ·Of how the clien~.;,.JilL ~E!:StE!l:>J1°!~~~~6c(ffnked,Wtth ..... ,~ .,,, 

community services; . 
o Provisions for monitoring, follow-up, and reassessment to 

determine the effectiveness of the service plan; 
o Family issues, including stress, conflict, management, care-giving 

issues; 
o Voluntary rem.oval of clients from their home; and 
o Conservatorship needs. 

o Providing counseling for clients and significant others to alleviate 
o . identified problems and to implement the health service plan, including 

negotiating, mediating, and participating in problem solving; 
o Stabilizing and linking with community services for health-related 

·needs; and 
" Arranging for food, housing, medical, and counseling services, as 

needed. 

CODE 5731 APS - HR RESPONSE 

Includes time spent performing activities in response to all reports or 
referrals alleging abuse, neglect, or exploitation of Medi-Cal eligible adults 
who meet the eligibility criteria for APS (see definition in Code 5691 )'. 
Public Guardian's (PG), who are employees of the CWD, may time study 
to this code only if the PG is responsible for performing APS activities; or, 
is responsible for activities which would normally by the responsibility of 
the APS worker. Allowable activities are limited to those necessary to help 
clients gain ac.cess to medical services in order to· reduce risk or poor 
health outcomes. Allowable response activities include, but are not limited 
to: 

o Immediate in-person face-to-face. response for the purposes of 
providing immediate Intake or intervention to new reports of immediate 
life-threatening circumstances or imminent danger to an elder or 
dependent adult or to crisis In existing cases; 

o Implementing a health-related service plan; 
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o Evaluating andirwestigating .reports of abu~.E7.:t:ieglect; or exploitation, .. ,, .. · '· :.•:,,, 
including reporti;;~oq~the_2~.::hour,..h()tlipe:, ActivitiesJnclude, but are· not . · · 

limited to: . ; '-"'·""'""'iiT.~--•'c'.=:·"-· c.""""""'";'~':"''. . , o . A _sy9tem'atic~~q"ui~~t~-dete~~i~~the.validlty.ofa report of eld_er. or'·"' 
" . 

. . · ·. depemde11t adult abuse; · .. ·. . . · , _ . 
·. · ;- . _ o _ Gathering of inforrnatiqri to develop an intervention-plan to address .. ·. 

.· .~'. . . . ·: · · < afly' condition whjch 'places th.a elder or 9epen.dent adult'at risk; _ · . ·• .. 
.. . . . · o.- .· ·1nterview9·with the 0.lde.r or dep_endent_ adult and with other. pers~:ms· 

in.eluding other members of the family or household, service : ·· · 
. . providers·,.,_a.r:other meimbers:o(th(,q_n.ultidi$C:lPDnary team: . 

. o Determining immediate health needs; · . · · 
-o .· Providing health related services to remedy or prevent situations_ of 

abuse, neglect, or exploitation; 
o Arranging for the provision of food, housing, medical, counseling, 

emergency shelter, and In-home temporary services, as needed; 
o Providing crisis intervention; 
o Referring clients to appropriate response service agencies for 

treatment of health-related needs; 
o . Assisting clients into voluntary shelter in response to emergencies; 
o Gathering documentation of abuse for law enforcement agencies 

du ring. an investigation, as requested; . · 
o Documenting client activities in the case file; 
o Locating a friend or relative to act as a collateral contact or a support 

system for health needs, and 
o Preparing written reports and assessments. 

CODE 5741 APS - HR CASE MANAGEMENT 

Includes time spent performing case management activities during the 
period following the initial investigation and response to reports involving 
abuse, neglect, or exploltatlon of Medi-Cal eligible elder or dependent 
adult clients who meet the criteria for APS (definition In Code 5691 ). 
Public Guardian's (PG), who are employees of the CWD, may time study 
to this code only if the PG is responsible for performing APS activities; or, 
Is responsible for activities which wouid normally by the responsibility of 
the APS worker. Allowable activities are those necessary to help clients 
gain access to medical services in order to reduce risk or poor health 
outcomes, to provide a safety net to enable victims to protect themselves 
in the future and bring about changes in the lives of victims. Case 
management activities are those performed after the Initial response and 
Investigation of reports of abuse. Such activities may Include, but are not 
llmited to: 

o Further investigation of alleged abuse after case has been established, 
and subsequent reporting of protection issues, Including, but not 
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-: limited to; social;":medical~environmentalt·physical;:·emotiorial; socioc·::;"~ ·_:.- > · 
economic, and"developmental issues; · · - -

• o _ lnvestigation·activitiesjnclddi11g,:·butnot· 1imited:to::o•-·'"'"· :.~~-;.---·.~}t"· ;;'. ~""'-;;c,=:-,., 
o _.-A systenfatic:inquiry tcrdetermine~:the:validity~ofa:report:of·e1der orc-;,=, ·- --· 
:-:· d_ependent adult abuse; : · _ · · · - . · _ • _ - -. . _ .. 
o _.· . Gathering of informatidn- to develop an intervention 'Plan to addr~ss · 
- -any condition which places the elder or dependent adult at- risk; . 
'o ·.- -lnte'rviews' with th'e elder or dependent adult and with ,Other pe'rsons . 

· _-including other- members of the family or household, service 

. .. ·· 

providers, dr"other.members·.of-the1multidiscipl inaryJeam",,:·:r~ 11""'"" T '"1:t:r 
-- o Assessing the client's concerns and needs and the concerns and 

needs of other members of the family and household as it pertains to 
the report bf, occurrence of, prevention of or remediation of adult 
abuse or neglect; 

o Identification of the client's strengths, problems, and limitations; 
" Analyzing health problems and strengths of the client, family, 

household; _ _ 
o Establishing and updating a health-related setvice plan to alleviate the 

· identified problems, coordinating with other agencies which may 
include: 
o Identification of the problems to be alleviated; 
o Time-limited objectives based on the problems and strengths 

identified in the assessment; 
o The services to be provided and activities to be performed In order 

to meet the ser\rice plan objectives and goals; 
o Description of how the client will be stabilized and linked with 

community services; 
o Provisions for monitoring, follow-up, and reassessment to 

determine the effectiveness·ofthe service plan; 
o Voluntary removal of clients from their home; 
o Family issues, including stress, conflict, management, and care­

giving issues; 
o Conservatorsliip needs. 

o Providing counseling for clients and significant others to alleviate 
identified problems an·d to implement the health service plan, including 
negotiating, mediating, and_ participating in problem solving; 

" Stabilizing and linking with community services for treatment of health 
related needs, and 

o Arranging for food, housing, medical, and counseling se:rvices, as 
needed. 
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CHIL-() WELFAJ~.E SERVlCE_S-(C\('IS): -· , __ · ·_ 
-. '• - ' ' ' :· . .. . ' . ~ . . . 

: :··· •, . ' . - - -:· . ' . . ; ·~. . · .. . ~ : :-'. . . . ."•; 

.. ·- ..... :.•. 

CASE MANAGEMENT. ' . -
~;-i.:-.!.:, ;;::~.,:.;;- :·..;::-".·;...·~- ·;·.:;:.;_:,j•.:: z~:;i~. '·~.:.,:, ·, - o .. :7,_ ,"· ' ·- - ·• - •• .. 

:. . . . . . . . Pm.Qr.:t~ .. --~~ .,;·~~r:-1.: ~~r.:~~ ~:··;_·J~r·. ;:~.~ ~""-''1'1~:~::•;.::;~-~~;: ~· t;:::::~!'""-
., Case Management means a service-funded activity performed by a social worker 
· which includes assessing the child's/family needs, developing the case plan, 

monitoring progress in achieving case plan objectives, and ensuring that all services 
specified in the case plan are provided. MPP 31-002(c)(1). 

CASE PLAN 

Qase Plan means a written document which is developed based upon an assessment 
-,of the circumstances which required child welfare services intervention and in which 
the social worker identifies a case plan goal, the objectives to be achieved, the specific 
services to be provided, and case management activities to be performed. MPP 31-
002(c)(2). 

PUBLIC LAW# 96-272 

Public Law #96-272 requires developing a case or services plan for a child including 
-Initial plan, and comprehensive reunification plan. Additional reference:. Public Law 
- #101-239. 

COUNSELING 

Counseling means assisting the child and his/her family to analyze and better 
understand the situation; select methods of problem-solving; identifying goals; and 
exploring alternative behavior MPP 31-002(16). 

VO LUNT ARY FC PROGRAM 

Voluntary FC Program Senate Bill 1125, Chapter 1203, Statutes of 1991, provided 
for federal financial participation for children voluntarily place in foster care; current 
federal reporting requirements require separate identification of these expenditures 
(County Fiscal Letter Number 92/93-40, dated March 2, 1993). 
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· .. ,CODE t381. CWS"SPMP·.::· ... : ' "• 

-....... . 
,.- . 

., ..... --· :. · .. 
. : _I rich.ides selected ~Ctivities.to:.heilp childreri Who a;re Medi~Car~ligible, .. : .:- . 

Including children in foster care and Seriously Emotionally Disabled:;r ... · . ..;:,·,~,,,,,"= 
· children;:to gain a6cess·to,health rel?ted,services:in order. to r~duce. their•:. 
·risk of poo.r health outcome. These activities include, but are not limited ; 
to, the development, implementation and management of health related 
service plans; referrals to other agencies and programs for the 
assessment, evaluation or treatment of health related needs; interagency 
coordination and liaison with providers to health-related services to 
improve the service delivery system, and in-depth informing and 
anticipatory guidance about the causes, prevention and remediation of · 
health related needs; completing, updating, and disseminating any 
paperwork necessary to the completion of these activities; and receiving 
or providing health related training. 

NOTE: If these activities are performed by a person not qualifying as 
SPMP, record the time to Program 144. SPMP performing non-enhanced 
health related activities also record this time to Program 144. 

CWS - PREPARATION FOR ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION 

CODE 1431 CWS - EMERGENCY RESPONSE SERVICES 
CODE 1432 CWS-FAMILY MAINTENANCE SERVICES 
CODE 1433 CWS- FAMILY REUNIFICATION SERVICES 
CODE 1434 CWS - PERMANENT PLACEMENT 

Includes activities related to preparing for the determination of a child's 
eligibility for the Foster Care, or Adoption Assistance Program, not the 
actual eligibility determination, e.g.: 

. . 

o Gathering and verifying information used by the Eligibility Worker in 
regard to income, parental deprivation, resources, social security 
numbers, birth certificates, and child support; 

o Filling out and processing necessary forms; 
o Providing information to determine eligibility for other financial benefits 

such as SSI, VA, or Black Lung; · 
o Querying systems, records, and other st?ff for current AFDC status; 
o Making court recommen9ations for support, requesting such court . 

action and completing court orders; 
" Preparing and participating in program audits; and 
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o Travel time associated with any of the above activities . 

. '·: ... 
-.-cws_·~- HRi:=oR-MEDl:CA,L.ELiGl_BU~:_cH1LDREN ..... '- . , .. ': . 

. -. . . ··: · ........ ,. . . . . - . . ........ •' ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . -. . ... . 
CODE-1441 CWS - EMERGENCY RESPONSE PROGRAM. ·: __ 
CODE 1442 CWS - FAMIL:Y'MAINTENANCE PROGRAM"'' ·'-""'"''"''-'·' 0-':- 0 ·,.~""""'",-'''' - ::;:;;,,'-""-'-·-­

CODE 1443 CWS - FAMllY•REUNIFolCATION-PRG'lGRAM1.-:,.c;- arc--!:2":; :{:_·.:,ffi;:,r ro fe'l:.~.:;,:e ;;-,"e::;\T 

CODE 1444 CWS- PERMANENT PLACEMENT PROGRAM -. 

':i. 

Any activity to help children who are Medi-Cal eligible, including all foster 
and SEO children, to gain access to medical services and/or to attain or 
maintain a favorable physical or mental health condition by assisting them 
in identify.Ing and understanding their health needs or securing and 
utilizing treatment and health maintenance services. Such activities 
include, but are not limited to, performing, assisting the eligibility worker in, 
or assisting the parent of the child in applying for determination or 
documentation of Medi-Cal eligibility for children; development, 
implementation and management of health plans; referrals to other 
agencies and programs for health needs; statistical reporting; outreach 
activities to Medi-Cal eligible or potential eligibles about available services 
and programs; and liaison activities with medical providers. 

CODE 1456 CWS - TRAINING 

Training activities include the following for all elements of the CWS 
program: 

• Preparing for or providing training to staff; 
o Participating In continuing training received after at least' five 

consecutive days of induction training; 
• Participating in training conferences or sho_rt-term training provided by 

outside agencies of less than four wee_ks; 
o Providing training to current or prospective foster parents and to staff 

of foster family agencies; and 
o Travel time associated with any of the above activities. 

CODE 1465 CWS - SERVICES I NON-FEDERAL 

The individual child's case plan shall be the basic guideline for the 
provision of child welfare services. Services include, but are not limited to 

_ the following: 
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o Providing counseling, or other therapeutic :services to a child or to the 
~:::::=~:::_:~::c_,_,,c-'-:.· :~.::"-'""'':'~C":c;:..'.: child's· family in cirder to ameliorate. or remedy personal problems, 

. -. _. . behaviors, or home conditions, as referenced; · . · . 
•:.<::;;-:c:;.;: ~·· ·:: ~;: :{-e;-~,::;"-:,:.:-c:-:-:~ <>·.:-·'Providing hcirilemaking- instruction·, throu9h discussion and exarnple ·· 

· --. , .· .. _ . · . . . wheh par,13rit/guardian funeti_oning_can be improved by-teaching more_ 
·· • · ·. ·. ··': : ·. e~ei::tiv~' c.hild _care skills and home 111aintenance:• ,"'.lPP 3t-602(t)(1 ); · ·. · 

- 0::: ·: ·; o :. P.arentirig- training, . · : ,, _ · · · " ·· . . · " · · 

. CWS--COURT-RELATED ACTIVITIES 
.. . . - ., .. 

CODE 1471 CWS - EMERGENCY RESPONSE SERVICES 
CODE 1472 CWS - FAMILY MAINTENANCE SERVICES 
CODE 1473 CWS- FAMILY REUNIFICATION SERVICES 
CODE 1474 CWS -·PERMANENT PLACEMENT SERVICES 

·Any court-related activity.directed to the placement of a child: 

o ·Preparing for and/or participating in any judicial determination 
regarding a child; 

o Preparing or filing court documents including petitions, motion for 
extension, termination of dependencies or a custodial order; 

o Any court appearance where the local agency is seeking custody of a 
child, or the status of a child in the county's custody which is being 
reviewed; · 

o Paperwork and contacts related to judicial activity; and 
o Travel time associated with the above activities. 

CWS -CASE MANAGEMENT 

CODE 1481 CWS - EMERGENCY RESPONSE SERVICES 
CODE 1482 CWS ~ FAMILY MAINTENANCE SERVICES 
CODE 1483 CWS - FAMILY REUNIFICATION SERVICES 
CODE 1484 CWS - PERMANENT PLACEMENT SERVICES 

Includes activities directed to a specific child when the child remains in the 
home or in out-of-home placement, including relative placements and 
emergency shelter care. Included is the development of the case plan, 
which indicates the specific services necessary to meet the protective 
needs of the child. Activities include, but are not limited to the following: 

o Assessing child's/family's needs and developing a case plan as 
indicated in regulations; 

" Arranging for the provision of services and referral_s for other services, 
when necessary; 
Arranging for pre-placement visits; 

o Working with foster parents to prepare them to receive a child; 
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o Monitoring· progr~s_s_~n D:!~e!i_!:1g_ca~~.pl13i:i_ .obje~tiv~~""an.d .l!R9'3nll9 the 
_ case plan; . . . . . ·. : · _ . 

· o. _Management arid supervisjon pf the case,. participation in case 

.... ·.• conferences, per!nanency planning meeting~, and administrative 
: · Jevi!'lws; . • : : : • '. , .. . .. .- ._ - · _ . , . .. .. . . __ : . : .· __ • .. _ _. . .. , _ -

. :· <> · Recruitment activities,. developing arid distributing resource material;-
. : : • con~ulting and" "coordinating .with setvlce. provid:er.s and.c9n:imunitY:. . 
··.· based cirganizafioris; --- '- · · .. - · · · . · · ·.- · · .-- ·. · · · · · · 

'~·-<>~· "Aetivitles·tfiat are· directed towards enhancing; expanding or supporting : 
GO~~Jhe• counfY~~prr)gr.~f.i19f.;j)i~X~~JiV,S.~~~ryi_~~~-g[gut-o_f ::h-orrie care; _ .. 

o Do not Include court docume-rit preparation or petition filing - these are 
code 147, CWS-Court Related activities. · 

o Visits for non group home foster care placements (I.e., relatives and 
foster family homes). See TSC 5771 for visits related to children in 
group home placements; and 

o Travel time associated with any of the above activities. 

CODE 1542 CWS-CASE MANAGEMENT: VOLUNTARY FOSTER CARE PROGRAM 

",':"' ~- Includes activities directed to ·a specific child when the child is voluntarily 
placed in foster care. 

.. Refer to activities identified in CWS-Case Management. 

CODE 1701 CWS- EMERGENCY HOTLINE RESPONSE 

Includes time spent performing initial activities in response to and 
investigation of all reports or referrals alleging abuse, neglect or 
exploitation of children. Allowable Emergency Hotline Response activities 
Include but are not limited to: 

o Operating a 24-hour emergency hotline response program; 
a Evaluating and in.vestlgating.telephone reports of abuse, neglect or 

exploitation, including reports on the 24-hour hotline; 
o Determining client risk for emergency response by screening in-coming 

calls; · 
" Determining whether a reported situation Is an emergency or non-

emergency within required tlmeframes: 
o Determining emergency response needs; 
o Providing crisis intervention: 
o • Referring clients to appropriate emergency response service agendes; 
o Gathering documentation of abuse for law enforcement agencies: 
" Documenting and completing all required forms; and 
0 Preparir:ig written reports and assessments. 
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CODE 5231 CWS - OPTl~~~~~:~?o~~!:~-R-~~,~~~r:~~~-~:: · _,,'::·~·:'~~---~· _;_ -~---"~:.-.-::.:~~ 8 
· Includes. time'spenC~erf-;-~fuiii~~Eost~r-P~fen.t:rettGifrh~h·t~~tlviti~s for the -· . . 

.. _:. options. for-Recovefy=Program,_+.,;.,,;'.~ .-,-.:'2;:·-,';'"':''"··' -:;;-;: .. ~ ,,,::::""-'··~· ~--':.;::"·' ,._,, ·. ·. ;·~ ·""· ,. :·'"'":: 
.. 

. :. . : . ·_ .. ·. ···: :·.- ·. -.: ,. .. . .. . •: . .. ·•" ·. . . .·· - . . :·-.. "/.: . 

. . _;_ .· ..... coDE .. o44} .cws~-M1N.0R PARENf 1NvEsr1GAt10Ns (MP1i· rAsgosi 
...... ' 

·. •=This program,code;has been established to capture social worker time 

·o 

· spent performir19 in-persof"), ir_vestigation activities .for teen pregnancy.· 
disincentive requirements. Investigation activities include: . . 

o Completing an in-home investigation of a minor parent's allegation of 
risk of abuse/neglect, and returning the CA 25s to the eligibility worker 
indicating the results of the investigation; 

o Completing an in-person assessment of the minor parent and his/her 
child(ren); 

o Developing a safety plan that will include MPS for the minor parent and 
his/her chUd(ren); and 

o Referral of minor parent to other availa.ble services. 

CODE 5561 CWS - MPS (AB 908) 

A home visiting model of supportive services provided to minor parents ar 
and their child(ren) to assist them in creating a healthy and safe W 
environment. MPS activities include: Provision of in-home based services, 
in-home visits, on-going assessments of the minor parent and his/her 
child(ren), and referrals to appropriate community services. 

COMMUNITY CARE LICENSING (CCL): 

CODE 1551 FOSTER FAMILY LICENSING 

Includes recr.uitment, study, certification, licensing, and approval of foster 
family homes for children; re-certification, renewal, suspension-, 
revocation, and complaint investigation actions affecting licensing; public 
information on out-of-home care programs and supporting participation of 
the public in such care; licensing information/data system activities; and. 
travel related to any of these activities. 

CODE 1571 DAY CARE LICENSING 

Includes the provision of licensing requirements to facilitate the · 
development of new family day care homes; evaluation and verification of 
the application, including the required onsite evaluation; renewal 
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applications and-site-.visit;:ifcrequired; fol\ow~up on-complaints-and;.- - : "'~.~----
deficiencies: and-mainten-ance of a-list of licensed family day care homes. 
Additional activities include: -.o ___ :_ -·-" ---- "· ""'· ,-. · - - - _ . . ·-·· ·~-..--.---...----- ··: ---.---··-- ·--:-····· ··~--··· 

. -· .1.;r:IVi:?°~~~:i-::~~--.~ ··i:.;:cir.~'(;1i..:~·~·o,·;-;;-·i:ri_-~;;·~i';"~:;·:~.;;· -.-~ i~Sci-..:.~::~~~:~ .. ::'. -·' ·:·.::: · __ .; -· ·. ;--;-·;:.:.:;::·_:~.:-~:: 
__ a -_ Reyiew fadlity records prior to visits; . - - - . · . - . . 

- . : ~ --Contact local resource and referral ·agencies for information about the .· - . 
' - : : ·: - facilitY; -_ - -_ . - ._ - _. . · - . : · - · _:· _ · _-_-__ ·-:' -- . ·_ -_ .- ~-. - -- ··_ .. - ,-. -· · 

;, Review staff and child· records on site; ·:· , - - · -- - - -· -_· · · . -, -
a Interview children,regardingJacility:conditions;----;- .. ,,,_,- _ -. 
~ "Interview S\J?Jf rng~uqi~g_;c:!Ui:!liflca~jo:ris,a_f)p, t~ain_ing;- :.~,,,- :•' /_; _ - __ . x·-< ::: _ ~ 
a - Provide licensees with copies of licensing regulations and inform 

licensees about ch-anges in licensing law and regulations sirice the last 
visit; 

0 _ Provide information about new community resources. 

CODE 1581 FOSTER FAMILY LICENSING - TRAINING 

Includes the following training activities for the Foster Family Licensing 
Program: 

o Preparing and providing training to prospective foster parents on foster 
family home licensing requirements·; 

" Participating in continuing training received after induction training; 
o Participating in short term training provided by outside agencies; and 
o Participating in training conferences. 

·cOUNTY SERVICES BLOCK GRANT (CSBG): 

CODE1131 CSBG-SPMP 

Includes time spent by SPMP performing selected activities to help adult 
C$BG clients who are Medi-Ca! eligible to gain access to health related 
services in order to reduce their risk of poor health outcome. These -
activities include, but are not limited to the development, implementation 
and management of health related service plans; referrals to other 
agencies and programs for the assessment, evaluation, or treatment of 
health related needs; interagency coordination and liaison with providers 
of health related services to improve the service delivery system; and 
informing and anticipatory guidance about the causes, prevention, and 
remediation of health related needs. · 

CODE 1142 CSBG - HR 

Includes time spent performing activities to help adult CSBG. recipients, 
Who are Medi-Cal eligible, to gain access to medical services and attain 
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:2_-~nd/c:mrna.in~jl);Jl .. f<?.v.o~C!~~£DYSi.S:~,l~gi:2..T.6.rltal.he?,~)2~,1~0..,n,di_t),0_!1,bY 
as_sisting the recipient iii identifying-arid'understEfr'fdinirttieifliealth needs . 

• ' ' _'' " -·:~- ~-·~--:·~:-'.:~----~"<~:.:~~'~• ;:,~;~~~:=.:.~:~-:::~~ ·;-~-:;~:.-: :.:::"'Z.::~·:_-::·.:;:::~=~~-:·::. ;;, ,~: ~ • ',."~; . .:.-::~~r_:, 
This lr:icludes, 1?.~TI:9.Jfu!rfii.:9t:;~_;:;)?Jt>t[og,!B,~;,~ligibility worker in the. · . 

. detennlhatlcin or do_cume_ntaticiri of the recipients Medi-Cal eligibility; · · . 
·. · ·_ :- developl]i_eht; implementation ·_and m·anagerherit of health· plans; outreach· · _ · .· 
:: _,:activities tqMedi~Ca{ eligible cir potentially- eiigil:ilel'person:s aboufavailable. :_. - · . 
. . , . :services and. p'rograriis; refe'iTals fo.ottieir agencies and:progr~ms.for: , - ~ . . .", 

: health needs; providing assistance to.eligible.reciP.ients to access n'eeded .. ·, 
· hea1t~. ~~1?t~;tg~rvJ~i~: ~ri~:S.i~t[~-tfc~aj,r~.t?~iffo·~:~~;,~-~-~,;.:: -~~~~:· :-~; --~·:;,;·· -~~~-,;~0 ;, •• , .•.• 

CODE f151 CSBG· 

Includes time spent performing activities not eligible for Title XIX funding 
for adult CSBG recipients. This includes information and referral activities, 
out-of-home care for adults, and optional services funded under CSBG. 

EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE (EA): 

CODE 2231 EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE (EA) - FOSTER CARE (FCl-ELIGIBILITY 

This program was previously titled Emergency Assistance (EA) Child 
Welfare Services (CWS) Eligibility. Includes eligibility determinations, 

·screening for prior EA episodes, approvals, denials, authorization actions, A. 
and issuance of notices. W 

CODE 5131 EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE (EAl - ER APPLICATION COMPLETION 

Includes time spent completing the EA-ER application. Time spent" 
obtaining the parent's signature on the EA application may be included. 

CODE 5132 EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE (EAl- ER TRAINING 

Includes time spent preparing for and providing EA-ER training for staff. 

CODE 5134 EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE - ER REFERRALS 

Includes time spent receiving emergency referrals, assessing whether the 
referral is a child welfare services referral, completing the ER protocol, 
and investigating the emergency allegations, including the collateral 
contacts. This includes time spent closing those cases in which the 
allegations are unfounded. For those cases in which the allegations are 
not unfounded. \t includes time spent in investigation activities, Including 
reporting to the Department of Justice and noticing the parents regarding 
the temporary custody of the child. 
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- F,l\MILY PRE~!;RVATION PROGRAM (FPP): 

. . . . . . " . . . . ·. . . '•. -- . ' . . '· ' . ' ... - .. : . ,. . . . . . . .. :. . -.-.. - . 

--. coo·E:1~o-t EARLY·:-PE~;ooic;s'CR~E~iNG/01AGNos1~:. ANDTREATMENt-.,_.-·- . ___ -_--, __ .- ·. 
.. ....... -- . (EPSDT)' · . __ ... _ -_--. ·· _,_,. - ---- - - .... ·-. 

. ~ - ·;;>.:.:~-····-.·~----·: _·;~'.·:·.:::·-:·:-'""•;-,..·~:-~ .. ;.--_~~::·-~-.;::~~~~~-:~:; . ..,.:-~-=~~· ...... :;:._ ' . 

Includes support.activities for-EP.SDl\;such as.consultation;· outi;,each, and_ .. 
follow-up, when perfonned by an _EPSDTi.mit Linde( contract to the local -- ' 

- Child Health an·d Disability Prevention Agency. This does not include · -
information and referral activities performed by eligibility workers. 

CODE 1591 FAMILY PRESERVATION PROGRAM --SPMP 

Refer to Code 1380, CWS-SPMP, for description of activities. 
NOTE:- SPMP performing non-enhanced activities use Coda 1680. 

CODE 1681 ·FAMILY PRESERVATION PROGRAM - HR 
_,;.(_.· 
. ·:;-

Refer to Program 144, CWS-HR for Medi-Cal Eligible Children, for 
.. description of activities._ 

· - CODE 1741 FAMILY PRESERVATION PROGRAM -TRAINING 

Refer to Program_ 145, CWS-Training, for description of activities. 

- CODE 1751 FAMILY PRESERVATION PROGRAM - SERVICES/NONFEDERAL 

Refer to Program 146, CWS-Servlces, for description of activities. 
CODE 1771 FAMILY PRESERVATION PROGRAM -CASE MANAGEMENT: 

PREVENTIVE SERVICES 

Refer to Program 148, CWS-Case Management, for description of 
activities. 

CODE 1791 FAMILY PRESERVATION PROGRAM -CASE MANAGEMENT: FOSTER 
CARE 

Refer to Program 148, CWS-Case Management, for description of 
activities. -· 

FAMILY PRESERVATION AND SUPPORT PROGRAM (FPSP): 
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CODE 5151 

. .. ' . . . . . .. . ·, 

FAMl.L Y .PR~~!!!~~~~~,~~~=~;~::.~,',~;:~:~~;,·:~::.·.:-:: .:~~~:'~~::~'0~:~~;7 ·.-.,-·"''-
Activities inClude, but are not limited to; services designed to help families 

· alleviate crises that.might lead-to·ou1~of-honie_:·p1.siC:emeh! ·of i::]1ildren;· :- . '''= 
·services that maintain the s·afety of children in their home; ser\rh;:es that· .·· 

· 'su.ppcirt ta'milies preparin_g fo reunite-or to adopt ~.child; information and - -
referral services'. . ·._ ' - - ' ·. ' ' ' ' ' ·. 
~ .. - : . ·: -. ' .. .- . . : - . : ·.. . .. ' .. ' ·. ,. - :·. - .. _ .. ··: .. ·-· ., . ~·~:~ . ·. ,. . ~. ,•; . . . ~. ·. 

. . - - . - ··.. . 

CODE 5161 _FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES-~:.,, ... :--:-~_:_--:~--,--~-~···-··---,,--·-·-
. ' •;·-~~~~,j.;;.,:....-.__~-:.~~..:i!>~:·~p~~ .. :;:;.~~-~ .. _;~,~~·-;.._'<ti,•.T.·;~!~'. . 

·Family Support activities include, b~t are not limited to, ho~e visitation, -
parent education, information and referrai services, family counseling· 
services, respite care for parents and other caregivers, early development· 
of children to assess the needs of children, literacy services, and health 
education for children and parents. 

CODE 6791 FPSP - ADOPTION PROMOTION AND SUPPORT 

Includes pre- and post-adoptive services designed to expedite the 
adoption process and support adoptive families; identifying prospective 
adoptive parents; assuring a foster care permanency option or, with older 
adolescents preparing for independent living; and preparing an adoption 
plan assessment on child. 

CODE 6761 FPSP-TIME LIMITED FAMILY REUNIFICATION . 

Includes activities ttiat are _provided to a child who is removed from the 
child's home and placed in a foster family home or a child care institution. 
These services are also for the parents or primary caregiver of such a . 
child, in order to facilitate the reunification of the child safely and 
appropriately, but only during the 15-month period that begins on the date 
that the child is considered to have entered foster care. 

Services include inpividual, group and family counseling; inpatient, 
residential or outpatient substance abuse treat111ent services; mental 
health services; assistance to address domestic violence; temporary child 
care and therapeutic services for families, including crisis nurseries; and 
transportation to and from any of the above services. 

FOSTER CARE (FC): .. 

CODE 5041 AB 2129 FOSTER PARENT TRAINING 

Includes time spent pre·paring for and providing short-term training to 
current and prospective foster parents. 
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CODE 5061 AB 2129 FOSTER PARENT RECRUITMENT 

: ~ . . . ,_ 

Includes time spentperformirig fo~ter par~nt recruitment activitie's fcir the 
AB 2129 F.oster..Parent Train.ing and Recruitment Program, and travel __ .· 

. assodated with'thei r'ecruitmerit abtivities:·-_ / _' ·-~ - . ~- ._: _- - ''· ~··---- --·-" -.. ._ - '·· . . . ·-': . '·. . . . . . . . . - :··. - . - ··.. .' •. 

··'.. 

:-. C'ooE 5771 -.MONTHLY visil-i:i"f:DR GR.OUP. Hc»ME'PLACE.MENTS . •. : 
. ,. :'. 

· .. ,, 

. •., 

-:· ·:· - ·. ... . . -:~ ,. 

-- . Includes th_ose:activities;performed1.by;CWD.s6ci1;1I workers-wh~ri-• 0 ·~:-•. ''·";· '---· .. • 

providing monthly visits to_all children placed iilgioup homes (ill and ouf 
of state). · 

FOSTER FAMILY AUDIT (FFA): 

CODE 5331 FFA - SAN MATEO COUNTY 

Includes time spent by caseworkers and support staff on county-operated 
··4;.;·~ FFA activities. It is restricted to San Mateo County. 

•:;:· 

~-.. :. 

_ IN HOME SUPPORT SERVICES (IHSS): 

CODE 1021 IHSS - SPMP 

".~:. Includes the following activities for welfare staff meeting the SPMP 
requirements: 

1) A physician completing the certification that an IHSS recipient nee-ds 
personal care services. 

2) A registered/public health nurse reviewing the case, -reviewing the 
services authorized by the social wor.ker as outlined in the Needs 
Assessment, reviewing the certification of medical necessity for 
consistency with the authorized services, providing consultation on the 
recipient's service needs, monitoring the recipient's condition and 
effectiveness ·of the client's Personal Care Services Program (PCSP) 
services, providing expert medical opinions related to the treatment 
plan, and ffaison activity with service providers and other agencies that 
provide medical care on the medical aspects of PCSP. 

3) Performing selected activities to help IHSS recipients who are Medi­
cal eligible to gain access to Health Related (HR} services in order to 
reduce their risk of.poor health outcome. These activities include, but 
are not limited to the development, implementation and management 
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. "=~ ~ ~:,~e~:~~~~~~:l~~·:i~~~~~:;~t:~:;:~~fg~~c~e:e~~~ i~;~:;:~;or the . e 
coordination· ·eihd' li;Jison With=proViders'bf HR services' tctirilpFdVe'the·:·:;:r ""~' :-·'"'''; 
service;i:lelive1ysystem:-·and:;ihforminiraridcanticfpat6fy1Jt1idari:ce~ abblit =.::: : · · · 
the causes, and pr.eventioq andremediation of HR needs. . · 

. ;:" . . · .·• .-. ' . 

IHSS ·- PCSP/HR . . . - . 
. - ·. 

-~ .- .. - : -· .... ) "'. ·_ -=·~-· ·: :_. __ , .. 1:·. 
. . . . ~ ' ~ : .':;-. · .... · .: . 

.. ·~ . 

Program .1.03,capturesJ::ostsJor. ecsg~~~d· HR ~ctivitieis for the iHss 
. . program, including Supporte!d Individual Providers (SIP) and SPMP costs. 
. ' not eligible for'eriliaiicefd'FeC!eralFinanC:lal PifrtiCip?tion:"R:eiated tlfoe"'-"~"---· '· 

study codes are as follows: . 

CODE 1031 IHSS - HR 

Includes explaining, arranging for, and authorizing IHSS services when 
such activities are HR and provided to Medi~Cal eligible IHSS recipients; 
computation of any share of cost; development, implementation, and 
management of plans of treatment; outreach activities to inform IHSS 
Medi-Cal eligible recipients of available services and programs; providing 
assistance to eligible recipients to access needed HR services; and 
statistical reporting. This code applies to all HR activities on non-PCSP 
cases .. 

CODE 1032 IHSS - SUPPORTED INDIVIDUAL PROVIDERS {SIP) PCSP 

Includes time spent assisting IHSS-PCSP-recipients in selecting an 
individual provider(s); assisting and training the recipient in the supervision 
of their individual provider(s); and the actual transporting or . 
accompaniment of the recipient to services related to personal care. 

Coordinating the outreach and recruitment of potential individual 
providers; establishing and maintaining a list of potential providers that 
recipients can choose from and, conducting orientation for recipients and 
individual providers on the IHSS program. 

CODE 1033 IHSS - SIP HR 

Includes time spent assisting IHSS-Non PCSP who are HR and Medi-Cal 
eligible recipients in selecting an individual provider(s); assisting and 
training the recipient in the supervision of their individual provider(s); and 
the actual transporting or.accompaniment of the recipient to services. 

CODE 1034 IHSS - PCSP 

. ., 
·o 

·o 
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·.·.· . · .. 

Includes deve\opnient-;-impleinentation~andcmanagement·oHhe:plan 'Oi=..,..,,-,.- · ··'?'·~= 
-treatment; referralsJo.~other agehcies:and·programs;:determiriingthird~;,-::;:..;_,~·:·. 
party insurance coverag~;'Jeferring:IHSS~PCSP.::r.ecipien_t5ot9. potential~;":·~~~.:.·::~.':··•:.• .. _ . ., 
. individual providers ;to· assistthem;;inoselecting;a=provideq transporting or.;;"',;,.,,-;.7,_•,;,,;;o_,;c· 
. accompanying reclpients to obtain services related to persor:ial care; ..•. ' . . ' 
obtaining a doctor's certificate; making E?liglbi\ity de(erminations and·· . :. -
redetermlriations for I HSScPCSP;. statistical reporting;· votElf r€tgis~ration.. >: : . ·: , . _ 
activities; and processing pn:ivider.grievances.. . . . ·, . . . : ·•· · . .· ·· ·••. : : 

. - i •.·'::;···:;;.~· ·:·.· :;·-'._;·~~4~:.z.;·.::;· ·,::·;::-:::::.;._~-·~.·;j.-• ...... --~-~j''L.., .. ·=.-:·::- ···:--.~·::.:z.:.:;;·;.r-;:·:';..;.::;·:: .. ~~ ';··~;-:'.~:;:::~:.. .. :·;~~-:~.: 

·CODE 1041 IHSS - SIP NONcHR I NONrRCSR·~~;;~'}:;,,_~~~""'"'"~'~~,:,<r'f~n!J =>V''if"· ~:-.: •. ;:; 
... ····--:-•. ·-· '·: -~::-.:-, ---~- ·- ···: --:.. ::_- .. . -··.-· ~----.~ . :·· --:--:· ~·:-·"·~ ·-· ·----·~--- .. - . . . . 

Includes time spent assisting IHSS Program recipients not eligible for . 
federal Medi-Cal funding, including non~PCSP recipients, In selecting an 
individual provider(s); assisting and ·training the recipient in the supervision 
of.their individual provider(s); and the actual transporting or 
accompaniment of the recipient to services. 

CODE 1042 IHSS - NON HR I NON PCSP 

. ,....,. 
i~· 

_.,._ ~' 

Includes IHSS activities not eligible for Title XIX funding. These activities 
are related to non-HR activities on non-PCSP cases. This includes time 
spent explaining IHSS program benefits to applicants/recipients; 
explaining employee and employer responsibilities; assessing service· 
needs; development, implementation, and management of treatment 
plans; implementation activities for any IHSS court case; processing a 
claim form and calculating the benefits related to a court case ruling; data 
input of claims; preparing reports; participation in case reviews and audits; 
voter registration activities, appeals, case dictation, and statistical 
reporting. 

CODE 3301 IHSS - IN. HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES 

Includes fraud activities related to IHSS performed by Welfare Fraud 
Investigators and their first-line supervisors who have peace officer status 
under Penal Code Section 830. 

INDEPENDENT LIVING PROGRAM (IL!') 

CODE 1821 ILP - CASE MANAGEMENT 

Includes ILP case management activities for children: assessing the need 
for \LP services, developing the \LP service plan, and referring the child to 
services. 

CODE 1841 ILP- SERViCES 
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:: ·:_ ~~::;.:: ~:···~--~-=.=-.~if;.._l;~:-:::-~::~:.:.~:::.::::~~---=...:·.~-:~; ::!:.::::·--'··--~.;;:r-_, :·._-..:.:::.::=-=.:--..::.... 
--""-", -~~"': -"-'=,"=""~~·"·.·~.::.,Includes tha,pro_visio_n-qf,IL_E services to ch.ildren: independence .· i 

::·-~ .:-=,-:::.::~..-.::-~~-=-:: :_~~--:::- ':-.~c?l,Jnselinm:proyidlf,lg !r_a_ii:\ipg o_n ()_qcupational a~d col leg~ p~ep~ratory__ _ , 
., __ ,, ':'• ;,,, · ·,,;_,, .. , · ;;;c·,,_,_ ,.,..,...,,,,- ,., '"'1yh1gh school classes, financial aid and scholar\)hlps, the acqU1s1t1on of _· i 

. social security cards, medical history information, birth certificates or other • 
proofcofbirth, housing and home m1iriag'emerit;:and othe:r necessarY · · , . , 

'; ," 'serv,i~es. . ··' ··: · .. ' . ·. ' ... ·'. _. .: ,' ' ,. . ':· ··::· .• -:·' .. -: ·:,, . 

f: :;, WC<l"Y "'.f:":f'013EtCE'OF:,C_HJLDA~!,JJ3E:~R.EVE.NTION .(OCAP) ' 
. : . . . . . . .. ...: ., ... -.· .. 

·: :· -.. • . . · .... I, ... 

'f 
. ~ ; . . . . . 

·•., .. -··I . 

·• 

' ' ' 

. . ' . . . 

CODE 1671 CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION. INTERVENTION AND TREATMENT 
{CAPIT) 

Includes the provision of services for child abuse .and intervention. 

REFUGEE RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM (RRP): 

CODE 1401 RRP - CWS 

Includes time spent arranging and providing the following services to 
eligible refugees in support of a CWS plan:· 

o Information and referral services. 
" Outreach services, including activities designed to familiarize refugees A. 

with available services, explain the purpose of these services, and to V 
facilitate access to these services. 

Social adjustment services include: 

1. Emergency services as follows: assessment and short term 
·counseling to persons or families in a perceived crisis, referral to 
appropriate resources, and making arrangements for necessary 
services. 

2. Health-related services as follows: information, referral to appropriate 
resources, ·assistance In scheduling appointments and obtaining 
services, and counseling to individuals or families to help them 
understand and identify their physical and mental health rieeds and 
maintain or improve their physical and mental health. 

3. Home management services as follows: formal or informal instruction 
to individuals or families in management of household budgets, home 
maintenance, nutrition, housing standards, tenants' rights, and other 
consumer education services . 

.. 
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,--.. -·,. ·- . .' ·CODE 1411.RRP-CSBG ·.· ·.; ·. ··· · ·· .. : ' - . ' ." ··-.- :.; : ·; '-·' .. . . ~··. - : . . 

Includes the same activities specified for Code 1400 except ~cti~ities . 
~identified tci~Coae .141 O'rriiTst:be:provioea, tO:eliglble refugees in support of 

a service plan directed at goals other than Employability or CWS. · · 

CODE 1421 RRP - UNACCOMPANIED MINORS 

~, :· • •, •" • : • ::•.• •' I - • • 

· Includes the provision of CWS to unaccompanied Refugee and Cuban Haitian 
entrant minors. 

SPECIALIZED TRAINING FOR ADOPTIVE PARENTS (STAP): 
• °'"J 

CODE 0051 STAP - RECRUTMENT 

Includes time spent performing STAP recruitment activities that are 
performed in order to find and develop required resources which either do 
not exist, or do not exist in sufficient quantity to meet the needs of the 
population being served.· This includes travel time associated with 
recruitment activities. 

CODE 0052 STAP. - TRAINING 

Includes time spent preparing for and providing training to recruited 
adoptive parents to care for eligil:ile children. 

CODE 0053 STAP - CASE MANAGEMENT 

'o 

Includes activities directed to a child in adoptive placement or activities 
immediately preceding an adoptive placement, such.as a child 
adaptability assessment, adoptive applicant screening, and home study. 
This includes activities associated with the arrangement for non-medical 

·support services including respite care for spedally trained prospective 
adoptive parents and 
relative caretakers and activities generally supportive of the county's 
adoption program (see CWS case management activities in the PCDs). 

·o b 
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,~~-! n~lydf)s· d~et_e[l!J ir;iig_g,:;i_n.9 certifying ,th_er11e.§clJqr· out-of-home care for ari 
. SS!/SSP applicant or recipient who resides in an unlicensed home. This 

activity must be initiated by the Form SSP 22. · 

SUPPORTIVE AND THERAPEUTIC OPTIONS PROGRAM (STOP): 

CODE 5881 STOP - CASE MANAGEMENT 

Activities are directed at developing a case plan, which indicates the 
specific services necessary to promote a successful transition home and 
allows for continuity in service delivery. Activities include but are not 
limited to the following: 

o Identifying and developing specific services needed by children and 
their families; 

o Developing a strength-based assessment; 
'" Linking families with community-based services and local service 

providers, along with teaching families how to access needed services; 
" Coordinating with service providers and community based 

organizations; 
.. Activities that are directed towards enhancing, expanding or supporting 

STOP; and 
o Travel time associated with any of the above activities. 

SPECIAL PILOT PROJECTS: 

CODE 5651 SEi 163 WRAPAROUND SERVICES PILOT 
- . 

Wraparound services are family centered, strengths-based, needs-driven, 
and individualized service planning including, but not limited to: 

.. Providing intensive case management: . . 
" Performing life domain needs assessment; ·facilitating child/family 

teams; developing an individualized family and child service resource 
plan; implementing and monitoring appropriate services/resources; and 
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o Assisting the family and child_ in all life domain areas . 
..:... ;"·;.-:~~-- ~~-~·,;~:.:;;;f~:~!=_:-:::i~0:: 

CODE 5661 ADOPTIONS ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (MP) WRAPAROUND 
SERVICES . ·. . . · ·.~:.·•·i'.'..:.f·1~·:ri;: .. ;i-:· :..:~;:·.,,..: .. · ~:·:;;~·-:::-··.::;::-:•:r::-;~ :.~r,:;.:·.-rii·:i.::f:-'-:-

_. : .· 

Services include·, but a~e ncit lfmitea to.the following: : , ~ -· - '.; ·. 

-" -· -~ . P~ovidi~g-~~~n·s~iing ~~ other .th~~~~eutic w·raparo~iid ser.iice~ -t:o an.-- -• 
adopted child,or:to the,child's;adbptive.family. in .order~to.ameliorate or,,,:.;.=,,, -
remedy personal problems;,beh_aviors;.o!'..•home. conditig_ns; asr,,,~!"'"''' ,~-, ~'~~"'~n:= c,~· 

_ referenced; _ - -
o Providing homemaking instruction through discussion. and example 

when adoptive parent functioning can be improved by teaching more 
effective child care skills and home maintenance; and 

o Parenting training. 

CODE 5781 .Title IV-E WAIVER PROJECT EXTENDED VOLUNTARY 
ADMINISTRATION 

.. '.:S: Activities related to preparing for the determination of a child's eligibility for 
the waiver project and activities directed to a participating child when the 
child is in a voluntary placement. Included is the development of the case 
plan, which indicates the specific services necessary to meet the 
protective needs of the child. Activities include but are not limited to the 
following: 

o Assessing child's/family's needs and developing a case plan as 
indicated in regulations; 

o Arranging for the provision of services and referrals for othe(services, 
when necessary; 

" 22placement visits; 
o Working with placement provid,ers or child's family to prepare them for 

receiving the child; 
o Arranging for a lower level placement or to return the child home; 
" Management and supervision of the case, participation In case 

conferences, permanency planning meetings, and administrative 
reviews;· 

• Recruitment activities, developing and distributing resource material, 
consulting and coordinating with service providers and community 
based organizations; 

" Activities that are directed towards enhancing, expanding or supporting 
the county's program of preventive services or our-of-home care; and 

o Travel time associated with any of the above activities. 

CODE 5782 TITLE IV-E WAIVER PROJECT EXTENDED VOLUNTARY EVALUATION 

'o -. -. .. 
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Includes time spent by county casework staff providing information or 
reports to the evaluation tearii as well as gathering the necessary data: 

· .. CODE 7001 . GENERIC .. 
. · ... :~~ .. -_.:• - ··- ... ·-~--- ·-·--·~- ··-·-· ........ _ . ._,_.;~-~·~-· ·-·· .. ~· .. ~ ··-~ - ·--·~-·-:...., .. 

; . ·~ 

. . ~ . . - ·.··· .. 

... '• : . . . ; . - ... · ..• _. . . . 

l~cludes:time.speint by caeyewor1<:ers·pe.iforming 9ener~'1 admlnislri=ltive::. ·• ··: .. :. : . · . 
activities that essentially provide a department-wide benefit such as · 
developing a manual on casework procedures: Also include time spent in 

, , training,. confer~.nces;,orcstaff•m_~etingswh~n~the:su~je<:;t· has• department-. .,,:,, · ,_,, .. ,,.,. . 
wide beneflrci'r .cannot be' identified to a sj:iecific·program~-:This-coderis~nor-- - · · 
to be used when performing case management activities, which continue 
to be recorded to the assodated program. 

'i;i..o "o 
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' . ·- ... ·.·. . ·, 

·~"':--=~~·:;-: .. : .. ,11 .. :, .. -,--_·,~. . - ·-.-~:_.:-.=-·:.:-:-,~--='~ -~" 

CalWORks FUNCTION . 
. -PR·o·G RAM'·C· ODE· DESC""IPTl·o NS; . .;,,;_:~.-\-:!,..·-•"· ;i:."" '"-\=·-~+:::,,.-,.!,'.;.-.;,,.c:: .. . . n ·- -----·-·-···· .. --········· ... ·-···· .. -··-··· 
. ',~·:,•_•::··"··:~'"'.' . 3/01 .. ""!':_,,_.,, . ..,, ... ·.~-':"~~····. 

. -· 
: .· . ... . ; . 

. . · .. - . . .... . ' ' . -._ . . - .,. : . - - ·' 
. . ·.• . :•\· -. .. . . '~ . . 

: ·.···. -·· ·.-- : ... ... . ·. '•\·. ·'· ··-:· · .. ·,,.·.· . . . . . . ' ..... ·. 

Any activity related to the CalWORKs Program. 

TIME STUDY STAFF 

A. Workers performing CalWORKs eligibility determinations and grant maintenance 
activities; as well as referrals for services (such as mental health, substance 
abuse and domestic violence); 

B. Staff providing employment training services, including case management and 
needs assessment as well as referrals for services (such as mental health, 
substance abuse and domestic violence); 

C. Appeals Workers; 

D. County Performance Sample data collection staff; 

· E. Welfare Fraud staff (NOTE: These are Welfare Fraud Investigators (WFI) and 
their first-line supervisors who have peace officer status under Penal Code 
Section 830. Investigative staff who do not have peace officer status-a 
requirement necessary for reporting time to the same Fraud codes used by WFI -
should report time to the applicable program codes that do not indicate that they 
are restricted to WFI staff.) · 

F. Clerical and administrative staff performing CalWORKs activities on a full-time 
basis, e.g., case budget computations and Child Support disregard; 

G. Caseworkers, clerical and administrative staff performing fiscal or' case budget 
activities associated with Title IV-0 Child Support collections: and 

H. First-line supervisors of the staff listed in A-G, above . 

.. 
'o .. ·o 
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CalWORKs ... -···.:-.=.---:::'.=.·:::::-::--:-: -:.~'-'"'-":C:::::-.:·.c:: :::::· :~-·-::- '.::::::::~·: -==-~::': ··.:--::::::··-:. . ... .. -

. ' ''':-~"'-"' '.::::·::~i:'""'' ~ '"""' '~:::.'.·. '.:~;:.;. ':"'·'°'"''"' ''':": '"' ":'f~'. ',ti{, --"'''~'"' '.,, :•. 'f ··'" '-' ... '""~: ':: .. ''":'~"."~'. ':.:-'"'"""". . 
Includes information and referral, eligibility determinations and grant maintenance 
fun_ctions for the CalWORK!>.Program; Medi-Cal ari.d Food Stamp functforis for linked · 

. :cash grant CalWORKs cases; Welfare to Work (WTW) activities; voter registration. . ... 
. · .. a·ctivities; lric6rfre and Eligibility Verification System· (IEVS}°furictioris includiilg iriquides.". 

: ... : . mC!tches, fraud.referrals, and follow-up; preparing:and/9r presenting .a case for hearing; . 
and modified Quality Control lnformatioh System (QCIS) activities for the CalWORKs. 
This category also includes Integrated Earnings.Clearance/Fraud-Detection ,System., .. ,;_, __ ~··•'-'-o·-,: ...... 
(IFD) functions including .eamin.g,clearance reviews;:l~D :fraud,reforrals;-IRQ~b.."'.:"'°".'#c'~"''~~~~;,~ 
overpayment computations; and relatecj contactS;·arid CalWORKs ierO-?irarits:--·,-·~-,-·--.--

Identify all time to one of the following: 

CODE 2041 CalWORKs~IEVS 

Includes reviewing and verifying that a discrepancy identified by the 
Integrated Earnings Clearance/Fraud Detection System (!FD) Wage 
Match and New Hire Match (NHM) exists between the gross earnings and 
employment reported by the recipient to the county and by the employer to 
the Employment Development Department (EDD); contacting recipients · 
and employers to verify if earnings were unreported or underreported by 
the recipient and determining if an overpaymenUoverissuance was made; 
reviewing and verifying whether recipients received d·uplicate aid as · A 
indicated by the IFD Wage Match; contacting recipients, financial 9 
institutions, or any persons/agencies to verify the existence and ownership 
of assets identified by the Franchise Tax Board Asset Match System, and 
determining if the recipient was ineligible for aid; determining whether an 
overpaymenUoverissuance was made and the amount of 
overpaymenUoverissuance if total ineligibility exists; and preparing the 
associated Notice of Action and IEVS Response Document and IEVS 
Management Report (DPA 482) .. (NOTE: the NHM information must be 
processed by dedicated IEVS staff who time study in accordance with 
COSS time study instructions. As in the case with the wage match, we 
recommend that any resulting overpayments and grant reduction 
collections be initiated by dedicated IEVS or Collections staff, and time 
studied to Code 2781, CalWORKs Overpayment Collections.) 

CODE 2261 CHILD/SPOUSAL SUPPORT DISREGARD . 

TSC 2261, Child/Spousal Support Disregard, inadvertently dropped off in 
the 12/99 quarter. It includes preparing and authorizing payments, 
preparing any required notices, and responding to client inquiries about 
the disregard payment. 

. Code 2571 Includes time spend performing activities to expand existing outreach 

·-::a·.,. 'o 

"o 
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efforts and to develop and implement n~w outreach st~ategies. This may· 
include media spots, posters, eni'pioyffi'endalrs'rancFproviding information 

.. on availability of income"stfpport·including·tRe'Eafned·'lncofrie Tax Credit . 
. (EITC}, health coverage, and food and fiufritlon programs.. . . 

- .• . . . . 
_. ·.~ ;· .. . . ~-. ~· .. _.: .. 

•· 

' ' . ·. ·~· C:ODE.269,1 .. calWORKsSYSTEMATIC ALIEN VERIFICATION.FORENi'ITLEMENTS. 

·-:-""': .·· 

-.~'.'. 

(SAVE) PROGRAM· 

;,;,"F.>rim'aty; and/c5t::set:oii'd atytverification activities to establish alien. 
· Satisfactory Immigration Status (SIS) with the Immigration and · 

Nationalization Service (INS) including: completion of primarY and· 
secondary INS verification forms; obtaining, copying, and transmitting 
alien documents to the INS; comparing INS data with documents 
submitted by aliens; and execution of consent for disclosure statement for 
amnesty and special agricultural worker applicants. SIS should be 
established for all aliens at application and for all alien recipients at 
recertification or redetermination. 

CODE 2781 CalWORKs OVERPAYMENT COLLECTIONS (SB 627) 

'""---, 

Includes the following CalWORKs collection activities: 
1. Discovery and computation of overpayment, and notification of 

recipients (excluding IEVS matches); 
2. Establishment of the overpayment record,. and initiation of grant 

reduction or cash collection (for all overpayments, including those 
discovered by IEVS); · 

3. Recording and accounting of collections; 
4. Referral of .closed cases for cash collection; 
5. Re-establishment of grant reduction oil reopened cases; and 
6. Reporting of collection activity. 

· CODE 6101 CalWORKs - JAIL MATCH (SB 1556) 

. CalWORKs and PAFS cases - Jail Match casework activities required by 
SB 1556: includes reviewing and verifying that a·recipient identified by the 
Jail Match System is or has been incarcerated; contacting recipients and 

. jail facilities to verify whereabouts and exact dates of incarceration; · 
determining if the recipient was eligible for aid and whether an 
overpaymenUoverissuance was made and the amount of the 
overpaymenUoverissuance if ineligibility exists for the recipient or case. 

CODE 6141 CalWORKs ELIGIBILITY 

Includes eligibility determinations in the Ca!WORKs Program to process 
Monthly Eligibility Report, and annual re-investigations. Activities 

.. 
'o 
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. ·.: :· · .. ~ ~. . . ...-> .. 

-iii'cliR!ea=are review application, review. required forms and verifications, 
fingerprint imaging, request for information, home and office visits, 

:~- -comple!ioh-ofNotice·of:Actions;'s·anctionsycomputer.data·input; and'.;;,;·::·:::.;,,'···· 
;:.~~ E)i::tivities'"in·support of nc:m~Administrative DisquE)lificatlon J1earings·~~::; :~. c:,;;:. ,,,.,·~=c:: : · . 

. · . (ADH)/non-lntentional Program Violations (lPV) cases. · · · · 
·:. ·:·· ·. :·. :. ·. . . . . . . . . . . . ····: ... ·;.·. . .... 

·:· · ...... ' '.· 

. · .... · Public Assistance Food·si~mps (PAFS) and.Two"Parent Family activities .·. ·: ... ·, 
are time studied here but the PAFS. shif(a11d tlieTw6-P.arerit FamilY . · .. · :: · 

·caseload.shift are applied to:this·program·code,-·Activities-that-can-be,.,-~~:--···· 
'''"' specifically~identified,+to·the'Medi•Cal;cNon•Assisfance Food,Stamp~ ,,~.., · .-

P rcigriilm;·-,3rid Non-F€frferal-LeigaJAli eris.are ~ca ptlfrecri1flde"rdth.er progi"arrl"" ·-. 
codes. · 

CODE 6151 INITIAL ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION FOR CalWORKs, FOOD 
STAMP, AND MEDI-CAL PROGRAMS 

Includes the initial eligibility determination intake and grant determination 
activities that are common to-CalWORKs, Food Stamp, and Medi-Cal 
Programs. Included activities are review of SAWS 1, application, review 
required forms and verifications, request for information, early fraud 
referral, home and office visits, computer data input, fingerprint imaging, 
and completion of Notice of Actions. 

This code is intended for new applicants, or.returning recipients requiring 
a full intake due to a break in aid. It is intended for applicants whose 
eligibility for these three programs is unknown (or uncertain) pending 
eligibility determination. If the applicant states they are applying for 
CalWORKs only (NO Food Stamps or Medi-Cal), use Code 6141_. 

CODE 6161 NONFEDERAL CalWORKs ELIGIBILITY-LEGAL NON CITIZENS 

Includes eligibility determinations including initial determinations, 
review of Monthly EligibilltyReports, and Annual Re-lri\iestigations 
performed on behalf of Nonfederal CalWORKs participants (e.g., legal 

· aliens ineligible under TANF guidelines but eligible for CallJVORKs). 
Allowable activities include review of SAWS 1, application, required 
forms and verifications, request for information, early fraud referral, 
home and office visits, computer data input, fingerprint imaging, and 
completion of Notice of Actions. 

CODE 6181 CalWORKs PROGRAM INTEGRITY 

This code is for non-WFI staff performing activities related to CalWORKs 
and Welfare-to-Work ADH/IPV cases and CalWORKs Early 
Detection/Prevention Program (ED/PP). ED/PP activities with CalWORKs 
cases may include, but are not limited to, conducting investigations, home 

.. 
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. . 
visits, interviews;-:p(ep;:irJngd!lY!:l~tjgaj_iY.~~LePQfb.~J_qr'O.Gi'LiJ-'g!o_d:.cr\111i11.al£: .. .;:::~~-"-;~-=;· 
cci mp I a in ts f QE tti~;i:iro ~-~'Quti!_i g .El~iti_~rifo ~r:D a i n_t~i n i rig ,60 m pletecre co rd s . of.""""...: 

·fraud .investigative,activities,~,and·statistical repods.e.'-'-'.,·="~"""-"'":zj··-'·;,..,,;,'i-"::.,;·.:.E!-.--::<-"''"''· · 
• - ., '• o ~.;_ ' :. O 

0
: '• O • ~~~~~:.~~d~~·,:.~·.-~·::j_~~~~~~ .. ;~~~H~~~t~;;:~,;·;~~~·i·~~i~=~l~;;.~.8;~7; •. , 1 ~··'~i;~~~•>:~. o;:~~;::;.~~~-6~~;• • ·. 

CODE.6631. CalWORKs CASE MANAGEMENT · . . : . . 

. .. ·•·· 

",. · .. · .· . . .. ~ .. .. ;. . . . . . ~ . . .' . . . 

,;. ·. _.·_ : : ... _. .1ntlt1d~'s .. tirne,sp~Dt perf~r~ing:c·~~e ~~n.agement,actilii~ies; AU~wab:1~- .• - .. :· ... -.. 
'. ' a'ctivities inClude grant maintenance, responding to inquiries, address ·and . . -. 

·phone ctian.g~~d::ia§eJile ~~~iE!W§J9fr: T~N F-/QalV}fQRKsJam ilies," and data-..,..···~-· 
collectio1\c911).[l;i.gt~1,py.J;:o!J.1:i!Y.;B_er:fq.rinf1.!1_ce"'$,~mR.l~:stflff:J~rough th.e··--~~-·. 
modified QC IS. · · · ., .... ,.-,_-···.--··:··"-·· ·.-,.,.-~.-· ····---:·c-... :""····•"' 0 '·"·--·:··""'""'""""_ ..... _.,, -,_,_ ---··.---•• -:.·•· • .. 

CODE 6641 INFORMATION AND REFERRAL 

Includes providing applicant with infonnation regarding programs and 
· services available within the Department of Social Services. Includes 
referrals to community agencies. Activities Include explaining support 
services for employed persons, diversion program, childcare program, 
Welfare-to-Work Supportive Services, Cal-Learn program, Food Stamp 

··~ii" Program, voter registration, etc. 

CODE 6651 NONFEDERAL CalWORKs CASE MANAGEMENT-LEGAL ALIENS 

·Includes time spent performing case management activities. Allowable 
actiyities include grant maintenance, responding to inquiries, address and 
phone changes, case file reviews for. T ANF/CalWORKs families, and data 
collection conducted by County Performance Sample staff through the 
modified QCIS. 

CAL-LEARN PROGRAM 

CODE 0261 STATE-ONLY CAL-LEARN - ELIGIBILITY 

ln~ludes time spent performing administration activities associated with 
the Cal-Learn program sanctioned cases. Allowable activities include 
identifying Cal-Learn sanctioned cases; providing a teen parent with 
information; preparing informational notices and Notices of Action ·(NOAs); 
processing supportive services payments; making grant determinations; · 
authorization and processing of sanctions. This also includes time spent 
determining deferral and exemption status; determining good cause; 
approving sanction and bonus recommendations; and preparation for 
hearings. · · 

CODE 0271 STATE-ONLY CAL-LEARN:.... CASE MANAGEMENT 

·. -... ·._, 
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:c:::::':::-.c:oc:-::,.-:_.: .-.. ·--, - .,.,"-;~ · ::' lncjµdes . .time,spent p§rfo.r:rning case management activities associated 
: ; : '"~ :.:_.~_.·_,-", - - :·. :.· •• -.:;.::~~~:,- c -with the.Cal~Leam:P ro-griim sanctioned cases. Allowable ·activities include' 
·- _ --·- ~--=--- _-_:_ _,; __ :_:::·_.:':": ~::_:J~r.ovi_d_i~g a_s.sls~~nci3 tg ~_teen parent to obt~in educational, social and · 
_ ;: .. - . ·.~·- .. :; .-: . : -~·,~·'· ''·-.,-.h.ealth .~ef"\{ices, scheai.Jling and provlding·orient<:1tions to tee11 parents for 

· . . . • .. !hE! Cal~Learn Program; counseling; developing case plaris; identifying the · 
:. ' - ·· · · .. rieed for; arranging, and authorizing supportive seivices; coordinating· the · • 
. -. . .• . . . _ . __ . ': cl;lild care.plan.with the educational plan; mak-ing referrals to community . _ 

". . '.- s'ervices; monitoring tlie teeri parent to deterniine.effeqtiveness of service 
- ' .. ,. •. : :: ·.,, .. 'o:'· P.r.?_vislon; ar;sessing progress toward case plan_ goals; making adjustment .· 

.. - ... --:.·_ ;·--- ·-::·:·.T~·:t~.impr()V~_ ..• ~een P.are0t's program; and recommending payment bf 
··· bonuses or imposition of sanctions. · -

CODE 6171 CAL-LEARN CASE MANAGEMENT 

Includes providing assistance to teens to obtain educational, social and 
health services; scheduling .and providing orientation to the Cal-Learn 
Program; counseling; developing case plans; Identifying the need for, 
arranging, and authorizing supportive services; coordinating child care 
plan with educational plan; making referrals to community services; 
monitoring the teen parent to determine effectiveness of service provision; 
assessing progress toward case plan goals; making changes to improve 
teen parent's program; and recommending payment of bonuses or 
imposition of sanctions. 

This code does not include activities that can be specifically identified to 
Child Welfare Services-Minor Parent Investigations. 

CODE 6301 CAL-LEARN ELIGIBILITY 

Includes identifying Cal-Learn cases; providing a teen parent or pregnant 
teen with information and referral to the Cal-Learn Program; preparing 
informational notices and Notices of Action; processing supportive 
services payments; making grant determinations; authorization and -
processing of sanctions and bonuses. This includes time spent 
determining deferral and exemption status; determining good cause; 
approving sanction/bonus recommendations; and preparation for 
hearings. 

CODE 6401 NONFEDERALCAL-LEARN ELIGIBILITY-LEGAL ALIENS 

Includes time spent performing program administration activities 
associated with the Cal-Learn Program on behalf of norifederally-eligible 
CalWORKs recipients (e.g., legal aliens, though ineligible under the 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families [TANF] guidelines remain 
eligible for aid under CalWORKs). Allowable activities include identifying 
Cal-Learn cases; providing a teen parent or pregnant teen with information 

-. 

360 

.' ··. _·. 



--
.· .. 

. . ,' 

_, 

.ti-

.. ·_:·, ··. ': :· 

- lndudes time spent perforl')"ling case management activities.assciciated_: __ 
0

_
00 

__ , ________ _ 

·· .. 

~;. 

-· 

with the Cal~Leam Program.on behalf ofnonfederally eligible:CalW.ORKs,.-.- .. , ., ··,~ 
recipients, Allowable a'ctivlties'include providing as-slstance to teens to -~ 
obtain educational, social and health services; scheduling and providing · 
orientation to the Cal-Learn Program; counseling; developing case plans; 
ide'ntifying the need for arranging, and authorizing supportive services; 
coo.rdinating child care plan with educational 
plan; making referrals to community services; monitoring the teen parent. 
to determine effectiveness of service provision; assessing progress toward 
case plan goals; making adjustments to improve teen parent's program; 
and recommending payment of bonuses or imposition of sanctions. 
Deferral and exemption status; determining good cause; approving 
sanction and bonus recommendations; and preparation for hearings. 

CalWO.RKs FRAUD ACTIVITIES 

Includes any activity performed by WFls related lo the investigation and prosecution of 
fraud when a person, on behalf of himself or herself, has knowingly and with intent to 
deceive or defraud made a false statement or represent_ation to obtain aid, to obtain a 
continuance or increase of aid, or to avoid reduction or denial of aid. · 

WFls are required to record time for investigative activities to the programs specified 
below. Investigators and their first-line supervisors are required to have p~ace officer 
status under Penal Code Section 830 in order to record time to fraud programs. 
Investigative staff who do not have peace officer status must record tirrie spent on 
investigative activity as casework time, identified to the applicable program. 

CODE 3011 CalWORKs FRAUD 

Includes fraud activities related to a federal CalWORKs case. A case is 
defined as federal if. at any time during the investigation period it was 
federally eligible. Note: This code Is reserved solely for WFI and their 
first-line supervisors who have peace officer status. 

CODE 3051 NONFEDERAL CalWORKs FRAUD 
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. Includes fraUdcactiviti~~~related'-t15'a'ncinfedEiF?l-c~IW0RKs't:.ese{i_nclUdln-g~-=--~'~0 ,~- A· 
Two:Parenq5ragram'pa·rticipants;"Ncase'is'IlefHied''8s'noilfederal'if-='' '' 0'"'"''""~'~;:,::;;::.·_,,_, .. 

_. during the :entir_~investigati6"ff-pefi(?"d_ lr-Wa_!fn·on~f5iderally ~ligible'{i~·.-9., ···-,=.,_'·-c:c-,, .•... 
legal aliens·1n-ellgltile"uhderTANF goideliries 6ufallgiolrfforoc·a1WORKs):''=°'.·'=::-::~ :.,. 

.: · - · . Note:· This.code is reserved solely-for WFl.and :their first-line supervisors_ ·. 
·.· whci liave peiaca:officer ·status. ·. · - · - - -

··- • • < J . : ... , . ' . . .... ~· .· ... -· ._- ... ,:.,. ;;.· .. ... :· 
. '··· 

· CODE 3151 . FED.ERAL CalWORKs7AND'F00D STAMP FRAUD0i;.,,,w="'"'"-"8- :'" ,,, .• .,,,. ·" · 

· Includes activities related to a case receiving both federal CalWORKs and 
Food Stamps. When the investigation ceases on one of the program 
components of the case, the activities are reported solely to the remaining 
component, I.e., either CalWORKs fraud or Food Stamp fraud. Note: This 
code Is reserved solely for WFI and their first-tine supervisors who have 
peace officer status. -

CODE 3201 NONFEDERAL CalWORKs and FOOD STAMP FRAUD 

Includes activities related to a case receiving both nonfederal CalWORKs 
and Food Stamps (e.g., legal aliens ineligible under TANF guidelines but 
eligible for CalWORKs). When the investigation ceases on one of the 
program components of the case, the activities are reported solely to the • 
remaining cof11ponent, i.e., either non-federal CalWORKs fraud or 
nonfederal Food Stamp fraud. Note: This code is reserved solely for WFI 
and their first-Hne supervisors who have peace officer status. 

CODE 3401 EARLY FRAUD DETECTION/PREVENTION (EFD/P) - FEDERAL 
CalWORKs 

Activities with federal CalWORKs cases include, but are not limited to, 
conducting investigations, home visits, interviews, preparing investigative 
reports for civil and criminal complaints for the prosecuting authority, 
maintaining complete reports of fraud investigative activities, and 
completing statistical reports. Note: This code is reserved solely for WFI 
and their first-line supervisors who have peace officer status. 

CODE 3421 EFD/P - CalWORKs and FOOD STAMPS 

Includes EFD/P activities related to combined CalWORKs and Food 
Stamp cases. Note: This code is reserved solely for WFI and their first­
line supervisors who have peace officer status. 

CODE 3921 FRAUD - CalWORKs AFIRM - LA COUNTY 

,; -. 
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•': . 

For LA c~un_fyonly~.·i.~9J~~q_es iden~l.fYifi·~-,T~~9~"'s~f~~fip~t'Jii~~~t!9,~!~~9,~;~;~:~';.::,.:--.,,~.""· 
referrals from' eligibility staff, vaUdating f1ngerpr.1ntJ:p~tches,J;~f~E~1r_ig_~~~~~""~.~ ,,.:_: . 
to the Dlstrlcf"Atforney wneh}iece:ss_ai:Y .. deferrniri}hg_lf _haltm.atc~_e~;~r~=-·:: · ·- · . · . 

. full matches',·rafefraroffull 'riiatch'cases'to'eligi6111tystaff,"a-nd statfstfc:a1.:~: . .· 
reporting. Note: ·This code Is 'reserved solely for WFI and their first-line . . . _ · · 

.. .. : super../isors who have peace officer' status; : .. • .· . . · · ·"· .. • . 
. -. - ' 

•-.· ·. : ·-,··· .. 
;, .. ·'· . . ~ . . . ' ... ·:'. •·. - • .. 

. · .. . . •. '• ... • .. .· '· 

· . · ·. - . , .:_, ·; - LJNT·Y ·,;1·! , .i:::1-Jc~.f. •• ·.• ,, --•·.,"-!lf~-:L:'?"":'f--.-n~::-•:...:..ot~·!'-'.!':"."··1"' '.":.. ... :---:~·. 
CODE 3931 FRAUD - PAFSAFIRM ~.LA CO ·'~--:.: ___ , ........ ;.,, .... :.:.«.c~.~--···-.-" .:., ... _, "·---·-~.·- .. ·-:--· . 

. For LA County only- activities on a Public·Assistance Food Stamp (PAFS) 
case (combined CalWORKs and Food Stamp) includes identifying match 
situations, investigating referrals from eligibility staff, validating fingerprint 
matches, referring cases to the District Attorney when necessary, 
determining If half matches are full matches, referral of full match cases. to 
eligibility staff, and statistical reportirig. Note: This code Is reserved solely 
for WFI and their first-line supervisors who have peace officer status. 

CODE 3941 FRAUD -CalWORKs AFIRM - EVALUATION 

For LA County only- casework activities to be Included for this code are 
the same as described for Code 3921, Fraud - CalWORKs AFIRM - LA 
County. Note: This code is reserved solely for WFI and their first-line 
supervisors who have peace officer status. · 

WELFARE TO WORK (WlW) CASEWORKER ACTIVITIES 

Effective with the March 1998 quarter, Greater Avenues to Independence (GAIN) 
Placement and Development Services activities formerly captured separately under 
Code 4052, GAIN-PLACEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, have been re-. 
classified as "general" WTW caseworker activities listed below. These activities . 
include: soliciting and developing employment and training slots for the· Work 
Experience component; negotiating employment and training contracts; and performing 
on-site programmatic monitoring of contracts, including contractor compliance in 
meeting the participant's employment goat and resolution c;>f participation problems. 

General WTW caseworker activities include: determining deferrals; arranging for the 
participant's ef)try into the WTW component; referring clients to the tribal Job Training 
and Basic Skllls (JOBS) program; assessing the need for, and arranging for supportive 
services, other than child care; calculating supportive service overpayments (OP); 
completing OP Notices of Actions; coordinating OP grant adjustments with CalWORKs 
casew.orker; tracking and monitoring particlpanf activities; securing and· referring 
participants to job interviews; arranging for or providing employment or training-related 
counseling; completing subsequent Activity Agreements; coordinating grant diversion 
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a~tivities with the CalWORKs.-ga(3ewqrker;,conductingcconciliation,and,good'Ca~se""··. '·= ,-;_...,"-'"'"''...,·' e. · 
determinations; determining·theneed·for·and coordi11ating sanction.·activities with ,the·~-- .. ~,;; · ·· - · 
C_alWORKs. casework,('!r; prepprl119 Jgrarig~prer>.~otingjpJqr.r:n?tJon::.1?.1:.h.,~\;!ri.Qg~u~royi_qiD.g:: . .-::::..:::.... . 

· · ·client services; and dome.stlc vi.ale r:ice :re sou re~ .. E!nd. ref ei-rat ·9ctiY.iti~§:·~c.~ ;:::;.;-r,;;i:;";0-~;:;;;=::.i:;;c;~::· :'.L<,'i-· 

: . Wtvi/ c~seworker~ctlvi~ies li~ted v:;ithin or~ich-WTw. Code 1isted belo'w ~re. in ~~ ditiontti . 
.. the.general.WTW ca§ieworker activities listed above. PLEASE IDENTIFY ALL ....... . 

CASEWORKER.ACTIVITIES TOTHE FOLLOWINGWTW PROGRAM COMPONENTS 
ACCORDING TO PROGRAM PARTICIPANT ASS!GNMENT. . . . 
COPE 4o12i.NONFEDERAL·WTW:;:i;.8:"'<':,'.i.'fiic5.Ai~"C::!?~ij'D ::iT:,~~t_!:'_C-fu'j=•;)·· 

· Includes activities for all WTW components performed on behalf of a 
nonfederal participant (e.g., legal aliens ineligible under TANFguidelines 
but eligible for CalWORKs). 

CODE 6201 WTW PRE-ASSESSMENT 

Includes providing a CalWORKs applicant/recipient with an orientation to 
the WTW Program and the available supportive services; advising the 
client of his/her rights and responsibilities; activities associated with the 
WOTC Program; administering the basic skills screening tests; developing 
and documenting the preliminary employment goal; completing the 
General and Initial Activity Agreement; referring the participant to the Initial 
assignment or WTW Assessment; and activities prior lo and after 
Assessment related to one-week job readiness workshop and activities 
related to supervised/unsupervised job search. This includes Job Club 
Case Management (CM) and Program Operations, Supervised Job 
Search CM and Program Operations, and Other Job Search Services CM 
activities. · . 

CODE 6211 WTW POST-ASSESSMENT: COMMUNITY SERVICE 

Includes any activities performed relating to the provision of community 
service assignments to WTW Program Participants who are participating 
in Community Service activities prior to reaching the 18 or 24 month time 
limit as well as those who have reached their time limit (18th month or 
24th month, as applicable) and have not found unsubsidized employment 
sufficient to meet the required minimum hours of participation. 

CODE 6221 WTW POST-ASSESSMENT: OTHER 

Includes any WTW Post-Assessment activities other than those related to 
· either the Vocational Education or Community Service WTW components. 

CODE.6231 WTW POST-ASSESSMENT: VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 

.. 
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Includes job-~p~c;lfic;Jf!'ljr::ii.ng_!Q a cl.a.~~.r.go~o_r: QIJ:~~e.seJ:!i!lg_;:i11~_Qt_her_-:·~·-:·-~-.·.:~=c'-: · 
. college training,.including post.secondary edL1c;at~of!, a.11~.:~~lf-initiated. :•"'-::··~::-·. -:-.'-::: 
pr~~:~~~s.~ ·. ~-..... ~' .. '"~---~-·;.~,.=,-~.,..~··- ~ -~.:-_.., .. ---.-~ :- . ,;;'.; .•.. :.· . i-~:;"~_.~:~:~·~i~~~~:-:i-;:-:;:~~:~--;·;~;:-~~:·=-.~- ;-~~:~-'.-· :;·r':;:~;:;"~:~_-:·~-=-~ .. ~-::,.: 

·i·t·i~i :--· .... ·::,;-;·_·-.-.;~..;. · .:.~-.. .:.-~·:: .. -" :"i· -..:·.,:.:~-:-.;.:. :-··\: .~;.,··;:.tJ:.i--:~~.r· .. ,.:.:...;·-:-;: --:--·-·:• _.:.t::.:.:::·:::.::·1.:·.--_ .• : 

. : . CODE 6241. WTW ASSESSMENT . ·. . ·' · · .. ·. -
. ·. .· . ·. :_ .· ~- . . . .. ·-·. . . . . ,_, - ·, .. ·. ::- ... -··.. ·~. . - ' 

: . ·, . . ,: .... '. . . lnclud~s activities. related to' the _participant's~ entry into·the component: ... 
. . amended Activity Agreement: third partY assessors: vac·a-tional . . . . . 

. . assessment; evalua.tidn of participant's educ~tion and employment history 
·.·..::; alld_n!=J.ed for.,$qpp9rtiv_e,s~_rv!ces,;:_eval_ua~l?n_.~!1~f.completion of the 

employmerifgcial and plan; and reappraisakC This includes all 
Assessment Program Operations activities. 

CODE 6311 CalWORKs TRANSITIONAL SERVICES 

For counties that have provisions for transitional services in their county 
plans, this includes transitional services case management activities . 

.. CODE 6481 CalWORKs TRANSITIONAL SERVICES, NON FEDERAL 

For counties that have provisions for transitional services to legal aliens 
and Two-Parent Families (e.g., legal alien's Ineligible under TANF 
guidelines but eligible.for CalWORKs) in their county plans. This is 
including transitional services case management activities. 

,,CODE 6781 WnN-STATE ONLY TWO-PARENT FAMILIES: PRE ASSESSMENT 

Includes WnN pre-assessment activities for State Only Two-Parent 
families. Allowable activities are the same as those under TSC 6201, 
WnN Pre-Assessment. 

CODE 6791 WnN STATE ONLY TWO-PARENT FAMILIES: COMMUNITY SERVICE 

Includes WnN community service activities for State Only Two-Parent 
. families. Allowable activities are the same as those under TSC 6211, 
WnN Community Service. 

CODE 6801 WnN STATE ONLY TWO-PARENT FAMILIES: VOCATIONAL 
EDUCATION 

Includes WnN vocational education activities for State Only Two-Parent 
families. Allowable adivities are the same as those under TSC 6231, 
WnN Vocational Education. · 

CODE 681.1 WnN STATE ONLY TWO-PARENT FAMILIES: ASSESSMENT 
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.. · .· °CO.DE 682LWTW STATE'ONLY·TWO-PARENTFAMILIES:· POST-ASSESSMENT ·.·· 
. - . . . OTHER.-··· . . . . - · · ~::. . - . - - . . · . . 

··~ >"" .·. 

. . ~-

·~ ·, :. : • ••• •• - • ~ •"!, ' , .•.• :- -~ · .. . : ,,. .. ~ .. ·. : .· .. _ ... -· .. ··- .·· 

Includes WTW pci'st-assessment activities for State Only Two~Parent 
·-· · families:··-Allowable ·activities are the· same as those-uriderTSC .6221, 
- ·WtW·Post-As.sessment~:::G.ther:.-;· . ·. · · 

CODE 6851 CalWORKs DOMESTIC VIOLENCE SERVICES 

Includes time spent by county staff in direct provision of domestic violence 
services. These services may include, but are not limited to: Community 
domestic violence services; 'Individual counseling of the participant and 
children: Group counseling; Pareniing skills training; independent living 
.skills training. 

CODE 7001 GENERIC 

Includes.time spent by caseworkers performing general administrative 
activities that essentially provide a department-wide benefit such as 
developing a manual on casework procedures. This ln_cludes time spent 
in training or in conference or staff meetings when the subject has 
department-wide benefit or cannot be identified to a specific program. 
This code is not to be used when performing case management activities, 
which continue to be recorded to the associated program .. -

FEDERAL WtW PROGRAM 

CODE 6421 FEDERAL WtW GRANT PROGRAM- MATCHING FUNDS 

Includes activities related to the provision or arrangement of specific 
allowable activities under the Federal WtW Grant Program to target 
populations of the hardest to employ recipients of CalWORKs. Pursuant to 
H.R. 3424, some non-custodial parents may be included; along with young 
adults between 18 and 25 years of age who received foster care as a 
minor and custodial parents with income below the 100 percent poverty 
level. (These individuals do not have to be recipients of assistance to be 
eligible). 

Includes referring program participants to community service and work · . 
experience assignments; activities re.lated to job creation through public or 
private sector employment wage subsidies and on-the job training; 

'o 
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·-· .. · .. 
. ,_.-

contract-related· activities involving p·ublic or private providers--ofreiaaiiiess·;··,_~·.r:-"=· 
placement ·and•post~employment·services; proviaing job 'vouchers-for'-" ~-,..-''-"''-'--~· 

- . _ placement"readiness and.post-t:;imployment services; and, proyiding job 
- · . retention or supportive services.provided thatsuch services are not . 

. ·°'thervvis~ avai_~able.: .- · ... -.... _ _ _ -. · - . -
: .. ; _. 

CODE 6471: WtW· REGIONAL COLLABORATIVES --. ._ -•'- - : "'. ,- . -_ . . : . . ': .·- - _. - .. -.·: : . 

-: ,;, . 

. . -· · .. · 
· For Alameda,-Humboldt;·Los Angeles, Riverside; San Bernardino:, S:an: -· ·= • _-.-~.-· .. ':-
- joaquin; ar.id;Ventura counties.Only includes acti\/ities·relatedfo the :c· -- •;;~, 
• statewide collaborative effort to improve efficienC:y"ancreffectlveness in 

delivering workforce development services that directly benefit the -
targeted populations of CalWORKs recipients who meet specific criteria 
under the WtW Grant Program or noncustodial parents as long as the 
custodial parent meets the criteria. 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 

·CODE 0401 CHILD SUPPORT ASSURANCE (CSA) DEMO PROJECT 
Includes activities associated with the CSA for the counties that are 
selected by the California Department of Social Services to participate in 
the demonstration project. Code previously listed incorrectly as TIME 
STUDY CODE 6521. 

-- CODE 2631 U.S. RESIDENCY PROJECT - CalWORKs 

For Imperial an_d San Diego Counties only - includes interviewing 
applicants and recipients of public assistance to determine residency; 
reviewing documents for authenticity, completeness, and accuracy; 
determining case status; data collection for project evaluation; and referral 
of sampled cases for fraud investigation follow-up. · 

· CODE 6191 CalWORKs CALIFORNIA WORK PAYS DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 
(CWPDP) CONTROL 

For Alameda, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and San Joaquin counties 
only - Includes eligibility intake and continuing casework activities for 
"control" status cases under CWPDP. The casework activities to be 
included for this code are the same as described for Code 6141, 
CaiWORKs Eligibility. -

CODE 6291 NONCUSTODIAL PARENT EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT (NCP) 
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;. ' qQDE 63~1 EMPLOYMENTREADINESS DEMONSTRATION PROJECT (ERDP)·. ·. ' ',·,' 
.. . . ' .. : . .. . . . ,: .. . . ... . . 

. '· .. ... · ... 

. . · . ,· .· 

.. '·.::··For Humboldt; Monterey, Orange, ·8an·Dieg6; Santa Cruz:; Soricimei, and:.:. · . 
Ventura Counties, who provide ERDP services through a contractor; . 
in dude time ~P.~fi(l,g_~i:itifyifl:fe§_f~~~!ial:P.~~~cii":i~lr'ifiidfirougff'.sfaHstTcal'"",_. : · -·--· -- --, .. · 
m.atches; scre·~nin§'!farticiJ)ants"forat~risk·status; contract management · 
activities. 

For direct service deliver)i activities by Fresno County, include time spent 
identifying potential participants through statistical matches; screening 
participants for at-risk status; conducting needs ·assessments; job search 
and placement assistance; and case management; and contract 
management. 

368 

'o 

e 



.. . . . '·. 
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. . ~ . . . 

. OTHER P.U.61.Tt~@ELFARE PROGRAM,S FUNCTION. 
·- · : .. -~ PROGRAM CODE DESCRIPTION • -.. 

- - . ' -- 3/01 .· : - - '• .- -
·'-:- .. ;: ··.··. ·:· :-. . :- .:._ .. · 

,· .. . :: 

·~·· : •' . . .. ·· .. : .. · .. ·. . .".·' .. ·"' :• . ... ,. ;.· .... : · .. ·:··· 
• 'L • 

- . 

Includes activities associated with the eligibility determination process pertormed on 
behalf of public assistance applicants {other than CalWORKs) and, case management 
activities for continuing cases. · 

TIME STUDY STAFF 

A. Staff petfcirming the activities listed below should record time to the 
appropriate Other Public Welfare Programs- code. - · 

B. Workers pertorming public assistance eligibility determinations and 
associated case management activities, incl.uding Food Stamp certification 
workers; as well as referrals for services {such as mental health, substance 
abuse and domestic violence); 

· C. Quality control/quality assurance staff; 

D. Caseworkers who generally perform program activities associated with 
another function· (e.g., CalWORKs, Social Services, etc.) pertorming Other 

· Public Welfare Programs Function activities; 

E. -Clerical and administrative staff performing Other Public Welfare Programs 
Function activities on a full-time basis; 

F. Welfare Fraud Staff (NOTE: These are Welfare Fraud Investigators (WFI) 
and their first-line supervisors who have peace officer status under Penal 
Code Section 830. Investigative staff who do not have peace officer status-a 
requirement necessary for reporting time to the same Fraud codes used by _ 
WFI - should report time to the applicable program codes that do not indicate 
that they are restricted to Wfl staff.); · 

G. Caseworkers, clerical, and administrative staff pertorming fiscal or case 
budget activities associated with Title IV-D Child Support collections, AND; 

. .. . . 

H. First-line supervisors of the staff listed in A - F, above. 
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::· . .. :,_·.::~::,· c·'..:_;;:::~.::COqE,0301'..'·'Kin-GAP ·PROGRAM ,ELIG 18 ILITY FEDERAL PHOG RAM 
••• • - - •: ·_.:, .. .:-7:~ ..• ~:::-~~'?,;::-,,;-,;~.ic"=~~·.-:-.. ~"'-.Ll':..:~~~';':=.: ::_-,,c:i,:~.i.'--z ~ :;~,.._,,:;,.~~J: ·=-~·::::=:.·;. 

'~._;·;::;-c-.-:-;:.-=..:.-.,,,~:;:~i- ~.-.:-:-;;~_,, . ..In.eludes th.e·followln.g a.cti~lties perlorrried· o'n behalf of Kin-GAP cases: 
. · . ·.· ·. . . : .. , conduqtin·g· eligibility deterrninatiqns and ·benefit paymE!nt functions;'. .. 

· · · .. vari~us .intake act_ivities suqh a·s. scr~e~i.rig; approvClls; d_enial_s, _ct.her•· . 
· ·.·. ·. : . clir?position$.of requests.for aiq, ir:iC!uding r~storatiqris;· budget~.. .· . .' .. 

computations and authorizing actions; child support· referrals; home visits; 
:-··:,:···-" .. :::::·:,,~,-,:;r,;:~-:.':-::~c;::, ·; .. ::::i'cif}tercounty transfers; and program status changes. Code 0301 also · 

·. "-- '.' '/ · ,':;-;"rs~:'-'"' _,,::;TV•'~" includes a_ctiviti(3s perforr:i:ied for c~_ntl[lUing Kin-GAP case maintenance:. 
. . . ' - . ~ . - . . 

CODE 0311 Kin-GAP PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY NONFEDERAL PROGRAM 

Includes the following activities performed on behalf of Nonfederal Kin­
GAP cases: conducting eligibility determinations and benefit payment 
functions; and various intake activities, such as screening, approvals, 
denials; and other dispositions of requests for aid, including restorations; 
budget computations and authorizing actions; child support referrals; 
home visits; intercounty transfers; and program status changes. Code 
0311 also includes activities performed for continuing Kin-GAP case 
maintenance. 

CODE 2111 FOOD STAMP ISSUANCE 

Issuance activities include all activities after the household is certified, 
excluding completion of the FNS-46, FNS-250, and FNS-259 reports. 
Issuance activities include, but are not lim_ited to, preparation and issuance 
of an authorization document or list, such as the Authorization to 
Participate; completion of direct access records, such as the Record-for­
Issuance file or Household Issuance Record card; providing replacement 

. authorization documents; and EDP developmental or maintenance and 
operations activities for on-line issuance systems. 

CODE 2171 COUNTY MEDICAL SERVICES PROGRAM - NON-REFUGEE 
RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM fRRPl/CHEP 

Includes eligibility determinations and case maintenance for the County 
Medical Services Program for the following population: 

o Applicants or recipients identified as non-aided and non-linked who are 
not pregnant or who are not living in an Intermediate Cl3re 
Facility/Skilled Nursing Facility (ICF/SNF) .. 

" Persons ineligible for services through RRP or Cuban/Haitian Entrant 
program. 
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CODE 2191 TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES (TANF) -
PROBATION ELIGIBILITY . ... . 
Includes eligibility ijetermlnatlons,. screenll;ig-f_orc[:>rior,JANFProbatlon . 

·. episodes, approv.aTS.-qerjJ~Jp1,.~~,1,Q~fl?:i.~£Q, ~,~JJ§J)~]!i~?,l~llfance~ol · ,~ · · 
. ' ~·" .. 

.. ; .. - _..: . ·- .. . notices,··: · · · 
. -- : ';; ' .' _.-. ~- ··.- . . ' -· _. .. : . -. -~.' . . -_ ,· :· ·-.: -- . ~.:..·. . ··. ·. . -.. 

:-.· .. .. · ... · 

! •• -. -·.: • • 
~ ·. . . . . 

. :CODE 2251 CHILD SUPP.ORT o .· ·., .. 

. . . ' : . 

', .. ' .• ... 
. ...... ·.: ·~·-.. . ,. ·: . .. ·. ;.. . . . ~ . : .. ·.' : . ' . . . .:. ... ~- ' . . . . ' ';, -:-·. . . . . : . . . 

,; . 
Includes activities related to processing support obligations collected. tiy · 

Gf~Q.!?.:.R~t~i~~ .An9.m~.Y.t r'f1S9.l~H!'f!!j!P.~.,,i:md pass-on- ca)c.ulations, and activities. 
· :-perfi5rmeaWhei'i' disour'sing·funds·to the appropriate parties: . · 

' ' 

CODE 2301 ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (AAP) 

Includes eligibility determinations and payment maintenance activities on 
AAP cases. 

CODE 2451 SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES PROGRAM -Admln 

_._,. Includes time spent determining eligibility, assessing and verifying need 
for special circumstances, informing applicants of program requirements/ 
benefits, maintaining case files, performing benefit computations, and 
preparing authorization actions for eligible SSl/SSP recipients. 

- CODE 3061 ABAWDs - WORKFARE 

Includes time associated with an ABAWD's participation in a qualifying 
workfare slot, which Includes assessment, placement, and case 
management activities to place and keep ari ABAWD in a work or 

.. workfare slot. 

CODE 3071 ABAWDs - EDUCATION/TRAINING 

lnc_ludes time associated with an ABAWD's participation in a qualifying 
educational/training slot; which includes assessment, placement, and case 
management activities to place and keep an ABAWD in a work, 
educational, or training slot. · 

CODE 3081 CASH ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FOR IMMIGRANTS (CAPl) 

Includes time spent performing selected activities for CAPI applicants and 
recipients. Activities Include, but are not limited to, accepting /screening 
applications, including applications for SSl; determining/redetermining 
eligibility; performing grant calculations-and grant maintenance functions; 
informing applicants of program requirements; preparing notice of actions; 
making fraud referrals; and preparing reports. 
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CODE 3451 AFDC FOSTER CARE (FC) ELIGIBILITY . . . .. . •.. ... .. . . _ . 
·. -· · ·Includes theftollowlhg..,.actlvlties'i5ert6iiiie!d oifoenalf-Of FC·"C'ases: .. :·· ,,., · "· '·,.. · ;;:o:.::. · 

· coJ:icjucting: eligibility c;letermJn.ation·s and.benefit payment functions; Medi~ . 
. · CalPr6grarn functions and various, Intake activities, such as screening, . · 

. ·,·· · .. ·: approvals,.·<;l~nials, andofher dispositions of requests for' ald,;irieludin~r •. '. '· ·• ,. 
· restorations; budget computatiqns and authorizing actions·;. Early .Periodic 

Screening !Detection·'treatment (EPSDT) and child support referrals;···:- ·. ' ·.,.c, 

· _ horn~ vlsits;r·lrilercouiify'tti:fiisters;·ancrprogra(ri· s~a!us· changes. Cod's"'''''"·~:·'"" :·.,.., · 
3451 also includes activities performed for continuing case maintenance. · 

CODE 3461 BASS V. ANDERSON LAWSUIT 

Includes reviewing claim forms; determining reimbursement amounts; 
documenting the corrective payment in the case file; cornpletlng/issuing 
NOAs; and issuing approved retroactive reimbursement checks. 

CODE 3481 OCOP/GR Non-EDP 

For activities associated with the GR program and for individuals who are 
not eligible for services under other programs, This program code is to be 
used for those programs that do not benefit from county EDP 
operations/costs. Programs that do benefit from EDP should be claimed . A' 
to CODE 3521, OCOP/GR. W' 

CODE 3501 RRP MEDICAL 

Includes RRP Medically Needy Only (MNO) refugees, refugee children 
less than 21 years of age, pregnant refugee women, refugees residing in 
an ICF/SNF, and eligible non-aided Medically Indigent (Ml) adult refugees. 
This includes eligible adult refugees who are non-aided, non-linked, not 
pregnant, and not living in an ICF/SNF. 

CODE 3511 REFUGEE CASH ASSISTANCE/ENTRANT CASH ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM(RCNECA) . 

Includes eiigibility determinations and grant maintenance activities for time 
eligible RCA/ECA recipients and for Unaccompanied Refugee/Entrant 

·Minors. This also includes conducting cause determinations and · 
conciliation for RCA clients. 

CODE 3521 OTHER COUNTY ONLY PROGRAM (OCOP)IGENERAL RELIEF (GR) 

For the GR program and for individuals who are not eligible for services 
under other programs. This includes the following activities: eligibility 

.. 
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·· · determinati~r:is (il"!<:Judirig fingerpri~t:imaging) and grant maintenance:'~_::_-~ 
· functions; f@u.~t~u:<tl~itiesJeleited_fq the OCOP or GR programs; providing 
.. employmenttrairiing'servlces:to·GR 'recipients and other indivi~uals who '' ,.= <··' 

· ....... · 
·are not ellgible:fcirservlces::under other employirieint:programs;-proiiiaing°'~' --~ _ .· 

'·. _ Welfare to Work fYVTW) and social services to GR and RCA recipients .. : .. 

': ... -~ ·> .·. 

; ...... 

--

'o 

·· .. 
. . .-this ~Isa' in Ci Li-des the_prbvision .of no~-CSBC;3 ser:Vices to refugeeis'. This_ .··. : .- .... - > . · 

·. .program .code _is toge .used fci.r thos13 programs ~~at_ b.e~efiUro!11 ~unty . . . · ·· · ... -
EDP operations/costs. Programs that do not' benefit from EDP- should be. · · ·· · 
·claimed to CODE:3481.,dCOP/GRNon-EDP.---_,-.--;-,-, .. -··:·· , ... : 

" _':,, ~ ~~,·· .~~-:...:::~~-':.~t::\'.~: .... 7·.:.;._..,;.i::.._~.!.~• .'..:,~·: ~!: ~1'~ ·._;· . ~: ·: •. -.~-:-~· ;~ . . ···:::H"•• ~ '' ~ •. ··.·. -• 
CODE 3891 CASH ASSISTANCE'PROGRAM'FORIMMIGRANTS'(CAPlf ·::··--···~--. 

SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME (SSl)/NATURALIZATION CASE 
MANAGEMENT AND REFERRAL 

Includes time spent assisting-the CAP! client in completing SSI appeal 
forms and referring clients to a panel of attorneys to provide 
representation at appeal hearings; assisting the CAPI client in collecting 
medical and psychological records, scheduling medical/psychiatric 
appointments, arranging for transportation to medical appointments if the 
client has a disability determination or appeal hearing pending with the 
Social Security Administration (SSA) on a dis.ability hearing; submitting 
completed forms to SSA and the State Disability Determination Office; 
acting as liaison with SSA and State Disability Determination Office to· 
ensure that all SS I-related requirements are met for SSI approval; and 
assisting the CAPI client in obtaining citizenship by making referrals to the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service, assisting in completion of 

. documents, making referrals to citizenship courses, and assisting in the 
SSA appeal process of a citizenship issue. 

CODE 4641 FOOD STAMP EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAM (FSET) 

Includes activities associated with providing employment training services 
to FSET program participants, determining deferrals, arranging for 
-supportive services payments, and conducting good cause/conciliation 
determinations. FSET program participants include non-ABAWDs and 
ABAWDs in non-qualifying activities such as job search, job club, alcohol 
rehabilitation, and drug rehabilitation, which do not qualify either as a work 
or workfare program for ABAWDs. 

CODE 4781 REFUGEE EMPLOYMENT SOCIAL SERVICES 

Includes all activities related to the provision of employment and training 
services that are approved in the county's plan. These activities are 
provided to eligible refugees and funded by Refugee Employment Social 
Services. · 
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CODE 4801 REFUGEE TARGETED ASSISTANCE 

.- . 
-- ~-Includes.all activitieiirelated_ to the .. provision of employment and training 
. · · -serv~ceS1~.fc~~,JIP.pi:9yg~~iQXlffi:~9.i;i:i:t:t)l:s·p}cin:~·;'.flt~s.§l. a,,Q,tix_ij[es_ a r,e "-~'.,:..,,, .. . 

.• . .. . ~rov1decj_ _to eilg1bl~ refugee_s :~ n~_fundecj by. Refugee Targeted· Assistance .. · .... · . 
-·: ·. 

. . . . ·. 

· ..... cociE 6131-.AFDc .• ~'Fc ELiG18.iurv-VoLUNTARY PROGRAM ..• ·., . . .. 

Includes acJi.ld!iE!? PE!rf.ODD.!?cl 1Nhile c_o_~qu_cting eligihility determinations, · _, 
payment furiC:tlons,.and~coriHiiuing--:casiacffvities, on.bet1a1faf cas·es~--=--····~~ 

~ tli...,•c,,,,,_,. •1-·'"-•=.n;•.·::.-:;.., .. ...;.;,(.. ;,.::=.,!-..~' ~-...::. ":11·:· .. t. ··~·-•1::~··1 ,,.•.·:;.,;....- -~·~!1·V ~,..- .'.:){_!'; .. · 

involving children voluntarily placed in FG. Gode 6131 should also be"• 
used for reporting time spent acting in an advisory-type capacity, to · 
ensure that the parent/guardian is aware that they will retain legal custody 
of the child in question, although the parent/guardian voluntarily chose to 
place the child in out-of-home care. 

NONASSISTANCE FOOD STAMP (NAFS) 

The following program codes currently assigned to the NAFS Program were established 
to capture.caseworker hours associated with performing specific activities previously 
identified as those which benefit NAFS, or pure FS cases only. As indicated by the 
program title, NAFS cases are FS cases which include individuals whom, aside from 
receiving FS benefits, are not currently receiving a cash grant through the CalWORKs 
(previously AFDC) program. NAFS cases may also Include Refugee, GR, 

. Cuban/Haitian Entrant, or Ml members. · 

In contrast, with the exception of Code 2110, Food Stamp Issuance, caseworker hours 
performed on behalf of Public Assistance Food Stamp (PAFS) cases (I.e., cases that 
receive both CalWORKs and FS), as opposed to NAFS cases, should be reported to 
the appropriate CalWORKs program time study code, located in the CalWORKs 
Functi.on PCD. Code 2110, Food Stamp Issuance, is an exception because food stamp 
issuance activities are by definition food stamp costs, therefore, there is no need to 
distinguish between PAFS and NAFS cases. In addition to the various activities listed 
below for each individual NAFS program time study code, allowable· NAFS activities 
also include: Income and Eligibility Verification System (IEVS) related functions (e.g., 
inquiries, matches, fraud referrals, Integrated Earnings Clearance I Fraud D"etection 
System (IFD) ·overpayment computations and related follow-up contacts), fingerprint 
imaging, hearing preparation and/or presentation, and FS Quality Control (QC) 
activities. 

CODE 2181 · NAFS-IEVS 

·o 
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Includes reviewing·arld·verifyilig-that a discrepancy identified by the IFD -· .. · · 
Wage Match·and·New HiraMatch'(NHM):exists between the gross"" ··" •.· ·' ~' · ··· 
earnings and·employment reported by the recipient to the coim~y and by .... 

. . the employer:tc the.EDD: conta·cting ·recipie·nts:·and ·amployera ·to.verify'if · · .. 
· earnings were unreporte:d or underrepof1ed by the r13cipien~; cleterlTJining,if. : . 

. . . _ '1iri"6yerpayrl1enUoveri~s~a6ce was made; reviewing:and v.erifying·whe~har· . 
. recipients receiyed .. dl!plicate aid a.s inc:jicatecj by lt)e ,IFD Wage.Match; ... ·· 
contacting recipients, financial institutions; or any persons/agencies to 
verify the existence and ownership ofassets:identified by the Franchise 
Tax Board Asset Match System; determining if the recipient was ineligible 
. for-aid; deteiiiliiiing'\iJtiether·an ·averp-aymenUoverissuance was·m.ade and 
·the amount of overpayment/overissuance if total ineligibility exists; and 
preparing the associated Notice of Action and IEVS Response Document 
and IEVS Management Report (DPA 482). (NOTE: the NHM information 
must be processed by dedicated IEVS staff who time study in accordance 
with COSS time study instructions. As in the case with the wage match, 
we recommend that any resulting overpayments and grant reduction 
collections be initiated by dedicated IEVS or Collections staff, and time 
studied to Code 2780, CalWORKs Overpayment Collections [SB 627].) 

CODE 2341 FRAUD-NAFS AFIRM - LOS ANGELES (LA) COUNTY. 

For LA County only - includes referral of cases to fraud investigations, 
documenting applicant/recipient explanations, and preparing notices of 
actions. 

- CODE 2621 U.S. RESIDENCY PROJECT-NAFS 

For Imperial and San Diego Counties only- includes interviewing 
applicants and-recipients of public assistance to determine residency; 
reviewing documents for authenticity, completeness and.accuracy; 
determining case status; 'gathering data for project evaluation; and referral 
of sampled cases for fraud investigations. 

CODE 2681 SYSTEMATIC ALIEN VERIFICATION FOR ENTITLEMENTS (SAVE) 
PROGRAM - NAFS 

Satisfactory Immigration Status {SIS) verification activities for aliens 
applying for the NAFS program. Primary and/or secondary verificat!on 
activities to establish alien SIS with the Immigration and Nationalization 
Service (INS) including: completion of primary and secondary INS 
verification forms; obtaining, copying, and transmitting alien documents to 
the INS; comparing INS data with documents submitted by aliens; and 
execution of consent for dlsc:losure statement for amnesty and special 
agricultural worker applicants. SIS should be established for all aliens at 
application and for all alien recipients at recertification or redetermination. 
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" -· ·::..:..:..._ ••• ... ·-·--:: -:~ M• "••"•-····--·-~··:~:--.;..--;:_;:_:::_..;.;__~:·· • • 

CODE 2751 EARLY.FRAUD DETECTION/PREVENTION PROGRAM (EFD/P) NAFS 
. . . ~ =::r:-:J~~~~21.f.~5-•1~z~BE:r::~~~{J;,:.r;.;.\ r.±.:r~.~~;,r:,).\..:.J;·2.i:).,t:h .1j/_~~~l~.p}(1_: . .-·~···1 ·-£· ~ .i: .·-:rrq_ ; :~ ;:.', .,, .. -,.-

..•.. For countieswhich~haV6;·an:;:ipproved;.plari:for:JO_O,%Je.d~raLancj_. state·;":~~ ...... ~.·_,_· , . 
·.· ... funding: the activities liste.d for ED/PP in 'code 3441', NAFS Program . ····- ---····. 

. . . .. . ·Integrity, apply to ttiis.'prograni. · . · .': • · . · · . · · . · . · 
-- ' ' :- . - . 

. ·- ·, 

CODE 3101 NAFS FRALi'D .. 
.. : .... -.. _, .. ... ~: _. .. ---·.:. -·· ... ' . - : ' . , .. ,. -· 

. ,, .,.....~.3'l'l:..~":1-~.~---?"""="'·~·~~~---·~· .... __:...:.--~---·--~·-----·~· ·-·· .... --~· ·--~:. -·-· ·-·~·-- ,• . 

. Includes fraud-_activities .. pi:irformed .by.,W.FlcarasJ .tbeh: flr:s1~11n~ .supe!Yisors .... · """""-""'., · · 
who have peace•office·r status·underPenal·Code·Section ·830 related. to .• .. -·. - .. 

. NAFS cases. Do not report time spent on investigative activities to Code 
3100 for cases receiving both CalWORKs and FS beneflts. Note: This 
code is reserved solely for WFI and their first-line supervisors who have 
peace officer status. 

CO[)E 3341 FRAUD-NAFS AFIRM - LA COUNTY 

For LA County only - includes activities performed by WFI and their first­
llne supervisors who have peace officer status under Penal Code Section 
830. Allowable activities include: identifying match situations, 
investigating referrals received from eligibility workers, validating 
fingerprint matches, referring cases to the District Attorney when 
necessary, determining If half matches are full matches, referral of full 
match cases to eligibility staff, and statistical reporting activities. Note: 
This code is reserved solely for WFI and their first-line supervisors who 
have peace officer status. 

CODE 3411 EFD/P - NAFS (WFI} 

Includes NAFS case-related EFD/P activities performed by WFI and their 
first-line supervisors who have peace officer status under Penal Code 
Section 830. Allowable activities include conducting investigations, home 
visits, interviews, preparing investigative reports for civil and criminal 
complaints for the prosecuting authority, maintaining complete records of 
investigative activities, and completing statistical reports. Note: This 
code is reserved solely for WFI and their first-line supervisors who have 
peace officer status. 

CODE 3431 NAFS ELIGIBILITY 

Includes NAFS Program Intake activities, such as: fingerprint imaging and 
certification or denial of benefits on behalf of new applicants; recertification 
following· a break in receiving benefits; verification of income, mandatory 
deductions, and other asset-related issues; activities in support of non­
Administrative Disqualification Hearings/non-Intentional Program Violation 
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(IPV) cases; bu_dget computation;,quality,assLiranca·,-supervisorial :review: 
activities; and.Work.Opportunity,TaKCredlt(WOTC) .8rogram"related' :,-; ·::::::c:c:. 
activities. This-also_inclu.des:contlnulng_N~F:S~activities;_such as:~~.:_:~-·· __ :... · __ : .. 

· performing. budget:recomputaticfns;~prog'ram· eliglbillty·termi.natlon;.m·aking .; - :·· -· 
· •. Empl9yment Deiveloprn~rit Departmep~ (EDD) referq;ils;. aut~orizing · . . 
· ·acti6ns,·inte.rcoi.Jnfy'transfers,_programJOss'C0mpLitations and·, : ·: · ~·<. . ..•. · . . 

'. ,:. adjustmerjls; _f_r?UQ or c:;ol!ectlo_n re_fe.rrals, ·hOmfi)· visits, expedit~d.seiyipe·, · .. ·. · .. _: :: : . . . 
recertification with no break in benefits, aLithoriiati6i1 for _benefit issuance; 
budget computations for recertificaticins, quality assurance or supervisorial . · 
review activities; and .. WO:IC Program a.ctivities:·dThis a!so includes time .. . . ,. 
spent providing applicants and recipients wit_h voter registration forms and'. . -
instructions, assisting in the completion ofthese forms as necessary, and · 

· processing the_ voter registration forms for submission to the Secretary of 
State. NAFS activities performed on Indian Reservations should also be 
included here. 

CODE 3441 NAFS PROGRAM INTEGRITY 

This code Is intended.for use by non-WFI staff performing NAFS 
administrative hearing activities for IPV cases, and FS ED/PP activities. 
ED/PP activities may include, but are not limited to, conducting 
Investigations, home visits, interviews, preparing investigative reports for 
civil and criminal complaints for the prosecuting authority, maintaining 
complete records of fraud investigative activities, and statistical reports. 

--CODE 3471 NAFS - QUALITY CONTROL 

b 

Includes case reviews, desk audits, third-party verifications, home visits related 
to case reviews, and all other activities specifically related to the Quality 
Control Review of Food Stamp certification. Do not include time spent 
performing quality assurance, supervisorial reviews or other activities which 
are not an integral part of the required Quality Control Review. 

CODE 6111 NAFS - JAIL MATCH (SB" 1556) 

MEDI-CAL 

NAFS cases Jail Match casework activities required by SB 1556 includes 
reviewing and verifying that a recipient identified by the Jail Match System is or 
has been incarcerated; contacting recipients and jail facilities to verify 
whereabouts and exact dates of incarceration; determining if the recipient was 
eligible for aid and whether an overpayment I overissuance was made and the 
amount of the overpayment I overissuance if ineligibility exists for the recipient 
or case. 
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Includes ac~iV,i~i.~~-e~!f9rm.~~ o,_r:i b~,!J.~lf ?f _~N9 a.n.<tML ~.~,sli:g.a,J:ffpg.r.~.IT\ ,~~P.lic;ants::.-,.....7 . . . ~·· -- .. · 
and. recipient~r.-MNO'·aCfivities"'are: defined'iithose' p'filforme·d~di'J'benalf1of · ._., .. , "''' '~. ~' .. _c.:_:co:._"W 
applicants/re.cipients that are)irik~d ~tQ .an -~kl er()gr._~m,a~sJ:, !3re"notcurroeritly~receJying _ _: ~ -·-,"-- . 
aid in the form of a ca,sh granF~.Mf'acfivities'arercienn'e-=:tfa'S°'tf1c5sa'P'eirtcirmed an'"f>kliaif.;' ,__ ·."·: ' 

... of non!=lided; non linked, applicants ar:id-reclpients·PROVIDED THAT THEY.ARE- . _ 
· . EITHER:· children under 2·1 years· cif age, pregnant, .or'persons residing iri an ICF/SNF.'. 

'o 

••. ·1 :• 
.· .' ". 

CODE 2151 MEDI-CAL.::;; INTAKE 
.. ': · .. ·' · ... 

Includes scree.ning1;:Q"a:·r~f~fr~t~t&U;r!Q;~RiJ.iI9~'.6fS.f~-i~&'~!i~~-;~o~d~~~~~g~;~1ii9~~L~-:~-: 
initial applications, reapplications, and tra11sfers-in; hearing activities; and 
preparing .and/or presenting a case for hearing. This also includes time spent 
providing applicants and recipients with voter registratior) forms and · 
instructions, assisting in the completion of these forms as necessary, and 
processing the voter registration forms for submission to the Secretary of 
State. 

CODE 2153 MEDl~CAL- CONTINUING 

Includes processing approved cases, including budget changes, address 
changes, redeterminations, discontinuances and rescinded discontinuances, 
income reporting, and hearings for either MNO or Ml recipients. Also includes 
issuing temporary-Medi~Cal cards to SSl/SSP recipients who did not receive 
their regular Medi-Cal card because of a failure of the SSA system, replacing A 
lost or stolen Medi-Cal cards, and providing additional proof of eligibility labels V 
for 881/8SP re"cipients. 

·CODE 2711 SAVE - MEDI-CAL 

SIS verification-activities for aliens applying for the MNO and Ml programs. 
Primary and/or secondary verification activities to establish alien SIS with the 
INS include: completion of primary and secondary INS verification forms; 
obtaining, copying, and transmitting alien documents to the INS; comparing 
INS data with documents submitted by aliens; and execution of consent for 
disclosure statement for amnesty and special agricultural worker applicants. 
SIS should be established for all aliens at application and for all alien 
recipients at recertification or redetermination. 

MEDI-CAL SECTION 1931 

The Personal Responsibility and Work Oppcirtunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996 
established a new mandatory coverage group at Section 1931 (b) of the Social Security Act 
(SSA). According to the SSA Sedion 1931 requirements; Medi-Cal benefits will be· provided 
to low income families determined to be eligible under Section 1931 rules. Consistent with 

. Ca\WORKs implementation, the Medi-Cal Section Program becomes effective January 1, 

'o 
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1998. Detailed ,instr.uction s:pertainlng"to:the-Sectioni1,93'1f coverage:.g roup;wilLbe:"'C:.""'~"~~-:~:;~,c_-,, ,-;; 
transmitted under:separatei-cover-by"t\:;e0Depaitmeint~of3Health, SeQJjces;~'.::.:=:o':· :. '~,::.'..:_,_:~ · · 

• .. ;·~~:--::_.,._•~=,-,;·.·;:;::~..,__~,~-.--...... ~~"";:;i:-:r.0:';-':,:::"-:;,>":,:;,;;;-;;roU'_ ... T,i.U~-r._:6'....~· lftJ ... 1.-.•.•:..:_.:;. • .,:...;...,M,,, ..... .,,.:>:r~"'-~.tr=~-·..1~. ~··•-:..-.. -,-."<'l"'U":;'7" .... ~~.,-: '~T." ••-· , • "'" , '• 

· . · .;:..;.~.,···--•·•u..,., .......... ~ .. ...-~.-. .,.._ .. ..,,.,...,r ._,...'>I ''' r~o; .. J••• ~v ,..;1 j ::.~;:r;-"t;;'-.--· i·r·.......,•·•-• •-:::;;1 ...,.. • , .... F~ • ...-·;;,:...,~....,. • .... -~~~Tl~~-1 

CODE 3491,,:MEDlcCA~;SEGTION 1931~1NTAKE•";.o:~~"'"'··~"';'?"'...,·~~~'"''#'c,,i;,t;~~-.;, .. !;~:z:.;:;,,;,,c~,,.;,,.:~;;,_ 

·. . . - .·· .. · · · · .·.·. "irici~deis ~creehing ~_nci ~~re~a1. Cir· s~ctio~·19-3{~6Jer~~~ gto~p;api)1i~a~t~; .: < · :·.: : .· 
·:' -· · · ·· '· ·.·.: • ·· . accepting and-processing initial· applications; reapplications;-and_transfers-iri; • .. - ·· · ·· .. ·, ·· 

....... 

· · hearing activ_ities; and preparing and/or presenting a ·case _for hearing. Also · 
includes time spent providing applicants and rec;iplents with voter registration · 
forms and ihstr.uctioris;cassist_i_ng.·in th,e~coinpletion"'.of~thes_edorm_s:·a~:rtirr,J Oill'!J_ o.n-,,-:_,-.,,~_'i<in'J 
necessary, and processing the voter registration forms for submission tO the · 
Secretary of State. 

CODE 3492 MEDI-CAL SECTION 1931..:coNT!NUING 

Includes processing approved cases, including budget changes, address 
changes, redeternilnations, discontinuances and rescinded discontinuances, 
Income reporting, and hearings for Section 1931 coverage group recipients . 

. ,, CObE 7001 GENERIC 

Includes time spent by caseworkers performing general administrative 
activities that essentially provide a department-wide benefit such as 
developing a manual on casework procedures. This.also includes time 
spent in training or in conference or staff meetings when the subject has 
department-wide benefit or cannot be identified to a specific program. 
This code is riot to be used when performing case management activities, 
which continue to be recorded to the associated program. · 

TANF FISCAL INCENTIVES 

Welfare and Institutions Code 10544.1 established performance incentives to counties· 
to move CalWORKs recipients to employment. Counties may use T ANF federal 
incentive funds. for expanded services and benefits that directly lead (or can be 
expected to lead to) the accomplishment of one of the four purposes of the TANF 
program. 

The following Time Study Codes have been established to _capture costs for federal 
reporting purposes for activities consistent with benefits or services provided under 
TANF. These codes will only be used for reporting federal fiscal incentives. Counties 
may no longer report fiscal incentive expenditures to extraneous; all expenditures must 
be reported under existing and new program codes. Both state and federal fiscal 
Incentive expenditures will continue to be reported on the addendum page. · 

The listing of potential activities below is by no means exhaustive but serves to illustrate 

"o 
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~-. ...:.:.~_,;:--cc:'-'= c::::~,a:few-of, the po_ssibilitiei:;Jhat 9qunties may consider when designing their programs. 
' - ··---. . .... - .... -· .. 

__ ,_ - -- - -"'~---=TANF FISCAL-INCENTIVES-PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE AssiSTANCE TO 
.=,,,.,:,;:"~''::~,~;,;~;NEEDY. FAMILIES""' __ _,_,;,,, ___ "'''" : ";ri-<Oc ,;!;.,__ - - - - - '. -

- . - . . 
· ... ' ... 

--. : . -. Activitie~ ·co~~ist~nfwitli "the first" ~u~p6se"of TANF a-r~_-tho~~ -wh·i~h µ;avid~ as~i-sta~be ----
- -· "'. - -·--· -- ._to needy families- so that children may be cared for in:their own homes or. in the homes'-·---_-

of r_elatives. It does nqt cover children living with non-reiatives. Benefits ·or servl_ces may 
__ , ... <-··, ,__ include funding of home repairs 6r food banks to provide groceries to .needy families . 

• , ;"c.;; -,,.-, ' , 0 :--'f,;:;B_\3f1£'lfitS,p~pyJcte9.:.un.d_erJhis purpose are not limited .to _those within the definition of 
"assistance." 

CODE 0911 TANF FISCAL INCENTIVES-PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE 
ASSISTANCE TO NEEDY FAMILIES-NON-ADMIN 

Includes time spent providing program service information to clients, 
screening and assessments, case management, data collection, and 
supportive services. 

CODE 0951 TANF FISCAL INCENTIVES-PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE 
ASSISTANCE TO NEEDY FAMILIES-ADMIN 

Includes time spent performing general administrative activities including 
but not limited to coordination of the program, preparation of program 
plans, budgets and schedules and program eligibility determinations. 

TANF FISCAL INCENTIVES-PROGRAMS THAT END DEPENDENCE OF NEEDY 
PARENTS 

Activities consistent with the second purpose of TANF a·re those which end the 
dependence of needy parents on government benefits by promoting one of three 
objectives; job preparation, work and marriage. Activities would include time spent 
helping any needy parent, including a noncustodial parent or· a working parent, by 
providing employment, job preparation, or training services. Potential services include 
job or career advancement activities, marriage counseling, refundable earned income 
tax credits, child care services; and employment services designed to increase the 
noncustodial parent's ability to pay child support. Activities that promote any one of the 
three objectives~job preparation, work, and marriage w<_:1uld be consistent_ with this 
purpose. -

CODE 0921 TANF FISCAL INCENTIVES-PROGRAMS THAT END DEPENDENCE OF 
NEEDY PARENTS-NON-ADMIN 

-. 
"o 

Includes time spent providing program service information to clients, 
screening and assessments, case management, data collection and 

'o 
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CODE.0961 TANF FISCAL INCENTIVES-PROGRAMS THAT END DEPENDENCE OF 
. . . ,::.NEEO:•(,PAREN1S"ADMIN:...,.,";~T,i:ic;;!c~,;.tr"':;r_,_;.;~~ •. · · 

.· 
. .. -... 

·_ .. •: 1ri~1udes. tirii~ ~p~nt ~erf~r~irig. g~ri~'ral: adn"!i~-i~tr~~iy~ ~ctiJiti~~ ihci~ding . ..: . 
. ,· .. 

. . . . ·. . . . ·. · .. but notlimited to coordim~tion.of the .program.; preparation of program . ;, ·. '.~ :_ 
· plans, budgets and schedules, and program eligibility determinations: - ·, . . . . ·. 

• 1·n~".'.ll-J;~«:.:.:~ ·;·i...~-:.:;;. :.:.""'~;~ .-·z~.1~~·~l.!:,·,·~- ~-~:.;: -;_~;~ .. 2~~::.. ,-·=.'-2I~-'"~:·: .. ...:· ·-~ .:~~·. ~·~.::.:- -'--'--'~. -~· ... -._· ... 

i"otrti·t1. -:·l'.J"""";"-:i- :;T~f:~ti.G~:r2·_ :~~t31~-i-~crrF~, tt:n::· r:;e~Efrft)•'7·:1f u:e·~~'~- it:=·n:"~·::; -~·:; 
TANF FISCAL INCENTIVES- PROGRAMS THAT PREVENT OR REDUCE OUT-OF--- - .·. 
WEDLOCK PREGNANCIES 

Activities consistent with the third-purpose of TANF are those which prevent and reduce 
·the incidence of out-of-wedlock pregnancies and establish annual numerical goals for 
preventing and reducing the ln"cldence of these pregnancies. Neither this purpose nor 
the followlng purpose is limited to needy families or individuals .. Potential activities that 
are reasonably calculated to accomplish this purpose include abstinence programs, 
visiting nurse sel"Vlces, and programs and services for youth such as counseling, teen 
pregj_'j'ancy prevention campaigns, and after-school programs that provide supervision 
when school is not in session. Counties may also fund a media campaign for the 
general population on abstinence or preventing out-of-wedlock childbearing. 

CODE 0931 TANF FISCAL INCENTIVES·- PROGRAMS THAT PREVENT OR 
REDUCE OUT-OF-WEDLOCK PREGNANCIES -NON-ADMIN 

Includes time spent providing program service information to clients, 
screening and assessments, case management, data collection and 
providing supportive services. · 

CODE 0971 TANF FISCAL INCENTIVES - PROGRAMS THAT PREVENT OR 
1 •. • REDUCE OUT-OF-WEDLOCK PREGNANCIES -ADMIN 

Includes time spent performing general"administrative activities including 
but not limited to coordination of the program, preparation of program 
plans, budgets and schedules, and program eligibility determinations . 

. TANF FISCAL INCENTIVES.:.. PROGRAMS THAT ENCOURAGE THE FORMATION . 
AND MAINTENANCE OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES 

Activities consistent with the fourth purpose of TANF are those which encourage the 
formation and malnte_nance of two-parent families. Ttiis includes parenting skills 
training, premarital and marriage counseling, and mediation services; activities to 
promote parental access and visitation; job placement and training s·ervices for 
noncustodial parents; initiatives to promote responsible fatherhood and increase the 
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·-·· .. 

capacity of fathers to•wovide:emotional,and .financial.;;>upporMor.their·chil<;tren; and '°~'"""'"ii::"'''"'··-· A~ 
crisis· or. intervention services.' · · - · · W 

. ' . . 
:·:=-~ -~-=~":~-=-·~-f-. ... ·~·:'~;. ~~~~. r.-~~;: ·-~-~~!'-~~-~1!~:;_7-· · ~~~:-~ ~~~:~-1:.-:·~,::-.;~-~·-~:~>-:.~~~:-.:'<~~~!~~-"'a.~~~":- ::.~~~:"-~~~~ .... ::~;z~ .. 

·CODE 090h;;TANF FIS€Al.=:JNCENTIVES - PROGRAMS THAT ENCOURAGE THE. . .. 
.. . . .. FORMATION AND MAINTENANCE OF TWO~PARENTFAMILJES-NON~ :· -

·· -.ADMIN- _ · . ._" ·:. ·- ·· · . _ . · .. ···. ·.. ..· .. · 

· · ·· ·· ... 1~Cl~ci~~ ·ti~~ spe~·~·p;r·o~id·i~g pr~gra~ -s~~lc~ in~~r~a~ion to d-i~~ts, . : : - -

. ;:-screening an_d assessments;:case management;· data:cQHection.and -~'"=·.:;·;· :2::~:·::_: 
l;O-\provi_~ip gc_s_~~por:tive.:-ser.v.lc,es;-p':•S.,.s-a;;;.rr~r ;m-,~"'J-a:-.:i:c p-•w:;s;;;- H<"<rWFi ,..,::;; iJ".:.,,-,;:,:,,\·~-•" ;.~ -

CODE 0941 TANF FISCAL INCENTiVES - PROGRAMS THAT ENCOURAG.E 
THE FORMATION AND MAINTENANCE OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES 
ADMIN 

Includes time spent performing general administrative activities including but not limited 
to coordination of the program, preparation of. program plans, budgets and schedules 
and program eligibility determinations · 
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• 'r~PROG RAM:copE,.DES_CRIPTIOfllS 
. .. ·.·, . ' : ··,:' 3/01 . ·' ., ·.' - . ;·- :· 

' -
. :' :·_ .. : .... ,: .. . . .. 

'c3ENERAL FUNCTION DEFINITION.··.' .... ' ( 
·.·,.·,.· ,. ··' 

... _ 

.. ~·. 
. .,. 

.- ... -·· .. -· . -~· .· . . . .-

Any activity related to a child care program, including.providing supportive servicesJo .· 
CalWORKs applicants/recipients and other, eligible participants who are emplciyeq or .· _ ·. -·- .. ,~ ... 
participating in an approved CalWORKs work aCtivif{fofieip-:ena618l:hem'fo-ootain~.,......,..,,, ·---··----· ... -·-. 
employment · · 

TIME STUDY STAFF 

A. Staff providing child care program, training services, referrals, including 
case management and needs assessment; 

B. Appeals workers; and 
C. First-line supervisors of A and B above." 

CHILD CARE: 

Includes securing child care slots; arranging child care purchase of service contracts; . 
matching participant needs to available services; authorizing/calculating child care . 
payments and registration fees; preparing Notices of Actions (NOAs); coordinating 
overpayment grant adjustments with caseworker; fraud referrals; coordinating or 
consulting with other child care delivery systems, and the review and verifying of self­
certifications forms. Also included is mainta.ining records for p(:lrental complaints; and 
referral and verification activities in conjunction with the lo_cal Resource and Referral 
agency for families who select a license exempt child care provider under CalWORKs. . : . 

b 

CHILD CARE STAGES: 
. 

CODE 0361 ·TWO PARENT FAMILIES (STATE ONLY) STAGE ONE- CHILD CARE 

til:iWWWWWW 

lnclud.es broad-based activities by CWDs related.to two-parent families 
who are simultaneously employed or.participating in an approved 
CalWQRKs work activity. Activities include initiating and securing child 
care slots for use by CalWORKs or Tribal Jobs participants within the 
existing universe of child care providers;. arranging child care purchase of 
service contracts; matching participant needs to available services; 
authorizing/calculating child care payments and reg.is.tration fees; and 
coordinating or consulting with other child care delivery systems; benefit 
computations; over and under payments and adjustments; outreach; and 

'-. 
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: .:·. 

.·. · .. 

··· ... · 

· j)reparirigfor·alid'j:frovidin-g:-presentatiohs~to'commUnit}rgfoups~ahd·-'·'''~-=;_:__ :;'''-~,,~ · ~ .. 
--~-·otgariiiatioris;'verlfying h·ours, and coordinating oyerpayment grant - · W 

adjustments with a ca~eworker. With the implementation of AB 1542, · 
<co.unties' ·wHI fio'·_1onger;oeiequired:ro;ca1cu1ate:c1:1ildcare~p'aYme-ri_ts.afid ;r;:,..~. ,. :--.:":_ ·_·: 

_registration fees within the 75lh percentile Regional M_arket Ra_te ceiling._ .. · 
.·Counties wil_I b:e required_ fo calculate 'up'.fo themaxiinum payin~nfrate f&-·" -~- . '.' · -
· alLactual.CalWORKs child. care,_at 1.5_ times _the standard deviation above-. _ -.. _ 
the mean market rate (EC Se.ction.·8357[a]). · . - . ·. . . · · . - - . . .. - .. 

Includes broad-based activities by CWDs related to initiating and securi~g 
child care slots for use by CalWORKs or Tribal Jobs participants who are 
employed or participating in an approved CalWORKs work activity; 
program notifications; benefit computations; over and under payments and 
adjustments; outreach; and preparing for and providing presentations to 
community groups.and organizations; arranging child care purchase of 
service contracts; matching participant needs to available services and 
verifying hours; authorizing I calculating child care payments and 
registration fees; and coordinating or consulting with other child care 
delivery systems; overpayment NOAs, and coordinating overpayment 
grant adjustments with the CalWORKs caseworker. With implementation 
of AB 1542, counties will no longer be required to calculate child care 
payments and registration fees within the 75lh percentile Regional Market 
Rate (RMR) ceiling. Counties will be required to calculate up !o the 
maximum payment rate for all actual CalWORKs child care, at 1.5 times 
the standard deviation above the mean market rate (EC Section 8357[a]). 

CODE 9001 UNABLETO TRANSFER STAGE ONE TO TWO 

Includes activities with the Stage One participant's, who remain in Stage 
One because they cannot move to Stage Two or Stage Three child care, 
and continue to be served by the CWD. Specific activities performed by 
the CWD includes initiating and securing child care slots for participants· 
who are employed. or participating in an approved CalWORKs activity; 
child care payment activities; program notification, recertifications, benefit 
computations, authorization actions, over/under payment computations 
-and adjustments, issuance of notices, fraud referrals, hearings, outreach, 
and preparing for and providing presentations to community groups and 
organizations. . · 

CODE 9031 NON FEDERAL CHILD CARE 
. ' . . ~ 

Includes activities (described in Code 4531) related to the provision of· 
child care ser\tices for legal allens that are employed or participating in an 
approved CalWORKs activity, who are ineligible under TANF guidelines 

.. 

384 

.. , if 



--- but are being served under the CalWORKs Welfare to Work P_rogram as­
State-only cases. This- population is define:d as .Individuals that meet the 
federal requirements of a qualif\13d,alit;iEJ:i_Li_te_r;i_~§l.Ub13,.lJ~S. on or after · 

. 8/22/96 or meet the eligjbility:;J·equireme_n_t;of.aii-alien~described in COSS-. 
· __ -·. , · .. _ ~A~ 4~~1~t (7/.1/89).: . - :. -~,_-~·: '_ ·-·:~· -· ·:·· ,_ -~_.~'-·--·:: ·:'. _ ... ,.. -~"~ .·-.· . -. -. -·· _, ·~· 

·. · : · cooE 9osi STAGE TWO -cHiLo CARE_ ·. · . : . . .. ·· ... .- .... _.-. ·. ·. ' .- ... _ ............ - .... , .. · .... · ... ,_. 

. · .. 
' ....... · ···: ·: :-~ . .. .. . . .. '-: . -." . ' .. ~ 

-. 

-- ' 

. ~ . .'·. . . . - .... - . 

., : For.C.:WOs,tha!_?re. Stagei]yv9,Al_terr:ia~iye g9.¥.l11E!l"_IL~r.og!:_.~n:! (~t>PJ. .. --~~c .: --~""~- · . , 

:.: d?Eo'L!dE!ri:i. J~LE\;91?~ip_naJ&gd_ey~i!fp~rfuit 9.'Nl;>.~J.9 S:~PJ.~.rJ!)fl,n~d,tr<;1S:~- ~-11 3.=- ~ :-:--- ;;;-~ -- :_-, -
Stage Two Child Care-related activities for participants who are employed ~ · 
or participating in an approved CalWORKs work activity. Effective 
January 1, 1998, the California Oepartmentof Education (COE) is the· 
responsible State agency administering Stage Two-Child Care. Samples 
of Stage Two child care activities performed in cooperation with the COE 
requirements, include: payments; program notifications; benefit 

· computations; over/under payment computations and adjustments; 
outreach; preparing for and providing presentations to community groups 
and organizations and verifying hours. 

CODE 9071 STAGE THREE CHILD CARE 

-~·-

For CWDs that are Stage Three APP providers, this optional code will 
permit CWDs to capture and track all Stage Three Child Care related 
activities for participants who are employed. Effective January 1, 1998, 
the COE is the responsible State agency administering Stage Three Child 
Care. Samples of Stage Three child care activities performed, in _ 
cooperation with the COE requirements, include: child care usage and 
actual costs; determining/calculating the amount of the child care 
payments; authorizing payments; verifying hours of employment; providing 
the. recipient with rights and responsibilities information; and statistical 
reporting. · 

CAL-LEARN CHILQ CARE 

CODE 8111 STATE-ONLY CAL-LEARN CHILD CARE 

Includes activities on behalf of the sanctioned Cal-Learn participant's who 
are employed or participating in an approved:activity by matching needs to 
available child care services; authorizing/calculating child _care payments 
and registration fees; coordinating or consulting with other child care 
delivery systems. Also Includes completing overpayment NOAs, and 
coordinating overpayment grant adjustments with the CalWORKs 
caseworker. However, with Implementation of AB 1542 counties will no 
longer be required to calculate child care payment and registration fees 
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. -

within the 7_5\1;', Rementile RMRi:.e_ill!"J9,""o:~ff~9tiy§.~~anuary4""'1.998; c9unties.c:2 . A 
will be reimbur.s.ed;Up_cto_Jbe~maximum~p_ayiro_entrnt§.::foro:al! ;;ict1,1<;1L€'"",~t =~-~t W 
CalWORKs child care·aM·~s-timesthe-·standard-deviatlon:above'.the mean.,_~""'·: 

. m 8 rk~t r_~t.~~~~;;~:':~s;;ii!rTii~:~, ,·; ·1~l·~~.~;,-~·~·. ·~::~~~;;~-~;;_E~~ .. ·~i:i-:i:~~~;~~~~~-. ;:~;~ -;.:::~ :~.:~!·~~-~--~~--;~.:.:;· ~~-~~~ · 
.·- - .CODE9091··cAL-LEARN CHILD CARE: :.-- -.• '· ·- · .. ·' . .. 

. . . , ... ·: •.. -·.' :-· • -~ A~tivities -in-Clu:de rti-atthi~g-particip~~ts:~li~- ar~ ~mploy~d ~r·partitipa.ti~g· 
in an approved CalWORKs activity to available child care services; 

. .._;~~a.u.tho[i:zingfcatc_!.llating qbiJcj_ car_e;p~yments and registration fe~s; 
coordinating or-consulting wiiii ottler child care delivery systems. Also 

·includes.calculating child care overpayments, completing overpayment 
NOAs, and coordinating overpayment grant adjustments with the 
CalWORKs caseworker. However, with implementation of AB 1542 
counties will no longer be required to calculate child 
care payment and registration fees within the 751

h percentile RMR ceiling. 
Effective January 1, 1998, counties will be reimbursed up to the maximum 
payment rate for all actual CalWORKs child care at 1.5 times the standard. 
deviation above the mean market rate. 

CODE 9121 NONFEDERAL CAL-LEARN CHILD CARE 

The State continues to provide aid to recent non-citizen entrants who are 
non-federally eligible for assistance but are employed or participating in an 
.approved CalWORKs activity. This population is defined as individuals 
that meet the federal requirements of a qualified alien but enter the U.S. -
on or after August 22, 1996, or meet the eligibility requirement of an alien 
described in COSS EAS 42-431 (7/1 /89). Includes activities on behalf of a 
non-federally eligible participant's rieeds to available services, 
authorizing/calculating child care payment and registration fees, 
coordinating or consulting with other child care delivery systems. This 
also includes calculating child care overpayment, completing overpayment 
NOAs, and coordinating overpayment grant adjustment with the 
CalWORKs caseworker. However, with the implementation of AB 1542, 
counties will no longer be required to calculate child care payment and 
registration fees within the 75°1 percentile RMR ceiling. . 

OTHER CHILD CARE PROGRAMS!RESOURCES 

CODE 1601 CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM - COUNTY ONLY 

Includes eligibility determination, service arrangement, and associated 
case management for child care provided under the standard-agreement 
between the county and the California Department of Education. 

-. 
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• ~~6~~~~1Jh!a~~1·1~~~~t;~i~;~~~W1~1~~rf~~~~1~ff:~~~~(~~1W·~t~,~f~n~~:;t~~.,,~''-<~:~;~· .•. 
_ , · .. calW.ORKs and Qal-~eanJPrograms: . :: _ .. · j '.:. . . • ••.•• : • . 

. - ~· ' 

. , .. -' ,.·'" .. · ' ' .. · · .. : 1 :. '_P'roviding an information notice arid ~'elf-certifi~ation :fo mi: to a II··· ...... · .. 
families currently using: and/ or planning to begin using licens·e~ · 

e~~.r:i:.e.~:provi~.er::.~~~'::?~·~f·-~ . .,;rt:f(" /;;· ~f~~:~'.~.;::~~:.:.:~~: :·:::-:.~. ~~~:_::::~~;·_ 
· 2.. R.e.v1E)~[ng.an_g,_vj3_n_fy1ng .§.E:l_~ce .J.J~~UQl];_C>.!'DJ§..(~'-··---- _ ~c ____ _ ,, __ • ..:.._._:__: .• _"· _,.c. · • · ... 

3; . Completing pertinent fcirms and NOAs. . · . . . . . 
4. Maintaining records of parental complair:its and making this 

information available to the public upon request. 
5. Informing the exempt providers of the parents' complaints and 

their right to submit rebuttal. 

CODE 9021 CHILD CARE TRUSTLINE 

Includes the following Trustline registration activities required for families 
who select a license exempt child care provider under the CalWORKs 
Stage One Childcare and Cal-Learn Programs: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Advising applicants/recipients who choose license exempt 
child care of the Trustline Program, requirements, and 
participant responslbiffffes; 
Distributing Trustline brochures, applications, and fingerprint 
cards; . 
Referral and verification activities in conjunction with the 
local Resource and Referral agency, child care provider, and 
California Department'of Justice; and 
Completion of pertinent forms and NOAs. 

CODE 9061 CHILD CARE CAPACITY BUILDING PROGRAM 

lnclodes activities associated with the Child Care Capacity Building 
Program, including all activities associated with capacity building for both 
licensed and license-exempt providers that best meet local child care 
needs. · · 

CODE 7001 GENERIC 

Includes time spent by caseworkers performing general activities that · 
essentially provide a department-wide ber,iefit such as developing a 
manual on casework procedures. Also includes.time spent in training cir In 
conference or staff meetings when the subject has department-wide 

. benefit or cannot be identified to a specific program. This code is not to 
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... . ;:· 

. . . ·. . . . . . . 

be used wh ~n :performlrr~· c::ase:'.rn~nagement,act.Lvitiesj;whicb:coritil"] ue to:~··;-;,.-:~;~,;;,- --
be -recorded'fo the•assoc1ated_ prngram:c:;:.·:;;;:;~;-::J_g'c __ g;::-'"'3h"'-'"-,;, ''"'""""-'"''"' ;:-;-;<-_:;;,,:-cl.i::';', , · 

·-:-,_~;!!!i:;:-:ri~~·~~·.;:.;~~~-~=!!*~"°;tti.:~·~~-~~~~~;;,g.o!o~..3.£~l.p,,;;..~~~J.£~.J·~:~~.f.~·r.;, S~~l..:~~~~.:~~--!F:,._;-;~:~ .. 31ki-i· 
,· .· .···:. ... 

DEMONSTRATION PROJE~J" _ .- . 
. .. . 

. ··.,_ ·. ·· ... ' . . : ~· . ·-:-

' -
. __ CQDE9041-:CHILDCARE PILOT PROJECT, _.,._, · '·.,- ................... ,, . -~· . ;, -... :.· .. · '· .. ·. 

Includes activities performed within-the following-29 participating· project-~~-,"-··· 
counties: Butte;;iet;::al ,;. [a 'con sortiuJll::ok14~rutl?U'Jorthern.8aliforn ia <..l.1,;ef~· :~-'TY"; 

-counties], Contra Costa, El Dorado: Humooldt; Kefn;· Mendocino; -- - '.---- ·:- -
Monterey, Napa, Placer, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego, San 
Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Shasta, and Sonoma. This project will focus 
on necessary training and teaching basic child care and safety to 
CalWORKs recipients. The expected outcome is the ability for these 
recipients to serve as in-home license exempt or In-home licensed, child 
care providers. 

'o -. 'o 
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~'-,~ _:_·::~:_::::;:~_~;"fC; -~:!-:,;; !.':)~:::~~=-=~~;:=:.~~:r.·""""'-4_~ ... -...... :-.. 1"-*7 

v 
NONWELFARE FUNCTION. : . 

-.. _-' PROGRAM, cooe):>ESCRIPTIOt:J -
-. 3101 '· . ,· -~- -.... 

· .. ·. : . 
. ·.. . . ·' . . ·. ,:_ - - ' ·. ~ . 
:-:~-: ... ; < ·. . ,., .. ·.· -

. ._·. 

. . . ~ ; --_: . __ . . . :: . : : .. -. '• :• .. - .. ,• . -_: ... ~·:' . "' . ' ' - . . - . . ' . : ~ ...... . · .. '. -·-·· . . . - ' : ~- . . 

. . ,. . : ·..,;::.,_'.~;~~·;· o:_~;,_~~: ~;- ·_;;~·~. ::~ ~"";".,CC~.,_,;,,~-~ '.-/j.:'f"~~::..~!·~~;,;;.:~:' .:._;..:-.~..;..,~;;--:!~ 

A~y ac.tivity re1a.ted to a nonwelfare program:· cSsts"o(nonwe1tare-progriim··aetivities-, ----=- '- -

may be identified to this function or as an Extraneous Cost on the CEC. If claimed to - · 
the nonwelfare function, then all associated overhead costs are allocated to c6unty-
only funding. If claimed as extraneous, then County Welfare Departments (CWDs) 
must apply the appropriate indirect cost rate to these nonwelfare costs. 

TIME STUDY STAFF 

Casework and support staff performing those activities in support of nonwelfare 
programs administered and/or operated by the CWD must record time to nonwelfare. 

NONWELFARE PROGRAMS 

Examples of nonwelfare programs include, but are not limited to, Public Guardian and 
Veterans Affairs. 

State established Nonwelfare codes are: 

CODE 8051 NONWELFARE PROGRAMS 

This program code is to be used for those nonwelfare programs that 
benefit from county EDP operations/costs. -

CODE 8061 NONWELFARE PROGRAMS - NON-EDP 

This program code is to be used for those nonwelfare programs that do 
not benefit from county EDP operations/costs. 

·CODE 7001 GENERIC 

Includes time spent by caseworkers performing general administrative 
activities that .essentially provide a department-wide benefit such as 
developing a manual on casework procedures. Also include time spent in 
training, conferences, or staff meetings when the subject has department­
wide benefit or cannot be identified to a specific program. This code is not 
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::::;~:7·:;:·:-:-'°~~=:--:-::·-···:::-,-.-::---:--:to·b-erusedwlian-performin·g·case ~anagement activities, which contlr:iue 
:=~·, .... ,,.:-,:-.-"'" ·'"-"''' · · "·-' ".:··_., .. ,_-.,-._ to·be ·recorded to··the associated program. 

·.·_ ... 

,.·.: . 

· .. : . . . . .. .. .··_. -· 

. . . . . ... 
···-··••Ht••~••• .. ~• ·~--• '••1 • 
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e. VI 
·•STAFF DEVELOPMENT 

· PROGRAM CODE DESCRIPTION . 
. · ' .· . ' j',;aj(l~,::,;:.:;.;·~~~~;:, .7:;;;,;-:;.;_~··,2~.: ' 

. ·:. ·,. 
. -.• •.·.·' 

· ... · ... 
,·; .. · .. 

. . . ..': 

" - ... .. ' ~.'::-· .. : .. -. : : ' 
...... ·· 

.. 
·-:~:-::.:..::'~~-~E~:::..'..~ : :::i··· : ;-.- _ .. ,.,.,. ~...:..:::.:-.~.·~r;::::.=.::·::~-:--

Staff dev_eloprrient personnel are required to complete a continuous time study .. _In . 
addition·, part-time staff must record time spent performing staff.development activities 

· on a continuous basis as well. 

TIME STUDY STAFF 

A. Trainers, their first-line supervisors, and non-supervisory training 
coordinators time study to staff development all activities th.at are 
specified in the county's AnnuafTraining Plan. For staff not 
assigned full-time, the non-staff development time is recorded as 

B. 

·casework or administrative activity in accordance with the Support 
Staff Time Reporting Plan (SSTRP)_. 

Clerical staff, who are assigned to support the staff development 
unit, record this time to1Staff Development Support on the DFA 7. 
For those staff who also provide support to non-staff development 
units, the non-staff development support time is recorded in 
accordarice with the SSTRP, and as a result, their salaries and 
benefits are prorated between the Staff Development Costs and 
other applicable cost pools. 

C. Second-line staff development supervisors who are assigned to ttie 
staff development unit record their time to Staff Development 
Support on theDFA 7. If not assigned solely to staff development, 
the non-staff development time is recorded in accordance with the 
SSTRP, their salaries and benefits are prorated between the 
Support Staff Costs and Staff Development Costs pools. 

D. Staff Development Trainees do not time study.to staff development. 

.1. Caseworkers attending induction training or full-time training 
of at least four consecutive weeks do not complete any time 
study. 

2. Caseworkers in continuing training record the time to the 
benefiting program as a casework activity; generic training is 
recorded as generic: · 

b .. 
'o 
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. . . . . 

_____ -_;..;,.:;,,_ .. ,,-.:;::~_;"_--_ ::__: ___ ,,~o-:' .. ::.:__ - -_ - : - '' -·--- ' -- : __ _,_._~ -__ ,_:: c·o-c ... c.·::c .:-=--e 
3. ~~·-ID:.SST~f:U:~g\.fflties;-~_dministra_tive.:<1_11d clerical staff record · .· _ 

time for program or function-related training to the level· 
. -~- .. _- approved in the-SSTRP on ttie su·pport Staff Tlnie Report; · ' · 

':· generi_c training is recorded as generic. · .. ' ' ' . ' . 
. ·.. ·. ,_ . . ... · . . . : . . ~ . . ~. : : . . . '• ·. . . ,. .. ·. . ' -·· . 

.. . ·. . . 
TIME "STUDY INSTRUCTIONS · . . .. " -:· . ,. . ... ~· .. .-. . .. . .. · ... ' ;_ ... ~ 

Staff devel~pment activities include planning, needs assessmer:it, course desigri, . 
presenting .training, monitoring and evaluation. Staff development activities are .. . . 

. . identified to three categories:- function, specific program, or generic.: Identify a-ctivities to -
the· category based on the following definitions: 

A. Function: The training activity relates to a function but Is not 
specific tci one program within the function: 

1. Social Services-General 

2. CalWORKs - General 

3. Other Public Assistance - General 

4. Child Care - General 

5. Nonwelfare - General 

6. Generic 

8. ·Program: The training activity relates to one or more speclfic 
programs which can .be Identified. For example, CalWORKs 
ellglblllty worker Induction training covers both the Food Stamp and 
CalWORKs programs, the training activity is prorated between the 
tWb programs based on-· the training time spent in each program 
area. Activities are recorded to programs using the appropriate 
four-digit code; refer to the Program Code Description for each 
function to obtain the appropriate code. 

C. Generic: The training activity does not relate to a particular function 
or program. Some examples of Generic fraining subjects are time 
management, supervising techniques, civil rights, first aid, and 
stress reduction. -

-. 
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e. 
V 11 · ~:·~;·-~~ . 

. ,· -:. 
.·- .. , -

ELECTRONIC DATA PROCESSING.(EDP) •· · ..... ·• .•. 
· · :·· - .. ··->·: PRo.GRANf Go.o~:·oEScR·1~!10N~::~ _:_. .!·:. :·:·---~:-. ·.-- . _ .. 

. ~ :. . ' , . . . . .· 3/01 ... ·_ : . ., .... 

;,..;.,~~·."':::""~='.··.:.~ •. _.:;:;··:;..."';.":::''.·'-.' _.. <· ,.,:'::·o;.-::::; ,..,,.·,,~-~•!: :''~'' ':~· ~ 
• __ , ,,", ••• •' ': •·-· -:·••• ·:·:"••-•••M-••·•:--','::''"'''•••-':•;...,• .. ·•O•••·•·-·•-••,•- •:•·-·-- -··--··---·-·••: ··-

CountY welfare department employees who ar·e assigned to perform EDP activities on 
a temporary or permanent basis will record time as specified. Eligible EDP activities 
include: analysis, feasibility and system studies, system design, development, 
programming, implementation, and maintenance. 

Electronic data processing staff and firi:;t-line EDP supervisors 1,Nho perform these 
EDP activities will record time to the developmental or maintenance and 
operations (M and 0) category, as applicable. These staff must complete 
continuous time studies. 

Other CWD staff who are temporarily assigned to perform EDP activities will 
record their EDP time to the developmental category only. Their non-EDP time 
will be recorded, as applicable, to those activities in accordance with the Staff 
Support Time Reporting Plan (SSTRP). Both the EDP and nori-EDP time must 
be recorded on a continuous basis in order to capture the total hours worked for 
the day. · 

Administrative and Clerical staff who are assigned to support the EDP unit record 
this time to EDP Support on the DFA.7. For those staff who also provide support 
to the noncEDP units, the non-EDP support time is recorded in accordance with 
the SSTRP, and as a result their salaries and benefits are prorated between the 
EDP and other cost pools. 

TIME STUDY INSTRUCTIONS 

County welfare department staff are required to record their EDP activities as M and 0 
· or developmental. · 

Mand 0: 

Activities are recorded to the program, function, or SAWS project, if the EDP 
activity benefits one specific program, function or one SAWS project. ·If the 
activity benefits· more than one funCtion, the aCtivity is recorded to Generic. 
-Record activities to these designators: 

.. .. 
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A. Social Services 83 . SAWS E. Nonwelfare 
81. CalWORKs· -.. . C;;- Other'Publlc,Asslstance" •$;·,Generic"'''~"'; ·'""'"'i'<:.::. 
82. Central Data Base SAWS o·;-:::·'Chlld·Care'!0'.'.:.:~'.'·.":'1~·07.''-'!'•·' •G;.o,·:Oirectcto~Proaram''"-""" 

. . -· .. --· ...,_,,,_-._ • ..- •• ''"'°r-1... Ir.> ..• ·.-·---~- •. <--\~.....o• .~ ...... , ~'"">~'<••·-''' ... ,...'"""'-~~·...-· 'L:;.\~-1,f:!~ ............ •"'--•~•C• •"•·""'°'' 
~--i··-;r·...;:~~;- .. ;·:.:-.:o.. ,, .-·-:: ·:·:·:.· ... -~·-;.;_ - ~ :..,,-._ -.-:--·,-: .. ·1· .. ,·+r;;~--=-··,.-r-~· .··-....-::.~-·':"· .,._. •· .. ;·.:~- -.-::;.;,·.:·.:·~·-

Developmental Projects: .... · 
- -.. ,._ : .. ·. · .. 

·;: .. 

~ •. ·. :·, .... 
... , . 

Activities or P~~chas~ .of .Service benefi~irig developmental pr.~jects are ri;;corijed . ·· 
to the project number, project title, and/or program ·code. . . 

e 
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VIII 
SUPPORT STAFF -­

TIME REPORT INSTRUCTIONS 

.. ·~·· •. 
'312001 -. , ... 

-: . .-.·,:, "-· .. ··.,_. 
., .. 
~ ' - ' .. - . . .'· . 

. •' ; . ~ ·•. -. ·- . ... - .. ·. ,• .•. ·· ... 
" -

1'. 
'•' ··; _: . - . - . .. .... . . ~ ~ 

-•. ·"'i' ~it~ti iif~c;-uir~ci to. corl1p1et~ s~~i?c»ri ~t~ft: Tim~ Re!lciii. ,cii=A-~h' --· · .. · · --· · ·-
.··; .... 1; 

'o 

The DFA7I~E~~!!1P!E:Jte~-·~y;a!l;:countywelfare department (CWD) support staff who.-. _. 
perform department_ administrative support, program adrnini~trative support, and clerical 
support, identified in the Support Staff Time Reporting Plan (SSTRP). In non-SSTRP · 
counties, CWD support staff complete the DFA 7 if they perform: direct service delivery, 
electronic data processing (EDP) support, staff development support, nonwelfare 
activities, or direct-to-program/functions. -

Support Staff Salary Pools 

A. General Administrative Support: Staff (includes both 
management/supervisory and clerical) who perform activities having 
department wide benefit, or who are not in direct support of casework staff. 

B. Program Administrative Support: Administrative staff who predominantly 
support casework staff. 

C. Clerical Support: Clerical staff who are predominantly in direct support of 
casework staff. 

II. Benefiting Level 

A. Generic: Activities of unit staff typically have department wide benefit. 
B. EDP Support: Staff who are organizationally assigned to support an EDP 

office on a full- or part-time basis. The salary of Individuals reporting time to 
EDP support will be reported on the DFA 325.1A, EDP Cost Detail Schedule. 

C. Staff Development Support: Staff who are organizationally assigried to -
support a staff development office on a full- or part-time basis. The salary of 
individuals reporting time to staff development support will be reported on the 
DFA 325.1C, Staff Development Schedule. 

D. Nonwelfare: Staff who supports nonwelfare activities. 
E. Function(s): Activities of unit staff are identified to one or more of the 

functions individually. 
F. Multifunction: Activities of unit staff are identified to combined functions. 

There are now 25 combinations offunctions. Staff should write on their time 
studies the functions they support. 

G. Direct Service Delivery (DSD): The DSD codes listed below are for use by 
staff who provide·services to clients on a full- or part-time basis. The salary of 
individuals who perform DSD will be reported on the DFA 325.1 B, Direct Cost 
Schedule. -

'o 
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.-:: .. ·. - . . •'• .· ·' 

H. - Dir~t-,to~Progra;:fi'.Fo~ctions: Acti~itie~iifiJ_Ef~tqdiec:i-tq_fµf1cti9~/p[ggr:~m§_-:.bY~~ - . 0_0~&~; 
recording' the applicable alpha-numeric support staff,codes~wh1ch:are"hsted;~i''O-: ___ · - W ~ 

· . be10W.~~~~~~~:;;·:-_~:':::>..:..,~:;::H~:~f:;:.:~.~ ·. ;-: _ ·::~"'"~~~:t:·.~~-~ 1 ~-~::· - ____ •• ,-~~ ~-·.:.:.~:;.;£::".:.::_":;.,. t-~::·~=§:_~.'.:-;. 

- Ill. Nonwelfare Support Time 
~ ·: : . .. . . ··-: ··- .... ·· : . . . . 

. ~ ... ..... 
_.- __ Support ~taff salary, benefits- and overh_ead cpsts (as,d~termined tiy the indir~ct 
- . cost ratefwillbe identified fo the DireCt Ccistpool when·ttiere;are n0casi3Wo"rk - • __ - -

hours for the nonwelfare program. Counties shall re-port no.riwelfare support costs, 
wherJ ~here are casework hours, to.the Nonwelfare Function to _allow for ... _ 
appropriate distribution o~ allocable costs. 

IV. Completing the DFA 7 

A. Check the appropriate box to indicate the worker's classification: 
General/Direct-to Program/Function management/supervisory or clerical, 
EDP support, or staff development support A worker may have more than 

· one classification. 

B. - If a worker is recording time to the program level, enter the program code 
from the appropriate function Program Code Descriptions and record on· the 
generic DFA 7. 

C. Record travel and continuing training time to the program or function level 
approved in the SSTRP. Travel and training time having a department-wide -
benefit, or cannot be identified to a program or function will be recorded as 
generic. For staff not included in a SSTRP, record this time to time study 
code used for all other customary activity. 

D. Time Study Staff 
o Complete the DFA 7 on a daily basis throughout the month. 
o Check Time Study box. -

E. Time Certification Staff -
o Record nonallocable time daily; record total allocable time at the end of 

th_e month only. 
o _Check the Time Certification box. 

At the end of each time study month, each first-line supervisor will attest to the accuracy 
of the time studies and certifications completed by employees in their uriits by signing 
the designated line. 

V. Time Reporting Instructions for First-Line Supervisors 
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1 ... 

First-line supervisors may certify the time spent supervising_ their unit if their staff certify.· 
· · If their staff time study, they must prorate their~supervisory time~based on the allocable 

time reported by the unit staff. ' -·"_:-:-_-: ___ ----_.;~,,- :~.''": .. : :·.':"·:-- ~--" -···''"· 
.~·. ·~~:.!.'.!:\.....:. ...... .,,..., .. ,~.;;:.:.· 

·.·.\(I. ; Time Reporting for .Second-Line Supervisors through Directors . 

' -
•.' . .:·_~e~o~d-li~-~---s~-p·e~;s~r~_~nd a6q~_e .. wil;· ti·ry)~ --~t~d~tfim~ ·.~e~Wy.:as:·:~.~-~ci~e; in the·. 

SSTRP. Please refer to General Time Study Instructions. - -- · - · · · · ·.· · · .: ' · -· · .. 

., 
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. . . . 

l 

.... ,·.- . 
SOCIAL SERVICES FUNCTION ··. --· . .. · . 

··-·. ·PiN - · 
.-.- ... 

101060 
.. 102060 

103003 
103260 
103360 
104160 
108060 
113060 
114003 
115003 
117003 
138060 
141003 
144103 
144203· 
144303 
144403 
146068 
147103 
147203 
147303 
147403 
148103 
148303 
148403 
154003 
159060 
168003 
175003 
179003 

. 184003 
515060 
516060 
569060 
570060 
573060 
574060 

'o 

.' ;:_·~--::.' ~ -

. D SD,;:,·:,:,.;:_;. ._-.:_:;:.--~"~';-,:. 
DSD 
Transportation 
DSD 
DSD 
DSD 
DSD 
DSD 
Transportation 
Transportation 
Transportation 
DSD 
Transportation 
Transportation 
Transportation 
Transportation 
Transportation 
Direct Costs 
Transportation 
Transportation 
Transportation 
Transportation 
Transportation 
Transportation 
Transportation 
Transportation 
DSD 
Transportation 
Transportation 
Transportation 
Transportation 
OSD 
OSD 
080 
OSO 
OSD 
DSD 

·.·. 
... : ... ..• . 

: . -. . . . . .. ~ ~· . . 
Program -

•· .. ..-. -~-.-.,_- , .. _. ~-~- .• ··-··. . .: ':.·.:_~::·..-.,·-_7"7_". •1-: ·:·: --- . ~"":'-=-:~·::· ; .. :.... __ ~ ··-:--.r·.~~·-·-. '.""":':~;:.·~-~- :;-· ";' _ ...... _·;=-~-;· -

IH SS•W elf are ... $ ta ff :Se rvice,Provid ers~~::'Y!'~· "~'. ~~::,~':';';- '.".:::- · 
IHSS-Skilled Professional Medical Personnel (SPMP) 
IHSS-HR/Personal Care Services Program (PCSP) 
IHSS-Supported Individual Providers (SIP) PCSP 
IHSS-SIP-HR 
IHSS-SIP-NON HR/NON-PCSP 
IHSS-PCSP 
CSBG-SPMP 
CSBG-HR 
CSBG 
Adoptions-Case Management 
CWS-SPMP 
Refugee Resettlement Program (RRP)/CSBG Services 
CWS-HR/Emergency Response (ER) 
CWS-HR/Family Maintenance (FM) 
CWS-HR/Family Reunification (FR) 
CWS-HR/Permanent Placement (PP) 
CWS-Services/Nonfederal 
CW S-Cou rt-Related/ER 
CWS-Court-Related/FM 
CW S-Court-Related/FR 
CWS-Court~Related/PP 
CWS-Case Management/ER 
CWS-Case ManagemenUFR 
CWS-Case Management/PP 
CWS-Case Management-Voluniary Foster Care Program 
FPP-SPMP 
FPP-HR 
FPP-Counseling/Nonfederal . 
FPP-Case Management: Foster Care 
ILP"Ser.vices 
FPSP-Family Preservation Services 
FPSP-Family Support Services 
APS Response 

. APS Case Management 
APS HR-Response 
APS HR-Case Management 
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- . : 

. ·-. ( ~-. 

578160 

--- •''. 

-409803 
451203 
468003 

DSD 'Extended Voluntaiy Administration: 
- ' 

: ~ !·s=.~~::-~~~~~~~::~·~~2~~.£ ~=.:2~:.:~·~j~~~~~~~. 
-.·.r--:-n,p:;_.·.i ...... ;:··, • _ ·: • .. -'· .:. ··;;.";:,.:.-

Dir'~Ct'Servlce .oeiivery (DSDl C~d~;-{'~·~~tlnu~ci)"." 
'• •'I.·.;.-

. ·:: ·: :. ': : ' ' .-. . .. -' ._ - - . : ' :· ; -~ . 
.· : . . ~ •. -~ : 

. .. _·-- ·:. . - .-· - :· . ':'· 
. _ .... ··• ·.: __ · . .. : ··· .. . - . ,_:·.~ 

: .- .. 
'._. .. . ,. ;,-,. . :· .... · . -.. _ .... 

. .··--·· .. · .. ·-· 

Pr6'qrari1 · · ·>: 
; 0·:",.-.;b_- ~'7-.­

-· Tra~sp~rtation~­
Transportatlon 
nansportation · 

_· Welfare-to-WoiK(WTWf''""-·----.,., c·,-:-_-~---,-------- - - -

Nonfederal WTW - · · 
Food Stamp Employment and Training 

_'{" .. ·• ,·,··:.r ."1'.!.'.i;·~ .. ,:' ' ·-~~t···•:)\'.r,' 

OTHER PUBLIC WELFARE PROGRAMS FUNCTION .. ;-~· " 

'o 

PIN 

'' ·- -211025 
215060 
217060 
349060 

.,. 
~r: ~ 

;:. ··-, -:-~ .. 

Food Stamp Issuance 
-DSD 
·oso · ./ 
DSD 

.,i 

'o 

- ·~ • ;-"* 

Program 

Food Stamp Issuance 
Medi-Cal"' -.:-1 ,, -

CMSP/Non-RRP/CHEP 
Medi-Cal Section· 1931 · · ···· 

: -·-

~· 

-· ';._ 

~ . . -:. ~ ~· ... 
·;· .. . - \ .-. 
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. ~·· -~ ... 

'o 

Direct-to-Program/Function Alpha-Numeric· Codes 

·SOCIAL SERVICES FUNCTION 

. : ·.· 

Prevlou·s ·Program : 
. Coda· .• t-

-- . -.· ., ... ·.·. 
New Title . 

: ..,.., ... - .. ·. 

-- c6da/Titie 
.·. - '.-· 

. ~ ' .. 
A1 · IHSS '- ·.· 
. , ·.. . ·. iH·ss~?cspfi.;iori r1·i:f'· . 

A2. 

A3 

A4 

A5 

A6 

A7 

AB 

A9 
A11 

A12 

. IHSS-Non pCSP/Non HR: · 
CSBG 

CSBG-HR 
CSBG 

Adoptions 
Adoptions-Case Management 
Independent Adoptions 
Adoptions~Training 

SSl/SSP Out-of-Home Care 

RRP 

cws 

RRP -CWS 
RRP - Unaccompanied Minors 

CWS - Eligibility Determination 
CWS- HR 
CWS - Training 
CWS - Services Nonfederal 
CWS - Court Related Activities 
CWS - Case Management 

.· ..... "• ._., .. 

CWS - Case Management Voluntary 
Foster Care Program 

Non-EA Emergency Response 

. . . -

A2 

A3 

A4 

A5 

A6 

Early Periodic Screening, Detection, and A7 
Treatment 
Foster Family Licensing AB 

Foster Family Licensing 
Foster Family Licensing-Training 

Licensing - Day Care A9 
FPP A11 

FP_P - HR 
FPP - Training 

· FPP - Services 
FPP - Case Management-Preventive Services 
FPP - Case Management-Foster Care 

ILP . . A12 

!LP - Case Management 
ILP - Services . 

400 

-.·,: . 
· sam·e. · · .. 
. . ... ·103 :··, 

same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

104 
----
114 
115 

117 
118 
125 
135 

140 
142 

143 
144 
145 
146 
147 
148 

154 
110 

Same 150 

Same 
155 
158 

Same 157 
Same 

Same 

168 
174 
175 
177 
179 

182 
184 

w: .. ' 

i . 

L 

--

e 



. . 

A14 Emergency Assistance (EA) - CWS: ~:.;=-==·:·J~0.~0_-=:~_~,~-~A1.4:-::;~_::;s:Same _ 
EA~ Services - - 513 
EA- Eligibility . . . . . . . . . 223 

A 19 · ·CW~ :.: Minor Pare_ntl.1.1vestigaJi~Q?,~(MRlt(l\l?,;,9_D_B.),~:-;:..~~-?:'<:~~J:_9.7;,.,~=~$ame 544 .. 
A20 CWS ~MPS _·. - - . · . .-·. .. _ - A20 Same !)42 

· · -_. · ·,ti.21· - · .' : tHs·s· ~ cssG·-- . .- -. · · · ·.··<. ··.'" . ·. _. ··- - ~ · ·· . No prior number ·. : 330 · 
.· A22 - AB'2129-Foster P.·arent Recruitment ·-- · ·No priormimber "·sos· . : . 

,_._. AZ3 FP.SP "• . - ... ' . . ... .. ' ' •. •, -' -· ·.·. ·'·· 

A25 

A26 
A27 
A28 
A29 

A30 
A31 
A32 
A33 
A34 
A44 
A45 
A46 

.A47 
A48 
A49 
A50 
A51 

~=-d':PSP - Family. Preservation Services> 
F-PSP. - Family Support Services · 

r-"-'".;d•_y.•·:_ · No prior number 
· . No prior number 

Adult Protective Services (APS) · ·: :':"····· .. :·-~--~--

APS- Response · · 
APS-Case Management 
APS-HR-Response 
APS-HR-Case Management 

Extended Voluntary Administration 
Extended Voluntary Evaluation 
STOP Support Staff -over age 18 
IV-E Waiver Extended Voluntary (EV) 
Case Management 
EV Dependency Cases-Court Related 
Specialized Training for Adoptive Parents (STAP) 
Intensive Services Case Management 
Wraparound Se'rvices Case Management 
Family Conference Case Management 
Intensive Services Evaluation 
CWS-Emergency Hotline Response 
Kinship Support Services 
Federal Incentive Funds-Post Adoptive Services 
Options for Recovery-Foster Parent Training 
Options for Recovery-Recruitment 
Wrap-around Services 
MP Wrap-around Services 

No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number · 

No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 

· No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number · 

CalWORKs FUNCTION' 

81 

87 
813 

814 

'o 

New Title 

CalWORKs Eligibility 
Two-Parent Families State-Only 
CalWORKs E_liglbility 
Child/Spousal Support Disregard 
CalWORKs Overpayment · 

Collection (SB 627) 
Cal-Learn Administration 

401 

·o 

Previous 
CodeCTitle 

Program 
Code 

B1 ·AFDC FG/U 614 

No prior number 065 
87 Same 226. 
.B 13 AFDC O/P . 278 

Coflectlon 
814 Same 630 

.:.•,. ·-:· 

_515 
51f:l 

·569 
570 
573 
574 
578 
598 
588 

578 
009 
005 
010 
012 
014 
016 
170 
582 
151 
137 
523 
165 
169 

. ;'. 



,_. -~·--------- -· .-·· 

820 
822 

CalWORKs Program Integrity ····---'~--======NO-prior numtfeT~'ff18 

Initial Eligibility Determination for CalWORKs,. 
~·~~Fooa-StaT'IT[5';=?!1Ef Mecii~Cal'P-rograms No prior nupib~L. __ 61 S 

823 •, Nonfe'deral'CalWOR_Ks Eli,gibllity · . . , · 
.. . ' 824. ' CalWORKs 1i;:vs .; ..... ~- '. - ' 

· · 825 : " CalWORKs Systenfatic Ali_eri'Verificatiori 

. . . No, prior number''' 616 
No prior number 204 . . . .. - . .. . · ... ·,,. 

. ·. t:-Joprlor n't,1n;iber :. 26·9_ -. : , -.' _._. ' .. , . .>' ,· fo_(Entitl_em~n.t~, (9~V_E)-_p:rogram 
826 . Cal-Learn' Case Management., - ,_ .. , No prior number. 617 . 

Nb prior number 631 ____ _ 827 CalWORKs Transitional Services -· - ____ ,,_ 

, 828. _ CallJl.IORK!? -:·J~Lfy1E1_tct:i (SB 1556) ... . , , 
· 829 CalWORKs Fraua-· --·-.. , . , 
830 Nonfederal CalWORKs Fraud-

831 
832 
833 

834 
835 

Welfare Fraud Investigators (WFI) 
Federal CalWORKs & Food Stamp Fraud (WFI) 
Nonfederal CalWORKs & Food tamp Fraud (WFI) 
Early Fraud Detection/Prevention -

(EFD/P) - Federal CalWORKs (WFI) 
EFD/P - CalWORKs and Food Stamp (WFI) 
Welfare to Work (WTW) 

WTW Pre-Assessment 
WTW Assessment 

WTW Post-Assessment: Community Services 
WTW Post-Assessment:· Other • 
WTW Post-Assessment: Vocational Education 

. Nonfederal WTW · 
WTW State Only Two-Parent Families: 

No prior numl:;>er - 610-:--· 
, _No prior number 3Df · 

No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 

305 
315 
320 

No prior number 340 
No prior number 342 

No prior number · 620 
No prior number 624 
No prior number 621 
No prior number 622 
No prior number 623 
No prior number 451 

·, Pre Assessment No prior number 678 

836 

837 
838 
839 
840 
8~1 
842 
843 

·o 

WTW State Only Two-Parent Families: Assessment No prior number 681 
WTW State Only Two-Parent Families: 
Post-Assessment-Community Services 
WTW State Only Two-Parent Families: 
Post-Assessment-Other · 
WTW State Only Two-Parent Families: 
Post Assessment-Vocational Education 

Nonfederal Cal-Learn 
Nonfederal Cal-Learn-Eligibility· 
Nonfederal Cal-Learn-Case Management 

Employment Readiness Demonstration Project 
SUCCESS Evaluation 
CalWORKs Evaluation 
CSA Demonstration Project 
STATE-ONLY CAL-LEARN 
NCP Demonstration Project 
CalWORKs Case Management 
Two-Parent Families State-Only 
CalWORKs Case Management 

·o 
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No prior number 679 

No prior number 682 

No prior number 680 

No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior numb,er 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 

640' 
641 
635 
643 
646 
040 
026 
629 
663 

No prior number 066 

m 

·'"'--~--. .. ; . <"" ~ .. , ... ~ 

.. • ... 

·i -~· -~. . I . 
' 



· .. : ... 

a 

844 
. 845 

Information and Refeirral~.:·::.·•c --. .' ---.-.-:·-~.--- -···--··· 
ca1woRKs NonfederaLcase-ManageiTieiit.-

No prior number 664cc~ 

No prior number 665 
Lega1 Allens .. · _;..,.,, ... ,,,. · 

. ~ .. ···. - ·~ .. ·. _- . . '···· ~. 

. '-" : 
. : . .. -.. .' ... ·. •'.'• .. :... 

..... ., - ··.·. ·.· 

::.·,"."Code··.· · ..•. Nev/Title·: ·: ·.· :·.:.·. •.. ·,. - - ' .... , .. ·.: ..... 
·'Previous : 

· · ·code!Title ·. · 

,:·,· 

·. ·-

··-Pro.gram 
··coda··.,-.·· 

" '''-· .... ~ ,_, .... ·:-. . . . . ·: ....... .. ..-.. -· .:~~- . . ~··~· .. n-u-·~ ·:-~··,."'.:-:-:f-;;-~·":"-:-1:·~·:;.:.-:;--::-":..• ;~.~--;-,-'."\·: 

. C11 . Food Stamp lssu,am;:_e:·-· :, :;:,,..,~- -~,;·:r.;-71"'c.:,;=cc.•:_::::+:,, .. ·. Ne> ·prior number 211. .• ~,!,~.-··:::-··-~::c· 
C12 · ·co~nty·Medicai Servic,es Pmgi:am Non-R;RP/CHEP .·No prior number· 217 
C 13 · Temporary Assistance for Needy Families..:. 

Probation - Eligibility 
Child Support 
Adoption Assistance Program 
Foster Care Eligibility 

C14 
C15 
C16 
C17 
C19 
C20 
C21 
C22 

Foster Care Eligibility- Voluntary Program 
RRP - Medical 
Refugee Employment Social Services 
Refugee Targeted Assistance 
Refugee Cash Assistance/ 

. " Entrant Cash Assistance Program 
C23 Other County Only Program/ 

General Relief (OCOP/GR) 
C24 OCOP/GR - Non-EDP 
C25 · Food Stamp Employment & Training Program 
C26 · Non Assistance Food Stamps (NAFS) Eligibility 
C27. NAFS - IEVS . 
C2B~ SAVE Program NAFS 
C29·. . EFD/P - NAFS 
C30 NAFS Fraud 
C31 EFD/P - NAFS (WFI) 
C32 NAFS - Program Integrity 
C33 NAFS - Quality Control 
C34 NAFS - Jail Match (SB 1556) 
C35 Medi-Cal 

Medi-Cal-Intake 
Medi-Cal-Continuing 

C36 SAVE - Medi-Cal 
C37 Medi-Cal Section 1931 

Medi-Cal Section 1931 - Intake 
Medi-Cal Section 1931 - Continuing 

C38 
C39 
C40 
C41 

Bass v. Anderson Lawsuit 
ABAWDs -Workfare 
ABAWDs - Education/Training 
Cash Assistance Program Immigrants · 

·o 
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No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 

D2S Same· 

219 
225 
230 
345 
613 
350 
478 
480 
351 

352 

D9 
D3 

Same 
Same 

348 
464 

No prior number 343 
No prior number 218 
No prior number 268 
No prior number 275 
No prior number. 310 

. No prior number.· ~41 
No prior number 344 
No prior number 347 
No prior number 611 
No prior number 

215(1) 
215(3) 

No prior number 271 
No prior number 

No.prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 
No prior number 

349(1) 
349(2) 
346 
306 
307 
308 

·.-··r. 

·-·-=-';'-,. 



. ·: .- . 

C42 Special Circumstances:Allowance.f;1rogram No prior number~-245~-~- :c. =- A 
C43. CABf§~-SSl/Naturaliz?tiqn.¢as~"-M.c:ln_~g~_(iJe_rit__:~1_\!''~~t-Jq0prior numbe-r-389~-··· - . - . W 
C44 · T ANF Fiscal Incentives''-· Programs That" .. ,,-"'----,.-·'-· "- - ~.,;,..,,-. ·'-·"""·--.... 

· ·~ . ~Encourage .theJ~onnaticiii;i:md}v1i;!int~nE>~ce - . _ . -~"' "' ""'' , ,,.,,.,;:;i';< -· ... 
· · · · · · of Two-Parent Families..:.. Non~Adrnin .·· .. · · No prior number 090 

· ' ·-" · C45 .:TANf=.-Fiscal lncEintives...;.ProgramsThat · -: ... · 0- · > ... · · ··. • · 
. . · ; . Provide Assistance to Neiedy'Families-Non~Admiri ... 'No pi-ior number 091 .•. 

t4a:· ·· TANF Fis¢a.f lnce'nti\ies~Pr6g'fa!-ns rii·at Erid" · :-·,.· .. = · · · · · ·· · · • .. .. · -· · · 

Dependence .. of-Needy Parents~ Non~Admin No. prior riumber: 09_2:· -=~.. . 
C4 7. TAN!:; FiscaU1:11;:entives .:., R~ognuns that Pr~vent .or N. 

0 
p' r·ior .·n'u'-m'-' Ce":---r·_•,".0.,:9~.-.;3·-;r •. ·-•;;,;· ·.:: .: , .. 

··Reduce Oul-of~Wedlo.ck·Pre~ir.ianci~s - Non-'Admin o · ·' 
C48 TANF Fiscal Incentives - Programs That Encourage 

the Formation and Maintenance of 
Two-Parent Families - Admin · No prior number 094 

C49 T ANF Fiscal Incentives-Programs That Provide 
Assistance to Needy Families - Admin · No prior number 095 

C50 TANF Fiscal Incentives-Programs That End 
Dependence of Needy Parents - Admin No prior number 096 

C51 TANF Fiscal Incentives - Programs that Prevent or 
Reduce Out-of-Wedlock Pregnancies - Admin No prior number 097 

C52 Kinship Guardianship Assistance Payment (Kin-GAP) 
Federal Program No prior number 030 

C53 Kin-GAP Non-Federal Program No prior number 031 

CHILD CARE FUNCTION 

Previous Program 
Code New Title CodelTitle Code 

D11 Stage One Child Care No prior number 453 
D12 Stage One Transitional Child Care-Other No prior number 900 
D13 Cal-Learn Child. Care No prior number 909 
D14 Child Care-Health and Safety Self-Certification No Prior number 901 
D15 Child Care Truslline No prior.number 902 
016 Nonfederal Child Care No prior number 903 
D17 Child Care Pilot Project No prior number 904 
D18 Stage Two Child Care No prior number 905 
019 Child Care Capacity Building Program No prior number 906 

. 020 Stage Three Child Care· No prior number 907 
021 Child Care and Development Program A10 . Same 160 
022 Nonfederal Cal-Learn-Child Care No prior number 912 
023 · State-Only Cal-Learn Child Care No prior number 611 
024 Two-Parent Families (State-Only) 

Stage One Child Care Program No prior number 036 

.. 
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. . . 

. code 
• l· \--

_.·,Et 
· .. · ··E2· 

-·-''-....---·-'--" ---·------ ----- -

Newtit1e .·· · ·· 
~: . :.· .' . .; :--: ·:-.· .-. ·:_. -; ··:. 

·, 

. Noriw.elfa_re: . ; . . . .... 
· Nonwelfare ~ Non-EDP .· 

Previous · 
· Cod efTitle· ... · 
I,,:•· ., ::- . 

.. ·-" ·- ' ·-· ·-··--· - -···~· 

· Prc)gram 
. ._. Code 

·. ·:· . ; ... 

. Not applicabl~ · ·Not Ap.pli~abie. . 
· · .. ···Not ap.piicab1e· .. ·-. Not AppfiCab1e·· ... ·.·: ·.· · · · 

·. ~·.-·:: : ·.·-· 
• "-•,,.', ,_j,-- ~...:..--.!.:.-....:....· •. : =-------·-·-·--·~~~-..:. ___ ,,,.___:-- ;'.",~-__.:.;; oH.""••;-:,_ 

'o ·o 
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·-=..-·...: 

. . .. · r::~::-

. ~ . : -:·· . . 

.0•=:=:.::~=.-20:::::::=-..:~~=:X•;;;:;, . ..:.,.==o:c·,·.-::~.=~ ·. 
-~ GENERAbTIME,STUDYINSTRUCjJONS~ 
· !r1~~--i°:~:)5.:;?;. .. ~r.::::'.R~Ji_·~-.. 3/01 ,. ·::-·-.---:~-.?.!:i.~:::. ~~~~-

. - ' . ·.· - . 
~r.--r-"o:r:7~ · r~-•. -,,_. o:rr.;:·.__ ., .. ·,,.,.,..,, ... 1,,·,~·.· .. ...., ... , ... ,, .•• ,,•I~::...->••-··•· .. •-:., . 
"="..;;~~·-·- -···~··:~· -.r-: - ·.: • • •··~· • • ·- '" •• • --~.-·' • • •• ••00•7• ·~ :· •-o -••'•TO• 

·, ..... • • . .: •. ! ·.; ·• (. ':. •. 
. ·. •.· --; 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE TIME. STUDY .·. ·. . . . ~ .. · . '.~ -. ··:·· · ... · ·. ·.· . =..:·· 
. . . . 

Complete the time study: on a continuous b?sis throughout.the .. day. · 

·-·-·"'-'-·--..... ..._,_ • ..,., ·=·~..-~~ .. ~ ··-·· , _____ . _____ ..;..;. __ ., 

,; .. 

·.;· .. -.-.; 

--..-.~T""" ····-·""""·-·--·~··.,.··:·-...,."·-···a.o~· ~ .. --··. ·•···• J7~~-··~ • ·-=.-·· _: ............ ;,..... ..... , 
Round hours .. to the·nea~~st~q·~~~te~· ~~~~~.:--.. .-=~--~ ::~. . ·.'~-· ~-::._~; __ · ... · · · 7 • - -···-- '· -~,. • 

Record the total hours worked for each day; do not record overtime (OT) and 
compensating time off (CTO) hours worked in the total hours for the day. When CTO is 
used, record the time to the program or activity that caused the overtime. If the county 
Is unable to track CTO to the program that caused the overtime, CTO may be recorded 

· as nonallocable when used. 

Record travel time to the program with which it is associated. 

Record breaks, dock, furlough, leave without pay time, holidays, jury duty, military 
leave, sick leave, and vacation as nonallocable. Lunch and normal days off are not 
recorded. 

'•, 

Record time spent in continuing training to the associated program; if riot identifiable to e 
a program, record ·as.generic. 

Record quality control/quality assurance and program integrity activities to the 
associated program. 

Record time for conferences and staff meetings to the associated program or function; if 
not identifiable to either, record as generic. 

The total allocable and nonallocable hours recorded for each day must equal the total 
assigned routine work hours as defined by the County Welfare Department (CWD). 

Caseworkers who perform administrative activities, whether full-time or part-time, will · 
record these activities to generic. . . 

First-line supervisors of caseworkers record their nonallocable time and any direct time 
spent on casework activity on a daily basis. Time spent on supervision is allocated to 
the appropriate programs at the end of the time study period based on the allocable 
time of their staff. 

'o 
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-Linda_s._ McMahon, Director : 
Department of Socia1 Services 
744 ''P" Street, MS 17-11 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

San Bernardino County .requests expeditious approval of the County's 
request·_ to ut11 fze a Request for Proposal (RFP) and approva1 of the 
attached RFP. 

The County believes the feasibility of returning to a mixed mode of · 
service de1ivery must be - determined. The RFP was se1ected as the 
appropriate means of making that determination. 

The RFP was selected because: 

1. it wi 11 permit prospective contractors to formulate a program within_ 
the 110% cost 1imitatfons; 

2. it will encourage "originality and effectiveness" (DSS 23-601.23); 
and, 

3. it wi 11 be more advantageo'us to the County and State in terms of 
price and service del fvery. · 

The evaluation factors are spelled out in the RFP. See Section IV, 
pg. 9 and 10 of the attached RFP. 

It is the County•s intent to insure the ·selected proposal will not result 
_ in increased County or State cost to the program. It fs al so expected 

the selected proposa 1 wil 1 result in_ an_ improved service deli very program 
for_both clients and providers of service. 

The primary focus of this RFP is to receive proposals for services to 
non-severely impaired (HSI) clients. If contractors choose to subrni_t 
proposals on the severely impaired (SI) .population, it will be considered 
as secondary to the NS! portion of the proposa 1. This is intended to 
accommodate the limited number of SI clients who prefer· to receive 
services thro~gh the contract mode. 

.. 
·o 
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l• ., ,,_-~, 

., 

:··: :: ... ·. 
.··· ... . .. : ,···· .. ! '• 

.. ,_:: ... 

.. .., ... Th~ San.·.Bernard1no County Board of_ .Supervisors desfres ·an e~rly release 
· -.·.· ·--·: __ , · ....... ; '.::o-f .this ·_RFP~"' ·Please let"ine know as·· soon as "possible_ ·1_f-th.ere '1 ~-·_anythin·g- · · ·. · · 

. :·_ .· , that· can. be done to exped.fte your. approval of. both. th_e use. o·f the RFP 
· · · · . ... pro_cess and. the at:ta.ched .RFP. .... ·. -· · · · . · --

. _· .. · ... :-. .. .. :. -; . ·:: : ~- · ... · . ~--' .. . ,. - . . : . ; ; :. ~- .: -: 

. -·~ -

. t).' zJ'QAi, 
·~~AMES ·ifA_m.l:J · -· '.=·. 

DIRECTOR. 

JF:MG: 11 

cc:· Loren ·Suter; -Deputy D1rec;tor, Adu}t & Fam •. Services 
.. . . 

bee: Jerry Rose 
;-..: ·. 

·.~ 

-; .. 

;·,. 
. ."• ·.·· 

•.'.·:·:-. 

··~ 

.. 
'o ., 
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". ~on ·~ OUFOll .. 11.0-M!ALlH AMC WELP.i.RE AG!MCY 

·= 
· .i' DEPARTMENT' OF· SOCIAL SERVICES 

7llU P Str.eet 1 Sacramento, CA 958111 

... 

·.-: .. ~~-.-~·=·.:·· c·.- -~:-~::: .. - :· ·:. ";~:~:-~·~-~'°''~'···; ~--·". -... -... . . 
. ,..., .. -'-."' J1.1iy , 4, 1986<. ·' •. . . .. · 

. .·~----.?~~~~~~;~'-. _· 
----·-·· 
.--.:~·- ·_·· ::~-.. -~_·· 

. ·: · . 
. ·~.~" '• . - - -: . ' . . . ~ . . .. ; ''-: - . ·.' .· 

· · ·:· · .. Jama·s Fare,. I:ii'r~ot'cir ·' · · .· · . : ··· 
_._, .. 

. • • • •. • . • !. 

:· .l ':. : ' .... ,.-. 

'.::'' 
. . ·~ . ... . . : ' . . 

:· : ·sari ·aer·nardino"coi.lrity Deji'artmerit · '.• ·.· 
_ ··-····-. .. of Social. Services · · ·- .. · :··--.· :· -... 

... 
. ··-. ·-:-~- .':'··.:·-~:·:-'~:i~:S:i:.'·· 

.. ..... 468 Sth street, 2nd floor.. · · 
. -, ·. ·--···:·· · · .. San: Eerriardinc ,.: CA· .. : 92~01 .. ;,,..'.,.~.:-}.':..:::: .. c:·· ._,' · · ... · ~ ... :.'~ ;'~:~·~-~~~i~~-;~,;~:::;,~-~ ~~-:·;,· · .. -:;: 

& . ., 

Oear Mr. Faret 

CONTRACT NUMBS:R: 
CONTRACTORt 
COKTRACT PERIOOt 
TYPE OF SERVICE: 

·CONTRACT MAXIMUM: 

36-C-01 69/90 (PROPOStD ·RFP) 
UNKNOWN· 
PENDING 
IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (IHSS) 
UNKNOWN 

In aooordanoe with the State Department or sooiel ~ervices Manual of 
Polici~s and Prooedures (SDSI MPP) Seotlori '23-610 (o) (1), this is to 
notify you that your initial request to utili:i:e the ReQunt For 
Proposal (RFP) method to select an IHSS oontraot provider is 
inoomplete, Ae deline•ted in SDSS MPP section 23-610 (b), the 
Invitation For Bid C!FB) method or procurement 11 ,,, must be used, 
unless 'the County document& the RFP,..zn&thod i;i~;_pz:-9cur,ement 1s mo~ 

) odvonta1Jecn.u1, in taMDa :or pr1oo lliicfcsa·rvioe·dalivl:lry.~~ before starting 
the procurement process," Your letter or June 29, 1988 1 did not 
provide documentation S'UbatanthUng your rationale for· utilizing .the 
RFP method of procurement, 

Al tho"Ugh you z:i~X ~~ .. &!:'.!l,rt!~, .. ~p~rJ.v~~--to us~ .. the RFP method of' · f 
procur:e.lllent, ~{~~?~~~'no0rporoto-tha use cf' tho IHSS Hodol . 

. Contr.9.~fi wi thl'~1~\:rs overall scope of the RFP aa 18 currently di;ine with 
IFB's. rcr your conven1ano~·m copy or an updat~d IHSS Model Contrect 
is e_nolcliled. 

Once we reoaivo ~ ccmplato rei:iuest, we will. notify you of our decision 
within ~5 days of -its reoeipt. I assure you that we will do all.we 
can to process your request in a timely fashion, I have included an 

. outline which del:l.'naato.a turnaroun4 timea a_s required ·in SDSS l'IPP . ·' 
Section 23-600 et.seq, · Boaod· on cur 0xperienoo in tho110 D\.lltter1, we 

\ bel1ova that n July 1, 1969 oontr11ot oo!Jlllurncement data is feaUblo, 
or oouroe, ~uooa~s will depend on a cooperative effort by slit as well 
as the avQidanoe of lengthy appeals. 

'o 
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• .. l .. 

.. 

... 
I 

Jt~1, ;iura1.iant. t.c :ny oon11era11•.1ut1 w11.h you on the: t.asi_c .~o.ce.~~~?o~,.·.:,, ...... :~. · 
-cr-1 ~er!Pl, .. · .t. . .-.. l:>lli::ticirt v or :f\'U" c1rore-nrl'-·roncr·~t!i'Alt?J?11, ... r,;,'f-

v 11t.r. t.~~~ .c: :'ife?W'DY"eif i'a f":'CC: st}~unnot''"ti~~~1fioriitm'~-~~~,r --: 
;, tho t~ · · · ,~\~ft'~l~t._Y.\~._ull oca_~i.~f! . on, J·"e .. ?~~.~~ .. ·,J?.f~,i:iiJ1u1ilciC.G~ .· . 

. :. 11<111~~--- . .. ,.::,.~~!Y~.~::i~~-'-.prcv1_der.,:r'!:;e~_:;;) ._!\~ :llt~: .. e_oncertn_e( _. 
-_ . _ tt-._a~~b.ti,~i ,. .~ O,!t;,~!?!~.~ ,_t.lll!l~"..!.<lc_~ri:ont. hcu~a net. be red;1,1~~~,-d-~1~-- ~ _ _ __ 

__ " to r.';C!Cfo .. Dtlt ,_,; .:-.'CJ&;~.a- ·i:1111ront~" tha~ ·all' ·rec1p1entu cor,t: m1t• f.(i''rocc1vf .. · -- · 
- - . . . .. . , ·' . - - . - - . -. . . . .. : - . - - ' . . - . . I 

. . . -_ : , ;-_Jho.:J c"r;:ls, ~.r: IJ~r~i.~~' ~"eq•J1 r·od ... ~-(. mat_n~111.i_ri,th0fr e_afe.~y .1n. .. ~.h~Y t'>.\l~ -:··.: 
· -.. hcmc1s-. /; cor11 .1..hortrur}1 rcv.h•w or ·ycur l'il"P w:l.!1 lie ·orlnductce, cn·c_o-.i;:· -
. _. decision -l'ifl$ l 0"ri CDdfl rr.ii;t1rdin(. thi!: use:· Cf \.tie: rrr r.i~tl1_0d r.f_ 

. . - .. 
'• •• \ .• :.· ·~ ... ,.~ ••• :·~;- ··:··:··.- ..... '.·.:, •• •. : •••.• .r" ,! ... ' -.· .. 

fiai;ci-d!oa:i or. th!!' ~lt'thc:o ~·r f.'roewromcr.t i1t~ 1::.at! 1 sho11l d yot: let - fl -
cont.re.ct. ror !I:~, ·.J'I: c.xpeot it to b~ a rull ser\•1oei con~rc~,~-~,.:"1;: Tlildt., 
~~. u.~ e~ntraotor ~!~l cuperviA~ lt& ~rovJdor• ond ror every i~~ , 
oaau .rorarro~ ;o ~he cf'.ln;;ri:c~or, .cne count.y !P cuP.or~·.1sul'.' .. tt~ll .t•ll' lc•-.:.,c 

~ c,j. . 

I hciie you r:i.nr; t.he 1.nftH'l!lBt.J r>n enelc:ied uscrt.:l, ~:'le! \o"1!!h y:i11 :suct;esrr 
ln your endeavor. :tr you !':love questicns l"l"~r.rdin~ the eont~l.!ct; -
,rcea~n or tn~ o~hcr ccntont~ or tnie :ettor, ~lcn~e ccnta:t. ~~ ~~ 
<sio 1:1;r,-e;1.;1r• r.r :1,-. t:.: ?.1-rrr.Ji:u. 1 1 • .::~::.t. :Z.etr\•ii:.~s !:•.:rr.tJ:: i:t. 
(g1G) 3:~-9Q[~. . 

Or1g!~$l Sit.'lei !~1 
tt'irFi:':\ '!),. s·~t~ .... 

Lon CH t, ~~:r.ri 
nGr:-t:ty_ ~i r~::ter 
Adul~ cna F~ully Strvice~ 

i:.C':: 1:.!.l:~;. ~. !'eH/,!!Ot; 
tf! rec::tcr 

f .1-~ (. ; ·~· . :';d t..~j' 

"' B.c.:- 't c r. ... .. !{ee.;~ .. J crdr.•· • ,. ;.i:;p•r; '!;;: rd' 

(1 ... : ~t 

f.1-l) Jt 

(,_, 1~· 

• I ,_, • 
I• A :..,1, 
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-"l . .. - ' ..... :· . _ .. - .. . . -- ..... .. . : : ·. . . \ \1!11/ COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDIN· . 

~-~¢!~~-~ ~~~u!!!~~~~:!:!! .. ~ t~~.,;".:~~:1~rE;:= 
.. : _ : ... . . / ~f IJI\\\\":':'_ :;~Olr,a~t_or 
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. . ' ~- ' .. . ~ . .. .. .. ·;··: .. ·- .'- .. ··. :: .. ., : _ .. , . , .... :, . ·, .:- : '; . ........ :; . .-TDD ,.,..Telephone-Service--': .. '. .. 
.. For The Haering Impaired · 

(714) 387-5036 -
., . ····~"-~ .. . 

- ------· . --~-- -~--'--·-----· --· .•• · ...... ·- •4-••····· 

This 1etter is 1n response to your 1etter of Ju1y 14, 1988 .which indicated San 
Bernardino Cbunty's Request for Proposal · (RFP) is incomplete. ·The fo11o~ing 
info.rmation addresses your concerns. 

Utilization of an RFP 

San Bernardino County be1ieves the use of ~n RFP wi·11 result in a mixed mode program 
which will be more cost effective than one resu1t i ng from the use of an I FB. The 
County does not want to fix the .number of hours, cases, or do 11 ars on which 
prospective contractors are to bid, as is required in an IFB. Rather, the County 
wants prospective contractors to identify,which portion of the c1ient population it 
is most cost effective to serve ~ia the contract mode, a$ the County .has instructed 
contractors in the RFP. The IFB method e 1 i mi nates fl exi bi1 ity on the part of both 
the County and prospective contractors, the RFP method stimulates creativity by 
contractors to design a cost effective program and promotes flexibi1ity by the County 

. in selecting from various proposals. · 

Additiona1ly, uti1izing the IFB method in the past resulted in the selection of a 
contractor whose· bid· indicated all the ·services identified in 30-750 would be 
provided. · However,. once· the co.ntract was signe.d, the contractor identified certain 
services and certain clients as inappropriate for· contract services. Large blocks of 
staff time were spent in negotiating. the issues and intervening on behalf of 
individua1 clients and·providers. The contractor's service hour rate was not reduced 
though they were not providing all the services identified in their bid or in the 
contract. The Col!nty beli'eves the RFP method wi11 reduce this inequity in t~at 
prospective contractors wil1 identify which services they will provide and which 
clients they will. serve, · 

The County will evaluate the individual proposa1s, from both a cost effective and 
service delivery view and compare the hour1y rates of the prospective contractors in 
se 1 ecti ng a proposal • Ti me spent negotiating with · contractors wi 11 be saved and 
i ndi vi dua 1 c 1 i en ts w i 11 benefit ·by not· being shutt 1 ed between the con tr.act and IP 
programs. It is reasonab1e to anticipate that a service delivery program designed ·by 
the people who are responsib1e for it's operation will be more effective than one 
which is imposed. The ere at i vi ty and f 1 ex i bil ity permitted by the RF P may 1 ead to 
cost and service delivery effectiveness . 

., 
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LOREN D. SUTER - 2 -

Model Contract.··· 

- - ...... v···-.:.-~--u.::· ... · .... - --·:··: 

JULY 27, 1988' 

:san Berna~dino County will ·utilize :the Model Contract. The major components of the 
:Mod~l ,Coptr~ct,·:·:ar~ ... contain~ci. . in. the .~FP~ .. i: .. e. definitiqn_s,_ du.ti.es·· and 
resp~n~1b1Ht1es ~f the .coun~?'; the_ c.ontr.acto_r_,· and ·.Joi.nt responsibilities,. general .· 

.. ·: erovi.s·10ns, ·a.nd · f1 seal.· provJs 1 ons • · The· line l~em budget 'found. in ttie ·Mode 1 ·:contract . 
1s the same as _that in· the .R~P. ' · · · · .. · · · · 

... _...... .' ..... :-· .. :. -.-... •,, .. , ........... ·.·,··:.:i··.-.. -~-~-~·-· =···- ·._._: 

It. is ant.icipated, howe~er;· because of the nature of.the. RFP itself, there will be. 
some differen~es in a con~ract r~sulting from the RFP than from one resulting from an 

.... :IFB.-.Thesedi.ffer-ences w.111·.be.in·.the areas of·cl-ients.·served and ... services provided 
·primarily; There may .be other areas where slight differences inay exist.- These· 
changes are permissible, per· ACL 87-145 of October, 1987 which transmitted the Model 
Contract and State regulations .addressing u~e of standardized contracts 

'(MPP 23-604.21). 

County Cost 
i 

We will add language in the RFP, in Section V Pro osal Acee tance Criteria, which 
cl~arly states that the County 1 s actual dollar costs cannot e increase ue to a 
contract resulting from this RFP. 

:. 

County Allocation 

We will add language in the RFP, in Section V Proposal Acceptance Criteria, whir'­
clearly states any increase in the County's allocation on the basis of caseload l'./Ol­
be funded at the· IP rate. This was initially not.our understanding. - However, aft1::. 
receiving All County Letter 88-75, we became aware of this mandate. 

Client Hours Reduction 

We concur with you the level of service bf clients may not be reduced because of a 
mode shift. We have problems mandating in the RFP that client hours· may not be 
reduced due to a mode shift. If any client continues to receive all the services ~o 

· which'they are·assessed, and they receive. them in fewer hours, mandating hours ren . .'1 
the same does not appear to be a reasonable expectation. We believe the contract 
mode may maintain a client's level of service at fewer hours; this may be one of the 
cost benefits to be gained in utilizing the contract mode. 

Full Service Contract. 

·We will indicate in the RFP the contractor will be responsible for superv1srng the 
contract providers. We understand we wi·ll receive funding to retain an IP IHSS 
Supervisor for· every 224 IP mode cases.· 

A revised RFP will be fbrwarded for your review within one week. 

_If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me. 

'o ·o 

JAMES FARE, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SOCIAL SERVICES 

JF:CB:mp 418 
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STATE OF CAllFORNIA-HEAtTH AND WELFARE AGENCY 

- l')EPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SER_VICES · • 
::fl74·4·--P--Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 · 

~i.;.~::/;_: ·:~;;:"~'·;~; }e-p ~-e in b er '.-27 , ·~·-l Q 8 a .. ; .. : .. =-·--·--·- :".: . . . · ... ·. :· -" . ~~ : .. ' .. - '• ;1· ... ,._. r. 

- ·, :· . ··-- · .. _: ' - : ~ ... ~ .. - - . •'. 

·_,: -., 

. : ~ \ ,. ..,.\' . ··. :: ·.-· . :.: .... ~ .. _: .. .._; '. . \ -- .. _: .. :·· ... _ ... . · . .- .. . . ~· ·' .·. :_. ,. •, _; .. , .. -· .... 

Jame-s Fare, Director 
------·-.. ·- San· Be_rnardinci County Department 

·:r:::~~:tc.':· .'C::.'.:c-::::''.'.·~:- -of~. Pub l i c __ Soc i al -. Set.vi c e s: ·., -c:.; .•. 
- - 468 West 5th Streeii 2nd Floor 

San Bernardino, CA 92401 

. ... . .... -·- . .....;.,,;,-,, . ...:.,--·-

Dear Mr. Fare: 

CONTRACT 'NUMBER: 
CONT·RACTOR: 
CONTRACT PERIOD: 
TYPE OF SERVICE: 
CONTRACT MAXIMUM: 

36-C-01 89/90 (PROPOSED RFP) 
UNKNOWN 
PENDING' 
IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (IHSS) 
UNKNOWN 

This is to inform you that your regust to use the Reguest for 
Proposal {RFP) m~tbad to select an IHSS contract provider is 
approved. 

Since your County has already submitted a proposed RFP, we will 
review this procurement document and notify you within 30 days as 
to whether it is complete. If your RFP is found to be complete 
enough for review, you will be notified of its approval or any 
required changes in accordance with timeframes described in 
Manual of Policies and ~foceduies Secition 23-6iO(d). 

As mentioned in our letter of September 6, 1988, any RFP 
considered must contain l~nguage indicating that if a contractor 
cannot deliver all ~ours authorize~ for a particular recipient, 
the County will not assign the case to the contract mode unless 
a) the recipient provi~es ·a written request for a reduction in 
hours to be placed in the contract mode, and b) the County Social 
Worker agreei that a reduction in hours will not jeopardi~e the 
recipient's ability to remain safely-~t home. This ite~ is one 
which we immediately noted_ that must be +ncluded- as a revision to 
your proposed RFP. Additional items· may also be identified :for 
discussion/revision as we progress.through a detailed review of 

.·the document. 

'o .. 
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Sincer'ely, 

ft:fj'}~ A 
LOREN D, SUTER 
Deputy Director 

., .. .. 

: .. ' 

Adult and Family Services 

.. .. 
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. -5~ OF CALIFORNIA--'--HEALTH AND WELFARE AvcNCT . 

.. DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL- SERVICES 

~~.4~_f_ s tr e _et, -- Sa er am ent o, '.·CA: 95-.8t~ 

.·.· . ··<.-- ~ -.: . . - . ~· .· .. 
. ~- .. ·. '. 

. ': 
... · .. 

· ·-- ":·Ja~e;:-:F~:~·e, 'nire{i:to'r · · . .-. ·. · ... : _, ... _ ... . : . :· -· ' ..... · ... ·· .. ;_ ... 

San Bernardino County Department 
. -_of·P-ufrlic Socfal Se'rvices_:-

:.<,.;·-·""..'"•·:--~:;•: 4 6 8 ---·w-e 's t:· .5-t h ·: St:r e e t--f":.- 2 n d·>F loo r-\.:;_. -.... _.,,__.:'-'.''.'.:-."/:,_'.:!-~">···:·"":':<:-.:: ::,·,··,:~:;:_.e:•,:·· ·- '·'"~'-":":''·-::'-..:±.;.;§."~'::··;:---_, .­
San Bernardino, CA 92401 

Dear Mr. Fare: 

caNTRACT NUMBER: 
CONTRACTOR: 
CONTRACT PERIOD: 
TYPE OF SERVICE: 
CONTRA~T MAXIMUM: 

35-C-01 89/90 (PROPOSED RFP) 
UNKNOWN 
PENDING 
IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (IHSS) 
UNKNOWN 

. . -
Wi have been· atteMpting to review your Request for Proposal (RFP) 
dated Augus~ 1,· 1988, but we cannot complete our review of the 
RFP as- submitted. 

As previously mentioned in our correspondence d~ted 
July 14, 1988; your RFP must incorporate the-use of the 'IHSS 
Model Contr~ct~ Pl,ase keep the RFR procedural requirements.such 
as purpose, County information, bid process, submission · 
requir_ements, ·structure of bid package etc,, separate from the 
contract,_. This wil1 aid bidders in developing their responses to 
your RF~ a~d facilitate a timely riview process. 

We recognize that because of the n~ture of the RFP itself, there 
wil~ be some differences in a contr~ct resulting from the RFP 
process than from one r~sultin~ from an IFB. However,_there is 
still the need to maintain.the IHSS Model Contract format ·and 
language as much as possible. Also, all deviations must ·still 
have_an explanation. 

For your information, County requests for modification to the 
IHSS Hodel Contract are ~eviewed by the State Dep~rtment o~ 
Social Service~ (SDSS5 f~r approval in the following manner·: 

' •' . 
1, County-specific requirements that are mandated by specific 

County ordinan9es are to_ be in~orporated under the 
appropriate heading iri the existing format 6f th~ IHSS 
Model Contract with specific .justification inclu.ding 
citation~, points and authorities for each inclusion. 
Changes with j~stifications based on County ordinances will 

·-• be·approved so l~ng as they do not conflict with Federal 
a n'd St at e 1 aw s a n d r e g u 1 a t i o n s , 

0 

·o 
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There :_a·re .certal.n .. c.lau~ e11_ ii) t_h.~ ... IHSS_;/1ode~.,¢·on.t,_r.a.ct. thi,>.t:.;... . ,, .. ·· 
. are·. ma.rked (Option). These clauses were. intended ,to· be . . 

2:.:,.. 

"' .. included 'or<dei"et·ed fro""m th·e cont'ract"dep'end.er\t.t.ipon: a·;., :·'·. ··.: 
···'-: . particular County is specific program: requirements;·. The u:S·e _·· . 

. o'f fh.es"'e.· ci"ause~- as·~·r-itten -~iii"ti'e'approv.ed; ·v~r·i-~\·:i.;;~.s ,.<-.· ..... 
froD! the optional language .must be justified· as re,q_ui.red· in· 
se.ct.io'n n.umbe.r 4·· be.low. · ·· · · · 

< • ' • .·.:M::: ·:~I.:·.:·;.;·>·;...·~::/:,;_.··--,,~;;.,_. __ '·':.·: ··: ... '.• ,• .... ~· • .. ..;, < •• • 

3. Coutitie~ are required to administer ~i~uidated damages, 
Liquidated damages shall be specified in the IHSS Hodel 
Contract Section IV D. Examples of.liquidated damages are 
provided in Section IV D 1 a through i of the Model 
Contract. Counties ~ay utilize these examples, revise them 

4. 

·or develop their own. If clauses other than tho~e listed 
in th~ IHSS Hodel ~ontra~t are utilized, they shall be 
.reviewed by ~DSS under the provisions of ~umber 4 below. 

A County-speqific clause that is considered a change or 
addition will be considered for approval if it does not 
distort the original intent of the IHSS Hodel Contract, 
rep·laces it in the proper sequence of the IHSS Model 
Contract format, and is fully justified. Justification 

·must include a factual basis for the change. Clauses of 
this type th~t are approved will be introduced at 
forth~oming Contr~cts Subcommitfee m~etings for (possible) 
inclusion in the IHSS Model Contract.· . · 

Once we receive the revised RFP incorporating the IHSS Model 
Contract in the format specified above, we will be able to review 
its contents for approval, .· · 

We hope that this information is helpful. If you have questions 
regarding the RFP.process or the other contents of this letter, 
p 1 ease cont a.ct Ms • Liz Per a 1 ta at ( 9 1 6) 3"2 2-0 1 9 7 • 

Sincerely, 

Robert A. Barton, Chief 
Adult Services Bureau 

:o .. 
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-Jerry Rose 
ASB Files 
ASB Chron 
R e .c o r d S e r v i c e s 
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.6-536 
6-536 
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6-536 

14-80 ta 
'WI 



'.' . ··~ 

... ·:; 
....... 

'o 

EXBJBIT 8 
429 



' . 
,"• 

. . . 

. , . . 

·e 

• 

430 



.... , , .. -_77/. ~U--c_A'c__ 
--· .......... __ ----~ --- --l-· ------------- ' ... -------- ------------

·! 
. -~. STA TE OF CALIFORNIA-HEALTH AND WE\FARE AGENCY . - - - -

~P-A~Tfv\ENLOt. SOCIAL SERVICES. 
-.~r44 P .St~eet, Sacramento, .CA . . . . . . . 

9 5 8 1-4 

-- . . September 20, 19BB. . _ _ 
... _ .... :· ... 

~- .'""-~--· • ..... 
--·--··· - -.· ··-···· ·--··~-

,:;:'.:~·:':,::_~;z; :.]~~:::i._l.~t#:c~Q ff TY-;i LE;J;-:i;'F; R{;;N.9•··-8_8_:-~ 2(~-;:<-:.-:~:. ,.:,•,.;~_,, '.; 0;;~ ~-'"··-'/--~~>;- .:. ·-•" ,: .. : __ . __ 
, .·_. 

- ....... -: .... ~-,..,.,·.·---~----~ ... ~ ...... - "· .•• . ·1,: 

·: ... . .. ,_ .. _ 
. '• ... ...... .. .. · -•' 

·~ '. .. ;· ... ·~ ·. ~ ... -·. ' - . ·.: :. ·. .. .. 
.. - . 

· .. -_ -~---<-.--~.:..T.Q:. ALL COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS_ 
~,·,--=--·x·---.L~ ,_ -~} i..\ · COUNTY-~ PRO G_R AM C 00 RD IN A TO Rs: 
· ··"'"·""':"·'·--=~""".::.,-·,::::-ALU': C 0 U NT Y:' PROGRAM·. FISCAL" OFF ICE R ::;.--. -"" -- .... 

SUBJECT: U~DATE UF STATE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
.IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICSS MODEL CONTRACT 

·REFERENCE: ALL COUNTY LETTER (AGL) N0.87-45, DATED 
OCTOBER 27, 1987 

The purpose of this letter is to transmit to Counties the updated 
State Department of Social Services (SDSS) In-Home Supportive 
Services (IHSS) Model Contract. 

This u~dated version of the IHSS Model Contract is the result of 
an ong-oing cooperative effort between the County Welfare. 
Direct-0rs Association 1 s (CWDA 1-s) IHSS Contract Sub6ommittee and 
SDSS staff, · 1 

If you should identify a need -to' modify the IHSS Model· Contract 
lang1rnge, in accordance with MPP Section 23-60ll.21, pi ease submit 
your modiffcation requests at least 90 days prior to the start of 
any contract or distribution of an IFB which would use a mbdified 
contract. As with all IHSS contracts and IFBs, SDSS approval is 
required prior to the start of any contract or distribution of an. 
IFB. Counties will be notified in writing within 15 calendar days 
if the required information is complete or deficient and within 
!J5 calendar days upon receipt of complete information of the 
decision on each request for _modification. 

A County r~qu~st for modification to the IHSS M6~el Contract 
shall be reviewed by the State Department of Social Services 
(SDSS) for approval in the following manner: 

1. County-specific requirements that are mandated by 
specific County ordinances are to be incorporated under the 
appropriate heading in the existing format of the IHSS 
Hodel Coh~ract with specific justification i~cluding 
citations, points and authorities for each inclusion. 
Changes with justifications based on County qrdina~ces will 
be approved

0 

so long as they do not conflict with-°Fe
0

deral 
and State laws and regulations. 
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... •• 7 -·-:c ... : __ _._·_.2, .-•_ Ther:e are cert_ain clauses in the ·rl-is·s-Model cCintrac-t·.·;· 
,,.,.·._ 

.: _. 
~: ', 

that. are-.mark.ed (Option), .. Th_e~e clauses .. were .intend.ed to · 
be. included- or delet'ed' from the contract "dependent upon· a . 
'p'a r t101.1 l ar. ·c.ou nt y:1-s . s p e·c Lfi o"- pr o-g r-a.m -'.re q U-i r·e"me n ts·~-: "Th.e -·use 
of .these clauses as wr.itte·n will be ap.prov.ed. -- Variations.-

,·rr_om ._the optiopai langua·ge .. must be just:ified as required in 
__ ,, _,_.!: .o::· c·.: _:;_;;:::~E_!.C~t;,i_o_n _ n_~_m._b~r:_,-~_ 12~~0W•. _ '.;:;-.!...:_.,_._: --~-- ;•.! 

3. Counties are required to administe~ Li.quidated- Damages. 
Liquidated damages shall be specified in the Model Contract 
section.IV D. Examples of liquidated damages are provided 
in Section IV D 1 a through i of the Model Contract. 
Counties may utilize these examples, revise them or develop 
their own. If clauses other than those listed in the Model 
Contract are utilized, they shall be reviewed by SDSS under 
the provisions of number 4 below. 

4. A County-specific clause that is considered a change or 
addition will be considered for approval if it·do~s net 
distort the original· intent or·the IHSS Model Contract, 
replaces it in the pto~er sequence of the !HSS Model 
Contract format, and 18 fuily justified. Justification 
must include a tactual basis for the change. Clauses of 
this type that are approved will be introduced at _ 
fc~thcoming Contracts Subbommlttee meetings for pbs~lble 
inclusion in the IHSS Hodel Contract. 

S~o~ld an unioreseen er unanticipat~d emergehOy situation arise 
that may not be addressed in regulation, ~DSS will continub to 
assist the Counties in resolving such situations, 

~ecoghizihg that lai~· and regulations chan~e with time and thit a 
vehicle such as the ·IHSS Model ~ontra~t can be bui·it.upon and/or 
improved, SDSS in conjunction with thb CWDA will periodically 
review the IHSS Model Contract for modifications. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Jerry Rose of the 
Adult Services BureauJ at (916) 322-6320. 

Deputy Director 
Adult and Family Services 

Attachment 
'o 'o 

cc: CWDA 
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.. 

COUNT I.ES._ 

ALAMEDA-

Sa-I-Barajas· ·· Myrlys Ho! I is 
323-9065 .7 

_: 445;::.i 749 
Liz Peralta 
322:...0197 

Frank _ _Pong 
322-0869 

. ALPINE X 

.· .. · 

DEL "NORTE ,. ' '-· 
·:· -.... · 

EL CORADO 

FRESNO 

GLENN 

l<UMBOLOT x· 
IMPERIAL 

. INYO 

KERN 

KINGS 

LAKE x 
LASSEN x 
LOS ANGELES 

MADERA 

MARIN 

-.;: 

,.;,.l--..;M;:.;A.;cRc.lc;.P..;O:..;S:..;A;_ ______ +-----.:..:...----+--------t---'--'-----+-------:--f----------1 
·MENOocn~o 

.MERCED 

MODOC 

MONO 

MONTEREY 

NAPA 

NEVADA 

ORAN OE: 

·PLACER 

PLUMAS 

RIVERSIDE'. x 
SACRAMENTO x 
SAN BENITO 

SAN BERNARDINO x 
SAN OIEUO 

SAN 'FRANCISCO 

SAN JOAQUIN 

SAN LUIS OBISPO 

SAN MATEO 

SANT.-. BARBARA. 

SAN TA CLARA 

SANT.A CRUZ 

SHASTA 

SIERRA 

SISKIYOU 

SOLANO 

SONOMA 

STANISLAUS x 
SUTTER x 
TEHAMA -·----·--
TRINITY 

TULARE 

TUOLUMNE: 

VEN TU RA 

YOLO 
YUBA 

GRANO TOTAL 

GEN 759 ( 11/74-) 

~·.; 
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COUNTY CONTRACT I STATE CONTRACT iJ --------
·--. ··-· ·; "":..!.' •••.• •:,· : ~ . 

COUNTY OF 
' .. PUBLIC SOCIAL SERVICES AGEICY 

--------
·~ ..... 

. CONTJfACT TO ·PflOVIDE. IN;..HOME SUPPORTI,VE SERVICES . '.": . 
....... . -- . -~-·. >::._.. ·_,:. _: .· .. ~.:··~~ ~::·:::· ~~:::-~-,~~~- ·r.'-~'.H R_G u -~·~,~~;-~~----~i;" .-:f.lr:;; ~:ifo:~-'.. ~~~ .. ~~·f:'a~d 12:: .... ;~,-.~-- ~-r:~-:-;-·2:-~ ~: .... 

. 
·., .· · /-:·. · .. ·.• ;. MAXIMUM AHOUN'.l' .SHALL NOT.EXCEED ···: . :·· 

·.: · •·. HAXIl·foM sE;nvrq:' Hcl"Uils s·IIALL NoT EXCEED. 
1., .• ·"."··,_,'."-.·,· ,c.,:.· .. :::.:_,.,· ....... = •. ·.:', .. :,.,::: .. ·.-.~--~:. ~·~:- .• ·.:·,,. •• ,,._, ..... ·:~.' · .. ·.·~·<··_.,::., · .. : ---

"· . 

'" . . . ..... :·. · .... · 

DECLARATiOM 

. : : Th<~ ::c· 6;.t:t,'~:~~:!:~~;~~:,~~t~;~v~r~ (~~·th,ir·; . ·.· · · --· · : · , · .cf~·:Y:.::at·_· .. ·..;.;.;.;.;__·: . · 
__ . __ , in the State of Cal.ifornia by· a·nd·between the 
COUNTY of , hereinafter referred to ~s nccibNTt~· 
and . , hereinafter referre.g to as "CD.NT!l_·A~'!'oR:', 
for t·he purpo.se· of. provid.i.ng. In.-:Home Sup,p,o.r.tive .. Services · 
(IHSS). ·It is let· in accordance with Titl:e XX, ;·r the':·3.~~ial 
Security.: Act; Calir'ornia· State Welfare and .. Institu.tions:'·Code, 
Sections. 12300 et seq.; California Stat.e Department of Social 
Services'·(soss.) Manual of Policy and Procedures (.MPP), 
D1vision's'-·10; 19; ·21·;"22f 23,, 25, 30· and-116 .et seq .• · · · 

If. DEFINIT10WS 

... A •. i11-H6m·e Supportive Services CIHSS) are designed t'o 
itlCi'U"Cre:·. . ... ,,. ,__ .......... ·: "·• .·. 

1. . Se.r:v~.ces pursuant to tile St ate Department of Socia 1 e 
Services (S.DS.S) MPP tii\rision' 30, Chap·ter 700 t"o·' 
p~o_y{<:t~ .'l.s.if~~.i~.c.e to ·~hose. eligi1:lle aged, tij.J~n'C! and 
dis a bl.e d 1 ridi vi du a r:3·- wh·o· are . ifrfabi"e' t ci reiri'a fn::~'~·f e 1 y 
in their own "tiornes wit-hout this asiiistaiice. 'f1.fss:. is 
an alternative t~ oui~of~ho~e caie. · Servic~i:a;~ 
limited by.the availa~i~ity o{ tu~ds~ 

B. ·. .Rec·l~ i~ ~-t .. s are .. ~-~r~ o.n s .. d ~t'e·r-~i n e_d· eT(g}bJ.§!~ ;·.·b,y.::th:'&':)~OU.N TY 
for IHSS, To be eligible.recipients .in,~S..~ q.e.fivfng,fn r -· .. -......... - ··-· ..... _ .. 
their owri homes within the boundarie.it_qf. the tCOUNTY, a.nd 
must· meet one of the following condit·ions.: ... ·.. . .. · 

1 • 

2 . 

-, -1. 

Currently receives Supplemental Secur.ity I_n··c;·91Tle··.:<.ssI) 
or· State Supplernent·ary°· Program (SSP.) beriefi·ts ,.· 
Mee·ts all SSI/SSP eligibility cri_teria._including 

. irfcom.e, but does: not receive SSI/SSP bene·fits•.' 
3; .. Mife't s · a 11·-·S·S IISSP el igi-b-ili··t y -c r i.ter i a .e xc epl; '.,f;,Qt 

lj • 

inc .. ome inexces·s of· SSI/SSP el.igibility stanC!ar'ds. 
Wa·s·· once eligible for SSI/SSP be!)efits but 'became 
inel.igibl'& beca·use of· engaging i~ substantial gainful 
activft'y" aifd mi:fe"ts all of the following oondition.s: 

. ·- .. , .. ··~'"'" -· ... , ... ·-·, ., ... . ... ' ....... -..... - ........ ;· .. . 

a •. The individual was once dete~mined to b~ disabled 
in accordance with Title XVI ·of the Social ta 
Secur:Hy Act (SSI/SSP). ·o ·o \llfll 

REV , s e p t em be r 1 3 ; 1 9 8 8 ··· 434 

IJ ''iW 



b, The indiv(dual continues to have the physical and 
_ _ mehtal impairm~~t~ ~hich we~e the basis of _the 
~- ________ it!_~ abt!J_!.y_:~4~tE!rm_:~..ru!_!:_iS>n.;~c~~c=------=~::..-:-: :-... -_ .. -.. ·--·_-·_. __ .. __________ _ 
--~~\t!'·--.T1\ecin9 .. 1v(dua_l __ requi_r_e_s __ assistan6e in one o:r more 
' ~- """"' areas "Sp_f1_g_i r.Le .. d_under...:,,th_e __ :definition ·of severely-'-. _ 
' '·--":•·

0 ·im'paired in.,SDSS:.MP.P .. -D.iv.isioh. 30,- Section 753. - :'. . -
·\ ~'::! ·!: r·:: .":--- ... .-.- .' . ._: _· .. ~ _.· ~ _:: __ -_· --~~,~.~··· ·=--·~ .. ,; ... ~:· ·"···· : \~,-_. ..... ~-· .... -· ... :.~~ - .: ...... ~ ·..:.. ... ~-- _,. _ _:;_ __ ~·----- . ----~--

. · . . c-~ .. n~;~~1·p·t1~-;,~~r~s-;~:vfa-e:s·r .:.. ... . 
. .- _:_. , __ : _:_) .. : . ~~m,es'~ic::. ~-~-r·vibe

0

S: -~h·i--o~: -:~)~-- i"imi't ~d to:\11 e fo l
0

lowi n g:. 
·:· ~:.-~~-- ·.·-;· ·. -~··-.'.-·.···~···;.~ :,,· .· . .-.-~:,·.,;.·.·.· ..... ···.'.,··· ..... :_-~ .... 

-:•. ·.. - .... ' '. 

. . :· . : . . . . . 

a.-· sw.eepi.ng;_: vacuuming, washing and waxin-g. of_ floor 
. ""'"""--""s-_u·r·f·a·c·e·sc;: · .· _. , . : . __ -. _ ·''·:-- ···---- ·"0==""~'"0'-'";='~':'"'"~-'=-~ 

. ;.:_:::.:b~.~:::c .. wa shin g'..::k itc he n..".-c'o:un-t'e'r-s----'-and .. -s ink ST'_,. ____ ,_. --- . --- ---·-.-.. ---·-.-,.----~ 

.-::-~· 

.. ;: -~ ·. 

c. : Cleaning the bathroom; -
d. itofi~g fciod ~nd su~plies; 
e • 1' a k 1 n g ·out garbage ; - . ' 
f • D l1 st in g and' p 1 ck frig up ; " 
g. Cleani~g ·oven arid stove; 
h, Cleaning ~nd deffijiting ~efrtgerator; 
i. ·arirlgirig ·i:ri fuei ·for- heat.Ing or ·cooking purposes 

·r~ci~ a fuel b{~ in the jard; 
j, · Ch~~ging bed:iirienJ · 
k. Miscellaneous doinestic servic~s, e.g., changing 

lighi
1

buib~. · 
- --

2. Heavy' cleaning which involves th.orough cleaning of 
the home t'o remove hazardci'us debris or dirt. The 
COUNTY shall have the aut~ority to authorize this 
service; only at the tl~e lHSS is'initially granted, 
to ~~a~le the pr9vider to perforin continuous· 
mairit"ehance, or·,-· if a raps"e in eligibility occurs, 

.eli'glbTiity' is reestablished ·a·nd IHSS- has· not been 
provided withi_n the, previous 12 inbilths. -The COU.NTY 
shall hav~ the.authority t~~authcirize this service 
sho_uld _the r'ec:ip.ien't:'s living conditions result in a 
substadt{al thre~f io his/ti~f health/safety. Such 
service 'n1ay alsd be- authori:i:ed wh'e'n -a reoipie-nt is at 
r i s ~ of'. .. e v i' qt 1 on. for fa i' l u·r e · t ci pr e p a: re hi s I her home 
or ~bod~ for ftimigation as fequired hy statute or 
ordinance. - .. 

3. Relate~ services limited to: 
. . . 

a. ~re~~rition-of meal~ inciudes su~h:tasks as 
washing vegetable~; trimming meat; cooking; 
setting the table; serving the meal; cutting ·the 
fried into bite-siie pi~tes. · 

b. Mea_l· cleanup including washing. an·d drying dishes, 
p.·o. ts , · utensils and . cul i 'nary a·p pl i an c es and 
p~tting them away, 
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; .' ... :. : . 

... ,,. 

.. 

'•· 

_,, -' 

·~ ·. . . -:·. :_. •: : 

. ,' . ,, 

. -:-· 

··-c: """ Pl"ifhn"ing. of .. meals. 
d; Routine mendin.g, laundry, __ i.roning, folding and. 

·storing clo~Ji-e.Lc:i.n __ shelves or in ·drawers. 
e·. · Re a· son ab 1 e -- foe d :"'s lflrp,p_.:!.,n.g=a.n.'1:::.Qt b·e r-~'- - _ 

... ~ 

. ·,}" 

a. 

b •· 

c. 

d. 
e • 
f. 
,g. 

h. 
i. 
j • 

k. 

_ s hoPPJ_n_&/~i.r;(a ~-J:!A,,:~,~,fT! i~~,e d-t:,cS'_·"t:i'(·e ·ri1'~Te'st av a flab 1 e · 
~: s·t:ores" ·or :-o\her":"fac'1 J,J'.t"f~'s_'.'~:co·n'-~ffst'eri t: >w i"t If" the . .:.. . 

·.·client's.economy and·'-ne"i{C!'i.(7'' ... ' 
· .... ·. -.· ' ·. ~- . 

({)·-: T.he. COUNT:Y .. shali··.no't author.i·z-~- additio.na1·· 
t·ime· .. for . ··the ··-rec i:p i e nt·.··to- a•cc om·p a·n y ·t'he'· .. ,. : 

. ·prov.id er, ··· 

Bowel and bladder care such as assistance with 
enemas, emptying of catheter or ostomy bags, 
assistance with bed pans, application of diapers, 
changing rubber sheets, assistance with getting 
on and off commo~e or toilet •. 
Respiration limited to n~nmedical services such 
as ~ssistance with self-administration of ox~gen 
and cleaning of intefmittent positive pressure 
breathing (IPPB) machines. 
Consumption of food consisting of feeding or 
related assistance to recipi~nts who ca·nnot feed 
themselves or who require assistance with special 
dev.ices in order to feed themselves, 
Routine bed bat~~. · 
Bathing, oral hygiene, grooming. 
Dressing, 
Rubbing of skin to promote circulation, turning 
in bed and other types of repositioning, 
assistance on and off seats ~nd wheelchairs or. 
into and out of vehicles. 
Moving into and out of bed, 
Care of and assistance with prosthetic devices, 
Routin~ menstr~al care limited.to .application of 
sanitary napkins and external cleaning. 
Ambulation consisting of assisting the recipient 
with walking or moving the recipient from place 
to place, 

5. Transportation services.wheri the rec.ipient's presence 
is required at the destination and assistance is 
necessary to acco.mplish the tra~e~ limited to: 

a, ~ransportation to and frdm appointments with 
physicians, dentists and othe~ health 
practitioners. . 

b, Transportation necessary for fitting health. 
related appliances/devices and special clothing. 

c, Transportation under a. and b. phall be 
authorized only after social service staff have 
determined that Hedi-Cal will not provide 
transportation in the specific case, 
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·- '.·. 

, ... 

d. Trarisportatio-n to-·th·e: si't'e· w_her-e 'alternative · 
resource~: 'p r.--.:>v.i_cre'. fn~tto-ni}~KU-iJ_l?o'r ~iv e _services to 
the recipi.ent in- l.ieu'-of .IHSS~_,._ --·:c- - '' · ·-- · ----

. . . .: -~ ...... _. . ~ .. ·-==-=-~~ ·=:. ::·.;:_ .=:. .-: :·.·~ . • -. ~:'7 . ';"-~:..~. :::_::=-.; .. -:_.~ .:..... -: : .. --:.:..· -... · - .-... ::-- ·- .-. 

6'.: .·Yard tia~lilrd 
0

ab~~~:~~~t·/~-;\;ti~ ·_r~: 1'(g)lt~-wo.rk-- :in the--. 
yard·- may 'be, authorized for_': - . 

·~. . . .- -

-_ -.-_ :_~. _,:-_ ~em:~v·a-i . o'i · h i-~h ~ g;~·; s :· ~~ --~-~ed.·s ::~nd ;~bbi sh when 

- -

.f'. 

~ '• -:· ... •. . · ."-£his-· con stJ·t·u~te s a· -·r ir·e h·aza r·:d,. · :. -· -- · 
b. - Removal of i'ce, ;now o.r. other<h-ai-arcious·.· · ·· 

substances froin- entrances and .essential walkways 
·when. acciss-·to the home. is ha:zari:lous •. -
· -· u._ . · ...... ...,.;;i,.W:'i;:~:.=.__.. ; . .'.~G...",.__'::, __ :.;_;~;;-...:: . -:_,,-_:,;:L:Z<,.-7_,~7::=.:: :;;_;-:--,·,~- ·: ··,;:-: .. ~,;,"_.:;_: 
- . 

(OPTION) 7, Pratective supervision consisting 6f observing 
recipient behavior in order to safeguard the 
recipient against injury, hazard, or accident. 

.] 

- •' .;, 

.. :·-

a. This service is avall•ble frjr monit6ring the 
behavior of nonself-dire~ting, confus~~. mentally 
impaired, or mentally ill persons with the 
following exceptions: 

( 1 ) P r o t e c t i v e s u p e r v i s i o n d-o e s n o t i n c 1 u d e 
friendly visiting or other social 
activities. · · 

(2) Supervision is not available when the need 
is caused by a medical condition and the 
form of the supervision required is medical. 

(3) Su~er~ision is not availabie in anticipatibn 
of a medical emergency, 

(4)· Supervision is not available to prevent or 
control antisocial or aggressive recipient 
behavio_r. 

- I 
b, Protective supervision is available under the 

followin~ conditions:, 

-. 

(1) Social services staff has determined that a 
24-hour need exists for protective 
supervisi~n and that- the recipient can 
remai~ at home safely if protective 
supervisibn is provided. 

(2) Services staff determines that the entire 
2q-h6~r need for protective supervision can 
be met through any of the following or 
combination of the following: 

(a) In-Horne Supportive Services. 
(b) Alternative resources. 
(c) A reassurance phone service when 

feasible and appropriate. 
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(OPTION) 

··, -· ;. •.-· ,_. 

(OPTION) 

8. Te aching - an d::o demons Vr'a:t~ioli~" s~ervTc~s - p r6v i-d:e d bY- -I HSS: . --· _ 
p r o vi d e r s to en a b 1 e-- -re cTp:l' e n"t s ::lo'" per f o ·r- m - :f o i- .. ~- ·: "-: .. 
themselves ser-·vi·ce·s~:whil:c:hC..-tfi·e-y~--:'(::i.i:rr.ently-rec·eive from _ 

. IHSS. Teac_h·i·n-g'' a'hd'..d'eni'a'n'~trationeservices· are ., _ - ·• · ~·~~ .,;_,1 
11.m it ed. t? -. -inst rt c no n~"n;'="_ tfi·a=se= t 'a;~ s . r:r st-~ cf>i·n: p';fr t's : ~' '=-; ·., . 
C • 1 • _; _ C • 3 ~ , C • ll • a n d C • 6 • a ti o v e , . · · · · · 

- ·--: ·. . < . .; . :•. - -· .. ~-- .. .-. . . -. ' : .. - --. 
. ·.:·a~·~-· This·:-·s·er·V-tce' -shat-1··b·e··:p·:r-ov{decf·.·t:(y pe·rs·ons w·h·0 -· 

; '· 

. - :.:- ·;._ .. ·'.· ... h a:v e 's"i.i cc e:s s•fu l-1 y:' c om"p·l-et ed : .. at-_ 1ea5 t· .... '_, :. 'h•oti'r s·· 
. . . . ' 0 f . training il s evidenced by a v a 1 id c ertrf i c-a t e • 

. ;--.· 

9. 

b. 'This s~rvice shall c~ly be provided when the -
!!'pro IJtd er<' ha sI th·er.a bl-l'it ya t'o 1 d D'" so 1-ef feet i\i e-ly and 
safely. · 

~· ... 
-~i~·"' 

Paramedical services under the following conditions: 

a. The s~rvices shall have the following 
characteristics: 

(1) Are activities which persons would normally 
perform for themselves but for their 
functional limitations. 

(2) The activities which, due to the recipie~t's 
physical or. mental co.ndition' are necessary 
to maintain the recipient 1 s health. 

b, The services shall be pr.ovided when orqered by a & 
licensed he~lth care professional who is lawfully ~ 
authorized ~o do so. Tqe licensed health care 
professional. shall be selected by th~ recipient. 

c. The serv~cei shall be provided under the 
.direc~ion of the ~ic.ns~d health care 
professional. 

d. The licensed health pare professional shall 
indicate to social services staff the time 
necessary to perform the ordered services. 

D. Service hour - The.basic unit of time to which the 
contractual hourly rate will. apply and fo~ which COUNTY 
will be billed and the CONTRACTOR paid in each billing 
cycle. A service hour is the actual time spent providing 
the services listed in II.C. above. The service hour 
does not include training time, t~avel time, break. time 
or time spent by provide~s when clients are not at home 
or refuse services. 
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,DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILIT-IES·;-:;..-:·;: :-: - - · ·. - ·.:.!,.-:" :. 

- - ___ :.:·-- -·· 

.. -:··~f-""1'.t":1.~~ .~:. ·-. -··-. '' ·. :;: .._. • ,.:..:_ ,. -· . ·-· ... 

A, cpUNT~ and CONTR~CTOR,_shallrhave.the following Joint 
ReJponsibilities: 

··-.' 

•. ,;.,•.' • •,;:•;.,_·j... ,,.... •:;., .. ,::;-:. -~·~ ·~· -.,_f'"""':} .. T""':" ~r;:-"_<:S.l'"T::-; ,~::.~·,:z ,•, rr,.,,· 1:~:::,' ;-.·~:-:;_.~';_ :.;, • .·.::..:;,' ,· •• _.. ·~ ,; ~-=.' 

.1. Prepare·"p-~~i~·lr~--~vaiuatio-ris ·t·o _ .. determine a fiscal 
-; :- • and program -app.raisai' _oL the .. successe_s anq/or· . . . _ .. 

.. ·defic-fe-n·ci'es. of. th'is IR.SS contract to'"·determine the ·' · 
:e~t en t ~-o ,-. ~)1 i:~h- th~e-::pro'gr ?m~ .i's '·f1 cl) i e~ in g .J.ts· · . :· -. : · ·· · · 
pu r po s e.s , · · · ·' ·: ... . •· · · ·· "· · · · · 

·confer on aLL.cases·•-.iri whi--ch; a: client.•--._,. ,_._ ,. 
g r-1 ev an c e/ appe a i .:ha s:::beeri: :r egi st e red~ .-re gar·d fn g· the 
conduct or .perf6'rmance or· the pro.vid'er. 
Maintain liaisbn personnel: 

a. CONTRACTOR must provide.COUNTY, in writing; the 
name and address of the person who has primary 
responsibility for liaison and coordination of 
activities of the In-Home Supportive Services 
P.rogram, _ . 

b. COU~TY will provide.a similar liaison person to 
CONTRACTOR •. 

c. These ~arsons will act on behalf of their 
respective organiz~tions to ensure compliance· 
with all contract provisions. 

- ··.' '• - •.-: 

B. COUNTY shall have the following resp~nsibilities: 

1, Purchase IHSS from CONTRACTOR for appropriate cases, 
where such services are not otherwise available, 

2. Have_scile authority fa~ det~rmi~ation of. need for 
In-Home Supportive Servic~s, the level and quality of 
services required, and the eligibility of individuals 
to be serv.ed. 

3. Assess the continuing need far· services and evaluate 
the effectiveness and quality of service~ pertor~ed 
by the CONTRACTOR pursuant to this agreement. 

·Assessment and autho~iiati.on of In-Home -Supportive 
Services shall be accomplished by COUNTY. staff at 
least· every twelve months,· · · · · 

4. Have the exclusive right to terminate the recipient 1 s 
parti~ip~tion in the IHSS Program at any ~ime b.ased 
on regulatory requirements. 

5~ Have .the exclusive right to terminate provisions of 
servio• under this contract to any r~cipient. 

6, . Have the exclus~ve right to authorize services for a 
recipient, The COUNTY shall not be liable for the 
cost of such services furnished to any recipient 
unlesi au~horization is designated in writing by the 
COUNTY. 

7. Maintain records which will include, but not be 
limited to, the assessment of need; case opening and 

•closing dates; description of actual ~ervices tobbe 
provided, 
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... ·;. 

. . 

•: '°-""B"'i~""'E·s t a·b·l is h=a0~ pr,o:ce d0uor e0-=b,y-~J;i·hi"c:H~~e:a-c ho';r'-E!·~ i-p:i.e nt :sh a lol 
· have the:opportunity· to·1n1tTat-e~and·par·ttci·pa•te'in· a 

co U NT Y f-:e--v:i":e.w"' fn··· or _d·eT' t·o'="'p r·e·s en't · grci'e v a n·c es_· ... -· ·- .. 
. a· .... _ - .. ~ 

c 0 n c.e r n f n g -~ s e_r vice 5-· un·d e·r:.:'t h'i' s··-co ri't·r 13'c't~; - .. - .. ' - .. ,. 
·" 9 •. : Ev al u ate-:'.. ui e -=tey e 1 i a rrd 0 =-i;pi~ 1 tt·y. '"'o:f ~s'e:rv~i c·e''"P er formed': .. 

by the_CPNTlACTbR. This e~iluation may irtclG~e but - ~ - - . . . ' . . . - ' , 
"'. :"'..· ·i_s· no~ limited-. to_; "iriquiri_es·co·ncerning ·inqivid.ual 

. "employees· bf the· CONTRACTOR, . -'·. . . . . 
' ... ·· ..... :10.' · -As .. id.'s·t ·t11e-cOHTRACT'Off fr!" obtai'i1i'nif:·:co·iripU:te ·an·d ... ·· .· · 

. . .. . cu r r en t in f o rm at ion w i. th respect to per ti n e ri t 
statutes·-; r egu i-a t i'o n 5-i=-p 0 lci·c.ie s·i""·pr o_·c:e'd u res . and --·-~·-· .. ·: 

·. ' guidelines··· t:lh ic_n:0·ap P..l y.±.:t 6.:0:t·h e'!:d e U:v·e r-.·y.; ofc I H s s ;- '>~~-'- ·· · · .. .. .. _, 
11, Coordinate services wit~ oth~r commuriity resou~ces 

and ·activities. 
12. Provide orientation to all appropriate social 

services staff regarding CONTRACTOR'S bidding, 
role, responsibilities and contracting agreements, 

13. Administer liquidated da~ages for non-performance 
as specified in Section IV.D. 

C. CON±RACTOR shall ~ave the following responsibilities: 

1. 

2, 

3. 

5 . 

.. 

Provide IHSS, as herein defined above, as specified 
herein. 
Follow the COUNTY policy and procedure to notify the 
COUNTY within three working days of any changes in. 
the recipient's need for services .identified by the a 
recipient which indicates a reassessment of need ..,. 
and/or eligibility may be appropriate, including 
provisions for 24-hour care and weekend or ho~iday 
services,. CONTRACtOR shall notify COUNTY, within 5 
working days, of each instance of nonreceipt of 
scheduled S·ervices with an explanation and effective 
dates. CONTRACTOR shall notify COUNTY immediately if 
the. change in circumstances iridicate~ a possible.· 
danger to the safety of the recipient. 
Provide adequate IHSS supervisory staff (at least one-
IHSS supervisor for each hours of actual 
IHSS service hours.authorized each month to 
recipients), An additional supervisor is to be 

·employed when each hour plateau of hours of 
actual services is reached under this agreement, 
based on service hours authorized in the immediately_ 
preceding month. 
NOTE: THIS CLAUSE HAY BE REWRITTEN TO ACCOMMODATE 

THE USE OF A SUPERVISOR TO PROVIDER RATIO IN 
LIEU OF HOURS. 

Provide adequate support personnel to carry out. the 
requirements of this agreement. 
Employ, orient, train, direct and supervise 
sufficient numbers of qualified IHSS service 
providers, including substitute workers, The ~ 
CONTRACTOR shall employ enough substitutes during ~· 
providers' vacations or si6k leave so that clients 
will not be. deprived of authorized service. 
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6, Provide an initial mandatory orientation, pursuant to 
SDSS MPP Divisions 19 ind 21 to each new and existing 

· · ·s e r·v ice -'pro V:i:O'e:t--=w1ct'h Fn· 'Cfne='·ni'O·n't·h ·o··f ·h0i r-:!:•n g-"'·O r-=- - ..,_,-. ·- =~=~- """··:::·:.;_ 
. ·in it 1 at ion o f;,:;c·o·n·t·r:a c·t·I~7EiTtfn1~:·w1ll7.i n-ciu-d ec-: tr a i·n in g···~:~·:~t~.:-: - ' .. .: :. · 

. in specific --di's"k'.s:. t;o"-'·bLe:=pe'r-=ro~r-m"e·d:-. ':..Such=..tr.:aining=·.c.;::::::-::o:::.. 
shall be. p e r-ro.r-rne d . ..::pu?-su·•rnt': .. Tti' .. the"~-P la n': 'as. a t·ta ch Efd, . 
m a·r·ke d · E•.xh i bi't"l v: ~- -a·n-d ~rn~a'd'e: _a:;;"p·a r·t~:h_e r·e·o Lt ; = ::=,~-.:: •. ~~ ;cc::-- : :i-o, ·::o·-::·§: 

..... 7;: Ensur,e ttiat. pa.r~medical ·services for recfpi_ents _are .. · .. ~<· p e·r ·rorrii ed .o.ni y· b'y: p·e r•so n n e·i- wh·Q'-.11 av e>b·e e n-:·t rain e•a. _to . 
. · ::-.'·.~~-~pra.v.·1·d·~·~-.-Suc·h:·:·ca.t.··e:~:..:_~···· .: -_· · ~-.:··· ·.- .:::-. ·. - · -~ ·_ ·_.._.· · .. -: ·· .· · .. - ·.·.- .. 

. • .. · .. B ·~· . Require. i:. 11·a. t a'·· s 1fp'er ifi s 0 r. v' fS i't ··each r ~ c·ip i e·n t'':~.· :tio•rn e·· · .. 
at least once every... . months to: . 

__ .-:- .:::::---~:-:--_.--·-­

9, 

1 0. 

11. 

1 2. 

a. ·Observe ~the'":"ci"o·n-d'i0ti'<i'n""'·ci;f ... :th•e"''ho'me ;t:!-:~. ~-~0~,:;;..;:--,.: ·. ~·· 
b. Discuss with the re~i~ieni the q~aliti ot the · 

work provid~d; and·, 
c, Notify the recipient of the process by which any 

dissatisfaction over service deliv~ry may be 
expressed. 

As a part of this supervision, a supervisor shall 
accompany each newly hired provider on their first 
work assignment. Additional visit~ may be required 
until the provider has demonstrated an adequate level 
of job performance. 
To conform with State Department of Social Services 
Manual of Policies and Procedures, S.ection 30-7 67. 1, 
to the f~llest extent posaible, give pr~ference to 
th~ employment and.training of public assistance 
recipients and p~rsons who would otherwise qualify. 
for public ~ssistanc~ in the absence of such 
employment. · 
In accordance with WIG Section 12304, allow 
recipients receiving nonmedical personal or 
paramedical services, to recruit their own providers. 
CONTRACTOR shall aoco.mmodate client preference in 
provider •ssignments in ~11 other.cases where 
~ractical, . · 
The CONTRACTOR liaiso~ ·shall provide any information, 
as requested by the COUNTY, .which. documenta activity 
and accomplishments of the program. 
Provide budget, fiscal, statistical, program and 
other data as may be required by the COUNTY, which 
may be used, among other things, to provide basic 
informati6~ to all bidders on subsequ~nt bidding 
cycles, . 

. 13. Comply and require its offic~rs ~nd employees to 
comply wit.h the provisions of S_ection 10850 of the 
Welfare and Institutions Code and Division 19 of the 
SDSS Man.ual of Policies and Procedures to assure 
that: 

·. 

" t~.~-~~ 
'".:....:o .•.• ·-"-·-·--· 

·o 
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.... 

~-::;-,~~:·F~;-~.;;.:~~~ .::-~ ,--;-;~: _'.:-;: !l~·-~,, A) f ··:ert-_tt; id u a 1 s' · a pp l l cations and ·records made 0 r 
kept by a public orr±~er or agency in connection 

: ____ ~ -~---~· , __ --=~=-~-'e<···"-:. w_it.!1~ .. ~he_~d_l!1i_!1istrat_io:n of.the provision of. the 
.,--,:;~ '"-'~.::: ~;,.i;:;;., :;;,~~- ;:7_-:::-:::~W~:I:t~r;~,..;~a·n~_::-~_!nstitut·ions Code relating to any 

__ , ... ,,. __ , ----·~-, ,~.~ :-,,.· ""'=· _f?:r.~m~of_ .Pu?},.i;c,o soc~al _sesvices for .which grants 
. .. _._· ... ·.in. aid. (!r_e receiv~d by this .st·ate or by. the · · · 

.. 
· .. 

- ·' 

·' · ·. fe_dera1· gciv_ernmen't .. will·.·be.'-'con.f{d.entia-1'·. a·nd ·will 
· · n<::>.t. be.:_ope~. ~.o. _ex:amin~.ticin_- for. ·any 'puq)ose not 

. ····-· .. ;. -· · ... di r: e ctly. connected; with th'e adm-1 n is~t r a·t i~ri:- Cir .. .. _ ... 
public ~ocial servi6~s. .· · .· · . 

··-·-···-- l:i; ... No person w~ll publish or disclose; or us-e or 
.. -.-.. :;:; · ~ perm ft ~··.- .-c)r:··:c·a us ~-,-:· __ .t Q.-.~: b._e_::-··P ~bl i shed·,· -d 1 s ct-~ .S ed. ·a r 

1 4. 

1 5 • 

used, any 9onfidenti~l information pertaining to 
an applicant or recipient. 

Inform all of its employees, agents, subcontractors 
and partners of the above provision and that any 
person knowingly and intentionally violating the 
provisions of said State law is guilty of a 
misdemeanor. 

Maintain a local office/local offices at 
California, which will remairi open for business 

through between the hours of 
~~~and except for designated holidays, It 
shall be _staffed at all. times with appropri~te 
supervisory personnel ·during business hours. &· 
Provide to the COUNTY (~uarterly) or (upon ~equest): ~ 
(Select the appropriate time frame) 

a. names.of all employees wor~ing under this 
contract; 

b. their addresses and telephone numbers; 
~. their orientation t~aining records; 
d •. their latest evaluation; and, 
e. their weekly schedule, 

This information shall be use~ as a means of 
obtaining an ongoing evaluation and assessment of the 
services provided by the CONTRACTOR and/or a means of 
implementing a smooth and· orderly transfer to a new 
CONTRACTOR, if appropriate . 

. 15, Make· no charges to recipient for serv(ces with- the 
exception of share of cost as delineated in 
item IV.E. 

17. Obtain prior written approval fro~ th~ COUNTY before 
subc~ntractlng any of the services delivered under 
this contract, Any subcontracting will be subject to 
all applicable provisions of this Contract, and all 
applicable State and Federal regulations. The 
CONTRACTOR shall be held responsible by the COUNTY ~ 

~ f6r the performance of any subcontractor. ~ ~ 
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1 8 • 

1 9 ~. 

' .-··. 

. . . .' .......... ··-·;:. :· ~ ' 

20. 

.. .. ,,. 

21. 

2 2. 

,2 3. 

'o 

-- .. -~,~.~ 
·. :.-:· 

.Submit reports··'i:fr' ot·her data;as required for '.the Cifse .-. 
Man a gem e·n t;::·r"n'fo rina't-tofr-, and:'; P'a yr ol l·tn g-~sy stein TC MI PS )1 ::-
the management·-informatic»n='system.'in·:·use·"-tn- tl'ie State'''·:·c· · . ._ .. : ... '.-:·':'-. 

-Depar.tinen·t· o:f"'"Social-Se·rvi·c·es,-=- _.,•; __ :·'-::..;.·c;;·: .... ,.. ·:· .. ::-:.'_: --~.c::..:. :~::c; 

Abide by--the- prov.i1:1ions-.:of--T·i-t»1e:VI· and .'Ti tle-:.v11.: or:.. --:o:... -~: .. --::.~: 
t·he C.ivi'l~R·i.ghtscAot;-of 1964,""Secti-on 504•of. ·th-e·c·;-o;. 
Rehabi.litation A6t,-.of '.1973,. ·as amended; the .Ag,e : 
or'scr'fininatian'Act 'o'f .1<).75;--fhe--weir.are-·an:d,.: .. :. __ ,. __ . ···-· 
In~stitud.ons· Co.de,· Sectio.if 1 oo·oo ,· SDSS MPP .. < . 
Di"v is Lah· 2 f~·. aii'i:i. ot°h'e r· applicabl_e "fe.der a1 ·and- st ate· . : : .. ;. · -: . 
laws _to. ensure that· employmen.t. practices and the .. 
delivery bf social service~ ar.e·non-d'iscriminatory. 
Un ci er th 1 s r'eq.ui -re·meift ;-··£ne..;._co NTRAC T OR.°":!i'h al i--' riot 
discriminate on the basis cir race; color; national 
origin, political affiliation, religio~. marital 
status, sex, age, or handicap. 
Comply with U.S. Executive Order 11246, enti~led 
·"Equal Employment Opportunity." This is amended by 
U.S. Executive Order 11375 a~d supplemented in 45 
CFR, Part· 60. CONTRACTOR shall not diicriminate 
against any em~loyee, or applicant for employ~ent on 
the basis of race, national origin or .ancestry, 
·religion, sex, marital st~tus, political affiliation, 
age or handicap. Practice~ in hiri~g, compensation, 
benefits, and firing are a~ong ~he employment 
pr'actibes subject to this r~quirement. . 
Orient all staff to reporting of any suspected elder 
and dependent adult abuse pursuant to WIC Sections 
15600 et seq, Suspected inciden~s of abuse should be 
immediately reported to t~e COUNTY, followe~ by a 
written report w1·thin 36 hours. 

·Provide a system by which recipients of service shall 
have the opportunity to express and have considered 
~heir viiwsi grievances and complaints regarding 
c6NIRACTORS' delivery of services. 
Require applicants for employment to indicate, in 
writing, whether the applicant has· ev~r been 
convicted of a .crime. CONTiACTOR shall use.the . . 
following specific language on their applications for-
employment: 

a. Have you ever be~n convibted by any court of a 
crime? 

NOTE: You mai answer "no" if the conviction is 
specified in Health and Safety Code 
Section 11361.5, which section pertains to 
_various marijuana offenses, or, the 
conviction was under l!ealth and Safety 
Code Section 11557 or its successor 11366 
when that c6nvic~ion was stip~lated or 
designated to be a lesser included offense 
~f the offense of possession of marijuana. 

(. -

'o 
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. , 

. 24. Re q u· i r e. pr- o o f : o f i d e:frt·if:i-c·a t·i o n:=-:fr ci m:--.a-~: pr 6 s p e c t·tv e::-::--·::·:::- :::·:. .. · _ . 
provider pr i o·r~ to pl a c i frg:c the- pfofi'p-~ct i.IJ e ~ p r·ovi der. on::..~ •. ,.,.-.­

. a list or. reg ls t:r: y'-;:;" or ~]:FF--fo r=:-to·-;; supply fn g. ·--a· ·riam e·~ .f.ro m " :.. 9c 

. the li s' t . 0 r. r e-g 1 itr y. t o"'~a n" a pp 1 i cciin t ·cf or ·i c 0 r""'• ... : ., '"' .. , .... ;,,-.. 
. . r~ec 1 pie n t'. 0 f' ft n ;;.Hom e'."'S'G PP OT·t':i v e =s er. \(ices··= as:=~ .. •.·.•:-: :::-c:. ~~=- :, ""'· ;;: 
·_.sd.pulate.d in l:liC Sectio11 12Jo6·.-s·; ·_J:n'.a.dd:i.t:i.~n; •·. 

···· · ·· · · CON.-TRACTO R.: sh.al.I .1 nt er v i_ew ally appl.i c.a·n ts, .che:ck ·a n.d · 
· .... cicicurrient th.eir' r.efererices ;· prio(to .efoploynient .··~s an·· 

,'·;· .-... -rws·s· ·pr·ovfde·r·'• · .. · .. ··. · ·.·--:·_· .. ,, · ·.. . ·: ··:: .... -. • .- •· -.. ·. "' · · . . . . ... 
25. Supervisor. must make. recipie.nt ciontact: within 

·working d·ays :(except~.for~-pi'ovision:·of ·emerg'ency.- :.~. 
services as· r:eferencedc-ino'-Sections-<I;rI.·.·C~;26-.uand· "~=-· ,-_-:"'· -.. ~ 
IV.D., as applicable) c{f_the Contra·ctor 1 s receipt.of 
the Co~nty service auth~rization document. A copy of 
a ho~e evaluation document shall be completed by the 
Contractor and sent to the County within 

26 •. 

(OPTION)27. 

working days following the initial recipi~contact, 
This document shall include, but not be limited to 
the following: 1) date authorization was received, 2) 
beginning date of service, 3) proposed service 
delivery schedule, 4) any problems asso'ciated with 
service delivery, and 5) any other recommendation(s) 
indicated by the County. 
Commence .services in a timely mannel'.'. Unless 
otherwise stat~d herein, timely shall mean 10 
calendar days from receipt of COUNTY authorization 
documentation for non-emergency services and.within 
24 hours for emergency services. 
Provide toll free teleph6ne service 24 hours.per day, 
seven days a we~k to recipients/providers in order 
for them to communicate with the Contrac_tor regarding 
the IHSS Program. 

IV, FISCAL PROVISIODS 

A. Costs/Rates: 

1.- SELECT ONE OF TH~ FOLLOWING CLAUSES: 

(For a ONE YEAR TERM use the following clause): 
The maximum amount of this contract for the period 

through shall not exceed $ ____ _ 
This amount .will purchase a maximum of 
aervice hours· at a fixed rate of $ per hour •. 

(OR) 

.. 
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e. 

_:.;. ·~· . 

·o 

. ~ ; . . • ' 
·.·.· 

(For, .a TWO-YEAR TE-RM-use-the--following: c~~use}_i -· .· 
The ·max 1 m'u m =am o·u n t'· p a-fa-b l~e·:·U'rrd e r·~ th f s':·"C'o:ii tr act :::-for·:::· · -~· :-:-~ ·-· . 
. the pericid .. :·.c.~·c; . .;_~~-?-'0:>::c;c . thr'61..igh·''-··0--: ,_.._~,'::'-;-"' •. ·• . ·.·~ · ·· ·:··.c. ··.---:c .. ~-

shall ncit":'."e-.xcee·d-c:$'. ·. '.'. ·•:-c:.c::::.:::·, ··:;-and~Tor the period . 
__ ,_~,-'~ t hro:ligh:-: :~~:c ·-::::::_:·; :-:s ha 11 "-no ti e~ciie a·:_$-' : .: · : ::::.:_The·:.~::-:·:'-::·.: .. --
hour l Y ·rae"e· .for··each-ser_vtce·.!19ur·~.for th~~pedod" ··••e·_ 
·. · ·: :. :. t·hroi.ig'b ;:: ·.·--·(shall_ bee•·$ >·: ·.:·,rqr .... · ..... 

·>hours;·an·d·:·f_o·r·.the pertod, ·.··.:·-.through::·--_..,....··., .. 
.·.-_sh·aii :b_e· $· ... _:c·-.-f'9r, .: . . ·. -·h_ours.. - ;· .. , .... , ... 

· Pu:rsUan_t.:·1:.:o· W.elfar:e.:-·an·d ·in:s.ti.tutions··· .. Cade (WI·C) · ·····~-
·section 1-2-302.-1,. this ·-is a two-year·_contract; and ·m~y"'~ ..,, ... 
be . renew e·d' 'f 0 r 'a: .. p e r_iod' --rio i:::·· to:e·xc-e'ed-one-~y·e a;:.-' :-::·-· . ···:---: . 
subject to approval by the St~te Department of So~ial 
Services. 

2, This .is a fixed rate cost contract, The rate(s) is 
(are) supporte~ by the Contract Budget and Budget 
Narrative EXHIBIT(S) which are hereby 
incorporated by reference a~d ·mlde ~ part hereof, 

3. CO~TRACTOR agrees· that the hourly rate to be charged 
to the COUNTY for contracted services and the t6tal 
cost of furnishing these services for the term ~f 
this contract includes all allowable CONTRACTOR 
costs, both indirect and direc£, relative to this 
contract. . 

4. Costs must conform with federal c6sts regulatio~s: 
OMB Circular A-87, A Guide For ~tate and Local 
Government Agencies, 48 CFR, .Chapter 1, -Part 31, 
Subpart 31;2 (for profit agencies), and OMB Circular 
A-122 (for non-profit agencies) • .- All equipment· 
purchased by the CONTRACTOR must be depreciated in 
acc~rdance with 45 CFR 95.705. · 

5. Payment for ?11 services provided in ~ccordance with 
provisions under this contract shall be contingent 
upon ~he availability of Federal, State_ and County 
furids for th~ purpose of providing l~SS. The 'COUNTY 
shall not be required to purchase any definite amount 
of services nor does ·the COUNTY guarantee to 
CONTRACTOR any.minimum amount of funds or hours. 

6. · If the Legislature allocates .additional funds for 
provider wages and benefits during the contract year, 
the contract may be amended to increase the maximum 
am.aunt' pay.able arid to change affected clauses to 
allow for increases in wages and benefits consistent 
with the funding authorized by· the Legislature • 

.. 
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·._· ... _ 

7. · ·. co'N=T.RAc.r'o=~~:~·~e ~-;~~ x-1~~~;:::~-~,~~~~~\=-~~;~~"~~"~ N·o .. ~~;~ :v ~~~1~~=:~ ~.~-~:~ra .. 
. Impaired:. (Ji§:p ·-~!1 d·~~:~v,e.re~.ly . Im p~a i_i:e d ' (S l }. .. r:~ c ! p_~ e lJ ts°'"'"" .. '" 
··are:thos·e::arl)_q_µ_l]:_ts:.authcircriz-ed by.the_,.State.~ .. The _ -. ·· ---· 
·c COUNT y· 1-1·i~l~l:;:.n o_t i{y :-th e.~~~CO:N.T·R,A c,rQ)h:;.o.f ian.· y c~c:}i-a 1J g.e ~ in;,,, · . , . 
. these· amounts. · ·. · · · · · -..,.., · · 

: ~.> .. · \ .-... ·.- '• .• ...... . 

·. B •· · Billings: 
.. ..- .. . . - . ~. - ··-·. . . ·. - . . . : ·-.. - . . . ~ . ' ' . . . . - . . . '' . -. 

1. ·CONTRACTOR billing cycle shall be consiste~t ·with·~ .. " · · ·· 
. monthly reporting~·system:o·whichc::is~compat.ible with the.·, 
·.case Man:agemen-t Infor,,ma_ti:o~n_i0anq,,Pay.ro.l).ing' Sys.tern,:_';- ~-~-·-_ 

(CMIPS), CONTRACTOR shall submit billing~ to t~e · ··:,;:· 

COUNTY,. in a for~at specified by the County, within 
days following the end of the month in whi~h 

services were delivered, Such billings shall 
include, at a minimum, an itemized listing of client 
names and case numbers, authorized hours, and actual 
service hours ren~ered, The COUNTY will review the 
billings and make pa·yment within __ days following 
the month in question, as specified in Section IV.C. 

2. No billing or any part thereof shall be paid by the 
COUNTY unless the CONTRACTOR.submits a certified 
sworn statement under the penalty of perjury that all 
employees' wages have been paid on a current basis; 
that all time sheets supporting said billing have 
been verified as properly signed, dated, and totaled; ~ 
and each time sheet will be kept in the CONTRACTOR'S lftl/IJ1 
possession for audit purposes, . 

3. CONTRACTOR must deduct all shar~ of ~ost liabilities 
6wed by clients·whe~ su~mitting monthly billings for 
services to the COUNTY. (See share 6£ Cost 
Item IV.E.) 

C. Payments: 

1. If the conditions set forth in this Contract are met, 
the COUNTY shall pay, on or before the . day 
of e~6h month of the filing of the billing, the sum 
of money claimed by the approved billings, (less the 
share of cost liability.and any credit due the COUNTY 
for adjustments of prior billings). If the 
conditions are not met in a timely manner, .the COUNTY 
sh~ll pay when the nec~ssary processing is completedi 

2, The COUNTY may make mid~month payment~ no later than 
woriing days following receipt of billing for 

·services delivered • 

.. 
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:we 

•.·.: 

·.: 

. -

3. The. COUNTY ... wi.l,.l _n()t P!lY f~r:_,,una~_tho_Ei11:ed S~!X~ces __ c-o=-,­

r ender e d, ?.Y . ci;fi:,e __ JC:Q_N T ~.~~c ~r_o~R -Pit~ .f:o}' _t_\l:e_ .. '91 a,i_tni:i d. ,.~ =; :~. ~_;:_-;_ -
services whi·ch ... COUNTY ··monitor!·nlic:3hows. have· n·ot bee·n· . 
provided~:a~s: .~\.1.t:ii:o-r1·z:e·d .• ~ ~ - - · -,,:- -~.--:;::-:-:=-:--_-::-=-..: .. ~ _. 

·4. · The couNtt--r·eta{:ri.:i .. ~the--::r i:ght t.9-•. wi:th_\1JD_l( ji-~y.i:_r1_ent- o:n · - : · · · 
di S pU t ed~·c·1-a:ims.;.:~: -!:'."~'.-- ~,~. ~-:: ·. :-<; ~:'·L,- -, _·'.· ?" ,,--•-:' -.:~7; :- .. ''' .7 

5. ·:·Final- 'payment- under .contract may. ·be. :he_ld- .until _ · -
··. termination au'dit is ~·omplet'ed ,' ·._ -_. -.-~ : __ - -:-· ·_· _, '. 

. ' . . . - . . ' -.· . .. ... ~~: . 
. ',.· .. ... :. ; I 

- -
:',"· 

'· '·: ... 
. - ; ,, ~. : '" .- ~ 

NOTE:· THE FOLLOQING ARE·EXAMPL~S Of LiQUIDArED DiMAGE~· 
- CLA iJ sYs "P'R EV I Ou-.sr.::·y us E i)· IN "IH s s C-GNTRACT 5:-F-O R; ·'us E' .. : -:;> -·~'- "' / 

BY THE COUNTIES IN DEVEL6fING THEIR OWN LIQUIDA~E~ 
DAMAGES .CLAUSE. 

The COUNTY intends that the CONTRACTOR comply fully 
with all con~ractural.requirement~. CON1RACTOR and 
COUNTY agree that it would be lmpracti~able and 
extremely difficult to fix the actual damages in the 
event CONTRACTOR does not fully comply in the ar~a 
listed in this section ~nd that th~ amount aet forth 
in each area listed· in this section sh~ll be presumed 
to be the amount af damages ~ustalned by COUNTY for 
CONTRACTOR'S non-compliance with the r~quirements in 
such area, Upon non-compliance with contract 
requirements listed below, the COQNTY and CONTRACTdR 
agree·on the following liquidated damages: 

( 

.... 

···;--· . 

.. ·_:--

With respect to recipients with 
established service schedules, 
for each day sc~eduled homemaker 
service is not provided to a. 
recipient through fault of 
CONTRACTOR; 

~· ........ ~ 
a. 

. $50 per day/ 
p~r recipient 

b. With respect to new referrals. 
for service, for each da~ beyond 
the 10th calendar day after 
CONTRACTOR is notified of a new 
recipient, that se~vice is not 
provided (24-hours on emergency 
cases); 

c, For each day beyond. the due ~ate 
in which required supervisor or 
provider training is not completed 
within time frames set forth in 
the contract. · -

.. 

$50 ·per day/ 
per recipient 

. $50 
per day 
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· .. 

d' ~~~T-ftKE-~6~?:j;~.f"~0:~r~~C'6~~~i·-~'""rufi'?~-tt~- 0 ,-:-~ 2 ~'2" _,, __ ,,._, ., - ·-ta 
.w i ~~~~cf~ f -~r~:, q·~i{~~~'.~/~~\~I~~;· ~~:,~ -~~-;;;~::[-: --~n~~~ :an c ... ~~-~ "~' · .. W 

_. maintenance;· .. ··: . . . . · _ . . : ~· ._,.,_.-... · 
. . . ,, . . . :-=_ .-:;~.~-:--~~;. ~ .. !:.. 7!. -::.·_f..:.+. f':""~-·. -~~~--:~, ... :.:.:. ~:::·=~~~!.'.:~~p:c ··.}:·:..~ -~~: :-::-·· ~-;::=: . .:..:;_ ~}_~,)~-~. 

e. For each instance in. which first ·$25 
.•.... ::.·1:i:ne superv.isor:s ·a·r:e: respon:si'bl,.'e:_·.'.per' ;instan:e:·e ,. 

~ri the average for ~ore t~~n 3000 ·· · -~- · 
. .. ·· .; se.rv.ice .. ticiurs durfr1g on'ei ··mont·h: .. . · .. ' .. 

. . ' . . 

......... ·. 

f • . t' ., . 
r'~ r ... e.ii~ Ii 'i ri"s ta·11·6:~·,_ i'n-:-\-1h"f'Ch'~ s.:_J-~·e{cr~ . :·'·: ·_ · ·''·':f5'o-'-~ c--~- _ · ... · 

vi s·t:Ff:5·: d'o-:: 0h~o't"'·"'rii"eei-t 'if'l'l':l'.'i"f'd'e'ri·'s'e ,"'-rrn 'p2e'~·:.i.1fi\£'a"rtce" "~ ·· '" 
certification, or experience 
requirements. 

g. For each instance in which $25 

h. 

i. 

supervisors fail to perform 10~ per instance 
of their scheduled hours for each 
month performing monitoring 
activities in recipient's home, 

For each day beyond the due date 
in which.CONTRACTOR fails to 
submit the required monthly 
reports and specified billings 
on a timely basis. 

For each instance in which 
a months delivered services 
are less than 95$ of the 
monthly hours authorized. 

$50 
per day 

$5 0. 
per day 

per recipient 

The COUNTY Contract Liaison shall advise the CONTRACTOR· in 
writing of his/her intent to assess liquidated damages not 
less than ten (10) calendar days prior to actual withholding 
nr such amounts from any payment. Notice to the CONTRACTO~ 
Bhall contain specific instances or causes for assessing the 
amount, including the dates thereof,· Amounts assessed shall 
be withheld from the next payment of claim submitted under 
the contract or from the final claim for payment subm{tted 
under the contract, Should the CONTRACTOR disa~ree with the 
COUNTY'S action the CONTRACTOR may appeal specific assessed 
liquidated damages for non-compliance items identified by the 
COUNTY. Such ~ppeal must set forth, in writing, detail of 
all facts and matters, including records where appropriat~ 
which CONTRACTOR believes will justify a ~esolution to the 
specific case where liquid damages had been assessed. 

. . . . . . . 

Any appeal regarding a dispute on liquidated damages will be 
resolved by the toUNTY Contract Liaison. This decision shall 
be in ~riting and final. 

.. 
'o 
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E ' Shares of Cost- (OPTIONAL- -I-TEH :-_ -TO BE- USEDc·IF COUNTY --···-> 
WANTS CONTRAcr·o'R-T-lf- co-LliE'CT =s~!f~KR':i::-·'oFeo-'COST·S,')":= =:---::'- -- 0 -_·:':--.;°:-';_:_ 

.•. .:_ .. ~ : ... ' ' . . ~.~: .... ::,_. . --- .. : .. . -'1 
1. CONTRACT6R-~gr-ee§';th0at~':no'ic-h~a:rges will be made to any 

-rec 1 pie n t _- o f·:~:5·~r vi ce'sc -u:n de r-~-:th i s~~-co n tr a ct::''tiii-le-s's : the- ~:c~--:: __ ," __ _ 
rec-ipien'ts'-have b'een-•·d:eterm'ined by_the COUNTY to hav·e --_ •. --_ -· 

., .. a :'stia're_or'co::1·t·1iab:t1it:f-. '..-, .. · _ ~-:-~ --·-~ .. ,:-<_· .·> <·'· 
:;i', :~·rn>those.ca:ses~wtiere the·rec.ipie'nt is·liabJ.e.for a - - -

. sha:re of·ifost, the CONTRACTOR~sh-all-be"respons'ibla'· ~- - •' 
--:-ror the-·co-llection o·r-·h1at:-~i-iare· of:·:c·o'st U.:ab .. ility -·-- _ ·· · ..... 
-- from_ttie recipi_~_n~:_a_n_d must· deduct: all ehar_e of cost -- - - · 

l i ab i 1-1 t y o_we<l ___ Q_y_ r_~ ~ip i en-ts -fr-i:im-· oil r1 n gs ··-strtim tft'.'€d~'~:=--~;".~ : 
to the ·cai.Jifty: -----' ..:.c: ___ "-·7..•::z~-""' '-';__":- ·" '-' • ~-::.-__ ~--~,;.-o o.:.::-.·: ::_,,,,. c:.·;,c;_ 

3~ The CONTRACTOR agrees ~o refund any ovar-collectla~ 
when a r~cipient does not realiz~ all the authorized 
hours covered by the share of cost. 

q, C-ONTRACTOR agrees to report delinquent share of cost 
~ccounts on a monthly basis. --

F. General Accountability: 

1. · In th~ event af an audit exception or •xceptions, the 
party responsible for aot meeting th• ~rogram 
requirement ·or requi:r-em-ent-s sh-all be r-esponsible for 
the ·defi-cie-ncy. 

2. In the event of any Stat~ hearings *ward or lawsuit 
-award 'resultin-g f'rom t'he ·CON'l'RNCT-0'1\'1 8 f·ail,ure to 

-·p-e·r form as :r eq·u ired b !{ t'h i-s <C o:nt·r.a ct., rr ei-m bu·r semen t 
shall be mad·e t.o t·he -damag·e·d ]Pa'l"ty ty the ·.CON-THAC·TOR. 

3. Additional c·o·sts 't·o the ,C-O'WN'il'Y 1'or maint'Bining ariy 
portion oT 'the [flSS Program ~s '8 result of the 
CON TRACT·O R'1 S ·fai 'l u r·e t.,o :P·e r;f o r:rn, -as re qtri r·e d -by t·h is 
agreement, a·re ·sublect t·o ·r-eoou·pment 'by ·the COUNTY_ 
through :wit'h•holding fro:m 'bill'in-g·s ·or :any ·ot·h·e-r 'form 
of le·gal acti-on. 'Notwi't·hstandi·n·g :any specifi·c 
liquidated ~ameges defi~e~ elsewhere in ~hi-s 
agreement, -OO~TBA~TOB~s fai~ure to p·erfor~ .as 
requi·red iTI a·ny ~rovi-slon o~ th1s agteement shall 
-wei-gh nega·tively ·against· ·t·he '"r-.esponsi·bili-ty" factor_ 
-inherent in anj fu't·u·re ~HSS Third ~arty IFB 
sta·tewl·de. 

.. 
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-. ' .. ,· .. 

Termination=~~- ;..:. ----=-·-· ·-· -·-·· 

.r his contract in a y ,_ti~ ·:i'~~'~I !.l~t~~~ g;; ~ ~i-~-th~;· fo i'i:o;:;i n s -"~"" 
condition_s: ·.· .. 

• 1;-···· 

1 •.. · FaJlu.re _or re(u_sa_l o~- qo.~T.RA_C~O~, t'o: perf9rm o.r do any 
·- .. ; · '.::· .ac-t· · he.r_e in:_ r~·q·u_l.-r.ed- ·_;:; .. ha.1·r. ·.-con·S.t:i tu·t·e.'·.a·_;.d e·r"'a.u·1·t.~·-:. ·.It) . . - ~ 

.:· :th,e e.yent: of-_ al!y.: defa1.q't;,,'i~· a,d_d)tiory: t:o __ ii'ny; either -- -... 
- ··.:reniedy·ava_i'lable- tcf"the COUl.lTY·,- this:contract"'may''-l:ie--:•' 

termin~ted. by the COUNTY immediately upon. writt~n 
not i.c e and I or_ services .. may~:-J~ ~:.-pur ch a:s-ed -f·r:o·m any 

--···" ··· So u-r c e ··by the. CO lJ N r>f ____ r_. I·-f_: ·a--=-g:r-e a .t e. r-.:·. pr. f.c-e:~.t ha n. t h:a t ~- -,~-o_· .. ·~~----~-=~ 
named in this cont~act is paid' for such- servic~s, the 
excess price will be charged to and collected from 
the CONTRACTOR and sureties on his bond, and in 
addition thereto any other damages proximately 
resulting from said default maf be recovered, 

2. This Contract may be terminated by the COUNTY upon 
days written notice if CONTRACTOR brea.ches this 

contract or refuses or fails to perform the services 
under this contract or any phase of sucb services, 

3. This Contract may be terminated by the COUNTY without 
cause when a day written notice is 
provided to the CONTRACTOR. 

- 4. This Contract may be terminated by the CONTRACTOR 
without cause when a day written notice ~ 

. is provided to the COUNTY. ..,. 
5. Notwithstanding anj other provisitins of this 

contract,-the COUNTY may terminate the contract 
immediately: 

'o 

a. Upon receipt of evidence of probable contract 
provider mistreatment or abuse of recipients of 
IHSS services, or cf unsafe and hazardous 
pra~tice in the provision of service; or, 

b. Upori loss of any license(s) r~quired for lawful 
operation '6f CONTRACTOR'S business; or, 

c. Upon an unauthorized.decrease in the required 
insurance in force; or, 

d. Upon failure to make payroll payments; or, 
e. Upon failure to remit payroll deductions in a 

timely manner to the appropriate state and 
federal_ govern-ment; _or, 

f. Upon failure to substantially meet other 
financial obligations; or, 

g, Upon service of a writ of attachment by creditors 
of CONTRACTOR. 

'• ·o 
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l/l!A.. 
~-

H • Mdnito~ing/AUdit Prov1~16nsl 
.... ·--- ·-- - . -·- -. - ----·- -----·-·- -

-····-··1· ' 
1 .... ..:,) . 

' 

1. .Authorized _ _fe~resentatii/es or the COUNTY; _Stat·e and_ . ,:·':> .• 
Fede ta l :-o o\•:S F1frlien't:~F"iiha1ti" nav e""'th e'~ i"-1-gn-t :.:.t 6-'=iilo il·It or- '__:.. -- ·. -_:, ~...: 

.·. a'.nd ·au-dit 'afr~·aspecn.s of' ·op~er·atJ.:o_n·.s.: u_nder. ~his ... ': .. 
·. £-coritr'ac't;':·. 'tile r.ight.'to' 'audit· in.eludes ·.that of the 

. . ·. st•a't'e Audit.·6r ·,cte~erriii .. t.b ... exani.tne ·aiic:L alldit._this · .... · 
. . . • ·. . corl t r"~6't:· i:di· Ii jl er i6 ~·:· 6"f. "'thr' ~:e y·~ ar 's .. a f:t.e r the . ri'n ~i: ,.'; 
>_. :·p~yinent;· in.aciaordanoe with·S{otion_·;:o~3;f:9f .. the:.:<·.·· . 

. , . ··. ~ ·· G9\l~f~yj~,iit';Go?·~~~-'.·: .· '"·.··;-:: .... ,. ·•· .·.·. :_:· _: ... -...•..... ·. . . . .... 

., .. .-~ ... 

2; CONTRACTOR slia'll· giv.e· full· cooperation in .~ny ·. .· · · · 
inc ti it or in S or- a-u Ifft lng:°' co ria u c teCl-· 15"y ;·-irb-ve~r-::n_ment~al .: -- ·: .:: :::- ~·:- - ·. . 
en t 1t-1··e·.s ·., · ...: · ... r.1.-...: . .:,; .. .;:·-=-:i-~ •. _:.:.·. ~.":~~· • ~-:-, ; :·H__T._:::~~- · · ~-..:..:::·. · =-- · ~· ~~- :-: .-"i-::~ o:...:: ~~::2:. ::...S,;;:.=. '.""-~~~~l.:-

3. COUNTY shall' notify co»TRACTOR in wr'it~ijg· .. with.iri 30 
oal_~·!l_~.ar days .of the disdovel'y of any potential audit 

· excep't1ofi'sJ'l:lf's."c_<?:V·Ei·r-e.d ·during .any monitoring or 
auditing examfri'atfcin"/ · • ,,:d :' ·' . 

11. The c.6.UNTY 1 sha11 have the right to audit all 
bill;i"ri'1ff'ancf'r·ec6tds :f>'f. the: CONTR·AC;TO.R related to 
this .Con~r~ct as r~q~1·red by State law. Any 
:f~.d.·:~'1f~'~d ~ ii't ~ubl :1.;·o a oc«:iu n tan t .o an: ·be. ,app oi n ~,e d by the 
CQUN.TY :· . -. '· - ·:.. '· . ... ' · · .. <"· .. ~: .·: :. _, . ,: 

5. CONTRACTOR agrees their financil:il redor-ds. shall 
contain itemized te6otd~ of ~11 costs.and b~' · 
~~la'ii~ble '.:t6t H1~p-ifctiori in COUNTY>:wi.thi•n: three 

·· . ... r- t·· .•• .. r . . . _, ; ~ . ..• .. . _ .... ,. . 

.. .. r ".i.9t~Jp(:.~.~x,~· or ~f e r~q~e:Hl' by. th~ ;,COU N'f;.Y I St ate I or 
., . Federa1·· e(g'enc1·es1,~ .. ; ··. • '': .. ·,c:.""' .' · .. ,;-.. '" 

. · 6°''.". M6¥i1fttiri'n:s ·b':/''the couNt'fr•fila.Y' be a1:1comp1:.{~·hed by the ... 

...... 
I ' '•, .)',l .. ,~I ' jdj •'' • •' r"' • ,,., 

' . : .·,,' ,(911,o}l'°~i'i'g'" m'ean 5: '"f .. -11dd' 'i- av.1.ews' : audit •.o:).,a 1 i1! s ' 
· , : : :lnont'h·fy 'r"e"v'.i"~~r'-'o~r ·ra'dorr.'C!·s·i,. etc-;,,.·.· · .: ·~·.'· , · 

(. 
,. ~~' 

,: ' : ~"." .. 

1 •. ··· ile"c-·~·F'1r M1::fi\'f'te:1rari<fe:''-'' ~. · , .. i .,~,,. · · " ,, .. 
~- . .•· : . Y•: i· ·~: ·; • .,J .. r· 

1
; .. 

''!, .::.: "' ·~ . : JI' - '\ • i • .... •• . • .L ' • • '. 

. C,ON,TR'AC.!_QR·. _agre~'s ·t'O'· uiainterfn:'al.l·. pr.ogral]1 1 fiscal, 
,_st"~\ts'~fa.·ia ~nd~iriati"agement ·reoor'.ds;:"locaJ.,ly E1nd make 

, _.sy;-q~ ;~ .. ~c<;fr;~~"~Y,~rla~1.~f:~or .. insP.ect,:i·o~n· -~Y. County, . 
State and Federal representatives:S~-al~ reasonable 
!;imes. The records to be kept and;nj.a_tn_tain.ed in 

. · c9nn'ecJ;.ioli with. this pt'ogrem shall tnclude, but are 
~ : : · .. · n.o t· 1 irii"1 1t;'~ d, ~'9':;' 'the'' :co:u NTY' s. a sse s·~m e.n_.t; :0 f need I 0 as e 

· : , !? 't»~·itJr t .an ~·,~·w10~_111:g( · d-~'t e. s , " ,b,t1,·1:~ n g .. in y ~Joe s •. · r e a or d s 
. a"i1 d"' re 01p1 en t:..: b"o~\1t r·~-c't.o'f;; 's e r.:v1ic e ~ t.elf.1 ~\!A . 
. corr·espon'den·oe". ' As· "if :p\i:i'rt': of· ·s.t.i.oh"· t;e.c;ior:;ds, the ti·me 
spent at e~ch visit to the recipient shall be 

·recorded· and :aocumented: b·y 'si'gha~ure 9!: i!)itial or· 
the ~eqipient or recipient representative on .a report 

., ,. sa·r.,YA;oe .. _r?,~m~·i: appn.ov-ed ~by; ·the couwi:Y.,,,, ·:-.,;. ,,. 
0 .. , ~ ~-

-, _., .· 

... 

'o 
·1111 _, •• 
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.CONTRACTOR agrees to. maintain ~ll records pertai·ning e 
- .. to .. s.ervice delivery and_Ji_~_cal: and. administra.tive . 
-:·c''co,n.~-r,91 s..,. for a. mini inum~=Cl·t.. .. 1 .)'f~ r _s .after f iii al pa ym en t . 

- .· ha_s b~en made,. or unti_l cill·pending .COUNTY,- State· and 
··: fed'er_al:audit.s ·ar'e·-completed;- whicheve·r.>is l~.t'er~.:-. · . 

9 • 

-~ ... . .. ·._. 
Upon re quest;:. the CO NT RAC TOR- :sfra-i i ~make· ·the se-•re cor·d·s- : .. : .. 

. available: it) the COUNTY to all au.thorized CO.LINTY, 
St(!te, and. Federal personnei; I 

. . .· .. ~.; ____ ..:.. . .:-:;_::."_~:--.~ 

Dispos~l ·of- Records: 

Records shall be destroyed in accordance with SDSS 
MPP Division 23, Section 350. 

I. Minimum Standards for Salaries and Benefits: 

The CONTRACTOR shall maintain the following minimum 
standards with regard to salaries and benefits' for all 
employees: 

1. All ernploye~s shall receive basic statutory coverage 
for Federal Insurance Contribution Act '(FICA), 
Workers 1 Compensation, State Unemployment Insurance 
(SUI) and Federal Unemployment Tax (FUTA) benefits 
and state ~isability Insurance (SDI) Benefits. 

2i All employees shall .receive wage~ and benefits which 
are no less than required by applicable" State and 
Federal law. The minimum wage in California, 
effective July 1, 1988, will be $q.25 an huur. 

3, The job descriptions, salary leveis, step merit 
incre~ses, related promotional· and step merit 
increase requirements under this contract are as 
fo-1 lows: 

(INSERT THE JOB. DESCRIPTIONS, SALARY LEVELS; STEP 
MERIT INCREASES, RELATED PROMOTIONAL AND STEP MERIT 
INCREASE REQUIREMENTS INCLtiDED IN THE. AWARDED 
CONTRACTOR'S SUBMITTED BID). 

J, Availability of Funds: 

Payment of all servicei provided in accordance with the 
provisions of this Contract are contingent upon the 
availability of COUNTY, State and Federal funds for the 
purpos~s of providing IHSS. Pursuant to SDSS MPP . 
Division 10, Section 205, the p6rtion of a payment by a 
County on an IHSS contract in excess of 11DS of tha · 
allowable cost of service shall not be eligible for 
~etching or reimbursement from State or Federal funds. 

~ ·o 'o 
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v. 

' - ... 
\ 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

. -

. ~·. 

. ·_~_z.· 

- '". -·· ··---··--

Term of. Agreemen~.: _ _ ··-·-- .<'"-

term~.?( ~~;-~ .. '-~~~~E~~~-;~;~~_::;~~~ ~-=~==~~.-:£~;~;~~g~~ ~-----:-:,~~ :~~-~'. .-:: ·' 1.· The 

-~-- :• .. _~~.'.-'"···.:'-. .;. '.·· ·, ;.,..,~ ., .·.! . .:... :-: ·:--:--. ."·1v•, .. i"::--:·::: :- :t .... '.·:..·~~~-~L'.-::! .. · -:·i:~:-·~: ·.,· .. ·, ~'!;~j~ .-·. 

· · N·o:ti: ·:IF. THE jEliM cir' •THE·. coNTRACT Is "Foit-·Two,: YEARS·, 
·: ._.: .. __ .·. · :. Ann···:.THE ·F.0.LLdWit.fa·· ·c·1.:·AuSE:·.:.·:· .. ·· ~- _·--;_ ... -~.-,·- ·;:. ·.: --_~-~ ·.·.: ·._. -· 

- - .. •" . ·. . :: .: ·:_:.· '.··: .- . ·•:· ·.·. . - . ,· 

Pursua:n·t to WICSec'tion•12302.1·a.~d·so:is.MPP- "•· ,, ... 
Section. 23-621 the COUNTY has the' optio'ri·· to· renew - ~ · .· · . 
this Con·tr:act.:for.;;a period· riot>"t6-·"ex·ceed.6ile yeii'r';··-~•;;::-~:~ 
subject ·ta appr·oval by the· State Department of Soci'al . 

. services. 

B, Copyright Access: 

c. 

The.CbUNTY, SDSS, and United States Department of Health 
and Human Services (D~HS) shall have a foyalty free, 
nonexclusive and irrevocable licens~ to publish, 
trans 1 ate , or use , now or he.re after , . a 11 material 
developed under this Contract including those covered by 
copyright. · 

Totality of Contract: 

This Contract contains all the terms and conditions· 
agreed upon by the COUNTY and CONTRACTOR and n~ other 
understanding, o~al or otherwise, regarding this 
Contract, shall be deemed to exist 6r to bind any of the 
parties to this Contract. 

D. Alterations, Modifications: 

Any alterations, variations, modifications or waivers of 
provi~ions of this Contract shall be ~slid only when 
reduced to writing, duly signed and attached to the 
origin~l of this Contract, with prior approval fro~ the 
COUNTY and the State. 

E. Contract Transition Process: 

The CONTRACTOR agrees to. provide all info_rmation deemed. 
necessary by the COUNTY for use in subsequent bidding 
cycles. 

1. When terminating this Contract, for any reason,· the 
existing CONTRACTOR shall ass~·st the COUNTY in ·the 
orderly transfer of the In-Home Supportive Services 
(IHSS) Program to a successor contractor or other 
mode of delivery. 

2. The CO~TRACTOR shall previde to the COUNTY all 
information requested by the ~OUNTY that is necessary 
to facilitate a subsequent bidding process. 

\. ·_. ~ 
·• ..... 
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3. COl!!RAC __ !:qR __ ~~alL_pr,o,vJA.e. access to the COUNTY, - e 
w i thou t _ad d it i on al cost to the C 0 U NT Y a ·n d a t le a st -
~ d ~ Y,_!i;;:P.XJ..QJ: '.:-_to :,e~x_:pJ.r,__a t ion- _o r--·-t er.mi na.t i o n~·o f :0 th-is-=·'-'.:,., .... -:o: 
a gr e em e_~ t -c 0 pies - o·f- 'a l·l· --re cip_i en f;-;.f,1'1 e·s·r a l;l'";' pr 0 vi de r':· c 

: -·and 's UJ~_e_r;,'{ i-~9.C: e mpl 0 y m e_n t{_: data t <iD ci 0 a·n-y: :o·c'he·r :• = ,;oi-'_;.: --':-;: ~ ,:,.""''' -:;-. 
. information reasonably'·necessary_ to effect·a-·siiiootli. · - .- ·· · 

... · ·· tran.sition._·- <',_· ·_ . __ · , __ -__ - .... --~,.,-- - -_ -. _ - _ :.; 
__ 4 "- .• __ C.?~-~R-~CTOR will, b·_e _lia~l~ -:to ~h~ :cou~TY_ for_. any cosfs- - .. 

incurred by th.e COUNTY.-because of CONTRACTOR''S'-- --·---· -­
fail_ur~ t.S!: cooperate ·in_ the -tr~nsition' process.' -

-- Rec ou pme n t---o f -c·o·s t's-cma•y---=b e=-t-hro u gh°"--w i thh.o 1 d :i. n g . -
payment o~ CONTRACTQR,'S,final bil-ling. -

F. Laws Governing Contract: 

This Agreement shall be governed and ccristrued·in 
accordance with all of the laws of the State of 
California, in addition to any other laws cited herein. 

G. Licensing or Accreditation: 

CONTRACTOR agrees to comply with.all applicable State 
licensing standards, all applicable accrediting 
standards, and any other standards or criteria 
established by the State to assure qua.lity of ~ervice, 

H. Bonding: 

1. CONTRACTOR shall obtain a fidelity bond in the amount 
of at least $ per loss. The bond shall 
cover all CONTRACTOR'S employees, officers and 
agents, CONTRACTOR shall provide evidence of the 
bond b~fore the effective date of this Contract, The 
bond shall be maintained during the term of this 
Contract, 

.I. Insurance: . 

CONTRACTOR shall, prior to commencement of the work, 
submit a copy of insurance policies evidencing that the 
CONTRACTOR has obtained for the period.of the Contract, 
from a generally recognized responsible insurer, 
insurance in the following forms of coverage and 
s~ecified minimum a~ounts·: 

1. A ~olicy or certification of self insurance for 
Worker's Compensation insurance covering all 
~mployees of t~e CONTRACTO&. 

-. -. 
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,····.' ·., ... .,. .. .• ·:;. :. 

. . -:·. ' ... :.-.-:. 

2 ... Co_mpr_e:hensiv~ .. General and Automobilt,:! ~!ability 
Ins u ran c·e of : . 

a) $ Bodily lnjury ""'. per per1!on and 
-----·-······ .·.,, ..... !. .. :'"=~:-:-.. ···:··.: . . ··:;111_:-

b) $ __ ,, ..... _::. Bodi.ly 'Injury.- each. occu.rrence and 
. . . ' . . . . . .• . . . . 

''··. 
. : c) $' ' .. ·: .· .•· .•.· .. < 

' .. : 
~--' d) $· :.· . .• · '· .CO'mb.iri!ld. ~i-ngle ·i~mit'bq.dtry-.·:±njury ., 

•• ·-··----•• ~. j. 

.. ·,-;I 

· ... 

·•!;c•' 

. ... . .. . ; -~-. ": 

and .prop er t Y. damage. · · 
' -··- ·---·-·- . . -· -· - . . . . .. - -~- ·-·:·:"..·: '. - ·- ' . 

. : :: ~: .:. :" 

·..... ·-·-· 

·'. ' · 3·, · c·~n tr a c t~u'·ai~ 11-abil ~ify ,'. .-fnc:'l u"cf f"n"g''-'co'•fe'r a s'e ~f'o"r" "a\; d·{{ · 
·exc_eptions, in the amount of $ . · 

The policies shall inclu~e the COUNTY as co-insured 
and all policies shall pro~ide ~hirty (~0) days 
written notice to the COUNTX by cert~fied ~ail, of 
cancellation or material ·change of said pol~o'ie~· 
Any such policies or ~nsurance shall act ?S pri~ary 
insura~ce, and no ins~r~nce held or own~d b¥ the 
COUNTY shall ~e called upqn to co~~r a·~qs~ un~er 
said policy, · 

4, The amounts ref~renced a~ove ar~ specifi~ to the 
County of this contract or is an a~gre~at' amount for 
this and ~ther contracts. And further, if the 
amo~ni(s) is/are or do~s ~e~ome an aig~ei~t~ fqr the 
Contractor'· the Contracto.r ~hif\.l e~E'.C\:l~e Bl), agreement 
with the Insurance Compa~x. and pr 0 v\~e ev~dence of 
said to the County, fo~ the Insu~ance Company to 
immediately p~ovide notice to the County of any claim 
that is.file~ which ~ay reduce the a&&r~gate ~mount:; 

J, Indemnification: 

'o 

CONTRACTOR ~hall defend and hold harmless th~_CQUNTY fr6m 
·and against any 1iabi1 it y , c 1 a~ ms , actions , cost :;i , 
damages or losses, (1) for injury, inc,luding death, to 
any person or damage to any property arising out of 
CONTRACTOR'S activities under this Agreement, or 
(2) incurred by COUNTY as a result of CONTRACTOR 1 S 
vi o 1 at i o ti o f any duty u n de r th i s Agreement r -~ s u l ti n g i n 
any actual or p~oposed disallowance by ~he·S~ate of 
California to the COUNTY'S claim ·for reimbursement, 
(3) incurred by COUNTY as a result of CONTRACTOR'S 
failure to pay and discharge any obligation incurred by 
CONTRACTOR, with third parties in ~he pertorman~e of its 

·duties under this ~~reement, or (4) incurred by COUNTY 
from any State hearing cash grant award or lawsuit award 
resulting from CONTRACTOR'S failure to ~erform. 

·o 

fiEV.septe~b.er 13, 1988 
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· .... · . •,•; .,. 

K. Independence of Go~tractor: 
. ·.-·--·-. -.· ··.· ... ·:· __ ;, :·;;·-.:.--:::-.-:.:.=-·· ;.==.:_---:.:~:;.=:..-.:·· .•.. 

' ' 

c 0 NT RA(; TOR is ' . f 0 r a 1 t pti r p 0 s e 3 a'r fs in g '-o·ul - 0 r~· t E i 3 .,.-:., ---~' 
Contra c.:t ,_ an .-111.d e pend.e·nt· ::.contra c t'o-r- ·and ~.sh a 11--~ii b t >:be·"··'-"'" 
deemed. an empl:oyee"-·or the·- COUNTY;"· ·· Qn,,-n' ~·-·- · •• , • ~ ._. ~ • ~·,.-·-: ,. ,, ~·I!'. 

L. 
' .::.:.:.--. ~·:·-·.i::''"7:'" 

He a i ci al · He a 1 th Co· n s u) t ~ti _on __ Exp ens e·s i, 
·.;..,. ·. . .. ... ·. -.· . . ....... '.:. 

- _. ... .. 
··CONTRACTOR shall"·not pay.for any medi"c'al or'health · ·· 

: •.'•'r e·l at ed· 'con surt·a ti"o ri ·_ex p'e ri·s e's 'e_ic c ep:t. as.· ·ii e a·e'si3'a ~'y·. f 0 r":-·: :': ~- ·' 
ori~~ta~inn/trainirig of providers under this cont~act. · 

------·"·-·-···- .. --· ~-·- .:._ ._...:.. ... ---_·_:.:: .. _______ ~_· -;·---~·-..:.· . .:.~·--·::.. .. ·--

' M •. :- : St-ate Energy •·C-"c::ms· e·.r..v a·.fl o-n:}'PTa·-ri: :C ·: ~::·' ::; - .c--: ::: ; '- . ~ :. ; :: ·--" ;·; -­

CONTRACTOR agrees to recognize the mandatory·staridards 
and policies relating to energy efficiency in the State 
Energy Conservation Plan Title 23, California 
Administrative.Code, as required by the U.S. Energy, 
Policy and Con~ervation Act (P.L. 94-165). 

N. Clean Air/Clean Water Acts: 

Pursuant to 45 CFR, Part 74, Appendix G, Section 14 .i. A 
CONTRACTOR agrees to comply with all applicable 
standards, orders, or requirements issued under Section 
306 of ths Glean Air Act (42 U.S. Code 1368, Executi~e 

·Order 11738) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Regulations (40 CFR, Part 15). Under these laws and 
regulations the .contractor a~sures that: 

1 • 

2. 

3 • 

lj • 

No facility to be uti-lized in the performance of a 
proposed grant' has been listed on the EPA list of 
violating.facilities. 
It will notify the COUNTY prior to award, of the 
receipt of any communic~tions from the Director, 
Office of Federal Activities, U.S. EPA, indicating 
that a facility to be utilized for the grant is under 
consideration to be listed on the EPA list of 
violating facilities._ 
It will notify the COUNTY and the U~s. EPA about any 
known violation of the above laws and regulations. 
It will substantially include this assurance -
including this fourth ~art, in every nonexempt 

.subgrant, contract, or subcontract, 

.. 
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ADD SIGNATURE PAGE. THE FOLLO'l:IING IS A SAHPLE SIGNATURE. PAGE: 
··.-~-. --··-··-· ... ~ .. , ··--···••' -... ,. ·~· . -·- ... ·--· -··- --

- . 
·IN WITNESS WHEREOF, thi_s contract _has·_bee_n executed by the_ parties 
hereto upon. this· da-t·e first above ·'ii·r~itt·en·;·' ,~..:'-: ....: ~: .. -;:o- ';"~"'"~~-; :;..;;·.;: . 

.. ... ... . ,_.. . I. i.~ • - .-. ·. J. ·• ~· - ;.:·•n 

. ··. · .... ':. :.CONTRACTOR·. 
·- .... ',._; 

. ~. . 
.·; ·. ' ... ... : 

. ~-

:.ATT~ST: 
County_ Clerk, County of. ---.State -of Qalifornia, and 
ex officio of -the Board .of 
S u-p e r v.1 s o r s 

. DEPUTY CLERK 

'o 

REV.September 13, 1988 

.· .. 

TITLE: . DATE: 

•-•.•-r.z.~.·...z::..:>...L ............ 

COUNTY. OF 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

. TITLE: DATE 

-, 
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. REQUIRED CONTRACT BUDGET EXHIBIT 

NOTE: SUBMIT ONE BUDGET ·_- · ·- - --- -:-:.:...-··· -~ .. :c·- :- -·-··-·---::::c:c .::::::= __ 

FOR EACH. CONTRACT YE'AR'~':..-:c~--=-~- ::':'. :..:-: -__ :;_;:_-=:.;o::"·-~--- .·"-·::o.-.--~::::..::.-~:.- .7:-:·C· 
I • --·-j.. - •• - -· - .. -.. -· .-- '· - .. -. ,,,., ;:--~:,! r,~:~...!· '.L, 

.·COUNTY_·· ____ <._· .. _._·---·.-....'...:..___ .•. . · DATE _______ "--.. -"'--~---:._.;_'---- .... -: -
CON TRACTOR""'". _. ---------'---'----'--"'-· 

· PER I OD ·BEq INNING . ' . · .' .P:ERI 01)"·. ENDING_---'':.'-_·:-'-.:._.· .. ,-'-;.,-..;._·.·_: _· ·___;..:...·'--· ·_ .. ..:...· ·"'-. ..:__· ·· 
. TO.T,AL SERVI.CE .HOURS. FOR. PERI OR~-~~ . ..,....·.: HOURLY RAT~·_,_·: __ .• ~~. 7"".-:-,-.---... -•. ---,.---'--,-, 

:.:;:. 

IHSS PROVIDER WAGES 
FULL TI HE 
PART TIHE 

: -. 1' ... ~ ·-· . -.. · ... _ .. _ - ""·· - ' -

IHSS PROVIDER EMPLOYMENT TAXES 
SOCIAL SECURITY (FICA) 
FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT INS. (FUTA) 
STATE UNEMPLOYMENT INS. (SUI) 

IHSS PROVIDER WORKER'S COMPENSATION 

IHS!? PROVIDER EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS 
VACA.TI ON 
SICK LEAVE 
HOLi DAY 
HEALTH INSURANCE 
DENTAL INSURANCE 

IHSS PROVIDER TRAVEL COSTS 
TRAVEL.WAGES 
MILEAGE 

IHSS PROVIDER TRAINING 
TRAINING WAGES 
TRAINING STAFF/CONSULTANTS 
OTHER TRAINING COSTS (SPECIFY) 

hDMI!:HSTRATIVE SALARIES 
LOCAL ADMINISTRATION 
CLERICAL 
rHsS SUPERVISORS 
SALARIES TO OWNERS/OFFICERS/DIRECTORS 

ADMINI!?TRATION TAXES · 
?OCIAL SECURITY (FICA) 
FEDERAL UNEHPLOYHENT INS. (FUTA) 
STATE UNEMPLOYMENT INS. (SUI) 

ADMINISTRATIVE WORKER'S COMPENSATION 

•458 

TOTAL COST . 
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.HOURLY 
RATE 

e. 



. - . 

8 
AD~~~i;i~~~;rvE~~kB~~.r-T'f~·.:·:~'~">~ •- · ~· . _ ~. ·•· ~·~~ :: ~ 
.·. S .. I.CK "LEAVE.· ·· .. :_ . . .. - . 

·.<.HOLIDAY· _·:. , · .. '.. . .. •· 
. . . 'O:HEALT!LINSURANCE .··.. .. .. · 

TOTAL COST 

· · DENTAL-. iNSURANCE .·.. . . .. ·. .. . . . . · .... 
-'----'"-'--'---"----· - - .. 

. ADHINISTRATIYE TRAVEL 
TRAVE~. WAGES 
MILEAGE 

...... -~ ~ .. · ·' .. 

INSURANCE AND BONDING 
LIABI~ITY INSURANCE 
AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE 
FIDELITY BOND 
PERFORMANCE BOND 

OFFICE EXPENSE 
RENT 
MAINTENANCE/JAi.:! TO RIAL 
UTILITIES. 
EQUIPMENT (NEW) 
EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE 
EQUIPMENT DEPRECIATION (PURCHASED PRIOR) 
ACCOUNTING AND DATA PROCESSING 
TELEPHONE. 
POSTAGE 
PHOTOCOPYING/PRINTING 
SUPPLIES 
PERSONNEL ADVERTISING 
HOME OFFICE EXPENSE 
INDEPENDENT AUDIT 

PROFIT (PROPRIATARY FIRMS) 

OTHER COSTS 

FEE FOR SERVICE 

. TOTAL CO.ST 

HOURLY RATE 

·o 
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11~TER-OFFICE ME1v10 
DATE 

------:--·--
September 29, 1982 

Virginia Boyko, Services Chief ~ PHONE · n24 ... FROM_ 
- - -

.. \ ...... 
.. :" 

. : .. · . . . ' . 
'· - . :··,_ ... . '. - ·. ;.· . . . .. ·· . . ·,'.: .--- . 

SUBJECT - IHSS CONTRACT STRATEGIES 
. ----·--'-·;-··- -· . . -.-------=-·-~~~ --4. 

_:_ .... ~~·.:..--·:~·:. . -.... ·- ... 

As you know, we must have something for an IFB by 11/1/82: Because of the State's 
inflexibility regarding our current contracting method (as confirmed by John Hobe 
at our 9/27/82 meeting), we need to_set in motion some immediate strategies: 

_l. PREPARING TO FIGHT THE STATE TO KEEP OUR PRESENT-CONTRACTING METHOD: 

~d v· 

b; 

c. 

I -
Review Laws -·SB 14 threw out some old W&I Code language on !HSS-- please look 

_up old language and new to see if there is anythirig in the code we can use. 
Cite all applicable law sections (for and against us) preparatory to a meeting 
with Dick Strong. 

Do this with DSS regs (chapter 10, ib and any_ other on contracting) which may 
apply. Remember that John cited 30-469.La_s their'legal authority to fix us. 

•• •• ·~. <"" ~ -

Pull together folder of p~rtinent correspondence; our current Contract, Mike's 
letter regarding our possible plin to go full service contract·, the State's 
approval letter ( s) of our current contract, -the State's 1 etter informing us ~. -_ 

.. --
- ... ,· ~ ): .. 

I' / 
~,J) '/ d. 

\ . 

··-···~ 

e. 

'f. 

---~·- .. g. 

they would not again approve our contract method and Mike's letter requesting 
specific information from the State vn why they won't (which I believe has 
not yet been answered by the.State). -

Check old files· (going back to 1969) , lets· see if we can resurrect any letters 
. of support from the State re our -contra"cting system, since we've had the same 
system since our program inception. (IE, what-'s different. riow?). 

t . -

Pull .together.a case that our contract is NOT just simply a payrolling contract 
like EDS~F. Most significantly, the Providers are e~ployees of HCI, not the 
client. Do what you can (by checking our contract pro~is~ons, audit reports 
etc., to refute this). 

Pull together a icture of an IHSS rogram in other counties wh,ch ~re ver 
i ke ours, in_ terms of !HSS service components w et er via inter-agency agree­

ment or full servi~e). Build a c~se that only difference between our way of 
doing things and ~hat county provider and full se~vice method providers do 
is matter of arrangement; .. show that we do what these other methods do, whi~h 
have State approval. ·(Maximize likenesses, minimize differences). 

Pull together whatever materials we have (in -writing, like Mike Mcintyre's 
old letters to us) and known to any of us via verbal comments· from the State, 

regarding the State's prejudicial treatment of gur county. Show t'hat State's 
problems regarding our contract are not based in law of sound reason, but are 
prejudicial. I think Hobe used the word "invasion of turf". Shm~ their 
dislike of our contract method is because of slight inconvenience and irri­
tation due to lack of conformity. 463 
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.-.. . .. - ... IHSS CONTRACT STRIJEGIES 

__ · ·L _Pull.together· what we c.an on problems bf cost effectiveness of differept methods 
as.opposed to our ow~. Gat~er all ma~erials which show oufs in ch~ap~r.-~- ·-· · .. · .. '. .. -. 

' ., 

:·_ j: :Pul.l -t~gethe~ p~
0

o·f i le "of program· deli v·~-ry pro bl em~ . u·nder 'either· I PM.-cir Fst.. 
·" -- Such- as·. pro bl ems-- i fl delivering servi c~ 'to our mo·re ;·sol ated·_ areas ·of._. the· ·county. 

. . . . ' . . . 

Let me kriow by l 0/1 · (Fri day) how ,quickly you can pull together this· stuff. i 
.want to consult with ~ary ~renewal~ a.nd prooably rnak~ a\1 appo.intrrient ... wit~ .Dic_k. Strol)g" 
for someone to meet with him on this (and for help with more strategies).- : · 

Anything we pull together in preparation f_or an adversary role with the State is 
NOT to be shared with IHSS, SSPA or State staff. ·what we can do must be held in 
strict confidence until we are ready to use it; 

2. PREPARING TO NEGOTIATE WITH STATE ON CONTRACT FORMAT 

I have drafted a letter to John Hobe (attached), with-a copy to Horel .. Let me 
·know what you think. I won't mail it ahead of your's· and Mike's input. 

3. PREPARING FOR IFB 

a. acka e on Individual Provider Method (as if we were going 
Show costs, increased costs in order to maintain current ...... 

level of servic·e. Do a cost estimate of our IHSS program under the IP V 
method, in terms of how much additional allocation we would need from State. 
Find out results of San Francisco Lawsuit (exactly what it was about and 
outcome .. Mike says it .is on the same is sue of benefit buyout and SF Co 
lost, and had to come up with dough. (If our issue is at all different, 
we would want to claim that. money must come frqrn IHSS a 11 ocat ion to our 
County for the $600,000.00). Bottom line on this. must be the highest 
cost you and Mike can ~ome up wit~ which is plausible (likely) for SBCo. 

b. ·Pull together a package on Fui l Service Contract (as if we were· going ·to 
go that way): Show costs, program losses, the Cost shift for other posi-
tions (250,000.00 McDonald estimated). · 
Develop a tentative 1FB package based on full service contract; locate 
IHSS supervision in our offices (like now) even though contract employees. 
Put in everything we'd v1ant in a full service contrai::t. 

c. Develop County delivered package; using special districts- model. This 
one manifestly gets the State off our back the best. but brings up 
the overriding problem of keeping the contract staff without making 
them actual county employees. See what might be possible here. 

1. 

2. 

Cons i de.r intra-agency agreement with Office On Aging approach ... 
remember that John Hobe insisted that State has sayso on agreements, 
just like contracts. We ~ight need to check this ~ut in terms of 
#1 on Page l . (Is it an inter-agency agreement, 11 ke Tulare , 
if the program is· all done within theisame agency; though not the 
same Department?). · · 

Exactly what is involved in payrol~ing? C~uld ~e a~sume th~ 
function in our own Departm!4~4 using special district model 
re the IHSS provider employ~e~ as non-county? 



IHSS Contract Strategies - 3_. 
·--··-·'-- -~· ..:... ....... 

· 3 .- - Find out a l°l you. 'can about Spec i a 1 Districts; _ do they have some 
- ... 1ega1 differences whi.ch would .permit. them to do _lJ_, but .. which w.oul d 

·preclude us from doing· it? -,VJhat'dci they do ariywaYthat"w~ thj.nk of 
their inodel as a· resource? - --. ·-.-- ... 

• ..J..;,;.:., .... ~--= •. ~ 
.-,.......... .-.-.... ~-;;'f!:_ 

. .: :;-~==~-..:~-~ 
.. -­... -~ .. -~ 
·--~.-....=-~ ........ 

-----~-~-= 

;;;._ -- ..... ~-! 
.. -.· . . .TFi ~d ·ciu't:· ~iho -tlfe· p'e'~tcinn'el·:o'{r iter".-is.-f'ii~· the· Sped a 1 -Districts .. ; . 

_ ·· .·'.:; ·, · ~t-jt,.:by. any'-cha~c,e;: B.!~l Bro\'/n?) ~-, .. '· .. •--· ·: _ · •· _ · .. , ,. __ .- . __ 

.. .', . ·.-:We 'will_ need -to: have~ i terns "11 a'! ;'c·'!b'1 .:and .":c•i,_ unde~ .. #3 .(.p.repa ri ~g' for i FB) done .. : - - -- -
_- ):>y Octotierl5th, so that Mar,Ytan'dieck with Fred and Mr. Fare on what·way'they - .. -

all want-the county to go. -
. ·. . - . . . . 

. '";''•'""''.,._, .• -•.-.-:-.• o_.,....•,• ,_...,. .. ,~""'''·'·-·,-..... ,~ • ...-.... "'---' ·-··-

We will divert.stafftime (Mike Decke.r, I, Frank Schiller· and if-ne-ed be, Tomm1e --~-~--==.:", 
·Lewis) to r~searching parts of this/helping you with-it. Ple~se lay out an 
action plan for accdmplishing all of the above, and let me know what help you need 
by whom. 

Thank you. 

·.cc:_ ... Mary, Gronewald, Associate Director (Mary, can you think of other things we 
need to do, or which might help?) 

.T. Michael Decker, Services Chief __ (Mik~, ditto) -

,. __ 

- ~-t 

.. 
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. ,, 

• . r •· • •. •,: . ,. ·:· ,'."' • ~ .• ,. ~ ••.· • -_: . ' <•: ·, 

·.Th is 1 s 'to -th.ank' and commend- you ·-for your frarik and' dpen discuss ion:- with me . and ·.- ... 
'· ·- · ·our other"Depa:rtmeht'rep·reseritatives'regard_in·g-tbe problems. your Departm~fr1t ha-s -_ ' . 

. with nur_current IHSS contracting procedures .. We also sincerely appreciate your · . 
·offer of help tci us in- seeking tci--develop a--ccintract-whfdi:·is both0 ·s-afisfactory --·-
to the State and_ ·-wh-ich \wi·l l ·reso lv_e··th?se- prob'.l e1ns_·peculi a r-to· (Jur' c~·unty:::sJJuat fan. ·· 

w~ are extremely interested in your idea regarding a meeting between our staff 
and Mr. Horel, yourself, Charles Kerr arid Rick Burroughs. We feel that bringing 
together State Department of Social Services staff (and the expertise represented 

'by the individuals you mentioned) together with our own IHSS program management 
people, is vitally necessary if we are to resolve the dilemma we find ourselves 
in at this time. · 

We would of course h_ope that this meeting could be scheduled early in October, 
since we must open up our IFB process on November 1st, at the latest. 

As we mentioned in our conference with you, we would like to develop a contract 
which meets the following County needs: 

l. Permits for/Bg~~rtment control of program costs and effectiveness. (Both e 
of which are in keeping with the 'intent of_ AB 2712). 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Provides for IHSS coverage in all areas of our County, As we discussed, 
we have had problems (both in the IP and Full Service Contract approach), 
resolving the provision of homemakers in our desert areas. Approximately 
one~third of our IHSS clients reside in the isolated areas of our county. 
Contract agencies have not found it to .be fiscally sound to attempt to 
develop IHSS providers and supervision for these far-flung areas. 

A resolution to the problems presented by the Individual Provider Method 
of delivering IHSS Services. Moving tb this method at this time-would 
require an outlay of around $600,000.00 to "buy-out" the Contract employees' 
benefit package. 

A resolOtion to the problems presented by the Full Service Ccintr~ct 
method, which our fiscal people ·tell us would result in a cost shift 
of around $250,000.00 in Social Services staffing locally. · 

A resolution to our dilemma regarding the acquisition of around l,000 
additional county employees, if we were to provide the full IHSS program 

.through Department auspices. This also brings in the benefit payoff 
problem, and is probably unacceptable politically to our CAO and 
Board of Supervisors. · 

Of course, we would also like to develop a contract method ~hich would be of 
interest to the State, in considering our request ~o be se-~ ecte~ as ~ne of . 

11
_ 

the AB 2712 project counties (either as a "contra l county, or spec la l _ proJec t 0l · 

Please let me know as soon as possible if the meeting you described can be 
worked out. We are anxiou'sly awaiting t£~6 information from you. 

Thanks again, n~t..-~.i... u ............. 1 

Si . ,_ '.:WWWJMM ~·-·~ .. W1M 
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. INTEROEEJCE_ MEM.O .. _ - ...... ----1 y~- - -... 

;;::~~E:;·;~-::;,:::,.ARM~~-- ___ :oN• 387-5353 -(0.~-
- ·:• -"Services, Sari Bernardino ./?f1111~\~_.:. 
·~:-,:~~::.:~::~,}?~;~~bps-~.'. ~i~ ~ ~ i ~~~~~~-~n:~R;:~;:-: .~\ .. · .'-: ,_~:o-,:·_:·,' ~:.:< ·i: .: ~-:~ · :· .>:c::~~·~ ~~:~:: : :'':~:~~ ; ;c:::.:~:~~~1~:~::=.j~f.:~0 •·· .- .•.. 

_.. - . . . ~- : .... •. . . ... : _ ··.~ 
:- .. . . . '··-;. ··- .,. . .-~. 

. . . ,, . . - . -: ~ . 
,: I. : ,_.:' . .. r • :-. '.· ' 

• .. -.. 

·· · · §u6;i~cf: . STATE.'Aun·1-r OF ·iHE- :rnss· Her coNTRAcT 
August 1 ~ 19B.4 . - August 31 , · 1986. · 

.... -:.·._ :· .~.;.; ::· • .. :- ' . - ·. ...... ., 

Per your request, the following are iny concerns regarding the current IHSS 
audit of the HCI contract, August 1, 1984 ·- August 31, 1986. 

I. Service Case Records: 

A total of 146 service case records were requested: · An 146 records 
were selected from an August,· .. 1986, CMIPS client listing rather than 
spread over the two-year period; All of these records v1ere located; 
however, of the total sample of 146 cases, 33 were individual provider 
cases (IP mode). 

On December 22, 1986, I had a 1 engthy telephone conversation with the 
State Auditor, Jonny Chan. I questioned why any IP cases were selected 
in the service record sample, as this wa~ an audit of the HCI contract: 
I went on to explain in great_ detail the difference between the IP 
and CC modes. Ms. Chan responded .that no. one had explained it to her 
and she now understood the difference between the two modes. This 
had been previously explained by Kennie and myself at least three times. 
At the end of that conversation (on December 22), I asked her if she 
wanted to replace those 33 IP · cases with CC ·cases. She told me we 
should go ahead and collect the 146 case samp 1 e she had requested. 

On January 5, 1987, Jonny Chan ca 11 ed -me and requested that we indicate 
all of the IP cases on. the Service Case Record Listing. We did· so 
and turned over all 146 cas·es to her ( 33 IP and 113 CC). Twice during 
the week of Ja~uary 5, Paulette finneseth, SSS, offered to go to Auditing. 
where Ms. Chan was working on the audit i.n. an· effort to explain our 
service case s.et up and the county forms used in the assessment/el i gi -
bility process~ Ms. Chan declined the offer; : . 

Later that same week, Ms.·Chan ·called.me to say she did not need.to 
pull. anymore contract service records f9r the audit. 

II. Payroll Documents: 

.. 

12-1 3B7.ooo Rov. e1es 

A total of 139 payroll documents were requested; Of ·the 139 documents, 
all 45 monthly cases were from pay period May 15 - May 30, 1985, and 
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· Page 2 

. 94. hourly . C~?eS. ( nomemaker and , boa rd. CO pi es) · Were from pay period . 
. _: December· l .., :December. 14, 1984; Ag<:i it:[, ,,as. with .. the ser~jce .G!J. ~e._sampl!=S, 

these documents were not. sampled' from a spread over the two-Year period. · 

.. ' . :-. .... · ... cif'·t~i~ :~ 39'. pay;olr; ~-~ctlm~~-t~ ~- ~:~cit~·,:·~/:.112· we~~: no:t: , .. oi:.a~.~d: :'.one 'mont~ly 
· ·.·· ·· ' : i:ase · a:n_d ·t.he homemaker· copy- of '·ai,-:tio-url y case ( w~ --·had '·the !.'boa rd u- c·opy)'. 

III. Internally, thi~ audit was considerably .smoother than the· pri~r one. 
An ·"Audit Team~' was.f6-rmed with·representatien from each:office .. Guide-··· 
· 1 i nes were established (see attached memo), and an IHSS Service Case 
Fi 1 i ng · Gui de was deve 1 oped and agreed upon by the IHSS Task Force; 
Membe\"s of the "Audit Team" were: 

·Bart Bonner, Rancho Cucamonga 

Earl Blakesley) 
John Russel 1 ) 
Alice Burdick ) 

Paulette Finneseth ) 

Desert 

Kennie Zaharopoulos) San Bernardino 

·. '· ~. 

Additionally, on a countywide basis, Paulette coordinated the service IA 
case record portion and Kennie coordinated the payrolling document ~ 
portion. 

All of their cooperation and involvement is to be commended. 

cc: Tom Sansone, SSRM 

MEG:cdc 

.. 
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DATE 

. 1:>
1

.FRDM 

TO 

&.. ...,. 

INTEROF.FIC:E ~_EMO 
December 3, 1986 

Mar.y __ Goldberg ,. ARM. __ 
Sef'vYc·es ,:;.?_a_~, ~ar_gH10:~ - :.::-'.:~_:;::;-:·----

Debbie Wi l ki.ns ,c ARM,~ Vi ctorvi 11 e 
?aut-:'shaw.~ARM ;]~ancfio~ tucimonga 

' ...... - ·-······ ....... ···•: . 
···:·· 

·· ... :.--

.PHONE 

·.·.· 
·.- . 

'•'. 

.. ,•. .·-.. 

. -- . ·~····.-..· ··• ··-· .. "······~---,--. --· ,. ··--·· .. ·~··· .... ·-··- -·-·-

., -, 

·. ·- .. :- ~· ~ ., 

We have just rece.ived notificatfo'n that~ once again, _the State wiii be auditing 
our IHSS program. · The time frame.· wi 11 be for the recent HCI/VNA contract 
from July 1, 19~4 to August 31, 1986. 

About one year ago, we experienced the last Il-ISS audit. ·we received several 
criticisms and, in fact, are threatened with a 7.2 million dollar disallowance 
which has not yet been. resolved. 

,The IHSS program has lacked written instructions regarding case transfers, 
· fi1 i ng of closed cases, and maintenance of pa st payro 11 records. Because of 
these aspects, . we experienced prob 1 ems ·in IHSS audits by not 1 ocat i ng needed 
documents in a timely manner. It should· be stressed to all staff that audits 
have important fiscal and program impact, arid the State judges our agency, 
personne 1 , IHSS program, and fi seal a 11 oca ti on by the results, coop era ti on, · 
attitude~ eff~ciency and professional conduct of the staff they deal with. · 

To prevent some · prob 1 ems experienced in the 1 as t audit, · spec i a 1 efforts· wi 11 
be made to ~rganfze in a way that allows us to quickly locate documents requested 
by State auditors. A county-wide, structured framework, or "Aud it Team", wi 11 
be forme·d whose purpose wi 11 be to funnel needed documents to one central person 
designated to receive and present them to the auditor. The Audit Team wi 11 
nave- one designated· .contact person per office who will spearhead coordination 
efforts to research, locate and submit records from their -di strict office. 
An_IHSS- clerR· or sup~rvi~or can be selected as a secondary backup and assistant 
to the office Audit Team member. If records are required from both Social 
Services and IHSS, a team member for each unit can be chosen. Once these people 
are ·selected, a memo will be sent to all team membefs listing names and telephone 
numbers, since consistent inter-office communication between team members is 
vital to a successful audit. 

AUDIT PROCEDURE: 

I. Central Audit Team Delegate - Preparation Tasks: 

A. Clarify with the auditor the time peri ad being audited on. the requested 
document. 

B. ·clarify exactly which forms and/or folders are needed for the audit, 
i.e. payroll board copies, schedul·es signed by providers, or both; 
Social· Service IHSS folders, IHSS copies, or both; payroll/schedule 

- ori9inals or photocopies? 

l ~-13a1.ooa Ro11. 9/86 471-
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IHSS AUDIT December 3, l'»- · 

:· .. 

II .. ·Offi ~e Team· Member ·.:.. Prep a ~a tion',:Ta.s ks·:·L" · ";" ~-·~r: ... · ".::.:.~Pc::. - . :r: ~-"' - , .. ,,,, ·· ~· , · •" ,., ' 
. ., . ;~~~ . .;;~~;;:::.~:.-. :· -. :~~~=~:7::::7~~· .. :_·-;:~;:;. .= ... ~-:'.· ~~ ·~~.:~: ~ .. ·~'::.'§_""'~::: :". _.:.;.;;__ ~.::i,;-::: h;7_-':7.~..:~;:::.· ·: :~~;.=·i.:;,~~~ .... . .. : ,, -·.-~~·-;_:._: ·~·~· .. 

__ --A,..· Cl~r_ify.wfthl.HS~,.an,d s.oci_al_.Services,cler.i~al_staff ~h.ere,,cilJ payrcill : __ 
...... ;fth~ .. s~rv1ce:·rold~rsne.eded·_for·the:--a.ud1t .t1me· period·.· are .k.ept or_·· 

":-·. ~a1;nta1ned~(1 ... ~'.' l,n '.9ff:1,c_e .a~ea.; .. sP.~c_1al .storage, o~.c.ent,ral. s.torage). . . 
. . · .. ' . . . 

· s·. · FamiHariz·e· yourselves with any existing IHSS closed file system for 

· ·: ·ca_s ~,;;fo ~~;s~. a_n"~ !.a~~.~~l l :~:~.o,:~.~.~-~f ;~· ~~ ;:·;c~~~,~-~~~ ;:~ ;-~-::~~ :~;:0·~; :.:.~:;: .: ~ . •;" '. j~, 
IIi. Act~al Audit steps and Duti~s: 

A. Each. office representative will be provided with a complete list of 
requested cases or payroll documents.. Cases designated for that office 
will be highlight~d. Each office 'will be responsible for locating 
·and forwarding their assigned/designated documents to the central Audit 
Team delegate . 

. B. A second notice will be issued listing cases .and payroll documents 

cc 

not located. Each office will check for all items on this list, in 
case of a poss 1b1 e. undocumented case t ransfer:<:l os i ng, etc. 

C. If photocopies of documents a re requested, make sure a 17 copies 
clearly legible and reproduced in their entirety before forwarding. · 

D. Keep accurate records on the provided 1 ists as to which documents 
forwarded to the ·central· member of the Audit Team, on what date, 

- by what method, i.e. 'inter-office mail, courier, etc. 

are 

"' a r·i= 
and 

E. Maintain a folder of the original documents or a good copy, in case 
a second copy needs to be submitted. 

F. Upon completion of the audit, members of the· Audit Team will be , 

·o 

notified, and all documents ··submitted wi 11 be returned for refil ... ~ 
the case fol de rs or appropriate storage facilities. 

-. 
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· ·September- '16 ~ i 987 _ 
•.: : . .. ;- •· . . . •', ·. . .,. . . . ~ - -· _., ·.- . ·-

. '·. 
.. ':. . ·;· 

.... ···~ . . . _, 

Audits and Evaluation Section 
State Department of Social Services 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

- " .... - ~ ~ ' . .. -: "·-' ...... ·.'.: : ; .. ·., .. : ·--.... '.' ·. . .... : ... ~ 

·· . -.. ·. · ·cc ;_ G\ Ii:.\ he r a 
.·.-----··, . .->-: •' :_ .· •.. :-..• -····.:::· ·.··'.:.·-;_;,·· .---- .. -... _. :· ....... ) 

- · _uo..v1Sc.-".e~ 

Enclosed please find our response to the final audit report of the County 
of San Bernardino and the County's In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) 
contract with Health Conservation, Inc. for the period August 1, 1984 
through August 31, 1986 as completed by the Cities and Counties Audits 
Branch of the State Controller.· · 

We were troubled by the audit, not because.of any fiscal sanction, there 
are none, but by the- rigidity, poor communication, and total lack of 
interest in our proces~ displ.ayed by your staff. Criticism without 
kn owl edge is of fens i v·e. 

We appreciate· the factual findings and. will use them to our benefit to 
improve the process\ 

JF:rd. (32:23) 

Enclosure 
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AUDITOR CONTROLLER'S AUDIT 
IHSS CONTRACT #36-C-01 

REPORT ON INTERNAL. CONTROL 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY'S PROTEST 
September 17,. 1987 

- . . '··- .. 
.. . 1( a) Time· Sheets Not :Si gn.ed: ... 

' 
. - - . . ~ .. 

. ·:. · .......... . 

. .... . .- . . . 

. '.' - . · . 

)h1rteen··t;rri~ ·5·he~ts. ~ere n·ot ·. ~ i:gned •t;Y:·~ii~· sup~r~i 56.r.~:; .. : •: . 
-·-· .- . 

· County Response: ·· 
. •:.:·": ~_.: .. • .. -··, --~- ·-- . -: ' :'" .. - ·.:· : . - : - ; . ~· .. : 

Thirteen time sheets, out of 140 r~vi ewed, we.re. ribt ·signed. by the ·IHSS 
Superv.f sor. · . Howev.er, San ··serna rdi no · County cein tesls•· the• appriJpr.i'ateries s· · · 
of this issue as a valid internal control item. · 

The regulatory basis cited by the auditor speaks to the county's 
res pons i bil ity to "tnon i tor and eva 1 uate processes ... " A regu 1 a tory bas; s 
requiring a county to have staff~ a time sheet does not exist. 

The IHSS Su~ervisors are responsible to review all time sheets for ac~uracy 
prior to submitting them to the contractor for payroll purposes. The lack 
of a s 1 gna tu re can not be interpreted to mean the time sheet was not 
reviewed. San Berna rd i no County meets the intent of MPP 10-150 through 
the monitoring and evaluating role of the IHSS Supervisors. 

San Bernardino. County further asserts the requirements ·of MPP 10-150 were 

'"· 

met through its use of two provider schedules, one maintained by the 191t& 
provider and one by the IHSS Supervisor. This serves· as a monitoring ..... · I 

tool. to ."check and balance" and insure hours claimed by the. provider as 
worked are consistent with the hours indicated on the supervisor's copy. 
The supervisors' copies indicate concurrence with the hours worked as 
reported by the provider for all 13 of the time sheets. 

San Bernardino County requests this internal control item be removed ·from 
the final report. · 

·1(b) Time Sheets Signed Prior to Last Working Day: 

Thirty- seven ti me sheets were s 1 gned by clients . and/or pro vi de rs prior 
to the last working day posted. 

County Response: 

·From the seven district offices, 37 out of 140 time sheets reviewed were 
signed by clients and/or providers prior to the last working day posted. 
However, we contest the appropriateness of this as a valid .internal control 
item. 

( 30: 7) 
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. " .· ·.· .. 
.. 
.. .. . ,'·•. 

Au_dHqr .C12.nJr.oJ_ler' s·:Audit ::.. . __ , 
sepfem6e_r_ 11~··19a7 ·- -· ·---·- · · 

,~R~ g~~~"~fi¥~.:;:~~t~~=-~~~;,.;;_;,:;;.;,;:::;:;~7_:-,;·;,,.;:2;.:";~~~: · ,~;~.· ~:c- '" . 00
:" __ ;:.::.;,""~,c..: .. ·-.~ ... '!.. 

-- --- --.... . . . . '·- . . ----
·--_,·,·.· 

.-The auditor· cites· State- Regulations Section 1.0-150 {Decembt;!r 1, ;:1-9.YS) 
. _to demonstrate San Bernardino. County's _procedures.-.for time sheet signatures_ .. -.:.,.,._c 
· • ·;s lacking in .internal controls" :--This· section ·;s. not -~ppropriate to'::':the(· -""·"°'' 

finding.. The state. regulations do riot prohibit ea'rly submittal· of· time · 
.. --.::sheets .. > sa·n · ·ser·na rdfno ... 'C6unty . has . '. 22 ·-r Hss· . Supe·rvi so rs. -·.w; th.- primary: .. 

._ respo,ns.ibil itY. -.to.. ·mo:nitor; ~valuate,· :and .. superv.ise· the. c~qntrac:t ."and· 
· .~ contr~cted·emplbyee~; thus'meetirig the interit of· 10-150. ' -· ·· 

. The .. r°HSS Super.visor· posit.ions were . created t~ :·e-nsure · monito·ring and 
·evaluation of' the contractor's employees (i.e~ providers) .. San Bernard.ino. 
County has tontinually ··demonstrated the value·,· efffcie~cy and cbst 
effectiveness of this pas i ti on· s i nee the · early 1970s. Each supervisor 
had. a caseload of contract providers within a defined geographical area 
and was responsible to monitor and evaluate the performance. The 
supervisors were in close contact with the providers through personal 
contact at the client's home,- telephone calls, and office appointments. 
Time sheets were signed and turned. in to the superv1 sors prior to the 
end of the pay period due to: 

San Bernardino County had two days once the pay period ended to process 
the entire payroll on 9~contracted providers for the contractor. 
The contract was approved by the state prior to its beginning. The 
timeframes to process the payroll are in Attachment 1 of the HCI/DPSS 
Contract. These t1meframes necessitate some of .the time sheets being 
signed pri6r to the last.working da~ ot the pay.period. 

' . 
-._San· . Berna rd i no County requests this internal contra 1 i tern be removed from 
·_the final report. 

2(a) Eligibility Recertification: 

In ten case files, the recertifications of elig_ibility had occurred after 
the expiration of the _maximum twelve-:-month period of time for eligibility 
determinations. 

County Response: 

The finding is correct. The county will establish and implement new 
procedures designed to ensure re cert ifi ca ti on of e 1 i gi bi1 i ty . occurs prior. 
to expiration of the maximum twelve-month period of time for eligibility 
determination. 

2(b) .Needs Assessment Documents Were Not Signed by IHSS Supervisors: 
. . . . ' ' . . . ' . . . . 

In 57 case files, reassessment documents had not ~een signed by the So~i~l. 
Services·SUpervisors ·to indicate their appiova1 .. · 

County Response: 

The Social Services Supervisor has the responsibility to sign the· 
reassessment documents according to county policy. However, there is 
no state regulation requiring supervisory sign off on the needs assessment. 

'; 
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-Auditor Controller's Audit·· 
September 17, 1987 
Page. 3. 

. ..... ,.-~ 

'---- ·-----------··~--. ·-· .. 

I·-.~~·-···•· ...... l ,_ •'•·•-•H••· ••. ·-· •. ~ .. ~:- . 

All·of the.cases selected have··5·uiiiY."1~~Qj:;_:::-5·{~ri:·'.~0-~~-::6~~::·:f~e initial needs·-
. assessments. and on . those which reflect a change in the. client's · needs. 

·.:_'<The·:;;)J9.lit.~.~.:~;;-Af ~.Ml~m.§.Qt~~w~1.£!:;i;;;!'.'er.e -:not.· si 9ned: by.· supe rvi sf;irs .- ·. ifr-e . "dumps" 
· from.flie.,state .. s. payr.o.lJing _syste111, or. turnaround-doc_uments reflecting 

- · ' · .. _- -needs .assessments . entered·. into the·- payrol 1 ing ·_system· .. The · cases ,·selected· 
.:_ :for review .meet the. i::oifnty polTcy_ for supervisory sign off, - < - --
·.·. , .. --.:~.- -.···· ······.: ·.~··-"''··· . ..,._ .•... · .. =·-~ '. ~··. ··-· .......... _ .. , .• , ·'-' . ·-· .. ·,-·.·:_.- .. ~, .. -.. - -~- .· •. ,.··;_ , .. ·.,-·,· 

· · · 2( c) -Late Needs Assessments: -

.In· six c~se~JJJe~:~_-reasi~iim~n'~;~"~f~~li-.~~t;,:nee.ds~,:wer~-;-not;pe-rf~~~~ci~ ~-very:'- ~~"~i,. 
twelve months. · · · - · · - - · -

County Response: 

San Bernardino County is in agreement with this finding. 

2(d) Recipient's Statement of Need Not Completed: 

In eight case files, the recipient's statements of· need were not completed. 

County Response: 

San Bernardino County is in agreement with this finding. 

2(e) No Explanation of Available Alternative Resources: 

In 91 case files, the reci-pient's statements of need were not completed. 

County Response: 

The county is oarticularly concerned about this item. 

The r~gul atory basis cited in the au di tor's report di rec ts Socia 1 Services 
staff to explore altern~tive resources.· San B~rnardino County staff comply 
with this policy as evidenced in 22 cases where a lterna ti ve resources 
were. identified as being utilized to.provide. IHSS services. 

There is no regulatory basts requiring the absence of alternative resources 
to be indicated on the form._ The absence of an alternative resource on 
the· SOC 293-A or SOC 293 does not signify the worker did not explore for 
alternative resources. -

State forms are used to document assessments. The State CMIPS facesheet 
has a· place only to indicate when alternative_ resources are_ available .. 
On the CMIPS-293 ~orm,· th~ time-fo~· IHSS services is written in the fields -
only when the worker· .assesses ·a need for that service.- ·The. s~ate prints· 
only in those field and uses blank fields to indicate no services in the 
area. · 

San Bernardino County requests this -internal control item be removed _form~ 
the final report. ·Q 'V 

; ' 
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03.E;;· •.·: . 

2(f) Notices·bf~Action Not Mailed in a Timely Manner:· 

..... 

In 80 ca se.:..:fi l e s1-::.the. l:l otJce s;:':oLAc t.i on:-.-we re~not :·malled~. in '~a : t1 me1 y;·manfi-e·f. -'-""' 
. ... . . . : - . . ~·:,.,.,,.. ·~· . ..,,:-.--.... ---~ .. - .- . :,., .. ··. ·- .. ·~-· ..... · . .:.'..·. ;·:.... -.·· . ·.. . . . .. .. :.:: ::..·~:..:. ... 

Count~ R~;p~~f~~-~~~-·~~~:.~~.='.~·:-;;:-~~~--~-·>·- ".· ----,~~-~-- ·· .. ~-~-·~·:··:: __ . -.. ":':. :_·:··-~c"'.~~ ~,:· -~, ·:~ ·' 
The. ·regulatory basis cited·. :for :this item· ·statE?s a notice: is·'.to be :sent 

....... to·._ a cl Jent : at_· 1 east tE?n·_.,days· .i_n . advance bf a· redt.i'ctfoii or: di scontfouaiii:e , , ··· 
of·a>client's servrce·s;· Section 10.116.5-pr!ivides for add{tional exceptions 

·o 

to the 10-day notice; 1.e.;· a client is admitted to an institution in· 
· which continued"~ IHSS.~: servi:ces ·;would~~not~~cqu_a 1 i fY::'-"'fo_r -f e_d~ra 1 ,-,financ';-~:r"'··· _., .. 
par't'icipa·ti·oii~--'c_::m:. ~;_':'.~ -c'.<>±"':".<·:T.::n··-. ·'"""'·'--7 ·'""""-.. - . .- "' · -:·~·--"."'···--.-.. '·,,, __ · .;:-''·"·,., ••. 

A review of the 80 cases revealed that' in· 44 cases, a 10-day Notice of 
. Action was not required as no negative action, i.e. reduction or 

discontinuance of a client's service, occurred. The 44 cases that did 
not require a notice or were given proper notice are as follows: 

District Office · 

San Bernardino 

Redlands · 

Desert 

Client Name 

Bailey, Emma. 
Bunker, Lida 
Fleming, Ernest· 
Carr, Eunice 
Cook, Richard 
Johnson, Mac 
Kelday, Winifred 
Lamb, Luci 11 e· 
Mela ren, Freda 
Moore, Charles 
Murphy, Marie 
Palermo, Lorraine 
Sanders, Esther. 
Shurtleff, ·Hazel 
Suerez, ·Fernando 
Thomas, Aurella 
Turner, Eva 
Walker, Belle 
Zornes, Irene 

Barker, DAvid 
Chaddock, Emmitt 
Ma rs ha 11 , Betty 
Petrus, William 
Smalling, Bettie 
Walters, Esther 

Delgado,. Anita 
Brown, Jerry 
Fiegler, Ed 
Harris Tent 
Burnes, Rosetta 
Fox, Charli°e 
Hanks, Pierre 
Shearing, Ella. 
Stobaugh, George 
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· ..... · ,. -

',. -.·. , 1,_··· -·--

Rancho_'. C utamonga ,,-:-,-::-""':-- -:::7:Atch'l:ey>;,,,,Ed.i th'~'"~·''!?!'::! ·- · -,:-"- ,,.- - ~~ __ -~:.. · ~ · • • -- -·.· · -;;.: ~;;'""~~~'-;~,,!i~~e;m,~::~l;~~ '; '; .. ~c \;;' ,.,~. ,-2-: ~-- ,. . ·· · · . 
· _, · - . '' ·· ·_ · ' · Dixon·; Rocisevel t." · ·.-- .: ·· · -0 ' - • 

· ·· ·_ ·tewfs. Maxine·· .. · ·· · -· 
· · ·· · •· · Lukehart'; Mary··:· · -·· "· · ,,. __ 
. .. .· . Rice, Annabelle. · 
· ~-- -~·----~"~-·---~~-~ Ta.ridy, -Betty ·· . . 

- ·,·'- . •: f'" '.;-i.:s .. -~.'.l~~g:_ ,c::o:~.ero.., 'Va·ughn';'-icW~'lli am·-- -·:·J T •"JD'=·· :·'·'::~!JO': . .,,,, •. ,. """' ~ '"~·--- -~·'"".'.--00'! ·o. ~ 

·,·. .•·· . ~ .... , ~ ; .. 

San Bernardino County requests the· accurate number of cases· be reflect 
in this. internal control. item . 

.. 

.. 
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SfATE OF CALIFORNIA-HEALTH' AND WELFARE' AGENCY 

:·--·· ·-"':A_RT0ENT- OF SOCIAL SERVICES --

· .. _, P- Sti:eet, Sa_cramento,, CA 95814 , 
(916) 322-4801: 

·.:.· 

--.--=----: g-·' - . '' -····- ' - -· . 

,:~~-~~' 
- .- ... ~ .,. . . 

~·::.::~¥.:£.:~_:z.:.w.·~-·~-·.:~ .. :.. . .'~ ·~~:·:·~~::-~-.-~~~• ·:·. ·•'"' • -.-~-~~,·.,, ~.-.. :.~. . ...... · ••• ·• • 
··--~---,~ ·," ·-.;:;;g:~-~-t~:4·.- r9s:6 <-' .. _ -- --- -- - , 

... .. ·-.-· .. -. ' ' ·-----==.~;::::;.:.":".";::. . 
•·. ~ ;;. ·~:.;;;-:":-:':~ ~.:\ .. ·;;.-:-;:-·:7•':- ·~•;:·~:,7··,~: ·:•:··;~;:-·.:_'..\~.t';"•"'.=:~"":'o: • ,w": •.·.-:;-;.:.~ .• "-:'".,";" •-•- ~·•••••• ·::•·•• ;~ ••• :;·,, 

.-... 
' ' 

·Hr.· c'huck J?rui_hgton · · · ·,, 
-_ c ciu tity _of San B enia:rdi no­

···'.--- ,-- -- · -- Human Re-sources Agency 

. ···.·: .. ·· .. 
' ·. ~ :· . . · .... : ;. ... 

. .. . 

·. ~ . 

· ... • .. ·,·' ·. -
·. . . 

•'- . ' 
'.• · .. :, 

· ... 
'". 

. .. ·. . . . ~~: . ·:.··. 

.. -: :...:· -~. =- •• - ..... · - ~... - . .. . . 

';ci':7-:'.' __ ,_ Socia 1.- Servi c:es Office : , -····;·;-·:·- ... '-----::-;.' ... :..:...._. -·---· . -· -- --~ ::.-:·:::·:·....:...· . . :~'~:·.:~) ~~:::·:~-·~~~:·::~~~-:-:-~;...r~:'. ~:.;;-.:·.~ ·,'.?''!.~:~---~::;-
· 468 Fifth· ,Street, 2-n:d Floor 
San Bei:nardino, CA 92401 

Dear Mr. :Bruington: 

CON'TRACT NUMBER: 
CONl'R.ACTOR: 
CONTRACT PERIOD: 
TYPE OF SERVICE: 
CONTRACT MAXIMUM: 

36-C-Ol.5 84/85 
Rea.1th Conservation, ,Inc.· 
August 1, 1984 - August 31, 1986 
In-Home Supportive Services (I:HSS) 
17,556,308 

' .. ' 

We have compl.et ed out" review' of the fully f;!Xecuted contract amendment 
identified above and hereby grant approval for claiming clearance. This 
c:oii::-ract amendme'nt is to extend the contract ·term' for .one month, through 
August '31, 1986. This will also increase the contract amount by $1,579,200.-

Departmental approval is contingent upon the availability of county, state 
and_ federal funds. This approval does' not relieve the county of the 
responsibility for assuring that all costs ·are reasonabl,e and necessary. 

These costs are to be claimed- on the Administrative E:o:-pense Claim DFA 325.lB, 
Direct_,_Costs Detail· Schedule - Purchase of Services a'nd coded' to the 
applit:able -program. Please include the contractor-s name_ 'and contract 
number. 

All claims fo-r reimbursement must be submitted to this department within 18 
months of the end of the calendar quarter in which the costs were -paid·. 
('m:.t Code, Artir::le.2, Section 10604.5) • . 
Questions regarding pi:op'er cl·ai_mi ng 'of 
directed to you-r liaison in the Fiscal 
445-7046. 

the contract amounts should be 
Policy and Procedures Bureau at (916) 

' 

If you have questions regai:ding the contt:act,,_process', ·or the other ,contents of 
this letter, please contact· Joyce Coles at (916) 322-8734;. 

Si~. 
l1~R~~ef 

. Contra ct~:~a~ j 

'o 
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....... - . ----. ····-· . -··· -...... -·· ............. ···-·· ·- - -- - .. ·-- ..... ---·· .. ·-- ..... -· ~ c2 iJ''i: I _ ~'-- ........ ····· ..... . 
~ STATE Of CALIFORNIA-HEALTH. AND WELFARE AGENCY if'. 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES .. 
~ Nry\y iJ ':d .1).r~~ . - . 

::A.7·41r_ P St'r-eet, ·Sacramento, CA . 958 Pl · · · · ~- -:::-.-:-.:.~·: ~ 
9c916) 323-9065 · .. .. · . ·::.~~···~·· ... · .. -

-.· ... 

Dear Mr. Decker: 

CONTRACT NUMBER: 
CONTRACTOR: 
CONTRACT PERIOD: 
TYPE OF SERVICE: 
CONTRACT MAXIMUM: 

,.,:·. -·- .. 
• "< -, . -· . 

36-C-O 1. 6 84/85 (PROPOSED) 
HEALTH CONSERVATION, ·INC, · 

. . -· 

-· . . . -. - . '. 

AUGUST 1, 1984 - AUGUST 31, 1986. 
IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (IHSS) 
$17 1 556,308 (PRIOR TO ONE PERCENT COLA) 

This is in response to your request for assistance on what 
direction San.Bernardino County should take regarding the impasse 
with Health Conserv~tion, Inc., over the costs associated with 
the retroactive 11 COLA due.providers for the period July 1, 1986 
through ·August 31, 1986. · . 

In reviewing your contr~ct file and the correspondence associated· 
with the 11 COLA negotiations between yourself and Health 
Conservation, Inc .. , we offer the following suggestions which may 
help ~ou fulfill your requirement to grant a COLA at the one 
percent rate as specified in the Budget Act of 1986 to all · 
providers. Additionally it may be helpful to review All County 
Letter No. 86-72 which clarifies the COLA requirements of the 
1986 Budget Act that mandate counties grant a one percent COLA to 
a 11 p r o v .i d e r s • 

Please reference letters ~etween ~ourself and Health 
Conservation, .Inc. dated June.10, 198.7 and June 17, 1987 
respectively. Our suggestions are in. the sequenc~ of questions 
and answers listed in both letters. · · 

COVER LETTER 

1, We have no prefeten~e on ~he usige of the term ''extensibn'' 
or ''amendment'', ~leas~ consult with your county co~nsel 
regarding the proper terminology for your county's use . 

.. 
'o 
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. . ·.··:,-. · ... ':· 
--

•'•.';1. ··-

. ·. ··.·· 

2 

·-2. Athough i_t has no direct bearing. on the amount of _funas . 
- assoclated _with- the _cos·t- of: ·the--1%' COLA- and -th.e-··-.associa'ted·., 

. . : a·dministrati"ve co.st_s _f_or· it 1 s distribution, we. concur with 
" $1_7,556,308 as the· contract -lriaxinium prior to_ the in-ciusion 

~' -.. -.· of. t':h·e, . . -1 $.- ... C.QLA .•. :_. '·:'.. .. .... ··.:.··.· ... -:·.·. -.... ·.·'.·· .. : ... _ .· ... ~ ··~·-........ _ ··)::. ,· -.. . . 

3 .- Regarding 'the chang·e to paragraph III Q: __ Your- paragraph 
.III Q, as_ proposed on page 2 of your original draft _ 
received 'May 2, 19'81-seeins_· to'·oe·t'n·e-best-way. to-·g·o a_s i.t -. 
reflects the new cost schedule-and new wage rates quite 
clearly. Although th.a format used by the· 'contractor is not 
acceptable, it does have it's merits as it can be used to 
determine the costs associated with the 1% COLA and it's 
distribution, Either method would only serve as an estimate 
of the cost. Funding will be based on the actual costs 
associated with the 1% COLA, 

ATTACHMENT I 

1. a, It is appropriate to expect reimbursement at the 
documented FICA rate in effect at the time of payment. 

b, See 1. a. above. 

c • -See 1 • a·, above • 

2. The use of actual number of hours paid for work in July and 
August of 1986 is appropriate. 

3. The pfactice of using actual number of hours earned in each 
step for the total 227,179 hours as documented is the best 
way of determining actual costs, 

As for the administrative costs and profit factor, COLA funds 
are intended for the- provi_ders. The State will not approve an 
increase in the prof it line item nor will the State reimburse 
such an exorbitant amount for administrative costs. 
Historicaliy, -contractors in similar situations have 
distributed retroactive COLA payments at costs between $1,000 
and $2,500, 

It is the State's intention to reimburse the county for actual 
'documented costs assooiatei with the State mandated 
distribution of the 11 COLA. This includes-wages, associated 
benefits and taxes- and reasonable payrolling and 
administrative· costs. 
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:~ .. .-· ~ : 

- .·. 

We are. hope f ul.c;.-th-a t:_'th e- a"f:o rem en ti on~ d w 11) assist you in (·~;i.;~:~6-., ~-:-:~~=-;if 
··a-onoludirig your negotiations and-urge· you"to compei _the-:_._;_ .. ,.. "·'.· 

··.o()ntractor. to-·expedfte th_e :1%,·t:OLA p_.a"ym_ents·asA_t .. h,as' been·---.well · -, ·· · 
··ov-er. orie'.year: sine~_- t_he'• provider.s who ·a-re eligi-ble- fo._r. them. - .: .• .' - . -· -. ·- - ., - . 
. act,ua1_J;y-:earried. th-em;·-:·_. - : ~- :. ·. · · · e:· - - " · --• · · · - -· · •· · · · -_ · 

If you have_; questions. regard-ing the c•ontr.act proce_ss or the othe.r 
content·s of this-_lettt;ir , .. please ·co'ntac"t Mr • .- Jerry' Ro_se ·ar_ the-· 
Adult Ser·vices-Bureau- at (9r6·)~J22-6320·.· · 

Barton, 
Services Bureau 

-. 
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e. 

Ms. Fahari Jeffers 
Executive Vice President 
United Domestic Workers of America 

Ms. Jeffers, 

- . . . 
. ~. ~~::r:·.t~..;. :::-~: ... -:. ·. 

In regard to your 1 etter of September 1, 1987, concerning the 1% COLA for IHSS 
providers for July and August, 1986, please be advised of the-following information. 

San Bernardino ·county initiated contact on April 10, 1987, with Health Conservat_ion, 
Inc., the contractor for the two months in question. We informed HCI of the need 
to execute an amendment to the contract which ended August 31, 1986; an amendment 
to the contract would be necessary to enable the employer to increase the providers 
hourly rate of pay by 1%. In adqition, a draft contract amendment was sent to HCI 

.for their review at that time. 

We have subsequently had two exchanges of questions and responses with HG I regarding 
the contract amendment. The County and HCI are not in agreement over the cost of 
the. proposed amendment. We have structured the proposed amendment according to the 
budget act which authorized the 1% COLA for providers. 

I suggest you discuss your concerns regarding the COLA with the emp 1 eyer, Vis it i ng 
Nurses Association ( YNA). HG I was the contractor during. the two months 1 n question; 
their subcontractor, VNA, was the employer of the providers affected by the 1% COLA. 
As the contractor. and the emp 1 oyer, respective 1 y, it is their re sponsi bi 1 i ty to pay 
pr_oviders for services provided. San Bernardino County will fund payment to the 
providers, however, only as is allowed by the budget act via a ·contract amendment 
which-has been approved by the State. 
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.Mr, ·James- Fare·-; Director· c;· 

Dept. of Public Social Services 
San Bernardino County 
468 West Fifth.Street, 2nd flr 
San Bernardino, CA 92401 

Dear Mr. Fare: 

· ..... 

It is our und.erstanding that San Bernadina IHSS contract homemakers 
were entitled to receive a 1% cost of living adjustment raise (C.O.L.A.) 
for at least the two month period of July and August 1986. This 1% 
raise was to be applied to all hours worked during the eligible period 
of payment. 

To our knowledge no contract homemaker has, to date, received any 
such C.O.L.A. payment from this period. As the 1986-87 state budget 
bill was passed on July 1, 1986 authorizing. and funding this 
C.O.L.A. ·we're concerned about the lack of payment some 13 months after 
it's enactment. 

I would appreciate hearing from you as to the status of this 
C.O.L.A., whe'n it will in fact be passed on to those contract homemakers 
who were working under the IHSS contract at the time, and what method 
your department will be utilizing to ensure payment ·to all eligible· 
workers. 

cc: a Lena M. Patty 
President, San Bernardino 
UDW Board of Directors 

c UDW National Executive Board 

FJ/rd 

.. 

YOURS FOR A BETI'ER. LIFE THROUGH A POWERFUL UNION 
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·--··STATE OF CAllFORNIA-'HEALTH AND WELFARE AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
_____ _'l'ill P Str.eet.;. Sacramento, CA 95814 
~'.~16) 323-9065 ._· 

,. .. , --.. • .. · .. - ._ ... 
··., 

·.''. ·. ~ . . - . 
·• .-.. 

.. ::.:..:· , .. _ .. 

··~---·-·· .-~·::i::':··· 

....;.,-~-~-:....:. 

-·---~-__ ,. ___ _ 
. . ------- ····--··· .... ~--- .. -... __ _ 

.. . ··----. ··-·-. ' .. ,. -~ - -:. · . 

. .. . 

.• -· . ~ . 

:_--:,. 

· ... : ··­
··:· ·.-·· . :. -·. . ", ...... ' . ~. . . -- ..... : ·... .• · ... ' . ~ .... _ :,.: 

Dear Mr. Decker: 

CONTRACT NUMBER: 
CONTRACTOR: 
CONTRACT PERIOD: 
TYPE OF SERVICE: 
CONTRACT MAXIMUM: 

·:· ... , ... 

36-C-01.6 84/85 (PROPOSED 1% COLA) 
HtALTH CONSERVATION, INC. 

. AUGUST 1 , 1984 - A UGI) ST 31 1 1986 
IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (IHSS) 
$17,556,308 (INCLUDES ONE PERCENT COLA) 

We h~ve completed our review of the proposed 11 COLA amendment identified above 
and agree with the ·contract language contained therein. Per Chuck Bruington of 
your ·staff, we understand that the fi"gure $17,566,308 in your amendment.is a 
typographical error and s_hould read $·17,556,308. Your contract maximum remains 
unchanged as the cost. for the 1% COLA. can be absorbed within said maximum •. 

Once we receive a copy of the fully executed contract amendment, we will review it 
for.claiming clearance. It is our uriderstanding that the contractor has signed 
off on the amendment. Please expedite its execution as it is long overdue. 

If you have questions regarding the contract process or the-other contents of this 
letter, please contact Mr. Sal Barajas at (916) 322-6320. 

Sincerely, 

W-4·~ 
Robert A. Barton, Chief 
Adult Services Bureau 
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Period Covered:. 

Juiy 1, 1984 through December 31, 1907 

State of California 

_Department of Social .Service·s 

July, 1988 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Pur:suant to-.Welfare a·nd Institutions··code OIIC) 12.314 and ·- _";~ 
. · It'eni 5100'."490 of the.'1984.Budg~tAot,~San~a_Gruz .. ~.ounty ·conductea..:~-·~:.: . 
. . ·.a. three-ye a r .. Demorist r atio.n Pr ~-j ecf/ to .. ev alu·a·t e ·. tli e .. ~om par at iv e -·.z;,;;~:.~:,,':~ 

.. ' .. ' .·· cost:e'ffeotivenessand quality of c~r'e'betw.een 'a pure individual . 
·.· ··.. . ',: ··: .. ·: :.p·r 6 v i.d e·r:_iilcid e~<ari~ .:·a:~·fx e·d .. '('c:"on.t ra6"t_': ari'¢' ·t~_div:f~ ua-i_ P.r:rJvi(f e_r) :: me, ere'· · _· . 

... · .. of: ser'vi.c:e: .d~liY.erY, ... Santa Cruz Count.Y's thr.ee-ye·ar· _evaluatf~ri. . . · '.: 

"' 

.... ·rs ·'att'acried; .. Iri. addition.;'-th'e'"stat."e :bep.ar.triient·. 6f'' Socfat·· ........... . 
Services (SDSS) rev~.e.wed the Co1,1nty:_rtnd,i.ng.s,,.a,n_d hci_s:summai-ized. 
it~ evaluation in this Report, · 

Th~ SDSS w~r~ed with Santa Cruz Countj to. develo~ the res•arc~ 
design .used in the 'Demons~ration Project, However1 SDSS is left 
with reservations about the'validity of the statistics generated 
by the Demonstration Project. 

The Demonstration Project was designed to allow comparison only 
between the individual provider and mixed individual 
provider/contract modes. The Santa Cruz County Demonstration 
Project data cannot be used to draw conclusions' between the 

··individual provider and .contract modes, The frailest of the' 
- County's clients were excluded from the Demonstration Pr6ject. 

Client.·s .selecting the contract mo·de seem to be less impaired, "i'n 
general, tban clients who select the individual provider mode. 
The County is more likely ·to reassess clients served by contract 
mode than by individual· provid.er mode,. when they have information 
that the cl i Efn t 's needs may have oh an g e d • · 

Approximately $500,000 additional funding annually was provided 
from the Demonstration Project funding solely to purchase 
services .from a contract provider ih Fiscal Year 1987/88~ 
Santa Cruz Co~nty has a caseload of approximately 1,000 clients. 
However, the County projects that implementing the mixed mode 
costs only_$8' per client per year more than the cost of the p~re 
indi.vidual provide.r m·ode, If that were ·true, only $84,000 per 
year would have been needed for additional funding to support the 
contr~ct mode portion of the Demonstration Project, B~sed on the 
actual cost per hour difference between the contract and 
individual provider modes, SDSS estimates that to implement a 
mixed mode model state~ide would cost an addftional f74 1 0b~ 1 000 
for only tbe Non~evereli Impair~d portion ~f the casel~~d. 

Because SDSS and the County have been unabli to recoricile 
differences in data interpretation, SDSS intends to provide the 
data to an independent, third party outside resource to evaluate 
th.e results of the Demonstration Project, The SDSS expects to · 
have a completed eval~ation in approximaEely one year, A sum~~ry 
of these results will be forwarded to all involved parties, 
including the Legislature, when they become available, 
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INTRODUCTION 

WlC.Sect_ion 12314 auth~rizes·the·SDSS to conduct a Demonstration 
_Project in: the In'.""Horne.Support1v·e Services(IHSS) program.to· 
. CO•l!IP r'eh.e_n SiV e1y, ._a S s·e SS _the comp a r.a t, i )I e -cost. ·e ff e c-ti V ene s S and 
qii .. a11ty- aT'cifr_e or .tfo'th 'contr·act and:::.i:nd·icvid~.a:i~"iiioYid'er mod~s- or 

<·, servic·e~_-.·It·em•5180•!\90.of-··the-' 1984 Budget -Aot established· .. 
f'uridirtg ro·r. S-anta·'Ci-uz. C,oun-ty .:to- ccln,du:ct thls.·t.hr:ee'-ye.ar· -.---

. ·>• ·oeirioti s tr atio n'-.. P r'oJ e.c t-, .-~ The-. s os_s is -r eq.u. ired: .. t)y .... t·l'\_e_ 198 q-_ J~i.id g e _t 
.Act to report the results Of .tht·s Demonstration -Proje·ct.· .'C:-o the . 
Joint·Legislativ~ .J3u_dget'Committee~ The SDSS i_s- forwar.ding the 
Count~ Report.of the~Di~onstration Project Cw~itten.by·santa Cruz 
County staff), with our evaluation or" this Courity ·R"epart·•to ·' -~ 
f~lfill this report r~~uirement. 

BACKGROUND 

The IHSS program provides housekeepin~ and personal care to low 
income, aged, b1ind and disabled individuals to enable them to 
live at home, County Welfare Departments (CWDs) are responsible 
for assessing- clients' needs and arranging for t~e provision of 
this care. 

The CWDs have the option of .thrie service delive~y modes in the 

e_ 

IHSS progl'.'am. In_ May 1988, 88 percent· .of the Stat:e''s IHSS A 
recipients were served by the individual provider mode at an ~ 
average hourly cost of $3·.79. The County authorizes the hours 
and tasks to be performed ~nd specifies the rate of pay. The 
recip(ent selects, hires and supervises the pro~ider. There is 
no required provider health screening, background check nor 
training requiremen't·. Individual providers do not accrue' sick 
leav~, ·vacat_ion time or holidays, nor are they covered by ~ealth 
insurance or other employee benefits; As specified in WIC 
Section 12302.2, the State provides a payroll function, collects 
and accounts for ·employ~ent taxes, and covers the providers w~th 
worker's co~pensation bertefits on behalf of the reci~ient-. 
employer. 

_Eleven p-~rcent of the State's IHSS recipients were served la~t 
iear by proprietary .or nonprofit contra~t ag~nci~s at ·an average 
hourly cost· of $7.62'. Generally, providers wh.o.work for contract 
aiencies are trained to provide home care. They are supervised 
by the' coritractor, although the recipien~ has the role of · 
directing the care being provided. Providers generally receive 
benefits (i,e,, vacation, sick leave, health insurance, etc,) and 

·have the opportunity of increasing their hours of work by serving 
multiple recipients, The balance of the state's recipients are· 

-. 
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. ' 

·e. served by co uo e y employed ho m em akcer~~s·fa.f{"=-a't.,.,_a'h':_:av er age·· c o·s t o.f 
$21.66 per· hour, This mode was n_?t ad.dr.e_ssed !-n. thi.~-~~tu.d.Y• ... , .. 

' .. _ ·- -:::·--:-·;~·:..-___ ':-' '. ~ - -_ -__ - - -- - ~ -: :_._-,_J._ - .. :...::.. ~-·---.'."""-- 0 ------ - -- --- . - - - -

On 'the wh-ole, ·:clienfs-: se'rved" by.·c.on-t~a:Ct'-·a.-nd County: e_mpl,oy.ed ·.~:_.· -. "':".::.;.-.:.':·~:"'.: 
!iomemaker" m'ci·d·es~ ·r'e·c·e'i:•,;ec'f:e"w-'~fr'··hco'.u•r~s tff~THSS 't·ha~n.-·c.lCents-:~-s-er·v-e"d'-=. co;::'."··0 :=:,-. · 

. - ·by_indiyi°dual pr.ofiders~ Al,though.preyious .Sta\ewide_studies 
... :have·:1ocik.ed- ·1n·to ii)oda· diTferences:,- S:pss· !l.i:is. b~.en 'unable. ·to:·:· : 

-. det.er1idrie conclus.ively-wh'ether .. this _fac,t. r.ei!Ul:ts f~om :the - ' 
·•··· -·: effialencies -cir ·t.tie• trained/ supervised, pfoviders· or:· wll·a~l'ie·r - _ . 

- clients who a.re. served-· b·y indi.vidu·al:'.providers'. are·more··impair.ed--;--·-·· -----~.· 
Clients who· are~more:·imp-aired geiierafly. require .p-ersonal_ s~rvices .· ·. 

,,. 

and may.want to choose their own.provider of:these services, 
Also, this populatibri ~suilly ha& a hiih hour·~eed ~nd m~y only 
be able to •fford the individual provider mode in order .to remain 
within the statutory maximur,benefit level. This Demonstration 
Project was designed to evaluate the differences between 
individual provider and.mixed (individual providar/contract) 
modes, 

. ~·-'' . 
·' ;;~}..;;... 
.. -·, SANTA CRUZ PROJECT 

Prior to the.beginning of this Demonstration Project, Santa Cruz 
Countr. delivered IHSS primarily.by the individual· provider mode.· 
This care was augmented by a.County employed ho•emaker ~ho 
provided emergency coverage of needed servic~s. ·The'. 
Demonstration Projeot was designed to test the differerice in 
total~cost per oas~ and quality of care between mixed contraot­
indivi.dual·: provider mode and the traditional indiv.idual provider 
mode 9t IHSS delivery, 

Santa Cruz County conducted a three-year Demonstration Project at 
a cost of $3,051,000, To allow .for .start-~p and phaseout. of the 
Demonstration Project, aata were collected, analyzed and reported 
for· 27 of th~ 36 months of the Project term •. The attached Report 
is Santa Cruz County's Final Report sum~arizing their analysis of 
the results cf. the data c6llected in the Demonstration Project~ 

The objective& of the Demo~stration Proje~t were· to ge_nerate a~d · 
eval~ate in£ttrmat1on on the.consequences of two service deii~ery. 
configurations: Individual provider mode and a combined ·contract 

·and individual.. provider mode, These options are analyzed .in the 
County Repori with respect to the following: 

serving the needs of recipients who 
as well <fs thc;ise who cannot. 
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can act as employers, 
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..... ·• ,,•.:. 

'; ' 

improv:1.n·g pr.ovid~r availability and_!._oe quality _ _9f ~.Earvice a 
s~s~ l;H S.S.::.r. e c tpTe n_~s·.··i'~:~~-::~°.~~~::: .. '.~%~-::::-~~'.°" .. ~:~~:::~~ -~-~ "'" , ~--. ~~-~~.,. ·"·.,,,._ .. c .c: . W 

.. ~- ~}fr~~~~~~~"'.~t~~-e=.:~.:~:~:~{o~r~:.~i!~.~t!!~~;!~~!~-a~~~~~~;;~~ft ~~t~:~;~~:.·~~ ~·~~~-; .. ,._. 
-.,· :. · .impr_ovi_n·g·th·~ ·ac.c:u·racy an·d efficiency. of as·s~ssments usfng. 

:. ·· m,ultid1sciplin.ar.y ·~ssa.·ssm'erit: ·:teams~ ... :· · ... ' : '.' · .' · · · ·· · ·· · · 
. . . ~ .. · .· . . .· . 

: :'"·,· ·:.··.·~- ·,,: :. · ..... ·.:.~ :, -=~. '.· . . •. ·- - ,.., ..... · ·-.. . . ., ~ .· ~· ' ' 1__ ,. ~. - - -

furnishing ·an opportunity for" improved terms·· of employment 
f o.r- providers •.. · .,. - - ·_ "'· ,, ..... · ·· -·~_,,, ... ~ ... .... :<.:.._ .. · · ...•...... : ,_,., ... ,.,..--·~· ·· · ·· 

: .. ~ ... ::i~~rn~;·:. ·="· . ~;- .;c,··. :.,. .. .'.'::~-~. 2'.~ . :=.~.~~ ·- -~ :;-:-·;~ ~71,'-?:t;~,..-:-::=~p.':;~':!7'.~-;;.~ -~ ~·::;~~~·-=:.;:;-:.::-~:=:-:;::=~:~-:7::::-::·- ~ -~-~==--~:=-_.., __ 2-·.~~·:...: 
- · · re du cfii g p rOvTd e r':"t-ur'n o ve·r:-a-nd~ftnp"i·-o v·'fng"-:ser v'fc~~a eJ.-l';p~'r·~, ~·:i 

The County reports that the Demonstration Proj·eot has shown the 
follow~ng: "(1) the choice of modes· improved the r6sponsiveness 
of the progra~ to the varying abilities of clients to function in 
.the role of provider; (2) quality of care was improved for 
oli~nts who were given the choice of made; (3) it was .l.ess costiy 
on a case month ~asis to offer oli.ents a choice of mode; (q) 
reduced need'for institutionalization accounted for additional 
savings; (5) the use of a.multidisciplinary assessment team of. 
social vorkers and putilic health nurses increased the accuracy·. 
and effici~nciy of client assessments; and (6) the use of a 
contract created the opportunity for providers to receive 
im~roved wages and· benefits. ·.For more detailed infar~ation ori 

.·the Demon·stration.:Project. analysis and findings,. the final County 
report is attached," · · 

·The SDSS has reservations about these ~indings and 
recommendations. The. following summarizes these conc•rns. 

Project Design Measures 

The re~der will riotic~ that throughaut:the County Report, the 
c6unty compares. results b~tween the contract and individual 
provid·er modes, We reiterate that the Demonstration Project 
design allows only comparison between the pure_ individual 
provider mode· and mixed individual _provider/contract mode, 

Population Characteristics 

The Demonstration Project excluded Multi-purpose Senior Services 
.Program (MSSP) clients. from the study. They were_ all treated as 
experimen€al~ and thus offered the choide of delivery mode. The 
reason for their exclusion was that _their personal care needs are 

.. 
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. gr ea t~·r .~an,f~m~-~-Y- E!'~!!.~.i:ike~(y~~~a-::!fe.:~i'e"-s-~ -~_o_l ~ ~~cf:~~atr~y!-=-6~:t· ._ €h~~:- .. ··~-.: ·. ·· · . 
. responsfb~i'lit'ie"S'. of"superv:i.'"ii'fn·rt=ia--pr:ovider·. -· Profession·a1· - · ··· · ·· . . 
literature in ·the field .f'.eports t_lla.t ~p_ur:_ity_o_t_exp_erimen.ta.l _._... . -
design is o (~en -cc'<r!!fRt qm1s~·d-;,.i rr ~:tiu man_ ~S:-~f'..Y.i~c~ ;e"xp.~r;tm.~ri.t.s' ~for~' .. ~=-=~-·::""::~ ___ .c -. ·. 

·-. . . -.-- ··-._-. ---=: :-• ···~-·-··-- ··47·-"· 0 
'.· ~- .... .ll· .... ~. ..1~'7".-, - -·~ ~ ~--- . T""". 

. . .h urriari it iiri'aii .~r·e_a so·n s-; ~· I 1f"'th is'. s,tu_~ y, purity, of: the ··ex per i me.n ta 1 ... 
. : . :., :· .. ·:·'. : d:e s i g~ .. was., 6d'in p r'omi se d :1 n .~favor · .. o.f. p:ro.v'i~_fn'·g"-wha ~· ·'w a.s.'. p e r·c.e Lv.ed· . > . 

·· · · .. · .. >to ·b_e.:the>ser:·y_ice better .. aple "tq ser.;v_e'.thi·s:v~lne'rablejrqup ;of.".· .. · 
· · .·. . cli en t·s.; and the·r e•by,: pr ev:·ent thei.r· i nstitu t'icin a l'iia ti'ci.n. · :This· ... 

compromise. cr.eated a· problem in appliqabil~ty of: .. _0_~.!l!.O_ns,~~-at_io.!!, · .. :Z:G::'.2-~-'!"--
Projecb .results Statewide. ·: ... _ ... - ·: ,-=-" · . '. ~ .. '.-... ... ·_. 

.. " ·-·.· ·-;· ... -· - --- . . . ----~~ ' ~ --·-··- -· .. ~ -·· . : .. · .. __ .... 

Al thou g~"t'n ·~g~ner°it;·· , .. ;~ v-;r e·ly ·--{;p°';i.-~ edcli. en-t~~~~~~~d'~~-ii k~-l~-
to· sele~t the individual provider mode when ~iven the choic~, 
MSSP clients/case managers we~e more.likely to select the 
.contract mode. We attribute this to. two fa6tors. First, the_ 
waiver of the statutory maxim~· ('discu.Ssed below) ~em~~ed a inajor 
disi·noentive to the contract mode, The other ~s that MSS~ staff 
aot1vely encourage~ their clients to select the contract mode. 

-· ~ ·' 

Co.St Comparisons 

The County Report concludes that mixed mode is_ cost ,rricient~ 
ihere~are two reasons credited for this assertion.· One is that~ 
although the cont'ract. hourly cost is approximately double. the 
indivi~ual provider co~t, contra6tor efficiencie~ resuit in 
clients receiving. the same service.S in fewer· hours. The othe~ 
·a:sserkion is that clients served .by mixed mode are· less likely to 
be institutionalize.d, and if instituti_onalized th'eir stay is· 
likely to' be shorter than clients served by the pure individual 
provider. mode, The County ~e~ort data does not appea~ to clearly 
support these conclusions. 

With regard to the asse~tion of contractor ~fficiency, the County 
cites £wo other differences between the studied groups. which 
could account. for the differences in hours betwee~ groups. 
First, page 14 of the County Report states that clients with 
fewer hours of need are m0 re likeiy to. select the contract mode, 
Second, page 24 of the· County Report states, "where there were a 
high number of ·unserved hours reporte~ by the· contractor ·and 
_County anal.yst. staff, the ·social workers reassessed the client 
and adjusted _the. number of authorized hours as appropriate to 
meet the needs of the client". However, p~ge 19 of the County 
Repo·rt states that more hours are unserved in. the· ind·ividual 
provider mode than ·1n· the contract mode.· Therefore, it seems 
ap'parent that the County w'as· more diligent iri reassessing- cl'ient 
needs and lowering authorized hours in the contract mode than the 
individual provider mode, leadin~ to lower mixed mode costs per 
case for ~ixed mode cases. 

.. .. . . 
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With reg.ard to:._ th_~J:...9_unty 1 s Re~rt co.nclu_sions ab_ou_t ____ · __ -_ . . · 

-~-·~~~; t~~1 ~~:~·~-~·:;;;~}~i~ef~-~1*f~lt~~-i~~,;~~;:fr~·~r~;~·~~~~-~~~~~~~t ·~--~~-·fl: 
. ~~ ~-~. ~~u~i-~~ h .t ~~%~~~X,¥~a'~~LJ·ft~p'~~·°£-t~!·ii·~'.c~h·~·~·~,~·~:~.L1~£I.h~&~~'~-~i ~~ 1 ~ -~ : _ . 

. :or 'compcira~ive rates .of instit'\.1ti'onalization or· length. of . 
.... -i !'l:s:t.ft u-ti6n ~ii :i a t.:i.o n. can. :ce :Ci ·r- aw ri ·-b'e o au .s'e . or : th'e'· row·:_,ii uni be-~. o:r. ·. · 

.... _ .. :c.lien.ts ~.nstitut_ion13.li,z.ed._' ~l_nce_ t~e. Final ~ciunty _ _-Re_pcrt_·. _-· ... 
indicates a low· o'ccurreri'ce'· rat'e'; soss·:believe's• _that' the d'a't'a :· . -
cannot be used and should not be c'ited, _ 
' - L' • :.I"·'' • • ·. •; .. ; •" '~ ·--',~-::..~:::•:-: :, • • • 

. •' .. 

Fu r·t her·,- the C ou n·t y Re ~or t ,-~pa ~e 2 8, .·. ind i'c a .t. e s .. :,.t ha t.' .. th e_:_p_~im a r.;....:.. _ _.:_, __ ~. __ ~- · 
factor in lessening. olie'nt ·institutionalization in m·ixed mode . 
cas~~ was the service perfo~med by the nurs~s· funded by the 
Demonstration Project. However, the nurses' services were 
equally available to boih the control group as well· ~s the 
experimental grou~s. Therefore, 'this factor should not have 
caused· a decrease in institutionalization for the experimental 
grdup and not for the control group and sho~ld not be considered 
as a mixed mode benefit. · 

Result of Client Choice 
. ' 

As th e Co 1,1 n t y R e po r ~ . s t a t e s o n p ? g e 1 4:, .l e s s i mp a i r e d . c l i e n t s --.· 
.tend to select the contr~bt ·mo~e when' given a choicie, Therefore, 
.comparisons ·or total cost per case pe~ month between experimental 
and contr~l gr6ups are sk~Wed as types of clients are dissimilar 
between modes. · In Santa Cruz County during the term of the 
Demons~ration Project, the cost per hour of the contract mode has 
been twice that of the individual pr~vider mode, In order for 
mixed mode to be cost eftective in IHSS, average monthly service 
hours authorized per case in mixed mode would have to either be 
markedly decreased or increased at ~ much slower rate than 
average hours in th~· individual provider mode. Page 24 and 
Figure 12 on page 25 of the County Report show that mixed mode 
authorized hours were only siightly less than in the individual 
prcivider mode, and that the rate of i~crea~e appears to be t~e 
same between the mixed mode and-the indi~idual· provider mod~. 

Influencing Client Selection 

Once th~ Demonstration Project be~an, it became apparent that the 
County,_ on occasion, failed to ~dhere to statistical procedures 
~hich wo~ld have·assur~d ·ra~do~ness when assigning clients to th.~ 
control group. 

·o 'o 
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Another conce.~ ·11:1_th.a·j;:_ciient's "f.r~e choice" of_mode was,, at· 
t i·me s •. i n:~f i ~·enc e d ·:·tio th by :'.:t·n·e·. cOU n t:y -a-r:i. d:~_th·e- ~~~ ~t~t.-a~o tO~r .::'Q-e ca u ·a-a·--=. --· ·· -·· 
tao·' few C:iieiits.~fiaa~ selected~the' contract rriode;'"and tnei"nilinti.er.-ar 
0 a se s ·a~ d~.)iou~ s .-ass i gn.ed ·:.tct:~tn e'"" ccin:t r ac to'r ~we r"e ,: subs t: ant ia,l ly~ ' - ·. "­
~ es_s than ~:·antic i P.~ t. e d·~1n .. t::11~-~ ii ~Aq e~:st :·ro r·,;:?r o pO s a ti-~"'·· .= :::.._;!:= .' :c '"'·;:.'" ·, , .. , ·: = 3 

. •, ' ' . . . 
.. ,··· . - .•. ·-·:'. 

····· _·.;: . .. . ;":'._,· ·1~·~.--. ,. ... -·;.:·:- ~.-~·.:. .; 
'· .: .- •.. :· '. ..1. •··. 

'· . ~ - -· '. :.· -. : '• ".~ · .. ·.: ·. : -'. ·'· . . ' .. 
'',°':•.' 

.... ·- ..... 

i ' 

_.· .. "' ~ " 

~ .. ' 

.... · ... . :- : .. · · · _" · .· .Wa 1 ve~~ ... o'f" Sta~ut~ry·:·Max_i~a ': .. --:. _: •.· · · · · . ....... -· • • • • .• - • :·- ~ •• - 1 

.As,described .. ~n .. pa~'es'6 a~d~6+·'·'of-·the County Report, SDSS'" 
··aulhbriz~~ a·waiv~r of the statutory c6si ~axima spe~ified in WI~· 

Sec.tions 12303.5 anq 12301.l·. The SDSS saw· this waiv·er. as· pivotai· 
in· removing a major barrier to client choice. Clie.nts who are 
leas.t able to ·.conduct the responsibilities of employer (the 
p~ysically frail and ment~lly impaired) are left with no option 
of modes due to the hourly cost of the contract.and County. 
employed mode. However, extrapolating Santa Cruz County's costs 
statewid~, if the contract mode were available at client's option 
in all Countie~ and if the waiver were in effect throughout the 
State, SDSS expects that this o·ption alon.e woul'd cost 
approximately $11,081,000 annually. 

Public Health Nurses 

Pages-4, 6 and 9 of the County Report state that the reason for 
.contr~cting with the County Health Department for Public Health 
Nursei is that· they would become· a par~ of a multidisciplinary 
asses:Sment team to assist the. worker in assessi·ng clients' needs 
more-"accurately. However, the scenarios 'on page 10 show that the 
primary uses of nurses ~ere to provide nursing care and 
supervision ( 11 ,.,teach her medical self-care.skills and to 
monitor the response to her new medica~i6n'':· 11 · •• ~c~prdinate home 
health agency services,;.; ••• instructed her on' post-operative 
exercises and· br~a~t self ~xamination,»); ~hile SDSS.agrees that 
these service~ are important, they are public health services 
rather than IHSS related ~-nd would not be appropriatelf funded by 
the · I HS S pro gr am· on '. a st ate w i d e b a s i s • 

SUMMARY 

The SDSS agrees with the County that providing 
whenever feasible is a superior way ·t~ delive~ 
SDSS als~ agrees that pro~idirig ad~quate wages 
providers is preferable. Th~ SDSS also thinks 
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are. SU pe-r~f~;d··:"~~cJ-~tr ~l:~e~~~~~~i"i~k~i~t~t~b-~:~~-:~:~~-:~~b-1.'~~~~= :~~:c:=- -e 
p·ro v id e_., s e .. r.Yi c es-•.. ~. Ho.we_y_er. ,,_,,SDS s- i s-,"co n ce rned,.th a 1:-:, th e-.,,p o tent 1 al. -. _., :,.._ 

. cost of. :-Pr:'.()~ i·di_ri g.::::t.tre-i(~ ,.J~ a_~ u r_~ ~.::on ' .. ol,~S_t at ew 1 d e:.:::b"a sis ···wo·u 1 d -c be.:::-~:~""---~------
Pr oh i ~ 1t1.v e-~;_,,\,The.=.S DS s: .. est i·ma t e s-.~.tha t, ff, i:irlod·e~~o-ho=i;c e;~w.e:r·e·'ib.' ·""o:;':~.i l '.i "'(,:: ,,-;;: : · 
extentfe·cr-·o:fify.to Noil;·evereii~:i:nfpifre·d c1·.1erits· ·in th.ose counties · · ---, 

. ':-:' :· i;hfi;!h-- ?I r,ei - eicc_l u s'iv.e ly .1nd_ivld.iJ~1. prov id ll-r :-counties n 0-\" ,:>_ a_ri d-<i f' 4 0 : ' ' . 
percent -of· those -given a",c·hoice ·selected t'o rec'e:l:ve service·s r'r.otii 

'o 

··a' cont r-a ct- age n c Y" ·('t-he "s'-arne per c.e nt age·._ op·tin g Tor -,co n·t ra'cit~_ · ,_.. -- · · 
~ervices· id Santa _Cruz Colinl<y) at t.he proJect~d s-tatewide· average 

·bourly'fate next fiscal year of $8.51, this ~o~ld cost th~ Stat~ 
an add j,,t 1.oneJ;,: $ 7 4. ,_o o o_,_o~o __ Q., :t.""""'~''-'"'~ ,,.-~;;; . :'-~ __ ; ..,, d_~a;&:o.::i. ::.~ ~--•; - ~:::.;;; ,;;;.;" ~~= ·~ ... 

RECOHMEHDATIO!il!S 

The SDSS believes that implementing the Santa Cruz County Pilot 
Project would subs~antially increase IHSS Program costs. 
Santa Cruz County beliaves their Demoftstration Proje~t has proven 
that offering clients.the option of mixed mode' is cost-efficient, 
Therefore, SDSS intends to provide the complete Demonstration 
Project data to an outside resource to eval~ate the results or·· 
the Demonstration Project, A summary of these results will be 
forwarded to all invol~ed part{es and to th~ Legislature when 
·they beoo.me avail.able.. · · · 

-. 
-. 
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March 25, 1'987 P-630 

Honorable Art Agnos, Chafnnan 
Members, Joint Legislative 

Audit Cormnittee · 
. State Capitol,· Room 3151 
Sacramento i· ca 11 forn 1 a· 95a14-

'o 

Dear Hr. Chairman and Members~ 

The Office of the Auditor General presents its ·report concerning the 
Department of Social Services•. In-Home Supportive Services program·. · 
The report addresses the ways the department could reduce costs and 
improve compliance with regulations •. 
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·_ RE5ul. tS · l:rt·sRiEF --- -.: ---
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BACKGROUND 

'o 

l 

- . 
-slJMMAAx--~~--'""'=-----=---~-

,'•. '-;" ... .. ~. ;- ·.. . - . 

-,-

. ·: ·- . ~·· ,:· .. :- ·· .... · '-· . - ·...... . . . ,. 

For fiscal _ year J985;.;86, ·we- · estimate that 
.Santa Clara ~nd-San-Oiego:counti~s:overpaid_ the 
provi:ders of 931 (7;a percent)-_ of . the· ,11-,925 
clients of the In-Home Supportive· Services 
(IHSS) ·program approximately $194,000. These 
overpayments occurred because providers 
completed their timesheets incorrectly and 
because the· county we 1 fa re departments did not 
adequately verify the· accuracy · of these 
timesheets. Furthermore, Santa Clara County 
paid its contract provider an additional 
$118,000 in fiscal years 1984-85 and 1985-86 
because of the way it scheduled services to 
clients. 

In addft~on, counties do not always n:!assess 

·.·""'··· 

the. need 'for contin4ing services to IHSS ~ 
clients ori sched1,1le, nor 'do they verify that ~ 
the. providers have actually rendered the 
services they claim to have rendered to the 
elderly and disabled ·clients in the program. 

Finally', under current law, the department is 
not authorized to screen providers of in-home 
supportive services to determine if 'they have 
criminal convictions as the department does in 
residentia1 care programs for the elderly and 
disabled. We estimate that, in San Joaquin, 
San Diego, and Santa·c1ara counties, 709 
(6.4 percent) of the 11,083 IHSS providers have 
criminil convictions. Providers who have a 
history o( violent crime ~ould- be._1-neligib\e to 
serve as providers - in residential facilities 
for the elderly, which serve. a clientele 
similar to that of the IHSS program. 

The IHSS ~rogram provides care to low-income -
baged, blind, or disabled persogs who~are unable 
to remain in their homes without assistance. A 
principal purpose of the program i~ to .pro~ide 
clients with an alternative to 1nst1tut1ans · 
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• 

such as. skilled nu' rs 1 ng faci·l 1ti es. To a chi eve 
this .goat; -Rrovfde.t=.s~ come_·_tnto-.-· the · c 11e.nts 1 

-~ -.-,_--:-- :-:-=_;;:::::-:- ,_.,_-::- ..... _ : ......... .::.:.:!~· ·-··-·---~ 
. homes:- =and--~--'-per-forilf"" --services·:-- that .include 
preparing meals, cl~aning, and· assisting .with 
pers qna l ca re. In·_ -'. fi seal . yeal'.' .1985-86, ·tfJe. 

:. · · · .- _ -. fe·d.eraJ , :state, and." "county: .. governrnen:ts .· :·spef!t · -. ·· 
·• '.: .... - appr9xi111at1:Hy .. $392mjll1o.n.·>.to."-provfde._.these . 

• ••. 1 • ~ . ·' . 
. :. _ ~>::~etvfi:es . .,: ..... - ':. _ ._, :·.: · .. ; .. , .. -. -· . 

.·.-. 

. . · ... ~ c;t==~~-T.JIJ.h~, d~p~a~~-~~t .. ,_;.,~,Fl!nj!l,~-~te}~~,:-~- ~h.~ -iHSS p-rogram 
· . -~- -~=~.:.:.:~-~.t13.tewi_de,;:~;;,whi le.;;,,the.,:county. welfare departments-· 

. --·~~~ .. ·a0nifnfi;'ter--f~e-·prog'i-hlri···1aca l ly, . IHSS services 
~ay be provided in three wayt: clients may· 
hire an ·individual provider themselves; 
counties may· contract with a~encies to provide 
services to clients; or the counties themselves 
may ·provide services directly to the clients. 
Counties may choose one of th~se methods or a 
combination ·of the th~ee. 

PRINCIPAL FlNDIHGs 

Counties Authorized Overpayments to 
Individual and Contract Providers - . - ... ~;;.·. 

For fiscal year 1985-86, we estimate that 
San Di ego and. Santa .Cl a,ra counties overpaid t_he 
individual and contract providers of 931 
(7.8 percent) of the 11,925 IHSS clients in the 
two counties .. by approxifl)ately $194,000. The 
overpayments occurred· . because the provide rs 
submitted · timesheets that contained addition 
errors , and neither the counties nor the 
contractors corrected these errors on the 
timesheets. · · 

In addition, _in fisca_l years 1984-85 and 
1985-86, Santa Clara County paid its contractor· 
an additional $118,000 because the county paid 
for hours of service· that exceeded the hours 
authorized for each client. Santa Clara County 
has ··changed its ·procedures to ·avoid this 
problem in the future . 

b .. 
'o 
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. Cou'nti.es Ar.e Nof .. Always. '. 
Assessing Clients' Continuing 
Needs for Servi c~s ori Sthedu 1-e ~ ' . ... 

. ' .. ~ ... ' :~ . ~ ' :. :i. ' . . 
- . - . ' . 

·'• .· .·_., 
- . ~ . 

· ... 

'.·. ,:·; ., . ~ . . ·. -. .. · .. ' 

.. -

·:-. . ~ ... 
\. . ..,.. 

·stat,e'::ii~~ requft~s ·:~(j~-ii'ty···~el'f~'~e: _:·d~pa~~,;~s_'•i -- .. 
----- · . t~ : -- ~e~sse_ss .. -_each· .. c_l. i ~n:t;' ~ J.· n~ed ,_.,f9r . JHSs.: .. · _ : _ --· -

_, · - ' ser:v.ices · ~t··- least 6~ce. ·every: 12 · months~ --
-- -_However., .the,·three;,-count.i es;:~we,,,vA s 1 tedc-di d ... •ncit.;,.,_:,, •• .,,--~-· 

:a lway-s -cori_Fli.f;.,~".re.~·i~~-~s~nt~:- of';~ne~,iJ~ed~:~fo~Io;~. ~=~2~:.·Si 
continuing:· services ~on- sche·du le·~-:-w~e!sfima'fe______ -_ ---
that caseworkers'in San Joaquin, San Diego; and 
Santa.Clara counties ·_were_ late in conducting 
reassessments by an· average of 49 days far 

- 2~309ctl6~7 percent) df the 13,787 cases. When 
casewo~kers d6' not ~6nduct - reassessments on 
schedule1·' some. clients may be authorized to 
rec·eive>e1ther'too n1ttle or too much service. 
Caseworkers are late in- conducting 
reassessments b~cau_se they .sometimes- schedule 
the· reassessment ta coincide with the erid of 
the .12·month authorization period: Iri : .. some 
cases, the end of the service authorization 
p~ri od_pccurs mor~ .than . 12 months --from the 
previous homa visit •. 

. • . ~· : . . . . ; ..; . 

- " ~. ' 

Counties Do Not Verify Tfia't Cl i e·nts 
Obtain In-Home Supportive Services 

. ·, 
•;'· 

·.t: 

· Elderly· and diSabi'ed persons are required to 
. s 1 gn the 'ti mesheets·''· of their provide rs· to 
v~r.ify that the >providers act\Ja l ly perfonned 

'the services they 'claiin. In the three counties 
·we ·'-Visited; we ·estimate that 1,397 

('10.l· percent) )f.-the-13,787 clients did not 
sign their- providers' timesheets. _ In these 
cases , no other authorized .person, · inc 1 udi ng 
r&litive$, ~i~rt~d fqr ~he client. As a result, 
the 'IHSS pr~ogram staff ·do not know whether IHSS 

·clients actua·lly- obt~ined the_ services for 
which -provide rs· oi 11 e'd the program or whether 
providers served: al.1 ·the hours for which they 
were paid;_ - Neith_er·_ the· county .-~elfare 
depart~ents nor the -contractors ver1f1ed the 
signatures of the elderly and disabled clients 
on the timesheets against the actual signatures 
of the clients. ~ 

"o 
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. . Sotne Provide rs Have 
·Criminal Convictions 

: --:":':-::'!'"""".;.:".~ •• 
. '''"' .. I"""-''.:...-

•• o.. .... -; . ·-·~'~';•·;;;-~-
• -.----. -·. ··- •• .''> : 'T-'-'f ~ :-; .- .. : .-:'·'7:-

·:.·.-.--~- .~.~---=~. ,_·-,··:_.:· -,C. •• ~.-.· . .;· .:,._ -· ·- ~-.."-..: · r1r.,_ - ..... ...... .---- . .... . . '···. ;_,' ...... _-· .. · __ -.. ;:;_.-_;· -... ..: ~-- -~- .. ' ~·-:"'.:. ~.:. -

. . ,· 
·.:' . . ( ~ .... 

... ~ . ... . -.. 
. . ·- . -· .- . :· -.. . ... 

1;·-·· :· 

-_ . - -_ · '. Current1};~-~~t~-t~:· l:a;1·~·~,()~i"- ~o·t' 0 ~~thcic~{~'e . \~~~, ,::.7.: · _'' 0 
. 

-- __ ., _:. :: .d,epar_1:ment< -to: .. _s¢reen, provider~ ::ta:::•pr.ev_ent'_·-· :. · _..- .· 
• _ .. · _ _ · pe;rsons ·with crimi.na 1. c_onvi ctibn~ . fr:om car.ing·· .: · 

·.-. .-:.- .. ·•for-elderly -and--d1sabled IHss-clients~· Other· -·-·- · 
services for the 'elderly:and ... d1sabled ... requ1re ~· :.•o·,,~;\!-" 
th e ~ . .State: --to·-: screen prov1 ders;~to ··ens Lire::tha t: ,-,,---.,~~'':c:-:: · 
the provi:ders:~do·:.;;:mot:.:- pose'-~·~'a•: ·ri-sk':' to· these - ---~-'- - ::::-·· 
~li~nts~ · 

Based on a review of the crimi na 1 records of 
both individual and contract. providers, we 
estimate that · 709 (6.4 percent) of the ll,083 
providers. in .San-Joaquin.- San Diego. and 
Santa Clara counties have been convicted of 
crimes such as murder, assau1t with a deadly 
weapon, using and selling dangeroul drugs, and 
petty theft. Providers who have a history of 
violent crime waul~ be ineligible to serve as 
providers in residentia1. facilities for the 
elderly, -which serve clients similar to those 
of the IHSS program. 

~C_m+IENDATIONS 

The department should take the following 
·actions: 

~ Ensure that counties verify the accuracy of 
the timesheets submitted by both individual 
and contract providers and that counties do 
not pay ·contractors for services their 

·employees perform .for IHSS clients that 
exceed the number of hours clients are 
authorized to receive; 

Ensure that . counties conduct annual 
reassessments of the ·tontinuing needs of IHSS 
clients every 12 months as required by state 

· law and that cbunties review a sample of .the 
·timesheets of individual . and contract 
providers at 1east once each quart~r to 
compare the client's signature on the 
timesheet to the client's signature on the 
application for0 services; a'nd 0 

' . 
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.-_ ----~---_-. ---~Study---the---_-fea·stb1l1ty-·--·-of-- obtainlng-__,___a.. 
""'-·.r;;;c ::==~""- -~~~.s ;r.:::;.~:· :tn:t;orma ti on on the cr1mi na 1 .. con-vi cti ons of W 

. _' .'·;;:;.~-.•.. c.~ :::~~;.._..., ..• ~~.a 1 l,.-r.HSS'"pr.ovi de rs similar to the req·u 1 rement: 
-."'';~c? 7•,:.=-::-::::i;~I:~:-:~:;;"Sfo.f:': emploY.me!lt.1n residentia.1-ca~e :faci-1ities. 

·· .. -for· '-the·· .·elderly, ·and.·-·report"-its: 
.. < .. · . ..- - · - - .... - .'· recollinendat'iolls-:to .. the Legi S-Jature. w1tli1n o·ne . .'. ·: 

· · .. year;. ·In the Hrt~rfm,-·the: d~p~rtine_nf.should ~-. .·-

.... , ~·. 

-.. / .- '-.' ' ' - ', ' ·_adopt a·:standard' application· form 'for> al,. : .. - .. 
· pro vi de rs q_f IHSS __ ~ha_t,. c~!l.!~-1!1,~~ (;qy~s~~19,f). Q£1,. . .,_ .. -~- ~ ·~ _ · 
_ t~~- ·a pp 11 !=_al}_t~-~~,_\'r1.l!li !1~-l.;;~£9.-0-XlS,t1 o_ns ;~ .-.::.,. :"- ~~-~-:' __ ,_._-~. · 

~: • ,• .J'•r.·~ . ..:..,._,:_ .• • • • •' ·I•·•"""--·• --~--~-~~~~-' 2:,_, __ _ 

AGENCY COl+IOOS 

- The Department of Social .Services concurs 

•• 

with the Auditor General's recommendations 
concerning the department's In-Home Supportive 
Services program. However, the department does 
not believe it needs to conduct a study of the 
feasib111ty of obtaining 1nfonnat1on on the 
criminal convictions of provider'S ·in the IHSS 
program because it believes that the Auditor 
General's report adequately addresses the ---· _ 
probable" costs of such a system. .In l"'esponse 
to the ·remaining recorrmendations, the 
aepartment will issue directives to the 
counties within 60 .. days and initiate other 
actions • 

.. . . 
'o 
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i NTROQUCJI ON 

:... ... --;~:;,--==-:-=- -=-- .- = _.:_:_.,.-~· :7·-t~~·:r:-.;:.l·~~· ... ~~Yr:t:_:.::..~·--~:~.. ~if:: . . -~~;;: -~~;.;~'.·: :~~10\~~~oi,~; .: "~;;?:':~~-.- ::';';:· :'·:;~ . -~,<;;:-,; ~-=o~~,.,,·-· 
· . · · · .. · :.-::>,:";~· •• - .... :.~-";- ••.• ~...:.~~- · ~~- ~-~::f:_;~=.:.::.=..:;~~:r 1'.=r.~~~- :~-~-r-~".::7~~ 

.. · . ·.The 'In-Ho.me · Support'i ve :servi·ces-c::(l HSS): ·program·.--prov·i des .ca re~:;.~. :':-~·:- '.,,_ 

. _· : ~. '. .·. - .. to '16w~q·n66m~:· pe·r~ori:s. who': ~~~· .• 'ag~d·,··b if nd, . '6.;: ·~··di:s.ab 1 ed· and. ·~hb .. are''. . .. · .. . .. ·.'." 

.. : .. :· ~n~,ble' t.o. ~·e~ai.n .:~·afeiy .'1~ .. "thei~· ~~n ... h~me.s withou·t· ass:i:~.ta,nce. ·A... " -
... · 

. . 

·· pri nci pa 1 ,purpose :. of the. program i s~·-cta:·-- pro-vi di,= '~·,:;~r, .. t;':·:~0iih~~:~i ~·: .. 
alternative ta institutions such as cormiunity care facilities and 

skilled nursing facilities •. To assist persons to remain in their own 

homes, the IHSS program provides clients with a variety of services, 

including dcmestic chores such.as sweeping, vacuuming, changing bed 

11 ne·ij, pre paring mea 1 s, and shopping for food· and with nonmedi ca 1 

personal care such as assistance with dressing, bathing, and walking. 
J.'. • 

In ··-additfon,:. IHSS providers may accompany. c.l-ient~ to med1caT 

app~.1ntments. Under certain conditions, the program. provides clients 

with paramedica1 services. 

The Department of Social Services (department) supervises the 

IHSS program statewide, and· county welfare departments administer the 

program at the local level. Tlie department fonnulates r·egulations, 

a 1 locates funds, arranges for payments to i ndi vi dual prov i der:s through 

a contractrir ~nd the Stata tontroller 1 s Office~ and monitors the 

counties' operations. County caseworkers. determine the client's 

eligibility for· ser~ices, assess the type and amount of IHSS services 

the client needs, and arrang~ for the provision of services . 

.. 
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._._· _jh~Y. .:.9et§_mii ne. _"b_ow."m-~.ny_ h.ours: of·· service th~ c 1 i ent requires. 
- -.:.-:-··-.'"'···;::-·~- :;:' ... :~~·:,-_,::~ .. ~.~~..,. .... :. -·· .. ·,-~-·...:.. . . . If the 

·.-.~~<_._:~ . . F1-1.~n1.r~guires 20 hours-or more.of·::pe·r~cirial: .service .. per.\;ieek, ·.the. 

-.·. . .... c,lierit.:; 5 .c.cins 1dered· seve'rei~: fmpa'i r~d :~nd~-·i ~::en:gible for 'a_ -m~~~~~ of'• . 
. . . . '.··$~~-02f ... per month<'i'n>IH,SS. as;si.st~-n~~' •.. -: 'it th~ cli~nt.requ1_r~~·less .·~·ha·~ .... 

~' ,;; -o~:~P-ie hp.~J'-~~:t8rf ~ p.~.go.~_~j_;-.., -~~f-i,! c~~ ~er_~ ~eek, -. the c 1ient·1 s considered 

nonseverely impaired and may receive a maximum of $708 per month in 

assistance. As of September 30, 1986, 17,383· IHSS clients 

(14,8 percent) were severely imp~ired, and 100,062 (85 .. 2 percent) of 

the 117,445 IHSS paid cases statewide were nonseverely impaired. 

Each county welfare department uses one cf three methods, or a 

.. ·,, 
. ··•· 1· ... 
': . 

.· ..... : .. 

combination of these met.hods .• to delf.ver services. In September 1986, · e 
94,943 !HSS clients (80.8 percent) chose to receive services from 

individual providers hired by the client aian average hourly cost o~ 

$3. 76. The second most corrunbn method. of providing service is through 

providers employed by private agencies under contract to the county; 

21,19~ clients (18 percent) received services from contract providers 

at an ayerage hourly cost of $7.21. Finally, some counties supply 

services to clients directly through county employees; 1,385 IHSS 

·clients (1~2 percent) obtained services directly from county employees 

at an average cost cf $9.43 per hour, which does not include the 

countyis costs for overhead. 

The federal, state, and county governments fund the IHSS .. 
0 "o 

program. The department estimates that the lHSS program spen·t 
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approximately $392 million ·in fiscaJ~yea,r-':o.-T9-S5-86. The federal 

g.overnment.·provided· $297 million,·~ the ... stat~ 1.s General Fund provided . 

. . ·. $B3 mi:l lion,· and.· ttie£ co'.unt'1e.f pro·v:fded :tHe ~femafrfi~g· ·$iz ·n,n'non"~~-·'.".Fa.t'·;",·~ : ···.·.>-·' : 

·.t ' .... > .... ·fjs:cal<.year 19-as'~a?:·ihe Ciepa.r~g~t."a~tic~p~tes a:9~·2:P~.:rc:eiit;"incr~aie< ·: · .. :· ·: .' 

in·. 'the: .. to~·t · bf·-.. the ... prog·r~m" -t~ " ~·P·P·~ox~1matef: .. ,$42.a ~fni ~n·~:· Th·~ .. ·· ... :· .... ·, 

el 

- . . . . . ./ ·:-.... :· 
•' _ •. -.. ,r: ·: ' ' - . • 

.. <;!epartment also est·fmiftes•ctha'f the,'·.nurill:ier "of clients will' i-Htre;:f~e;,-fr-om "'" ::. · "'~ 

· 116,000 i~ 1985-86 to 125,000 ·in 1986-87,.~ 7.8 p~rcent increase •. 

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

. The purpose of .this audit was to evaluate the operation of the 

-~. department 1 s In-Home Supportive Services program. We focused on. the . . . 

verification of the charges that individual providers and contractors 

.. submitted ta . the counties' the payroll procedures used by the 

'',depa-r,tment and cou'nty welfare' departments, county welfare departments' 

- compliance with state laws and department.regulatio'ns in opening and 

·supervising IHSS cases and on· the screening, hiring, and sll.pervis'fng of 

providers. 

To evaluate the IHSS program, we visited 3 of the 58 county 

welfare departments in the State: the ·S~n·Joaquin County Hu~an. 

Services Agency, the San Diego County Department of Social Services, 

and the Santa Clara County Department of So.cial Services. In fiscal 

year 1984-85, ~hese counties accounted for $31.B miilion: (10.5 percent)· 

of the total· $303.5 million statewide program costs and 11, 000 .. 
·o 

'o 
·o 
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• I • . . 

. - . - ·, : -

(10.4 percent) clie·nts~ of'tne~ total---=-106=fOOtJ=&Ff,enfs_;statewi,de·.-~tach;.,.of·~=--:, 9 
these cou~t're·s _ se!rves----rn~s-c-lieltfs' tflrough ~-bcith'"-fri'divldua·r-:ancf'--c'o'ntra-c·t". =o.:-=: .--.. ~:=-
prov1ders~~L ''=i-t._ :-:::;.;-;c"_·~---':i- ~-c;. _,_,;;,;""-""~--~.-: "''.~'":.."'- --~·-f :-.;_,.,,, ... "'"'"""..i-· ~."'""'"_:_-_,..,.,.~ :_--:".--_ ~-----.-· 

. . ; . : -· ... - .. '· . . . ,. . . . . . . · .. ,;.. : ' · .. ;·· ~-: ·. . .. 
'·.. ··:· . . :·· ·.··. - ·. .· .. 

. " 
c aunty ;: we l fa:re -- de pa rtmerit.s~~:-by- . --1 nd1 vicf uaJo:i-1''-provi'd~·rs t:ha'nd i;.1::;contr.act Co.US.~ '.:.£.':",,<:j_ 

. ' . . 

agencies an_d to assess the payroll system at each county, we reviewed a 

random sample of the timesheets submitted·by the providers of 369 -of 

the 13,787 IHSS- clients in the three counties for arithmetical 

accuracy~ To. ensure that each timesheet was signed by the recipient of 

the services, we also reviewed the timesheets of 357 of these 369 

providers. In addition, we reviewed a sample of the billings submitted­

by the contract agencies in fiscal ·years 1984-85 and 1985-86. · 

We also selected a random sample of- 351 of the 13,787 cases in 

the three counties to evaluate' compliance with department regulations 

that require counties to assess- an applicant's need and eligibility for 

IHSS services -within ·30 days of the date of application, to verify the 

e1igibiJ1ty of cli_ents once every 12 months, and to reassess the 

client'~ nee~ for service by visiting.the cli~nt at ~e~st once e~ery 

12 months. ·We determined -that each _county we visited compl ie!$ with -

department regulations to complete the initial assessment of the 

client's need for IHSS services within 30 days of the_ date of 

appltcation and to verify the client's eligibility for IHSS services at 

least once each year. .. 
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.e l'q::;.assess:::.th~::.s cr.:e:en:f.n'g:-,:.:htr-i ng,;...: and:'"'"s u·pei:v-i·s-i·ng:'::o'Fprov i derse; · """-'::'"''.:: 

we submi tte.d":the""names ... of random~.::·samp'1es· total ing:i' · 7ao::c.of~ '.the"~'ll ,OSY· >" .. 'o:·• .:;;::,-::: 

. .. :·~ ... 

. • : .... 

_,. ..... 
. . ,,. 

. . · cl~tenni ne --eJ:he 00·.; procedui:es:·:; ._th er ::."county: _uses ;"J;to~..,.. s. cree1f,;~Yefe·r;1 ! . -aY1:ct'·!:0:'~~ f ·-~.,;;.:·.·· 

supervise i rid 1vi dua 1 providers. Furthermore, we i nte rvi ewed 

supervisors at each of the private_contract agencies to detennine their 

procedures for hiring and supervising providers. 

In reviewing the case files of IHSS clients, we attempted to 

detel!lli ne 1 f el gerly c 1 i en ts had been abused by their prov1 de rs and 

whether the providers were ind1v1dual. or contract pro~iders. However, 

the county IHSS programs do not systematically record this information~ 

and•_;: in re.viewing the case.files, we did ·not detect any evidence of 
. 

suspe~ted abuse of clients by their provfdersi Adult protective 

service units within. county· welfare departments receive and investigate 

reports of suspected abuse of tt1e elderly. However, the adult· 

protect~ve service programs· do not report whether the suspected abused 

p~rson was an IHSS client or whether the alleged abuser was an IHSS 

provider .. 

To review the department's contra 1 s to prevent fa 1 se bi 11 in gs 

for individual providers, we inter~iewed IHSS staff at the department 

and the staff of the State Controller's Office who are responsible for 

auditing county IHSS pr~grarns and prep
0

aring the individual 

payro 11 it receives from the department's contractor. 
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county 

county· welfare. departments into cons i dera ti on . in the .audit. re po rt •.... i .. 
. . : : .- ... -rz~~i:;-:- .. _::;~~~.:: . . _." ... ··- ... . -. . :· ·.·. _--:_ - . ·.- .-. - - ~ .. =. . . . .. - . . -

~ . · ... , .. ,.. ·."' . . . . ~· . 
'· .: - · ... ·· -· 

->: : ·:. - ' 

·./. - '.·_.. 
,. 

-'. 'r•: '' :···.···· .... :·.· . .. -.;. . ~ .... 

. . . ; .... ~ . . ,.. '. · . 

-~.~$. -~· ,...../' .. t":I"'!'"'""'•"·)·.,... ..... 
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~-------=-- ~--=- OIAPTER~I-=----_:_:_ - · ,- -- : · -· ·---~····· - . ., .... ,, ··.~ _:_· .·....::·: .... 

-:- ·=.~~.""~'--::-_-,,-=--THE'"DEPARTMEITT · c)p-soc1AL~'SE:RVIcEst' :-:·-; -~·-:: -"" ~"'- : : - ~:::'T 
. .. _ .COULD REDUCE,_THE COST OF PROVIDING ... ·. 

___ -.. ,P:-':;'<~_-;,,,,_~ · -> I~'.;.HQME'-SUPPORTIVE"'SERVICES~·:-. -c--':·;·'' ___ -7 ___ , __ ··': ' ·- • • •• - - --

...... ·· ·.. . .. ·--· :~.-. . ··. : : .. . ... . ' ' ... · ·. ~:· ·. •' :· .. - . . · .. ;·:·: _. : .... : 
• c ":.-

... - •': .- . .: ·: .. ~; ·-·. ... . 
;• ... . · .. ·. 

· ... ;: - .. . .. 
. . : ::-. . . . '.' ~ ,• :· · .. ,·.· .-·· 

• .. · 
. . -. -

.· ... 
·'. ,_. . .. -·. -. · ... :-~· .· . ' ... -~ ; . - _. ... - . ; . 

: we· estimate that, in·· fisc-al year 1985-86, Santa Clara and 
. . . ' . . . 

. :-· . 
.· ..... 

·····. 

. San Diego. coun:ties -overpai-d-the prov~ders;~6f-9.31-·-t7=;a pe·rcEfnt)~·af th~~,,:_ '"c'' ····"· 

11,925 In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) clients in the two counties. -

Because these counties did not adequately verify that the_ total hours 

of· service tha_t providers claimed on -t1mesheets were added correctly, 

we estimate that these two counties over.paid providers approximately 

$194,000 ~n-fiscal year_ 1985-86. In addition, Santa' Clara County paid 

. its con.tractor approximately $118,000 for services that exceeded those 

authorized for individual clien~s- in fiscal years 1984-85 and 1985-86. · 
• • I • 

Santa Clara County did this· to avoid disrupting weekly service to . 
clients in months. with more· than 20 workdays. Both San Diego· and 

San Joaquin counties adjusted 'the hours of service to avoid this 

problem with t_heir contract providers. 

ADDITION ERRORS ON TIMESHEETS RESULT 
IN OVERPAYMENTS TO INDIVIDUAL· 
AND CONTRACT PROVIDERS 

'The_ department's regulations require the counties to review 

all _timesheets before enter1ng data into the department's automated 

payroll system for individual providers. In addition, the regulations 

require .the counties to change payroll ir;fonnation to ensure that the 
b 'o -, 

IHSS individual provider receives correct .payment. Also, the counties 
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may not authorize payment _to providers for· more hours- than· _a:_::pro.v_ider-" __ -

aCtUa 11 Y WOr.keq:; - -F.-'-i naol-ly 1. th_ei;depa ~:tmen,t~ Scregula;t i OnS,- djreCt CQUnti eS=-:- ,-, :::' , _ 

_ -to _demand .repar.ment" of-a ny:~e-xcess~ 0compens at:i:ono:tq•·;proy.i der.s·:20J =cJn--home~::-""'" 
. . . . · .... , ...... :- .... '· ··-· -- · ... '. :- _-._._ - . ·~ .... ~ . . -·-' ..... . 

· "· -,. __ .. _ :SIJ_pp·a-rtive: se:rvices'. - - _ .. ·-· -· 
. . . ' .. . . -~ _- . . : '. - . . . . . . . · .. _. . : .. : . . ... · . . -

. - -
. ' . .- ... . '··.·.·· . ~·. 

Overpayments to•Individual Providers 
. ·- '·. 

To receive payment for service-, i ndi vi dua 1 prov 1 de rs record 

the-hours they work _daily in each ·semi-monthly pay period on a 

timesheet the counties supply to them. The providers total the hours 

on the timesheets; and clients ~ign -the timesheets; then, providers 

submit their completed timesheets to the counties. When the payroll 

clerks in the three counties w~ ~eviewed receive the ·timesheets from 

the providers, they review the t.imesheets to ensure that ·the providers-. 
are not claiming more hours of service than -the client. is authorized to 

receive, and, in two of the thr.ee counties, they check for arithmetical 

a_ccuracy. 

In a financial audit of the Department ·of Social Services 

Welfare Advance Fund for. fiscal yea~ 1985-86, the ·Auditor GeneraJ's 

Office -discov~red mathe~atical errors on 3 (6 percent) of a random 

sample of 50 IHSS timesheets it examined. To detennine if the 

individual providers in our review are correctly claiming hours on the 

timesheets they submit to 'the counties, we reviewed a random sample of 

179 clients with individual providers for the pay period beginning 

May 16, 1986, and e'nding May 31, 1986. We detected addition errors0 on 
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... .,. 

CJ' 
the timesheets in two of the three counties;~v~iewed. How~ver 1 1 n 

San Joaqu iri County, ·where wlf::.:~revlewecf':'-the~-t 1mes_li'eets"t'f()f~il0 c 11 en ts -... ·. : .. . . . .. ;·. -.. - ·... . -~~~=-- .-:-:.·.:.::-~~~~'.. _:~~- .-:-~~;;._.;· .. ---.;;_~~ . ~~~~i~ii=~::--;~~< ·_ 

.· with individual-'prov.1ders, we .founCl·'rfci"·"arftftmetkaFe.rro·r:s:-· . 
.-·;._·:.· .... ·· ~:··,··.~> -·· .-·., .. _:·. '.-.· ·. -. -~ .: ·_::_~--.-'··-·· ··.: -: .. _, .. :·:-<-.. -_ ·- .. -. : .. · - ·.-: .. : .... ' ... · . ·; <~-~-·_:·.:·· 

.:···- .... :.· ' '' .-··. . .. . . 

,C) 

. . . 

'.·: .. 

. rev 1 ewed . ha di: add i ti on,;e ~rors ~:,the: ~v~r age a ddi tfo nC: ~ rror:oQve rst·a terj.:th e· ·- · "' . . . . . . . . . . ' ' . ' . ' 

number of hours worked by l.~· hours. ·These discrepancies resulted in 

an average overpayment of $6.78 per provider for each semi-monthly pay 

period; On the basis of t_he sample results, we estimate that for 
. . 

fiscal year 1985-86, San Diego County authorized overpayments amounting 

·fo app.rox1mately $126,000 to the 1nd1v1dual providers of 715 
. .:...~ 

(11!9 percent) of the 6,006 IHSS clients with individual providers. 

.. 
In Santa .Clara County. \ve reviewed a sample of 55 'timesheets. 

".!' "·.;;; 

Three (5.5-percent) of the 55 timesheets ·contained addition errors. 
~. -~ - . 
The average addition error 'overstated the number of hours worked by 

. 1.1 hours· for an average 'overpaY"ment of $4. 20 per· provider for the 

semi-monthly pay· period we revtewed. On· the basis of the sample 

results, we estimate that for fiscal year 1985-86~ the county 
. . 

authorized overpayments amounting to approximately $8,800 to the . . . ' ' 

providers of·8l (5.5 percent) of° the 1,481· clients with individual.· 

providers. 

When the timesheets that providers submit to the counties are 

arithmetically inaccurate jnd counties' payments are based on 

inaccurate figures, the counties are paying excess compensation to 
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-prov i derf. For example I S;in 0·1 ego -County-pa'i d· a-- prov1 cfrfr-c''-$s7--::97 -for--=·:::--~ -

· is. s houI•in"=;·_~i1oweve~--~-,,: the~'"cbunty~~sh:ou1a:=-- ttav~-- '."'para;o)oi1 i r $20~;94~-for'~;~?,.,,t9 
s ~ 6, ho_u t_s-, ··th"e .-act~af:-~ot"~1:-an·-tne-:r1meshe{~t~~~, r_i1e, :c'Dun~~?;v~i-p[i_a. ---:flie '''~''""'=:~ ~ -

. . . . . . . : . ' . . . . -

_-- prciv,fder: _ J31<os .- ·,.:- Simil a·rl.Yi- _ :s_anta::Cl-ara·-~0unty::: pafd _.a· Pi'.'~vi:d~r- f~r-: ·. : :_· ·_ · '. • 
. . .... - . ' . . .. . . . . . ' . '• - . . .. 

·--- ., .- 3_3·: hours' althotigh- ~the- fi6urs on• th~ -~rov-rcier-1 S - -lirrie-sheef.: totii~d~- -~hly,- -- ---- ----
. ' '·~, • .I,,.,; ... .:.._....._....,._--·;-~·-· ~- · - . '-! .... I ":, , . .' ""•- , .;. . . . . • . . . 
. 35. 2 hourf~_ resi.11 ting ,:i "--an:.cwer.paymenf. of-$10. 39. 

• •• ' - ~- ,.. ' j .• : - •• : •. ' • . • . • ' • • .• ; • . . • • • 

Since the counties are not always checking the addition of the 

daily hours on the ~imesheets provider~ submit to them, the counties 

are not identifying overpayments to providers. As a. result, the 

counties cannot . demand repayment from these providers. as the 

department 1 s regulations require. 

The reason that San Oiega and Santa Clara counties_authorize 

incorrect payments ta providers is that these counties either do - not 

check the addition. at all or do not accurately check the addition of 

the hours claimed on the providers 1 timesheets. Further, . the 

department has not adopted specific regulations requiring the counties 

to verify the a rithmeti ca 1 accuracy of provider ti me sheets. However, . 

the payroll clerks in San Joaquin and Santa Clara counties do revie~ 

the-accuracy of the addition on the timesheets; San Diego County, which 

had the highest error rate, does not. Fina 11 y, the department does not 

regularly monitor the counties to ensure that the timesheets are added 

accurately. 

·o 
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• 
"" ··' . -· . .. ..... ::;:-.:.:.:: .. :;:~--

.· ·. : .:. · · .: .· ·. "·. ::· ~The~· , contractors·. i'n·.,the> ·three> counties·· we reviewed··:use · "· ·· 

:· •. '' .... : ,· .. : : ~:tfnie.~h·~'e.ts.:th~t ··ar~ stm~·l:a~'. t~·th.os·e,-·t~'e' c·o~~t·1 ~~.: ··.~·se '. fo'r ' .. ·~nd1 vfdu~t· ,·: 

prov1 ders.-:~ . .:_rn~-· .~9ntr.~.¢.tcfrs., .. requ,i re~·o-/tha,·~~each~employee' s. supervisor. 
' -· . '· . ; ' . ·- "·. ' " 

·.review the times.heet's ... for arithmetical·:. accuracy. · The contraitors . 

should not pay their employees nor bill the counties for·more hours of 

service than the contractors can do.cument for their employees, 

... June 1, 

For two pay periods..;-May 16, 1986. through May 31, 1986, or 

1986 through June 15 1 .1986--we reviewed random. samples of 

timesheets for 190 cases in which the IHSS client was served by « 

contract provider. We found no addition errors. in the lSO·sample cases 

~in .San Joaquin and Santa Clara counties. Howe~er, 2 (5 percent) of the 

.... 40_,i.:.timesheets in San Diego Cou_nty were added incorrectly, resulting in 

an average overstatement of 2.5 hours worked. As a result, the county 

overpaid the con tractor $33. 60 for the pay period. On the basis of our 

review of the sample of timesheets.of contract providers in San .Diego 

County, we estimate that the county overpaid the providers of 135 

(5 percent) of 'the 2,709 fHSS tlients with contract providers a total 

of approximately $59,000 in fiscal ye.ar 1985-86. 

San Diego County overpaid its contract provider because county 

staff did not monitor the timesheets of the contractor's employees. 

Timesheet errors were prevented in Santa Clara County because the 

county employs a clerk to review the contract provider's timesheets. 
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__ The clerk makes a weekly visi.t to the contractor and randomly selects · 
·e~~.-::_-

-·. ... . --~lb_~Timesh_ee~s. ~9-I!:vi ew. for· arithmetical. accuracy. ·.The department has 
~.:..;:::.;..::.;....-.;::..::.;..::. __ .,;._ ·.- .,_::;:....~ .. .:. •. ~·· ._=:;- ·_.,:·.:.-u-~ -

.. ~·~ ~:,;:.:;:~-·ne~t~a
0

diYpted •.. specific. regulaticins .... that .. ·91r·e~t 'the c"ounty . welfare .. ·: -... 
· • . -~. -~~f-~·····:·· ·-· . ·,, · • .. , , I •. · '• ·, , ' . •'· '' ' • ' · . • . • 

.' .. · . • · :qepar._t.ffi.Ji!nts : .. to: ,in.sure' ~h.afcpr~Vi"derS I · time~heets .. are: added C~r'r~ctly~ .;'. 
· · - · · Moreo~~r 1·:the-·depart.men.t · dci:e·s·; ·nae···: r~view· ·.-·the··. ·tHss . irograrn •.. ln : '··the. ·.··. 

~~· .. ··~"·-·~···~··~· ~·-c-ou~nties to ~nsure-fna•t-the' t.i.mesheets are ·_add~d corr~ct.ly . 
. ·;·\- - : '!!.!~._-_. _;.,.:-~-- . . .. !_ 

According to the· chief of the department's Adult Services 

Bureau, the. department met with the State Liaison Subcorrmittee of the 

County Welfare Directors AssociatioA's Adult Services Corrrnittee on 

January 12, 1987, to solicit suggestions.from the association to ensure 

that provider timesheets do not contain addition errors. According to 

the chi-ef of the Adult Services Bureau, the department will incorporate 

these suggestions into a directive to the counties. 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY PAID ITS CONTRACT. PROVIDER 
FOR MORE SERVICES THAN WERE AUTHORIZED 

When the counties assess ·each client's needs, the counties 

·authorize a specified number of hours of service per month. The 

counties'. provider contracts al so prohi bft payment to providers for 

more hours than the c 11 ent is alithori zed to receive in a month. 

Department ·regulations define. overpayment as payments for service in an 

amount that exceeds ~hat the client was entitled to receive. 

To determine if the three counties we visited are .Paying 

contra~t providers for more hours of service than the contractor's IHSS 
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• 

clients are~-:-au.thor:.tzed.oto.-receive,·cwe··exam1ned a sample of the monthJy 
.-::::.:· '.·~...:.{~- : .. ~~~.~·. -~:-:: .. ~-:~~:?"-

b1l lings · coiftracto rs submitted. to San Joaquin; San Di ego•. and . 

Santa C.l a'ra· counties for. fi scaJ yea rs. °1Q84~;as : . and . 1985~86 •.... Ne it her .· . 
• . • • ·.•.·••· .. ' • • .. ' c, . . .. : ' - • ,-·. 

· · .:. : _.. ·· ·san ·Joa qui:~· :·co~nt/··_:n~/-' ·san o1:e;;r· .. ·count/' pa 1 ~ .,c·ontracf pr·o~i-ders ~6r ......... · .... . 
. .. rri6~r~ .·ho~:rs ~f --~~r'v:ic~ :~h~-~- the., ~~~~-~~ct~r;. s·: IHSS -~-~-~-~~t ·:~~s .. ,autho.;iz~d · 

""'"" -~ 

i;;:."'"''\'·-"' ~rr;.l.!>'ief'r · -~: .!. • • -···· .--~---""-··-·. •. -~· ...... --·-•;:-:.; ~~: -., • ----·~-.,...~--=··:::'.~-

·to receive-. 

In Santa Clara County, some IHSS clients received hours of 

service that exceeded.their monthly authorization level for 10 ·of the 

14 months we reviewed from July 1984 through July 1986. As a result, 

···the county overpaid the contractor approximately $57 ,000 for these 

.. ·.·:·"excessive· hours of service during these months. Further, ~e estimate 

······that ·the contractor billed ~he cotanty for excessive hours of service in 
. ' 

21 of ··the 15 months from July 1984 th~ough July 1986, resulting in . . 

overpayments to the contractor totaling approximately $118,000, 

Th_e county overpaid the contractor because both the county and 

the contractor converted each.client's level of authorized service from 

a monthJy to a weekly schedule. Both the county's staff and the 

contractor's staff did this ta ensure that. IHSS cl.ients woul.d receive 

the same amount of service each week, regardless 6f:the number of days 

in the month. One effect of converting hours of service from a monthly 

to a ~eekly basis is that the hours of service that clients receive 

exceeds the authorized number in months with more than 20 workdays. 

·o 

535 



_ --San-: Jo,iqui-n-·and- San=Di ego· count-i es:~~ 1 ~o~ ~o-ritract'-w1 tli~_=irge_nc'i~s . -----­

to provfde se.rv-ic'e-"-'fci""I HSS \c-1-+ents'.' · Howeve'f; he'i tff!fr'"-(ff.:;thesir7::oi:fr1£i~e-s·:_.~- -~-=="" 

convettecP ~ th~::.:,"':amoul\t:~o-f.:-au~horfz~(f.'sce;r:v-fce: fro~. a':''nfan·th_lf·'-t'°o -_ a~'~ie'iiiy ~' ~:,-_--"' ___ -
. -- ba_s i.~. · Rat.he~;_. {n ·t_h~_s~: c_ouri.tfe·s.·,- th.e :·c·o-n.tract_ar~, act-Just· the ~-nu-~B~~- o_f- · --_ - - ·:. 

. - , • , -- , . . . . ,. . , ·_ • . •• :. . , . . •. , , • • . . . •• . . ~ •. ·• . ,·•·, ··. •·•• ·.• -,! •.. ·:· • ·' •••• • •.. • I ·.,_' , . . '· ': - . . . .. ·-

-· ·- :-·_-- _ · -· -hours : of -.--serv·i ce 'per -week- so "that· they .. do riot exceed -the total number 

\ 

of_ m~nthlY Hours ·af~-authori~·e.d· sef-~tt!F'~fifr·-;:;--=:eacfr-'c.1'1elit:'"_:::s1~af· ~ur 
- " . ·. . ,.. . '-, •" . 

revi.ew-•. the Santa Clara County IHSS program has revised its procedures 

to conform to the practice employed in San Joaquin and San Diego 

counties. 

Although the contracts between the counties and the 

contractors prohibit. payments to providers for more hours of service 

than the counties auth-orize ·rnss clients to recei.ve; the department "<I 
does not monitor cou_nty IHSS p.rograms to e'nsure that the county 

payments to contractors comply with this provision of the contracts. 

CONCLUSION 

The Department of Social Services could reduce the cost of 

·providing care to the· clients of the In-Home Supportive 

Serv; ces program. We es ti mate that, in fi seal year 1985-86, 

Santa Clara and San Die~o counties overpaid providers 

approximately $194,000 because these counties did not verify 

that the total hours of service that providers ciaimed on the 

timesheets were added correctly. 
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. 
In~.::.:,;...addi.tjon,~Santa Clara County .. paid its contractor · · 

--~=---···--~-=-:-:;;;--·.~ -::.=.:_ ;~.:····- -·~·~-~~::.~ __ '.:~ __ ::::- ~-:.~~----:-~-- ;.::=- -~:;-~:;;;:--- :::..:~~:'.... .. ~:::--.~~-!:-· 

.approx.imately.,$118,0_0_0 for serv1cgs that ex~eeded . the am·ount 

. ~,~.Fh.~·~:1~.e.d;;. JQ.~~Jngj ~-~~.ua~1·,-~;:J·';·~~=t,~ Jn. ;~tsc~·~'· y~~~·,·_"1-984~~-s. a~/·--.. -.. 
. . ... '-.: 1985~_S6; ._ .sa~t~· Cl a.ra · :~bunti · d:1 d : this· ... to· . ·a:vo.i d._ .. di '5 rupt1 n.g . ' : · ' 

- . ·. . . . . . . . . .. ·.-' ··- - -

· '-: · · · .·: · • ::: j. weekly :···seFv1 C:{· to .. ' · clfents·: ··. :, Botti''sari bfe9a··and' '·sari Jaaq·u1ii · · · · · · 

e· 

• • 

; .. -·- .. _·-·~.-- .. ·.J::-'"-. :-::-::..~.;::· · .. :::•-~·:·:---.-.-,.··-· -·~-.. "1" ._ 

cbunt1es ~dju~ted the·hours. of··s~rvite- to a~o1d t~is ·problem .. 
·.::~ •·-.-..,,,..~. ~ -:-"';:i. I • .- . ' . . • ' . ·. • . ' 

Since our review, the Santa Clara County IHSS program has 

revised its procedures to conform to the practice used by 

San Joaquin and San Diego counties. 

RE COMM ENDA TIO NS 

.. 

To ensure that there.are no addition errors ori the t1mesheets 

that individual and c~ntract providers. submit to county 

welfare departments, the department should take the following 

acti ans: 

'.A.mend its regulations to require counties to ensure that 

the timesheets of providers. are correctly added; 

Direct county welfare departments to.select a sample·of 

· the timesheets of individual and contract · providers at 

least once each quarter to verify that the timesheets are 

added correctly; 

., 
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··-·:·-·: .. ' - ·, -.: .. 

01 rei;t=~. ~~J11.?',,. -~~ .. }f.~~ :;;,~e.~r~c~~-~-- .·. ~2-- ~9.ll~~:L any . - . 

=-:-::;;.-P_~~.r:ita~=~~t.s~: from__.~, prEVJ~_~f_S or ...... !;P~.: CQ!l~r~c~. ~·~·~n~~~·~· ··'"-··~' .. · 
- - -- -- --· -· --- -·: ·-=-- -~ - -· ----. --~=-&-=- - ==-- --·==-· . ;~~· -'_:;~~~.:.~?--""3:.:.;.;.-

.. 
. ' "· . . . ' ~._' - .. ' ;;. .. - . - . ~ - . - . ~ . :· .' .. -~. ·, ··- ~. ·. ' . ,._ ·-, . ··-.... -· 

•'. ": .., •· • .- • • ,'o .'. . ~ . 
.. -. .. ' ·.;. ~: '~: - _,:-Pe:dodid.ally; review-a sample. of·, provlder: .tilli~sheets·' ·it··:· . : ·. :· .- : 

,, .. , .. each CIJIJnty __ to_ -~-11_~ure__tJie_counti~s: are 

. de pa ;~~eXt~~~,,-~~'~:;~~·i;~~--:~~ - ·~-e~·~;~~: · :~: 
c~!!_JgJ.ying· wiJh .the 
~ ___ ..,.,.... ~. . ..:.:;y~..... ' ..; : t''.~::;·. 

addition. on the· 

timesheets and col 1e.~t any overpayments resulting from 

addition errors. 

To ensure that counties are not paying contract_providers for 

more. hours of service tha~ individual clients are authorized 

to receive, the department should take the following action:. 

Send a directive to the ·counties that contract with 

agencies for IHSS providers stating that the counties are 

not permitted to pay the contractor for ser.vices their 

employees deliver to IHSS clients that exceed the number 

of hours per month that individual clients are authorized 

to receive. 
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. . 

Counties do not always ~oriduct reassessments of th~ need for continuing 

services tb IHSS clients on schedule. We estimate that caseworkers 

were an average of 49 days late in r~assessing 2,309 (16.7 percent) of 

the 13,787 IHSS clients in the·three counties we visited. As a result, 

the counties are authorizing either too little or too much service for 

some IHSS clients. 

Furthermore, IHSS clients may not always obtain the services 

for which the providers bill the counties be.cause the counties. do not 

.verify· that clients received services ·by comparing the clients' 

sfgnatu'res on their providers' timesheets to their actual signatures •. 
' . 

We. estimate that 1,397 (10.1 percent) of the 13,787 clients in the 

three c9unties did not.sign their providers' timesheets. As a result, 
.. 

·clients may not have received services from the provider~. or the hours 

the providers claimed may not have been fully served .. 

·o 
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COUNTIES ARE NOT ALWAYS -ASSESSING"~·;--~"'~ ~~c_,_c_ "" __ ..,_;. """'"-"~ 

CLIENTS' CONTINUING- NEED .FOR IN-HOME- -·- -
SUPPORTIVE SERVICES ON SGHEDUcE--·c•z-~-:-~':'.=·~-:::-'::":'.' - -- ---

- ... --· - ··:- - ~.-~-· -..• 
- -:-·-.; - . -··-

.. . : . . ' . . ' . j· 

. ·.·, ... -·. - . . s~~tl_on-J-230L i::_ -.of the_ Welfare.· a~r\d J~stl~u~i.bn~· Cqd~_.·~requires · 
. . . ' ' '• . ' . . . ~ . . . . 

· . .-.-·-._-~o~nty.-·w~l:far~ 'C!epart~ents:to ~·ss:e-'ss ;'the ·conti~u1n·g· need ____ far· ·s~rv-1c·e·s-.-· ,.. 
- . ~ . 

'of 'each. IHSS' ~iient at-olea·sr dffEif-·ev'ery··-·iz~mqn.~hs_;·::-Tha-:-depilrtmiri:t. 'hak;; ... _ _:,: ___ _.,_:_;__ ·-
' . - . .·· .. . . •. 

also ·a'do-pted regula.tions tha.tr_~-qui~;--~~-se~o~·~~-~; in county welfare 

departments· to ·reassess the client's need for services at least once 

every ·12 months. In addition 1 the department's policy and procedures 

manual requires caseworkers to have a face-to-face contact with IHSS 

clients at least once every 12 months to determine whether the clients 

can remain safely in their own homes without IHSS services. 

The department is not _ensuring that county welfare departments 

are conducting prompt reassessments of clients•· continuing need for 

IHSS services. In San Joaquin, San Diego, and Santa Clara counties, we 

reviewed random samples of 351 clients wh~ received services in -· 

June 1986 to detennine if caseworkers in these counties are completing 

the annual reassessments promptly. Table 1 presents the results of our 

review. of annual .reassessments in these three counties. 
' . 
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· · Number of· Cases - · .... , .;.:_--

County 

San Joaquin 

San Diego 

Santa Clara 

Total 

. . - . -· 
· .• i.~·;·r=o;· -~~·.-..".:.'.:~ ~·::-. ,,,.;-:·. 

Total 

1,862 

8,715 

3;210 

131787 

In Our 
- Sample 

94 

132 

125 -
351 

Late 
Reassessments 

4 

12 

56 

72 . 

Percent 

4.3 

9.1 

44.8 

20.5 

- .'"'~Ay~~~ge 
·,'-Number 

Days. 
Late 

10 

23 

57*' 

49* 

*As of - .December 15, 1986 1 ·Santa Clara County had completed.· the 
reassessment of 54 of the 56 cases with late reassessments. To avoid 

-distorting the analysis,· we excluded 2 cases without completed 
·reassessments from the calculation of average days late. · 

· . 

As Table 1 shows. caseworkers fn these counties were an 

average of - 49 days late · in completin~ the reassessment for 72 

(20.5 percent) of. the 351 cases we reviewed. We estimate that 

caseworkers were late in completing the annua1 reassessment for 2,309 

(16;7 percent} of the 13,787 recipients 1n these three counties. 

The performance of each of the three counties in our review 

varies._ Caseworkers in Santa C1ara County were late in completing 

annual reassessments for more cases over a longer period of time than 

were caseworkers in the other two counties. However, the case with the 
'o 

longest delay was that.of a 91-year old woman in San Diego County who 
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. 
uses a ·wai~~~~'·'at:~a:Jj~fi~~~i-=~=~li;;'"~~~k_~_._due for reassessment on 

Ma 1".C h 3t~'-''19'tf ~~~; 6~tltw€f;'t~·s~~ff6~ k'~~~d'i'a;;'n ot camp 1 et e her re as s es s me i1 t 

.u~t11·::september; 2~; l~-5. 1-75 d~y.s:,,.1a.te:~:~.:-.. -:· -. -:: ... -.... · · -. 
. . . . ' . .. . ' . - . . . 

- .. ~ .- .... ' ... "' ' -· ·.,. 
.. ..... ;. 

. - .... _ .. 
..- ··.;. - ._ - . ··-.-. · .. ·_: ....... ' _: ~ . , ··-~.: - ::.: . . ' . - ·'· .. 

. ·. : . . .. ' .... :• ··.- .- .-·· . ·.·• 

. . . . - '• - .· . : .. 
. -: ·: ... 

-_•"Effects·at·Late.-Reassissiiients·'·--·.- ....... ··· ....... -.···· ... · ...... -- .,., ..... : ..... · .-.. . 

_,· 

- .... -· -
--.i~;-~·: .. '.~~~ . .-,.: .. :·r-~:~".::.n-::=: :. ~- .·::...:..~ ..••• ...,. ..:.· ....... -__ ..__ ~------~--· -_ .. : -· . · .•. 

-:·- ---···-·-:. ;:-..~- -· - ·----- _-._-. -_-.. _-__ - ___ -..::.- -·--~·-:::--::::;-.::.;;-:--~:-;.:~.:--· .... ..,--. 

-. 

.. '•. " 

When caseworker~ · in the counties do not complete annual 

reassessments of IHSS clients on schedule, the counties are not in 

compliance with state law that ·requires. reassessments every 12 months 

and regulations that require· fa~e-to-face visits with the client every 

12 months .. Prompt reassessments help to ensure. that clients are 

receiving services that -are appropriate to their needs, 

When· casewor.kers perform~.annua 1 reassessments. they may take 

actions· th~t include discontinuing the cas~. continuing the case with 

no change in the level of authorized service, authorizing fewer hours 

cf service, or increasing the authorized number of hours of service. 

When caseworkers are 1 ate "in comp 1et1 ng clients' an nu a 1 reassessments, 

some clients may be authorized either too little or too much·service. 

To determine the effect of -1 ate annua 1 reassessments, we 

compared the number of hours of service the county authorized· at the 

time of the previous assessment to the number of hours authorized after 

the new assessment. At the time of our review, casework-ers had 

completed 

samples. 

the annual 

Of these 347 

reassessment of 347 of· the 351 cases in our 

cases, 6~ assessments were late. In 36 
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. 
( 53. perce_n_:t~l:::: o_f t_)1es:§,,,, s_a_::_ _ c~_ses ,-:-~c,,the_ county i.ncreased the~ number-of----.:: ___ _ 

- authori zecLhours;c-of -service'-- by~an~ ~?J.:.~a9e,"'o,f.- l~ ... ~6-,h9urs-"~p_er;;rnorith .. · ·cWe~ --== -· . . . . . . ••' . .. . ·- . . ' .· . 

. esti ma te:•J'Bt.hat ~=~:;-~1}9£·~J8_'_LlL p_~c_e_n t,):-~. o:f"~o:ih,e:;:fol,3, !87 cH~nts .~1 n .theise · 

. _ .· . < .. _·. 0, . :~oimti e~· had 1 ate ·reas·S esslilerits.: ih.;- which : tha ii-_ ho'urs,·.· :Of': .. :authori-zea· 
' - ~· - . - . . . .. : . - . ; ~ .. ' ·. ; . . . . -' . - .-. . 

'• . 

'o& . .. 

. . .. -~ :. ;, .. : .. : - . ; .. 
- · service· were·; .. fncr~ase·d~ -As a result~ these·-cl_ien.ts.may no_t nave·be~r(· 

. . 

authorizec( enough service for- 'the time betw~e.ii the due. :date. -~f. 'the: 
'. r • 

reassessment and the date on which the reassess~ent was ·actually 

conducted, For example, in Santa Clara County, a caseworker increased 

the· hours of s·ervice for a 57-year old female stroke victi.m from 11.7 

to 118.8 per .month. Since the caseworker was late in completing· the 

annual reassessment, this client was without the increased level of 
··-·-, .. · ,.i; 

-~-service for 44 days . 

In contrast,. caseworkers·in San Diego -and Sarita C.lara counties 

decreased the number of hours.of authorized service by an average of 
~ 

... 9 h_qurs per month for 8 (12 ·percent) of the 68 cases with 1 ate 

reassess~ents. We estimate that 252 (2.1 percent) of 11,925 IHSS 

clients in these two counties had. their hours of. service decreased as a 

result of their annual reassessment. For - example, in Santa Clara 

County, a 76-year old female stroke victim had recovered sufficiently 

from her. illness so that the caseworker reduced her hours of service 

from 170 t6 113 pe~ month. 

When clients who have been reassessed late have their 

authori2ation for service reduced, the~ may have received ~ore hours 6f 

service than they required from the end of th~ previous authorization 
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to their new assessment. As a result, th~ IHSSi program may incur costs 
. . . -. -.- ~ . . . 

~for:'!feryi'~es .that are liniiefess~ry . .:'.Two o·f .. the_ three counties in our 
- . . I 

.. - : 'C;;-~- ~;-:-: d:iiip re_:_ l])ay"'"'·~a\ie .. p-a i d-fo~_- more .. than;io_ ~.!~~-~;-c0,~\_:.1-of -se_rv i_c_e a_t -_ ~ cost of -

, . .,_. .. : . . : __ ~ <"' -$480 fo"r_ the ·a -_cases that were -reassessed -_1 a·te; and: .j n J~hi c-h the_-_ -h~urs· 

- - _ . >- -- • ·-- ~---- ~f-:-.. ~~rv{c{ _:_:~:~r~·--~-4~-~re~~.eq:~. -:-_.--:Fq~;-___ exampl.:e·,· i ~;--~he' c:a-~e _f~v~1~j~g •. th~- __ ---- --

l __ -

76-year ·old stroke victim, -Sarita Clara .County may have purchased an 
._:,.. ;,,,,.:;... -·- . - -. - - ·_ -- - .---· - - . ··--- - .-·-.... ---·--· -- I - - - - . 
·-'·:excess~- iif>=lo2-- lliludof serv1 ce -at a- cost of $381. We es ti mate: that . - .. 

San Diego and Santa Clara counties may have spent a total of $12,939 

for excess service for the estimated 252 cases in which caseworkers 

reduced the authorized hours of service. 

Another harmful effect of late reassessments is that the 

caseworkers are unaware 9f changes in the circumstances of._the IHSS 

client. For example, a client wi~h an individual provider may· have 

been without the services of a provider for _some time.during the period 
. . 

since the previous assessment. If the caseworker is late in visiting 

the client, the county may be unaware of the client's need for a new 

provider, and the client may have to do· without vital IHSS services. 

Without. IHSS services, _the client may be at risk and may require 

premature hospita1izatio~ or a more expensive level of care such as _a 

· skill-ed nursing facility. Als~. a client's eligibil.ity for IHSS-may -

chang~ or the client may move, recover, or die. 

In Jurie· 1986, the San Diego Courity IHSS program surveyed. its 

clients to ascertain their satisfaction with the program. ·The survey 

asked clients whether they had ever-had an interruption in -. services 
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. ·- ,., . -· -·------ . . .; . _·_ ·--·-- ·--- ------ - -- . --::: -.....:..--~-- ' ··..:..·~ ~·.·.:=:·..:.=:::::.-- .-.::.:::::.. ::-;..:.:....!.: • .:::!::"!'."'' .• 

_ () during . ~he __ :_ y_e~.!" _and -~h_ej:h~!- ~~~-h,e _1 nt_erruP.:t!RJI ,had~~~~~~~~_ th~ll}. aJIY .. __ ;_ ''"'" 
i riccnven i ~-nc-;: _c.T:e-;fy:e i-~ht~-pe~~i:-~~;"· ~-;· ·: ~b:-,-~ 1:nt'~-~:-~w1;h·~:. --~~~-~r~6~- ::_'".· . . · .· · 

.. . ·. . '.. . . ' ... ~~.:;-7.-~?7;'2:~~~--: ~~:~.· ~ '.!~~~ :;;~ ' '.~ ;:!::::~~·.:-~"::~·:·-·~~!. ~1; ·. _:J ~;~ .. --·~:~~-~- - -. ·~_;;~~:>~~;.·.. ~·~·=~-- '. S:.:-::.::4- .. ~: .;: ·. :;.;-; ~:-;; ~:: 
..... · prov.1ders· .who . answered'. said. that they .. had· b'e_en· fncpnvenienced: by an•: .. · : ,: . ;· . 

. -....... ·,· ··•-• tri~~-~~up:~;;~.n · 1:~ :_s~r./~·~;·:· ~-;·&rn \ti_e~~r :P~~v:1:#.ef ~s•.:·--~··¢1·~~n t~ :--~~-~h:_: __ :f nd·i~.i ·d~:~ 1.:: ·;· ,: .. • ~\· :·.: · .. ·•.• · · 

. provi.ders reported. that_ they_ were· less··_ likel.t. to _ _g~R_erjence ··an 
..... __:_:.:~:- .. -· - -~~~~-==-~··· ·:·--=····::----.,.-• ·•-:.c·:--::::-;--· 

·iriterrupticn._i~ servite:"bu~:·59.~~;c-~nt said t~ey were more· likely to 

be inconvenienced by the interruption .. 

Reasons for Late Reassessments 

:··· .~- Caseworkers were late in completing reasses~ments in 

San.~oaquin and San.Diego cou~ties because they sometimes scheduled the . 

.. C) reassessment visit to co1ne.1de- with the end of the. service 

. authori za ti on period. · In s.ome:- cases,. the end of the service 

;,autho,rization period occurs n1ore than 12 months from the ·previous home 
"" ·,·:. 

visit. In Santa Clara County, caseworkers were late in completing 

1 annual reassessments because supervisors a~signed a low priority to 

reassessments during·the conversion of IHSS cases to the department's 

autcmatad Case Management Infannation and Payroll ing System. 

·originally, the supervi.sors anticipated that the conversion would take. 

no mere than ·one· month; however, it took almost two months. Although 

both San Joaquin ~nd S~n Diego ctiuhties also converted their caseloads 

to the ·department 1 s ·automated case management system at about the. same 

time, neither county· experienced as much difficulty as· Santa Clara 

County in CDll\Pleting the annual reassessments promptly. 
'o "1 , o 
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Jll_ Sari __ :~ i e S? Co~~.!~! , °'-~~~-~~~-~-.b~,d -~- \~ ~=; r~_a_s_s'-~s~~n_t_. ~:,,a,,u_s;~ _ _ 9 
the -c_asel!o.r~ker7,~~\,~:·e_w.,~~};~--~1-;':{;~~1J,J.~~i.1~; .. ~.g~'l~~::~E2.,~_Cj::s~~!:-~,~[.~~-2~'.- ~ .. ,_ •. " .. ,,. . 

- p_.rompt :_':reassessine.nts: of_ IHSS -.-cases; - -The - co_unty: .. states that .this~ -: -
.- - .- . ' ,·· ·· .. . · .. - -... -

. '• - - - ' . . ·-·-. ---.• .. ··-_. 'cas-ewprker-will_receit·e ad'd'i~f()ti~l t~ain'iii9":-·· ·-· --- ' 
.r. 

. '···-· ,·-
. •/·•.' ·.:· . 

•,. ·.· .' - -. -. ·. 

. • ... '· .·• --: .-·~.- : · •.. · . '>•' . . ·. :· ·. ,·'. ·::-~·-· '··,;·- -~· .... ···· ··:·~·-·· - -·· ~~·. · ... _; "~._,- ... , ...... 

- In addit_ip~_,~~-~wq_rk ~UP.ervisors ·do,_.Ds:it aJw_ay_s_. m_Qriitor. the . . ... -·· . ·- . . . . . . -

caseworkers - to ensure that they are completing the assessments 

promptly. In each county, a .supervisor assigns cases to the caseworker 

whose task. it is to· assess the client. However, according to the 

casework ·supervisors, they are not always aware of whether the 

caseworkers are completing the reassessments on time. To assist 

supervisors in monitoring caseworkers. the department's computerized 

Case- Management - Infonnation ·and Payrolling System _produces a report 

each month that lists· the cases due far· reassessment by caseworker. 

The system also produces a report that lists cases in which 

reassessments are overdue. However, these reports did not become 

available to casework supervisors until mid-1986 or later • 

. Furthennore, according to the chief of the department's Adult 
' . ' 

and Family Services Operations Bureau, the depar:trnent does not_ monitor 

the county .we1fare departments regularly to ensure that they comply 

with Department of Social Services' regulations for prompt completion 

of annua1 reassessments. The- Adult and Family Services Operations 

Bureau··canducted a review of 313 cases in 38 counties statewide in 

July 1985 and found that the counties failed to cbmplete annual 
-. ·o 

~~ r~assessments within 12 months for 9.2 percent of the cases reviewed. 
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Because .the,-.::.bureau:=: rev rewed-, 'cas.~·5--. -st~tewi de' it:di ~.-no.t_.r-each .. a'ny ... ;~., .;; "':':,'•V, __ 

. concl us'io'ns: .ab~ut ·th'e >l e've.l of toniP 1 i anc~: i n-.in~i vi g~~'i :.co~~t~·~~ ~~ --~Th~ . . .· ~ -·- ' 
··" .":-.. b·~·r~·~~ : .. ~~-~~. '.:~h~-r:efo~~· .... un~b~~ \~ :, 'r~~-o~e~d·<~~:rr_~·~tiv_~:.-.ac.ti:~~ .. .-~.1:0'._~ ... , .. _ . ". --

... ~· ... ~·· ·.:· ............... -. ·.'-"=' ·· . .;:.. - -·.·'. .. :·-· ..... ·. · .. ·: •"''"···-·O-' ·.• ........ ····.·.-· - .. ·• ··.'. '• '• ~ 

.spe_cifi·c·'¢ounty welfare . .,departments .. -~~:::However; ~~the department urged""' 0 
• ,.~ 

,. 

count1 es~ ,.fo ..... study..:~the ~-rev"1.ew' s··--ffri'di'ngs--t~-· fde~~-ffy--· and-~c1frrect­

probl.ems in their own sys.terns. · 

COUNTIES DO NOT VERIFY THAT CLIENTS 
OBTAIN IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES 

. . 
The counties administering the IHSS program do not verify that 

el.de~ly. and disabled clients actually - receive services from their: 

providers. The department's policy.and procedures manual requires IHSS 

clients to sign the timesheets of their individual providers. To 

receive payment for services, "individual p'roviders must s.ubmit 

timesheets to the county welfare department twice each manth listing 

· the hours they worked for the pay · period. The ti me sheets must be 

·signed by both the client and the provider. The po 1 icy of each of the 

. contractors we reviewed requ·i. res c 1i en ts to s 1 gn the timesheets of 

their_ providers before the contractors' - employees are paid. The 

purpose of the signature requirement is to ensure that providers 

actually per.formed the services for the client. 

In San Joaquin, San Diego, and Santa Clara counties, we 

revie~ed•raRdomly sel~cted samples of timesheets in 357 cases for both • 

individual providers (177 cases) and contract providers (180 cases). 

We compared the clients' sigriatur547ln the timesheets to the signatures 



• 

on the1 r a:ppl ic~ti-ons -fQ.r:..-.s.o.,,~ta,~~,s.eJ;vJces;,_~o:r.;:;;on~a.ther~cdoeuments~f-n:T?:the-:.·_':".' _ _,;_"-'1-
case _ f i 1~-,---: _tha_Uhe·c U.ents_s i gned..,Jn the=pr-esence~of:-.aicaseworke~; to:c:;: :-::::-: :-:::.·. -

' . . '. - . . .. . 

determi O.e.c-f;f""',the-.cl-1 ents~,,sJgned~-::the· '"timesheets andT,,,f f c-the~~S i g·nature's·~-~-- _:'"c'--/- -. ·, . -. . . . ' 

--·- - ·~atched-·:_-the·- signatu~~s-_ on ·the-':ap-plfc~tiori~.-1~-'t~-e- c·ase fiJ'e~·-._Jf th-e-- · 
-----·-:sig~aiur·e~~d-id n·ot·a'ppear·--~~cmab:ff;::~r:'1ith~-c·11~nts 1 ~1g~~fur:~s- -~~~/-- ---- ·--_: 

• • •' .'• ·. "• :• "• .:· • ," I• 

'mts s, in g- a l_tQge~h~.~ ,,,.,,:-1'.'e;·;~-SCJP-cJ._~~d\:!~,~.t~~.t#.the,-;;cLi entsmd~ d not'>-.S•i gniRthe:!1T' -~;c-~ 

providers' timesheets. T~ble 2 presents the results of 6ur review of 

client signatures. -
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TABLE 2 

TIMESHEET SIGNATURES THAT.DID NOT MATCH 
:....~_c..=.,... ~· :,:,,~~rn, THREE··COUNTIES"""'·· ~:-:-,~--·~'."'.".-'".-.:..:.:._. : ~.·.:·,':~-:;:.;.::.::: c<:::::=..;;:.c";_;;.~'--·-

. . .... . ~·' 
.: ··- -

. . :· 
- -·~~~,:.":_._,_..:..., .:._' .... : ....... ,. ·- ' ..... ,' ~~~ 

• ' •·. ". . ' ~:. ,· .~I, •. • ' • •, .•'. •• 

·:.: i ·' .. .' . . ··· .. ,.:· . . ··. 

- . . .. ~ .. 
. ;L , •. ·' .• '·-.; .. · .•. 

. ·. ~·. 
' .. · .. :·,_. •' • I : •· 

: ... · .. · 
. . . . '. 

' ._ .... 
.·.·- · . 

Number ·of· Cases . : - -· ... · · ... 
. · .... """. ---------------~......,.--...;;.;;;.;:;-.,...,..,_...;.;. ......... _.;o.__.;...;..;, 

. ",·' · .. : : .. •. . . ' · .... ' •. ': .. -~ - ' .-. . ...... · - .:': . '·.' -. '~ ._ .. · .. 
'· .· - '•. · ... 

. ·.' ·. . . ; -. , . ~ ;'_ . .'· · .. . : : - . 
:·-. :. -· - ··_ .• .:·· 

. _ ·.:· -~;· ·-~~ _- .... ·,~...-;-:;·:------'.-.;:.~· .............. .----.. 7~-.---.:·· ·•l'1·.-:-Pe·rcent<~~-+-: 
. . . . · • Without . W1 thout 

~~: -.,_-;.,,,,..-"'--: ·.~. _····"ln~Otir- · ~-"--Ma'tchin9-- ~-~MatcliTrlg -,.... ··· 
·Tota 1 Samp 1 e Sf gna tu res · Signatures ·. County 

San Joagui n. 

Individual providers 

Contract providers 

Subtotal 

. San Dfeqo 

Individual providers 

Contract providers 

Subtotal 

Santa Clara 

Individual providers 

Contract providers 

Subtota-1 

Three Counties 

Individual providers 

Contract providers 

Total 

.. 

545 

1,317· 

1,8.62 

2,709 

81715 

1,481 

1,729 

3,210 

8,032 

5,755 

13,787 

.. 

549 

38 

69 

107 

84 

40 -
124 

. 55 

71 

126 

177 

180 

357 

9 

6 -
15 

10 

3 -
13 

6 

. 3 

9 

25 

12 

37 

23.7 

B.7 

14.0 

11.9 

7.5 

. 10. 5 

10.9 

4.2 

7 .1 

14.1 

6.7 

10·.4 . 



. ·_··. ·:··· .... 
.. 

.on the 

}_n ~-ry-~.,,sa ,s~~·, w_e; rex~1. ~we~,,--~_n.,.,,tbe .. th r,e_e.-· count.!.; s~t ~;~~Jg~~ -~Kt~td... 7'<J~ 
P r,oxJ"'"'iersL~:.tjme~.bge~,~,,,cit:, 3}:.J19_. 4 _,,per:~e.~t ~o.f_::::!he _ 3§.~~.:;- .cl ien1;s_· --~~ ~-. 

----~-·-···-· "-·-·'.~ -·~· -- -·~ -~ - -- . -~ ,_ --- ---7: .. ·-· ·- :::..: .. :;....;..·...;.;;:::..~~- ~-';'- - :~:....: 

. did .. n_ot_ ,,m~-t~~ ,:~_hi;.1 r ~,.~ i ~n~!:ur;.s,,,i M,,:iif~¥"' •. ~.BR1.JE~~tQ.n " .. ,.,f9r.ms,. -~in: 2.~ ......... ~- ~-~~-. 
. .·~ ( s·~ 4 .. P.ercen.t): oi. the 37 ·:c·ases".;n. whi.ch. the·:.s·1 gn~t~r~s. :: did . not- 'match . :: · ·· 

. . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . ' 
·· . ._the ·. S-1~nature•.of the' cl ient: •. ~as_:.-mi~slng'·fr.orn the timesheet ·altogethe~~ . ._ : . 

. . -. ... . . ... - . ' .. . 

Based_ ~n ·th~ __ r~~~lts::·-?L~~-~.r~- ~ev1.:.w, .~11:.~~:.:.~~T}~ ~:J~~ t ~~~~-:.~-i~-P.!~.Ut~~· .. 9_,",: ;:!-~rr·. ~'~ 
the providers' timesheets of 1,397 (10~1 percent) ·of the 13,)87 clients 

in the three counties either did not match their actual s·ignatures or 

were missing alt9gether. 

In addition,· the signatures of clients with individual 

providers were· less likely to match the sign~tures on their 

applications than were clt~nts with contract providers. The signatures. 

on the providers' 'timesheets of ZS (14.1 percent) of the 177 clients 

with individual providers did not match the. signatures on -the clients-' 

applications. In contrast, the signatures of ~2 (6.7 percent) of the 

180 clients with contract providers did not match the sign~tures on 

their contract providers' timesheets. Based. on our· samples,· we. 

··estimate that. the s·ignatures on the providers' timesheets of 1,006 

(12,5 percent) of the 8,032.clients with individual providers and 391 · 

(6.8 percent) of the 5,755 clients ·with contract providers did not 

match their actual signatures or were missing altogether. · 

In some of· the cases with a sign~ture discrepancy, the client 

was a relative of the individual provider. In San Joaquin County, the 

individual prov4der-
0
was a reT"ative of the client in 7 (7B percent) of 
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9 cases. In Santa Clara County. the· pro·v~~ was a relative in 3 
• • ?:.·:,~;w;• ,:_.:=-:~·:;-·: ~:~~:::_~;;,:~:-~.~~~•: ;;~j'~~-~:: :iJ;~§:~~;-=--··~·,H -~~!t~~7-

< (50 percent)· of 6 cases, arid in San···otego.:coun-ty·i'the provi~far was a 
' . . . . ·. . . . . ... ;·· ---·· . -- - . ' . . . . ' . . 

"re1a .. tti/e·'1n· ·one· (lo P~~rcent)' .of ro cases.·· 'However .. ' i.n ·.noMe of .thes~-- ... 

.. . ' ... ·ccis'es· wa~ :the· r~r~·tiye ~aut:h:o'ri~.ed. ~o :s.1 gn·~.fo~···ihe·::.~:l:~.~~~ ! ·:.·~ . : . ' ,···: ·: .. :· 

. ' . . . . .· . ., . . ··- . ~ . ·.~·. ·. 

~ -.. - -· . 

.·' .·:~.· 
. •.'.• . 

.--·-·-·· ····--·. . ~ ... - . '--·· 
When .'the s 1 gnatures of I HSS c11'en'ts"-· on the~p~o-v i de rs i·:~-:~::.:::-.:;;;.T .. 

timesheets are missing or do not match the clients' signatures on the 

applications, the department and the county welfare departments do not 

know if the clients actually received the services from the providers 

or if the ttot.irs claimed by the providers were fully served. For 

example, in· the two cases in which the· clients did not sign· the 

··time.Sheets, the providers claimed a total· of 118 hours of service at a . ' . . . . -
cost of .$479 for May '16, 1986 1 through May 31, 1986. In another case 

'of signatures that did not match, the provider claimed 76 hours of 
·: .. 
. ser~f~e at a cost of $288. In both of these cases, the .Providers may 

.. not .'.;..have worked any 'or al 1 of the hours they claimed on their 

timesheets. As a result, the department may have paid providers for 

services they did not actually render. Moreover, IHSS clients may have 

been deprived of the services to which they were entitled. 

Neither the county welfare departments nor ·the contractors 

monitor the timesheets submitted by providers to ensure that the 

signatures of the clients match their signatures· on the application 

forms. They do not do this because the .application forms are kept in 

individual case files, and, in each of these counties, the case files 
b 0 ~ 

are not in the same location as the clerks who process the timesheets. 
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Accord ing_~c~~ ~~th.~ payro_1·1···~; ~~::~_-i;~~\~:~~~~~n'.tf 8~-~:. ,~:~:~~::;~:!.'·i~~"~ ·1i:~~:i·~-~:• 
that co.mparrng . signatures woula 1ncrease the workload-and re-sult in ··~-· 

•• - . ~. ,,. . ~.1~-.... _-- .. :. •M·-··~~~ ·:""'-'.,..__.. ,,.,~-:...:~~.'!*th-:-::~- .. ':"·-:::· -~~-~- . ..:::·.:~~:;:-~ .~-==.·r--+ ...... ~ -·· .. :l' ~-- ~ I 

· d~lays irt_payin1;(the~pr6via·9·y.5·,·.· ~:·~:··~-~- :~.-- .·.:"'. .·-".- -,,."' ·-:.,_~,_ .. J., ,.'""~''""'· ·- · l 
. . - . ' - . . . ~ . . . . . ' 

. : . ' '· ~.:, : - .. ···- ·. . ... . . . . '. "•' - ' : -~. ' . · .... ·.:. ·. :-- . . ·. ·:·-· ..... .. ·· .. 
. ~ .. .. :. . 

'• • • • ,' • '• •, • ' • •' • • • • ' • • .''' ' r ',, ' : _: • • • • ~ • 

Aifhougli co~n1::1'~sdo not monitor thes1gnatures.of .. c11ents on 
. • • • • • . . J ' • 

the prov i ci~;;·;. ·ti~~ ·tie;t~:~~~s~~-~riie 9~ _:ca~~~tY~does~-a tt~~pt .:to-~verTt y~_.ihat~<~<:+ ,-~-

r Hss c 1 i en ts receive services from their provide rs, Each year, the 

IHSS program sends a questionnaire to its clients that asks them 

whether their providers ever asked them to sign timesheets for hours 

·.that the providers did not work. In 1986, clients who responded "yes" 

to this question ranged from 2 percent for individuaT providers to 

14 percent for contract providers. 

A1so, to pre.vent fraud-. the State Controller's Office uses a 

computer program to match the names of a11· fHSS clients and providers 

with persons in the State 'who have died. This match of names is . . 

designed to detect c1ients or providers who received payments under the 

IHSS program and who are also listed as dead. The department advises 

the county of the matching names, and the county then investigates and 

reports the results to the department. This match is done twice a 

year. 

According to the chief of the department's Adult _Services 

Bureau, the department met with the State Lia.isan SubcaITlTlittee of the 

County Welfare Directors Association' .• s Adult Services Committee on 9: 
January 12, 1987. The department.solicited the recoITT11endations of the 
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association regarding how to ensure that the signatures of IH~S-clients 
~__;_.:-;-:.~r;..:·r~~ ·-:-; -=-.~'-~~- -~>·\·-.·~ ...... :. : . =....:..:..::::.::,___-~~~ o1 ...o.· ...... ~;:..:.-~~::.:: ::~·:'. ~.......,--:x-r r..~:-;: ;--i::-;-· T7~ l:"T.~f;~~--

. on their provide rs' ti meshe~ts ma t_c.h their s i gna tu res ori the __ -. -.... ~- .~ -::: ~~~--=~: :._: .. _-_:_-~:""'-:.~ - : --:~~ . :_=·:._ =:- ~ - =~~ _ .. ;.::=:: ~-::.-=.:-.~-=~ ~-~~..:;-. ,;:;;- -= c~ ~ :~- -::·;=;'"· 

·application for social services •. The .chief of the bureau stated that.· _ ..... 
. ,-·· .· .. : . · : ,j:~.:t ~;-~·: .. ·~-~~;:- ~i·~~:~.~t'Y~.- .~:t~:·~~- ·;::·~~fir.~'6.~:;~-,~-·: .. _ .. _ - . -. _ ·,.: .~ · .. : . . . . . 

the department·will incorporate .. the .suggest'fon·s -into a· directive_ to: tile ..... ".-_ :._ . 
. ,' ' ' .:. ' ' . . · .. ' .. ' - : - .. . ·-.. . . - ' '.· ' ·~ ' - . - ' . ' - : , '" ~ . . .. ' . . . . . . . . . . ' . ' - . 

·counties:; · · .. ",_' ~··.• :._J ; .... r-.··,,-: .. :.'··.··.···' ',. '-· ,., .. ·. ~--_--.~' ~.·. :·.~ 
. . ·.· .. 

. . . 

·-::.; 

.··- .·. -·-·· . -· .. .· ·. ' ~ ' 
•. -... 

Counties are not conducting prompt reassessments of the need 

for continuing services to IHSS clients. We estimate that 

caseworkers were an average of 49 days late . in reassessing 

2,309 (16.7 percent) of the 13,787 IHSS cli~nts in the three . 
counties we visited. As a·.result, the counties may be 

authorizing either too little or- too much service for some 

IHSS clients. The department does .not monitor the counties 

regularly to ·ensure, that they· are completing the annual 

reassessments promptly. Also, casework supervisors in the 

counties. are not monitoring their caseworkers sufficiently" to 

ensure that the reassessments are completed when they are due. 

In addition, the counties dci ·not verify. that' IHSS c 1 i ents 

obtain the services for which the prov~ders- bill the .counties 

because the counties do not compare the signatures of clients 

on timesheets to the .. clients' actual signatures. ·we ~stimate 

that the signatures on the providers' timesheets of l,397 

(10.1 percent) of the 1J,787~clients ~;~ the three counties 
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do .. not know. if .the 

'·:. ·,·,,;.:·:;·. , .. :;·~ c :-,:::,.. '""·:·-·'c l"i ~nts·· . r·ecei ~ed ;, 0 serv_i c:es. irom· th·e· pr~vi der ., or if the. hou:rs .. 

. ... ·:: .·. . . . th-e p'ro\iider. c'1:a,i~ed"·~~~e·f~li'y served':'::·.:· ... ·._. .. .: ... .. :..· .. 
- . . . -·~ . ' -. . . . 

• ••• • • ••• ' -. - - : • - - -. p - .. • ' • -. • - .'. ,- : • • • • : • - • • •• , ••••• _ -. 

'RECOMMENDATIONS .. 

To increase compliance with the department's regulations for 

the IHSS program, the department should take the fol lowing 

actions: 

Direct the ·county welfare departmeryts to adopt an~ use 

procedures· that requi:e- casE!workers .--to complete· the· ·9 
annual reassessment within 12 months from the previous 

home visit rather than at the expiration of the current 

authorization pe~iod; 

Direct the county welfare departments to adopt and use 

procedures to monitor caseworkers to ensure that they 

complete annual reassessments promptly; ~nd 

Periodically monitor the' counties to ascertain whether 

the counties are complying with the .department's 

regulations. to conduct reassessments of all IHSS clients 

at least once each year. 
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To ensure that_ the~: s 1 gna tu res-~' of ·IHSS · :c 11 ~nts~.::ion ·:thei.r:::: .__ ,,._,~'--···-
. . . . . 

prov1 ders·1
: · t_imeshee,ts~· ma tch~·the~0c 1 i·entsJ si gnatures.;~on·.;.the- •i< 

. app 11 cations_ ... for -sQcfa l..:...ser-v.1 ces, the,.. depa-rtment-:72S ho_u] d ~, take.t::=i, 

·' t~e following -~cti.onsi . . 
~ -. . . . ; ,. ·' ' ... 

. . ~ . 

. ... ···· .. -
. ··.· . 

·-

· ... -·· '· 
• • r '' • • • •': • 

... 

.·_, . '· . . ···, . 
. ... :.· '', 

... -·,· .. · .' ···.·1 
·,, ·- ' ... . . . '.. . - ~-· · ... · .-,_.· .... 

•. ~ . •. ' .. 

-·01rec.t countie_s.to .select a sanipie of the· ti~esh_eets of· 
... ~ .. 

. ,_1-ndivi'dua-i-. providers ·at·_ least-· once· each qliarter and 

compare the clients• signatures on the timesheets to the 

clients• most recent signatures in the case file; 

Direct counties to select a sample of the timesheets of 

contract providers at least ~nee each quarter to compare . 
tha·clients 1 signatures on the timesheets. to the clients• 

most recent signatui-es 1n. the case file; and 

Periodically monitor the ·counties to ensure that the 

counties are verifying the signatures of clients on the 

timesheets of their providers. 

.. 
·o 

·o 
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. ' . '· ... · . '· ' . . · 
· .. ~- . :_. -~~·_,··-: ·~~ .~---·· :·'··- . ... -··~-· . ' . .: ·· ... ·:· - .• ··,-. :-.=..: · .. :-.. ~ \' -· -···· 

Current l'aw does· ·not author1Z.'e the departlTient to obtain the 
.- -. ··.: -.~: . :-· . - . 

. . - . crinii na 1 reccir;ds;:ofr.P-rov~fde_t.s: o·f ca re f n the IHSS program to · detenni ne:··: 
. . . - . 

if they haV~·criminal convictions.· However, other programs serving the 

e 1 derly or disabled a re required· by law to obtain the cri mi na 1 · records 

of those who provide care in thei.r programs, and they may deny 

employment to providers with criminal convictions. We estimate that in 

San Joaquin, San Diego, and Santa Clara counties, 709 (6.4 pe~cent) of 

the ·11 1 083 IHSS providers have criminal convictions. Some of these 
., 

providers who have. committed a violent crime or who have .been convicted. 

of other serious crimes would be ·_1nel igible ta serve as providers. in· 

residential facilities for ~he elderly, which serve clients similar to 
. 

those served by the IHSS program. 

Counties and Agencies Are Not 
Authorized To Screen Providers 
for Criminal Conviction~· 

Neither the county welfare departments nor the.. a gene i es with 

h h ti t t c n obtain information on the criminal w om t e. coun es con rac a 

convictions of IHSS providers from the· California Department ~f 

Justice. The Department of Justice can rel ease. infonnation on criminal 

~ ... 

convktions only if authorized to do so· by statute .. b Currently, _the (:;) 

Department of Justice is not authorized. to release this information for 
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providers in the IH_S~,Jlt:.Q~gram._L.Ho_w_e.Y.er:., .the Department of· Justice is. . . _··--····--·--~-· ·-- :·-- . - . -... _- ~7~~!..:·!~~ .. :·~~-::-~·. ·-.-t:~:.~···.:::=~~:. -~--~-~"':!_r,:.:·7::::}.t·~:"-5-· 5.7: .. -.. ~~~~-, .. 

authorized . to ·re 1 ease i nfonna ti on · on · the crimi na 1 con vi ct ions of 
.. 

. . . .. ...:-· ... ·-~ .. - . -- .. ":""·~-- ·-· ·:,. .. -~""- .· . ::~-:~~:::~~~.:_-··~_:~:~·-.-- ~ ~- ·:--·· ~- . ~·:·~:.;:~- -~· ~---=:~ .. :.t" -- ·. ~--f!-~"T,;,l.·_~·G." --· ..... . 
. ;.::.!:.;.;.-~~~ 

· · .· ·provi.del"s in· oth~r. programs servfog ·si·mnar clients; · . . ... 
-·· . ' ... .. . .. . . .. - . ·'.· 

'··.. ·. : ............ , . ' ' ··:: 
. . 

. . . •'· -

·. : ,. ··- .. 

. .;.• .. ·. 

. . . . . . . ~ : -~· ... . ..... __ .. 
.· • . .· .. . . ~ . 

JndividualS . whose. contac.t:C:~~1-th_ cl.ients-_of-resid~ntial care facilities 

for the elderly may pose a· ris·k to the clients• health and ~afety· to 

submit fingerprints to the Department of. Justice. The Department of 

Social Services 1~. required to obtain a criminal record far any person 
. . 

_who provides assistance 1n dressing, grooming, bathing, or personal 

~tbygiene and for any staff person who has frequent and routine contact 

.with the clients. I.f the applicant has been convicted.of any cr.ime 
• 4 . . 

.pther than a minor- traffic violation. the· Department of Social Services 

~rn~st ~eny the application. Afte~revfewing the applicant's record, the 
~ ... . -

,;;,department can grant an. exemp·t ion if the· a P.P l icant can demonstrate that . 
•v·•·· 

··he or . she .is of· good character. However, an exemption cannot b~ 

granted to anyone who has·been'convicted of child abuse, sexual abuse 

of a child, or a violent felony. 

Some Providers Have Criminal Convictions 

Providers of in-home supportive services with criminal 

convictions pose.a potential .danger _to the welfare and safety of 

elderly and disabled IHSS clients. For example, in Santa Clara County, 

a client alleged that her provider, who had a previous 
"o 

conviction for .. 
·o 

passing bad checks, stole $100 from her purse and cashed checks she 
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stole fr.om her by.forging her name; The'3:.~tterit·=ha:.E~s1gned a warrant e 

·-··--.···" - ..... ·~--

.. '_. .. -. ,C-li eil~s· may;·;·-a:l so""·' ·be'=s ubj'ect.,-- tcf''."more 'Trser1 Olis ·n· h~'ffu:? from·~-"'~""~~-=~' ,,,£ _: 

providers who have ·criminal convictions. In another case in 

Santa Clara County, a provider with· two previous convictions for· 

forgery is currently awaiting trial for attempting to murder .the client 
. ' ' 

for whom s~e provided services by setting fire to his home. The 

county.•s district attorney has also charged the provider with arson, 

with theft for stealing over $5,700 from the clfen.t by forging the 

client's signature, and with theft· for continuing to receive payment of 

over $1,000 from the county for services to a second client after that 

client's· death. In addition, the client is suing the State and 
. 

Santa Clara County for damages resulting from the alleged acts of the 

provider. 

Ta detennine if IHSS providers ·have criminal convictions, we 

se 1 ec,ted random . samp 1 es of ind i vi dua 1 and contract pro vi de rs in 

San Joaquin, San Diego, and Santa Clara counties. We submitte-d ·the 

providers' names and other identifying infonnation to the Department of 

Justice, which informed us of the age and type of criminal convictions 

of providers in our samples. Table 3 shows the results of our review 

of individual and contract providers in San Joaquin, San.Diego, and 
o 'o 

·santa Clara counties. 
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· .:. - ... ._ .. ,~.:.' ,-' .,,,~- INDIVIQUAL. AND_ CONTRAC1LPROV'IDERS. ,.-. '· ,_ -c·--.. 

· . ' _ .- · . WITH CRIMINAL CONVICTIONS. . - ... 
... - ... ". ·· .. : ·. . :'· a·v 'COUNTY :' . _- : -' . -

.:. . . .. ~. 
. ·.··.. . · .. : . 

-· ' . ' . . _ . ~ 
: : ._: _. ·. ; ·: :-... .:- .. . .- .. · -· .. 

' : " .. 

.'~.- .. 
. o., . 

. _.· ' 

''<=-~---··.··-· ---· 
·-·~"·-:.-· _, ••.1,;:~r~: '' 

- ·-· .. 
. '· . - . 

. . . ... , ; 

. . - ~ . . ' . 
. . .''' : 

t6uH~J ,_i;ii. : 0'. '~ n .. J~ 2 >"'"~~~~~~~·~~:}, -~ I~~"':~~~~~~:~{ :~~;~c:_~~ ~cit~Y'.- 00-: .. ' ;'' •• _, ·~ .. 
San Joaquin 

Total providers in county 
Providers reviewed 
Providers with criminal 

·convictions 
Percent with criminal 

convictions 

San Diego 

Tota 1. providers in county 
. Prov.iders reviewed 

Providers·with criminal 
·- .. convi cti ens 

Percent with criminal 
-- --convictions 

Santa-Clara 

Total prov; de rs 1 n county 
Providers reviewed 
Providers with crimina 1 

convictions -
Percent with·criminal 

convictions 

Three Counties 

·rotal providers 
Providers reviewed 
Providers with criminal 

convictions · 
Percent with criminal 

convictions 

·-

747 
1.29 

15 

11. 6% 

6.693 
130 

7 

5.4% 

1,827 
130 

11 

8.5% 

9,257 
389 

33 

8.5% 
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4 MS! .. ·•- ~ JHa:: 

294 
100 

5 

5.0% 

l, 149: 
141 

8· 

5.7% 

373 
150 

11 

7.3% 

1,816 
391 

24 

5. l~ 

b -. 

1,041· 
229 

·20 

8.7% 

7,842 
. 271 

lS 

5.5% 

2,200 
280 

22 

7.9% 

11,083 
780 

57 

7. 3% 

.. .. 



.· 

_9n_ ~b~_p_a.~-~ ~!- -~he __ '..~~~~'.! s.~!e,!,~s ?f_P~.~.Y~~er.~~~e rtYi~~~d~~n "•~:?_,9· _ 
these three counties, we est1!!1!te thaU02 (6.5 percent) of'--theg 267 -

· !':;.-·· · :.--::.:.~ '.:-:=-=--~: .- -... ·- .- ~~ ·.;:~: : -i··z,- .;;'; .:"J"":;..:.-: -:f~-r-=-· :-.~~f-·~·- ·,.-,.,..:[;·; 7R"P':'.r--! 7:. 1 ;!-.. h ... ~-- ... ~ ... ..,.-

. _- i~gi v~ d~:~:; .. ~.r,~~ i d~tffe,.i . i n~:,,._~~e~~- .. cqu&1, e,t,_;J:~~,~- ;. ~Xj!!lJ.n~.L;~cc)nvi ctfo~~ ~-_, - .. . 

---. :: -FL1~tbe~; ~~-- ,.esttma~e.: .that: toz:· .. (5.·9 .perc~nt)· :of the.l:,816 ~oritrict- ·,; 
::~·· ·:. ~ ,· . _-._. . "<: -.. ··,·'. ·. '; . : ·. -.. : -.·- ; ' . .·· ,, . ·. ..... . '.' . . . . ·. . '' . .:· ; . ... . . . . ·- . · .. · .;. . .. . .: . 

.. -_, ~ .. ,. _, :. '':'.pro.vi de rs .j.n :these· ·three counties -have been.: coriv 1 ct"ed.:·of :crimes.:* :' " - . . ,_ 

-, 

•. : · ·:-': ·_ . :- ~ ·~ .• ; H':!'l)ll_:~. 

The types of crimes for which the' providers·. in our. samples. 

have been convicted range from murder to drunk driving. For' example, 

the individual providers in San Joaquin County have 73 convictions, of 

which 30 involved· theft or theft·related crimes such as forgery.-

receiving stolen property, or bank robbery. Crimes against persons 

included murder, battery, and battery on a police officer. Other 

convictions included prostitutio·n, assault with a -deadly weapon. and . .. . . . 

drunk driying. We also identifie~ eight drug-related convictions. One 

provider with 30 convictions used-17 different names and four so~ial 

security numbers. Her conv.ictions ranged fr-om drug·related problems 

and prostitution to assault with a deadly weapon. Based on the Health . 
and Safety Code, Section· 1569.17, most of these crimes would be grounds 

for the department. to deny employment as providers in.residential care 

facilities for the elderly~. ~s Table A'."'4 in the Appendix shows, some 

providers .with criminal convictions are related to the clients for whom 

they care. 

*Since we could not confirm the identity of many of the persons in tQe 
s~mples we selected, these are conservativ~ estimates blsed onJy on~ 
the providers whose identity we could confirm. 
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The Appendix presents additional tables and more .detailed 

i nfornia ti on on the number of convictions :~·R'.e-~"".PJ?OV i der, the:date s of the 

· tonv fcti ons, and .the. re 1 a ti s'l1sHf~};'6.fi~ thef; proV'fder.:·t~o;:~lheii;IHSS ·c lJent. · .. · .... 
. . . . _: . ·: . . . . . . . - . . . . . ' : .. : - ' ·. . . ' . . . . . . . _. .. :· . - - -~- . .. . .. - - . ~ ' . · .. -' _· .. 

·_':·'-.'.._·. • :- ·._-_:._~.- _'/.:·, ·r·. ··: ·:: ... : -:. .. :··;·- .·; :.· · ... _._. . ··- .. ::--. '>·'.~-~·:,· -~:: .. - ,. ,.· 
-,, ,• '.• .... - ,.. -·.: ·_· .·. . . . ··:.· "- .. • . ,·.. .-'·_·.- ._.;'. 

.. ,. .. .. ... . . . . .. .... . . ' ' . . . . : : -•· -~ . ' ~ _:,. c8urit1es: 0~·{1iii{ted: · · ", .. , ..... ,_. ..... · · .·· ·: · · · . . -:.,_···: 

. Morr1toriritj of Provi-ders · -·. .. 
-· .. , ....... ,. ,. -~:.:~"' 

. . ...... - . -. -~ ... 

The principal· reason that neither the county welfare 

departments no~ the contract agencies obtain the criminal records of 

providers fn the IHSS program is that the Departmerrt.of. Justice can 

release fnfonnation on criminal convictions only if authorized to do so 
... ;~-

by statute. In addition, both county and department ·officials maintain 

that the client is the employer of the individual provider .and that the-
~,:·, 

contract agency is the i!mployer of the contra.ct provider; therefore, it 

is the client's or the contract agency's ._respons1b111ty to screen, 
·~': 

interview, and hire the provJder. The State and the counties are the 
·~~:;:'":-, 

employers only for certain limited -purposes, such as to provide 

.worker's compensation. However, clients lack the authority to obtain 

infonnation from the Department of Justice on the criminal convictions 

of pro vi de rs. 

The county ·welfare departments maintain a file of persons who 

are interested in being individual providers. The fil~ includes 

infonnation such as· their· names, addresses, times available for 

employment, desired locations, and desired types of care. · Ho~~ver, the 

county does not screen the applicant's qualifications or backgtound>. .. 
If a caseworker is aware of instances in which the applicant has 
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.- -· ·;· :· ··' 

provided . unsatisfactory .. service' i n-'"tne-',-pas t ,- th-e_ a:pp·l 1 cant~ mi}/ 'iio~tbe_c,·~'i',,,,-'" 
referred ta""·-.:r;~fots-~·:-; When-· ,i cli enf hTref,?{n~ ih7d"fv; ifU'ai'::'~riivi"'d~·r-="tltti::r =-= .·..:"':~~· 

··.:·by. a .. ·referra·1~~~fr'om~·r:-fh'~.r~o~~fy 1 S-~,;,f'r1efC:OPrrisf~so~~-"ifthe{-~€t~i\ .·i1fei·::-·.c:,:-T'>'~· 
: -~. "· ·::cou~ty .. ~ol 1 ects'-'·1 ~fo,rmat1aii .. on. t"he .·pro.vid~~ .f.rom" .the ... cl.fent ·. for th~ •. . .. ·.' 

.,. 'sta.tew{de .automated pa;r~'f1'J system.·· This in·f~~ation· i·~c~~·des ~~l·y the .. 

name I a'ddress. and soci.~l ·~ secur.ity' number of' t.he .Provider. 

When the contract agency hires providers, the agency 

interviews prospective employ~es and has them 6om~lete'appl1cations. 

The contractor also obtains references from the applicants and contacts 

the references to verify infonnation con ta 1 ned in the appli ca ti on form. 

Furtherp the contractrir asks ~he applicants if they. have· ever been 

convicted of. a crime. However._ applicants often .l1e about thefl"' e· 
previous criminal corivictions on their applications. For example, in 

San Diego County, a provider stated on h·er application that she had 
. 

never been convicted of a crime. However, in 1978 she was convicted of 

fraudu 1 ently obtaining wel.fa re benefits. She was sentenced to one year 

in jail and three years of unsupervised probation. 

As of January 1. 1987, both the cqunti es and the contractor.s 

are required by law to obt.ain proof, "such as a photo identification 

from a government source, of the identification of prospective 

providers. The department is currently. fonnulating procedures to 

implement this law. 

·o 
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Estimated' Cos t--'of S~ntn;f-fHSS' Pr'ovTders " -~,::- _;:~~"--~~----~~~--~=·· ==~=;-c-___ "·· 

. .. ' . ··-;·· 

·_ ,· . . . .·. ~we ~e·5 t:z-rni·"t~-~~ that-:4t""~au1 d:··:e6"it" the ~cfe'p=a~r.£meri'f a'ppfoirm1t'efr"'--""'"·: "·""···' . 

. : . . : · ., , JS:;:is -.pe~. a~'~ltc'.~rt ·fo ~c~_een· ·-'.a~p·l ica~fs ::by:_::~bt~-i~i-ng . the .· ~fi.mi_n-~l: ...•.. · · _;_ : 

.· .· ·· ... :;.e~~rd~. ~f'- -~ro~i det~ > : .Actcir~i iig .-: t~:- th~- . c.h i·-~f: :of .. th~ -.d·~-pa~irne·ri~·, s · · _. 
. . , . ' . . 

fl_ 

Resident fal ·car~ :_~~-cl D~ta Sys.terns Bure'ali'-',··:th.e>~bi:freci~ -.::;?~o-Ee"'~:5~571~;about 
' . . . - ' . 

68;000 · finge.rprint app1 ications per year. This work is 'carried out by 

17 clerical staff in 13 distric_t offices.· The cost of supporting a 

staff of 17 ~leri~al positions, according to the chief of the bureau, 

is approximately $595,000 per year. 

The IHSS program employs ·approximately 111,000 providers 

·statewide-. Further, ~Je estimate: that clients and contract age~cies 
.. -· 

h.ire at least 22,200 new employee-s every year. Therefore, we estimate 
;.~~. 

tha~ at $8.75 ~er application, the fir~t-year cost of screening 
•t.(\.'~ ....... 

providers for the IHSS program would· be ap~roximately $1.2 milli~n.· 

After the first year, the cost of screening pr6viders would be 

approximately $200,000 annually. In addition, the _Department of 

Justice· currently ·charges applicants a fee of $17.50 to process their .. 

' fingerprints and forward them to the department for review. lf the 

. applicant's fee . were wa_i ved, as it is . under . the Corrunun ity Ca re 

Facilities Act, the Depart~ent of Justice would require an estimated 

additional $2.3 million in state funds the first year· and approximately 

$400,000 annually thereafter. Otherwise, the cost of the 

fingei:-printing fee would be incurred by the applicant and not the IHSS 

program. ·o 
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CONCLUSION 

. . - . 
. J·.--,- . 
~ ·-~·· '~ . . 

~.(:.~:-·,~-i;-~·~:·-1.-.~-~-~-~~~~~~~~--;~~·.:::~. ~ ~~~·:~W~l~:~2 .. ~., '_:"!~.r!:~ -. • :~~ =~~ • ,;,;.' • .i O . 
: . . : Und~r c.urre.nt· 1a.w, the-·" Department of Social Services ··1s not 

·.· .- . . . -. :· , . . ·:· ~utho.;fzed -:to-·~btaln': th~-.-~ri'mi na·i· ~·ecords ·a; p;o~·i de;s:·.o·f ~~re · 
~ ·.·:. -~··· ,···, ·- ...... '< .:: ··;····-.:· ••. ,~ .. ;·. ~ ... :.-··· .. :.· .. ·• ,:.· ... ~ ......... ~.:-::~_ ...... - -~ -._.,_.-·. . .• ·· ·--~,;· . .'· . 

... · ......... · · ·· in.· the. r·n:-Home Supportive .s~rvi ces pr~gram to determine if 

thef have· .criminal conv.1cf16iis •. - Hbwever, ·other programs 

serving a similar clientele are authorized by l~w to. obtatn 

the criminal records of those who provide.service in their 

programs and to ·d~ny employment to providers with criminal 

convictions. We estimate that 1n San Joaquin, San Diego, and 

Santa Clara counties, 709 (6.4 percent) of the 11,083 IHSS 

providers tn these counties have criminal convictions • 

. Moreover,. the county ·welfare: departments do not screen. 

interview,. or monitor fod1v1dual providers they refer- to IHSS 

clients. As a result, the health and safety of· elderly and 

disabled clients· of the program may be at risk. The 

department does not screen IHss· providers because it lacks the 

legal authority to do so and because the department.considers 

the IHSS client to be the employer. We •stimate the· cost to 

the department ta screen providers of IHSS .would be 

approximately $1.2 million in the first year and $200,000 

annually thereafter •. 

'o 
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. ' 

. . ·.· - . 
- · .. ·_:::. . '· 

..... ,., 

e 

.. 

· "·.. r'o determi'ri:e w~etlief'·the'Depar:tinent'~of Social' Services shol.)ld. ·: - " 
···. . .·. ·. 

,. ·._. 

- .. _, 

~'-'' . 

·.··. • ••· .tbtai n i hi c \im1 n~\ r~car ds o fpiOV1 o er: in th• 1Hss ~ rti9r ani, . ··· . ···.·• ·· ..•. 

'as. the' ·depar-tment. does in':cither: ·prog_r~ms:serving simii'ar .. '. ___ c .. , ___ , 

clfents-'f-"ttie·.·dep~rtment,..-shouJ d ~take "'the-:o:f oll~wi ngc·act iims :M ,~.~::_~".::.:"" "'°"'~'--~ - . . ' . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' 

Conduct a study ta detenni ne the feas i b i1 i ty and 

advisability of obtaining inf.onnation from the Department 

of Justice on the criminal convictions of all providers 

:c? in the IHSS program; and 

Report to the Legislature within one yea~ on the resuJ~ 

of this study. In~lude an estimate of the benefits and 

costs of obtaining ·providers 1 criminal records and 

recomnend change's in the 1 aw, if necessary. to implement 

the program. 

In the interim, the department and the counties should take 

the fol·lowing actions: 

Develop a standard application fonn and information for 

clients to use when they interview and hire i.ndividual' 

providers. - The. appl iCation form should include a 

question on ·whether the client has had a criminal 
·o 

conviction; 
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,, .-.· 

- -

'20tstrJ \?!:!_~e the application _ fonn ta clients at the time_ 

-the county assesses cl-ients for th~ IHSS program; 

the _ counti e·s_ : to~-: refer----them-, as-providers-complete th~0_:__; ____ : -

-' .,- -appl itatlon:~forni;---ani:l-veri fy;.;the 1 ;;~-ferenc'&sii-t"tffe -·f'o;;n. 
- - ' - . - . ' 

and 

Require all contractors to state on an employee's 

application fonn ·whether the employee has any criminal 

conv~ctians. 

W~ conducted -this r'ev i ew under the authority vested in the QI 
Auditor General by Section 10500 et _gs. of tlie_ California Government 

~ 

Cade and according to generally accepted governmental auditing 

standards. We limited our review to those areas specified in the audit 

scope section of this report. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: March 23, 1987· 

Staff: Robert E. Christophel, Audit Manager 
Stephan J. Cohen, PhD 
Dore C. Tanner, CPA 
Graeme W. Juhnson 
Linda W. Lindert 
James 0. Lynch, Jr. 
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:~:-:-..::..=..:...-=------=--·. - ...:...-_ --·----__ . APPENDIX. 

·.· .INFORMAT!O.N · ON:~~IN~HOME·'-SUPPORTIVE·~SERVICES~- 0
::. ::-~ ~ ' : ; • ':·' : ,, • ., ·. -· .:.~. ,.:: . 

... ~-. 
·:-

.. ' ;PROVIDERS. WiliL CRIHUIAL ·coNV!CTtcms· ' · .. ; :·, ·. .. ,' ·.· 
', . , ' .. -- . ··.. . . •.. . . . ,. - . . ~-·· 

\ . . .... ··· . .... ·.=:: ·· .. ; ~- '. ·. . . ~-. ,,_ 

,. ' '· .·. -·· .· .. .- .. •' ·.-.. •. . . ' ·_~ - - , ... - ... -.. ··-
·, 

. ',"· - · .. - . '' -... 

The.· following tables present .a.dditional data on ln-Home··suppo.rtive- .. 
· Services provide rs ,_w_i,t:hc:r.cr.1mfna-htconV.i·cti·on_s";-n:;.The's•e2datif a'r'e :cased 'off~ .. ,~,;:· 

our review of a random sampl·e .pf 780 individual and contract providers 
.. in San Joaquin, San Diego; and Santa Clara counties. The California 

Department of Justice provided infonnation ·on the criminal convictions 
of providers. 

,·· •r ..,. 

.. 
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. ~~~~~aI~~H~~; 1 ~~~~~r~; ~~~~~~cr~~;0 ~~~~~ ~~~~~-:.~--:~-'-~ . · :-~=~ :~_ · -~·: ·._;:.. > ,,.~ ~ ~ ~ 
• ' .~:·~:,;,;, • ,.·'"'=':,,..,-,,r. ·""'""'":"p·''.~_..,.:.,-_..,=·· , .•. ' ~· ry~·· "."'.'. :· ... , .. ·- ~· - ; p: ',.;,.... ; . -· ~ 

... · .. "·::_Table A~l ··s.hows. our estimate :.of .the incidence of crimTnal 
. convictions_·in.the three counties. :Thesefes~imatef.are .. ·based· .on 'the· . 

. -· ..... · · .. sample ·-results, pr'esented-·J n ·Tap:l e-'3, pag·Ef ·38. · :·· ·•. · .. · .. < . ·. · ·· > : • · · 
• •. -, •• - .~. . . •. •. - ' ' ·' !· ... ~ . ' . • . . • • •• • . • . 

.•, 
''. . -· . ' . .. ; ' : -·· ~ ... -. . . . -··. -· .. · . ' .. . . "' 

·-; _ ... 
. . '· .. ·.· ... ·::. ,_ ... . .. : , ~ :.· . _:.· . 

. . :-,~·-TABLE. A~ 1 .. -~--~ · ... -C,,-- •..• .,...: ... :..,",,,.~'~""-- ·'<"'°''" ·-- -.. 
· .. ESTIMATED' NUMBERL OF·'·i-NDIVlDLIAL· AND-CONTRAcT-PROVlDERS--'.C...:,-

. WITH CRIMINAL CONVICTIONS . 
. . THREE COUNT I ES* 

Ind1Vidual Contract 
County Providers Providers Total 

San Joaquin 

Total providers -in county 747 294 1,041 
Providers with criminal 

convictions 87 15 102 
Percent with criminal 

convictions 11.6%- 5.0% 9.S% ·41 . ·'' 

San Diego 
7 

Total providers in county 
Providers with criminal 

6,693 1,149 7,842 

convictions 360 65 425 
Percent with criminal 

convictions 5.4% 5.7% 5.4% 

Santa Clara 

Total providers in County· 1,827 373 2,200 
Providers with criminal 

convictions 155 27 182 
Percent.with criminal 

convictions 8.5% 7;3% 8.3% 

Three Counties 

Total providers 9,267 1,816 11,083 
Providers with criminal 107 709 convictions 602 
Percent with criminal 

5. 9% 6.4% -· convictions 6.5% 
'o 

*Calculations of percent values for the combined totals are weighted by 
the numbers of providers for each method of delivering services in 
each county. 568 
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Number of Convictions 

. Table·A-2 ·shows ·the numbe~ bf ·canv1ctions.f6r·both individual .. 
and,co.ntract providers tO-~Q~.r .... ~.C!.rnP.l~~·. ~rhe·.:.~I prqviders · in the·· three . 
. cciu nt i es.· have been i:onv.fi:teil"of · 165''c·r.i mes"';~·'"·~"'·'""'."'~'""·""'.°'"''."•"'=:"'''"'·~·· . -· ' '· - ~ . . . . - . ' ,. . . 

··~-·---··-~="'--""--. . 

. ·- :.• - ~- ' ' . ~- '• . ··.··-·.· .· .. · .. ."·::.~--:' .. · . .'.,·:. '· .·;" - ~ ·-~· ·. · ..... ·.· .. . . . 
·::.-·· •. ~. '' ,•,. I .~ '• "<::'' ........ ·.,,.; : .r _ _.· • .,-., • '• "••.,:'·~':·~ . ....-......... _'' ' . .,,., • • .· . .-·' ! 

. ·· . · ...... . . . .. •' .. -... . . . '·. · ... ,: . . . ~:- .... '. : -": ~.- . -_ . ' ... -·, . . . · ... - ... ·:: : .. : . . ~ . . ' .. 

. . ·. · · . · ····· . .::::. ·•·.·· ·.·.· ·· · :··· .. · .. '. .... · .•.. > · :,> :····.······· ·TABLE···A-2· ... ; ....... "~ ... : .. ·•· .. ·· ... · .... "· · ···:.·. , ..... :........ .··· · •· ..... 

I 
I 
I· 

County 

San Joaguin 

Criminal convictions 
Number of convictions 

.san D.iego 

Criminal convict 1 ens _ 
Number of convictions· 

Santa. Clara 

Criminal ·convictions· 
·Number of convictions 

. Three Counties 

Criminal convictions 
Number of convictions 

Individual 
Providers 

15 
73 

' 7 
· .. 29 

11 
26 

33 
128 

569 

Contract 
Providers 

5 
13 

a 
10 

11 
14 

24 
37 

Total 

20 
86 

15 
39 

22 
40 

57 
165 



'.. . : ~_I:;.;;;.::,-:.- ~ :.,_.,_., --·_-· .•. -. ·.·• .:·~-------.;..:;:: --·~ •. · .:'.. -·· .. :.':: '~-·.' • 

- Table A-3 p-rovides data on when the -i65 criminal convictions _ 
_ - - in our sampl~ ,oc_c_urr,.~~i':":=/A1mo~.t"=·a::::th1-r-d·'-(29~-pefr-cent)="'°ofcal1 :c-cfii'v'ictlorfs". .::_,-·:,.,,_-,:;o-~ 
·_ .- ,occurre_d : s inc~ 1~80 ;_ Hovt~ver t:._ i_ n~i vi d~_a l Pr_ovi der_s. were· m9re· 1; ke ly to _ _ . · -

.. . -- · - _have~. _been - conv:rcted b'. a t.r.1 me" s inc1f-1980 (31 pe_rcen.t of· _convictions) · 
. . than were contract prov, i:Jers ( 22 percent._of .. cohvi.ctions ).. -.. :.. . · · _ . , . 
. -;, . . '· . . . - '. ' . . :· .• . ' . . . . ' ' . ~ .. . -. . . - - . ' . ' .. ' . . - . . . -

DATES OF CONVICTIONS 
INDIVIDUAL PROVIDERS COMPARED TG CONTRACT- PROVIDERS 

THREE COUNTIES . 

Dates of 
Convictions 

by County 

San Joaquin 

Before 1970 
1970 .. 1979 
1980-1986 

Subtotal 

San Diego 

Before 1970 
1970-1979 
1980-1986 

Subtotal 

Santa Clara 

Before 1970 
1970-1979 
'1980-1986 

Subtotal 

Three Counties 

Before 1970 
1970-1979 
1980-1986 

Total 

. Individual 
Providers 

20 i 27%! 32 44% 
21 29% ---
ll (100%) -

7 ( 24%)' 
9 ( 31%) 
ll ( 45%) 

~ (100%) 

8 ( 31%) 
12 ( 46%) 
__§_ ( 23%) 

1§. ( 100%) 

35 ( 27%\ 
' 53 ( 41% 
~ (_ll! 

- 128 (100%) 
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Contract 
Pro vi de rs 

1 ( 8%) 
9 ( 69%)­

-1 ( 23%} 

11. (100%) 

0 ( 0%) 
7 ( 70%) 

--1 ( 30%) 

lQ. (100%) 

Cl ( 0%) 
12 ( 86%) 
__£ ( 14%) 

11. (100%) 

1 ( 3%) 
28 ( 76%) 

8 ( 22%) - --·o 

lZ. ( 100%) 

Total 

21 ( 24%) 
41 ( 48%) 
ll. ( 2ax) 

86 (100%) 

7 18%) 
16 ( 41%) 
.l§. ( 41%) 

~ (100%) 

8 ( 20%) . 
24 ( 60%) 
~ ( 20%) 

iQ ( 100%) 

36 ( 22%) 
81 ( 49%) 

--1.§. ( 29i r 
165 (100%") 
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: 
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() 
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.: · ·Table A-4~·-s't\Ows·.the :n:umb·e~::-of·prdvi-ders =~-i·n~: o·ur::::::samp:le::::::with-:::c':-: =;~:;~= 
. . . cri mi na l ·c·a-hvfc:tio)l's: wh"O:-:a re,.:r-e 1·a'tedi'to' -the :·cl 1 en ts. "they.-:serv,e:;::c · As: theTI.>· ·,.,.,,2'i 

·,, ... table sho,ws,, the: 57.prpvid~rr wft_h··-e:Hmi.na)c:· .. c:onvi'ctions .cared· :for. ·a . ·· 
·.· ... ·.·total ; o{ .181 ··cl ients0:.> Twelve. ~6;5 percent) of. th~ :.iar clJents are. :· . . · ·. · .. 

- .related·. to their· providers. ·Also, the data i.ndicate :.thilt' i~d1v1d~al. .· 
. ' providers: are-· more likely to : be .. related to .. the: clients they. serve·:· " . 

.(27,8:.percerit) than·~re ~ontract providers (1.4 perce~t).· ·· . ·. ··. 
' . :·:·::·-·~· --· ·---·:-··~·-··-~. ... . . 

-·---.. ;...;. . ···.~ ... .. . ... ·····--·· .· 
. TABLE A-4. 

CLIENTS RELATED TO PROVIDERS WITH CRIMINAL CONVICTIONS 
THREE COUNTIES 

Individual Contract 
Providers Providers Total 

Providers with criminal 
convictions 33 24 57 

·!" • • 

Clierits served by providers 
with criminal convictions - 36 145 181 

.Clients.served by providers 
with criminal convictions 
to·whom they are related 10 (27.8%} 2 (1.4'.t) 12 ( s. si) 

The number of providers who are related to clients. may .be 
·higher than the data in Table A-4 indicate because the Department of 
Social Services does not require counties or contractors · .to gather 
infonnation on whether the client is related to the provider. 

·o 

·o 
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)EPARTMENT OF S~IAL SERVICES -
~4 P Street, Sacramento, CA - 95814 

-March 17 1 

·.· .. •. 
:- ., . ~ . . .,_ . . . ... . -.- -: · ... -... .•'. 

. .· .. · . :·· -· . ·. · .. -~~-~- - ._ . . . '.· ... ·.• - . . ··-. 

Mr;--:Thoma~--w.,--H~yes ·:_: _ _._: .- :_ 
Auditor General · _ 

- Office of the Audit~r G~ner•l 
6 6 Q . J Street I. SU it e.: · 3 Q Q · - .. 
Sacramento, CA· 95814 

Dear'Mr. Haye.s: 

. :. ... . . . - . 

·. {.: .... 

. ~ . '• . . .. ' . ' . 

' : .. . -... ,. .·.:·. 

. .. _.':::'...:..:._•::··· 

OFFICE OF THE AUDITOR GENERAL'S (AGO) REPORt ENTITLED "THE 
D~PARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES COULD REDUCE COSTS AND IMPROVE 
.COMPLIANCE WITH REGULATIO~S Or THE IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES 
PROGRAM"· (AUDIT CONTROL NUMBER P-630) 

Mr. Allenby has asked me to respond to the above referenced 
draft !"e port • 

Enclosed you will find the commecta prepar"ed by tha State 
Department of Sociai Serv{c~~ (SDSS) in res~onse to the 
recommendations made in th~ above report. . , 
~f you have any questions regarding our comments, please 
contact me at (916) 445-2077, or have your staff contact 
kr. Lor~n D. Suter, Deputy Director, ~dult and Family Services 
Division, at (916) 4J.1.5-6410~ 

Sincerely, 

JiltLL 
LINDA S •. McMAHON_ 
Director 

Enclosure 

-. -. 
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. - .:._. ----·-STATE-··DEPARTMENT-OFo SOCIAL--SERVICES •·-RESPOJISE---------·-· ------ .. '·· -·--·····--
• ' '' '..o.'-••....,._...__.,~_... ___ ,,.~· ~ ....... ~.•-••J.,...,, -J···- ••••·••·~···•-..u, ___ ..,.,J..._ • ·•• • 

·-· . -- ·-·· -· .... • ~- •.· 

The St:ate" De_p.artment-.. o-f .. SociaI· Ser~·ic.e:s (SDSS) comment~ 
a concerning the re.port of t~e Audi tor General Is Office. (AGO) 
., entitled 11 The Department Of .Social Services Could. Reduce Costs 

· And Improve ~Qmplian_~.it;:With Regulations Of _The In-Home Supportive 
. Services Program"' C AG a 'it· Control Number P.•630) - · · .. 

. . - ' .. ' . . . ~ · . ... .. 

· .,:~G?-.Recommendation:~ .. :_c: ... ,-.'.:: , , _:.:,_,.·:.'- .... , ,· ·' 

·-.. - ::.,"ro· e~s·u-~e-:tti=at··'t•here cir-~- ilo-:·aC1~1tio~;:err~~i:'o~,-th~ : •_ ·: .. 
. . ' . tim~.sheet·:s..that:;indep~nderit~and.1'.oontradt prcvii:l~rs submit' 

.· . t·o ~g-~nt;f-~\;l~!!'.l!l'.'e .:.d..~P.el~8nt_s, tffe .. department· s_hould take · 
· the~rollow:t~g,-actions: ~- . · ... · -_ . - •. ·_ ... 

· - Amend its regulations to require counties to ensure 
that the timesheets of ~roviders are correctly 
added; · · 

Direct county welfare departments to select a 
~ample of the time.sheets of ~odividual and contract 
providers at least once each quarter to verify that 
the timesheets are added correctly; · 

. ~:· . .. 

. . . . . 
.. ·· ·_ . 

..... _. 

Direct county welfare departmeQts to _collect any 
overpayment5 frpm provider$ or the contract 

· =~~-~.cie:s after· the overpayments are· iden.tified i \ · .,;.-:,i,')~1L 

. ·;2,-:. 

i SDSS Response 

. P·eriodica.lly review- a -sample of" provider timesheets 
at each county to ~nsure the counties are complying 
with the· department'::s directive .to verify the 
addition on the~timesheets and collect any 
overpayments resulting from addition errors." 

The SDSS will· issue ·an All-County Letter wit'hin 60 days 
reminding countie~ Qf the regulatory requirement (Manual or 
?oltci~s and Procedures Section 30-769) that counties . 
ensul"'e the .accuracy ·of' the timesheet::s and reque.s'ting oopie5: 
or the procedures.that courities follow to verify the 
acc·uracy of tt}e timesheets. !Jiis will include specif~o 
referenc~·to addition errors. The lette~ will also remind 
counties that timesheet errors which result in the payment 
of excess hours are 3ubject to overpayment .recovery 
regulations. The SDSS will include suggestions for county 
verific~tion practices in the letter. 

·o 
·o 
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SD_ss· Re:sponse .· 

. Wit.h 'respect to· the reci.ommendat:i.on to·" inc.rease county 
_ complianc-e with re_assessment :requirements, -the SDSS wtil· 

_ : P,e:r_iod i cal 1-Y monitor re po rt.s of: ov:e rd u.e . re as se~smen:ts arid· 
- ' .. identify cou~ties. with. problems: fn this .ar.ea and seek.- ._-

. . ·: 

.... · :_"county~_ c-or'r.'ec·.t·i-..•·e··.·acti.on ._-' Santa -Clar~, -~·tli;r ·county _, ·, .. _ .. · .. .­
identified -~n· the ·audit· as having· the worst problem .U1 --:thi::i . 

-· ·<.area··;~ 'has a_l':re~rdy taken actian···to'eli:mbiat~.-this problem~-·.:_:_· .. 
As of January_ 31,. 19_87, Sa_nta _Clara's overdu_e .reassessm~n~s - - ·_ 
w_ei:~. _r_e~_uc_ed _to 400, _and. Santa_ Clara projects _n.o overdue ·· 
reassessments by May -, , 1987. · · ' _.. .- - ·- · · ·__ .·. · ·.· · ·· ··.-

The SDSS conducted .statewide training. in the fall of 1986 
which provided instruct~ons to counties on the use .of the 
management reports gene~ated by the statewide Case 
Management Information and Payrolling System (CMIPS) 1 

including the overdue reassessments reports. 

AGO Recommendation 4 -- -
"To ensure that the sig~atures of IHSS. clients on thei~ 
provider!s time.sheets mat6h the clients' signatures on "the 
application for social services, the department should take 
the following actions: · · -

Direct· th-e countie·s to aelect a sample of' the 
timesheet~ of individual providers once each .. 
quarter and compa~e the cl~ents 1 signature~ on ~he 
timesheets to the clients' most recent signatures 
in the case fil~; · 

Direct the countie·s to select-a sample of the 
timesheets of contract providers at least once each 
quarter and to compar~ the client~' ,signatures on 
th~ timesheet to the clients' most recent 
signatures in the case file; and 

~ Periodically monitor the counties to ensure that 
~he counties are verifying the si~natures of 
clients on the timesheets of.their providers." 

SDSS Response 

.... :-· :: . - ' . 
·- .: 

"' ., :• 

The SDSS will i2sue an All-County Letter within 60 days to 
remind counties of their ~esponsibility to ens~re that 
payments are made only when signed timesheets are received. 
The BOSS will also include the recommendation to spot check 
recipient signatures. In addition, the SDSS will explore 
the feasibility _of the State _Controller's Office reviewing e 
the recipient si°gnatures on the. time:sheets on a 0 s.ample 
basis as part of its audit of county welfare departments. 
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AGO Recommendation 5 
=--~ ·-==:;;-;:===- ---~.:-::.:. .:·;=-~~·~7.· ·::·"::""- :~.:.:::;·· ._,; .=~ -· .. ~---...--· .:-::.::::=.·::· ·.=·-·· :.· .. ;_.::;:-;:;, - . -. ;..;...-~":"""~: - --·~ ···-- -··;····--··· -
"-Tco~d:~:t--e rm~i.;i?:"-w h~e't'i'Fe f';. the ·:oe p ar-t:m·e:r.i·t:"- o"'.f~~sei-c-faJ.7' s"e"'rv f c es. --~ ·:·:Y: 
s·h·o·utd-'"'ob ta i :r:: t h~e~~c-r-tm:tn·-a i~;:_r E co:~d::s~ o-f"'" p-r:Ci.v:i-d e r-:s:..-1n :.t;ne~r.H s s-:-:::..~ . . 

· pro g r .. ani:;:·"a)c the.:'.·d e ~artm e·n~~- d a·e 3·::;1~~to t-irer jfr .. og~ram~- :5et"v i r1 g·~~~'.:'~·- .•. ~-·· -.­
. :S~ili~l~ ~0::.:c11·~:f~':5'-:;::"th_1(:..:d' e par-tment-=:.::st1'0'9°rd::;tci'.ke~-:the following ..... - -

action:s:: - - . . - . . . 

.. ···. "~ : . : ·c6n::G6i. -~.'.:,i'·t_tid.Y_:_ t·;---~~t~~~i:n·e··-.th~: r-~~si~:~i :r~·;·~:-a.nd <._. -_ - ..• -
": .. 'ad'i.•iifabiiity of' obt'aitfing fnforaiitiori:.f'rom::tlie : ... : ·- -... . 

· ----Departme_nt-of-.· Justice-.. on-~thec--cr"iinlna·l·''C_onvicti;ons - .... . 
. ·. of --a11· .. ·pr0Yid·ers ·:in,': the:~lH ss· pro·gr aili;·=~-:and~-~~ -::-:'.:_,_ __ ~:· 
•• • ··-- •• ....--:-·---·: "7 - C....-----:--:·---.. -------·----·' - . . • . 

. Report to the: Legislature- within one year ·on the 
results of thi:s study. Include an estimate of the 

. benefits and. costs of' obtaining providers' criminal 
.. - ........ records and r.ecommend '.e.hanges in the law, if 

necessary, to implement the program.tt 

SDSS' Response-

The· SDSS does not believe that a study woulO pr6vide any 
•ffditional information on the benefits of a fingerprinting 
ti~uirement. Thi~ report adequate~y addresses the· probable: 
costs of' such a- :system which would either _be borne by the:· 

~-·- ·-

' ., .. 
SDSS. or.- the-. mss and' potential prov id~r::i 1 most of" whom have .. -.(.· ·, ,; .. 
low incomes. 1 . · · . .,_ ... _-_. · .. :.·~-:'/ .... 

' --
AGO Recc5mmendation 6 .. .. 

.. 

-
rt:;rn the interim, the department and the counties should 

I 
t~ke the following act!ons: · 

Devel,op a standard appli.cation form and information 
for clients to u:se when they int.ervi.ew .and hire 
independent providers. The application form should 
include a qµestion on whether the client has had a 
criminal conviction; · 

Distribut~ the applicati~n form to clients at the 
time the· county assesses clients for· the IHSS 
program; 

Interview the applicant~ have all applicants who 
want the counties to refer them as providers 
complete the application form, and v•rify the 
~~ferences on the· form; and · ·· 

Require all contractors to state on an employee's 
application form whether the employee has any 
crirni:1al convictJ.ons·." • 

'o 

*The Auditor General's corrrnent appears on page 59. 
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SDSS Response 

~ .. - .-: .: ~ : : .-·. <-: .. ·.: .·. :: .. i :. .• ' :·. -=. :. ' .: . -' • ·._..,.... • -~ : . ; ' ' -. . .. - . ·. -~ : : . . . 

-=~~-:=--~-=-----~ ... :... ....... -ml' - • :r- ~·-··-~•."ft• .. ~-_:.-~-~----'":"'-'M--•• ~·- ----·----~-- ••, ~--'~";--;-·-··-··•-<-•:••;· .... : 
.; . : : _;·. : :-·· .... '· . ,• .. -._ •.-".:: 

... "'..::--'"'.::. _ .... -·· . ·-:~; __ ::~ .. ~~~_. . .._:..,,._, ... ; . ...-·.·· ..... . '•,1.: .. ~ :·· 
- . --
-~--······ 

G) Auditor· General ··s .Comment: While the Auditor General's report 
estimates some of the costs of fingerprinting providers of In-Home 
Supportive Services, our recol11!lendatian requires the department to 
address both the casts and benefits of checking. the criminal 
records of providers. One potential benefit would be the increased 
protection of clients from possible abuse by criminals . providing 
services. Finally, our report requires the department to report 

·• its r.ecorrmendations ta the Legislature regarding whether stat.e law 
should require the department to check the criminal convictions ~f 

· providers in the In-Home· Supportive Ser~ices program. 
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A DESCRIPTION OF THE SERVJCES PROVIDED UNDER THE IHSS P.ROGR.A.1·! 
(These are ta.ken from Slate regulntory mareri:il), . . . 

. . ~ . . ' ' 

A.A. Domestic services \Vbich ilfc limited to·tb.e following: 

... -.,· ..... · . ·(a) : ··s\~·eeping: ~ncu~'CT1\.ng, ~·~shi~g ·~d.w.mng.of. floor surfa~t!s.· 
· ·, ·: < ·· (b) · · '\Voshl.ng Jdt\:hen ¢6ill1.tcrs 'a.iid' sirib: .. : . ,., : , .: - · .. · . . . . ·. : ·~ : .... ~ -

. . · '·" , .. (c) , .. : !=_leanipg_tbe ijnthrool11~ . · · ·.· · · · .. :. :. . · · 
. . (d) · · St.ori.ilg food and. supplies:, .... '· ... . : .. . · .·; .. · . : . 

· .· (e) · TaJci.ug·outg·arbage. · · · ·. 
· · ··· (f) pusting· arid'pli:kirtg up.:·. 

· (g) Cleaning oven and stov·e. 

. .' .· · .. 

BB. 

cc. 

DD. 

EE. 

FF. 

GG. 

(h) Cleaning and defrosting refrigerator. 
(i) Bringing i.n fuel for heating or cooking purposes from u fuel bi.n tn t.b c" yard. 
U) Changing bed l.i..ncn. 

Preparation of meaJs, includes such tasks as menu plan.u.i.ng, washing veget~bles, 
trimming meat, cooking, setting the table, scrviug the meal, and Cutting 1·be food into 

·bite-size pieces. · · 

Meal clean-up, inclucli.ng washing and drying dishes, pots, . utensils, and culinary 
appliances, and putting them away. 

Laundry services'induding the tush of washing aria dryi.Dg laUnd.ry, mending, ironing, -
folding, and storing clothes on shelves or in drawers. Also, tbe time needed to travel 
to /from a locnlly available laundromat or oilier laundry facility, lf noue is available 

-i.rr'th~·horoe:-·· ·- - ·· - -·· ··· . .,----- · 

Food shoppi.ng includes the tasks of ma.king a grocery list, travel to/from the store, 
. shopping, loading, unloading, and storing food. 

' .. 
• ';··.. . . t· •. • • 

0 t.ber shopping/ errands indudes the tasks of makiJ:J.g_:a_ shopping list, uavel .to/from 
the store,· shopping,. loading, unloading, and storing supplies purchased, and/or 
performing reasonable ~rrands such as delivering a· d~quent payment to avert an 
imminent utility shut-off or picking up a prescription, etc. 

Heavy c)eani.ng which i.nvolves \borough cleaning of the home to remove hazardous 
debris or dirt. · · · · · · . 

~RH. Respiration limited to non.rn.edical !;ervi.ces such as assista.D.ce with self-adrofoist.ration 
of OX)'gen and cleaning IPPB n;iacb.ines. 

•JJ. Bowel and bladder c.a.re, such as 2ssista.nce with euem:is, emptying of catbetc.r or 
ostomy bags, assistance with bed pans, application of d:lapers, changing rub'ocr sbccLs . 
~d assistance with getting on and off commode oor toilc:t. e 
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sJJ. Coo.sumptiou of food consisting of feedlng or related assistance ~o recipien1s who 
can.not foed themselves or who require. assi.s ta.nee with special .d cviccs in order to 
feed themselves. · · · · · · 

· • K:K. Rou ti..ne bed baths . 
.. 

· · .. ·LL Dressing .. 
~' . . ' ' . , .. 

-·' - .. - .- ' ... "':-.. ; : .-... . . 

. .. MM:· Routin~ m~os;tiual. Clre, -l)J:Wte~ -t~ 'appU_ca-tion. ~f s~t~ry -~~pk:i.ns- and -~xi em~. 
. " - cleaning.": · · _ .. --" ....... - · - - >- .· : _ · .- - · ... - · · .. · · .- · - . ._ · 

~ NN, ·Am bu la don, consisting of assisting Lhe recipient \~th wallillg or moving the redpient 
.. 'from place to place, · · · · · 

. ·.· ·-

~oo. Moving into and out of bed. 

*PP. Bathing, oral hygiene and grooming. 
. .... 

' .. ~ . 
... ~::::::~, -: -

-~QQ. Rubbing of s~n. to promote .circulation, ~g iri bed and. other. types of 
. repositiouirig, assistan.'ce on and off seats and ·wheel chalr.s1 or inlo and out of - . .. ' ' 

vehicles. 

·."RR" Care of and assistance 'With prosthetic devices.· ·, · · 

SS. Transportation to and from appo.intmeots with_ physicians,- dentists and· other health 
.. ·"- ·practitioners, or foi- fitting health related appliances/ devices and speci~ clothlng. 

•.' 'L -~ .. •• • ' •, 

. TT. i~. 1.'rausportatlon to the site.where altery.~tiv.e __ r\'.!~.6~~5.provide in':ho_me-supportive-
-, services to the recipient in lieu of rnss. ' ' ' ' 

UU. _ Removal of high grass. or weeds, and rubbish when thls comtitutes. a fire hazard, 
. • . .. ' _.· '·. : . . • . :··. .;·· .. :· .. =.;.:;""f;-.:~..-;-~;:.-:.·:·._ . . .. : - · ..... 

VV. - Removal of ice, snow or other hazardous· substap.C"es l;rcini ii.ntrances and.essential· 
-walk\vays when access to the borne is hazardo'ifs'.~~-:~< -:'."_:·:: · · . 

. . . . . - . . . ,• . . -. . --.. _ "· ',.' -_-,·-'.~ ..... ·~.,-_· ... ·~-;~ .. -=.·. ~ ... -, .,_:. ·. . . ' .. . . 
-. ·~,'· • _' "' .;_' ., '• r~.-- • • •· • 

.. WW,. l?rotecti~·e supei-vi.Sfori ~~~is ting of observiog recipient beh:i.vior ill order to safeguard 
the recipient against injury, hazard,- or accident.:_· . - . · · · · ·: · · 

. - . . . . - . 

XX. Teaching and demon.stratioo services provided by :i:H.ss prC!viders tq enable -~·ecipieot 
to perform for themselves services wbich they currently receive from IHSS. 

' . . . . .~ :· 

YY. Paramedical ~ervices. 

" 
' ' 

These services are ncinmedical personal care. services. A recipient a.utborized 
·_ les5. than 20 hours per week cif these services is considered Non-Seve.rely 
Im.pa.ired '(NSX), and, if age 65 or more, woiild be a potential participant in 

. tl;lc CMC project. "' · ·o 
'o 
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RESPONSE TO INOUST.RY. ~ROPOSAL FOR REDUCING 
--THROUGH-PHASED ·r.N: PRIVITIZATION· . 

. :~:.· -.··< .. ..:: ·- ·_·:_;: .. ·:··~·': '. . ' -- ... . ··· ... '!·~·~· .. ·:·. · ... . "~-:-::·~-·, ...... ::·.~ :·. 
-· ... .'. .. · .. , .. ;. - -·· 

J u l y e. , 1 s· s·a : .. ::::::::-;:-- · 

rHss PROGRAM c.o~~,o:· -
. -,.,;- ' . .--:~ ··- ....... _ •• , .... :;.~.;;.::.!:=;: . 

. ···:··· 

_;."' - - · • · .
1 

_,. :?REPARED- EiY 'STATE·, DEPARTMENT- OF ·:soc I AL: s:·ERvr"c.Es·. 
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· Other tha'n casel~ad, ther:e ~re 6~ly- two variab.le-s:·thi:i"t·:-dr'fv·e~~Jh'e-· 
·. ·:' t 0 tar" c OS t ·o'f the.- I n.:..H'o'm e '. sup p'o.r ti v e":o s e r'v-i c es·" ( 'lH s s) >:' p r•o'g't''aiil.~":' ·--·" 

-hours oi":~ss'essed .need ·per 'case and the cost per hour.' of · 
service. The a~er~9e c~si- per hour in the In~ivid~al Provider 
(IP) mod~ o~ setvice is $4,08, while the average cost in·the: 
Contf.act ~o~e is $8.51 per hour - a difference pf $3,63. 

. . 
The entir.e "Industry" proposal hinges on one pivotal allegation, 
namely the total cost per case per month ·is actually less . 
e·xpensive in the Coritract m~de· becaus~ County social workers. 
purposely inflate-assessed hours'of need in cases th~t are to be. 
served via the Individual Provider (IP) mode. Social workers. 
would have to be fnf lat ing- the IP hours by 62% for every case in 
order to.ca~se the case cost of the IP mode to break even with· 
:the cost of the 'Contra·ct mode. Not only is this highly . 
improbable, but Unifdrmity statistics show that when the assessed 
hours of cases with' similar ·functional disability le~els are· 
pompared across all mode~ of delivery, it simply is not true. 
The cost per case in the Contract mode is less becau~e that 'mode 
serves a less severely disabled group of recipients. 

T~e Department of. Social Services (OSS) 'is a6cused of being anti­
contract. In. fact our policies are directed toward ensuring that 
services are deli~ered in the most cost-effective manner 
possibl~. The State annual·ly provides Co~nties·with an 
allocation of funds. to provide IHSS to recipients: Each County 
already has statutory authority to choose ~hich mode(s) cf 
deliv•ry it wishes to utili~e within the limits of that County's 
allocation. Therefore,. legislation that mandates cr,prescribes 
utilization. levels in" the Con'tract·mode is unnecessary and· would 
inappropriately constri'ct the ability of Counties to exercise 
local control in ac~ord with lodal ·needs' and demog~aphics. 

In a previous year, DSS. agreed to: prop·osed legislation that would 
prov.ide for expanded use of the.Contract mode in Counties· that do 
not already use it. That language re~uired the Contract mode to 
cost l.ess than the IP mode i~ every case referred to the 
'contrac~or, and if ·authoriz~d hours were to be reduced, the 
County social worker had to agree ~hat the reci~ient could live 
saf4ly at home at th~t level of care. Proponents did not accept 
those conditions. If the Con~ract 'mode of service delivery is 
t~uly less expensive, we ask why ·do Counties consistently find 

.existing funding levels abhinderence to makin~ such a conversion? 
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Allegi;ttion: 
.. ··-·-- ... ··---

....... - • ••••• ,..., ••• •••• ·- •' - -· oL -· ••• ':'.:'.~~ •· ....!! ._, T" ._....':"' 1 ffi~."' · :.' '. ' 

-.. -;*:'° _,_,_T_here-~is --aLso .. ,the _teriden·cy- (f6"t'·--county. social w-orkers) to be 
in.ore liber.ai fn :g1v'1n{-±Pc~'d\.irs because ,of the_ perception that 
with a lo_wer rg hourly rate- mor:-e ·-hours.jci_an be. _assigned fo:r_ less_ 
·mo·ney • .-1. _ 

·-'; ·*- · ·11 The !P"mocie' ku',;·-~t'1t-~tes.ho~rs ~s-s:Cli~~i:t r"6r;;n:iii~rcs-~ai"ii a~"'t:~~­
... _ .. <v.:o.~_ker1i' 1 , c:ur.r~nqy __ c;iJ re.illlburse;n~n:t,.,.11 ,_; __ .; • . . . . -· . . . ' '· . ., . -.-·~: -. 

· * - irThe highly- personalized ·nature·--of iHss· program ser.vices and the · 
clie:nt assessment process,_ m~~,e-."a._~ig.fH degree. of unif-or-mity 
-difficul~ to achieve and sust~in. 11 

Response: 

·o Th~~e is no factual basis supporting the above statemen~s. 
In fact, these allegations run counter to the basic social 
work principal of assi~ting with furthering recipient 
independence rath~r bhan creatin~ dependency on the system. 
In order to accomplish what the proponents allege, i.e., 
auth6rize more IP hours to equate the Contract rates, Social 
Workers would have to inflate IP _assessment awards by 82 %. 

o The Uniformity System was designed by an expert group 
com~osed of clien~ advocate ~roups such·a~ the Center for 

-I n d e p e n de n t- i.. i vi n g ·, I H SS r e o i p i e n t s , r e·p r e s e n t a t i v e s fro m 6 
the Department of Aging, professorial level staff from the 1CI' 
Schools of G~ront6log~ at· USC, the School of Social Work at 
UCB,the Dean of The Sc-hool of Medical Gerontolog'y at 
Rutgers, State progra~ staff, and c~unti administrative and 
professional social worker staff •. 'Th~ Uniformity·assessment 
guidelines were tested in 1~ Counties for .12 months 
re~ulting in proof of high inter-rater reliability and, with 
minor modifications, were impiemented statewide. Pest ' 
implementation repor£s show that Social Worke~s ~tatewide 
are uniformly assessing case~ regardless of method of -
delivery and that there is a high reliability and 
correlation between functional dis~bilities and assessed 
hours; 

.. 
·o; 
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Allegation 

* 11 Ac cor:di•ng~;;to a:· DSS· .1 e tt er' :--6 r"' se·p.t em be r'.-~2;:·~19''88 ,· •'e'v en~ \fi'thcfu t: - :=.;·c;_. -
assign:ing::·any"o:ve-rhead "cjo'sts'•''t'o 't'l"i:e'- IP System I' counties tha't .used 
th-e· contract sys-t.em.- f.or NSI cas.es had a· lower ave:rage cost· per - - ·--
case''' · - · - · - ·· -· .. : .· . . ' .. . . .. ·· . . . . ... . . : -., . •' . . ·. ·: :, . .. 

* ' .-·n·T~·~: .St~ t_e. ~-~--pa ~t~'e ~~' :6 ~ :.~~c i a't Se~-~ 1 ce'~ :_ is _·c-~ r ~-~ ~t ._in' it~_ . . . '' 
.. analyse'swhich: ·show: that<.:; ·.-·mixe-d mode_·-(-lHSS'.Ccint•ract-arid .. IP ·' · 

system c 0 m bi n e d ) s p end i e s s p er ca s e each m 0 n £ h th an the - . . ' . -o'' • 

Individual Pr ci-vi de r·· mode· in- caring-:- for· n o-n ;;;5 eve·r e1y _ -fiiip af'i:.·e d - · ·--
(1 ow-h o·u r) client'.' cases· with•in the:'::I-HSS populat'io'n,· a·n·d. th'e ... ,-.,:::,_-­
.priv-ate·sector 'cqntract:system is even· c_heaper.-"· 

* 11 A September 2, 1988 _letter •• , showed- that the aver.age cos't per 
casemonth for non-severely impaired cases was $234.89 in mixed 
mode counties and $241.35 in IP only ·counti.es. • .• means • , ; 
counties ••• save $6.~6 per non-severely impaired case each 
month, when combining the cost of IP care and contract care in 
that county;•11 

. n:, , , t'h e St ate De part men t of So c i al Ser vi c e s 1 c al cul ate d s av i n gs 
6~ $28.87 per ca$e, per month, for ndn-severely impaired cas~s 
served under contract versus IP may be reduced by greiter · 
u~iformity in assessment but the savirigs will· not be eliminated. 
If the $28.87 per case gap was narrowed down to $25.00 per case, 
the annual savings wduld ·still rea6h'more than $30 million 
d-o 11 a r· s ,· " 

Respo·nse: 
o The ."Industry" pr.oposal :i.s based on the premise ~that each 
7 IP case's hours are being inflated by at least 82% .. This is 

not irue. See Responie Number 1. 

o The Industry 1 s use of propos~ls that focus on cost per 
casemonth as the basis for projecting· cost savings and 
making cost comparisons is. not appropriate. The cost of 
purchasing a single hour of IHSS service is the only basis 
of a true cost comparison,_ 

0 

·o 

For ·the universe researched the following is true: 

Average cost per IP Mode hour of service is 
Ave~age cost per Mixed Mode hour of ser~ice is 
Average cost per Contract Mode hour of service is 

$4. 6 8 
$5.83 
$ 8. 51 

A mixed mode average cost per cas~month for non-severely 
impaired is $6.46 _less than an IP only. case. Ho~ever, an .IP 
mode only case provides 11.3i hours more service per 
casemonth at $1.15 an hour less than th-e mixed mode County 
cB~emonth. An IP case converted to a mixe~ mod~ case 
without a decrease in service hours would ~ost~an additional 
$13.01 per case per monthbor $51 million annually. 
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··· A _Co.iitract :;Mo.de'"-·cas·e·inonthii'·fi('.~a .:mTXed.;mO'-i:le'.·. County. is':$28 .s7·--.•-~ 
cheap e·r -.-t.h·a-n a . Ip, 9 n lY, .- case mon·tw,~· . '··However ;''7 tli'e;'t Ii e··" IP'": mo d·e· · .. -­

. ·-provfae:s' 26_i·f?'')nor.e:·hai.rrw· or-~-t1fer:v:1:ce:·pel'-:oci:fs~1nontn'"at:-~8nt': :,:,,~ '~ 
.hourly r~te···$3.83_less<than.8Contrac.t niode·h·ou_r, To: ___ .. ---
qci n v er t ·IP. o 111 y. ··_ca s.~ s ·to· -.cp_nt r a·c_t, mo a_e "q a s'e s:. a_t . th eTr · ,' · : : .· ·· 

·-·exist:ing .hours per .. case level' would· cost. an-:actditi.orial• 
.. _$)69.9··mill-1o_n ·-cto.11a·-rs ,annually,· . :. · ....... -.-. :· .. · :- · ·.: . 

::- ,: . . ·-~--r· ~- . ··-~··., .. . -: .. ' ~·· ""': .;;..'. ... ~ .. ··.~!· .... ~ - . ··-~:. -·':" ·'"'·'" ·-.;.- ·.::.· . ...... ~.;i:;;::-·~-..::· 
. --- ---·- --··:··-·-·-···--.. -----------· ----··-- --· .. 

" ... ~j o• ::.;. .£:.!,;." r::;f ;'."';;: '• .;:::-:u:-. .::;-:;:-u,::t C."~i~:;· •• ;:..-;• -.~:·-;,~:·.;;--.:;-,;,..:...,.-; "' ',.,u,:l:~ .. " :::-- , .M. 0 .... :..: ";;;,it·-- ~ :;::"•;.;:~,·-=-·-=-:· ~-:_• ..... ·-=~= ~ ·.:.:-; • ,.:-·:: .. '·.· 
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Allegat i9n: · 
I'·~'='_·~:.• ....:.....:........:.:'=7 --.- ._.., -·';';'!_, :.~.:::.\•: ·\~.~-~-~o:::.t~-- ~La..•..! .:-::~·-:.:-:--;::·'.-~~ 

·.: * ·. ··· 11 An. h ou.r;i nf l ati& n •. ph enom~~ 6n ··~as ... ~ ram at ioa l ly illustrated·' t n·~--~ ""'' ;~.c,-,, •· 
San. Be rn~rdtifoc.!CoUhty·;· "i ii~f °9h :·termin·ated'•'l ts "contra-ct'-.· fr(' 19 87'; iind:· ·--. 
'had 1·ta· average hours p·er case_inflat~d by: lfOt fri. one,:ye.ar •. 11 •• .. .- .•. 

·:, ·•.•• •.•. ··- .-... , : ~.· - ~ .••• :: ....... ·- ':. ·: .. ;._ •• ·-..... ( .·-•• '··-, .'.-~' •.• ••• ·· • • :· :. !_ :. ... _ • :··· .. :.-· - ~ ~ .• ._.· .··-.-.: 

·• 11._:. i•-l'r:ogram· e.xpendit."ur·e·s .lfave :increas~d ... 1~.1°% (in ten _ye.ar_s), 11· • · • •• <-

) . 

. -.. · ·. . . . . ·.,. . . ' . ' . . .- ' - -. .. - ,. - .. ' . . . -. ~ •' . . . --

Response: --:--··:-·--· .:, ! :. -:.·~·.- . 

.• ".._ _____ - . -···-·--·· 

0 

0 

.. St a list.:[ cs·: i.n di~ ate: th at·'· s a Ii' 13·.e·~ ii a r'cif'n 6" \:;~ s ~Ci ofi.b l~e':..c a·G n t fng -. 
· some cases when th~y w~re ~tilizing both the IP and-Cohtract 

modes for IHSS. When the change occu~ed ~rcim a mixtu~e of 
I P and Cont r a ct. m.o de s t o th e IP mode on 1 y , th e d o u b 1 e - . 
counting was eliminated. an~ a true case ·count was ' 
established. As an example, the quarterly reporting of 
casemonths in the 3rd quarter of FY 1986 shows a total of 
18;758 casemonths. Two quarters later, after the shift from 
a mixed mode· to the IP ·mode, the oasemonth total was 15,945 
cases;·a difference.of -2,813 cases. This, of-course, 
mathematically affected the average hours per case 
calc4lation and artificially made it appear that a large 
inflation ct assessed case hou~s had occurr&d. 

Since that time, San Bernardino's hours per case average h~s 
changed at a rate (10.9%) which is similar to other· counties 
of similar si.ze (Sacramento, Riverside). 

o IHSS recipient caseload an~ hours have g~own statewid~ due 
-to n~merou~ influences on th~ pro~ram such as the growth of 
the aged population, medical improvements resulting in 
longevity, rnedicare/medical cost containment policies, etc, 

.. 
b 

'o 
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Allegation: 

. * - _.:'. 1,Bas~d on in{~:~.~·.~t).p,n'.:fr;l!/.~,~j_9·33~~·~r;g·gr~~-~'~v-~lQgtip)(b~;0 .th~'.~DSS-, - ,,. -
the IP. program· overheaa-.the.n-:-·cosl;--approxiiiiately-$-0:-·52- or.~T4~ ~-% -~;; .. _.:­
hour ciore .th~n basic_IP ~age~ and_ ernplojee -~axes-·--· reflecting.: . 

... . _the cost of. adrninistration,·tirne_ cif-Social·-worker";. clel'ical ·and-­
·.·--,_si.tpp_ort.· staff,- travel and operating .expense~;··. t{ost of- "t'his. - .. __ · 

' . . .overhead- is .as·su'med'' by- th·e 'coiitr;a'.ct'or' under the c'orit'ra~t-. s'yifre~· 
and is built .. 1n to the .contractor's hou_rly ra'te·. 11 · - · · 

'f ,;Under the. IP-thes·e cos-ts'· (adminstr'ation ·an-cf 'ov~rh~ad) 
and unreported. Under the contr~ct system these costs 
repo~ted, scrutinized and monitored.'' · 

are 'hidden 
are 

Respons·e: 

o The 9ost of· administering the IHSS progr.i;im does not show in 
any analysis of cost/case or cost/hour. County 
Administration of the program is paid esentially with CSBG 
funds, 'which are se~~rate from IHSS Program costs. The cos.t 
'of administration paid by CSBG funds are primarily,.for 
Social Worker time conducting assessments, Assessments of 
IHSS applic•nts and recipients are comma~ to every mode of 
service delivery, 

o In the September 2, ·1988 letter earlier r-eferred to by the e 
proponents, the following table which shows IP mode overhead 
was included as a part of the attachment: 

Average IP cost per hour as of 7/1/88 
Hourly Wage $4.25 
Empl. Taxes 0.37 
Workers Comp. 0,04 
SCO/STO Cont. 0,01 
EDS Payrolling 0,01 

Total $4.68 

Therefore IP overhead equals only $ ~02 per hour. As of 07/01/89 
Contract overhead equalled$ .98 per hour.plus $-.21 'per 'hour for 
profit. 

'o 
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The-cCon:tr-a·ct mo.de ad-ministrative overhead referred to in 
: proponents alle_gations ~ essentially the cost· EL~ 

.. . pr iv at'_e_ b.u.s.i n e.s.s ,_ .. ,no"t._ .. the, ... co.s.t7 • of'-" ad mi nd:s-t·er i n-g"·-~th e · J:H s s~·-::. »:· ::. ;: ·" :: .', ~-
.. ».progr.am. 0 .-As·:mentiori'ed·-a_bove·/ 'the ·IHSS ·admiJ1tst·ra.ti·ve/· ... ._ '-'·'·:· ·­

overhead.:co~ts occur. at _essentially the-_ saine :-1evel. across ·:.-. 
.< .. all "m'odes •. Simp.ly -s·tat.ed, ·the ·costs.-of. County--and)_or ·stat·e·- .·" ·: 
:. ·1dmi'riist rat fqn rem a 1 n t!i·e same .r·e gar.d}e s s . of the ·mp di'! of . . . . 

..-.···. ·.,·'de.l'ivery.for IHss,:ser.vrces,:·:-.~.,···- ·.-.· -· --···· ····· · 

. o. 

..... 

- .. -

T·h:~· "(:'~-~~:::·Mari a·g~ men t, Inf or mat ion and . Pa yr·o 11 in g . s·y st em: now 
·1nclu·des a-n interface for·-:p-r·oc·es':fin.g/au'diting:co"ntractor · 
invoices. and upd.ating of indfviduai ·case inf·ormation. in the 
data:base, The cost· of doing this makes the EDS Payralling 
co~ts apply to all modes. · 

b 
b 

·o 
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"contra c t.s.-··p·r~oyfd e . s c r·E!e n·fn g:·_;::, t ~·a·i'n i~ g; ;·:au p:e·r v:i·s.i:on~;.,·ob ei t·er~···p a yT. _ ·- _ 
: ·_and· ·benefit:s , .. mu1t·iple"·empH1yee·.a13"signments·;- fr·eq·.uen·t~·c·1:i.ent .,. _· ·:· 
· .. ·serv.ice_ assessments; fraud cont.rcil a_nd. fiscal accounta):l°ility.- . 

. - _ ... T.he ·.~bsen::e of t.he~e feat.urea_- is· wha.~- ·dr.±.ves' ·Ir··hours· up. in. tne' ·. · 
.. : ·_first place,. a.nd what caus·esIP hours··to.·grow ata faster~ 
...... ·uncontrolled· pac.e·; . The ·abii{t·y ·t.6.;ccirn.bat': t.h'ese .-.rp· system· ·.· .. . .... ~-.' 

.defi.cienc·~es can on.ly be achieved- by. ·implementi-ng-·a ·ful-1 system. 
of pr . .op"er _program f.eatures; 'of which uniform assessment is a. 
Part ~.but cer·t·ainTy.·.· n·at--·th·e~-wtfole-;••-·-----·----. -~·.-~ · -.~ .. -- . . ' . ' ' . 

Response: 

o Client serviqe asse·ssments can·only be provided by Social 
Service staff in Counties. Contractors are not permitted by 
statute, reguiation, contract, or any-.other means to 
conduct.client assessments. 

. . 

o We are unaware of any role Contractors play in screening 
providers/fraud cont~ol - this is not stipulabed by -any 
contract, past or present. Counties are charged with this 
obligation b~ regulation for all three ~ethods of service 
delivery. · . 

o ·Better p·ay may be a myth. Due to high contract pr.avider e 
turnover (a~ expressed by County and Co~tractor 
representatives) and lengthy time period requirements to 
advance, few providers reach a significantly higher wage 
le~el. The attached chart reflects ~age ranges and tbe 
associated timeframes to reach the highest wage· level for a 
gi·ven Cou·nty. ·Fur.the.rmore, in San Mateo and. Ventura 
Counties contract' providers ~ere not paid their annual merit 
adjustment as promised in their IHSS Contract until the 
State and Counties intervened on the providers' behalf. 
Also, the contract providers, unlike IP providers, pay union 
dues which lesse~s their takehome pa~. 

o Not all IHSS contracts offer benefits. In fact, other than 
workers co.mpensation, State ·unemployment· Insurance .cs·ur), 
Federal Unemployment Insuran6e (FUTA), and Social ~ecurity 
(FICA), contracts that include benefits offer those .bepefits 
only to specified employees, ~.g.,full-time employees or 
ihose that wbrk 30 ho~rs or more per week, willing and able 
to cover.anywhere from 25% to £0% of the monthi~ premiums 
~hich oft~n renders the benefit u~useable, ·Benefits are not 
~provided to all contract providers. For example, in San· 
J6aquin.Cou~ty 10 of 277 IHSS providers participate in their 
He~lth Plan, in San Mateo C6unty only 52 of over 210 receiye 
Health .Benefits, in San Diego County only 75 of ·aver· 350 are 
enrolled in their Health Insurance program, and in e 
Stanisla~s County thare are no Health ~enifits offered to · 
anyone. 
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Allegation: 
.~~::;:~·~2~~1 .. ~~~-:-

* · "Counties hav·e alr~ady w'ante~ ;~,O !JO,ntr~_et. gli~~ i . .n:,:th~ .. pa,st~.but,,=·· ~ ""·~ 
have" bee n·--ae"iiI'e d;; t h'e' '6p t'io n··~ ''"' Wa ny,... more .. ~i 11': ·'te c'6g'n'iz e '. :: •. :·: ·~ .. :.-·-· . ·~· " -,';" .c "° 
cohtra~tfni'~s a·promi~in~' r~iief 'to t~~.·~~precedent~ct:~riscai ·. 

_-::'turmo·ir,raped: regardin.i'.the_ ~Hs~.:~rog·ra.m•'. '\ ·. _. ·:.: · ,·-. ~· ,"- ·· .. 
·:,·.r. -. 

·_ ; .. *' ,,.: ·"Cur r·e n tly,,. •th er e•i-s · a vi rt u a 1 .. 6 rie.-mo de ." s y_st·e·m' , 6 f. · o\:i'r'e i rirp-o s'e ci '.on · 
93% of the State·'s 143 0 100 IHSS.recipient·s. ·F,o,rty_ three ... (43). 
co6ntie~"hiV~. ari'I~ only siste~; ffit~~~·:c~§~ aoun~\es h~v; .. s~all. 
c·pnt-racts~ that; are·- being· s~ran gled""by~st,it·e:-polTcy, •f --·"'•"·"-··~.·.-.·· , . 

. ·Response: 

0 

0 

State law and policy clearly do not limit the ability of 
Counties to choose their mode of service delivery. However, 

.the State has not approved mode shift requests that increase 
expenditures uhless ·the County is willing to cover any costs 
that exceed their· allocation.· The State continues to 
approve County plans. that uti'lize the Contract ·mode of 
delivery when it can be accomplished within existing 
reso~rces. Basically each County's allocated shara of the 
annual State' budget is the controlling factor, Therefore, 
if. contracting is less expensive, Counties should be able to 
shift to that· mode and remain within. their allocati~n.' 

Counties have decreased/di~continued use of the Contract 
mode because the increased cost would cause them.to exceed 
their allocation, services are. not bei~g delivered, or' the 
Contractor 6as termi~ated the contract without cause. The 
common denominator for the discontinuance of the Contraci 
mode or its intrbduction into an IP mode only County is that 
Contract mode costs have become prohib~tive. 

o On 7/1/88 the average cost per hour of the IP mode was $_:!. . .§.! 
while the Contract mode cost per hour was $8.51. These 
costs are not similar and it cannot be said-that a switch to 
Contract mode for all NSI cases would be cost effective. 
Using ~/1/88 cost/hour data for cases se~ved in April 1990, 
the added cost of 'serving all NS! cases in the Contra'ct mod.e · 
which were---serv.ed in the IP mode. that month ·woul·d be an 
annual cost of $247.2 million (5,378,274 .NS! Paid Hours in 
IP Mode~3-:83 X12-months). · - At the 1990 rate, the cost 
~ould b~ even mor~ dramatic! · 
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··- . 

As of 6/1/5'0' 

- -·-' .. 
: :::c::::::-:.-:;;:-,:;:::: I · I . . I . · I MILE~ 

·::·· c~·uNr'.~-~:~~~·,;:;~~;· ·::f.z~o~vtf ;q.f:~A:~ .. E~·:::~~ ,g;~~~~~,~:,~~~~t :,:,::~?:gF·.:~},.~~:~~ :~-~-r'~·~iL .. 
·::." ·.::· ··.:,· ... ·· ···1· ··· ··. :·1 '·· ... ··. ·.,I" : "::.·,,··.-:· ... : ·'.·.:··r.<._.,: 

·-· J!~TTE,'.,: ...... :-:Jr: ·~~::.-4.5. .. ~ ... ~.6;~_5.·:.:· .. ·$4·~.!3.~.· ... ·:~:. ~.'!3!3.9 .. _hP•-~r~ .. ·.-{.,$.25··· 

.. .. 
.... 

. ·- ... 

MENDOCINO· I $4,?5 - $5,13 .I $4,43 · I ·ur1known. I ~;~21: 
. . · ;..:~·.: ... : ... ,_,_.) ·.. . _ _ __ ., I I ... I· . _ ... 

NEVADA.:·:-- 'I .$4<40:--'---$5-,75- 1-~:tA-;-65 ---··-1~. ·5·.-y-e·.:.:irs-· .. - -=1 ·--':·$T-2.6"'' 
•. •. 1.:..~..:.1·T1:·.:..-T .. •:.c··c:.(;;· .~ .. 1f:~7·:· .. ~~·~-·~ ,·,.,= ·.'. ,·, '! .. 1-= ~·~ .. ·.:::-.:'.' ·1{.: ·.::·7 .. -'":.:.:-:..:;:. -:_-.· .. ~.~.·.: .. ::· .. I _ .. 

F\IVERSIDE I $4,55 $5,70 I $5,06 ·Ur1known I ~;,26 
I I I 
I t· 4 , Z 5 - $ 5 , 4 5 I $ 4 , 9 6 6 ' 2 4 0 ho'-' r s • I ~; , 2 4 

-':·:< •. 
I I I 

.:~: . 
FRANCISCO I ~;4,75 - .$7,26 I .$5,85 13 ye:urs .. I !f;o2l 

·1 I I 
JOAQUIN I $4,35 -.$5,05 I $4,74 6r764 hours I ~.24 

SAN 

SAN 

I- SAN 
I I I 
I $4,65 -. $7,00 I $5,78 I 61760+ ho•.•rs I $.26 SAN -.. , MATEO 
I I I· I 

-SANTA E:?1RE:ARFil $4,73 - $5.61 I $5,18 I · 49+ months I t.24 
I I I I 

,.SANTA CLARA I $5,31 - $6,29 I ~;6;26 I 25 months I .$.27' 
I · I I i 
I $ 4 ... 9 9 . $ 5 , 7 5 I $ 5 , 7 5 I Un k r, own I ~;" 2 0 
1 I . I I 

SANTA CRUZ 

STANISLAUS I $4,25 - $4.48 I $4.38 I 48+ months I t.28 
I . I I I 
I $4.35 -.t4.68·1 $4,42 I Ur1krtowri I s.21 .TEHEMA 
I I I I 

TULARE I $4,55 - $6,00 I $5,90 .t 10,400 ho1_1r s I ~~.2.q 
I I I I 
I $4,35 :- $6,22 I $5,10 I 11,700 ho1.1r s I. $.26 
I . I . I 
I I I 

. I 
I 

.. 
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'Stata·ri1' California 

·Ho lg M'ofdlkian 
. . · Vico.Ch.alrm•.n -·. 

Alfred E. AlqulKt 
San1tor 

.&fthur F. _Gard"'a · 

Albert Garvtan 

Mll1gn Marki 
SGrurOI' 

Gwan Mocre 
As.samblywoman 

An;lt' Papadakln 

Abr1h.am Splo-gal 

Qp.ho;iru S. Siona 

h JR. Ton:lon 

Phillip 0. W.,man 
As:aomblymlln 

.Joannlne L Engllcih 
E.xacu !IVTJ Olrcc:or 

___ ,; .. :_..::.: .. little· H-oover Commission _ -~ 
._ .. ·:-·-~~~1-·. ·1303 J Street,:S-:-uite 270 .. Sacramento, CA--'95814-. (916f445-2125: .;:;,. 

- - . -FAX• (916) 322.)77b~f'3)< 

·. -: ' 

-... -·· . ,. ,.· ... · · ... · 

The Honorable Pete Wilson 
Governor of California 

. . . . .. 

The Honorable David Roberti 
President Pro Tempera of the Senate 

and Members of the Senate 

The Honorable Wlllle L. Brown Jr. 
Speaker of the Assembly 

and Members of the Assembly 

.··· ' ~ : 

... -

Dear Governor and Members of the Legislature: 

November 6, 1991 -
.-· -· '· 

•'. ~-. . 

. ·. ·; :'·: 

.: ' . . ··, .; ·.· -·:- · .. · ·. ..· _- .... · .. 

The Honorable Kenneth L. Maddy 
Senate Minority Floor Leader 

- The Honorable Biii Jones 
Assembly Minority Floor Leader 

,., man's home Is his castle. But If the ma11 or woman Is an elderly Callfornlan who 
,, needs assistance with the activities ~f dally living, _that ho~e may well turn Into a trap 

'''''·'.'!:.· of Indignity, abuse and neglect. The Little Hoover c::;ommlsslon Is dismayed to report 
that the State's efforts to_ help this vulnerable population may_ Instead _leave the_ frail elderly 
at the . mercy of untrained, unreliable and even abusive- care givers who are largely 
unmonitored by either the State or the counties. 

In the past, the Little Hoover Commission has focused Its_ energies on elderly citizens 
who, through Ill health and unfortunate circumstances, have been forced to"·enter Institutions 
to receive care and protection. In turning Its attention to the frail elderly who are able to 
remain In their own homes despite dlsabllitfes, the Commission has found a flawed system 
that falls to meet the needs of too many senior citizens who have turned to the State for 
protettlo.n and care. .. 

.. ;: 
.'··· 

. ·.: 

r.ommission on California State Government Organization & Economy 



-_ - In one exa~pl~ b"rought to the att~~tlc5fi".:dfthtFc6mm"is's1oii;'-e!W'Oma!=i"W~s hi°red :to provide 
In-home services., No one rev_lewed her history of assault and battery, drunken driving, manic­
depressive _ ll!ness- and frequent lncarcerat_lon. · The end result wa~ -a state prls9n sentence for a·-

-.. r.nurder_atter'npt:on·_the_elderly r'nan she _was supp_osed~to--be taking care of. - ' -_ -- · · _ -__ 
... . . . . .- -·· . ·. ,, . . . '. . . ...... - .. -·-, 

-... - - -' White not_ the .. r:ioirn,: this kind .of. e~·ampl_e unf9rtunat_ely-was n6t u_nique._. Gas e's reviewed 
by the Con_imlsslon frequently shi:iwed 8: ·lack of quality control and safeguards: these- case; signal 

. a program that leaves the elderly In qlstressful situations too often to be toleraied. 
- .. ..:,. 

The !law-s of ·a single state program, hciweve~--~~~=;:r;-t·:th-;;C6mmlsslon~s only concerns. 
In addition, the Commission has found that the vast array of services that are supposed to provide 
a continuum 'of care for the elderly are not well-Integrated and may be difficult to access since 
they are scattered among a variety of state departments. Finally, because of changes In the way 
the State handles budgetln_g for elder care programs, the Commission Is concerned about the 
prospects for maintaining or Improving senior services In the future. 

Background 

.. -

~,, llttle more than a year ago, the Commission began a series of studies on the elderly In 
California. Revisiting past topics of concern to review progress and pinpoint ongoing gaps 

.d1 In services, the Commission Issued a report on resldentlal care facllltles In January 1991 /&,-
and a report on skilled nursing facilities In March 1991. Rounding out the fr!logy, the Commission 118' 
chose to examine Elder Care At Home, an early step In the different levels of care that are 
available to the elderly. ' ' 

. In Its August 1990 hearing, the Commission focused on In-Home. Supportive Services, a 
program designed for those who are poor and In need of some level of assistance In order to 
continue living at home. Not only Is such home care supposed to be mora psychologically 
beneflclal for the elderly, who thus can remain In famlllar surroundings, but It Is also supposed to 
provide _a less costly level of care than If the person had to be lnstltutlonallzed prematurely .. 

As the study progressed, the Commission became aware that other programs designed to 
- help this' same population, such as Adult Protective Services and the Area Agencies on Aging, were 

fragmented among various departments and llmlte_d In how many people could be served. Thus, 
In March 1991, the Commission held a· second hearing devoted to the network of state programs 
for the elderly and the .potential for better Integrating these services. (Please see -Appendix A for 
a complete llst of witness~s at each hearing.) - · 

As this report neared completion, the State's budget' crisis led to a shift In funding for the 
programs under study and opened the door to changes I~ ellglblllty and service levels In the 
future. lhe Commission's concerns about this new approach to IHSS have beeri folded lhto the 

study. 

on the basis of Its examination, the Commission has reached four conclu9lomi and 
formulated five recommendations, detailed In this letter report. 

-, .. 
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. FINDING # 1: . In-Home· Supportive Services Has Inherent Structure And Fundlng=-t1rri1tatioris · ,,:i;; 
.. · ... That,Prev~nt The Program _Fr_6m Working W_elf .. _The Resljlt ls-.That.Frail Elderly People Are· 

:, :·.--·: Ceft At.The Mercy Of.Untralne~ Care~ Givers, .. May _s~·P_reyed Upon.,By Criminals In Their. own-·· .. 
· · Harries Ana May .se su.bje_ct To -Abuse, Neglect An.ct lndigniiy .. · ·· - ·· -- · · - · 
... : ·, , ' . •_' :· _-' : . . ' ". ,'.. .. ' • ' • - . • • •" . • • .: : ~·· ." . •' I ". . • ; : - ' • • • • • 

- ]f n-Home -Supportive s·ervl~~s.··• ~~mmonly called IHSS, Is the. ·largest stat~ ·p~~gram Involving 
Ji. In-home care for the elderly.' Using a· comblna_tlon. of State and federal funds; the program 

___ : ___ -::pays various types of care-provld.ers to meet.the· needs of ·those who· can no longer live 
. ~ ... ~._.Jil_cl_f'!pendently _In their ho.mes but who do not 'hai(e ·complex enough problems to require 

Institutionalization: Because of the way the program Is structured and funded, however, ·1t often 
falls to deliver appropriate care. Key concerns with the program are: · 

* The fragmentation of responstb!llty. · 

* The method of managing care. 

.. The quality of care delivered . 

* The differences In modes of delivering care. 

The end result of this mixture of problems Is that many elderly may face abuse and fear In their 
own homes, or may fall to receive the help they need and a_rn entitled to . 

In the 1991-92 fiscal year, IHSS will serve about 170,000 persons who are aged·, blind or 
disabled at a cost for direct ser-Vlces of about $731 mll!lon. 1 Roughly 65 percent of the recipients 
are 65 or older. 2 (Although the program also serves the blind and disabled, the Commission's 
study Involved elder care only. Nonetheless, many ot" the program Issues Identified by the 
Commission that affect the elderly are also concerns for those with dlsabllttl~s.) 

· · Overseen ·by th_e Callfornta Department of Social Services (Department) · and locally 
administered by county social services or welfare departments, the program Is open to any"one 
whose Income Is low enough to qualify for the Supplemental Security Income/State Supplemental 
Program (roughly under $600· a month Income for a slngle person) and who cannot llve safely in 
their own ·home without asslstance.b · · - · 

The Department has described the IHSS program as having the nation's broadest range of 
services for the widest range of recipients with the most latitude for service providers (spouses and 
other relatives may be paid under the .program). IHSS Is an entitlement program, which means 
that anyone who fits the ellglblllty -criteria has the right to servfces regardless of how much money 
has been allocated for the program.. In past years, the program has overrun Its budget and the 
legislature has made additional allocat!ons. 3 

·b 

Other programs that provide services lo the elderly at home Include: the Department of Aglng's In-Horne Services program 
end the Multiple Senior Services Program; the Department ol·Health Services' Medi-Cal programs for In-home care; and 
the Department of Rehabilitation's Independent Living Rehabilitation program. 

Approximately 11,500 persons who have excess Income but who other,:,lse would quallly for IHSS participate In the 
program under a share-cl-cost basis that allows them to "spend down' their resources until they are below the income 
limits. 
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. -_ - - So far, the _St?t~-!:1,?_~,.:<\P.Pr.~~cl;l~~,-9_ost ___ 90,~_\?.li;i,i:ry~n!; by;_:_s~:~n~.-::.~-~~ _9n_~~~ .rium_b-~ __ 9f; _____ -__ 
_ hours of s_e,i:ylci;i;,!~~t-.C'.~JL.-~~-,gra_l}~ed~=-Wll_~£1_f~rt}.\e.~po~0~q_Qt~\ntpj_J1~L~-as ,_9,!'!ep _Qrqpos~sJ_.!il-:9Ulr1£1g" .. -·-· - · . .:-c~ 

recipients. t?.-±;b.e~_w.g_r~. ~!~~bJeg .!2 ;q.!:',~~!¥-;-.. a.~~(8[::.e.!T-'!fl-::8:!_1ng mi;i~_y_ r_e~!~e~ts -:-V_h_98:~:.sP<.?1=J:sei~ ~n-c!.:'~-~- ---==--:c" 0 

·: -- other relCJ.tlves·c:ire pal¢ _by the _Statia,_a.~ __ P.f<.?~l~eq; 9f C?re,-tre-1..,egjslature-has_ refused:-ro··-enact the·~,::.:..:,_ : -_ :_ 
. restrh::tlons>'- _.-. , _ .. - · · - · _: _ . .-~ -._-,-- ,·:·--·-'.-~-----~_,"':'''"""-'· ,,-~ ::-:i:,·:--";;.;.:.""'-"f;=f=·"'>·'·':·. , __ . •· .. 

-. - lh-~ p'r~~;am: -m~y" pro~1~·e· ci~~-e~tl~- s~rvlces:(hdus~~le<1nlngj,. hea~y-~ie~~l_n.g,: ·~on-m~dl~ai··' -
. personal service's (meal preparation, feeding, _bathing, ek), essential transpOrtatlon, -yard· hazard · 
abatsmt;int, protective supervision, teachlr:ig of skills, and paramedical services. -
. . . . . . . "'• . . . . · ... ··' - . . 

'?W nee an lndliJlau'al-~'applles forc;IHSS;:thec·prograrn:(beglns with .an: ass.essrnent,.by,"cpuntY,_ -=.::. -==-·;:::::o:~ 
social workers of the Individual's capabilities and the degree of asslstanc·e that ls needed -- .. --

''"'"""""'<J:i for the person to remain safely at home. For Instance, a person who can no longer cook 
or who has repeatedly started fires ln the kitchen may be judged to need assistance with meals. 
On the other hand, someone who merely shows poor judgment by only eating Junk food or 
alloy.ting garbage and dishes to stack up may be ·found to not need assistance. -

Since lndlvldiJal social workers In each of the State's 5B counties are ln charge of assessing 
ellglblllty and level of need, the program Is susceptible to being administered differently In different 
areas of the State. However, at the direction of the Legislature In 1987, the Department Instituted 
a "Uniformity System," accompanied by Intensive) training, In an effort to ensure that recipients are 
treated the same I! they have the same level of dlsablllty, regardless of where they live In the State. 

The system, wh!c~ seeks to make assessments objective rather than subjective, Is based 
on rating the Individual's abll\tles In 11 categories using a· scale of values from one to six. & 
Examples of the categories. Include housework, laundry, sh.opplng, meal preparation, bathing and W' 
grooming, dressing, and bladder and bowel care. Possible scores range from a one (no help 
needed) to five (cannot perform at all without human help) and six (needs paramedical services). 4 

The Department believes the system has made a substantial difference In assessment 
equallty. As will qe discussed In more detail later, others maintain that assessments are Influenced 
by factors that have little to do with an Individual's needs. For Instance, those who qualify for only 
a few hours of assistance may have more difficulty finding a care giver than someone who has 
been granted· more hours. Conversely, fewer hours may be granted to someone using more 
expensive types of care givers. 

Following assessment, the soc\al worker uses a f9rmula to compute how much assistance 
Is needed for specific dally activities. The recipient Is tl1en authorized a certain number of hours 
per month of care. Those who are found to be "severely Impaired" (needing more than 20 hours 
a week of personal care) can be allocated up to 283 hours.a month (about nine and one-half hours 
a day), while the "non-severely impaired" are limited to 195 hours (about _slx_and one-half hours 
a day). 5 

The State tracks lnforrnzitlon about those receiving \HSS services. The table on the next 
page detalls some selected ·characteristics. 

.. 
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As the table indicates, the program serves far more women than men (117, 170 vs. 50,625), 
and those who are elderly make· up the bulk of recipients (109,431 or 65.2 percent are age 65 or 
older). The breakdown of elderly and disabled roclplents by available household help shows that · 
131,917 had neither parents nor spouse to attend their needs, while another 21,082 l1ad either a 
spouse or parent that was also .an IHSS recipient. This indicates that almost 92 p·ercent of the 
recipients simply have no close relative In their own home who can attend to their needs; 

In addition, the table Indicates that the bulk of people on the program do not havf.i a need 
for extensive services. Only about 20 percent (33,525) are severely Impaired and therefore eligible 
for a greater number of hours. Moreover, other Information from the Department of Social Services 
shows that only 3,674 were allocated the full monthly maximum hours of services. 
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. ·· • The Dep~rtment's statistical report also .shows the mos~ heavily provided ·services during._ IA 
January through-, Mar.ch·:·199't;~;::; 92~: percent:of the cases.·rec:-elve-d··F"donfasti&nelp'_Oiouseciei:lrtfng;:,,..,~::; 9: . 
which.· .lse·cappedeoah6:=hours .• oper.:mo_11th)~~89 .. percent:.were: .~el.ped=wlth"iat.inqry_ and_"'merlC:llngf''B-3 ·-~·"''.'.•c::-.t;o· 
p e !9 ~nt.;bg1:pbeJr::.(iboppt ng .. d on!:i;28~ ~percent'. cti uld··s'?nd'· workers on·erraiid s;"ana"·TiTl)e rcent' 'nad'::c:::~:: .;:,~,"O"'-' 

· · .. _th1?lr meals"prepared>: .Of, theHno_re'. pe·rsonal servlces::-bffered · under.'tIHSSrc:eg:::J':l'ertent;ofo'tfre:O.c·ases"~:.;;;_;~ =.-.~--­
. · :- w~re·hetped. v.;1t11:bathlng, 's2 percent wlthdresl>lrig;:34.·p~rcent Y.ilth ·woitkl~g and 32·p·erce11fwlth· · ·.·. .· ·. 

·· · - . bowel and.bladder. functions: :» · . . · -· ,. · · · .. · · · 
. . --· ~... ..· ~: ·- ... , ... :··.. --~ .~ : .·-:,.. ·:· ... , . 

,• • ' •o • ~ • .- • 

·· .,~;,;"?!!ff course, stailstlcat reports may 'only" tell what Is occurring· on .. the s~rface of ~- pr6g;am. 
· ··,)A more. _human face ls brought Into the plc~ure when recipients· tell of their experiences: _ 
d}) One ·woman wrote to the .Commission:· : · . · · · · ... · ... · · · · · . : . • · 

. .. --. 

·.~ .. :., ·--~-..:~ ----·--· ~ _ __:: __ :..:: .. ~..:...!-~:.± . .:..=:-~..::.:~ .:-~·_;·-~-.. ~~.~- ~r.:n_$-0'1:~·~·- .~,~~ "#~';,!.~'.'oi:~' -:=~~_;;._=-~~--=:_-=-::~--~~~~:_ ·---·--"-'"i.,_ 

. My husband and I are both disabled and dependent on In-home care~ We : · · -----·-
are In our 7os. He has cancer and vertigo and shakes a lot and falls from dizzy 
spells. I am /fl the late stages of a rare form of muscular dystrophy. I'm dependent. 
on someone 24 hours a day: I can't bathe myself, I need a bedpan or diaper, and 
I'm too .weak to do any cooking ... · · 

The ln.-home care_ workers are just off the street. They have no· tra/nfng to 
care for the frail or disabled, or to handle bed-baths, bedpans or other personal 
problems we might have. They don't even know first aid. 

Because they are just off the street and they aren't screened good enough, 
some steal from you. We've lost money arid a $50 camera. Most are uncaring, lazy 
and careless. One drank on the job. They sleep qn the job. Some have mental 
problems that you don't find out about unt// they are In your home. All are clock 
watchers. They are just putting In hours . . 

In two years, we have never found one that did a good jab ... 

Right ~ow, I'm looking for a new worker, -and I'm scared of who will show 
up and want to share my home and time. Will she be a drinker, on drugs, or maybe 

·a mental case? Or have a boyfriend on drugs who knows evefYlhlrig you own, 
knows you are old, frail and a'rone? How safe would you feel looking for a new 
worker to· share your home? . . 

I'm grateful for all the help I have gotten In the past. We couldn't have made 
It at home without It. But now I'd like to find Just one caring, rel{able, honest /n­
home care worker -- one who would take good care of me because she cared, not 
just for the money. 7 

Another woman told the Commission that in-home care workers neglected t.o change her 
sheets and failed to adequately clean up after meals, Instead putting dirty dishes away on shelves.

8 

Others say they put up .with b.elng cheated on the hours .they are supposed to receive for fear they 
will end up with no care provider at all If they refuse to sign fraudulent time cards. 

State off\clals believe such problems are not widespread and they point to surveys that 
indicate recipient satisfaction. Others charge that such surveys are flawed bei:;ause people are 
afraid their hours w\11 be cut ·back If they complain. Although lt ls dlfilcult t.o accurately assess 
how many IHSS recipients. are plagued with problem

1 
s,b no on

1
de ldnvolved with the program denies fS.. .· 

that there are flaws with \HSS that could and shou d e avo e . o 9 
.. 
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• him\: "g mOnt:>!Jon ono>ptmSl6tt;tyo- rne-pmg"m'i-Piob!Oin04'•91''Wltlt•t!f0 lragm•htatlon• of '''"'-, .•• ~.~ .. 
-~~ . \"A responslbl!lty· and: authority. T_he State funds, sets sta.ndards and oversees •. If! a general 
,;,,.,,'.';·'~sense, the· operation of IHSS: · The counties administer the program, screening people for · 
ellglblllty, _provlciln'g ongoing· assessment!;''aiia/ t6~'faryln~r-degfees; acting· as' case"managiilr's .. The . 
recipient Is resp6nslbie ·for employing ·and supsrvlslng:·the,care: pr.6vlders.: ·~'0-: __ : ' ' ."'''.':: .. :-' . · .. -

: - . .. . - '· ·.·. . . '· . . . - .. •- . 

-> Thelf~a~~~~t~ti~~n. ~1i6~~the S~at'~ t~ d~~iie~~~'nslbiii~y for'.'prp-blein.s th~~ dcb:u; 'wh~'n c~re~:: : :. •. - ' - -. ;: -
- .providers ·are im-rellable or ~abusive:. bot.iiitles, In :turrii maintain. that:the 'respo_nslbillty Is· not theirs : - : -

and that the State ·neither provides . l;)nough fu.nds nor requlre.s. couniles fo. provide adequate · .-. -
oversight._ -If lf:lSS recipients have problems with their care provld_ers,_ they niay receive lltti.e or no _ _ _ 
help fronl'_thelr 9oun.tyj9qlal wo'rker~· · u thel_r problem Is with an-asse_ssment~oHullng aHhei c;o(Jrity~~;:.:; ... ;;._~""''-···: _ 
level, they face ·a, State ·administrative law judge appeal proce-ss that,is.:bardly "user friendly.:':.. One_: ,::.,i,:.·:, '·: -~:-,. ;.;. 
woman wrote to the Ccimmlsslon about her frustration: · · - -- - - -- · ·-"-:·-- ..... · 

Written Information, such as brochures or pamphlets that generally describe 
the IHSS program's policies and procedures, should be· provlcJ.ed to each recipient 
and care provider at the time of program enrollment. If such Information Is 
available, I have never seen nor received It In our five years of enrollment. . I have 
requested both general and specific w_r/tten explanations of IHSS regulations and 

·' county decisions from my county soc/a/ worker and other IHSS administrators. 
'.·Y·' 

When I filed for a State hearing on the IHSS hourly allotment, I obtained a 
i;:'opy of regulations through the office of my. county supeNlsor. This ls the only 
\vr/tten data about the /HSS program I have been able to _acquire; and It.took me five 
-fears and a hearing to get It. This reflects the absence of a so/Id organizational 
structure for the IHSS program.... · 

. Since written program Information either does· not exist or Is not made 
. ava//able to JHSS recipients, greater reliance Is placed upon county soc/al seNlce 
ytorkers to obtain answers to questions about the program. Based upon my 
~experience and the experiences of other IHSS participants ·as described to me, the 
county personnel typically do _not follow up on telephone massages nor on ·direct 
requests for Information .. .'. The county personnel whom I have encountered can be 
described as: Incompetent, disorganized, unaware, vague; contradictory, Insensitive, 
non-compassionate, non-disclosing and out of touch with their cl/ants' needs.~ .. 

Instructions for requesting a State hearing are printed on the back of ihe 
N,otlce of Action form. This Is the only written Information _about the ·hearing process 
offered t_o recipients by the county or State .... As a result of my research and 
communication skills, I was able to develop our case and present It at our hearings. 
f:fowever, few care providers are l/kely to possess these 8.bllltles, nor should they 
need to if th_e· process- were_ defined clearly and assistance provided easily ·and 
readily to them. 

During this process, ·the authoritative attitude I encounte_red from county and -
State IHS.S personnel- probably would Intimidate most persons, discouraging them 
from continuing With their hearing requests. - This further hinders· the equitable 
distribution of IHSS resources by keeping silent those wf!o are In need. 

The waste of tax dollars as a result of administrative Inefficiency and program 
mismanagement must not be discounted In a study bf IHSS. Thousands of dollars 
were squandered needlessly In our IHSS case. 9 
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County social workers who testif\e~i" at ·a C6mmlsslori' hearing lndlcat~d ihey ·assist the 
recipients as much as their case loads allow them to. But social workers, who estimate that 15 
to 20 percent of the cases need some kind of ongoing management: feel there Is· 1tttle they can 
do. A Southern California social worker said: · · 

We try to help them understand their role as an employer, that the care 
providers work for them and that they have the right to hire and fire. Some of us 
get more Involved then we can afford to, ta/king to doctors, famliy members and 
othe.rs. But .caseloads are doubling and more. It's· a lot of stress for the social 
worker because he knows he can't really help the cllent and that he Isn't really 
servicing the client adequately. 10 

. · · · 

The crunch of cases for social workers ls partially related to growth In the lHSS program, 
which has seen recipients Increase more than 50 percent in the past decade. But the more critical 
element has been the static amount of funding coming from the State to counties for administration A. 
of the program. - W' 

The funding picture .is complicated. Historically, IHSS services have bean funded 50 
percent by_ the federal government, 49 percent by the State and 1 percent by counties. (As wlll 
be discussed In Finding 3, this formula. was changed substantially when the 1991-92 budget was 
adopted; the counties share of service costs will now be 35 percent.) Because th'e federal funding 
that goes Into IHSS has bean capped, any additional expendlturas--whather for higher pay for care 
providers or more services to more senlor.s--would have to coma out of the State's General Fund. 
The ·State's overall, annual fiscal problems .have applied steady pressure on administrators and 
policy makers to place limitations on IHSS to keep costs from eating Into the General Fund any 
further. -

!HSS funds are broken down Into two pools of money. The first, about $731 ml\lion iri 
1991-92, directly supplies the services. The second pool of money, about $93 million In 1991-92, 

_ls a block grant that ls supposed to cover the administration of all adult services: Adult Protective 
Services, In-Home Supportive Services and Information and Referral- Programs.

11 
The State 

allocates money to counties and requires matching funds from the counties based on the number 
of projected cases and the resulting number of caseworkers that are needed to handle that. many 
cases. 

· A probl~m. however, \las. ln the reimbursement rate for the· cost of the social· worke~s._ 
Since fiscal year 1984-85, the State has kept the figure lt US!'S to calculate the cost of IHSS social 
workers steady at $49,400 · (this so-called "fully loaded" figure Includes salary, benefits, 
administration and overhead for one caseworker). Counties argue that had the figure been 
adj~sted for Inflation and rising costs each year, lt

0

would be c.~oser to ~75,0oo. by n
0
ow, a flgur1~ A 

that is comparabfe to that used by the State ior a fully loaded ch\ldren s services caseworker. V' . 
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Thus, counties feel ~r.at_ e~c;b_. Yf!af's _bl;!d_g_e_t _has_ gr~:m~ed~ them ,le_ss- and_- less m·oney;- after ¥td]ustlhg _ --~··_:~=· ··~- -~ 

for _1nflaUon,_.~~~P,.~o~\dfa~H~_"~~~-·rv1~~~~,:-~-~-·~ :-·:·:~ -~ ·:,~,-~-"~':- ~,;::··~;-::'.~;:-~ _:: ~:~:=;~~"'::.~:'._:'.:. ·.,,,, ~~~--~:~;;_,,-~~:'.: 
· With tile treeP'il'm'to Ciivlde"fflr3't:lfock g[ant tn ·ariy way they" wl~h among the ·adult- services\· _ 

_ · prog_rams, coiint[iiFhave -chosen .a y~rlety of_ methods _to -make end_s meet. Some _haye subsl~lzed. :) - . _ . 
... th'e .admlnlstratloh _of. adult· se~lces_ with lo~al. funds. In 1986-87, 

1
1
3
he. statew_lde block .grant;waV __ . .. 

about $100 million, with counties adding an· ai:idltlonal $19 million. · . -, . . _ • _ · . · :~ __ · _ 

,. - . - - Other ·c~untles- haveJ~rc~d .s·~~lai' worke~~ --~o. ha·n~l:e i~crea~l~giy l~rg~r ~as~-;oads-:~o>;h: ·_. - • --· .. 

ln-Ho[lie Supportlv£? . SE!rvl.c;es __ ~r0gram." ,,,_For lnstan~e, -.:whlle_ - the, state . star:dards -call f()r a. 
cas·eworker to· ha.ffdie 126'n·ew-eind' 'ifri('foln~f--cases, Los Angeles County has. workers handlrnQ ___ _ 

e-

) 

between 350 ·and 4bd cases; Nevada County has 352 cases ·per social· worker andcKlhg's -C6uiit'y's"'·0

•• .,~"-'"' """ 

sole worker handles 690 cases. In Alameda County, the caseload Is kept at 140 cases, according 
to social workers, by having 3,000 cases that "float" with no worker assigned to them except when 
an emergency arlses. 14 

· 

The concept that each case wlll · be reviewed whenever conditions change and that the 
social worker wlll be avallable to help the IHSS participant who ls having problems \Jecomes llttle 
more than a pretense when the caseload mounts to these i'?vels. 

-·sucJ:1 high caseloads leave man~gement of the services to the recipient. The frail recipients 
are told how many hours of care they are eligible for but are left to advertise for, screen, hlre, 
traln, supervise and/or fire their own workers. · 

. lri'_ some counties, registries of workers are offered to IHSS reclplents. Unfortunately, In 
many cases the lists are not current, showing people no longer avallable, or do not reflect the 
status of workers who already have full schedules. But there are worse problems with. some 
registries. A February 3, 1991 Sacramento Bae article revealed that of -630 people· cin Sacramento 
County's list of potential chore workers, 16 had prior convictions for petty theft, 1 o for possession 
of drl:igs_for sale, seven for possession of drugs, five for burglary, three for assault with a deadly 
weapon and three for robbery. One woman on the list Is actually In prison serving a four-year 
term. In sentencing another on the list, a judge said the woman was "an Incorrigible' thief. What 
I see Is someone who has stolen from Innocent people. Time and tlr'ne again, she has stolen-from 
Innocent people." 15 

· 

- . v ' 
Al_though counties warn recipients that they do not screen the llsts, program participants 

understandably may feel there Is some Implied "approval" of registry workers. But those who have 
problems with their workers may expect little help from the same county bureaucracy that gave 
them the worker to start with. A Sacramento County official told the Bee, "I feel horrible that 
people with-. those kinds of backgrounds are providing service to vulnerable, frail elderly and 
disabled people. _But orie cif the positive things about the program Is that clients are allowed to 
hire whomever 'they want. We don't have -the right to do _It and we don't have the money."16 

Unfortunately, the task of managing an employee Is beyond the capabllltle·s of some 
recipients and Is a drain on energy and health for many others .. In addition, It may be difficult for 
the recipient to get rid of those who provide Inadequate care, p~rtlcularly If the· recipient Is fearful 
and feels powerless. Testifying to the Commission, a representative for Southern Callfornla 
Presbyterian Homes told how that organization tries to bridg·e the management gap: 

He/she may not be able to find a worker; may not know how to deal with 
the system; andohe/she must do his or her own monitoring. By the time everything 
is finally in place, the resident Is desperate and discouraged.... · 
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:-:;~;:::- : .• ;..:.·.::...: .. :::;!:-.!_!:.¥."-}$~.J.:. -~~-:!.)" ''";~·:~-=- ··.'::.:";:~· .~--~:.-·-~·!_~~-~ .. . ;:':!'.: :·-~ •' ·~ 

-~~~ "'o-,f--,,,,=:- ·-::·-'":'-:?F"'; --- ·--~'""" 'Many' of. our residents .hav~"'Xot. had in-ho;;.,e help before.. Thei are not . 

_ .. _ .. ·. . . , ·. . · _ _ alirays sqre what t_o tell a: worker to do. ·. Sometlme_s the resident even has some fear 
. ··' ...... '" _ .. _ ···c~ :-;.,·. 'o(the Wi:Yrke{ ·bac_a_usa_~o~ .difficu/fy ./ryicqmmun/cation~· My· staff often· sits: with the 

· ·:· . resident and worker to go over what_nee_ds.to be don~·so that the ·worker-knows.· 

- . ':. 
we will.be checking. ··-. · · ·: · ·. . · .. -.... - · · .-. · ·: ·· 

. . ~ -.. ·. - .. ·' . . ':._~ : : ·. : : ' .''... . . . : .... ·' ·:. . .· •. " 

· . . .. Even when there are proble~s, th~ ~es/den~ ~iii h~~/iat~ t~ r~s-oi~-~ ff,e~,· ~-1;0 ; .' .. ·. 
' ·- h~sltates to call for .help in iesolutlon, bec51use of fear that he or she wl/I end up · 

---~---·· _ --~-- __ w1thou.!._~CX __ ~f!/?.::~· --~---~-- ·'-·--------~~~,'-. . : · · . · · 
The lack of rational, professional day-t~~day management of the ·care provld.ed to recipients 

Is a key flaw in the IHSS program that allows many of the problems that are discussed In the next 
section to occur. 

.;y•····""'····•rn• uality of care: One of the major concerns expressed by many IHSS recipients is that 
-~the quality of service Is poor. Workers are neither trained nor educated to handle the 

,, .. -~j needs of a geriatric population .. Recipients also compta,lri that many workers are la; 
unreliable or dishonest. Some say the workers do not know first aid, while others say even simple 
chores, like sweeping a floor or washing dishes, need to be explained. Such complaints lead to 
the question of whether the State· Is getting _Its money's worth In terms of care. that IHSS is 
supposed to provide. 

Those conne.cted with the program believe most of the .quality problems stem from the 
unattractive nature of the care provider jobs. The pay offered Is low and benefits ·non-exister& 
leading to low Incentive and high turnover. Individual care providers are paid $4.25 an hour. (T\ 'Cit' 
cost to the State, which pays the Social Security contribution and unemployment insurance costs 
normally ·paid by an employer, brings the total hourly amount to $4.79.) 18 

This low wage compares unfavorably with the "careers" enjoyed by the average hamburger 
fllpper at a fast-food restaurant ($5/hour) or a housekeeper working for a service ($6/hour), Jobs 
that typically Include some level of benefits and hold at least a hint of possible upward mobility. 
State officials have· Indicated, however, that because of the size of the IHSS progr·am, each raise 
of the hourly rate by one penny would cost the State an additional $1 mllllon. Increasing the ~ ·. 
of workers could come only at the expense of paring back the· hours granted to IHSS reciple ... ;' 
or foreclosing the prograin entirely to some group ·01 recipients, offlclals say.'~ · 

But critics of the program believe the State does more than underpay. the workers. They 
believe that federal requirements for minimum worker conditions are routinely skirted because the 
workers are employed neither by the State nor the counties. One person told the Commission 
during Its August 30, 1990, ·hearing that other states, Including Washington and Wisconsin, are 
moving away from such systems because of federal labor law problems. 

In Ca\iforn\a, white the· State processes the paychecks for care providers and covers costs 
normally contributed by an. employer, th~ State has carefully distanced Itself fror:i being the 
employer of record. Unions that would like to deal directly with the State to bargain for higher 

. wages, vacations, and other benefits have argued that the State \s sidestepping Its responsibility 
so that It· need not pay for travel time between jobs, overtime and other Items that the unions 
believe are federally mandated. The representative of one un\on wrote the fo\lowlng to the 

Comrnlss\on: .
0 

G 

610 



-e 
·-,_.: 

I' 

~~~.-.::~~,~-~-=- ·.-:--::.~ .. ::::.::_~ . .--. ·-- -_ - -... - . :. ··:.:~· . 
. ~- . 

::= ,~,.,.,,:;;;~we 're paylng-/owlncom'ei largely minority women ba'rely minimum wages with 
no benefit~ and no job protection. BecaUs~ of the legal charade maintained about. . . . 

. ' ' . ' 
. --·---· ·-

. .each client/reClplerit- b'alrig; the employer, Instead of the~·goveinmeri(.tha -workei-5"'' _c:·: . . .. , • 

, :-_,: ahr'denled the ·opportunity 16' be ·represented by a·:·colieetlve· barg~lnlng: agent,' W/J/Ch·: '·.· . ;',,::.:';.":.: · ·; .. c· -

· ·would provide ihern -the' ch~nciir'to .8.Clv~nc~ 'economlp.allyf, :rhedrls n·o ··trEj/nlng, · .. 
... · ·. rwpervlslo(I. 9r ·s¢reerf.ng· 9f einp/9yee~, ,np ~ybstlrutf3s proV/dfid,:v,iflen,:a:wbrker, ... 

. ' .·doesn't show' up, and complaints of wqrker and c/leht abuse prollfeiate. 

·: · ·. (These workers) cannot even make a. slmple. homf! appllan_c_e purchase on · 
credit because when they /Isl the couniy as their employer;the-couhf:/denles"it an.d --.- -·. 

'c -refers-· the• creditor to the' 'frar1j-eli::Jerly,'- sick .-c//ent .·for the' employmentjcredtt'" ... 
reference. This Is absolutely ~idiculous and completely hum/llatlng. ~0 · 

...... , .. , 

Even If low pay and lack of benefits were not enough to discourage a quality pool of 
workers, other system failures also work against Iha provision of quality care. No criminal 
background checks of potential workers are required or conducted, This can lead to abusive 
situations. Wrote one IHSS participant: 

\ .. _,,. 
.. ~·· 
·-;-: .. 

Care providers simply cannot be found for the minimum wage (with no 
benefits). Wh.en car€! providers are hired for less than the prevailing private sector· 
wage, the dlsabled recipient Is often the helpless victim of theft and abuse.21 

Statistics noted by the Sacramento Bee about the Sacramento County registry of work.ers 
·~are detalled In the previous section, but they are not lsolated. When Santa Clara County was 
'given funding for a pllot program In 1988 and 1989, 10.7 percent of the 294 people fingerprinted 

·,;were found to have criminal records. 22 
· . · 

In a letter to the Commission, the Inyo-Mono Ombudsman/Advocacy Services wrote: 

In this area, when In-home seNlces are suggested, many elderly. w/11 do 
without rather than use this service because of the stories they have h'!'ard from 
friends who· have been victimized by In-home services help or their owri tea~ of the 
unknown. ... The frail senior Is easl/y Intimidated due to their frail condltlon and are 
afraid to confront_ anyone If there Is a chance of retaliation. · 

In speaking with two adult probation officers In Inyo County, r was told the 
folfowlng Information: Of the 30 or so people on a list given out by the Inyo County 
Social Ser:vlces Department to do In-home services, Jive or slx of these people are · 

· on probation tor substance abuse.·. Other people on the list may be on probation 
for theft, forgery, ch/Id abuse, spousal abuse or other reasons .... 

Another example from the probation departmentwas a female who presented 
as a quiet, docile person. She was hired to do In-home seNlces: This person 
had a history of assault/battery on a child, drunk driving and a Mental Health 

. Department determination of. manic-depressive. This pwson had served a lot of }all 
time for assaultive behavior. The end result of this was a state prison sentence for 
a murder attempt on an elderly man she was providing care for. 

Jn· another case, an In-Home Supportive SeNlces worker was hired. The 
senior was asked If tha [worker's] grandchlldren could come along when the worker 
was doi(lg work. The senior thought It would be good to have chlldren around and 
agreed. Other family members started to come also and wou.ld stay the day, taking 
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over the senior's home. ·.The worker would then feed all of the family memb~rs at 
' th~ ~.enior's home, would:place'th!T'§'eirilor"/n cbed si:i th tr: senfbf.:.:wouldfnot=·bother '·'="'·- ,;f ;·• ,-,.,; .. ' 

... _the f?Jrplly, rp~m!Je,rs· whe_iiw~tchlng:,711- D(~o,theract/v/tle-s;"-Tfii:i"sen/Or-flna.lly;-:w1th .the:>·. ~·.-"'" :-~r .· 
as.s/statwe oCfi'l.ef!ds:fi~d.:nf:ilg[l.bd'.s; had t~ls 1person-removed.fi"om ihe'/r hori'ie;:but ,-,:;;: '.:':'.·· :'."°"' · 

. . ·, ..... ·.' · l'las so .fearful ofa t.epe.~t Of .this .scene that they. went to .·a. board and care· facl/ity. : . · . _ ·• , .. 
,. " !- . ·.·. '. . ·', . . • - ... ' . ' • ~ . :: . 

. Fo~ the ~areer crl~·lni{·Jt ls com,;,o~ .knowledge· that the' elderly .;~;-hoi~·~:- ... •,.; 

money and-valuables as security for rainy days. There are In-home service workC:rs 
that prey on th/slsltuat/on ·ancf t~e elderly are not Inclined. to. repgrt for fear that this 
w/11 .affect .. their-•Med/qare. or Medi~CaJ status .... There certainly are some very 
responsible and wonderful In-home workers, but an effort must be made to either 
have a more .effective screening process for seniors to follow when hiring or to 
allow more cross-reporting of agencies to protect this frall segment of our society. 23 

In a .less anecdotal vein, a 1987 Auditor General report found that almost 7 percent (709) 
of the care givers In three counties had previous. criminal convlctlons. 24 

. Concluding that the 
health, safety and welfare of the elderly may have been endangered, the Auditor General said that 
It would cost the State $1.2 mllllon lnltlal\y to screen lHSS care providers and $200,000 annually 
·therea~er. In recent years, legislation to provide such· screening has been vetoed because of the 
State's fiscal problems. · 

Finally, quality of care Is undermined by the lack. of training programs or standards. 
Workers need know nothing more to become care providers than how to f\nd the\r way to the 
recipient's house and how .to flll out a time card. The State has refused to set such standards, A 
citing higher costs; the. counties have clearly Indicated It ls not thelr responslblllty. The recipient, 9 : 
the .manager of last resort, often Is so desperate to get "someone, anyone' that training becomes 
a nicety that falls by the waysld.e. 

Thus, when it comes to the question of quality of care, IHSS does not appear to provide 
Cadll!ac care or even Volkswagen care. For many recipients, the program sputters along \Ike an 
antiquated junker that may not make It to the next servlce station . 

.. ,,,. '")) ode of care: A plvotal Issue In the lHSS program ls the difference between the two 
primary methods of delivering care to reclplents: ·. Independent Providers and Contrar 
Care agencies. On the surface, one mode appears to be cheaper--thereby allowlny 

llmlted dollars to provide more services 'to more peopte--and allows for greater personal choice and 
f\exlblllty In who provides care. The other appears to be more expensive but holds greater promise 
for accountability and quality· control. · 

Under IHSS: care can come from lndlvidual Providers (IPs), who make less than $5 an hour, 
Contract Care agencle~. which charge around $9 an hour,. or county employees under county 
"Homemaker" programs, where costs run between $30 and $40 an hour. (fhls last category is 
used almost entirely In emergency situations and is never a long-term arrangement: Thus, lt ls not 
consldered a primary mode of ca~e.) Servlces to about 91 percent of the reclplents are delivered 
by \Ps found and hired directly by the recipient. Since 40 percent of a~5 recipients use relatives as 
care providers, a large component of IP service Is famlly care givers. 

All of the problems detailed In the sections above--forclng. frall recipients to act as 
•0 emp\oyers and problems wlth accountablllty, training and rellability--are hallmarks of .t.he ~ndlvidu. 
Provider mode as it functions In IHSS today because there Is no csntral\zed authority m charv 
of the workers and no responsible party to complain to when problems occur. Advocates l.o: the 
elderly and disabled and state officials connected with \HSS feel, however; that the lnd1v1dual 
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·Prov Id er mode Is. 9_ vJt,aJjlemenF"of · the'~ I Hss· 'progr~m,' ·providing · reclplentsc:-wltti the . maximum .• ~, · 
.. freedom of choice "1h_'.Yifi'\.?~~11(~a)<.~.·~~ra oFfflefr -, P.ers-ifrial · ·n.eeos.-' They ~part!Cular.ly ·point 1a·-the·:··,0-

·ab1111y of reclple,nts"to"choo'sa:thelr· own :relatives· as;·care-g!vers .. :·.~- '" .. ~ -· :.-:.'.: ,:::.-.c ' .'.~ '~. ,,_,;' 

. . . ::: ·. Th~, f:act:. t~~~:. I~~·;- ~tfi~ ;ay ~r~.i~~IJ~s'::ti-c~f~ .-,~~i -~~~,;~·, w~m·~e~·~ ·: ·~r~~s ·: ~r;tlc.ls~s·:f~-o:~ •. . .·. 

: '· , . ': .. some, Their· question: , Fcir .recipients ·who. need of\IY :a feyv hours: a \'.'.eek ·f9r .. chorE!s;or);1ro,cery·· 
. ·sh9pplng to. 'allow them to remain. home, should It be society's role· to subsidize . relatives whci 

' perform ser¥1ces that' many other 'committed families do" routinely and' without government 
·intervention? · 1 '···~«,-, . . ·"""'.'~'""": .·.," ................. -· .. ~ .... ·"'""'· """:•'" .. ' .,_·,.. .. .. .. 

• • ..:.:.. '·. ? '·\•"!'.~~-:.:-:·.::-;...',"':"'"~~:·'"' !.·~··i:~.! ··- •.• ·- . . • • '.-!. • -~:o-·· .• ,.. .. --~·-· ...• -· --· - - - ---

Conversely, i;r-5~~ers\y-cif~ablecrr~ctpleniS whosei-famllYmeml:jar·s .-~ive-up th~lr own lives 
to provide care, supporters of family care providers argue It J§ a proper role for soclety to support 
these people with a stipend. One woman told Commission staff that her grown, disabled son 
would be a far more costly burden to the State If she had not quit her job and stayed home w\th 
him 24 hours. a day. The IHSS check allows her to meet mortgage payments and put food on the 
table. Another wrote: 

···1·-··· 

To provide care for one recipient In a home,· an IHSS care provider does the 
work of 20 /nstltutlonaf employees at a maximum annual salary of $14,000 .... IHSS 
parent care providers are not legally allowed to have. Social Security withheld from 
our pay, nor do we receive any Insurance or pension benefits. What If: We become 
Ill? Our children die, which concludes our /obs as care givers? We out/Ive our 
ch!ldren but we have no way of. supporting ourselves? 

. The posture of the IHSS regulations and administrators toward parents, 

-.; .. -.":"~ .. · 
. --~~ :·.:'.·:::;;, . 

spouses or family members as IHSS care providers·1s·that we should volunteer to 
.be care providers, that we should be willing to sacrifice our health,· well-being and 
fives to be care providers, and that we should be grateful for any dime our 
government generously hands out to us to do this care providing . 

The facts are: We have tried to hold down a full-time /ob and care for our 
disabled family member, and It is an Impossible Ille for any length of time; even with 
fu/(283-hour a month reimbursement, we are volunteering the rest of those hours; 
our purpose Is ·to sustain the lives 'of our famlly members through a healthy, happy, 
loving home life. 

. The facts are: ff we get Ill, we have no health Insurance; and when we get 
old, we w/11 have no pension or Social Security to draw upon after all our years of 
dedlca_ted work. ~ 6 

" 

In the case of relatives of severely Impaired IHSS recipients, It Is difficult to conclude that 
anyone Is· getting rich off this government program. These relatives may ·quit their jobs and stay 
home to provide round-the-clock care while receiving only a minimum wage for. a small portion of' 
the hours they actually put In. 

But not all relatives who work for IHSS recipients are In this same selfless, sacrificing 
category. Statewide statistics reflect the fact that elder abuse Is typically committed by family 
members rather than outsiders. And many believe that IHSS recipients are even less likely to 
complain )0° officials about shorted hours, poor quality of care and other problems when tile 
provider Is a relative. Thus, the proolems outlined In previous sectlons--accountabllity, training 
and reliability of workers--may remain a problem even when the care provider Is a family member. 
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1 
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,,, ···l ~-e option ls _to mak_e .bro~der u_se bf Contrac_t Care agencies.·. These ·age~des ·iaut th~ir· ·· 
.ablllty.to-deli_ver)he ~ccountE1blllty, tr?l11lng"~nd rEJ,UabHlty th"at Is missing_ In.the Independent. 

_ .. Provld_er mode of care. They point out that they handle ihe r$c(ultliig; sc·reefilrig, training .. 
and supervision of .workers. And while they may pay_ little ·more than the. same minimum wage 
offered to IF'. Y',P.rk_~r.~.'.:E.ene:!t_s such-.cas.-_vacations-__ and sick tlm_e, as_.~ell .. as standard. pay for 
mileage _and t["~vel tlrr:_\3, ar_e _ _"ust,i_C!lly _Included· In their contracts-with workersc· . fn- addition-· the 
agencies. represe'nt "a'"focar point fi:i"i-' res-porislbillty and liability whe,n ·problems ·arlse.~7·' . : ,: ...... 

Only 16 of the 58 counties In the State use a "mixed mode" model fo·r lHSS, offering bot.h 
IP and contract agency services. Contract services are usually authorized for low-hour-need cases 
that might otherwise have difficulty finding a willing care· provider. (Individual providers would ln 
general," rather work full-time for one person than splitting their hours among many clients ~nd 
locations, since travel and mileage are not reimbursed.) 

Since the cost of contract services Is roughly twice that of Independent provider service, 
orie would expect counties to shy away from these services. But the agencies and a union 
representing agency workers say that the State's own ·surveys have shown that their services are 
actually less costly for !ow-hour cases. A 1988 statistical analysis by the Department of Social 
Services showed that the average monthly cost per non-severely Impaired case was $234.89 in 
counties that ottered mixed modes ·and $241.35 In IP-only counties. In a case-by-case compar& 
for non~severely Impaired ·recipients, when contract care was compared directly with IP care,9' 
savings was $28.87 a month per case. ~ 

The underlying 'reason. for the cost savings, according to contentions by the contract 
agencies and a union that represents contract workers, Is that counties tend to give more hours 
to recipients when assessing their needs for the lP mode of care. They contend that only by 
granting more hours can the county make tl1e small jobs attractive enough for the recipients to find 
an IP. Others point out, however, that the expensive cost of contract services causes case workers 
to llrnlt the number of hours that are granted even If. the workers .believe more are needed. 

Whatever the reason, the differences do exist. ln a small but random sample at' 18 L.dSes 
that had been switched from contract to l P care, the total hours allotted for all cases went from 
310 to 761 per month, or by average case from 17 hours to 42 hours per month.° 

The Commission was unable to locate any studies that quantltatlvely assess the case­
by-case care given by contract agencies versus that given by Independent providers. lt Is human 
nature to want more hours of service. But If tietter training, supervision and efficiency provide the 
same service packed Info fewer hours, Is the recipient not actually better off? 

. One sign that this may be the case ls the direction that other states are moving. Contacts 
with some of the larger states showed that Illinois, Massachusetts, New York, Virginia, New Jersey 
and South Carolina do not allow lndepend.ent providers. Washington and Wlscor.sln, which have 
been Involved In federal lawsuits over the Issue of who ls the employer, are both moving away from 
the IP mode, while Florida and Maine run only small IP programs. 

c 
T~lten lrorn.a random sample of 125 cases \hat were terminated from contract care (National Hornecare Systems) In a two­
year period. Of those cases, 1B war'614'hed to Independent Provider mode, 
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Callfci~i:ila..,9tflc_l<!)~~defen_d th13.. he,avy reliance on IPsCbeca\jS9 It gives the reclplentinreEidom~':. ::-'o::::c:c;'.i' 
_of choice ln-who,.seryes tlJ.e'.1:1.~ :: Advocates. for th.e_, elderly~ar:id -.the•:dlsabled also have-.· argued . : · '· ·~ 
strenuously agalnskleglslatlon~ In" past,._yea.rs 2that:c.would",,have_.=automatlcally .. placed · non:severely . : .. ·· 

. ·lri-Jpalred .. repTpi~~Ts ~Wltti.-t.ontr~ct Care ag~ncles~ .. The_y say ·t~at ()ot·gnly ls)re.edo_m qi: cho-1,ce: .· _· .. 
'crlt1c·a1 to: allowing· IHSS· :partldparits . to. retaid. ,their. dlgnl~i. buf th~{ al~~ .'argue 'that, _past. :· .. · 

· .... perforn:11rnc:es .. _by. conira_ct ageH1cles pave. Ql)t· b~en gopcj ... ~or:ne hf!. Ve treated wqrk.ers. poorly, othE!rs. ·• · _ .. 
have abruptly.quit providing service In countl,es and others have not been any more ·successful in ... 
finding adequate numbers of care providers than-those struggling to obtain service In the Individual· 

·Provider mode • .;._ · ~:i.c~ . .-, •. 

Tlie Commlsslo~ ·Is hard -put to Ignore the slrrillarltles between. these arguments and those 
advanced by advocates· for Medi-Cal recipients who fight against managed care systems. In· an 
earlier. study on Medi-Cal, the Commission noted that freedom of choice. ls Illusory If the choice 
ls ·llmlted to doctors who refuse to provide service. Similarly, the right of the elderly to choose 
anyone they want as a care giver Is a phantom right If they can only find Inadequate worl<ers who 
are poorly screened, trained and supervised, · 

The Commission also observed that poor performan_ce by managed health care systems In 
earlier decades of the Medi-Cal program did not continue· as a persistent problem In this ·mode of 
he.altli" care delivery once contracts were adequately written and enforced so that quality control 
was· a···l<ey element. . ' 

:·,, Contract Care agencies, then, otter one remedy, although a controversial one, to the 
proolems In the IHSS program. 

' . 

[@} :: nother option that would focus on bolstering the Independent Provider. mode has been 
· f)W experimented with by some counties. Ventura County has hired 'recipient aides" to help 
. _L;i.z; ... ,_J, IHSS participants with securing a provider and dealing with any problems that arise. The 
::coun\y says this approach has benefltted both the participants and the care providers .and takes 
\1p th·e-_ slack In services that overloaded. social workers .cannot be expected to provlde.2

" 

However, this so-called Supported IP m'ode, when proposed In state regulations; was 
criticized for requiring· a new layer of bureaucracy and, because It was coupled with funding 
restrictions to counties, was seen as an attempt to shut out contract agencies, {The regulations 
were rejected by the State Office· of Administrative Law on April 11, 1990,) It has also· been 
suggested that this option moves both the county and the Stale that much closer to being the 
actual employers of care providers, thus raising the Issue of costly federal labor standards agaln.29 

. Another plan to bring accountability and responsibility to the Independent Provider mode 
Is backed by advocates for the elderly and disabled. Under this plan, non-profit groups already 
In existence or created solely for this purpose would set up regulated and screened registries of 
workers, offer training and provide other services on a county-by-county basis. · 

While adding an unknown cost. to the IHSS program, this option Is believed by Its backers 
to be a more practical approach than hiring more case workers to provide a higher level o_f case . 
management for each IHSS participant, yet another option. Because of the. non-profit status of 
these groups,· overhead and management costs should be less than those of Contract Care 
agencies, and because the case managers would be functioning at a level lower than full-fledged 
county sot;:lal workers, the cost should also be less than It would be to expand the current county 
system, according to ·actv6cates. 0 
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" __ _ -__ Each of th~se~6f?~f?ii~s-~o~l0."r~qulf.e:s-o~-e~_l~fu~lo_~' of•new:resou_rces-;(exce.pLfor expanding. <<~ ,,.,_-:.--
- ; _the Contract Ca_re,- mode,'.< II_ Its, ad1Jocates- are -cone ct- In -their- contention: thaLbetter- serv!ce-cari-
- -- :_be provided In lewer>hours}. ·-If taken- o_ur of !~e ;e:-;ls_tl_n_g .. ~ll<;>~atli?n fo( IH,SS, the Prograin·'wouid-

.be !o'.ced_ to cut bµck on the. 11umbers of p€Jople served o(th_1r hours ·or service: provided.: - An -
alternatlve would be-to find a new;_ rlc;her_ sour_ce 9tfu11dll')g .. _, As '.'>:Yl\l_ t;ie dlsc_ussed under Finding .- -
#2, many bell eve that a more aggressive effort. by the State to-_ Integrate progrurris between · -
departments and bring In more federal funding -might yield the needed ~esources. -

. :....;,t;,,::-.··-;~f.. •. .-:~:..::··.-- ···--.--=-- . 

-While those- mo:sf CiQ's_e_ly_-~onnected with l~SS on an- official- basis ·are wllfln~no co"nced~ -. 
the program Is rlddled with pr obi eriis~ · 11ttl0- progress- has· beefr:~itiad e·- 6rf the-- structural- flaws ·that'':­
produce those problems. As detailed above, those flaws Include: 

* 

* 

A purposeful fragmentation of responslblllty_ to avoid Increased program costs. 

A management method that leaves the least capable element In the IHSS equation 
{the recipient) In charge of workers. -

Poor quality of care stemming from low worker wages, lack of training and 
Inadequate screening of. workers. 

Disagreements over how services should be del\vered. 

The- program may be fulfilling Its bottom-line Intention: keeping people out of 
lnstltutionallzed care for as long as possible. But there are no :?lgns that It ls doing so with the -
maximum degree of effectiveness and efficiency. 

FINDING 2: The State Has Fa lied To Put Uniform Mechanisms In_ Place That Would _Allow It 
To Fully Implement The Goal~ Of The California State Plan on Aging; The Elderly _In Need Of 
Assistance Thus Are Lett To Navigate A Fragmented System Of Programs Aun By A Diversity 
01 State And County Entitles. 

n a perfect world, as the elderly move from complete Independence to needing constant 
,,,, att-entlon_, they would -find easy access to all options along a continuum of care. In California· 

t,,,,;j the blueprint for such a world has been drawn up, but bureaucratic barriers, lack of funds ano 
a fa\lure of leadership have kept It from being Implemented. 

Under the federal Older Americans Act (OAA), each -state must have a plan to deal with 
senior citizens that Is updated every tWo to four years. California's current State Plan on Aging, 
Issued by the Department of Aging, covers ~989 to 1993. If one were only to read the State Plan 
on Aging, one could Imagine all ls well-with California's seniors, for the plan Incorporates everything 
that could be on a senior advocate's wish list. The plan: 

1. Emphasizes the need to develop a comprehensive and coordinated community-based 
system of services- for older persons. -

2. Professes that one of Its key elements ls ensuring that older persons can aaslly access 
the services. 

3. Envisions th0

e elder\y moving through a conti'f1uum of care based o.n changing nee(­
They begin as completely Independent, then are \n need ot some assistance so they can -
remain \n their homes, eventually may be In need of limited out-of-home c~re at a -
res\dential fac\lity and t\nat\y may need lull-time care in a skilled nursing Institution. · 
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4. · Draws t~gether.~ progr<tm•. c!ei$crlpt!q.r.i~:-=.B_f!d .. go_gls..i: from., age_n_~t~"~_,,,and.~· .. c!.epartmerits 
throughout st~te· goyernn:ient tha_t ,_~r.e_ desJ9115l~:J9 serve ._th~._e)d.~rl't_.-~ .. ::· :, ~:· .. ~;,,;;." ~ .· · ·· · ~,:':~~~~~ 

·. · :·· - ::t·["'.;.::~··:J.J·!_·~:;.~v · ·:.1"~~-;-~~-~:. •.,;;. ~~.:-~1:~0 ;1-:!.:r~..:: n · .... i. ::i:;:.":·y ..... i:::.:·.'5".r::· 1 :r~=-if. : !:J·~~~ :)1(:-. ::~-...i:1 r:: · :-:-,;.l :;)\.-f·~~:~,ti'_::·~, :·· .. ~·< .. ~ ,, . · ~ .... ·_ · :· ·::·.- -~>~.,! ~: 1 
5 ... Defines. tha Departmel")t·.of. Aging as the.lead state agency for services. to ... senlors .. and ·-· : ~- :·.-·~ 

· Cj9slgnates . 33 .Ai ea· Agencies 0-n ·Ag trig around' the· ·State 'as t~.e :prlm.ary mechanism for."_.··. · :., . ': ·, .:. 
ensuring that se.r:vlGes ar.e ·coqrdlnated. : · · · · · · · 

. . . .. . ' .. · .. - . . . . -. . . • ... ·. . . ~. ·.. . . -~ . . . . : ' . . .•. . . . ' -. ' . . . . ' . -.. :,.· ' .. . ' ~' . - . . .. 

The State .Plan on Aging, then, ts a model for cbordlnatlon of services and cooperation 
. among the stat!:)_agenCle1Uhat house a variety of programs to serve the elderly. Under the plan," 
. any senior .citizen _should be able to contact one. of the 3~ Area Agencies on Aging and receive · 

information and referral to services suited to his or her needs. · Armed with the correct Information, 
the senior citizen would be able to pick and choose among the appropriate programs to receive 
a wide variety of help. 

In some cases, reallty does match the State Plan on j\glng. Structurally, the plan envisions 
a well-coordinated network of programs that will meet the changing needs of the State's elderly. 
And In some counties, such as Monterey, disparate agencies have pull"ed together at the local level 
to accomplish just such coordination. ' 0 In Los Angeles County, an Integration of services has 
begun •with the movement of the county's Adult Protective Services program from the county's 
Department of Public Social Ser-Vices to the Department of Community and Senior Citizens Services 
In November of· 1990. A Los Angeles official says the. transfer already has led to closer 
coordination with the Area Agency cin Aging and that It has allowed a much higher priority to be 
placed on services that could easily be lost In the large bureaucracy of the county's welfare 
system. "The offlclal further recommends structural changes "beyond mere coordination of services," 
Including the creation. of an Adult Services Department at ·both the state and county levels.31 

But such examples df close coordination are the exception rather than the rule. At the 
state .1!'.!Yel, the coordlnatlr:ig entlty--the state Department of Aging with a budget of about $134 
mllllon~~ls a small tall attempting to wag a rather large dog.· Just one program alone, the 
Department of Soclal Services' IHSS, has admlnlstra.tlve costs of about $93 mllllon and direct 
seNlcs costs of about $731 mllllon. The Department of Health Services Is another- iarge provider 
of care to the elderly through various Medi-Cal services, spending $2 bllllon alone on nursing 
home care. 

. - ' ' 

'"«~f;;] hlle the Area Agencies on Aging are meant. to be the place where. an elderly person 
A ,~fl would have one point of contact and one assessment, ellglblllty and screening process 

'"" ,_,,~~;'!:hf for a wide variety of services as his or her needs change, In many areas of the State 
they fall short . of that goal: Officials from the Department of Social Services and county 
government say seniors are much more apt to came Into the network of programs through the 
assistance of the local social services or welfare department._32 Advocat~s for seniors go one step 
farther and· argue that too many seniors fall to make connections at· all--elther through Area 
Agencies on Aging or through county offlces--wlth programs that they desperately need. 

In add.ltlon to finding diffused points of contact for programs, the elderly also qulckly run 
Into the llmltatlons of programs because of a lack of federal and state funds .. o·ne such program 
Is Adult Protective Services. This state-funded, county-run operat!On Is Intended to Investigate 
allegatlons of abuse Involving the elderly and determine follow-up actions that wlll ensure the safety 
of the senior citizen. But In many counties •. Adult Protective Services has faced a progressive 
squeeze. on funding that has resulted from a rising caseload demand on all adult services, statlc 
state funding and the inability of counties ta make up the difference. 

0 
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As described In the previous section on IHSS, counties recelva a block grant from the State :. · 
· to spend ·on a11-:~tci.\.llt:s.er:vlG..e~~'f3ecause:=.,the~e~are:=no"'Slate"'stan-dards'~iid~:n6'-'State:ma.n'dated :.en;:;.::: 
· requlren:i}~,Q_ts:.·!fir-:o:ml.nlrn!i.n:f: lev.el~· of. s·ervlce,,,.the:.devel:coi.-.. Adult Protectlve-$ervice·s. :a:cf1vfti9s :Varies''"''.' -''8 . 
· ,t,hrougt;o~t .. : the_ §itate .. ·. A·-:legl~l-~tlve_JY '.authorized•' pilot "·proglarr(Jn'"'ilve 'count·l~s .. 'foci :c 13~:-sct ·'-'-J'..!! 
· ·. recomme.ndatibns by the 0-epartmerit of Social. Seivi~es that would standardize service'· and e'rii;ure · '• · .. 
-.greater .protectionJor foe .elderly .... Among those ,recommen_datlor:is :w~re .2\t:hour.:a.ccess .to service .... 

by use of a crisis phone line, coordination wltli existing community agendes arid services that' . 
would Include, a.t ·a· minimum, crisis Intervention, needs assessment and Investigation .of abuse 
reports. But with an annual price tag estimated at $76 million, no headway has been made on the 

proposal. 
33 

· ,J.~.;.;0; 'rri"''"'. '''""-'"'•' :·fr;'.oc; '; · .•• );: -''':~".'"";. -~".:::_~~C.:::~~- _:._:~:~-'.-'~~;:~'.~~ .. ~~:.::~~-~~~:::;:.-:-~~~~~::··•. ·,, 0·:.~':,=~; 
The lmportan.ce of this type of watchdog program for the elderly can be seen In just one 

example from Sacramento County. Barbara T., as she was called by the media, was a mentally 
Incompetent woman who was abused by her care provider tn Sacramento County early In 1990. 
Adult Prote_ctlve Services was asked to Investigate her living circumstances three times, once by 
a taxi driver and twice by neighbors. Each time, county workers found nothing wrong and took · 
no action. · 

Or:ily when the local· ombudsman program became aware of the case ·was th.e woman 
removed from the care provider. She had lost 30 pounds, was bruised, had cigarette burns on 
her breasts, had open sores and was tied to a bed. The ·woman was Incapable pf caring for her 

.own needs; she lived with another woman who was to provide care In exchange for her 
Supplemental Security Income check. In essence, the care provider was running an unlicensed 
single-bed residential care facility. -

The Barbara T. case represents what can go wrong for an Individual human being when 
the system breaks down. ·But the Commission .also was given examples by a social worker of how 
effective Adult Protective Services can be when it works well: . ' 

I've been working on a case of an 84-year-old woman. She was ·/lving alone 
and she fell In her home. She was hospitalized and then one week later she went 
home. She had her daughter move Jn with her because there was no one else to 
take care of her. I advised against this because she had a lot of trouble with her 
daughter before and I questioned the daughter's motives. I visited the client after 
the daughter moved Jn; the cllent said everything was fine. 

One month later, I received a call from police. They were with the client at. 
her bank. The daughter had been signing her mother's name to checks totalling 
over $10,000. The client had no Idea that this was happening, unfortunately. The 
police had contacted the daughter so the c./lent was afraid_ to go home at this time. 
S/le told me that the daughter had slapped her and spit In her face one week 
before. 

i took her to a board and care, which was hard to find because we do.n't 
have any emergency board and care [facilities In our county]. I called around until 
I found one. / got a temporary restraining order against the daughter to get her out 
of the house and to keep her away from the client .. I helped the client find a private 
conservator to handle her money. I Insisted that the bank give her all the money 
the bank had Illegally paid out of her account, which they _eventually did. 

~ b 0 

Another case example is a 67-year-old man who had two strokes afte'. his 
wife died. The hospital referred him to us. His children had brought a recreational 
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vehicle salesman to the hospital and forced him .to sign papers tci buy an RV that · 
he cou1?:~n.6i:-~~B/.ft,_,;'r'!lJ~Oc.lJai,~g;'.113~~~.rf}Jfrn~at-t~~-. hosp(taLh.e,~@lr:l;;.t!fs)amlly had .•.. : . ·' ;,,, __ 

__ bee.JJ_taK/ag .. fJJs __ m_911e.L.,=1~Qf!ere.goJ9=.§_fl.t~.llRc'-a _re.Pre_se.n(?.J!.ve ,p.P.Y.e.e.Aor-.:hlm.~.che',~-,~-"''•'·'···, 
~:Jg[~·esfl0.:·01~;,,-:SY!Efr1,,JJop)LJ!J~e-cr~Pi~~@bJ~t{~i.Oir.3e J.o,f}l~;,po~iiff.~i;h~:go.i.:our;_7.: .. ::::.;;.·.:. 

: -: :-&~.-ihe~ 'fJOsp/fa/, : : the-.JamllVJ:;~eqame::..Y.efY. .• ,up,sfJt.,);e_cai./sfJ.,. _th ex."'d i.d.n 't: ,want, the'.;; ....... ;;, ~~ _ 
. represehiailve. payee to have· charge-of his mObey. · J:le then /Sftise.<;J the service :_8;1d· _ .. .- .·· 

.1. /(new that he was belrig. lritimidated by. his family, who· all. are .. dri drugs. .< . . ... 
. : .. - ·_ ... - : .=.:.:· ... _:-. _· ... , .... ·_ :- -· . . ·:_:~·.: :·< . . -._: ·: . ·.:;: .·:·.:--:- ~· .' . . :_ . .-··: . ~ ..... · :' .. 

· ... 
1 made several more visits to the home and ta.lke·d to him about th·e-fiduciary 

, EJPY.§6. af}d_ rieg/eqt_ tha(was going. on,_peca_u~_e_ \ye had)urJ.her report{!. ,from visiting, 
·n_ur"ie~; -tiaikecffr) iF.eLra.·r:nJii-a5out'iHeabuse"ancf nag1ecr::- Nothing- took place at 

··f11Rtt1rife and he still refused se1Vices. · · -

.Finally, one·day-he called ine and he said that he was not being cared for 
at all. There was no one to get him out of bed ono help him get to the bathroom 
or to fix his meals: He said he would wlllingly go to any care tac/Iii'( I could 

·arrange for him. I found one and got him moved In. When 1 went out to get him, 
the chlldren all arrived at the house and protested .him leaving and said they would 
take care of him, there was no need for him to leave. I told them no, he had made 
up his mind and we were going on with It. .1 helped him get a private conse1Vator 
and if we could have found a good provider for him and kep/ the children out of 
the home, he could have stayed in his home .. · But unfortunately, he couldn't. 

Both of these cases are very fyplcal; we deal with this every day. Frail, 
elderly clients dependent on their_ abusing relatives. 34 

.-• - ·-· 

::O<'\~ hose familiar with Adult Protective Services are _In firm agreement that the. program ls 
;f-k1 overloaded, underfunded and not standardized. But It Is only one example of a program 
~ . . 

""""wi-/ that cannot meet the demands placed on It by the State's aging population. For Instance, 
state officials estimate IHSS now serves about 20 percent of the people on Supplemental Security 
Income and that approximately 50 percent may be eligible for the services. Since IHSS Is an 

. entitlement program-~ona must be given the services if one fits program ellglblllty requirements-­
more· widespread knowledge about IHSS might ·result In an explosion of service demands.35 

Since state and county_ resources have not grown to meetthe needs of the elderly, some 
have urged that creative solutions be sef forth that will bring more federal funds Into the State· for 
elder care. The federal Medicaid program (known as Medi-Cal In Callfornla), which Is generally 
funded 50-50 by the state and federal governments, has waiver and optional programs available 
that allow .states to provide a variety of services, Including case management and personal care. 
If existing state funding could be used for the State's ·so percent share of cost,· taking advantage 
of Medicaid options would bring new federal funds and new services Into the State without adding 
to tlie State's fiscal burden. -

California does make limited use of some specialized Medicaid programs already. The 
Multipurpose Senior Services Program _serves only eight sites In California, but provides an 
Integrated array of .services: case management, adult social day care, _housing assistance, IHSS,. 
respite care, transportation, meal services, protectl'1e services and special commur.Jcations. A 
separate Medi-Cal program provides home health care, but only In limited cases In which recipients 
have been- recently hospitalized. Finally, a very limited program that allows the level of care 
provided in a skilled nursing facility to be _provided at home and which grants 80 pe:rcent of the 
funds that would b~ needed for instJtutionallzatlon, nllows about a dozen re~lplents with heavy 
medical needs to remain In their homes. 36 
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· ·in te_stimony submitted to the Commission, the National Health Law _Pr;gram · polnted out· 
---~::,::=;;:;::~~ ~)hat_<!~ ne_w Medicaid program, which .1?~9!3-rn_e_ .available on July .1,. 1991, allows hcime- and .. 

· communlty~based ·care for· the "frail elderly;; . The testimony also pointed out thafwhile California 
. has not made extensive use of Medicaid' waiv.ers ·and optional programs to rel I eve pressures on· 

·o 

other state programs, other states have been more creative. · 

A summary of the National Health Law Program assessment:'"· 

* 

New York pr~vldes a "nursing home witho"ut walls" program to Its elderly Medicaid 
recipients "'.'ho mlght otherwise be placed. In nursing homes. Using Medlcalrl's 
personal care option and a home and community-based services waiver, the pro{,. .1 
provides home health attendants to meet a variety of medical and personal care 
needs. A companion state-funded program pays family members who become care 
givers. Through the extenslve use of case management and a per-patient cap of 
75 percent of the cost of residing In a skilled nursing facility, the program has 
proven that It saves dollars and Improves care. 

Colorado runs a slmllar Intensively case-managed program, pairing ·a Medite 
waiver with a state program called the .Home-Care Allowance. The state. progra111 
pays famlly membe.rs to .provide supervision, exercise, assistance with personal 
hygiene; and aid with the activities of dally living. Once again, a cap is placed on 
funding so that costs do not exceed that of a nursing home stay. 

New Jersey makes extensive· use of all Medicaid optlons, with \ts program covering 
personal care services and home- and community-based waiver services. Short­
term skilled nursing care 1.s provided under the Med.lcald home health services 
program. Once again, state funds are used "to reimburse family members 10 

· provide care. The total program cap Is set at 70 percent of the fundlng that wuuld 
be required for nurslng home piacement, ·but the average expenditure ls far less. 

Oregon operates a Medicaid demonstration project, In conjunction with other 
Medicaid options, that rehabilitates housing and, In some cases, nursing facilities and 
turns them Into "assisted Jiving units." The _cost Is capped at 80 percent of the 
average nursing facility rate. 

Most of the successful programs· In other states, then, have railed on a combination 
approach--both to the services provided and to the sources of funding. \n California, such cross­
breeding of pr_ograms ls encouraged in the State Plan on Aging but hc;is yet to yield much In the 
way of results. One. reason Js that different departments have different priorities based 011 

.budgeting and staffing constraints. If the Department of Health Ser:v\ces were to vigorously pursue 
Medicaid programs that would care for the elderly at home, It would need a pool of state m~tchlng 
funds· Its own budget of state matching funds Is already allocated to other priorities. But if t. 
funds' were to come lrom the Departrnilnt of Social Services' IHSS program. then the quE: 
arises over where ultlrnate control of the program will be lodged. 
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· Such procedural and bureaucratic barriers are perceived as the main reason· for California's 
. . . -···--·--··"·-·.:_.,~~---"·' ·- . f·~'.- . ' .' ··_ ., • ... .•. . 

failure to follow the lead of ct.heir !l!~~~s·::T~E:.·fg!!_ow-trr_ougfi-re:qult~d.Ja·ii:iave~ fun_9l~g .~.nd. authority. ·: · .... 
. from one state department to. a,n9.t_hex&i:i~ c;:r~at~Jl).!~grateq r!CiQ.rarns bas J;ieen .. Tli>s.lng·.;o: Simll~~y. · " · ·' · ,~, 
. the commitment to Integrating ':.s.~ty]Cf:)S_:.~.o tQ_ey ·are. ecisll{, agce-s_s.ed~ 5y .tf:ie"'eldeirly" ha:~l. bee'i(' .... -
·fragmented and left without it(dE!?lcate·i;i:_!l·Q~rci;i .. .91 .furi:9Jii9-!h.~t~.\!loul~:-.ens.uL~)us.c.e.ss-. '. · .. , · ... · ;. 

FINDWG #3: - ·The Effe~t ~f ,;~ou.rty:· ~~'~li~n~·~:~~~. R~.;;;~~-t~~ .Unc-~-rtal~·;--0~i;~;-lt:: ~~~.~~os~> · ... "' f 

RlskS' ··For: Tbe -~Futu_re Of .. Elder Care. ;Programs,· Jt: Also .. Pres.ents .' .. Oppo_rtunitle.s·: For· . ... . .. 
Improvements.. · : · '. · . . · · .'. · : · ·. . . · · · ... · · · . · · . . . ·. . . · 

;::~. ne proposal to Mieet tfi~:s;a.r~·s·aatiritlrig flscal.)'fe_ei:j~tcf,.clg~~~~:~t~~-b!U.\c:i.n~ g_E!IJ. lr!Jhe 1~~i: . 
;:.@,. 92 budget was that certain .health and ;i_oclal ~~rvlc13 .. programs, Including _IHSS; .be turned 
%£:.,,:;,..,{ over to counties along with new sources of revenue. Known as "county realignment,• this 
process was eventually pared down ·In the case of IHSS from a complete abdication of state 
control, Interest and participation In IHSS to making counties responsible for .a larger share of !HSS 
costs. ·But because there ls· no certainty that the new, added revenue sources for counties will 
keep pace with program costs, counties In the future may suspend !HSS services to some 
recipients. On the positive side, the realignment legislative P.ackage dlrec.ted that new approaches 
to long-term care for the elderly be studied. 

· · ::~Under .realignment, the county share of costs for IHSS Increased from 3.3 percent to about 
35 percent, for a savings to the State of $235 million. The County Services Block Grant, which 
provides funds for IHSS administration and Adult Protective Services, will now require 30 percent 
county"' participation, up from 16 percent, for a total state savings of $13 million. New county 
revenues, which are expected to cover the costs of a wide array of programs besides !HSS, will 

· derlve}rom one-half cent of the recently increased sales tax and a special Increase In the vehicle 
license· fee. 39 

·,; ~ 

'~·On Its face, realignment should neither Increase nor decrease the current level of funding 
for !H§.S and Adult Protective Services. The amount cut out of the State's budget .ls supposed to 
be _placed back Into the programs by the new county funding. But the prospects In future years 

· are less clear. If the new funding· mechanisms allow revenues to grow at a faster rate than 
demand for services grow, programs for the elderly may have the resources to be Improved. But 
If the revenues only keep pace with growth In demand or, worse yet, are outstripped by the need 
for social programs, !HSS will continue to suffer the same Inadequacies .. This latter possibility Is 
real, given that revenues are .tied to the sales tax and the economy cu.rrently Is slumping. 

Recognizing the unpredictability of the future, the Legislature proteCted the State and the 
countles--but not necessarily the program recipients. Under realignment, the entitlement to !HSS 
ls suspended for 1992-93. and 1993·94. This means that even If an elderly person meets the 
ellglblllty requirements, they will not automatically receive !HSS service's lfstate and county funds 
are Insufficient to cover all demand· for the program. The. realignment legislation attempts to 
protect the most frail by requiring counties to only reduce. services on a case-by-case basis and 
then only If !fie recipient would not be lnstltutlonallzed as a result of the cuts. 

This restrlctlo'n actually may ser\ie to focus attent.lon on the underlying premise of IHSS and 
permit some assessment of whether the program works to meet Its Intent. Under the· Callfornla 
Welfare and lnstl!utlons Code (Section 12300), the Intent of the IHSS program Is to p1·ovlde 
supportive services to the aged, blind and disabled who are unable to perform the services 
themselves and who could not otherwise remain safely in their homes. The program meets two 
of five federal go~ls: preventing or remedying abuse and neglect, and preventing or reducing 
~ b ~ 
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_ lnapprop.rlat~ __ l~st!tutTo-nai _c~ffe-- b'y'°'f'ir_8v1i:i1rig c¢\i)m@"l~y:ba·s·ed_'~C:~-re;'- h1Jme:i:iaseid'~-car"i:1 -0r olfa_ 8-
forms of les_~~·~~~~:,1~~~:~r.!~~:;;~:;.::~.::;~; ~;:··;;'~'.'.:-:~:·~,~:,"·.·~-~~C-; ~,'.·;:~,~~~~'.~~~~.~;-~::~~~::_ ,;,~- ;;·,,~"~:.; · ;­

. · - _. ·. - A .tw~··1e1.~::rnou~~::~r~g~e~!'~"!s~c1:~-9~.f?r _P!l;S;~i?·'~-~~lii~ho_rr\·?-'c~-r~:'. It iff;ps)i_~h6ioglca11~r beaei· ~·~:c _ 
· _·for sof11eone.· to remain at_ ho~_e .. and. lt:1s•cheap13r;to ·provlde-,s~rvices··_at_ hom13~ffi~ii';to. -pay_ for _, :~: 

_ placement In long~term care fac1lltles. But the concept that ,most state-run,- at-home care :programs: 
,_ ,- .·are :cheaper Is thoroaghly disputed-by experts w.ho·'hav_e .written an article entitled ·"The.-Past and· 

Future bf Hom_e: and Communlty-B:ased Long-Terrri Care-."•1 After thorciughly. examining. data and. 
conclusions from 27 studies, the authors of this article concluded that at-home care Is only a cost: 
savings when•prowfi~s- are rlgor_ously·a11d narrowly targate_d __ to those people who are In Imminent 
danger of bi;ilrig :placecFlh:::a~l~ri:g''.~_e_".~~-?~if~e- t~-clll'.J.''.~~~'.-'-~'. ._ _,~-- -~c::~~:·~7~~~_: :-._:~~;:;~~~: ~-,~: _"__;:> ___ --~~;: 

.. 

Most programs, Including IHSS In California, do not practice such targeting. The State's 
program by statute speclflcally provides service If a person would be unsafe to remain at liome 
with no help--not the same standard as being In Imminent danger of being placed In a long-term 
care facility. And the program Is not always a cost savings for the State. The Department of 
Social Services says that IHSS recipients at the high en_d of hours usage cost $1,200 or $1,300 for 
!HSS and another $600 for their SSl/SSP grant. 42 Placement In a long-term care facility cc>·· · 
about $1,600. At the low end of usage, some critics contend that recipients may· be getl.. ._,' 
services (at a cost to the State) that they would manage without or that someone else would 
provide to them (at no cost to the State) If IHSS were not available. 

If IHSS were rigorously targeted and assessments were aimed at only giving services to 
those ·In danger of Institutionalization, then counties would have great dl!ilculty ln reducing services 
In the next two flscal. years without violating the legislative strictures that' are lnte_nded to prot.A

1 

anyone from being forced Into skilled nursing facllltles. Conversely, If counties easily find reciple,V 
who can stay at home without services,· either because someone else will pitch ln and provide them 
or because the person will simply get by wlt11out help, then the goals of IHSS may need to be 
re-examined .. 

Under the realignment leglslatlon, two requirements make such an examination likely and 
hold out the prospect for future state Innovations. The legislation requires the Health and Welfare 
Agency to establish a task force to recommend the p_roper role of IHSS \n the long-term care 
continuum and develop methods of coordinating and Improving the delivery of long-term c"re 
services. A report to the Legislature ls required by January 31, 1992. The leglslatlori also req, 's 
th_e Secretary of the Health and Welfare Agency to Investigate the feaslblllty of maximizing federal 
funds for IHSS under Medicaid waivers and optlo_nal programs. 

· Thus, while realignment may pose short-term problems for IHSS recipients If funding sources 
fall to grow at a rapid pace, the seeds for eventual program Improvement are also part of the 
package .. Re-examining the continuum of care to ensure that It flo1;Vs· s_moothly and Is accessible 
to the elderly may lead 'to dramatic Improvements In how the State deliver services. In addition, 
the emphasis on maximizing the use of federal programs and dollars may cause California to follow 
the lead of other states that have successfully tried Innovative approaches. . 

Recommendations 
r~~-:'~··-,~: ····:·~·~:~ 

.. i;~\;0 he Little Hoover Commission urges the State to take Immediate actions to -improve the In-
,,,;,;, Home Supportive Services program, to move more aggressively to Integrate the array ol 

secyices offered to the elderly and to rf!Onlt.?r closely the effects Of realignment_~ e 
Recommendation #1: The Governor and the Legislature· should ena7t 
legislation to requii-e each county to adopt one of _se~eral appr~a.ches that _will 
provide accountability, worker training and reliabl11ty in the lnd1v1dual Provider 

mode ol care. 622 
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' . ' 
The universal agreement that the fndfvldual Provider mode of care Is largely unregulated 

and unmonitored has not translated, unfortunately, Into any statewide rnct•·es 112r Improvement. 
Instead, fraff elderly fndfvlduals continue to be burdened with I.he responslbllltfes of _acting as an. 
employer. ~hangf11g,thfs,,system;-however1·.does not-have to- mea_n· choosfng-on!Y. one a~~~e_r_ t_o· .. ·-·- _ .... 
the. proble_f!l§_:-·on·: a·.- statewide·basfs;::'-Under·-the'"-phllos'oRhY00of''.county_-·reaflghme_nt~ • ~vhJch~. 9~\le ~-:·.: .:~· :;> 

· counties more .flscafJesponslbflfty·for·programs-lfke IHSS·, the·. State·· has:·pledged to'affqw counties .•. ·· ;. 
more latftude In. methods used• to';i'each· general' qtandards and goals. - lri llrie'.wlth this, tFseem~ -: - · : :-~''' 

.. - approprfate:;:to· a ff ow coun.tfes to:· pursue' a~hfgh-e'r _quality of catinl_sffig' wha_teitef'ciptlon 'best iits_ - . . -:;• ... 
. their needs.~--.. .- . ', . . - . ' ' . - . - . . .. - : . . : _.;' . - . - .. ·. - ·. : - - . . ' .. 

. < '~ .• - . -. . " - . . .. 
.-.. 

Those opirons sh?uld include, but n-ot ne:cessarily .be. rrrrirted to: . . : 
- .-.... ---.-·: ' ·-... . . "- . 

. . • . : . -~~ti~~~·~:;:":~'.?~i~f ~~$~~;,;·~~~.;;~~~i;~~~:;~%~~~-~~~f~~:'.d' a,~" .. ·~. " 
Greater allocation of resources for hiring ·county IHSS case workers. and reducing .J/ 
wo,rk loads to allow ample time for case management. 

* 

* The county creation of an 'Assisted Independent Provider" mode t.hat would provide i., 

* 

. lower level employees to screen care givers and track problems. '-

Counties' hiring of care givers directly and providing the supervision normally. 
expected of an employer . 

. ,. Increased costs deriving from these options may well be offset by the reduction of fraud 
and waste In provided services. In addition, Increased costs may be met by fulfilling 
Recommendation #4 below, which addresses. the desirability of forming programs that bring 
Callforr.ila more federal funds. 

- Recommendation #2: The Governor and the Legislature should enact 
.... legislatlon to encourage counties to place new non-severely impaired, low-hour 

.,. cases Into the Contract Care mode of service. 

For low-hour cases, the contract care agencies appear to provide a higher qualfty service 
for. a lower cost, In addition to holding out the promise of accountability that Is sorely racking In 
the present Independent Provider system. But advocates for the elderly and disabled have 
legitimate concerns about freedom of choice and holding agencies to high performance standards. 
Therefore, legislation should Include safeguards, such as requiring contract agencies to offer 
training and employment to relatives who want to become care providers. . 

In addition, the State should provide counties with model contracts that contain adequ'ate 
performance-based standards and contract enforcement mechanisms for handling recipient 
complaints, monitoring the qualfty of care, dealing with worke.r concerns. and accepting 
responslbflity for any actions taken by employees that adversely affect the recipient. 

Recommendation #3: The Governor and the Legislature should enact 
legislation to institute other IHSS Improvements ·and sei standards that wlll 
allow the program to work more smoothly ·and responsively. 

Procedurally, the IHSS program Is not user-friendly. The Department of Social Services and 
county welfare departments should be directed to provide full Information to recipients o>.nd their 
care providers, Including: 

* Brochures describing program limitations, restrictlon.s and rules . .. 
* Reasonable resources to provide answers for those with. more detafled questions or 

unique problems. . . 
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Errata 
., 

" -'~stance for those who wish t~ appea! ~-c1~1ons_ .. or.J!le-c_9mplglnt~·:="-=":.:c.:::··-- 9,·; 
_ · Careprovla:e;;.~'~§'.i[§-;~j1q~~)~~~~-~rl9~;;i~;~ ~~~~-:~~~-;.~h~ ;~~~plent'~,,h-~~rs- are red~ced -or other-_ .. 

changes . ·1n. ?tatus'-•'arif"'m-ad_et_o avoid. sltt.iatl~n.s _ _. wher~_)he .-~?.!J<.,e,i:i_ :.~t"Jil'«are.:;~of.::-any-cba~g~e).;---::<-'.:~;; 
contln.ues to work lon[;le!J1~~,~s,. th~!JJ_he.-,S_t_i:ite•Wrll "P~Y"for.':~J:~~1f!l,0g,_ ~tElorJard_s"sliould-be--set for -~-1 ' :'.:--

·workers. Flnatly, adecj'iiate hlimbers of-well-trained- social \vo~kers should be involved In IHSS to . 
- conduct: timely assessments; and respond° to probiems Immediately. __ · · · . - -_ _ .. 

.. . - . . - . -. - ~ -- . - . . 
"'.•• 

·· Rec6min&ni:lation #4:· -Tffe- seic~etary--oi-th~ He-~lth ~nd Welfar~ Agency should·· 
- mo_ve aggressively, .across departmental 'lines, to implement theJntegration--of-~-­

servlces o.utlined- i.~}_!2_~--G.a_IL_!_g_rJ!_\/:l.i.~Ja_te~PJarFon'"Ag'ij]Ji:'. a'ti"ii,'.''i~ the process, 
maximi~::~~~~-r~t:.~-~~:l'1~~~t._p~pg~arns.; -"''''' .;~..;;•,>-:;:;_;,,: .•. ,.. · -

Bureaucratic barriers have been successfully breached In other states where programs that 
meet the varied needs ·of the elderly at home have been put togethe_r using a variety of funding 
mechanisms. Yet In California, program restrictions and departmental turf appear to disrupt what 
should be a continuum of care for the elderly. 

·~ . . R~ceritly enacted reallgn~ent leglsfatlon requires a task force to explore the potential for 
delivering better long-term care and to examine creative ways of bringing more federal funding 
nto the State to cop'e with the problems of the elderly, Including the use of Medicaid waivers and 
optional programs. The ta~K__Jorce should begin Its study wlt_h a thorough review of the goals set 

<\i_. :~=t~sl,n the(~tate-~~l_an=:~n A~-~ and should look at examples of coordinated programs In other 

Recommendation #5: The Governor and the Legislatura should closely monitor 
the effe~t of county realignment on IHSS and other programs that protect the 
1rail elderly. 

Although realignment holds the potential for program improvements, It also may prove to 
be an avenue for reducing services that are vitally needed by a vulnerable elderly population. The 
State should be prepared to Implement a safety net program If realignment thre'i1tens the well· -
belng of those who rely on IHSS. 

Conclusion 

i*if ~ he Little Hoover Commission believes the State has a high degree of responsibility for the 
r~;:0 ;N;~~ welfare of !ts citizens that· does not diminish i_ust_ becau~e someone is near the end of ure . 

. b;i!,;.,x-.&\!;; Just as children should be protected by any caring society, the elderly should not be cast 
aside and left to suffer Indignities, neglect. or abuse. - -

Unfortunately, that Is the fate of many elderly ·Cltizer:is who never make connection with 
existing programs or who receive Inadequate service because of program flaws. The Commission 
has examlr:ied programs designed to. protect this vulnerable population and found that In many 
cases they are not working adequately. Therefore, the Commission urges the State to take 
Immediate action on recommendations ·contained in this re.port that are designed to Improve the -
level of care and restore dignity and safety to the elderly. · 
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Appendix A 

"''c' WITNESSES •AT COMMISSION ·HEARINGS·-QN··ELDER CARE 0 AT HOME'' -· ·· · · ·· · .,,,,_-.,,_;, 
'-·• •·-·-'·•••<:••••••••-• ·•-· ,• • ••••-,•"•-· : . ..:._...:.._, •. : __ •. : •• •• -,,, •• ;;,A_6,,_.'.;..:_,.. . ...••• ;-;,, ···--~:.~.~··-' __ ,:.;, •o••o•o••o• , •• .:.. ·- ·-· ' . .. . .. -. .,. ·•.. .. . . :· ' ... ·'··'.. · . .:. ~ 

:~·~::·'..:'.;-~ ... ~:::~~---""~'.'.,~:~';::;"~~~Hs:_'30T,~l;g?~:~~~-er •ca1~:: · >~ ~b,.2 . ·2s ~~··,~··.~:-·-: :: .... ~: .- --~:'..~:; _ 

· · .· Wesrside"Ce'nter)or H1dependenr-uvrnq::. (~?/~ ~: ;.Dep;rl;~~;<~ s~;;ar·;:~lces+,,~~- "" · : -:y-: c, .:. -~::! · ::: 
. ·:· ··... . ·... '' ... ,· 

. : · .. ~tan- .Gr~£:!nb.erg." _Ex~CIJ_ll_ve [)lr~ct?r.. . ... .. 
,., I . 

. Loren Suter: Deputy. Dlrecior: Adult and. 
· -Fam11y services· · ·· : . · •. · · · · : · _ 

'·' 

I 

. . 

: · Caiitornla Association of Homes for Aging 
. . _ . _ _ _ ·Gerald Rose, Progra·m. Manger, In-Home . 

Darrell ·Kelch,. Vice Presidei'~i"of- Publid"'Pollc'Y. -~':o?-.o:c"'""·suppoftlve'.'·s·errvlces'=-• ,-:e:::::'""'="""''' ''=''·"''·-~,. · 

Southern California Presbvter/an Homes 

Marc Herrera, Director of Hom.e Administration 

California Association for Health Services 
at Home. 
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. - ' . ,, - -. . ,":. .. ". '· .. ; . :. ·- .. ,.,_ ·-·: .. . LiTtLE·HOOVER COMMISSION FACT-SHEET·-·· ... - ,: · . -. ' . . . 

The Little.Hoover. Commissi~n, formally known ·as the- Commission on California 
Sfate Gaver.nment Orgahiiaticiri· ?na~:Economyf--i§''affe-independent-"'-state:watchdog- ---~~:;~.-.--."~;;; 
agency that was createa·in''1962.''The' Cbmmissioh's"mission is to investigate state · ... 
government operations and through reports and recommendations promote efficiency, 
economy and improved service. 

By statute, the Commission is a balanced bipartisan board composed of five citizen 
members ap.pointed by the Governor, four citizen members appointed by the 
Legislature, two Senators and two Assembly members . 

.. The Commission holds hearings once a month on topics that come to its attention 
from citizens, legislators and other sources. But the hearings are only a small part of 
a long and thorough process: 

* 

* 

t: 

t: 

* 

Two or three moriths of preliminary investigations and preparations come 
before a hearing is conducted. · 

Hearings are constructed in such a way to explore identified issues and raise 
new areas for investigation. 

Two to six months of intensive fieldwork is undertaken before a report, 
including findings and recommendations, is written, adopted and released. 

Legislation to implement recommendations is sponsored and lobbied 
through the legislative system. · 

New hearings are held and progress reports issued in the years following 
the initial report until the Commission's recommendations have been 
assimilated. 

'• 
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Additional copies of this publication may be purchased for $1.DD per copy from: 

Little Hoover Commission 
13629 Street, Suite 270 
Sacramento, CA 95614 
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BARSTOW - .. Some. so ·to so be abte·to find anyone to care for atthe;·bUieaucra'cy." . 
Barstow·.homemakers_ are· angry - their charges. . -. · · Naples says hers is a humble. 1ob . 

.... .. . ,. - _and warned. . .. '. · . .. . , "Nq~y is ·goirig to drive out lo and acce.pLS ll as_Lhat, citing bibt'ical 
.... -......... · Employees of Remedy Home and Newberry and into town for grocer- passages on humility, the washing of 
... ~ ... , . H_ealµi ·Care .Inc., a col'.lpany · that... ies and. back·-out_.to Newberry Spc-.c . .feet.: .- ,:......... ~ . .. : . · 

. proV1des servJ.ces to the d1sa~ted and ings," says· _Dorothea Tonseth, a · "We wash· bulls.·: sheSays. 
elderly ~der a· contract with San Newberry Springs worker who plans ·"That's real humility. 

'o 

Bern~rdino. County, these women to quit. "!don't mind that, bul I a'o ~.,·nd 
will fmd t.hetr wages slashed from an , . '" 
average of $5.38 an hour to a flat . S_he s probably right. It would be getting slapped in the face by [><'Opie 
~.72 on March l3. . ndic171ous to expect a~yone to buy (!egisla tors) getting pay raises." 
. But many, especially those who· g~soline ~nd not be retmbur,;ed· for The homemakers say the county 
support a family, are worried more etth~r thetr fuel or t1:iie. . knows they are dedicated and for 
because their benefits _ vacation Clients are womed too, an.d n~t- that reason silenlly expects many 
pay, sick leave health insurance ther t'.1e county nor Remedy has said will slay on at what the workers 
mileage and paid travel time _ will anything to· alleviate· that concern, consider "slave wages." 

·be eliminated. lh_e homemakers. charge;. Some They maybe right. 
'All because the county canceled clients fear t,hey w_1U be deprived of Mike Decker, who runs the pro-

the Remedy contract, opting to he.Ip they can t do without. · gram ior the county, says: "These 
employ the homemakers directly. . We .,have 5 om e desperate homemakers are fantastic people. 

The women joke about the situa- cheats, says Polly Fosler• a There are some real· caring home-
tion, but there is an undercurrent of Remedy employer. makers who will slay on." 
worry, concern not just for "We have some very nice clients," In Barstow those who ~lay will do 
themselves but for the people they adds Glenda Sherrick, a co-worker. it for their clients, for their friends, 
serve. · Therein 'lies the tragedy: The for people they have come Lo care 

"I'm gonna quit," one :worker homemakers care about the people for. · 
.. _fr~,m Newberry Springs says. they serve. . "You're not doing· it far the caun-
. Don't worry. I'll come out to take But they aren't supposed to. In ty," Naples said. . 
care afyou," another quips. fact, they are told ta limit their con- "I have got some clients who I 

.B_oth lau1¥1, then the first grows tact with the clients; They are even couldn't quit, if (the county) couldn't 
.serious saymg: "But I do want you advised not ta talk lo them. pay me," Workman says. 
to take care of ... " and she.names a Shirley Workman, who has been They admit their cause seems 
client. "That's been worrying me." with the program only since Sep- hopeless and 'they aren 'L sure they 

The women worry about the kind tember, says, "I've been called in candoanythingaboutil. 
of care their friends might receive if four times and told I'm not a social But, Workman •ays "we lhink t.he 
they quit. And some, especially those worker." She laughs. . people of Barstow need lo know." 
whose clients live in ouUying areas "You don't.have these people and And the countv needs lo know what 

. such as . Newberry Springs and not learn to love them," says Grace Barstow thinks.· 
Tron.a, are worried the county won't Naples, another Remedy worker. 1-800-472·8597. First District 

J J 
"We've got them spoiled rotten" Supervisqr John Jo)·ner would Jove 

u ie Merrell is lhe Desert Workmansays. ' 
D . 'ch to hear from you. 

Jspa. managinge.ditor. The homemakers' anger is aimed 
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Service for home-bound· senior?, 
disabled employin,g 950 people. 
lly PAmlcK McGllEEvY · ·ur.n.' 
Tbe Dally ltcport Fare said a less-c.xpensive pn:igram 

in which indiviilual home-bcWld resl-
SAN IlE!lNARDINO -Tue C1lW1ly denl'I can· conlrai:t one-lo-One with 

is canceling a · 19 million ccnlrnd l>Jusdteeper:i will be allowed to·con-: 
providing bol!Sekeepcrs for home- wme.. ' . ' . . • 
bound senior citizens and disabled · . j'li!houC the termination, both ldrnb. 
persons, de.spite. warnings by wiion · of: housekeeping ser.vices wauJd be 
olficials that 950 people could be put Jeopardized .. 
out of work..· . 0 Allhough Utls acUon may incon-

An emoUoOal croWd of 80 home- vcnlence some of the pi-agrnm1s ei-
m.akers was on hand Monday ID see isling caseload who have .reli"1:1 on 
county superviS<lrs. serve 60-day nn- · U1e eont:ract mode of service deUv­
Uce of the cancelJaUon of a cant.met · ery; no clients will lose services 35 a 
with Remedy Home lleallh care Inc.. result of this eontract termination," 

James Fare, the adm.inlstrator of f..lre told sul"'rvisors. 
the callnty's Hwnan Services Agency, ·'buTenUy J,600 senior ciUzens nnd 
said Uie acUan was oniued by U1e tlU.."lbled people rec.e.ive housekeeping . 
·slate alter higber-lhan-=pecled ac- sen-ices Utcough U1e contract with 
Livily in U1e program Uinatened lo · R=iedy Inc.. and I, too have indlvldu-
increase the approved $16 ntillion al contrac~. . . 
budget for U1e program ID IZl mil- ~·are prediclcd .Uie 3.(-0<! curronlly 

e· 

tiJ ©M$te:'rl%®,t ~r1ITT1 g 
being served lhrough Remedy Inc. ': quality:wc provided." 
will m:elve service on an Individual- . · Fantiliial resident Joan Gro!l.• wn" 
cuntrad basis u:slng Uie money savetl . ·: lypiCal1!!0i Uiase!irnaklng ernoUonal 
by lhe eontract termination ... An addi-. ··appeals" lo the supervisors.. .01oking 
lional $1.2 mllllon will be saved· : back. tears, .Gross S.id sl1e ,..., a 
beside.!. .,;. ' wldow .raiSing a son ·who has b.en 

Because the 950 people employed· : prnuil: to earn ·her living "" a holLSe­
by flemedy rcccive hen1U1 lnSurance, ·.: . , keeper. :..•· . · ... · 
vacation pay, retirement berieli~ am! :.<.·. "Why·· are ·you 'Liking our dignity 
hJgher pay, U1e cust lo U1e cOwlly o!: ,'aw?y?/''askcd Oui.s,llarrou, anoU1er 
the llnnedy contract ranges from .. : J1uu.se_k~per. · · 
fl..371H!f-hour to $ll.DZ..por-hour, Fare .;· Supefvisor Jon Mikels of ·!Uncho 
said. · ." · · ~-cu~amonga said. he Wlder;slood U1e-

ln co~parison, lhe CC'Wlly pays .3n • ·cum:ern'o( lhe '!orkers, hawevcr·u1ey 
average o( }{.OJ per bJur lo ·house-- • mus~ ·undersland U1e caunty's finiin-
keepers conl.nlcted wiU1 Individually , '.;cial predicament. · 
by home-bowid residenl1,.he said. . ·: "One ,of ,u1c. Uiing• U1ese service 

. But liausekcepers an1. oUiclals of : providers Jiavc to undcrsl.1nd is not 
lhe United OilmesUc Workeni' local : onl)'.• is •there a .financial Impact on 

: i.Ulion said U1e quality of hoineinak!ng ·YDU; Uu:re'S· a nnancial Unpact on U1e 
services will suHer iI workers lose 'counly/!.Mikels s.•id. · 
'their benefits and lake a_lD percent . · ... Supervistir llarbara 1-Uortlan s."'"iid 
.cul !n pay.. · _.· U1:iJ during .~e 60-d:-iy period bt:fore 

"I'll qui~" said Mona Cortez o!. U1e coplract's cancellaUon lho county 
Onl;irio. "We're nat goihg lo go back ·SI.a([ c~n· w.ork la .sof.len lhe ·lmpacl of 

: lo Pan hour. Tiie dlenl! :ire going lo . Uie. cJ.1ange on Uie housekeepers who 
lose. beca>L<I! U1ey were, lLSed lll-.lhe . •had. worked (or Remedy Inc. 

. .. . 

.. ·. 

··~. 
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··· countYfia·0:9~1s:dont~?¢t1 · 
d ra·vvs_ housekee p~r_s_' ire.·. 
. &{n' ~~1£~L*~5:1,:3:?·~~~~~~~f~~~yl~~;~ -...... 
contract provld!ug housekeeper:i for 'home-bound Remedy contract range> lnlm $7..31-pcr·hour to 
senJoc cllizl!M and disabled pe=t>.:1, de.spite warn- ;:3.1!2-per~our Fan said. . 
Ing' by unlon·.ot'1cla.b Lb.al 950 people could oo put In cowp:iri;,,n, the county pays an average ol 
out ot.work. · · - · ;-1.0l per hour· to ho=k .. pers contro'cW with 

An emotional crowd o! 80 bomemal:ers wn.s on ·Jnd.Jvidually by bDIJJe-bound res.Iden!.!, he said. 
hand:Monday to'""" collllty supervU<lr:i -"'CV• liG-day But bou,,ekeepen and 'o!:flc:IW of the United 
notice..ol the cancellation o( a contract with Ramedy Domestic Workers' locnl union said the quality o( 
Hoene Health Caro Inc. bomemUlng aerv1..., will ouHer U workers lose 

. Jam.., Fe.re, the ad!nlnl.rtrator of the coimty'3 the.Ir belle.fits and Wee a 30 percent cut tn pay. 
Human Service:i Agency, aald. the action w.., "I'll quit," said ,Maaa.~.QU)nta(lo, "We're 

·ordered by_ the- at.ate aiter high~ not gotng to go bacl:-lo ;:i an hour. The cueilts are 
activ:lty· lti th~ progrnrii lbre.alened to Increase the going lo,looe OecnU-"" they w""' used to the quality. 
approved 116;.llillllon budget for the jlrogrnm to ;2l we provided." ' . 
mllilon. ·· · . . Fontana resident Joan Gross was typical or those 

. . : Faro saldi'a l~ve program ln whkb roaklng emo~ollll.! appcal.:i to the superviS<lrs. Chok· 
tndlv!dual home-bound r..,ident.l can contract one- Ing back tear:!, Gr= ..aid ohe was a widow raising 
to-one.with housekeepers will oo allowed to coatln- n son Md bas be-on proud to earn ber living "-" a 
ue. .. bou.>ekeeper. 

Wllhout thet,,rmlnation, both kind!! o! housekeep'.- "Wby'are you taking our dl='ty away?," asked 
lng •ei:vi= would be jeopar&r;ed . "'" 

II A.l~1iJ..ig'h tt~ .:ictic;u. rz.A'j !:1::c.:i•-Cii1c.n\:U' s....-.z;:::r~~- -Otr..s B.arrna1 s.nnth£!r Mu.'\ek!?eper. 
the program'! elirtlng cn.seload who have relied on Supervl,,ar Jon Mlkw ol Rancho Cucamonga 
the contract.mode of service delivery, no cllenl'I will ..Ud· be under:rtl>o:l the concern of tho wori<ers.How'. 
lose ·•ervk"-'·;iu 8 ruJ!t of tbl.o cocll'acl lertnln.n- . ever they must un.d~d the county's !lnanct..,J 
lion.\; re.re ttild supervl3or3. , .. · preilcl!.DleaC 

.. , CW:rently ~ 3,600 senior clt:ize!l!! Md dJ.l.abled · "One O[ the thing!! these service prov!dOT'3 have 
people recel~o housek .. plng services throuih the to undcntand Ls not only Ls there a financial Impact 
contract wltll.'Remedy Inc. a.ad 1,{-00 bave lnd.lvldual on you, there'• a financial Impact on the county," 
contract:.. • ·- . Ml.i:et. :iald. 

Fare pred.lcted the l,SOO currently being oerved Supervt.or Barbarn Rlonian ...Jd that during the 
lhrough Remedy Inc. will receive -O<ll'v!ce on an 60-day period befo~ tho coctnu:t'• cancellation the 
lnd.lv!dual-<:ontract basl-1 U!lng the money saved by county staff .. r:an work to .iattert the Impact of the 
the contract 1.ermlnation. An add.ltioiul U.2 mJ.11.lon' cha(ige .cuf tho ho~eepe..., who bad worked for 
will be saved bes!de.:i. Remedy lJ!c. . 

· .. ·"'". 
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of homemrare Workers face. deep·. ·pay· cut 
jy BILL ROGERS 
;un Stall Wriler ,-

SAN BERNARDINO - _R•presen_ta· 
lves of so.me 950 workers who provide 

10me care for frail elderly and disab~ed 
1eople h1ondny protested a cost-cutun_g 
ction that would drastically ~educe .their_ 
1ay and possibly Jeave some without Jobs. 

While ca!lliig for a search !or alterna­
ive solutions, lhe county Boa.i:-d of Super· 
isers concluded a. state directive left. Jt 

0 choice but to cancel 1ts contract with 

State- orders county to trim cost of p_ rogram for frail, disable_ d_ ·from· ~~~1&;,ng'~a,j~10~~11ncJudlng a dJs. 
. · pz:opo_ruoru,it_~ly•Ja,~g-~ number o! elderly 

been.ordered by the state Department o! and disabl~<,!1;whojneedoo 1ull-time care. 
Social Services becau:e o! a~ml~f.es that · 1 

: Glentla'.'lR.!pndeiJiJh_ ~p'okesin·oman fot 
expenses tor the en_ Ure progr_ .. •. m,,'.i,would !.he .Unl~ flpmesti"''· l/rkers union, said 

Remedy Home and Health Care Inc., 
V.·lticll supervises the workers. The con­
tract will end March 13. 

Tue expected result is that about 3,600 
elderly and disabled people will have to 
bire their own hOmemaker aides. The 
state-paid aides, like those now hired di­
re<tly by another 1,400 people requiring 
care. would receive Lhe $3.72 per-' hour 
minimum w~ge with •irtually no bene-

fits. Remedy's current package illcludes 
salaries ranging from $4.77 to ;8 an hour 
and liberal benefits. 

Representatives ol the Remedy rirm 
and Its workers said the contract termi­
nation also would reduce the quality of 
care. 

James Fare, dii-ector of the county's 
PubUL SociaJ Services Depilrtmeo t... said 
termination al the Remedy contract has 

. . -... -··· . ' -··-·' ~ ---· ..... -·~-----., e .. 
... -... . .,,.· .. ~ .. ::.~-""'I<''~··:-·' --"'~ ... ,.-~or:• ··~ ·- _,~. ' . ....~·~~·; •.. 
._...;...,~,--,·---.·-<°''' ___________ ,_,,.,_~,, __ ,_, ' , • '",, '• '''" 

·~·· '• . .. . . ... . .......... -- -- _, ... . . . . . ~ ,·, - .. 

·. tJ>e clients !the elder! land d!sabled) >re 
reach nearly ;21 million thJs,:fiscal year. the ones·.''!'ho ai-e·goliig ta be In Jeopardy" 
The original cost esUmate w.iS $16..5 mil· be":'IJSe, mmy a_re unable to arrange ror 
lion, including a ;600,000 coumy·cost th_e1r care O!' tn meee'accaunting require­

_share. - · Tii;!J'; ~[ , _· ments _for\l;r,\";clvmglstli!i compensaUon 

Far• ~'d tb· 1·n""""ed cot~s_tsf! !'..i now for their ~!.c\"5-:;l,i~' J.'• flfi i · · 
..... "'<1.4 .. - ._.._. • Another u,µ1on' repr:esentative Ken 

estimated at ;IB.3 million even i! ·the ·?r~e-~~i..f1d Remed}r W:otkers .. ba;e got-
Remedy cootract ends - ha-;e, 1 ri~ult~d . : {~'.~! :;-"!~d~= 1 _;•.\ See CARE/S2 

··!~ :flJl!1 ' · : : " . \1~A : !Jj\\ f·,· ;•~~·.fl: :1! ·'. 

Cm.±.e'::j Cutbac~ jJ;';:p1aruied 
'f I 1 . . ·-~···q llj :I __ , ._ :1,,~: -... 

. _ ...... , _._.,. ····· 
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Letter From ·The Editor 
By Julie. Merrell . __ ._ __ : 

W!h.ut · W@a!Iu@I57J?~f!iiiio® rrfhtfifitfi/'12 

. . -·;. ... . . -

BARSTOW - Ironically Ronald provlderpili:n. · andP.tiltravel'llme. 
Reagan's state mny bit• U10 hnnd For m8.iiy yoars, the state bas · When tho contracl ends, the low 
thatonceledhlmaagovernor. looked lorlwaya lo end the cootrncl who stay on will be pald"$3.72 an 

Reagan's ronner cook, 1:now 90 system~ ~- . hour
1 
J>:Crlod. Na benefits. 

yenre old and !lvlng in Barstow, Three yeare ago the at.le went eo And ~use 80 meny ·are expected 
needs help to stay In her own homo far riB. la send audllore lo evaluate to qult, services to ellenl.s will truf£er, 
ond out of a nursing homo. the county' a program, Deckereald. Decker conc"eded, but ho hopes only 

But recently the stato dlrectod Snn Bul"lbe audits proved though tho tempornrlly. 
i I Bernardino Couiily to terminate Jta cost .per hour for Remedy workers. San Bernardino County'• program 

contract with Remedy Homo and was ,hlghe~ thna the hourly cost of hes beea successful, he clolmed, 
Hen Ith Care Inc., a company that !adlvldUoJ ·. providers, the former becauao .·the county has providea 
provides services. to elderly.and dis· ·prn.vld!"1'1'!1cke~l\nd better service. regularly scheduled mnndnlory. 
obied people In their homes.. · so: the s.tate baci<ed <l!awn. UntU training Sllmlnare. 

I u Son IBdernl ardinod CJ.~btyledbaa[nheloed now. ,. . Thal aupervislon will continue and 
ic e ery an .. ~a lhls Aecord!Jig to ~ker, the ayetem once now emplo•ees µa hired and 

manner elnce 1!173, since Reagon hasprlcedltselloutotbuslness. ' h 
was our governor. '!'bat year the Remedy ,workers cost about $tl.B8 trained, qunUty care will resume, e 
county began Projeet:lllro, a pro- nri hour, wblle.aldes emrtoyed di· said. O 
gram nlmed ol employing able rectly ciistthe progremjus $4.03, k b 
workern 60 and alder. This ye'nr Remedy' a contract Well~ rm sorry Mr. Dec -er, . ut 

Over tho yea re the county has. used would cost:$2o.s mllllon. But 90 per- that doesn't make much oense to me. 
two syatems to provide aervices to cent of the mono~cames from the First nf aU, many of the workere 
elderly and. disabled clients. Most o! state· and the 8 · s allooated currently employed hnve worked !or 
the workers are employed by a con-. just •i6.5 mllllon. ~ h,eare. Tbey are experienced and 
tractor hired by .. the county to pro- The county bogged !Or more, oiler- oy core. 
vlde servic..,. The current cantrad- Ing. lo meet tho atato par( woy by II Illes• people q~t1 ond who wUI 
tor Is Romody, : . . 1. cutting services to same lesa needy blomo them, !l will '4.<0 years to br· 

But mare dllflcult-to-care-Cor 'clients. . Ing servico.baok to the existing level. 
cllenta aro usually helped. by Ind!· The.stale said OK. Well, aort or. i'.nd I doubt. !he county will find 
vlduol workers. Tho clients hire the The state reaIJr.ed this was tho open- many dedicated, cnrlng workere at 
workere, then thest.otepaye them, lng lt,hnd ~n Jocking tor. It agrtied the proposed wage. 

Now lho ·state hns pressured the to supply enough money to pny Ind!· Something also bothers me. The 
county ln!o tarmlnotlng Its contract vldual provldere, e!fecUvcly kllllng · program was set "f, In 1!173 to help 
wlthRemedy,el!ecUveMarchi3, tho contract. · olrlor workere find obs. But by cut-

Mlke Decker, the deputy director . By.I.be wey, the elate said, cutting ting· wages and ollmlnollng atl­
of county Publlc Social~ and services· ta any o! tho program's lmportaol benefits it seems the 
one o\ tfie cDntract prDgriµi;i•~ O"rga.· ·clle.nta wns'9utot,lhe question. county hn.s managed lo ellrnlnele the 
nhers 1 sold county auperViSore had SO po Ja~. 6 the supervisore voted very people it sol out to help - older 
no chctce. .' to teiinlnate Relriedy1s conlre.ct. workers. , · - · 

He oald tho ata,te has long opposed Woi:kers : will not be fired, the And perheps thnl ts the biggest 
San Bernardino~ unlque .contrnc\ counfy say! but acknowlodges 60 lo lronyolall. 
method of supplymg services, charg- 70percent Will quit. · 
Ing It W c.ostJler than the irldependent Under .Remedy' a conlrnct, Next week: the nCCecled worken 

. w ... ki:;11 earn ff,77 to $6 an hour, h•vethelraay. 
Julie Morrell is managing e<litcr paid Slok loaw, {iii.ld vocaUan, health 

orthe Desert Dlspa tch. ' · . and dental Insurance, paid mtleage . '"'"'·,,...,, ots,,.<ch 

.''· 
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Homo-oOro worker SybU Turnor 111 !ho VucoJpo moblto homo ol fro Sw1nlord. 

;Cuts may lead to less home-.care 
. By CDNHle RUTH 

Sun Slofl Wrlldr 

YUCAIPA - Sybll Turner 
movru: .11.round the mnhlll! homo 

· ' wllh lho 11peod 11nd dotormlmtllon 
' oC 11 woman h11!! her n111•. A 11.klllnl 
• 11b::tlm on !ho slovo, Thll vncuum ill 
' running. And In tho !moll llvln,q 
: roo_m, n man 1111.1 In on c111y choir, 

a v11gu1111rnllo on hi.! Inca. 
. Turner, 78, b ono of 000 work· 

. ~7a,W?~111r.r~j~~~1:°.~~ d11~:uf~ 
, poo11l11 In S.lln B11rnnr1l1110 Cnuuty 
· under tho rcdtirally m1111datctl In· 
' Jlomo Support8ervlocii program. 
· Bcc11u110 ot lho prngram - e&­

Lohll!bod ln Calllornl11 In 1973 -

r:;f.1~,~~~ ~~~~!~~rro~.woi~; 
nblo to romaln ln tholr home:s. 
• But under 1 atate dlr1.oeUve ta 

~~!r~r~7r~~r~,~~;.:h0o0 c;:~l{ 
• cnocollld ll.s conlnol with Rotno­

dy Hilma 1ind. Hctllh Caro loc., 
which handles tho payroll nnd 
hlrc:i:, UtCl amt tr1lns lho bomo­
cnra workom. 

Couu(y olUol11b 111.y tbo ba11rd'a 
ocllon won'' tillmlnoln tho pro­
gram, bul ll wl11 rcsull In pay cuu 
forwllrltcn who decldu 10 u111y, 

w~;· ~r :1~ r~~ b~?~~~'l,';.t~~ ~r !~~ n~ 
lY Suporvlsor. Barluu·u lllord:in. 
"Wo nro nol tillmln11Uni; r;crvlc:c&1 
wo'ro stmrity cbllDglng ll10 modo 
of conlraclln g, '' 

lllorllnn a.aid tho Kinta l.1 rlml• 
lni:: th11.t tho bomo-c:iro 11rn1tr11.111s 
11.ro bctomlng too co:slly. 8ho antd 

, tho bo;rd 111 revlowlnR w1ym lo 
lrlm program Cll!IU, ona oC wb\ch 
mny be 1 re-.n.ppraWi.I flf tho num. 
tw.r or hnnra ond dily11 that cnro Is 
(lrnvldrtl ror cort.nht lm.llvhluols, 

.. 

" The loyal, dedicated ones will stay. But 
there 'II be those who can 'I afford to take a 
pay p111 and meet their living expenses, 

" Mike Decker, deputy director of county social services 
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·:B f·~lfu .,:_-@J~ @® ~ gwt a [TU «il CID a1l mi® f . · 1~ r 111H .. · - I Jr ~ 
· [; By ANDREW HORAN. keeping - and in some cases, 
• fj The I)'3'.iiy'Report : . : minor physical therapy-to. 3!600 
· i· ; 1liiiUl\idi!1;'.f : , · · ~ ·. ·. · dls~'ble~ .residents and eligible 

hour, and lose medical benefits 
and travel·reimbursemenl 

At least two homemakers at 
the -Ontario meeting said they 
could not afford to stay· in the 
program. 

: ! 1l .:SeJ¥
1
9f', ettiz~ns wh_o ~epend oo a ·sew,or citizens.. 

, • l1i sta,~Ji( unty-fnnded ·house- · '.fhat shortfall - caused by "Iii !<Elpingf 'am•could:be endan- ·static funding levels for a grow-
d ~- · · 'mpromiseforged to ing;I client population - would 
I~ sii' grilnl; -United .Do- . have foreed the ~ounty to aban-
i:J m \Y,~rkers ... unioiJ,_ officials donfthe program m March, Bou! 

·l·i warn : .. ,i;sday.··.· :- , ··and,Hllltaldthegroup; _ 
'f;J 1li'j'fl;i!\re,'s : r<1: guararit~e !h•t . Itjstead, county and s~te offi­
;'1 i)!;~~l~~lli~ be a ·cutback Ill cbent cial8 f'!"ged a com~ro~e that 
! i ~.·'!f'~.~~;fj 1-!'.•t could lea .. ve se~or '"!i.~1lll bruig $2.6 million lI1 ertra 
! I cflli.eos' 'Wlthout housekeeping. lifunds ta allow the county to 
, I services, charged ·Judy Shahan, ij con!fnue the service through· 
! i UDW third vk~_president. - ;j,!Jnly, when new legislation to 

· · u1 can't survive on $3.72 and no 
medical," said Sandra Campas of 
Montclair. 

"It would just pay for my baby 
sitter, that's it," she said. 

"What's going to happen when 
a homemaker quits and a client 
i.a left without. Services?" she 
asked.· 

Baul and Hill said the county ls 
working through non·proflt agen­
cies to find homemakers willing 
to work at the new rate. 

· ·· SJ:ahan ~ ~ · ~ne of . a do~ .ii: reform the program 1s expected. 
se~.1or. c1tize~s'. and. ·domestic.:!;: . . ~ exchange~ the county mi:st 
workers who· gathered at ·the ;·:cancel a $9 million contract with 
Grove Apartmeuls: in Ontario ta ,1,Remedl' Home Health Ca"!' Inc._ 
hear state and ,county: officials c. to proVJde·the in-home services. 
explain why the_sii_bsidiz~d house- That will force the program's,..-~,~-··, , _ ,,, 

. keeping service ts m·penl. . ·clients to find "intllvidual provi' ~~:o.•' ~-. :0 . , • ., 

Bill_ Hill; ,field representative to ders" of housekeeping services. ·" · 
state Sen. Ruben. S; Ayala, D- The county then 1l'ill pay the 
Chino, and Betsy Boal, 'field rep- workers. 
resentative to 4lli· district CJunty But union afflda!s, worried · 
Supervisor. Larry Walker, 'were that the program will destroy · 
qwck to answer Shahan:: · . their 9:i!l-member organization · 

11

Jf we don't take· aclion1 in . warn that their members will nol 
. March there's not going to be any· ·participate in the individual-prov· 

'm'ice; perlodi" BouFsaid. Ider program. -

•

'be couc"ty .faces a '$"4 million Under tbe compi"omise, .e-
:lfall in the sta~iilandated · makers will take a pay cut to 

. ogram th~t ·prnv!d~.S house- $3.72 an hour, from $4.Tl to $5 per 

! 

,0 



.. •'' 

~~~!€~.~~1:~~:~~ . 
. ~,A.te.centI.Y;oa-ve"i"Y' djstui 

· 'tlt:le 'ap:i:i'eared ln' the ·naws.·:c -.- . 
·cebi..l.ng a .drastic: 'budget-cut. tor· 

· .. the more.than 900 San B_ernardlno 
"County Homemakers: ·These work:-'. 
ers have served 3,000 d1sabled and 
elderly persons since 1_973. · 

On March 18 of this year, Coun-.. 
tY:!=Homenfakers ... wlU.<:reclil-ve~$ 
Jesi(ner h-oilt'~receiv.e;n.Qitemun• _ 
efatl6n' for operatffig the!f~carnii"'"""~''""""'"'"' 
the line of their duties, nar will 
the benefits af health insurance 
be offered. This means that these 
workers wllJ·receive only $3.72 per 
hour and no mare. 

In the past, a County Home­
maker's jab has been to give the 
elderly and the disabled the help­
ing hand much· needed for them 
~o remain Jn the stable, famillar 
environment of their own homes. 
Otherwise, many of the home­
bound and bedridden would have 
.been placed ·In nursing homes, or 
have gone without proper atten­
tion. Each client, no· matter the 
disabilities, received such services 
'as general home cleanups, at least 
one prepared· meal per day If 
needed, and for the more serious­
ly disabled, hygenk care ff ft were 
required. 

The effect. of the budget cuts 
seem to spell disaster for the 
Homemaker. and the elderly. At 

· the current cost.of llving, it looks 
iffipossible for a worker to operate 
:a car and.find adequate health ln­
.surance on $3.72 per hour. Many 
people will seek better pay aut of 
their own needs. This wlll mean 
that fewer Homemakers must try 
to serve the same number of cll­
ents. The quality of cai:e that has 
been offered the old for 13 years· 
in this 'county will certainly de­
·Ciine. Many may have to seek a 
·place in facilfties for the· aging. 
And as any can readily discover 
for himself, most hospitals and re-

. tirement. homes are filled to ca­
pacity, 

What happens to the old and 
·the d1sabled is up to us, the young­
er or 'more able citizens of this 
county. The elderly have the right 
to finish their lives in some degree 
of dignity. 

I feel that concerned persons 
should take time to write a short 
pote to the offices o( the San Ber- o 

nardino County Department of So-
cial Services•in their town, ar send 
a letter to the editors of their local 
newspapers. It could divert what 
seems like a great injustice to thr 
those who have glven us so much 
- the elderly. · 

RALPH EMBREY 

• 
.. · . -·· · . . : 

. ·. '·. 

'i 

640 

.. ..t=: 



~·· 

:• -Q·W' 

;; ! 

····:· . 

. .. . .. 

; . 

' .. 



·- :·: . ~·:. . . '· 

~· . 
., .. 

', 
.--. ··: ·- -·· ... ; 

-. 

642 



: ~ ' 
. . . ' . . . 

··.:-
-~-. .-' -

·-. ':.:.,: ·,'-· 

:···· 

-· · ... ; 
.. ···. ·--- .. . ·:· ... 

'o 

643 EXHIBIT 22 



;· ... · 

. ::·· .·.: . . -: .·. . .. . , . ~ 

·o 
"o 

644 

aw::. WWWlll 

. ·'' 

.. ::· ... · 

., 

-

··: , 

LS1& 

r& • 



. I · .... 

t: .::~~-~·. 
' ., ~ I ' ...... --....... ------ ·~-­, .. -··-t 

I I. 

I··· ATTACHMENT I 

. 
:. -· 

•"!"• .• 

-::~ -·-·----·-
. ':<::. _·,.· .;.L.:°" JOHN'· K-/.N AH: DE KAMP. .. 

. :··---·~>···-···--··,_;_Attorney· General .. 

'·. 
•. . ... 

JULY 23,. 1985 
... ..~ ·- ·.:·.:::...=:;°£~.:.-.•.. · .. _ .. ·. , . 

. .... :· .. :..:;___,..::..·.,.·; . 

RODNEY 0. LILYQUIST 
···Deputy Attorney General 

. . . 

--------r-------------------------------------------------~-

THE HOllORABLE 
·CAL I F 0 RN I A AS SE MB L Y , 
following question: 

RICHARD E. FLOYD, 
has requested .ci-n 

MEMBER 
opinion 

OF 
on 

THE 
the 

Where an i n·- home s up po r"t 1-v e s er v i c es . pro gr cl m a i d 
recipient hires and supervises tile domestic services worker, 
is the worker also the "employee" .of the .state· and/or county 
for p u r po s e.s of u ri em p l o y men t i n s u ran c e , di s ab i l i ty 
insurance, collective barguin1ng; level of comper1sution, 
health .insurance, sick . leave, vucatfon. leave, holioay 
benefits, pension and ·retirement benefits, cr~dit union 
membership, and payroll deductions and payments covering 
social security., federal and state incor_ne taxes, and other 
voluntary .designations? 

CONCLUSION 

Where an in-home· supportive services program aid 
recipient hires and supervises the domestic setvices worker, 
the worker is accorded the same treatment us a state 
"employee" for some b·ut not all purposes. For purposes of 
withholding· federal and ·state income taxes, social securicy 
and , where a pp l i cab l e , re ti rem en t con tr i but i on s , the s. ta t e 
must compute arid make these deductions in the ·wages owing 
the worker. ·For purposes of u.nemployment and di sabi 1 i ty 
insurance. the worker is covered as the employee of the aid 
recipient. The a1d recipient 1s contribu~ions .to the 
unemployment insurance progr,1m must be m<l.de by the state, 
1 he. a i d rec i p i en t ., s · ob 1 i g ·at i on • to · co 1 l e ct . the . worker ' s 
contributions to ·the disability insurance program must be 
performed by the state, For purp.0ses of retirement, pension, 
and he<llth benefits, the worker is covered only if his or 

"' 'o 

'o 
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her particular work sttuation - qualifies for coverage. under 
the Pu.blic Employees' Ret1rement Law~ For pur·poses of 

'" -·.-.:. _ "m.ember_s_h.ip -iJl,._employ_ee 1=red1 t unions, 1 the by_-laws· of the 
; =··~ ·--·~:rn:9t\ifdu~a.L"Ccr·eai.t'::::un1.o·_n.,.,:j")uld g.o.vern 

1 
the r1.ght- of each 

. · :-:::,~·~ _,. ;:" ·w·of(!'!.r.- - to::~· join·. - - - Fo.r· ·~:pu.rposes of: voluntary · payro.11 
.,: __ ·~~~--:."_ ~. '.ded_t.i_c_t_i_on_s;.' __ the··· w_o_rkers· are not i.ncli.lde.d "1 n ·the .Lini form 

./: :·" . ._, .. :~. ".'s.ta-te'_:p,a)i·r.ci1'1;:,,sy'-S:tein;and for this'., r'eascirt 'are' n.ot ent'itled.·to. 
· · · :. · "th·e . . ~e ne f .i is oo f. tti·e· vo·ll.m ta'ry -d.e i:! ~ dt(o ri ·sys tern·-- a dm{n fsterecr · · 

... ,. . _.: .. :-by .. th.e;· Stateo.c.on:crolJer. _ .·. for_'-·.purp'.ose_s ---of: colle'ctive-
._ . - 'bO:rgalnfng; bece<use· the-workers a:reno·t members' of''thei 'state·: 

_civil-service sy.stem, there is no coverage.under _the State. 
• : 1 

- Em~loyer-Employee Relations Act~ As the· counties are 
_:-= 'si·gn-ifi-cantr'.i:~fi'ivo1ye·d- 'in - the day~to-d:ay aam1nistration of· 

··- ;-,:···. ·t·h·e·-1n•Home· Supportiv·e. Service·s- Pro.gra·m, .. the· workers would 

·o 

be deemed employees of the counties for purposes of 
collective bargaining under the Meyers-Milias-Bro~n-Act. 

ANALYSIS 

_ In Bonnette v. California Health and Welfare Aqency 
(9th Cir •. 1983) .704 F.2d l4o5, .1468-1470, the Ninth ·circuit 
ruled that in-home support1ve services (IHSS) ·workers were 

. t he "em p 1 o ye es " o f the · s tat e a n d co u n ti e s for p u r· pose s of 
the minimum wage provisions oy the Fa~r Labor Standards Act 
(29 u.s.c. §§ 201-~19). 

In In-Home Supportive Services v. Worker·s' Comp. 
Appeals Bd. (1984} 152 Cal.App.JO 720, 725-741, the Court of ,..,.. 
Appeal .ruletl ·that IHSS workers were the "employees" of the VllJJI 
state for purposes of workers'. compensation coverage (Lab, 
Code,§§ 3351-3352). 

The question presented for resolution 1s whether 
these workers are· the "employees'' .of the state and/or 
counties f~r various other purposes: unemployment insurance, 
disability insurance, collective bargaining, level : of 
compensation, health insurance, sick leave, vacation leave, 
ho 11 c1 a y be n e f i ts , pen s i o n a n d re ti.rem e n t be n e f i ts , . c red 1 t 
union membership, social security, federal and state income 
tax withholding, and voluntary payroll deductions. We 
conclude that the answer depends upon the application of the 
law in each particular situation. 

Preliminarily, we note that the·IHSS program {Welf. 
& Ins'!:. Code; §§.1230D-i2314)1/ is designed to provide 
a i s ab 1 e d, bl ; n ct·, and aged pub 1 f'c ass 1 stance aid rec i· pie n '!: s 
with oomes'l:ic services, nonmedical personal services, 
tr a n s po r ta ti o n , a n d s u p er v i s i on , w i th o u t w hi c .h the y c o·u 1 c1 

1. All unidentified section ref.erences prior 
footnote· three are to '!:he Welfare and lnstitu'l:ions Code, 

to 
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not safely rem a·;(~ i n the i r home s • ( See "-§ § 12 3 0 ci ; 12 3 0 4 ; 
l n - Home s u p p or t i v·e Se~!.! v • Work e r s ' Com ~P ea 1 s B d • , _ 
supra, 152 Cal.App .• 3d 720, 725; County or~ramento. -v.- · 
State of California (l9B2)n, 134 · CaJ.App.Jd; 428, 430-431'.; ,,: , .. -, 
C1·t, and county ot San Frari-c1sco-_:_ _ __-__ ._v-.- .:.,._,State. of Cal 1 fornia . · 

... 119 8) 87 .cal.App~Jd .. 959,· 9.6TT·or~"i'ski1l ¥:"'.' ~~ t1_9rrr-rcr __ - .. :~,:,:; . 
. __ '-Cal;App;3d - '622, 624;, __ Bonne-tte ...... v._,·_CalLfornia-Healthanct:. _ . 
. . O~ e l fare_ . Age n c y ;.: j uyr a·~-_ 7 .o 4 .r, 2 d __ 1.- ~6 s •_: 14 5? ; .. _ 5 6 .. Ops.~ c a.1 ~·A t''t-y,--, ; .... _.,0 ~=:.-~,.c- -"'-'' 

-. lien,. 341 ·-341-.34 _ 197.3).). . · _ ._-: ... · ·;· --, _ .. --' .. . ..-, ·-
- . . '.. . ' .. - . - .. . . .. ' . . .. : .; - . : . '- ' . . . ·'' ' . -

. ._ ," :. :.· :, " 'r:he _- p''ri:ig ra ~: is" a'd'm 1 ~-i {terect' by.- -~h·e- :co't.i 'ri-t 1 e.s: Li nC!er' <.: - -" 
the-·sup-ervision o.f the state.in compliance.with federal law. - -
(See .. §§' 1239J.~J •. 1_?]02; _In-Home Sup£.Or_!i-ve Services v. 

_ w o r k er s ' ·come" :":<A'p e·e·a l s==sd'_;:-•, '.- sup r a ; -15 2 c.a· l • A'p~p • 3'(! 7 2 o , · 7 2 5 , _ 
·'72"9-/Jl;C o u n ty· o·r · Sacramento v • ·St ate. of Ca 1 1 for n i a .• · supra , 
134 Cal.Ap·p.3cl 428, 4-3T-433:-City~_;.f_9Urlty or San 
Francisco v. State of California, supra, 87 Cal .App.Jc 
959, 96!-953;· Driskill v. \foods,~~· 70 Cal.App.3d 622, 
624; Bonnette v. California Health arid Welfare Agency, 
supra, ?04 F.Zd. 1465, 1457-146B.)l/ 

The counties are authorized to implement the 
P. r o gram i .n three. d 1 ff ere ri t way s : by LI s i n g the i r own Ci v i l 
service or merit system employees to provide the services, 
by contracting out to ,private an~ ·public agencies for the· 
ser~i·ces, and by having the aicl recipient hire and supervise 
the - worker. _(See §§ 12302, 12302.2;. In-Home Supportive 
Services v. Horkers' Comp. Ap_z.::.als Ba., supra, 152 Cal.App. 
3 d 7 2 U , 7 2 5 , 7 3 D '- 7 3 l ;· o·r i s k 11 1 v , \Io o cl s , sup r a , 7 D Ca l. App . 
3d 622, 625, 627; Bonriette v.·Cilliforn1a Health and Welfare 
A~en~y. supr~. 704· F,2d 1465, 1467.) 

It is the third method of implementing the program 
- which is the subject matter of this opinion. Although the 

a i d rec i p i en ts have v.a r i o us resp.on s i bi l i ti es i n the hi r i n g 
and supervising .of the workers under this method, it has 
been judicially determined that the state and/or counties 
(l)' pay the. workers directly through a state payrolling 
system, (2) control the rate and method of payment, (3) 
maintaJn the employment records, .(4) exercise considerable 

2. Although ·both state and co'unty funds are used for 
the program, ''[t]h~ brunt of the burden in furnishing these 
soc 1 al s er v i c e s re s ts :o ri the fed er a 1 government. " ( .£.i..!1.2~ 
County of San Franc 1 s c £ v , l_! ate · of Ca 1 i for n i a , ~~, . 8 7 
Cal.App.3a 959, 963; see rTI3o6; In-Home Supportive 
S e r v ~ v • \I o r k e r s ' C o m P...:. A p p e a 1 s B d • , s u p r il • l 5 2 C a 1. A p p • 
3d 720, 725; County of Sacr.i\menl!oo- v. State of Ca.lifornia, 
s up r a , l 3 4 Ca l • A p p • 3 a 4 2 8 , '4JT.:"4 3 3 ; urTS1lll v • Woo a s , 
s up r a , · 7 0 · Ca 1. App . 3 d 6. 2 2 , 6 2 4 .: Bonnette v . Ca 1 i for n i a 
He a l th a n d II e l fa re A q en £:t., sup r a , 7 o-;r-r:-2 d 14 6 5 , 14 6 7 . ) 
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control· over :the structur_e and conditions of employment, (5) 
· de term 1 n ek",t he .c~ rn o. u:n t ~. ~Jl d0,;,r.1_a, _t ~re o _f,""~.h e .. s er vi c es re q u.i red. by_ 
th~ recipi.ent,.~ .. (6)~.,_mak.e.: the~ f.1.n.aJ, ae.teJ:mination .of· the -e 
n u fll be i"· . o_t::-:n·o:u·r--s:~iro b e"-:-::w 0 r...:ke ci":,,,.ti"n d :-ta"s.-k·s.. to-.:b.e~--p er f 0 r.-m ea· ' .:(~7). . ~- ' - .: , 

. . • t.1'-• - ·. l· ->..-:!i .. J.'· t -· -·-'~ ..... • •• ~ .... _, .. ,. .,, - .. . . J 

. deter..m_in~-~1t.~¥Ftyp~,s 9£~~~rvices:,~-to· -.be,,.~pr,ci~v,ided~·· the; ser:.v-i-c·e '·"'' ., -
· c1 e .l 1.v e r y .. _fTl.(;!J!"h.,:9SI ic:i:.~n c1:_,. t _h e_c~:O_ u.m.b ·~!:: .o.L .. hour s -: p e r. . s.e r v ·i. c.e -_ p e. r'" '., ,,.:·, ,= _, ., ::i · 

.. , 

- we_ek ,,_:,: (.~:L:.-0:..=fnter;.v'.ene·""·:.CW!}e,,n: ... prob.-l:ems;-;:;--arl.se>:::e~bet.we·en:.~ "thfV ;.., _, ~ .--·· . 
. . ' .. rec i·p re nt.:~'~a_nd.--~t'h"e ·~;~ 0 r_ker'; :_(gJ" iia:-v e: p e rfod (c ~-a:·n ii ·.s.i g iiJ:f.i=c ant. -, . - .. .. - .,,. 

involvem.ent in.·sup.ervising the·· w6rker.'s .j_d!T.--perfo·r.mance,-· .. · .. 
-( 1 O ) ·. : ti i. re . a n a •· J i re .. the . --w o r k e'r -·:VI h e n • t h.-ei -: , a. i d . · re. c. i p.1.e n t .. i s : :• · -· . · 

u_ nab le t'o do so , · ( 11 ) ex er c i" s e di re· c t h i r i rig and_ f i ·r; n g ·· · · · · · 
control· wh.en. they .discern. that the· work· 1s not· beirig 
p e·r for med"" :+n=.'.;; a_c c.a,r.,d a.n c:ec.-.::;:.w i th~ the. as.s e s~s_me n"t~ q_t,, ·n e e.d:. . ( 1 2 L. ___ ,_ 

·have sub;s0tant,1 al:;-;P:0~1e.r:;,\o.v.e.r~ .the-... :emplo.y-rne.nt,-.reJ a.ti o.n.shi p. by .. : __ . _ 
virtue of their control over the purse - strihgs, (13) 
exercise considerable control over the nature and structur~ 
of the employment rela"tionship, and (i4) have compl.ete 
economic control over the employment relationship. (ln-Home 
Supportive Services v. l"iorke~_fomp. ~eals Bd., supra, 
152 Cal.App.3cJ. 720, 730-731; Bonnette v. California 
H e il 1 i h a n cJ. W e 1 f a r e A q ~i'.. , s u p r a , 7 u 4 F • ~ 1 4 6 s , 14 7 o • 

. We know of no significant changes in the lHSS 
program that would render· inap.plicable the above. judicial 
findings macJ.e in In-Home Supp.ortive- se·rvices and Bonnette. 
AacJ.itionally, while the usual· test of an empTOyment 
relationship {the extent of direction and control) would 
normally .be jl question. of fact to be determined 1n each a 
p a r t i c u 1 a r c a s e , w e r e c ? g n i z e t h a t " i ii p u bhl _; c 1 a w c :i ~ e s

1 
_ .. 

uniformity of decision is i.mportant, and were essen.t1a 
facts are not in conflic"t the question. of the legal 
re 1at1 on s ·a r i s i n g there fro rn is a question of l il w. " ( Sad du E! . 
v. California Emp. Stab; Com. (1955)· 130 Cal.App.2d 304, 
311; see Isenberci v, C.al'"l"T"O"rnia Emp. Stab. Com. [1947) 30 
C a 1 • 2 d 3 4 , . 4 l ; . ll em i s v • P e op l e ( l 9 5 2 ) l O ~ C ~f;-A p p • 2 d 2 5 3 , 
269.) 

We thus examine the various statutory schemes 
relating to the issues presented in light of the fact~ found 
i n 1 n - Home S u pp or t i ~-s e r v i c e s a n d Bo n n e t t e • I n s o do i n g ·, 
we must necessarily focus upon the intent OT the Legislature 
and purpose of the specific· legislation being analyzed. 
( S e e L a e n g v • · W o r k rn e n '- s C o m p • A .E.P e a l s B d • ( 1 9 7 2 l 6 C a l • 3 d 
771~ 778, .fn. 7; Adcock v. Board of Administration (1979) 93 
Cal.App.Jct 399, 404; 3[ Ops.CaLAtty.Gen. l':l4, 196' (1958).) 

' . . 

1. Unemployment Insurance 

Among the definitions of "emP.loyee" .for_ purposes of 
unemployment. insurance coverage 1!: [a]ny 'nd1vidual who, 
under the usual common law rules applica.ble in determining 

·o 
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t he em p 1 o y e r - em p 1 o y e e re 1 il ti an s h i p , h il s th e s -ta tu s o f a n 
e mp 1 o y e e , "_.:2cu ·n em p- ,~:.,-1 n s ; code., §', 5 21 , sub d • ( b ) • l 3 / · 

~- ._ ---~ ·- ·=·· .- ~ ... ;. '.!'. •. ·---~·. • ·, :'.•. ·:: •.. •. ._. ·• • • ··--.:·-. .:_·.-·:-··· ..... ---~: •. -;· 
...r·:~....:.:"i::;";:':""' >.:I" l" '-1·..;,c···-. ' """I I'" r""" ~ ~- ..:- • ... ··~- t • '\.. ..,...........,... 1 ·~ ··~:,.. ,.. ., .. - - ·• ; 

· · -. .ttle~7PrJ'.n2Te:._1 e:::;-te-st-'- -to b e, , a.p p .Li e Cl , al th. o u.g h_ s e v.e r a 1 _ - ·> . ,,. 
.s econda r{ 'factors:. ma,_y'"".b'e;":con s i-d·e·r.ecF,·.:e-"Ts.:. whethe ("the .--per 5 on·. - ~ .. 
t-o ·whom . .s:er.vtc:e:~-ts· rendered,,-has·.:·.:the.~ .. r,i-g'ht~t-ci-.--cqri_tr-oT-·the .-.· . :_ · .:- · 

• -· _·- manner. • a1nd' '' me a OS''"'""!':f: · a C'C•Om pl 1-s·hin•g ':=:"t he,-'--ir·e S ul~t\~,--d:e's--fr_ed~-·1"'~---:~·-:--:-~".'.~ 
· - ( T 1 e be Llf.. :y~- ··Urie me 1-o y m·e n t I i.-s; .App~~ : Bd ; · :·(·19-7.0-J:\. 2_ ·_Cal·•} (j:: 9 !I: 3 -; > -, : : : -_ 

_ . · 9 4 6 .; . s e e ·. I s e nb e r i . Y. , ca T 1 .f.£ r n i ·a i:. m p • _: S tab • ~~- ~.!1..!:..!, _ 3 0 ' - -
-· Cal.'2d_J4-.;·39; s·1,1dduth·v;_californhi··Emp;:'stab"·~·-com_:,:; supr-a, .· .·.-

·130 Cal.App.2d 304, TILl 
- - -

. . _ _. M ofe o v-~'r ;~: .i. f .. ·ci n-~ ·----1-~ -:-a~~:· -e ni ploie~~"fof'"-~p~uF1Fosce .. s,-: '6 f ' - . -· 
W 0 r K e r 5 I --:COinp e n S ~ 'fl Q n -·· C 0 V e r a 9 e j~ ·-· H [ i ] t ' C a· n n 0 t S e r 1 0 i.J S 1 Y b e . 
contended that one is not engaged in 'employmeni:' 
within the meaning ••• of the California Unemployment 
Insurance ·Aci::" (Isenberrl. v. California Em.E.. Stab·. Com;,· 
supra , 3 O Ca 1. 2 d 3 4 , 3 8 • ) ----- - -

Applying the above definitions and principles~ une 
-could conclude that the state or county would be "an" 
employer of an lHSS worker hired and ·s~pervised by 'the aid 

,;{:rec i p i e ,n t. - As found i n I n - Home Su· pp or ti v e Se r v i c es and 
: , __ ; .B a n n e t t e , t h e s t a t.?. a n _d c o u n t i e s h a ~ e · s u b staiitTa'la 1 r e c t 1 o n 
·--·.'·and control pver t:he manner and means by which the work is· 

performed. 

The specific provisions of section 683, however, 
... : re q u 1 re cons i de rat 1 on.: 

~----,.;..., 

... 
·' 

"'Employer' also _means any e~p,oying uni't 
which employs individuals to perf6rm domestic 
service comprising in-home supportive services 
under Article 7 (commencing with Section 12300), 
Ch apter 3 , · Part 3, Div 1 s 1 on 9 of the He 1 fa r·e and 
Institutions Code and pay's- wages in cash of one 
thousand· dollars ($1,000) or more for such service 
during any calendar quarter in the calendar year or 
the preceding calendar year, and is one of the 
following: 

" ( a ) T h e .!:..!.:£..1.E.~ .2.f. ~ s e r v i c e s ..!.. .if. lli 
state .2..!:. ~ty makes ·£.!:. provides for .9...l.!.!:.£2:. 
payment to a .P.!..9,:Vider chosen by the recipient or ta 
~ reciPl'ent ~--such ·service.! for~ purchase 01' 
·services, subjec't to the provisions of Section 
12·302.2 .of the Welfare and Institutions Code. 

3 •. All unidentified section. references hereafter prior 
to footnote four ure to the Unemployment Insurance Code_. 
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"(b) The· individual or entity w1th whom a 
collntf''~'·ca .. n'trac·ts···"to'.;.:-.iirovfde- ·in··,;.home supportive 

s ~·. r v~~~~1-;~~.~.:_·~ ;;~~-.~·:· .;:;.,· :. ~- ··:~~-:;-~~~~~~~~-.;·_ ·- ~ ;_ ~~: ~ · =::~~ ,__'·~." 0~=~. ~ c :: ,_. :~ ~-~~ . • Q) 
. . . :. •'I.·.r.tvc'T'§"EAn y''"~c ci'u'n't'1' ··wii 1~c-h'·~~h~1"r=e s ::::: a'.nC!- ·~:a·i'r'e:c:t::.s : '.;-2· 5:~ -., 

·· .. ; n- h;-0~1J'.e~c'..'. $-tip P O'f ttv'eS:- jJ e r'SO n:n•e~l (Ffn'"''tciC C Q.r.d a TIC e' C 0 W i ·{ti ._· 0 c,-~;-.".° : :· 
. . .·.: e .. s: tab'cff:~ .he~~- "co u n:fl.~'cfV'Tl :~: s·eYV.'i c e :r•Fre~q.u'fl•ein e_n ts:··=.o.r_ ::_·= •. '':::-·~:~· 

... · ... merit system -·requiremen.ts for· thos'e· ,·cou]lti·es· rio.t "·.· .. -
.· ...... :.h,avfng civi.1 s:ervtc2 syst~ms." ( l'\,a.1.ics :aclded~.-). ' ·.' · . 

. . . . . . . "-~~~·s th.:e·. f:a~~ t~~·t.-t~e ~e·~;·s··,·a~u;~:~a~ .s·~·eci··~ic~-lly 
i n cl u d ~ d __ 1:-._h,.e_~J_ H ~ S . 11 id rec i pie n t a_s . an emp 1 o ye r of :the I HS s 
worker· pr-e-cTU-d'e--·a-~fin•'d'fii-'g;;'"ttFa"t"' the·~--state or~C:ci·uiity"i s ·.also•:;,.. 
an ·e mp 1 oye'r' fo f:~··p LiYp a·s·e s · ·o f-"Cfnerrip'l oyme nt i n•s u ranee -~o v-e rage?·-, . 
In l!!.:Home Supportive ~~rvic~1· the court examined the 
1egislat1ve history of .the relevant sta.tutes and concluded 
'that such specific inclusion df. one employment relutionship 
did not require tl1e .exclusion of other general ones. (In­
H 0 me s u E.E. 0 rt i v e s er v; c e 1 v . w 0 r k er. s Comp . App ea 1 s s d . I supra. 
I 5 2 Ca 1 • App . 3 d 7 2 0 , 7 3 4 - 7 3 8 ::i----'lh ere , however , the court w a s 
d ea 1 i n g w i th · an a r e·a o f l a ·11 ( workers ' comp ens a t 1 on ) th a t 
recognized the concept of 11 dual 11 or "joint" employments--· 

·one employee ·'.vith two or more employers. (Id. at pp. 732-
733.) The same concept was 'ttie basis oT the , Bonnette 

. d e c i s i o n d e a 1 i n g w i t h th e · F a 1 r- . L a b o r S ta n d a r d s A c t • 
(Bonnett~ v. California Health and· Welfare Ageny, supra, 704 · 
F.2d 1465, 14bSl-l4/D. 

' . 
Here, on the other hand, the ·concept of dua1 

employments is not to be found in the ar~a of unemployment 
i n s u r a n c e coverage • ( Compare § § 9 2 6 , 9 7 6 , 1,2 5 l , 1 2 5 2 w i th 
Lab. Code, §§ 3351, 3352; see B. P. Schulberg Prod. v. 
Ca 1. Em p • Com • ( 1 9 4 4 ) 6 5 Ca 1. App • 2 d BIT:-r-s i n c e sec ti on 5 8 3 
expressly defines a recipient of in-home supportive services 
as. the "employer" for purposes of computing ·une.mployment 
benefits, such designation excludes consideration of the 
state or a county as the employer under the unemployment 
insur11nce statutory scheme. 

He thus conclude .that the IHSS workers in quest{on 
are the employees of only the lHSS aid recipients for 
purpose~ of unemployment insurance coverage, tlevertheless, 
p u r s u a n t t o w e 1 f a r e a· n d I n s t { t u t i o n s C o d e s e c t i o n_ l 2 ~ O 2 • 2 , 
the State Department of Social Services has an obl1gat1on to 
assure that each l HS S <ii d - rec i'p i en t' s duties under the 
unemployment insurance laws are m~t. S~ction 12302.2 
provides in part: 

" ( a ) I f the s ta t'e o r • _a co u n t y ma k e s or 
provides for direct payment to a provider. chosen· by 
a recipient or to the recipi~nt for the purchase of 
; n-home support1 ve services, the department sha 11 
perform or as.sure·the performance of all rights, 
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duties and 0~{1gations of the rec1ptent relating to 
such--- serv1 ces- as requl r~d · for purp_qses. of 
unernpJ'oyrnenot" comp-e"r1sa tiO-ft I u"rieinpl.oymen t • -·-· 
C 0 IO p e n S a t 1 0 n· 9 i S a b i 1 i t Y . . _ b ~ n_e f i __ t S , _ . _ WOT k e· r S 1 

_ 

comp en sa ifon·;~~"-fe'.derar::; a~nct ··: s ta t·e' ·r-nc·orne.: tax, "·:a·n ( ··-~. _- ,__,-, _~ ... _ ,,-
federal ==·o:Jcd- u ·g·e:>s·u·r.v rv.o rs ;·'a n·d-'"ctfs a-b fl 1 ty .in sT1 ra ii ce .. 

-_ ~ e.n_:! .~ :): ~~:;;\\ec-:- ~~,_,~~:~:L,c~;'=-. ,-, ~- ·:~ ~~::;:, ,::~::2~1 ·,::;·-_· ·~'>:'~. ~~ .. -, ::· , ':. ''. · -- . ~ 
-· 2'_;· .. 'Dfsab'il.ftY'·Ir'i.surari'c~':· >··- ·· .. _._- .. , ·-· .. 

: .... ' . · .. : .. . · 
' .- . . . ' . . . . . ' . . ... ,' . '~ . '. . ... ~ . ' .... ~--.. . .- ... ·. ' . :. . . . . .... 
o·ur"tinalysis.' o.f' what ·constitutes ·an employment-

.. 

·relationship for ·purpo?es: of· ·unempJoyment insurance. ·is.· -
equally applicable to di'sability_insurance.-~.·:(See ,§ ___ 2602 .• )__ ___ - __ 
.Sections 685 and_._2606--;5. e·xpress1i·destgna-te.· the IHSS a.id· 
. r e c f p j e n t .. a s'· : -th e ' -- em p 1 oy e r "fo r- -~ pi.i r p 0 s e s 0 f ··--a { s a: b f i i t y 
insurance. Under Welfa.re and Institutions Code section 
12202.2, the State Department of Soc.ial Services has the 
responsibility· to perform or assure performance of the IHSS 
aid. recipient's obligation to collect the IKSS worker's 
disabiltty contribution. 

3, Collec.!.:!_.!'._~-~~rgainfng, Level-of Compensatf9_'.!, 
S i c k L e a v e , V a c a t i o n , a n d H o l 1 d !L~£ n e f j, !~ 

Hhile th~ concept that I_HSS. workers may have m·ore. 
than one "empl_oyer" appears appropriate for purposes. of some 
l~ws, it would se~m inappropriate and unwo~kable for 
purposes of collective bargaining under Ca11fojnia 
statut.es. 

Under the Meyers-Mi 11 as-Brown-Act (.Gov.. ·Code, 
§§· 3500-3510) ,4/ local gov.ernmerits such as counties may 
e.nter into collective bargaining agreements with their 
e~ployees concerning ''wages,. hours, and other terms and 

·.conditions of employment'' {§ 3505)·, 

Under the State Employer - Employee Relations Act 
(§§ 3512-3524), the state may en"ter into collective 
bargaining agreements wfth its employees conc~rning "wages, 
hours, and other terms and conditions of employment'' 
(§ 3512). . 

Just as the word "wage_s" in these statutes 
contemplates the determination of -the level of compensation, 
the wor4s ''other. terms and ·conditions of ~mployment'' therein 
include si~k leave, vacation, and ·holiday benefits for 
employees covered by collective bargaining agreements, 

4. All unidentified section references hereafter are to 
the Government Code. 
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It is c.lear. that the IHSS workers woul"d not meet 
_the d_efini.tJon .. ,of sta_te,.employees.,.fo.r_p_urposes.·of collective 
bargaining~_,S}fl_f,~=:-c~th'eY are· not ··"civfl servi~e" ein.ployee·s A 
(§ 3513, subd. (clr .. ~/·· • 

. . , .. · · .. _ u.n.~e.:r~ . .':~:-.t~~'°"F~dl~~ 9.;i ~~ifff~n-~··"~(9}~-- .t_ci-~fiJt_:_~1,T_P~)'/e'e s~." 
howev.-er;· c:o..v-eqa·g.e.:.-..i.s, br:o.a,dly, aut~or1.:ze~d-:...f:o.r"" those,_einployed" 
by tne"co1,1r1ty.'··.(see-§ 3_5bt, ,subd· •. ,(Ci")'.~):~:rn anaiyff"ng': .. th(s::_ . 
.st(tu:tor.y.···provision,:.~he· Court· of· Appeal recen:tly "<1pplied·. 
·the·'primary·"ri-ght.' af.·co:nt-rol'-'·. tes.t;.·as·.w.en .·as .-co-n.s:i.:der!i!d' 
t h e. u s u a 1 ~ e c o n d a r y fa c to r s re g a rd e d a s re 1 e v a n t . ( s e r v i c e 
Employees. lnternat. Union.: .. v. Superior.Court· (1982) 137 
Ca 1. App. 3d-::::--320·.-):--~~T-he.,, cour:t" look:ed:0· a.t •. =whl:cJJ...,=pq._r.~ty.,"-h_ad. _ thE! 
rig ft"t ··to h_i re'· S LI p-erv i Se 1 : pr.omo t:e ",-_di:~.c-ip 1.,i_,ne} ·,and,,d i,sch-~ rg e· ..... 
the employees, as well as which party set an"!fj:iaid the 
salaries, the nature of the services, and the belief of .the 
parties.· (~., at pp. 324-325.) 

We believe that the Service Employees case su~ports 
the conclusion that the IHSS"Workers are county employees 
for purposes of collective· bargaining. The counties control 
the rate and method of payment, determine the amount and. 
nature of the services required by trte .recipient, and are 
significantly involved in supervising the worker's job 
p e r f or ma n c e , Ou r c o n c 1 u s i o n · 1 s s u p ·P or t e d by " the s tr o n g 
policy in ·california favoring· peaceful resolution of 
employment disputes by means of irbitration" (Fire FiQhters 
Union v. City of Val.lejo (1974) 12 Cal.3d 608, 622) aiid .A 
allows for the salutary goals'. of the collective bargaining 9 
process (see§ 3SOO; International Orotherhood of Electrical 

·workers v. City of Gridley (1983) 34 Cal.3d 191, t'.01; 
G]enc!afe City Employees' Assn., Inc. v. Ci'ty of Glendale 
(1975) 15 Ca1.3d 328-:- 336; Chula Vis'ta POTTce Ofticers-" 
Assn. v. ~ (1980) 107 Cal.App.3d 242, 247-248) to be me~ 

Consequently, for purposes 
bargaining, we cnnclude that 'the IHSS 

of collective 
workers may be 

considered the employees of the counties. 

4. Pension and Retirement Genefi!_! 

Under the County Employees' 
(§§ 31450-31895), counties provide 

Retirement Law of 1937 
pension and retirement 

·.s e c t i o n 3 1 4 6 9 d e f i n e s benefits 'to their employees • .§/ 

5. To obtain state civi1 service status, one 
comply with the elaborate requirements of the State· 
Service Act (§§ 18500-1~798) as"administered by· ~he 
Personnel Beare!. 

must 
Civil 
Sta ti:: 

6. Special statutory sc~emes cover peace officers and 
firefighters. (§§ 31900-~30~0.) 
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"employee" in a n"umber 'of ways;·-·--none- of which .wo.uld be 
a p p l i c a b l e to I H S S w o r k e r s ; ;_ - --e - -u ~de r .--L~~~-~~ir~; ~;~.~~~~, i:c~::~-:~~,p~~~;;~':~~s I '"-•c··~~~·::r;·~~'~ ~ t La W': ·"~"' • ·_ 

( § § Z 0 0 0 0- 215 0 Q)';''_'.JJ\-e""~s'{{te p-f"ov-fd es :p·e'.n s i•o.no :and' .r-~ t-i re Ill~ n t - _ -.• -_ 
be ri e f ; ts_ to tJs :=:'·e~~n p ,-oye-e"s :';'°"" a·:~·:.•·c o- u n't"y;· may . ~also -; ·e 1 e c t: . : t6; 0 . ,~ :_ ,: -

·-participate in'·!~--ft{{s· ··sys"te·m·_ a~ a -"contracting agency:.'':.: For· - -
-\_purposes of the legi:slativ·e_ s·cheme,·-'.'..emplqyee" is de.finecl. in __ , · 

part as···•[a}ny.persori:-in- the e·mp.loy·ofthe-S,.ta-t:e'~.aii~.'"Jalny :·-·· ·--
-- . ·. ··.- - ::p·erson 'in- the-employ'_ oJ-):nY:·-co_ntr.icttng agency.''.· - (_§, 20012 .• .) ·. __ ,; _ -. 

. . . . . ', · ....... : _ _. .. , .· -:· .. ··---·~ ·.· ·.·.·::··· .. · .. •";.:·: ..... :.·· • .. .---~ .. 

___ - I~n~_Adcock_ .v., Boar~_of:Adml!!is_!rati~!l· ~~· 93 
Ca 1. App. 3d-- · 399', _ -- 4Q.4, - - ·the ·--Co ur tc"--,- of._~- Ap pea 1:~-:::f_e ce n :t] y 
interpreted· the p_rovi'si6-ns ·of~"- s·ect..i-on"'·;,_zo·o.12,:~,·no_ti__ng" ·"_t~_e 
we l 1 - e s ta b 1 ; s h e .d r u l e th a i: p e n s i o ri 1 e g- i s 1 a ti on s ho u ld b e · .. --- -
liberally construed, resolving all ambigl.lities in favor of 
the applicant." (See Gorman v. Cranston (1966) 64 Cal .2d 
A 4 l , 4 4 4 ; A d a m s v . C 1 t y o f i·I o d e s to1T9Co ) 5 3 C a 1 • 2 d 8 3 3 , 
840; Our.ham v. City of Berkef.~_(1970) 7 Ca1._App.3d 508, 
513,) Nonethe1ess, it r:uled against tile applicant, 
primarily 'because the stute paid only a de minimis portion 
o f hi s s a 1 a r y and 1 n ck e d s i g n i f i can t con tr o·l over h 1 m. 
Here, on the other hand, the- IHSS worker,s·are paid en'tirely 
b'y s'.t a t e \'/a r r a n t I Pe r f 0 r ffi S

0 

e r V i Co'! S 0 n be h a 1 f 0 f th e S t U t e i ;, 
a s-tate pr-ogram, and are sub.]ect tn strict c_ontrol by - the 
state and counties. 

lie are informed thut 35 counties have contracted 
with the Public Employees Retirement System. In these 
cou_~t~es, the eligib1lity of IHSS workers for retirement 
benefits would not be .dependen.t upon ~1hether they a~e county 
or .~ .. tate employees. Whatev.er their status," eligibility for 
retJrement benefits would be governed by the Public 
Em p T-0 y e e s R e t i r e m e n t L a w • W f t h r e s p_ e c t t o t h o s e c o u n t i e s 
that ure not. ·members of. the Public ·E'mployc.es Retirement 
System and which, because of the narrow definition of 
''employee" in section 31469, cannot include lHS~ Morkers in 

. their retirement systems, we beljeve that under the liberal 
constru.ction demanded of section 20012, such IHSS workers 
may be considered the employees of the state for purpo~es of 
the ~ension_ and retirement provisions of the Public 
Employees' Reti-rement Law. 

However, not al 1 employee-s of the state (or of 
contracting agencies) are aut6matically entitled to 
participate in the Publi~ Employees Retir~merit Sjstem. 
Part-time employees are excluded under the p·rovisions O·f 
sect.ion 20334: 

"An employee serving on a- part-t·ime _basis is. 
excluded from this system unless: 
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"(a) .1:1 .. ~.-or she ·fs a member.at_t·;,·~:~tfme he or 

s he r ~!~rJ.i~:;:~~:!f ; :~~~t~: ?;e ::,;-; e s ·, :,·, i c ;~ f o r 8· 
at 1 ea st _an a vef9g~. ·qt -2.~· h.o~t~--~·-"'l;it:.i;c.~ '· or ... .r.equtre s. 
s er. v 1 f. ~': ."ff -~-L~ h -l.s ___ :~q~U_i:V a·te ~;t_"'t.,.cr~·a t ~· 1 e(f §. :t~ ~·~·' ~ '! ~ta.g·_~ ! .. · :;;:;;;: . :: .;·.:.- C. '' 

· of . 2 O".''h''o-u·r-~f· ·a ''We~ k{''.'J'a n d." hi°.''cfr" 's·h e''~'fs' ::n 6 t'!;~xc fu d e·i:f ~··:._ '~ '"·' . . o.:.·~ 
· p u r s u a ii t to Se c :t 1 Ci n: 2 o 3· 3 6 • · .· · , · . · · · -· : .::: -- '· · " · 

. . . ·. . . . . . ·.• ·. . . . ·. . . . ··.:·· 
... ii (c.i ... H·~, ~r- she i's.· ~ .. ·:me·rnb·e·r -of·. the. Bo·ard ·.of ..... · · 

Pri·son Terms', the State Personnel Board,' or the· Air . 
· Resou,_r:.ce.s..::•.Board''--a:n.d.~.e,1-ectsc.. .... to become •... a .... -memb.er of · 

th f s s Y;; }.~ m·:::-P u r;; y- ~-11~1: ~'}? =-~§~~tS~fi;~?~~f9:~"°"~~ -"~-~ ... :·;,:-~-~,. :·'"~:· .• : 
" (Cl ) He or she i s p'a rt i c i pat i n g i n · part i a 1 

service retirement, pursuant to Article 1.7 
(commencing with Section 19996.30) of Chapter 7 .of 
.Par~2.6. 

" ( e ) 
provision 
part-time 

He or she 
of the board 
employees." 

is included by specific 
relating to the exclusion of 

Section 20336 exc,ludes from coverage employees v1ho, in the 
opinion of the Public Employees Retirement Board, work on a 
"seasonal, limitea-term, on-call,· emergency, inter.mittent, 
substitute, or other irregular basis" unless one bf the 
following conditions is met: · 

. "(a) The appointment or 'employment contract 
fixes a term of· full-time, continuous employment in 
excess of six months or, if a term is not fixed,' 
full-time emplo~ment continues for longer than six 

·months, in whith case membership shall be effective 
not later than the firs't day of· the seventh month 
of employment. 

.. 

"(b) The person is employed in one of 'the 
positions which provide state safety membership in 
accordance with Section 20017.6. 

"(c) The person is a member ·at the time of 
entering such employment. 

" ( d) The person ·\'Io r ks more than -15 ct·a Y s·, if 
employee! on a per .diem basis or, if employed on 
other than a per diem basis, 1,000 hours within the 
fiscal year, in which case membership shall be 
effective not later than the first day of the month 
f o 11 ow i .n g i he mo n th i n · w h 1 c Ii 1 2 5 day s o r 1 , O 0 O 
hours of service were completed." 
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Assum1ng that an 1ndividual IHSS worker's 
part i cu 1 u. r c i rcum s tan cecs m_~ ej!~'_p!Je~ of.:. ~ti.~~:·s pe c 1 f i c _cond i ti on s ·, 
the remai-n-i·ng, iss'u'e'-.,.;-wouHC''be: whe-thi:fr"· the worker is an 
II 1 n de p e "nae n t . c'o ~-~ r ~ct qr: ~II ~- 1? '-~-~:a~ u_~ ~ ~f.-E} u_i:l.~~~<1.Tf,r'"-~.m ~-''"~,o _v,_e _!;:a g·e..;;,. 
u ncter sec ti on 2 03Jo~· sub·d iy] ~j"o!l_Jfr:t; .~..:.!l_~_?ed_ up_Q}l_, th~.- f.a.c:i;_9rsc~· 
.c .1 t e ct in l'n"'·H orii'e~'S lip:P o'r t17V:e'7S e f"ii icc:e s'.;~.:_0 s·u pia ,·:-ajj d_:: Bon n-e-t te , ·, ,~ 

- . · s u p r a • ,w· e · . bCe'l·,;,~··,v·e~: _t Q ~-i:· ~ n· ~'t~.-~V :w9:r~:_1<. Efr: _ ~;q;u i~~-:~ o;t; "b,:~"".; t ~-,ie£;~!A~ ~:_ 
a·.s an :in.dep_endent. c.ontrac:tor. ·.-. : ·-.· -. : .· ··. :. · ·-· ·· · · ... ··. _.. 

. . . . · ... 

·~··=~· ~ · · : .. :. ·. · .... _..~ -: .· ··. :-·~:· .. :-. 1·:A<··:_ .. ~·um·ffi a.r·y ~-_ .. ; ·:t h .. e~ .. : ·.e.1:1·9 i.b.·{.l i.:t·Y·· ·. :. o.f 1 _. ·.I. H ·s.s : .. · ~.O_r k e·r.·S·~· .... ·. ~ o·,:. · .. · ... 

retirement benefits· is ·governed. by·_.the Pi.Jblic:Employees 
Retirem_en.t Law. and specifica_lly sections 20334 und 20335. · · 

., 

- . ··: :~.-.~ ~~ • .:!_..,;_~;_;.::_.~;~ = ',i;'.:::-~;"·.;·. ·:.;;:- \:' ~-· -~.-·~:·.~~:~:. ~~~ ·::::.-=-.:.:.·.·~.:=·~~:. 

Under the Pub l i c Em p 1 o ye e s ' Medi ca 1 a·n c1 Hos p i ta 1 
Care Act (§§ .22751-22856), health insurance is pro~ided to 
"any off1ce·r or ernp-loyee of the Stute of California" as well 
as· ·"to "any officer or employee" who is a "member of "the 
Public ·Employees' Retirement System" and "employed by a 
[county] which has selected to be or otherwise hu.s beco.rne 
subject to" sections 22751-22856, "except persons employed 

. on an intermil:tent, irregulur or less tl1an half-time busis·," 
: (§'. 22754, subc1. (b).) Regulutions issued pursuant to this 

s· ta tu tor y s c he 111 e • ( s e e § 2 2 8 l 0 , . 3 8 . Op s , Ca 1 • A tty .. G e n • 8 6 • · 
87-80 (1951)) also exclude certain employees f~om 
.participation· in the program (see Cal. Admin. Code, tit. 2, 
§ 5 9 9. 5 0 l. .) 

.. As we concluded for purposes of retirement benefits, 
i~ss workers meeting c~rtain conditions would be part of the 
Public Emp]oyees Retirement System; those IHSS' workers 
m~eting such conditions would be entitled to health benefil:s 
un'der the Public Empl_oyees' Medical and Hospital Care Acl:, 

5. Credit Union Membership 

We huve found no law which excludes or inc.ludes 
IKSS workers as state or county employees for purposes of 
c_redit union membership, Indeed, "the most relevant sl:atute 
we have f_ound merely provides 1:hat "[e]very credit union may 
admit to membership those persons qualified for me1nbership, 
as provided in the _credit union byl_aws, upon payment of an 
entrance fee or the purchase of a share in .the credil: 
union." (Finan. Code,§ 14800, subd. (a).) 

Hence, whether 
membership 1n a credit 
employee would depend 
credft union. 

.. 

an lHSS worker would be eligible for 
union as either a state or county 

upon the bylaws of the purl:iculu.r . 

"o 
·o 
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7. 2.£.£1.'~ Security 

. . .· It is. our. understanding that 'the Social· :security 
Adm i n i s tr a ti on tr e d t s t Ii e · I H S .S .. w or k e r s a s th e em p 1 o y e e s o. f 
o n l .Y · th e I H S S a i d re c 1 p i e n ts • P u r s u a n t to · He· 1 fa re a n d 
.I n s t 1 tu ti 0 n s c 0 de s e c t i 0 n l 2 3 0 2 .• 2 • . d i s. c u.s s e d . p re v i 0 u s 1 i •i n : . 
co~nec ti.on·.· with· 'unemp l oym·en t: ana di sab i l.i ty· .fns ur~.nc:e, th.e ... 

·· s-~ate··- .has .. the: .resp.onsibility: 0 to·; perfcitJn' ot a'ss~Ttr:e :·the:· .. 
performance .of.the.duties ·arid·qtiligations.oJ •.the IHSS ai«.i:. 
rec.fple:nts·· uni:ler:.the_:socf.al .'s".ec.uri tyl'.hws.· ... ··Th·is ··functtciri ; s-· ... · 
performed through a fiscal -inter·medii:1ry un·der .. contract 'to 
the .St~te Depirtment of Socicii Servi6es. · · · · · · 

- . ; . ~ . -- . . : 

. 8. Federal. and State In~om~ laxes 

Compensation paid to IHSS workers. for their 
services is income subject to tax under the Internal Revenue 
Code. The ·general requirement f6r the withholding of 
fed e r a 1 i n come taxes from an em p l o ye e ' s w a g es i s co n tu. i n e d 
in section .3402 of the Internal Revenue Code: "Except as 
o the rvli s e prov 1 de d i n t 11 i s sect i on , every em p 1 o ye r ma k i n g 
payment of wages shall deduct and withhold upon such wages a 
tax·. " Compensation paid to IHSS workers for. their 

·services is also income subject.to ta'x under California's 
Personal Income T~x Law. (Rev: & Tax Code, § 17001 et ~eq.) 
State withholding statutes generally parallel federal la1-J in 
requiring employers to withhold state income taxes 'from the 
wages of their employees. (See Unemp. Ins. Code, § .13020.) 
The actual withholding of state o~ federal tncome taXes from 
a :particular. IHSS worker's compensation depends· upon the 
application of the federal and stu.te withholding std.tutes 
and their associated regulations. 

It is our understanding that the Internal Revenue 
Service has ·ruled. that lHSS workers are employees. of the 
l H SS a i d r e c i p i e n ts a n d th a t th i s r u 1 i n g · h il. s b·e e n 
implemented for both federal and state income tax purposes. 
As with 'the ·s'ocial security, unemployment, and disability 
insurance programs, the·r-esponsibility of the aid recipients 
to withhold federal and state income taxes is performed or 
assured by the state on behalf'of the recipient through a 
fiscal intermediary unaer cont'ract to the State Department 

· o f Soc i al Se r v 1 c e s • ( See He 1 f • & l n st , Code , §. 12 3 O 2 . 2 ; ) 

8. Voluntary Payroll Deductions 

Sections 1150-1151 authorize state employees to 
d e s i g n a t e th e d e d u c t i o n o f · v a r i o u s· v o 1 u n t a r y p a y m e n t s f r o rn 
their salaries, For purposes of the legislution, ·"state 
e iii p lay e cs" are de f i n e d as "al 1 per i; on s v1 ho rec e i v e "'!a 9 e s for· 
services through the uniform payroll system established an~ 
adm·inistered by the Controller under. Section 12470. 
(§ 1150, subd.,(a).) 

·o 
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·section 12470· stiltes: 

.:•i:In -conformi ty .. :.:~··;.i'tii "~:th~.::· accountt~g-,,. sys.,tem .... ,,.,. . .. ·',, 
p re s·c r i bed.:. by.~ the Depa r. tine n t "of.? F 1 n:a n c e-: .p u r ~ u an t.::' to·:· :_ .. , - ..... ~· ... ,, :: :.~ 
Sec t 1 on;':-- i 3 3 0 0 1 ·: •·the·· -,~·con t•r o lJ es, ·0 sh<t1 li.i.':;1 n st a ll;E: and '"' ~, ='' -- ,;_ .• :. ,, ~'..' :; ... 

. . . . o p_e r:·ate:::..'.' a .· uni for 1n,,.,·S ta·te ~ ·p u·Y re 1-1 ·· !'S y.s te 111_ . f C? J'.'i•·c~a_l l•. •:·• .. . :.-._,·,.,·,.: ~---· < 
· s ta ti!;~0:: ,. : a.g e n c 1 e s •; • 2°·' ~e ic e:p •t .. ~ ::c· t_ll-e ~:~· U:IfifV~.r s i~rY. ~ '"c · oJ,,. ·er.~.-~~;::;-~-:-::;::-:::~.-:- .~r·: ·: 

- ,. ·ca'li{o;,r\i-a,• _:·The .controlrer. riH1y_ provfd£! .,for. trie·· .-:~ ._ .. .,- · ---~,, • 
·.· a i:·d er'iy· · in e:·1 u sio n :of. s· ~ate : _a·g in\c ie s . lii-t·o · .·s\1 c h·c.,- ·. : ' 

. ·:· · · . s y s t em , . a.n ct .. ·may·.· ma k.e _e x. c e p ti o n s . f r om -:-th e op er a t i d n 
thereof for such 'period·s .. as· .. he' :· 'defehni'fies· 
·n e c e s s !1 r y • ''. 

·The St ate Cont r o 11 er .:cl o es'· not reg il rd I HS S w o-r°k er s · 
as empl6yees of a state agency.for pu~pbses of inclusion in 
the uniform state payro11 s·ystein and does not maintain a. 
r o s t er of I H SS workers or corn p u t e any deduct i on s for s u c 11 

·workers. Mandatory deductions are calculated by a private 
'fiscul intermediury under contract to the Stilte Department 
of Social Services. The fiscal intermediary forwards a 

. computer tape to· the State Controller who issues a ~1arrant 
in the net amount calcula~ed by the fiscal intermediary. To 

.the extent. voluntary deductions are allo~ed to IHSS workers, 
t·h'ey would be covered by the· contract between tl1e State 
D e' p a r t m e n t · 6 f S o c i a 1 S e. r v i c e s ·a n d t h e f i s c a 1 i ri t e r. rn e d i a r y • 

* * * * 

84-308 
·. b 'o 'o 

657 

" ... 



·" · .. : 

";. 

. ... - - _:... . .. ·-
"'":. ·~: •:....:.. .- ,·\.:"~~;:r;-:-":"1'.".::-·..z;;::,.:.:;.,;w,:;~ '.\i\f.~ - ·.~..: ..... ..-.:-........ ··:::::: 

----------~ 
:. ';.... ~--- -- --· ·-·---. ....:-. 

.. 

...... ~~ -:. -:! .. ~.;;~-~-'7'7 .. -- --- :;-·-·-.-.------......,, 

- --·--· -· _,. ____ , .. 

!i-ff,·!~~f.fJ!:.~._!j:j~f;1~~~·.r~- l~'...c ;~ 
-·--·~ ·.--;- -· __ . .-:.~-.:.- ;:......,.... ... :::r:·- '::··--~·-·· 

658 

--· -- --· -· ·-·- -- - ·-· 
-~-1- .:··.; ~-:.::::·:·:; ·.::. 

rg -i,.!·~ ·t}- ·1: t, ·1: ·cy.· . . 
«...,_,..:: ..... 

-,.. 'o 

- ....... 

"J ~-~.; 

:;.'.;. :j -'-=~ :":'" - ~-· -- - .. ...,,_, 
. --····- - .. -:-·.· -= :;;--: ,. ~- ;.: . ..,;. 

~;- !:-:::-lJ._:' ... ~'1!:~;·:· 
-:-;~.'.-· -

·e 



~-. ·-~-' ··~ : ..... .. -/. ··.· 

:~. . . · ..... 

'o 
'o 

659 EXHIBIT 23 



,,, .... 

·o e 
"o 

660 



•, 

v· STATE OF CALIFORNIA~HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

=•·DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES - · 
~ 744 P Streef, Sacramento, California 95814. 

' '.'. 

. :. _'.: - ' _,_- . ...... . . ... : -~ ... . . -· ·. ~ .. ~ . .-. : . . .. · .. , 

... : ... ·.:ii_t.¢6UNTYLEr:rERNo':.o6'~6s• 
·:: .. . · 

-TO: ·ALL COUNTYWELFARE DIRECTORS 
-All IHSS PROGRAM MANAGERS · · '· 

SUBJECT: IMPLEMENTATION OF ASSEMBLY BILL (AB) 1682 

This All-County Letter (ACL) provides additional information regarding the . 
implementatfon of Assembly Bill (AB) 1682 (Chapter 90, Statutes of 1999). As you 
know, AB 1682 requires that each county, on or before January 1, 2003, act as an 
employer of record or establish an employer of record for In-Home Supportive Services 
(IHSS) Program providers for specific legal purposes. Specifically, this ACL answers a 
second set of questions from an October 7, 1999 meeting where approximately 70 
questions and issues were raised by counties. ACL 00-36 addressed the first set of 
questions and has already been released. . 

Counties should also be aware of Senate Bill 288, which was enrolled with an urgency 
clause and sent to the Governor on August 30, 2000. If enacted, this bill would limit 
State reimbursement of administrative costs for local IHSS program advisory 
committees. This means that if a county has or establishes a Public Authority and were 
also to create an AB 1682·advlsory committee, only the administrative costs of either 
the Public Authority's advisory board or the AB 1682 advisory committee could be 
funded. The State would not be permitted to reimburse counties for the costs of both 
advisory bodies. 

If you have questions or concerns, you may contact Alan Stolmack, Adult Programs 
Branch, at (916) 229-4583. -

Sincerely, 

Original Document Signed By Leonard Tozier For 
Donna L. Mandels.tam on 9120100 

DONNA L. MANDELSTAM · 
D~puty Director 
Disability and Adult Programs Division 

Attachmer;it 
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. RESPONSE TO AB 1682 QUESTIONS 

.. : . :_ .Not~·: Th·~: question n_umbe(S referen_ced In parentheses a_re the_ O(lgi~-~I ~w~1b~rs- - . 
· - : assigned t? t~ese questions at the cictober __ 7, 1999, me~ting of the D¢partr-0ent qf · . 

-- -.social Services-with the counties .. ,.-. - · .· .- ·- " - ·' -· -- · · ' ·- · - -- -. ,•'.••.-··' 

1. . l_s t~e reiations~ip~bet\Ne~n p'ublic A~thority (~Aj r.nandate,s a~d Supported 
Individual Provider (SIP)_ impacted by this leg1slat1on? (Question 35) - · 

A. AB 1682 does not change the provisions of SIP. Counties should continue to 
report allowable SIP activities as described in the current County Expense Claim 
process and in accordance with the federally approved County Welfare 
Department Cost Allocation Plan. We do not see any problems with SIP __ 
coexisting with a PA as long as counties take steps to ensure that PA activities 
do not duplicate any SIP activities performed by the county in accordance with 
ACL 98-20. 

2. Is SIP money an unfair allocation of one county over another? (Question 36) 

A. We cannot speak for the counties; however, at the present time there is no plan · 
to disc_ontinue this funding arrangement. 

3. Did AB 1682 eliminate SIP money and General Fund transfers? (Question 37) 

A. No. 

4. This bill only addresses cost sharing with reg~rds to wages and not for benefits 
or administration costs. (Question 9) 

A. Under the fiscal year 2000/01 budget the sharing ratio for all prov\der wage and 
benefits costs is 65% State and 35% county of the nonfederal share of the costs. 
The sharing ratio for administrative costs was unchanged by AB 1682 ar:id 
continues to be 70% State and 30% county of the nonfederal share. 

With the enactment of the 2000/01 Budget Act, there is now $109.7 million from 
the General Fund for the State's share of cost for an hourly wage Increase to 
$7 .50 ($1.75 above mlnlmurri wage) for PA providers. The budget also Includes 
$34.2 million from the General Fund for the State's share of cost in up to $0.60 
per hour for health benefits for PA providers. · 

--
',;. 

Prior to the 2000/01 Budget Act, State law limited In-Home Supportive Services ., \8: 
0(IHSS) providers in non-PA counties to the minimum wage. The 200010_1 budget 
includes $3.7 million from the General Fund for up to a 3 percent wage increase 

-
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- for-th.ese~provlCfors' afcounty discretion: State participation in the cost of the 
- - .wage increases for'non-PA provider~· is effective January 2001. · · · _ 

-: . . .- · ;~ep.(~.i.t:r~r . .tf..L · ~;_i\_5t_:_ . :_ ,· " · . · ·.. .. · · · - _: .. -.~~ .... .., .. ···-- --· ··---· __ ~ --';-~----·· ---~-·-----.:-·-· -; 

_·. ·/ -. : Wag~': increases'an_d:b~~efiis fo'r IHSS 'providers·arn not mandated,. :counties:' -.. -
.·' ... 

. ___ .·_•- • have the discretion to provide ornotprovige \~age_ inc.recj~es fo their-providers. -
-' -~···· Everi when wag13 \ncreases:or benefits are"colledivel{bargelined the cciuiitY's _- ... · 

Board of Supervisors must adoptthe bargaining agreement. The Department will 
be is~ujng a subs_ei_qt.ieJJLAQ!:,Jo ~elLcoL!n!je_sJ1.9_yyj9 claim for, PA and other 
budg.eted w'cige and_pen!3fjtS_-pqsts_~~=--~:::::·::::.; ~,. . . - ._ ___ - --- -

- . ,._ -'""""''···~~-- .................. ., .. _~ ...... -,.,~ ............... -........... ~,,, ~----?· . 

Funding was also provided In the 2000/01 budget for the State share of the cost 
of contracting counties electing to increase their contract rates to the Maximum 
Allowable Contract Rate (MACR). Funding was also provided for the State share 
of increasing the existing MACRs by 10 percent. Additionally, the budget 
Includes State funds to allow the number of IHSS cases under the contract mode 
to Increase by 40 percent statewide. 

5. Can we do anything that will ensure the timeliness of State approval of rates? 
(Question 18) 

A. There are several considerations for a county to ensure a more timely response 
for the State approval of wage rates: -

o Close communication between the county and State ls essential; 
· o A county should obtain any needed clarification from the State on the 

documentation that is required to approve a rate, including certification 
from the county's Board of Supervisors that the rate has been approved 
by the board; and . 

o A county should allow reasonable lead-time for the approval by the 
Califoniia Department of Health Services and implementation of a new PA· 
rate. Under AB 2876, the Budget Trailer Bill, new PA rates are effective 
the month following the month in which ·they are approved althoygh rates 
may be approved conditionally subject to funding availability. 

6. What ls the county process in establishing a contract rate and what are the 
financial conslderation_s? (Question 27) - - · 

A. Counties that elect to use the contract mode should pursue the following 
process: 

1. Make a written request to the Adult Prog~ams Branch asking the Brancl:i .to. 
calculate a MACR and to advise the county If funds have been included in 
the State budget to cover the cost of the county's anticipated contract(s). 
(Once calculated by the Department; the California Department of Finance 
must approve the MACR.) If sufficient budgeted funds are not available 
the county runs the risk of being required to absorb the costs of their IHSS 
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.. 
contract(s) until_ addltion-at'fOf\os:are 15adgetedounlessc.deficiency funding is 
approved. ·(see below for more.details.) · · · 

. . r. ·- .. •. . ! • • : - l : • • • • • - ',. ' - - ' •J.~.- -. -, . ~ i __ .. :~ • - ' • ' • 

·- ~~: · Co_nduct a. competitive bid· process fo award the· IH.SS contract(s): . · .. 
• .-' • • •• • •' '·• ,', • : 1 •: :·I. . • 

7. 

A. 

. '·i· lntcin'.ri the AduirPPog(ams s'ranch in writing· fo implemerit the·rate· 1nto·the···: - _.- : - ·· · · 
Case Management,- lnfo~mation and Payrolling System (CMIPS). . · 

i . ' ' '' ' ' . . . . '' . ' . ' -. . .·_ . . '. ·.. . . . 
!he State's shaier i_n·the"'cost~·;ofc6unty IHSS contract~ i~-=avallable ori_ly within-~-~--... .. :. 
the constraints irr\posed by the State's' annual Budget Act arid Welfare and · .: - · · 
Institutions Code (WIG) section12300, et seq, Counties that Incur IHSS contract 
costs for which budgeted funds are not available run the risk of not receiving full 
reimbursement if the costs in excess of budgeted funds were due to rion-State 
mandated costs (I.e., costs within county control, or using more expensive modes 
of service delivery.). As noted above, the Fiscal Year 2000/01. State budget 
provides funding for the State share of counties increasing their contract rates up 
to 10% above their current MACR, and to expand the number of IHSS cases 
statewide under the contract mode by up to 40 percent. 

Is IHSS a continuously appropriated entitlement or is it capped in the State 
budget and is there a process for over-expenditures? (Question 28) 

Each county's IHSS administrative allocation is a capped amount. Additionally, 
the administrative costs of a PA are capped at the PA's approved hourly 
administrative rate component. If a county exceeds its administration budget, the 
State would look at the total State allocation for a su~plus to absorb any overrun. 

The IHSS service component is budgeted as an entitlement. If the appropriation 
were exceeded, It would have to be handled as a budget deficiency. AB 1682 
does not change the current funding arrangement or eligibility requirements for 
the PCSP or the IHSS Residual programs. 

8. How does this law impact the realignment formula? (Question 32) 

A. AB 1682 does not change the realignment formula. 

9. Are there any county administrative costs that are reimbursable? (Question 33) 

A. The administrative costs of AB 1682 are reimbursable provided that the county . 
remains within their IHSS administrative allocation. The costs would be claimed 

. in accordance with the federally approved California Welfare Department (CWD) 
Cost Aliocation Plan. Claiming questions should be direeted to the California 
Department of Social sei:vices (t~DSSS)tFtiscal Pdolicty BTuhreau. The AblBe c1

0
6Bt2s of & ___ 

advisory committee requ1rernen 1s a a e man a e. e reasona s 'W. 
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a. 

county A.B :1682, advisory. c:ommlttes ·are :reimbursabfe.Jmd_oo c;o_unty share-is ::+.' . ,, : ;-~ 
- requt'.ed I "'"3+:~.~·! .. ~ - .~:d--..---;'!.~· =-:~--- ~!'"..:~ ;,:,, __ ~_!!_:,._!"'-'~.· ~-~~,...c:.:·!..~. ~ .,.,:--~ ~~) ~·t~ _.\ r'i ! 1;_· L,; ·-1:· 

. •' ,. 

.1 o:·'. ··:~·iii count:ies·:~a~e-~~nci~t~:; c:·asts incJr~~ci u·~'cier 01c;. ~~di6n 12~01 :3, w.hich. : ... · .· · · ·· : .. 
~ .. ··. : . :: ·~·.; ·: . require.funafng? (Que_stio~ '38)· .. ,_ .. ·. ' ' .· . '. ' :·" .... " .· < ' . ·c.,.• .: . ·,' : . 

- .. 

A. Yes. See answer.to_question.9:: 

' ' 

11. is the county civil service mode budgeted by the State as administrative or 
· ser-Vice money and what is the funding ratio? (Question 44) · 

A. State funding for the county IHSS civil service ("homemaker'')"mode is budgeted 
as local assistance as are lHSS services. The 'sharing ratio for the nonfederal . 
share of the local assistance costs of the IHSS program is 65% State and 35% 

'county. ' 

12. Do we need a way to control the costs that may be incurred by this legislation? 
(Question 51) 

A,·· AB 1682 creates the potential for Increased county costs for IHSS provider 
wages and penefits and for administering an employer of record. Ultimately, 
each county's Board of Supervisors will determine what the county will spend on 

· · wages above minimum wage and for provic;ler benefits. In so. doing, we presume 
. · · · · · that counties will be cognizant of the limits on State and federal sharing in·PA 

and contract rates and the funds provided in the State budget for the contract. 
mode. The State and federal government will share in costs that are at or below 
the cost limits as long as the costs have been approved through the budget 
process. Additionally, It Is presumed that, in seiectlng their approach for meeting 
AB 1682 requirements counties wlll consider th.e administrative costs of the 
various options for complying with this law. Notwithstanding any cost increases, 
AB 1682 does not permit necessary service hours to be reduced for any · 
recipient. · · 

13. Are the "start-up'' costs categorized as direct or Indirect char.ges or are they 
considered a combination? (Question 61) · · 

A. All costs incurred by the counties In the compliance with AB 1682 wi.11 occur In the · 
context of their administrative allocation. Counties should claim these costs 
consistent with established Cialmlng Instructions and direct cost claiming 
decisions and approva.ls for.theii' county. · 
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· 14; -·How long does IH~li_~;;_fflfa!h~_:c;::otJD!Y1Jo:r,e¢!3Jvacfuodlng:.wjienJtidentifies'the•'·~;.:'" ' .,-,,J;·-~·:: 
cost~. and the fisc.a_L111echani_§_rn?.;{Qu13stion,62)_i;;;-.«'iiiG'~' -
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' .· .... - A. -. . The: claiming and_ Stat~ reimbursement" fat th~ ·aJh;iwable, budgeted 'ccists :of-As -.: 
1682 will occur under the existing;.establisheid claiming process ai1d time frames;· 

-- ·· · bthetccists'mdsrbe-met withineat:h-courity's'existing IHSS/PCSP administrative·· -- · . 

'. ':._ : 

allocation. · · - · - · · -. 
.·. -·· 

. _. _ ___:_._ _____ .. , . . ~ ·· . 
." L .:~=-~:~~--;.~~:s:~::':"~,:·~x~ ;::.··..:.::< ._.~:J-::s-;~.:.:.i,~:s:.;~·~:,i•:.·•:.:.;.\~_;_:=:--r~"':"{ •j 1.,::::-::-': :, ·~ ·:· .. 1:r:--::,!·"~]•:::-:;,..: •;c•:-T'l: •~--:":!~~- • 

15.. · Does the State provide money to the county for the planning of a Public''- '"'· - - " 
Authority? (Question 67) . ' 

A. Except for the funding budgeted for the cost of the AB 1682 advisory commitees; 
no State funds are budgeted for the planning of a PA. Counties must undertake 
this activity within their established IHSS program administrative cost allocation. 

16. How do we educate or brief the county Board of Supervisors? (Questions 1 &2) 

A. WIG, Section 12301.3, provides for an advisory committee that the county Board 
of Supervisors will utilize prior to-implementing an employer of record. Presently, 
there are counties operating PA, contracts, Individual Provider and mixed modes 
of service delivery that could give valuable insight into an employer of record . 
option. we-suggest that counties consult with one another as they consider their 
options under AB 1682. If we can be of assistance to a county in educating a 
county Board of Supervisors we would be happy to assist in any way we can. 

17. The Bureau of State Audits report raises numerous issues related to the bHI. 
(Questions 4 & 20) · 

A. The DepC!rtment believes that all ambiguities or Issues brought_forward by the 
Bureau· of State Audits report have been addressed by the release of this ACL 
and AOL 00-36. If further issues remain, please contact us. 

18.· What AB 1682 Implementation efforts can be made that will help minimize 
system Impact? (Question 11) 

A. This answer presumes that by use of the term "system", this is refer_ring to 
CMIPS. CMIPS must be programmed and tested for each new wage change 
requested by a county. The critical issue is the updating of wage rates as- -
counties convert to either the contract or PA modes of IHSS delivery, or enact 

.. wage increases for their non-PA Individual Providers between now and January 
1, 2003. The more cOunties concurrently requesting an update to their provider 
wage rates In CMIPS, the greater the potential for delays as we attempt to 
update the CMIPS with multiple counties' new provi.der rates .. C~~nties ne~d. to 
be conscious of this and provide for plenty of lead-time. The md1v1dual dec1s1on 
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.of when co}JDti!?.9.Will cqmgly~'!Xitll;~B~,_J9a2~b~eJqr~1thi;>1stfil1;1tory~deadline is~out ofr.s;:c= -
the.State's.contfoJ;.. ·. > · .· . · ··. · .. · .. · . · .· . · · · ·· · · 

- - - _, -- ' . _- . . -

·.·' 

: 19.:. · .. 6~n ··w~ br~~k-o'ut diffe~~-nf e~p·i~ye~· f~·ncti~n:~ ~~i1ci·~~i1iy -~~l~h ·~nti;y i;: · : ·· 
· · · · ·: . ·· pert'orm i'ng the. eni ployer'functio'ns? _(Question 16) · · · .. · . ·: · .... · · ".· ·. · .. _-·· ... , 

A .. · w~ are unsure hQW to §~P)?Jo:it.e the):\rnRl9yer/en1ployee relationship. T_hl~ seems · 
like ·a matter for discussion with your county co_unsels. The employer/employee · 
relations requirements for public agencies; such as PAs, are governed by the 
Meyers, Milias, Brown Act. Other labor relations laws including the.National 
Labor Relations Act govern the employer/employee relations requirements for 
non-public entities, such as IHSS contractors. 

20. We need to educate the Legislature about what the bill means to consumers 21nd 
providers. (Question 19) · · 

A. The· requirements of A.B 1682 were again the topic of extensive discussion 
lnvolvlng the Department, consumers, and consumer advocates, providers and 

•:: . organized labor at the legislative subcommittee hearings on the budget for Fiscal 
·Year 2000/01. The legislature not only heard from the State, but also from PA · 
representatives and counties. 

. . ' 

21. · Is it possible to receive more than the EDS information regarding the hours cap 
elimination? (Question 24) 

A. There were additional provisions in AB 1682 other than the requirement to 
establish an employer of record for IHSS providers. One of those provisions 
changed WIG, Section 12303A eliminating the wage rate formula for determining 
maximum service hours for recipients served in either the. contract or homemaker 
mode of service delivery. This formula was commonly called the "hours or dollar 
cap". ACL 99-91 provided information and instructions to the counties regarding 
the Implementation of this provision of the bill. Prior to this ACL, in October 
1999, the Department provided counties with a CMIPS generated list that · 
Identified the recipients who were entitled to additional service hours because of 
the change In statute. · · · 

22: What_auth·ority does the State have in enforcing cost neutrality_ regulations if a 
county opts to move to the contract mode? T.o what extent is the regulation 
valid? (Question 26) 

A. 

.. 
During this year's budget hearing, cost neutrality was extensively .discussed and 
has not changed. Current IHSS statute and regu[,ations interpret cost neutrality 
to mean that counties that change from the Individual Provider mode to the 
contract mode during the Budget Year cannot obtain State sharing in any costs 
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that have notbeeni_ncluded fo~ths~State 'Budg$tfor;that'8Lidgek'(ear'i':'.i'lf 1t" '~i'=:""'!::<-'ciE'.~<= 
budgeted fundingJsmo~avallable:toccoverothe addedc:costs·.of the contract mode· · 

. . . . . - . . • J 

a county y..iOuld have to pay the difference with.county funds. However, the 
· ·· · · ·. " ._·Fiscal.Year 2000101 bu9getn·as intic!ified ~his,limitatiOrC'The:budget·:::·, ,_ .. -~-.;_~'-··: <· , , ·· 

·apprnpriCjted $14.675 m'illlon.for:a 40% expansi6ri in thi;i casel6ad for ttie contract ·_ · 
-·. · ''· · ··. 'mode: ·Any couhty·may opfto establ!sli' the:cdriffad mode: Therefo're; Sfate · ·· · .. ·· 

funding will be available to enable counties to change to or expand the ~ontract . 
mode within the amountapproprlated by th_e annual 13udget Act · . 

23. . What are the legal ramifications and financial liabilities.to local government if a 
Public Authority (PA} or Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) administration is cross­
jurisdictional? (Question 46) 

· A. The county financial liability has not changed. Under AB 1682, the employer of 
record whether, PA or JPA; is legally charged with collective bargaining for 
wages and benefits. The ultimate decision rests with the county Board of 
Supervisors to the extentthat they approve and allocate funds required by the 
PA or JPA. 

24. 

A. 

25. 

A. 

WIG Section 12301.6(f)(3) expresses legislative intent with regard to potential 
liability arising from the implementation of the section. This provision, among 
other things, is intended to make a PA or Non Profit Consortium s9lely 
respon_slble for the obligations the PA enters into in implementing the WIC 
Section 12301.6, regardless of whether the obligations are statutory, contractual 
or otherwise. · · · 

Counties are advised to consult with their legal counsel in regards to any legal 
ramifications. 

Are there Title XIX plan amendment implications? (Question 50) 

No State Plan amendment implications have been Identified so far. The 
Department though, is continuing to research this possibility and will meet any 
requirements to assure continued Medicaid Title XIX participation. · · . . 

What things need to be fixed in the bill for next year? (Question 55) 

At the present time, the CDSS is not considering any changes to AB 1682. We 
would appreciate being notified if counties are contemplating proposing changes. 

26. Are there changes or issues with respect to contract procurement that heed to be 
examined to meet the employer of record pro'tisions? (Question 63) · 

... 
A. No, there have been no changes resulting from AB 1682. 
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27.·. .To what extent does· a_c~untis Board of Superills_ors have to.take the --. --_ .- - -
- - . •:. - ··_-. - -. : . -_··reccirniDendatioris of the advisbrY" gfoup·and wh'afrec6cit'se.do~s th_e•advis'ory-- ·, -- .. --

. •· .:. , :.>-·gr9uii"~~v.e·i~ th~y.are)g~or.e~?- (Ci9_estio~J36) .. · _ : .•.. _ -- : · -- · .: ;, ·: , ... · .. ·. 

.. _ 

.V· 

A. The·advisoiycorr]mittee is advisory only and makes recommendations to the -
county Board of Supervisors. The board may act on the advisory commit_tees' --
rE!commendations.as they see fit. . 

28. Will the increase in program costs due to the implementation of AB 1682 "trigger" 
th·e "poison pii°I" language in AB 16_82 as it relates to Title XIX funding? 

A. We do not anticipate that the "poison pill" would be "triggered" by implementing 
AB 1682. State General Fund expenditures for the IHSS program will not exceed 
the current level of federal financial participation, which is the criterion used for 
"triggering" the bill's language. 

29. Federal Medicaid law requires that provider rates are to be set at a level 
·-sufficient for program recipients to access services. Therefore, the federal 

A. 

--government will not approve rates that are -either too low or too high for recipients 
to gain equal access to them. How does local collective bargaining relate to tlie 
-federal approval of Medicaid rates? 

California has an approved Medicaid (Medi-Cal) State Plan amendment 
_ .regarding the IHSS/PC:SP program which describes in great detail California's 
·· ·policies and procedures for setting and approving Individual Provider wage rates, 

PA rates, and contract rates. The State Plan specifically governs the extent to 
which the federal government will share in the cost of this program. Collectively . 
bargained wages and benefits will be subject to the existing limits of federal 
financial participation set forth in the State Plan as they are subject to statutory 
limitations on State financial participation . 
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s• · · DI C,1.LY'O~N\1.-4-<l>.\!H ;t.NO wW>.IE .o.~1iCi 

CRTMENT of HcALTH .seRv1ces 
11•/7.LJ. 1 sum. · 
/.0. Kl~· t•77ll . 
<J.c..u..i;..rro, · cA •ai•.1i io· 

115) 65< :OJ9l .... 

'@) 
_ Aug u

0

!;t 29, ·ll 9,9 S' .. • 
. .,. ... '·' .. _ ....... : .. ; : . -: ..::· -... : . · .. :··~- -: ;. · .... · .. ,. ' .... 

··, • F •' 

·: ... 
: : . ,. . \:.~. _. .... 

Ra~rt \I,' H.i)'l or, E~q·. 
Nlo13en1 Kerk3~r, Parrlnello·, · 
. Hue1ler, ,\ Hoylor · 
770 L Stre2t, Suite 800 
S<1crall'Cnt.o, CA 95814 

DfJar Kr. Hay1or: 

·· ... --. 
: :. 

. .· .. -_,, '. . ,··;· ' .. ,· ... : ~; 

FEDERAL FUNDING ISSUES DURHIG TEK?ORARY EX"TENSI~ OF TULARE CCiJtff~ CO Tf\ACT 

Th1s 1s ·1n response:.to-your-·August:..z.5 1-19~3 letter Wherein )'OU lnqu1red 
nee<l 'for federal Kf!d1ca1d wa.wers .or lo.'hether there are federal fund\ 
presented should Tulare County extend its contract with National Horoecar 
fo,r-IHSS .~nd personal care serv1ci.:s. . 

s to the 
t ii.sues 

Sys.tQms 

It 1s the Departrr.<:nt of Health ser-v1ces' pos\t1on that as 1ong as the personal 
ca.r-e program 1n iu1are county ls operated 1n -a manner involv1ng both 1 !vldllal 
proylder (IP) and contract irOOes or serY1ce (ml:x;ed rrode county), both t e IP and 

1111>. contract agency are pa1d on a ree·ror·serv1ce bas1s, and the cl lent has the. 
~ opt 1 on of re ta 1 n f ng the IF' or using the contra ct provider, thi<n there -1 no need 

for feaera 1 °"''a 1 vers nor 1 s th ere a po anti a 1 lass of f~eral fund Ing for personal 
care ser111ces. Fie believe thfs fs true even during the tenpor.,ry ext ns!on of 
.the current a.mended contract bet'lt'een per1c-d Tulare County and Hat1onal onecare -

.. _ .. ·- .sys.too.s naedad to :al .. lci1:1-t.ime-f.or the.-eounty to complete ~ reprocurerrient As you 
know, however, the·1Hua of an extension 1s w1thln the purview of the o artrient 
of Social Services. · . 

·Everyone should be clear, however, that any effort by the county to bid the 
i contr-act for personal care services !!lust ri-:et all federal procuremel'lt ru es 1:1hlc:h .. 

require open arid competitive bidding·and pehllit arrang~iants wlth one or ~ore 
_c_cintractors_1t1'hp .. nee.t=the.,s aJect i on.::1:r~Uer.i a. .. S.peci.fted,-i n--the .1 nv I tat 1 on or:. bid. - ... 

. . . . ' . 
Please 1et me know if I can be of further assistance. 

S1.ncere1y, 

</Je-dr;,:~ -._(i~~~t~0h1r-ector- . · 
Ke<:lica1 Care Services 

cc: See next page 
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·PROOF OF SERVICE~Y~ 

I, the undersigned; declare as follows:. 
- - ~ - - - - ,.,- • - ~ ..... ~ ·i ,';"· ~ · •.•. •.• •. ·.·.c.·.~.::-.::.•.;'3/ .. ',·,-:·~~ ... •.·.~.·.,,··,'.2.~ ~.~.··.:2'.",1~.~'.' ."" ..... •.•.,' ... -~~ • 1 ""."-.!.n;-~:-~·-IF";: :_~- :.-:-..~ .--: · · :,. ... [ ·-;- , ,,_ .. ;;_M~-· ~:.. ·-- -.- ·-:.. _ ~- ,_, ~· 

. I arri a residerit of<the·County of S ac1:run'imto:•at1d· 1 a1ji·over: t11e' age O'f 1 Sryears ·al'id)1of'ii ::'~>:,,-::".'~:, / 
> party to the witJiiifaction>.My'plac~.ofei'nploymerifi.s4320 Ai.ihlirri Blv'd:'; Sl!ite:iooo,< . ·:: ... · .. · :/ 

· s~crairiento CA' 9 s s41: .. · · ·· · · · · · · ·· · .. · · · · · ·.. · 
. .. : . . .• : ": _-; . ·._ .' .. - . '· _:: . . ': .. : ....... ~,. : ·. _·. ·. - . . - . . ~ .. '.- . . . . - . . -. . ... -. - ' . :.,· - . ' . . 

· .. On. S~ptember &, ·2002 I. serv;d T~~ Re.spouse .To.~ep~rhnent Of Social S~rvic~·s 

'o 

: And Departmei1t Of Finance, In 'Home Supporiive Services· JI, Chapter 90, Statutes of · 
. 1999, Chagg:~:. 91 •. :§~at.!-!_!e?_:Q.LI.2~9, a!1.4. C::Jl!lp~er<"_'.l.45, .Statutes of 2000, :OO-TC-23. by c. ·" , ''-~· ..... , 
placing a true copy thereof in an envelope addressed to each· of the persons listed on the 
mailing list attached hereto, and by sealing and depositing said envelope in the Untied 
St.ate mail at Sacramento, California, with postage thereon fully prepaid. 

I declare tmder penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is trne and conect, and that this declaration was executed this q '#'\ ·day of 
September, 2002 at Sacramento, California. 

Declarant . ) 

·o 
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. · .. · .. 

'o 

- Susan Geanacou, Seiiior Staff Atfori1ey 
- . D_~piu:tI!J~)Jt of Finance · 
. ..:._915 L Street. · . 

,: ~ .. ·; .. · ... · .. 
.. Mr. GleimHaas~:BureatiChief .0: .:.: :·::: ·• .·· '·"".:.',: 

State COntro lier's· Office . · . 
oivisio1i. or'/\c6ountrtig & ·Reporl~g· · · · 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
.Sacr~riiento, CA 95$ 16 

-·····--··-·:·~·::~-:-~;.'.:'~-:"..:.~ : -~ ... --~;-;-:.!· ·-! .. 

Mr. Mark Cousineau 
SB-90 Coordinator 
222 W. Hospitality Lane 
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0018 

Mr. James Lombard, Principal Analyst 
Department of Finance 
915 L Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Ms. Donna L. Mandelstam, Deputy Director 
Department of Social Services 
744 P Street, MS 1727 
Sacramento, CA 95814 · 

Mr. Keith B. Peterson, President 
SixTen & Associates 
5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 807 
San Diego, CA 9211 7 

Jim Spano 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits (B-8) 
300 Capitol Mall, Suite 518 
P. 0. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Tom Lutzenberger 
Principal Analyst 
Department of Finance 
915 L Street, 6111 Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
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-- Mr. James Norris 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Department: of SociaFSe!:Yic-~s ,,::'~' ''': 2:; : ' '.-... ~ 

744P Street,-4cl61 · · _. . . 
Sa~ramento' cA:"9ss:iif''-" '.!"·-··--~ .. .:: ""';•.-,. ·,;_.: :-::·-~-·:\!''''''El_('_'_:.::;.:: 

. '. ? . ·.; _::-._: __ ,· .•. · ·. . . . -·.-. ·'· ':·· . . ·.· .. ··• 
·--:·.·-·.·.·.. -~- ~·· .·· ~~:·'.·" ' ... - . ·-· .·_ ·.·· 

.. ·.". . .. · 
SB~90 Coordiiiator -· 

- < :Ri~ersicib Cotirii)r· - '.· ' -· ·.· -. . ~... .' ',_·._ .· ·-.·.·-··.'. - .. 

·Auditor-Controller 
4080 LemonStreet;':3rd Floor·: 
Riverside;CA.92501"~_·" - ·, -·~c.:·;, .:- --·~--. 'i..·~ ... :.:i.i·.·.:·.-. 
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... .. ., . DE~LARATIQN OF JANJCE L: L1NDSAy IN·:. ·,:·.·· ... ·:·::::.: ~»'.:.~~€1~-E ...... .. 
SUPPORT OF THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO'S, EXHl 

.:· . RESPONSE TO.DEPARTMENT OF SOCIALBERVICES. . . --=~·-='·" .. 
·-~ ...... ,. ~:·~."'···~· - . . . . . .. - ...... -... - .. -

· ....... ···"--·-·-· --c<:: · .... :_~ .. ·: .:~:::.~AN]) DEPAATMENT.OF.FIN"A.Nc:E:;:-:;~ ... -:','.:-::~··.~ .. :. """~~'':;-:-c"· - .,,;·;.,;~;:,.:,c':. 

- . ·". · · . ·· ciiaptei~o;:sta~1Z0;~;;~P~~~;fef~7,;~i~~~~~·-~~\99~,·~d· ::RECEWEo:-.. : . 
... · .. ··. . . . . . . : · .Cliapter46i;-~~~jes·of2oqn· · " ... · ... . , . SEP·"o 9-:2ooi ... 

· .. · · · . co·M-M-·1s.,.s .. loN~.o" ,N. ··-.. ~.·.·_· -~;~; 
I, Ja:ci~e L: Liridsay, state:"·:· . :-, ·-'.::.. . . · · . - .. ... : ·• S::7::~'::'6-:~+~ ·. STATl:'MAl~DATES · =~ .. 

· I 1'ave been employed by the County of San Bernardino for the past 12 years, and 
~ · · I am presently a Staff Analyst II for the Co.unty's Department of Aging and Adult . 

Services (DAAS). In this position, I conduct research and analytical studies involving 
the operations arid ·programs of the department, and make recommendations· for 
development, implementation or improvement to programs or operations.. Often,. these 
recommendations result in new or revised policies, procedures, systems or programs. 
One of my primary assignments is to the IHSS pro'gram. · 

I further review present and pending legislation .to qetermine its effect on 
departmental programs,. and present recommendations to the Director. Additionally, I 
partii::ipate in various meetings and present requested and independently gathered data to e ~ssist DAAS management in making adntinistrative and operational decisions. · 

I spent 8 years with the County's Job and Employment Services Department. My 
responsibilities included contract development and oversight for the department's federal 
Job Training Partnership Act program. These oversight responsibilities· required me to 
conduct financial and progran1 audits of various governmental agencies, private 
companies ru1d non-profit organizations. 

Prior to my employment with the County of San Bernardino, I was employed for 
12 years by-the Los Angeles County Office of Education as an instructional assistant and 
teacher. During this time, I worked with Severely Emotionally Disturbed students .. 

I am presently the Chair of the California Welfare Director's Association 
(CWDA) Long Term Care (LTC) Operations Committee. This Committee is composed 
of representatives from the adult social services departments in the state's 58 coµnties. 
The Committee's purpose is· to identify operational issues and their impact on L TC 
programs, and to make recommendations as appropriate. The gcial is to provide a 
statewide forum to leverage expertise on LTC programs and develop proactive strategies 

. to affect positive change within the state. In my position as chair, I work closely with the 
Department of Social Services (DSS) staff to develop a cooperative working relatiOnship 
between DSS, CWDA and the counties. I have an Associate of Arts degree in Behavioral 
Science, ru1d I am presently workillg on my Bachelor of Science degree in Business ru1d 
Applied Management at Azusa Pacifit;: University. • 

'o ·o 
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· · . In my employment at DAAS; from September of 1999 until Fc:bruary of 2002, my 
primary responsibility was working on implementi.ng the requirements 'of AB 1682, the 

'- subjeet test claim· Jegislatii:iri'." I .was lead 'staff on this project, and created a County AB . 
. . - . 1682 workgroup; established 'the rn:ss Advisory Committee,' facilitated the Committee's :- . 

.. .. -- : · ineetirigs·; reseiirche<f. and-- devd6ped :·m.ateriaJ. · for the committee,· and presented -·- -.· · · 
_ ·· .. ·. C.ommitt~e recon1meridatiori.S to the BoarP, of .Supervisors. : lJpori the selection· by the : · - · 

.· .. :._ ·. · Board of the. employer of record mode, anci'Urider .their direction,~ 'r.de'veJoped the . ·, 
... o).'dinfilice, iiitera.gericy agi:eement and·b'udget to implement tl~e.public ~uth6rity; : ". > -..... 

. . ' -

. First of all, in Septemb~r of 1999, it became necessary for me to. under~tand the · 
. task which r had been assigiled: .. . . . . ; . . 

The then existing DAAS administration1 explained to me that previously, the 
County of San Bernardino had been under the contract mode. We cancelled the contract 
at the request of the State of California, as the contracts had become so costly that the 
State said there had to be another way to provide services. Additionally, services were 
not being well provided. Only 76% of the authorized hours allotted to recipients were 
actually being provided. So, I was informed that the contract method had not been 
beneficial to either the recipients or the providers, and we had cancelled the contract at 
the request of the State. 

The State apparently proposed that if San Bernardino, and other counties, dropped 
their contracts, they would provide additional funds_ to -be an SIP county (Supported 
Individual Provider). It is my understanding that approximately 23 other counties also 
took advantage of this provision, and also cancelled their contracts as well. 

I also understood that under the contract mode, if there was to be collective 
bargaining, the union would have to bargain with the contractor. Otherwise, under the 
Individual Provider (IP) mode, the employer was the recipient. 

At the time that contractS were prevalent ln the state, before the state pushed the 
tennination of contracts, National was a large contractor in the state, and United 
Domestic Workers (UDW} had collective bargaining agreements with National. As a 
result of the termination of the contracts, I understand that UDW was upset when the 
. contracts began to go away. 

In order to plan for the iillplementation of AB 1682, a county ·workgroup was 
established. I was a member of that_ workgroup, together with a number _of county 
employees.from DAAS as well as other departments. To comnience implementation, a 
binder was developed that contained the pertinent materials, including the legislation, 
state regulations, statistics peiiaining to case load, time fra111es, options for the "employer 
of record", analyses of the law in this area, copies of board agenda items and notes from 

.. 
1 These indil:idua\s have"since retired from County service. 
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\..!::.- ~·· 

C)· 

workgroup meetings, as well~a.S·.·a,copy.-of;.the~Sfate-Auditor.~ s~Report0:01iHheccharige in . 
legislation as a resul!i,9Jfa;B:J9.~f·~~c::;;:'-;::"';~;;E._ .;:·-~,.~:r,-=:-~:- ,:"::::. c:;.~;:·:-:ii.-~-~"~fC:>~~~=-.7:,~~~;,,-;"'=-­

-:.::-;;;~~--u.,-~:: ·.c.::::~: . .:..'."'.....:...:...u.~;.;-:r~-:-:.?.'·z :~·~ ~-~ ... ;.;. ~:.:. '..~ .. f.-7.-:~~-~: .. ~.f·". ~ir;::~~";;-:..-:-1 ;~1 .. ~i::; .. · 

· · ~ _order to · eomn1ence--wo_~!.ww;~m::~,,,~71Yl~~ry;g§'E11121f!~.~1.=~l~l.relevant ·. · · : : .--~:.=:_ 
. ·issues had to be researched and addressed: This involved ·not only tlie DAAS, but County · .· ·. · . . 

·· -· · c6u~e1; · Risk Mimagement, ·.C<)tintY Adininlstrative .. Ofiice, Bliili:Iiiig·:_and · fp:ianc:e. · : : :._. : · -·. · , : . 
· · . · L~g]slative Analyst a§ _well as a sta,tistiCian~ .an~ other d_epfil:tm.ents ~s \V~IL Jper~ are :a· . ·. . · · ..••. ,_ 

' number 'ci[ issues reiating fo preseiitillg to the Advisory Coniniittee· the rarrufications of ·· · ... 
the options~ ·These ·issues included, but were not. liniited to: .. insurance, collective. 
bargaining, ·OSHA with·. regard_ ·to working : conditions of the providers, contractual:: .·_::3:'T'=>:-'.;:""'..:i"'~~ 
liability exposure, ·warkers'-corripensation,-wages and hours, quality of service to the-.-··--·--·····-.-···----· 
recipients,· cost of option., unemployment insilrance, provider training, and human 
resources (hiring, firing of providers). 

Many interdepartmental meetings were held in the County of San Bernardino in 
order to establish a plan as to how the Advisory Committee would address the options 
presented, and that plan was required to be sent to the -State Department of Socia) 
Services by January 1, 2000,. in order to meet the requirements of All County Letter No. 
99-62, a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. That letter 
required counties to submit a preliminary plan as to how the county was to comply with 
the provisions of the plan by January I, 2000. Two further reports had to be submitted 
regarding the county's plan and progress, one being due on January 1, 2001, and another 
or(January 1, 2002. By July 1, 2002, the counfy was required to inform-the Department 
of-Social Services its readiness to establish the employer ofrecord.by_the Januruy 1, 2003 
deadline. By January 1, 2003, the county must certify that it is in compliance with the 

·1aw. 

. · .,~ In additional to interdepartmental meetings, meetings were held state-wide in 
order to ascert'ain whether all the issues had been identified;· the experiences of other 
counties with public authority and contract modes, and to discuss how best to implement 
the new legislation. Additionally, the Department of Social Services provided some 
guidance by way of All County Letters on issues raised in the implementation. 

While substantial information was being obtained regarding the issues concerning 
each option for "employer of record", .the county starting pursuing the establishment of 
an Advisoiy Committee. 

·SB 288 {Chapter 445, Statutes of 2000) set up the membership qualifications of 
members of the Advisory Committee to include: 

a. At least two members who are current or former providers, and 
b. No less than 50% of the membership must be past or current recipients. 

SB 288 also permitted on the Advisory Committee: 

'A true and conect copy of the California State Auditor's Report, fu Home Supportive Services: Since 
Recent Legislation Chanruis the Way-Counties Will Administer tbe Progr:am, The Department of Social 
Services Needs to Monitor Service Delivery, September 1999, is attached as Exhibit 4 to tbe test claim. 
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. -,.- ' ~: .-- ,·: ~~~:~~:~:-·t~~~~:~~~~~1:~~e-~~f~~~~:~a~~t~l:~i:~t·~~-~a:;,.~·;:~~ :. e· 
of hom~:c~ei~iri~~~'.~~~,~·-: .. ·-···~~~~.· • · _:; :·:.':~·~·;:·._·:·=-~~;;~~ _ ·_ ::·;;·i·~~,.~~:,~;~:~~:. : __ ~-~·:~::~,.~-:": ~;~:;:~;:.,?~:-.· · 

_ The~countf\,,,as'":prohibffed'.ffonOi£liJO'lli1illg moreT~ail'one''Couiit)t'emJJfOY.ee ·as'a. •':·~' ~·· -- -'· _ · -
-- ' - memb:er; put·specifi9~1ly:atithofized .any county empioyee' tc:i pfovide:-ongO.ing advice _and: ,_· -. - -. -- ·. 

_--.'support: " _,,. ·<•;i:-ro·,,· --/.;;,. · i . .--'f. ; .. ,·.-:. __ '" .-,., .. _,. -_. ·· -·· -· ... ·' -·. _, ... _ ... ·"' •:: 
· · _-:;·._.,: ·;·: ···i:.. ';ii·:::: .. ·~~·.· ··- .. <,/·~><:·:,·:r:t".:1r\~-~~;j· :··;·'·.;· .. -· .{.- :•;1 ··. :·-:·~;;::~- ···:. :1··.•:,. •;7 .. ·:'::. •. · .. --~-·-,.:·. · . - ·. 

·_- ·.: .·:.-·VY.1th regar4:to.the-ccniJ.pdsition ofSan_Beniardiiio's Advisory Corritriittee;•it must ' - - _ · _-_ .. 
~be ~emem'?f~fd .tg,a(ihe, cij~tf' has ~a-d_iyerse~ geographic~foc~tion~..:;·fr~ITi~utfah'~o·dfotifui·::-~:c. :·· . -::.·. 
-. desert commtuiities: :· · Becaus·e·· -re-cipients - in the outlying -·comni.uruties. have --had : -. 

experienced. difµculties in obtaining ·providers,--it .was: deemed· important that the 
recipients on the Advisory Committee come from different,geographlc lo·cations; <· --: 

, ,After, .. fill·· implementation~ pliui;',Was .created i-and approved: . by.nthe _<Bb~d of 
Supe.rvi.s.ors; we:held. six .. public~hearirigs throughouUhe county in order:: to explain AB 
1682; E!Ild·disclJ.!:S ·.tlw:.purpose ;of the Advisory ·Committee, ,: ·We: needed foitallcto ·.the 
community about the p]:ogram;; its, purpose;-· and:J solicit. appliCantS for .. the Advisory·· 
Comn;littee: At those·meetings;.cwe:distributed applications fqr.the Advisory· Committee. · 

~.:.r~.r:.1r.1 :• ··· .-:•-.' '.··r:f.-.~··. ·: :r · ,._,!~ ~ · · 1:.:~: ·~:··:-·'· ·1.:-: ·: ·.i ;: ·~:;"' .. :·,: .-.. -) ·j·/~ 1 · 

: ,,,we.also ran·a•.newspaper,advertisementfor a ty.ro-weelcperib~·to•obtain,Advisory -
Committee .members.: Becau5·e dnitiallywe ·had 1i:i,o :re~po:Q.se;to· our request foi'A~visory 
Committe~n1embers, ·We. needec! !o •hil.ve•a1.stati~tidrui .p¥i'foiin .dilta:fiJns;~ili:O!der to .. make · 
a speciaJ mailingfto;.prg,:Viders arid recjpj~nts. ::.We0mailed 25,000 mailers,· .The sfa.tisticifil1<,• 
went through· 1the ! data and configtired· mailing ·labels, . to talee' out duplicates. Ihwas 
necessary to do a couple ofmailings.3 

· 

. ; -: A:fter,_.the first round; .wecreceived 80:applications;,c0f·those; We··iil.tetviewed 43, 
and- -still ;did, not. have ever}· supe!Visorial -district1 represented;·· rior •. did.:1we :have . every -
category"of .membet:o•Thus, it-.:became incumbent•: to. advertise in-1:1'2 differ~nt ipapers:fo 
have.ilie•nio.strio.tice.possible. --.. :·,. ~- ·;°'. .--.-, ,, ·.,.:-(: _ .-::._ ... -' ;.,,,r;,.:. :' · '-· ... , ! .. ·· _,.: 

·•.~i.,.,····:i:.);.-•· }".'.' ;'~_(;·· ,.,< .. ~-:·;.·;·'.: '·,·~:i·:·:,; }·; .. \:;···; .... ·_-· 1 ~<" , . ..__. :·;· .. 1" 

The Department of Social Services has allowed us to claim certain administrative 
cos.ts, forJhe Advisory,1Committee: ·The cost~ we 11ave; been allowed,to cl,ajm the· costs of 
tra:b.sportiii.g: the:Adviso.ry·.Committe·e ·members to lthe •meeting; If w~,,i;loh't· trans1iqi:t the 
·member himself or herself, we have paid their mileage .. We havelpaid.their,:telephone·, 

. bills in connection with the Advisory Committee. We have paid for re:freshrrients served 
at the meeting.- , Also; one· Advisory< Committee :member ha~~:had.- ~:·stroke and 
communicates better thtough the internet, so.-we·have paid.thos~·costs.;.,.:_,' .;t: - n- -_ ,, 

-·;: ,:-;·~····' .. · .·\''f;:''~~ ... !f" .• "::•~.:·.~.'.) .·::·:":·,_.. ·:~ , .. .,__ ;··.t;:,,; '-~-~· 

The., Department •of . .Soda!-: Servicesi·has not 'paid for ,-the .time involved in 
· producing the plan that it required for iinplementatio!-1 of AB 1682. It has not paid the 
time for the secretary who devoted -100% of her time to this project., IF~id 'not :pay for 
county staff involved with the implementation of AB 1682, or_ the crea!icin of the 

3 The efforts were r~qu.ired p~~~ant t~ :~~lfai'.~ &-lnsti~~~ns Co~e'. ·~ection 1230,1.~~):' -. , · 
4 This was necessary in·brder to havi.the appropriate geographic miX'ofrecipients and:providers. 
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Advisory Com.m.!.tte(!,. f6L(!xample, iq th(;l initial stages;._! deyoted_l00% of my time to. -;;;,,,,,,. -
·the implemeµJ~tigp._i;if AB-i6.~2; in the latter stages, my time was 50% devoted to the 
.project. None of the costs associated 'with my work have b_een reimbursed._· 

; .. · ...... . ..... · .... · ......... . -~• '' ~:' ,,·.- .:_,, :·.:·::. ,.: . ,: .~··~-;-.,. l< ~: ,r.~:·••1."j.~T:~-;-;;;::;:. . 

-In tbe past, and at the present, the_ County pf San: Bernardino only pays niinimum · 
. wage; as: thafis_ ill- in_ which. tlie state will participate. ---The, county_ has: approxi]]1at~ly : 
• I 0,5.0G providers. - · -·· · - - · -- · · · .--_ · · · - - · · 
·;..,.· .. 

~ . · ... ·;·,· ... _, ,;•. . -.:· . ···:·-.·· .... · .. 

. In considering options, the· allocation of DSS to San Bernardino is based upon the· 
delivery of ~ery_ices ·at minimum wage, plus a factor,.for ·overhead. If San I,lemaidino -
wished to use the contract mode, it would have to cost Jess than the county'!s 'existing 
allocation. As shown in the Re.sponse filed contemporaneously herewitl)-, all analyses of 
the contract mode demonstrates that it costs almost twice that of the individual provider 
mode. Thus, it is unlikely that the state would approve any request of San Bernardino to 
use the contract mode as it would cost more than the present allocation. 

For the Department of Social Services to contend that there is no administration 
with regard to the contract, that is not true. First of all, in order to have a contract, you 
havt;:_ to go through either the IFB or RFP process. It takes at least six months from the 
time that DSS approves your RFP, if that is the mode chosen, to complete the process. 

:-:.. Whethe'r an IFB or RFP is used, you have to allow a period of time for responses, and 
...... then: with the RFP process, the interviewing of those who respond. Then, regardless of 

the·.mode selected, you still have an evaluation process. Then, the contract is entered 
. . . into. With the RFP process, the contract must be negotiated. 

After the contract is executed, you still have to resolve complaints, and monitor 
the contract for compliance. It is still necessary to do the assessments for recipients' 
eligibility and assessment for hours of service needed. The only thing a. contract does is 
to provide care providers ·at an increased hourly cost. 

The state has a formula for reimbursement of a Public Authority, which was the 
mode adopted by the Board of Supervisors5

• Our administrative rate is 18¢ per hour of 
service .. If we have a million hours of service per month (which is slightly less than what 
we are presently providing), our cap is $180,000 per month; however, we can only 

· ·invoice the state for actual costs. If it costs more to administer the Public Authority, 'the 
county is responsible for 100% of the costs. Additionally, the DSS pays by the quarter. 
If we use less than our allotment one quarter and more the next, we cannot net the two 
quarters. But, the county still has -a share of costs _in the reimbursement for _the public 
authority, which is 22% of the administrative costs. · 

'. The Advisory Committee recommended a Public Authority. The contract mode was believed important 
for those clients who were incompetent to hire, fire or supervise employees (e.g., Alzheimer's sufferers). 
However, the Advisory Committee noted that the contract mode might be better for some individuals, W1d 
requested that the Public Authority be granted the ai'ithority to contract, if necessary. ·0 
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· · . . There i~ a different· allowance betwe~n non"p~qlic.authority: co~tiescand. public _,,,·-~ . IA 
. authority col!11t1es as to howmuchthe state will'. share m the hourly wage.' "S ''":" ·," . .':"".::-::•>: ,,., ""·'-'>•".' 9 

. '. . ::-::::.·;::;::- -;7::::-.~- ::::.: . ..::;::::::.;~··j_~:~ .. -.::.:· ..... ~.:. . . . 

- for nQJ;l~public authority counties, the state will ~hare in:. 
Effective l/l?Ol -...:. minimum wage (6.25) + 3% = $6.57/hr . 

_ ... ··, 

. Effective. 7/l{Ol -·mirµmum \Vage (6.25) + 5,31% = $6.58/hr. 
.. . Effective 1/1/02·- minimum wage (6.75) + 5.31 % = $7.11/hr. - . .'' 

. . ·~· ' ' .. - - .. . ;: ·- . ,; . ·. . . -· . : . J, . ' . ·; .... 

For pubiic autho~ity counti~s, the stat~ ~ff share in:. · _ ·. '_ 
Effective7/l/00--·$7.50 +·$.60"' $8.10· .. . c~·e:::··:. '•'"''''·~:·!:"'""·..-· ... ,,,·:."~·:·";.:· .•,,>·c;:,. ::''.":"~'- .:.: . 

. Effeetive l/1102 :::-$8~50 + ·$.60 = $9.10 ---··--- _;_ .. -.. : : .. - -

Thus, there has been union support for the public authority mode. 

All Of this, and more, information was provided to the Public Authority, as it is 
charged by statute with the following responsibilities: 

"The advisory committee shall submit 
recommendations to the county board of supervisors on the 
preferred mode or modes of service to be utilized in the 
county for in-home supportive services." (Welfare & 
Institutions Code, Section 12301.3(c).) 

"Each advisory committee established pursuant to 
Section 12301.3 or 13201.6 shall provide ongoing advice. 
and recommendations regarding in-home supportive 
services to the county board of supervisors, any 
administrative body in the county that is related to the 
delivery and administration of in-home supportive services, 
and the governing body and administrative agency of the 
public authority, nonprofit consortium, contractor, and 
public employees." (Welfare & Institutions Code, Seetion 
12301.4(a).) 

As the Advisory Committee was mandated by law to make a recommendation to 
the Board for the mode of service deliyery and is charged with providirig on-going advice 
and recommendations, it was deemed necessary that the Advisory ·Committee be 
provided with all of the issues and educated on the task befor.e it. To that end, binder~ 
were prepared for each committee member. These binders had many sections. 

The first section contained laws and regulations, which included AB· 1682, SB 
710 and SB 288. Additionally, DS$ All County Letters 00-36, ~0~68, 99-6~ and 99-68 
were included. 

6 Anything above the state share in th&minimuro wage would be totally at the county's cost. 
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ACL 00-36.is attached hereto as Exhibit-2:..:·.1bis.is theJrrst All County.Letter.;_. ..... 
.which attempted--tcirespond to issues raised by counties in'the unplementatiori· of AB '·"-.. 

· 1682. This.Jetter-makes-reference throughout to the fact that the-issues ~volyed need the 
: assi'stance of the county's attorneys in interpretation and application. It again, notes that 
· IHSS is an entitlement program up to 283 hotirs per month .. ofservice,.depending upori · 

the needs of the recip'ient.7 .Additionally, ·it should·be-ncited that no.reduction ill ~ervice . · '· 
hours'isru.1o~e_dhecauseofth~iffip1ei:Ileiltatiori .. ofAB168:2.8 · .•.. : ·· '<:. : =· · .. ··:·= ·~ ··:- -.:· ·•· 
. . ·.· .. :.- . .... . .. . . . 

. . : ~ . .. ' . ~· . . ... :' .· :.;.· . . . . ..... . . . : . '. . . -· .-- ··.· . . . . :. . . .· . , . .. ... -: . . . . . .. ,. . ..... ' . 

• ACL 00-68 is attached tci :the Response to Departm.ent of Social ·services and . 
Department of-Finance as Exhibit 23:· This document notes that AB 1682 has not"""'·'. - · 
changed the· preeidsting ·cost shariri!Cratfo of 65%. ·state. and· 35%' count)T of'the non- .-
. federal share of costs for provider wage and benefits, and 70% state and 30% of the non-
federal share for administrative costs . 

. · What is most interesting is the provision in the letter if a county should decide to 
proceed with the contract mode: 

Counties that elect to use the contract mode should pursue 
the following process: 

1. · Make a written request to the Adult Programs 
Branch asking the Branch to calculate a MACR and to 
advise the county if funds have been included in the State 
budget to cover the cost of the county's anticipated 
contract(s). (Once calculated by the Department, the 
California Department of Finance must approve the 
MACR.) If sufficient budgeted funds are not available the 
county runs the risk of being required to absorb the costs of · 
their IHSS contract(s) until additional funds are budgeted 
unless deficiency funding is approved. (See below for 
more details.) · 

2. Conduct a competitive bid process to .award· the 
lHSS contract(s). 

3. Inform the Adult Programs Branch in writing to 
implement the rate into the Case Management, Information 
and Payrolling System (CMIPS), 

' ' . 

The State's share in the costs of county IHSS contracts is 
available only within the constraints imposed by the .State's 
annual Budget Act and Welfare and Institutions Code 
(WIC) section 12300 et seq. Counti~s that incur IHSS 
contract costs for which budgeted funds are not available 

7 Id. at page 4, question 6. 
8 Id. at page 4, question 7. .. 

. 'o 
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... run th'e-risk ofnof:foceiving,full. reimbursement~ifthe.costs,;;i:t-c.~:,;:~ ''cc,:-·--'·~-""~~ =-=--~''& 
· · ·"'ill~ex;cess='·of~""budgeted~ funds "o;wereif·due7' to.;;~D:on.:State.<~~~f ~":1::;·" ,. • . · · W 
· mandated costs (i.e.;: costs within county control; or using · · · 

more: expensiye;fm0des':':of-e,:sef\'ice:::delivery;-·).~'·.·As~rioted;.:: 

. · ·, 

·-·. 
.•. ~ ' =. 

abov~;"''the' Fiscal ·Year '2000/01 State·" budget~pfovii:ies···· · · · 
fi!.ndillg for jhe Sate .. sgare .of. count_ies in£rea~fug · thr:i~r- · : . . :· , . . 

· contractrates up· to 10% above their current MACRfand to 
· · '. , expand ·th~ number· of IHSS· :cases· ·statewide· Under ·th~ 

contradn1otle_by up to 40 percent.9 
.• : . ___ .•. . ::c·!: ... L.: . 

. ' / ~ ·-· . ;.~_;_:!..-:_ .. ·L•.;J·, ~-~..;..:. • ,':"':T~F;:.- -.-_:-~:~~~;··; 
··:. 

· ·what.is niost iriterestin:g is the sfateTuent'itfthe-A:CL'that the advisory cominittee 
costs are reimbursed and no county share ·is required, whei'1 it hail been clearly shown 
above that the actual ryimbursement is far less than the total costs incirrred. 10 . 

Also, attached hereto as Exhibit 3 is a copy of All County Letter No, 99-68; which 
addresses SB 710, Chapter 91, Statutes of 1999. This is the statute which both the 
Department of Social Services and Department of Finance wishes dismissed from the test 
claim. Tilis ACL instructs· counties-roil the state's additional participation in wage 
increases for providers employed by a Public Authority, and· provides the steps counties 
must take to have the wage increases approved. Additionally, it gives cost claiming 
instructions. 

In the beginillng, the Advisory Con11nittee met almost weekly; on-Tuesdays from 
9 a.m. until 11 a;m. The issues initially presented and "discussed 'Were the role, 
responsibility and focus of the Advis01y Committee and its responsibilities; the IHSS 
progran1; issues ·pertaining to:~the Brown Act which is applicable 'to. the Advisory 
Committee; different types of "employer of record";· arid·'· a' 'variety' of other issues, 
including members'· expense reimbilrsement. For each: possible type= of mode, the 

. benefits, detriments; issues ·and ccists were explained. Binders were· passed out to the 
committee members, and as new materials were presented, they were.passed out to be 
included in the binder. Presenters from other locales gave · infoi'ination regarding 

·different modes of service provision. The role of the county regardless of mode of 
service provider was also discussed: The rights of the recipient were stressed. 

After a substantial number of meetings, the Advisory Committee made its 
recommendation on the mode of service delivery. Attached hereto as Exhibit 4 is a true 
and correct copy of the recommendation presented to the Board of Supervisors by the 
Advisory Committee. 

The Board adopted the mode of Public Authority, with a stand alcine board. An 
ordinance was prepared and approved by the Board. At this juncture, the County of San 
Bernardino is in the process of having the public authority get under way; so that th~ 
County can have Its Public Authori1.y fully operational on or before -January 1, 2003, as 
required by state law. · · 

9 Id. at pages 3-4, question 6. 
10 Id. at pages 4-5, question 9. 
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The Advisor/Ccirrimittee p~iformed as_ required by the state mandate; howeve-dt~ :· · 
required substantial staff time before" "the recommendation was::ready to go before the •. ' ·_ 

· - Board· of SL1pefvisors.-~ ·Actdition'affyi the" com"mittee" remains iii pfaceTcq5t-6vide ongofiig -~ ::-··-·: -· ···· 
_ advi_ce arid recommendations to the County and the _Public Authority regarding the · ' · . · 

,_., · admiriisti'ationaqdopera_tiori_ofthel}::ISSprogram·_-.:·~: :'_'_···. :· -~ --- . ·• :._· ·-
. '-- .... ·•.. ..: .. . · .. -- . <,.: - .. ' .... ·· ...... ;' . -. . . : .. · . . . . . . '':· 

· · ._: Nci\v' that-°'trie Public Authot:ity_ 11as bee11-·~re_atect; fr·fil~~tmaiiitain: ~ regi~h'Y oi ·. ~ . 

. providers, ·screen' providers, train providers and r-eCipients, recruit providers, - and 
negotiate-witt-i'providers: Also, there is a director of the Public Authority; as well as staff,'· ,._, _ 
_ who is -i·esponsible for locating and occupying faciljties, as well. as buyfog or l~asing 
furniture and equipment.' -

As a result of the utilization of the Public Authority, there have been no cost 
savings to the County. 

I declare under penalty of pe1jury that the foregoing is true and correct, and that 
this declaration is executed this (g rf5d- day of September, 2002, at San Bernardino, 
California . 

. Janice L. Lindsay, Staff Analys 
}\,gfng & Adult Services, County of San Bernardino 

·o 

687 

Iii ·i --"" 

-, 

.... ' ·~; 



.. 
- '·· 

.• -:~....:-·::..::..:..:..=.:_ . .1. . 

. ' ... . ·:.·.:.· ..... 
. :: : 

688 

- -- • ',J 

·· . 

. .. •.; ~-. ·-- --·--------· 

:· ---=-··· ------· 

.. :.;·;·• 

-, 



·: . . .. · .. ·~ ,·-. -· .. "·· .. 
-...... 

· .. 
.,. . .---

EXI-IIBIT 1 
689 



. '. :-. 

., '• ~. '.· · .. 

690 



DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 PStreet, Sacramento, California 95814 

September 14, 1999 . 
·--~-- ·-· :-- ·. . - . -· ·: .~ .. . ·. ·;.:·.·-- .... : •. _:.:.·~·::::.: .• · .. ,_: .• : •• '.~·· ........ - ... -·. -.~.-~~·: .. ~ ~.:: .:.~.-::..-::-~.::._.---.~~~:::_:·_:-.:~· • -----~: .:.".~:... "' • ,.:. __ . . ·. -- .. -'-·~--· - - -~-_---.• -.• ·--~-'-f.~ ,,.., • 

. •' .. ..... : -~ . --·' ·:·::.· .. 
- · .. 

• REASON .. FORTHIS TRANSMITTAL 
. . . ; . . ._ ·- ; .:. ~ -, " ;. . . . . '. . . : -· . 

· ... · ...... <· 
. - . . . 

. txJ §late ~a:-v _Cli?rige . _. :__ _ - .:\. . . . . 

· · ... -. , .. ·Au.:C9lJNTY l,EfT-ERNO:. 99 ~ 62 . . 
'_;·. . ', .. 

··:·. - .. . ·· .... -:· .. ': ·, '·. ...... - . ·. - ·; . - ~.:· . . . . . ';_ 

[. Ti=ederal Law or .Regulation.\;. - ': .· .. ,.·:,:'• . 

-- - - .. -; ·:··-. 

·. · .. 

... TO: ... : ALL COUNTY- WELFARE DIRECTORS 
. IHSS PROGRAM MANAGERS 

. Change. _ : .. . .. -·· .. ·-··"· . __ 
[. ] CO_urt_<?rn.~~,or.:Settl~r,ri~~-to::-:.::~~""'. . ..... . 

Agreement -
] Clarification Requested 

by One or More Counties 
] Initiated by COSS 

SuBJECT: ESTABUSHfNG EMPLOYER OF RECORD FOR IN-HOME 
SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (lHSS) PROVIDERS 

REFERENCE: AB 1682, A-CL '98-20 

- This·All-Coonty L-etter {AGL) provides instructions as required in one of this year's 
BudgetAcUrnplementation.bills.for social services (AB 1682, Chapter 90, .Statutes of 
1999). A provision of this biU-adds Section 12302.25 to the Welfare and Institution 
Code {WIG) which· states each county on ur before January 1, 2003 shalf act as an 
Bmpioyer or -establish an -employer- of r-ecerd for providers undeF WIG 12302.2 for 
colle.ctive bargaihing.purposes. · 

Another provision of Section 123-02.25, requires·the State to develop a timetable for 
implementation of this requirement. lnorder to comply with this provision, this letter 
1xovides the timetable (Attachment 1) that counties are to use. ·1t requires the counties 

· to submrttheiriirst report on January 1, 2000 with additional reports due until the 
department receives final certification on January 1, 2003. 

There is no reqtiired formatfor the first report. (A reporting fonnat will be provided for 
- the second report.) Please submit rt to: 

Department of Social Services 
Adult Programs Branch 

Opecatim 1s::and :Technical Assistance 
744 P Street, MS. 19-96 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

·. 
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· Tl;l€ language of this statute is complicated. Additional instructions ·will be issued as 
r~quir13mentsfor impl~n:ientation ar~ cl~rified; Quastio~s regar,~ing_t~is letter can be 
d1rectedfo your Adult Programs Operations and Techn1calAss1sta.nce Ahalyst·at ... 
91-6i 229~400Q.~.· ··. . . . . . . . . • .. . . .. . . . ... •. . . < .... . 

... ·,_ 

.Qrig[TJa/ Signed _E~y:. 
· Donna· L Mandelstam 

D?NNA L. MANDELSTAM • 
Drp~ty Director 
Disability and Adult Programs Division 

Attachments 

692 

I. c.11.·.&WWWll 

.:-·:· .. 

: 

) 

.. 

W· - · .. L::&IZZ: 

' .. \ .-: 

. ,. 

·o 

' ' 

_ ... 

·:. . .... __ 



.. : .. ' 

- . 
ATTACHMENT 1 

-=:;..·-=..:"7; 

··.:;.-.. -

-The f'onowi.119 iabJe list$ the county responsibilities and the r~qi.Jjred actions: nei~~ary -- -

:. _;- <:.·Ji:i.r~\a_nC13:; C:- · . ,.-:,.: _ _ ·- - . · . - _ _ - - . '·:-'.-. . _.- .. ·• .. ·: ... · ··~. '. . . . . ... : . ... 
·- - , -~·· . ' • ' , - - • '. • ~:- • •. "· •,. '• • ,. : '\ • J ••• 

- - '. --- .• - -- . ._ .. .. - - ." - ,_ - . - -. . - --· - • I: ···-.-.·-.· 

1. Preliminary 
Plan. 

2. Plan.and­
Progr.ess... 

3. Actions aAd 
Decisions. 

4. Certification. 

Describe the county's plan fur complying with _the 
visions of the -statute. 

Reportoo the county's plan.and progress. Counties 
may include:. 
o Advisory Committee 

·o Reco111111.e11dations 
--o Structure 
Describe county readiRess for establishing employer of 
record b 11i12D03 deadline. 
Certify county is in compliance with the law. 

.-
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-HEALTH ANO HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY .. ;."/• GRAY DAVIS, GovarTiar 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES. 
___ ·· 744. P Street; Sacramento, California 95814 

,,_ ... . . .. ·- ..... ·~ . ,•,.' · •• .' . ·1:· - .. ...., .. -- .. .... · .. · ...... 
·-. ··;-'.· -·· •• '."".:-r::,:.-- ·: ,.~ .:.,'.:·: · c·:-· .r.:.:··· 

REASQN FOR THIS TRANSMJTTAL 
.. ~ .... . . ~ - : . :: -. - .. - ~ .. ··:·. . . ( 

•:.'• ... [ . .J State Law change· • . · • . . - •· . 
-· ·[ J Feqerai·Law-9r Reglilati9ri.' ;· ·_, .\-·· 

·· ... ·. . ..... 

. ·.i·•--· 
.... 

· . . Change , ~ _ ,_ _. _ .. · __ - , 
[ '] Coi.i.rt Order or.Sett!e~e_µJ:::::-,:0,:.:: .. :., 

. . Agreement · _ · · · :· · 

TO: ALL COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS 
ALL IHSS PROGRAM MANAGERS 

[X] Clarification Requested 
by One or More Counties 

] Initiated by CDSS 

SUBJECT: IMPLEMENTATION OF ASSEMBLY BILL (AB} 1682 

This All-County Letter (ACL) provides information regarcjing the implementation of . 
AB 1682 (Chapter 90, Statutes of 1999). A provision of this bill added Section 12302.25 
to the Welfare and Institutions Code (WIC) which states that each county, on or before'i 
January 1, 2003, niust act as an employer of record or establish an employer of record ' 
for In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) Program providers for specific legal purposes. 

Specifically, this ACL answers questions from an October 7, 1999, meeting where -
approximately 70 questions and issues were raised. We are answering an initial set of 
the questions in this letter. State staff is preparing answers to the remaining 
outstanding questions. When those answers are available, we will provide them in a 
separate ACL. 

The answers provided merely represent the Department's initial reading of the statute. 
They do not represent the Department's official position with respect to the issues 
raised. To the extent implementation of the statute will require the Department to 
officially interpret or make specific its provisions the regi!Jlatory process will be invoked. 

Counties will recall that AB 1682 requires each county to create an Advisory Committee 
whose initial responsibilities include providing recommendations to the county's Board 
of Supervisors on the mode(s) of IHSS delivery the Board should adopt to comply with 
AB 1682. The Governor has included new funding in the May budget revision for the 
costs of AB 1682 advisory committees expected to be incurred by counties in the 

· 2000-01 fiscal year. -

. - Given !_hat the role of the Advisory Committee is to furnish advice for consideration by 
the Board before it makes a decision regarding AB 1682, ·a follows that the Advisory 
Committee must be created before a county begins deliberations on the mode(s) of 
service delivery to select. 

-. 
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- _, __ -___ :·.=·'The Advisor-Y Committee that is required.under AB 1682 is distinct from the governing 
• ·-o-··" ,._,. ;. • board _required:under-the .P.ublic Authority mode, However.- a cou.nty may elect tc;i use its 

·· · -- .. -Public Authority governing:board for \he purposes of AB ·1 s·82 as long as the functiom;_ 
._ ., · of the governing _board (or-the purposes of AB 1682 nieet the requirenients of_ the bill. · -_ 

. :·.:-.·-: --.·.-.. ~~::-._.·.·~-=-·~-·-:····_.;· .·· :-.·. ~·-.:.-.··~:· .. .-.. ··~·~·: __ _.·<.- _'. ·<·_, ·.·.~- ·::. ·. _:·_'·~ ·. · .... _-:. ·. ·:~·.·.-

. · · : -If yO-u have questions· or. concerr:is, you may ·cbnt~_ct Alan _Stolry.iack;-Chief, Adult _· _ --
-- Programs Branch at (916) 229-4583. · · · 

Sincerely, 

Original Document Signed By 
Donna L. Mande/stan on 5119100 

DONNA L. MANDELSTAM 
Deputy Director 
Disability and Adult Programs Division 
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. ··--· - ········ -· -··· . .. ... . ~· . 
AB 1682: QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

J .... Question: : What is meant by ... county adni.inisfration ofthe lnd\vidua(ProyidE:lr 

'. . .' 

\. · : mDde?"·. :< · .'·: ·· ' · · ~·= ···:· ; ·: .: :·'· · · · ~·, · ·.: ·.·.. · ·· .... ·. · ' = · · ·' · ··. · ··. . . 

.- . .. .. . ~'. . . . . . . . .. :. .·.. . . . . . ..... ·. ::."· . , - . : . . . . ;-. .'\~·. 
· . Answer:· ·.·:·We ihterpl-ef"Colinty adriiin.isfration ofthe Individual P'rdyitle"r". · .·.·.' · :: .. · .: :·· .· 

mode" to mean that a county can directly serve. as the employer of record or . 
perhaps Lise a bargaining agentto represent.the county in fulfilling th!il county's· 
obligations under AB 168~ in the Individual Provider ri1ode~ This is ·dist.inct from 
the 'county employing county staff to provide IHSS program services under the 
Homemaker mode. The ability to use a bargaining agent as described above 
should not be presumed. The County's labor relations co.unsel should be 
consulted on this issue. 

2. Question:· Does Welfare & Institutions Code (WIC), Section 12302:25 only 
refer to current Individual Providers? 

Answer: Based upon the plain language of the statute, WIC, Section 
12302.25 applies to both current and future Individual Providers. 

3. Question: Does this statute really eliminate the Individual Provider mode? 

4. 

Answer: No. The statute does not expressly or by implication eliminate the 
Individual Provider mode. . 

Question: Is this "Individual Provider option" the old Individual Provider mode, 
a Public Authority, or what? 

Answer: The_ "Individual Provider option" means that a county with over 500 
cases will have to .establish an employer of record for providers who may_ 
continue to work as Individual Providers. The employer of record may be 

. established by using a Public Authority, Non Profjt. Consortium or directly 
administering the Individual Provider mode (see 'above) of service delivery even if 
only in a limited way. A county with over 500 cases would not be able to 
exclusively contract with private agencies or use only the Homemaker mode for 
all of their cases if a recipient requests the Individual Provider employ.er option. 

5. Question: Does this statute call for training and backgrol!nd checks for IHSS 
providers? Are the costs the responsibility of the county, state, or employer of 
record? 

Answer: · AB 1682 does not "require" training or background checks for 
providers. However, WIC, Section 12301.6 which governs Public Authorities, 
requires a Public Authority to qffer provider training, investigate provider 

.. 
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·qualifications;,establish;acreferral system, and establish a.provider registry:-----. 
: These costs are funded· through the hourly rate paid to the•Public Authority.':.. 

,~7·_:_ ' .... -

. ·: . . , .. ·.· -, . . 

-6.'< ;- oi.i~sti~ri: ci~~~'this biil rnakeJH-~s1Ficsr·~ri-~niri1e~e~t? :_. .. . - -
~ . . - ' 

,;•·· ··' •• _. ••• • _;·, '._.·_·. ·'.. ..,. '~ •• ·\,_-:._,.· •• ::·:.-.-·:· •• 1 ••• --,_.~.·:·.·,-:.,. :.·:··.· :: • • ~··~ -.·· ..... 

Answer-: . AB 1682 did not change the current funding arrarigements or . 
·- eligibility requirements for either· the PCSP or IHSS programs. As a covered 
. Medi~Cai"bef)efit, PCSP is ?n entitlement up 'to the 283 hours per month cap On 
'services based on the assessed need for services. '' 

7. Question: Will the implementation of AB 1682 and it's associated costs result 
in a decrease in authorized hours? 

Answer: No. WIG, Section 12302.25(f), specifically requires that no county, 
Public Authority, Non Profit Corisortium, contractor, or comb.ination will (as the 
result of the implementation of-AB 1682) reduce .the amount of hours, determined 
to be necessary for a program recipient, based on individual need. 

8. . Question: Does this bill create an entitlement or an unfunded mandate? 
,, 

'{• 

· .. : . ' .... ~ . 

Answer: AB 1682 provides that, if the Commission on State Mandates 
determines that the bill contains costs mandated by-the state, reimbursement for '9 
those costs shall be made pursuant to these statutory provisions. In the case of 
both the Public Authority and contract modes, administrative costs of the Public 
Authority or contractor are funded in the approved hourly Public Authority or 
contract rate. (See also Question 6) 

9. Question: What are the implications for the Case Management, Information 
and Payrolling System (CMIPS) changes for tracking training and other costs? 

Answer: We are not contemplating any immediate changes to the CMIPS as 
a result of AB 1682 and no funds have been allocated for this purpose. At this 
time it is likely that substantive changes to CMIPS will occur as the result of the 
re-procurement of the CMIPS contrac"t; however, we are open to ongoing 
discussions with the counties on CMIPS requirements under AB 1682. 

1 o. Question: \fa county has more_than 500 cases, can a county interpret that 
before the passage of AB 1682 counties met the statutory requirement of 
AB 1682? 

Answer: No, unless a county had an employer of record as defined by . 
AB 1682 for their Individual Providers prior to the passage ofAB 1682. Only a 
county with a Public Authority or Non Profit Consortium could. ~e deen:ed to have 
met the requirements of A.B 16-82 prior to its enactment. Add1t1onal\y, if a county 
with more than 500 cases had contracted exclusively with a private agency, or 

-. 
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delivered all IHSS services t~,~~-;h-thi~ii~~~~k~r,~b~e;'\'h=~f~b~iy woiJld · 
... ·have been.in com.pliancewith AB 1682.unless a recipient requested_tti~.. · . 

. . . : .. lridividu·a1 Provider tnode. counties should construe a ~eqLiest from a recipient to .. 
. .. . · ..... , · US~· ·a proyid_er. who_ is not_-an ernpl_oyee·qf eith_er C\ CC?ntrai;:t9r Or._\~~ county: a_s .. a· ..... 

11. 

12. 

: ''.requl?S~ for the Individual Provider m9de." ' . · _·.. . . · ·. · · .. . . 
- . ' - ..• - ... ~ .. - -.. -.~ .. -.. ·.-·~····· ".·.· ,_.··: . . .. · . - ' ...... -··· ..... _~· ... 

. _Questio~:· ".How does AB 1682 define' "mixed. mode"? .·In r:nixed mqdes, are '. 
· there two e_r:nplqy~rs 9fr~c;o_i-d7i,n:"; :,~<:''' _-:. -,,;c,·-<,~,'-~· ::·:~ --~·- -~:,~--~ •. !-,,,;~ ~- · .: ·_.·. · · ··:. 

Ariswer: • A mixed mode is defined as having a mix of the employer of record 
. options. And yes, a county can have more than one optio11 and more than one 
employer for providers. San Francisco County is an example. San Francisco 
County has both a Public Authority and a contract mode of service delivery. 

Question: What do the terms "employer of record" and "for the purpose of 
collective bargaining" really mean? · 

Answer: The term "employer of record" is used to designate the employer in 
a formal employer/employee relationship and is the designated entity that 
interacts with the provider workforce in the.manner referenced in 
WIG Section 12302.25. . 

'AB 1682 requires each county to act as, or establish, an employer of record for 
.IHSS providers for the purposes of provisions of statutory law regarding 
employer/employe~ relations. The employer/employee relations of public 
agencies, such as Public Authorities, are governed by the Meyers, Milias, 
Brown Act. The employer/employee relations of private entities, such as IHSS 
contractors, are governed by other labor relations laws inciuding ihe National 

. Labor Relations Act. 

,, .. , 

13. Question: Is there a conflict betweeri the recipient's right to direct the provider 
and the provider's right to negotiate with the employer of record? 

I 

·' 
Answer: Notwithstanding the provisions of AB 1682 every recipient will . 
continue to have the right to direct their provider of services. We do not believe it 
was the intent of the Legislature to change the current relationship between a . 
recipient and his or her provider. 

14. Question: Are there still some employer functions the recipient retains? 

Answer: AB 1682 does not change a recipient's right to choose the 
individucils who provid_e their care and recruit, select, train; reject, or change any 
provider under the contract mode, or hire, fire, train, and supervise any provider 
under any other mode of service .. 

.. 
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1 S. Question: Will the county be able to create an employer of re~ord and then 

.... - ; .. 

_ no.t ne_g_otiate::~~-:1:h,~.~;:f.::~~;;_;;;~~:-=~'.-:~-:~.:-::-,-::;'~':!:~~:;.:~~=,~~-:~~:_'~L:~~---,:::::~-:- ~--=:~~:·r'.. 
_ . A~s~er:· -. · _ The_ re.fere:ince_ in AB 1 l38? to th~ GoyEfrriinent Code c;:hapte{ whidi _ -- ·_ 
_ : commences· with Section 3500, E!Xpre~ses the legfslature's intent thaf the --, . ·· ·_ · · 
'. -EHl1ployer of.record operate-inthe ma_nner provided iri that.Chaple-~. This Ctiap!er - \., 

.. .. . . . -is intended to "p(oriicite full "communication 'between public eiriplciyers and their . ' 
employees, ~YJlfQY.i.Qing.? _Ie§~9.Q99J§JD§tbod .otr~sQJVi!Jg.£!t~p_uteq_r~g§Ldi ng _ _ _ , _ . ______ _ 
wages, hour~1 ••• ~~-9 g\~e.r te.r.rns and,co_n(j_itiq11~.9f,.emplqymentpe.tyve_~Q p9biiy ~::--:_-:~-~~--- ·· 
employers and public employee organizations: .. - . -· __ ,.. ---· .. . ~- ·-' ··-- -~- . 

Counties should consult with their legal counsel regarding their obligations to 
meet, confer and bargain with IHSS providers and their representatives under the · 
cited code and under the laws governing private sector employers. 

16. Question: Can a county establish a contractor to become an employer of 
record without doing a "contract mode"? 

Answer: . See Question 1. The county can act as an employer of record or 
may be able to contract with a bargaining agent to represent the county in 'i-
fulfilling the requirements of AB 1682 and Government Code 3500. It is not 
clear, however, that this is an option. Counties will need to consult their labor 
relations counsel. Tl) is would be different from contracting with a private agency 
to provide IHSS services. 

17. Question: How does the legislation impact the recipient's right to choose a 
particular mode? 

Answer: Freedom of choice means that an IHSS recipient may choose 
· among "available" modes and participating providers in their county. AB1682 

does not change this. However, although recipients in the residual program 
previously had no right to force a county to operate an Individual Provider mode, 
it appears now that counties with 500 or more re9ipients may be required to offer 
an Individual Provider upon request. 

18. Question: Where do the rights of recipients come in when there are different 
service delivery systems and access across state, different wage rates, etc? 
Does this raise an equal access or equal protection issue? How does local 
collective bargaining relate to federally approved Medicaid rate? 

Answer: PCSP recipients have the right to choose among the IHSS modes 
and providers available in their area. IHSS residual program recipients are 
afforded the same opportunity. We do not believe there is an equal access or 
equal protection issue raised by AB 1682 as long. as PCSP recipients cc;intinue to 
be allowed to have their p~ovicier of choice. Varying wages currently.exist from 
county to county depending on the mode(s) of operation in the counties; . 

-. 

702 

·- IL ii 11 .. ··:iifJ.i~= 



·e> 

. . .~ ._ .. 

.... 
"Ill 

· .. ·however, th.e wage/floor:'! at the minimum wag·e is co_nsistent throughout th~ 
program.·_···.,·:· .. ·-~: .. .=.=;·:·::::-,-:,.~:::;:;-,__.::,·· .. :~ __ ,-:· ·· ··,·,.,,,:·;: .·'::.::co~ .. =· . .. .::: ... __ :c:.::::-~· ,:..;-:.,.~~:::;"·.-· ··• ·-

.·· ' . '· 

.. : .. 19'. . Qlies.tion: . Co\Jld. a county s·ele~t one opt_ion of.e_mpl0yer of rec,;cird)nd late.r" . . 
-· · ·· ·change to another? · .- . - · . · · · ·. ·. ..<:.. · · ·: · ·~ . ·· : .. -. : - · 

··:.·:-.· ·.·. 

. . . .Ans~~/ Y~s.: thi~· ,e:gislation stil(prcivides the e:6·unti~§ -~i~h-Me.xibility in the> .. ·:. \ .. :· . -. 

. · est~blishment_ of.a11.empLC>Y?tO.f rec;\?,t<:/. and allow~ c9utities to change to a · . 

a 

. differerterriployer of record at another time: 

20. Question: How will we evaluate effects of AB 1682 In 3, 5, 10 years down the 
road? 

Answer: Although the bill does not require .. a formal evaluation, the 
Department will be held accountable along with the counties to ensure that IHSS , 
services are available and provided when needed in a cost-effective manner. 
The Department and counties will also be held accountable for the delivery of 
services of a reasonable quality to accomplish program goals. We expect to 
review on an ongoing basis the effects of AB 1682 on the availability of IHSS 
providers, the stability of the IHSS workforce, the quality of the services provided 
and program costs . 

21. Question: How will we evaluate effectiveness of mode of options and impact 
on clients to give the County Board of Supervisors more information to make 
decisions? 

Answer: WIC, Section 12301.3, provides for an advisory committee that the 
County Board of Supervisors will utilize prior to implementing an employer of 

·- record. Presently,. there are counties operating Public Authorities, contracts, 
Individual Provider, and mixed modes of service delivery that could give valuable · 
insight into an employer of record option. We suggest that counties consult with 
one another as they consider their options under AB 1682. 

I 

22. Question: How do we educate or brief the Boards of Supervisors? 

Answer. See question 22. 

23. Question: What does it mean that a countY can establish regional 
agreements? 

Answer: This means that a group of counties ·may agree to organize and 
. collectively meet the requirements of AB 1682. 

24. Question: If a client asks for a mode the county does not offer, is the county 
obligated lo establish that_moc;l.e? 

.. 
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.. · AnsJ..'iir: -~'Rct~Wltb oQ~:·E!i(.epiidff(sse-CliJ~~·tibn"~{y iff '.fbo'dn't:/fh~t "il'as a'n°',. • .. 
IHSS caseloa~ greater than. 500, .th€) county is required to provide the Individual · . 
Provider employer. option if requ_e~ted by the recipient. · · · · · · · 

.. 

" ': .. :is; · ·· · ,o~·e-~f-i_o~ :· · c~n 'you· segme_~·t ~ 'pop-ulatici-n. ·cir. r~·n. m~lti:pl~ ·meth,ods to ·~ddres~ · . · · . : 
.. · · p;:,rtjcular P?rls of.they9pula_tiqn? .. ·: '·. >. : ·<· .".. ·· . -, ........ _ ·. · .... -. .\: ,_ .. 

Answer: : · Yes. Whatever the mariner in\vhicn a County ·aeddes'fo''delivi:if' · ·.- ···-· 
IHSS services·i-ifi'e ·redpientretafris ih·e"righffo choosei'fiis·'or }]e(pfovi'aer.'~'' ,· '""'. ' 

26. Question: How does AB 1682 address issues of integrated 
Long-Term Care (L TC) and vice versa? 

· Answer: AB 1682 does not address or provide guidance as to its 
applicability under L TC integration. Specific questions regarding AB 1682 
as it relates to L TC integration would require specific analysis. 

27. Question: AB 1682 refers to Non Profit Consortium.· Could a 
Non Profit Consortium be a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA)? 

·'j. 

Answer: The Non Profit Consortium referred to is "as authorized under 
Section 12301.6." 

A Non Profit Consortium, as defined in WIC, Section 12301.6, must provide for, 
but is not limited to, all of the following functions: 

1. Assisting recipients to find IHSS personnel through the establishment of 
a registry. 

2. Investigating the qualifications and background of potential personnel. 
3. Establishing a referral system under which IHSS personnel are referred 

to recipients. 
4. Providing for training for providers and recipients. 
5. Performing any other functions related to the delivery of IHSS. 
6. Ensuring that the requirements of the personal care option pursuant to 

Subchapter 19 (commencing with Section 1396) of Chapter 7of Title 42. 
of the United States Code are met. 

Counties should work with their legal counsels to make sure that a JPA will allow 
the involved counties to organize in a manner that meets the requirements for a · · 
Non Profit Consortium. · 

28. Question: WIC, Section 12301 .6(f)(3) states that the counties and the state 
· are immune from liability. What does this mean in practice and is it legally 

appropriate language? Has it been tested and what protection does it provide? 

.. 

704 

------~--=----........ _,....,.,_-,-,m11=...-----•E'-""',''--.,..,:·"""":.""""'"""'"'· liil_. 11:111---w 

.·:·..,.. 

'8' I 



' . . ·. -· . "; ·. 

··t 

Answer: . _: "The"subdivision-expresses ]egislatiye_intent_w.ith reg;;ird Jo potential 7 • : 

liability arising from,impleme-ntation of the section_, T~is ViOvision, amor:ig other. 
things, is intended to: make a Public Authority or Non Profit Consortium _solely •... 

.. respon::;ibl_e for the obligation~ _ihe PLjblic Authodty ent~rsinto \n i/npl~menti.ng . : ..... 
. the:w1c; 12.301.6 regardless·of whether the obligations ~re statutbry,'·contraCtual .. ·,. 
or oth('Or:wis~< ·<: < . •' ' . . . . . ,. .. .. . . "' ' ' ':· ... \.::: . 

· 29> ·. ·Question: - -Is there a.potential to do a·:'no strike" policy.statewide?c~:..,-.:~.-·····:,:,._;_..;,_ : . 
... ::··t!'.:.··-c'l,.r:-;: .. ;,-·· ::-.·1 ... :y 1· ~r. ,r<·· ·r ·:'.'r:.""·1:i..; :-; .... -...:: ... 

Answer: A "no strike" agreem~nt is within the realm of collective b·argairiing. · 
Counties should consult with their legal counsel on this issue. 

30. · Question: If a county has established a Public Authority, what law says that it 
is in compliance? Is it as simple as it reads or is it more complex? · 

Answer: If a county has a Public Authority, they have met the statutory 
requirements in that WIC, Section 12301.6, provides that a Public Authority is 
deemed the employer for purposes of Chapter 1 Q. Compliance with AB 1682 

"' ,. also requires creation of an Advisory Committee. A county with a Public .. 
Authority advisory committee would meet this requirement if the committee's role 
were to be expanded to meet AB 1682 requirements. Counties should note that 
AB 1682 requires each county to create an Advisory CommitleE;l whose initial 
responsibilities include providing recommendations to the county's Board of 
Supervisors on the mode(s) of IHSS delivery the Board should adopt to comply 
with AB 1682. 

·- ···- Given that the role of the Advisory Committee is to furnish advice for 
consideration by the Board before it makes a decision regarding AB 1682, it 

. follows that the Advisory Committee must be created before a county begins 
deliberations on the mode(s) of service delivery to select. · . · 

The Advisory Committee required under AB 1682 is distinct from the governing 
board that is required under the Public Authority.mode. However, a county may 
elect to use its Public Authority governing board for the purposes of AB 1682 as 
long as the functions of the governing board for the purposes of AB 1682 meet 
the requirements of the bill. 

31. Question: How does this legislation impact counties with fewer than 500 
cases? 

Answer: Counties with fewer than 500 cases must meet all of the 
requirements of AB 1682 except they do not have to offer the Individual Provider 
employer option if requested by a recipient. Nevertheless, if the employer of 
record in a county with fewer than 500 cases is a contractor, or the county opts 
for the homemaker mode,-under Medi-Cal freedom of choice requirements the_ 
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· .. • .32_. .· . 9u~,sti,on: .. •. Can a, county. accel13r?Jte impler_n~nta!kin oflhf?·bill?:: · · ... 
.· . ~- . . . :- : . ... . 

'.• . 

... ~ ·.:·; .. . ' .. AnswE!r: ., • Yes; countie~ h~v~ the .discreti~~ fa fully. implement th~. bill prior tci-.... -\ .. _ · · ·.: 
January 1, 2003, subject to cost neutrality .. (P.lease see the next item for further·'.. , 

· discussiowoPcostneufrality~;)~~~ .. ;"'--- ' - ....... _ ...... _ ·---'- --···- · ·· · 
· . ;~:~~:'.:;. ~~~..:...-·_ .... ;_~ :j:·.~ .-.-.,- ~··,----,:.· -.!:~~_:...:r.~-~ :_h~ ·· ;,;nr ·;> :::-:-<-r::.--;~--~·...:_:-3 .=:·:---":•:.·;-.:·ii;;:::~.-.. c·,·:~·: ... : . 

33. . Question: Does cost neutrality prohibit a county from moving to a more 
expensive mode of service or expa'nding an existing mode of service? 

Answer: No. The legal requirements of cost neutrality do not prohibit 
counties from changing modes of IHSS services or increasing costs within a 
mode. The law does create a framework within which a county may propose to 
change to a higher cost ryiode subject to approval by the Department and the 

· Department of Finance, and inclusion in the budget process. The State has the 
discretion to either grant or deny an increase in costs in the current fiscal year as 
well as the subsequent budget year. Under the le-gal requirement for an IHSS 
county plan, a county can submit an amendment to the county plan requesting a 

. change in the mode of service delivery, 

The key consideration for cost neutrality is for the county to make sure that (I: 
money has been budgeted and is available to fund the county's IHSS mode 
expansion or change when the county intends to begin its new service mode. 
We expect to issue guidance to counties on the timing ofthe budget process as it 
relates to county planning for compl.iance with AB 1682. 

We are currently reviewing this issue to determine if any changes should be 
made to current regulations. 

--
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·- :.OEP-ARTMEN'.T OF sociAl SERVICES e: .744-'P~treet, Sacrame~to, California 95814. 

-~ -:.-··.::--::: .. ,..,. :-::::1:.-_·· -- - ' -.. , ·~- " 
, __ .._.,_, . .:... ..... ~ ....... .. ·-'······ ~- .. : ... -.... -· : .. :.... ··- . . .... . ' - -

.• ... : 

GRAY DAI/IS. Go'9mor 

·.···:···.·~-.. -
.. 

--- ----- . -··----. .. 
-.,......_____:..;;:.. ·. ~. . 

... -·· ·.·· 
·,,:· -··. "'· -- . . · __ : ._ .. :. ': '. . ..... '· . · .... :. -:_.·.: ·. : ... 

.·. -.· . ' .···:. 
.. ~-

·. . . ·. .. ·: •. ~ • . . . . . . . · · · . .. .. . . ·.=< ': ., ; : ·· . · := = REASON FOR THIS"TRANSM:I:U:t'iir. 
. . . . . - ' . - . ' ,\ 

" "''-'-~·· • ;~~.=." · · · All-i;:OUNTY LETTER NO . .99-68 .. _: .. _ :_ ... :· 

Cl. 

- --~=-: ·"--·-. ·. ' ... ~._-'-· ___ ;~.-:·~:--:. ': 
· · · ·~ ·~:- . pt ] Staie Law Change . · ::· 

· ···"··'' · ·: · .;·." [. 1 Ferleial.ui.w·or Reguiaiiaii--:--

TO: ALL COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS 
COtJNlY.IHSS PROGRAM MANA.BERS 
COUNTY flSGALOFFICERS . 

Chaiige 
· [ ] Court Order or Settlement 

Agreement 
. [ .] Clarification Requested 

by One or More Cotmties 
· [ X] Initiated by CDSS 

~UBJECT: SEMATI: Bill (SB) 710 .REQUIREMENTS AFFECTING THE IN-HOME 
.SUPP.ORTIVE SERVJCES PROGRAM (IHSS) AND .COUNTY WELFARF 
DEPARTIWENT AG£NctES·oPERA TING A-P.UBLJC AUTHORllY (PA) 

.REF..ERENCES: . ACL.98,20 

TI1e -pmpose of ihis Al'-'County letter (ACL) is to provide counties with information on a 
state ~aw ·change regarding -firnmcial participation in wages: for IHSS Public Authority 
.counties . .SS 710 (Chapter.9:1., Statutes of 1999), a budget .trailer bill approved on 

· Ju1y·12, ;-ggg-, allows ·the state to participate in the cost of wages for IHSS Individual 
.Providers (JP) ·above minimum wage. This ~etter will infqrm counties how this change 
·Will be -implemented: . 

··sack.ground ) 

-Prior to .the-passage of SB 71.Q countieS were required to use county-only funds to 
cover the nonfederal share of.any increase in provider wages or beaefits negotiated or 
-agreed·tob_y a -PA. ColJTlties arao were required to use county-only funds to cover the 
oonfederal ~hare of the associated employment taxes.··· Federal financial participation 
-in .the PA rate .cannotexceed.2.00% cifthe statewide minimum wage. 

The -Gase Management, i11foi 111alion anp Payrotling System (CMIPS) wifl·be used to do 
·IP payrofl.gnd -ta track-wages tinless a PA opts tQ. perform this function. Counties are 
responsible for developing their own systems to pay and track IP benefira gained as 
part of collective bargaining by _a P~-

.. 

709 

1._;·~ .. llLl21.:.. 



:· .. 

... 
'o 

.Enhanced State Participation 

. - . . 
· S$ tlo .mad~ fhe followi~g changes:.·· 

:" • •• • ·:.,-•• ·, • • ., ; • •,'. ,' • _' •, •.•_ : :" • ' ,_· -. -. ' ·.·' • C • • •• • ;· •• • ••• ' •• •• ;: • ', :· • : ,:;; :- •• ' • ' r •., • •' • •: '. • '' • '.. :'\ • • '' •. ' .: • •• '• ' ~ • "_" ~ ' ' - .; • ' •, • • •' • 

. . . . • . Requires 'the state to pay 80%of.the n6ntederal ·Share of a PA negoti~ted IP ... ~>: . . . 
· · • •·· ·· . ·. · · wag.eJnCr.eaSs .up':±o $0..5D·.abo.lle tbe statewide_ minimum wage. (Welfare. a~d: , ·; ... 

· -Institutions Code Section 12306.1 ). ·· . · · · \ 
• Re.quires the coun_ty tci pay. 20% of the no·lifederal share of a .PA negcitiated 

IP wage increase up.to $0.50-above the statewi.de ·minimum wage. · ·: ·. '. · · · 
o The State participation in the increase is only effective for the .1999/00 tis cal 
y~~ . . . 

• The 80% state participation is only for IP wages (benefits and employer 
taxes are not included). 

The cost sharing for wages up to the statewide minimum wage and PA administrative 
costs will remain at 65% State and 35% County of the nonfederal costs. Federal 
finan_ci.al pai ticipalirn rwiil cu11li11oe-ioiJB·availableupio 200%-ofihe-sta:tewide 
mirimum wage. 

Counties with·an approved PA hourly wage rate above the statewide minimum wage 'es 
of July t j.99.fLdo,not.neet:Lio..silbmlt .a .n.elA' .PAr.ate. r.equesl Those counties .wi II ' 
au(?matically receive state participation for .the PA hourly rate up to $0:50 above the 
statewide minimum wage beginning July 1, 1999. Any county without an approved PA 
rate as of July 1, 1999 must establish a PA rate as outlined in ACL 98-20. For these 
counties, .. t.l+e.@t\aRced.:fu.r.:ldmg.pwv.i~.cl SB .I.rn.wi!l begir:i.af:ter .tl:\e. appr.oved.rate 
is rogrammed in CMIPS.after July 1, 1999. ·Retroactive rates will not be permitted. 

For wages above the $0.50 increase, counties must continue td use county-only funds 
to cover the nonfederal share ·of costs. 

· P1~ate Approval Process 

,. 

Counties will continue to be responsible for establishi~g a total PA rate that includes \P 
wages, benefils., . .laxes,.and..P.A..adminisfr.ative.cosl . The. PA rale .must be submitted on 
thrrrate setting form and .sent to the California Department of Soc.ial Services (COSS) 
Ad.ult Programs Branch .. The Adu\t Programs Branch will review and forward each 
county's PA rate request to the Department of Health Services (OHS) for final approval. 
The rate..ap.pr.D.11.al...proced• ire.is.a .60-.day-prncess .. There . .are no retroactive 
rei(iibursements for PA rate approvals or costs. 

The 60-day rate approval process allows Electronic Data Systems (EDS) sufficient time 
to sche.dule Jecbnical..8.nci.bl..l$lness..a0aly.st.r.esnurces,. re·view .county. r.eq ui rem e nts, 
-test the rate change, implement the rate change, and produce any turnaround 
Eleel;lf'flents- _ __ 
that are required. For any rate change request requiring an implementation date less 

. thartthe 60:;-day processing time, the following must be met: 
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•; ';"" .::.::. -. .:._"':' 
;,:.:-:----.-....:::=-:. ·- -:".:..:.":.~:. 

- -· -- . - .... ,' ,....,.-. ··--~. -·:------.1·. 

o There· are no significient probl~ms and priorities arising out of the implementation of · 
CMIPS 2000. As you can understand, correction of payrolling issues related to :- · · 
CMIPS2000 would take top prioritY. '. ·: > - . _ ·. ·_ _ · . . .. · 

".· :The ra!e .ci:J.an9e.pa6k:iige rTiusLhe.complEiie _and.cocitairi alJJbe,·.r:e.q"uire!=Lr:rla!erials .. 
•c. 'The ·rate ch~nge-. p·acka'g"e mustbe._.appro\leci py ihe OHS .. , _ ... · --.. .-- · :·: . 
.- -~ · Ttie: [afuawSi...ba re.ceillect: a.nct;appr6.ved two we·eks prior to the advance pay cy.Cl.e. · 

· · run for the next month. As an example, _the October payroll cycle will run · · , 
Septe.in'ber 27.;·.1fili_gj T~Btnr.e ib.e-r.ale·WoUtct .have .ID. be .r:eceived.and:approved' . · . 

.-prior. to September ·13, 1999 ... · ·. · .· · · · · - · · · . ·· ·-c-

- o The extension of tutw:e.monl:h segments. (segments that end before the effective . 
date of the rate change and an assessment has _not been performed.) will have t9 be 

. reviewedfor . .processing .. EDS co.ukLextend for.one.rnonth,lhose cases.with a 
segment ending on the end of the month prior to the rate change. The extension 
dq_es not release counties from meeting the requirement to perform timely 
reassessments. Cases with assessments overdue beyond thirty (30) days will need 
to be worked manually. 

Monthly Invoices c 
Th_e Adult Programs Branch will calculate the wages paid plus the increase up to $0.5i0 
on a monthly basis. A Provider Payment report will be submitted to the COSS Fund 
Accoj)l=!#ngan-d Repot til 1gi3ureau-wtro-witi i11voice-courrtresio Qblai1 rTI!irntmn;ement 
fo<the amounts paid above the ?late's obligation less the federal share. · 

PA Administration and Benefits Cost Claiming 

CtfUnties must submit an invoice, form SOC 448, on a quarterly basis to claim the costs 
and.i:ece.Lv.e: Fede.ralFinancial.Particlpation for PA administrative costs and any 
negotiated IP benefits. Please refer to ACL 98-20 for a copy of the form, attachments, 
and instructions. The SOC 448 must be submitted to COSS Adult Programs Branch 
with io -3fh:Tays a rte t ti 1e -end or ea Ch -qrrarter. -P leaseire-sure to inclUi:le -atl-suµpurting 
dQiCUmentation used to develop the expenditure amourts invoiced. 

Any questions regarding this ACL should be directed to Mike Ellison, Chief, Adult 
Programs Fiscal and Administrative Bureau, at (916) 229-4591. Any questions 
pertai.Pif'tgiu fci11di11g:rate sellit 19, ur clai111i11gan-d 1eil 11bu1 se111e1 rt please mntact your 
Acjult Programs Operatiqns Analyst at (B1.6) 229-4000. 

Sincerely, 

Original Signed By 
Donna.L:-Mamie{sla111-i:m Septembt.-i 'l1, 1-999 

D0NNA L. MANDELSTAM 
. Deputy Director --
• Djsability and Adul!Progra_ms Division 
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--- ··:··IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES ·Ao_VISORY COMMMrt.tE£.~ . 
. . . . -

. -· ' .. ~- .. :· . .. : -: . ,·. 

. . '. . ~: ·. :_.· 
. ; . . ... -.. 

.:•, "'; . .-··:··· .. . . -.. ·- -.. · .. : .. ·· . .... , .. 

· 1. . ··.·Background 
. . ~' . . ' : 

~:. • • -~ < • • • • •• 

. . 

. .. ·.·.\ ·, 
.. ·: ..... ·.·· .- .\ . 

• --: - ··--···· ·-- -:-••tt --- .. ···--···. •···•· .. ·- . . ·- -- -·-- ······ ------······ .. \ . 

Legislation 

Advisory 
Committee 

Key Issue 

• . .. ··:::.":' .. · _ _,,;::2-=<:.~ .. :, .. .. ·'··· __ ,,. --- -··---~..:- .. ---······-··· .. -··-:--···---!·-·· ~~----·-. ~-~'."··"· 

In July 1999, the Governor signed into law Assembly Bill 1682 and Senate 
Bill 710. This legislation mandated that on or before January 1, 2003, each 
county must designate fill employer of record for providers of In-Home. 
Supportive Services (IHSS) for the purpose of collective bargaining. Thi~ 
legislation also mandated that each county establish an IHSS advisory 
committee of not more than 11 individuals, at least SO% of whom must be 
current or past consumers of in-home personal assistance ~ervices. Senate Bill 
288 (chaptered July, 2000) further defined the composition of the advisory 
committee by mandating that two of the advisory committee members rpust 
be past or present IHSS care providers. · 

On October 31 5
\ 2000, the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 

2000-244 establishing the . San Bernardino County IHSS Advisory 
Committee. This Committee has three major tasks: 

1. To study and then recommend to the·Board of Supervisors an 
employer of record mode for IHSS providers. 

2. To provide guidance in establishing the employer of record mode 
selected by the Supervisors. 

3. To provide advice and recommendations in implementing the 
policies and procedures for) the operation of the designated 
employer of record-. 

The challenge for the Board· of Supervisors, the. Department of Aging and 
Adult Services, and the IHSS Advisory Committee is ta· develop aii employer 
of record that protects the interests of the IHSS consumers, provides equity 
for the IHSS service providers and performs its responsibilities in a fiscally 
responsible manner. The following recommendation is _made keeping that 
balance in mind. · · 

--
·o 

·o 
·o 
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,: .. ,' 

-- -County _ : - - , By "taw, Jhe c;:cn\nty Bo~d-O'fSuperViso·rs _~etarr:is fulh-espcm,sibiJity for, iind ~:: 
: ~uthority:-_ ' - authority.over," the approval and authorizati<;m of expenditures i-efated to the-~:, -

- -- --tilc.Hoirie Supportive -Ser\ii"ces (IHSS)-prograTI:t'- No: cont~acts cilri be entered _-\ -

;·.·' . :r·"-" ~ 

Employer of 
Record 

Governing 
Board 

Future 
Consideration 

Functions 

into and no increases in wages aJ:!d benefits resulting from collective_ -
-- bargaining can be authorii.eci__,without_prt9r approval from the Board_ of 

Supervisors. - -- - - - - -

After careful consideration, the IHSS Advisory Committee recommends to 
the Board of Supervisors that the County of San Bernardino designate a 
Public Authority as the employer ofrecord mode for IHSS care providers. i' 

-The Advisory Committee recommends that the -County Board of Supervisors 
appoint a stand~alone governing board for the Public Authority. By law, at 
least 50% of the members appointed by the Supervisors must be currem or 
past recipients of personal assistance services. _ 

The Advisory Committee recommends that in order to address the potential of 
unmet needs in the IHSS prograni, the Public Authority be given the capacity 
to contract for services upon recommendation from its governing board. 

The Advisory Committee has provided further detailed descriptions of the 
functions of the Public Authority under Section V of this report. 

_I 
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. . E_niployer of.· ·, Fiye ~htii~~'s eXi.St.for°'co~ideratlon:by.~he IH$S Adviso.~_C6~t:tee ~th~:' · >. . . 
• .: ~e~ord Options . se~ec;tion bf an. employer ofxetord for Tn~Honie',Suppcirtive Sei.-v~ces (IHSS) :::: · . . · . . . 

. · . .,· .. . care providers: Public. Authority'; NO.n'.,Profit ConsOrtii.li:n; Homemaker M9cie' \.· · :· ~ ·. ' . '. ;' 

Mandate 

Public," .. 
Autho~ity 

::r.·. 

..... 

No ii-Profit 
Consortium 

County 
Homemaker 

(county as employer), Contractor and Mixed Mode:. · · · 

Staie law mandates that any county with 500 or more IHSS cases must 
maintain an individual provider mode: The only two options that meet this 
requirement are the Public· Authority and Non-Profit Consortium. Either one 
of these can be used exclusively as the employer of record or in conjunction 
with another option under Mixed Mo_de. 

After careful review, the IHSS Advisory Committee selected the Public 
Authority mode for recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. The ,, 

. following facts support this decision: · 1 

o There are eight Public Authorities currently in place that 
can provide the County with operational models. 

o Fiscal analysis showed that this option had the least impact 
upon local funding. · 

o Individuals ~ho attended the public hearings largely spoke 
in support of the Public Authority option. 

o Meets the individual provider mandate. 

Since no IHSS Non-Profit ConsortiU.m exists in San Bernardino County or 
any other ·county and there is no statutory definition of a Non-Profit 
Consortium, this option was .eliminated by the Committee. Therefore, the 
Committee sel~cted a Public Authority for individual providers. 

The Homemaker mode would -require San Bernardirio County .to hire an 
additional three to five thousand employees to provide IHSS. As is shoWI1 in 
the Fiscal Section of this report, this mode would be exorbitantly expensive 
without providing additional benefits or advantages to IHSS consumers. This, 
plus the fact that the County would still need to establish a Public Authority · 
in order to maintain the individual provider mode, lead the Advisory 
Committee to elimina~~ the Homemaker mode. 

'o 
Continued on next page 
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IHSS. ·.. ·: :" .. Br;:catiseth~ Cdtlnty ·is·. ~aridated-' to. maint~~: th~ individual provid~r mode· .. . 
_ _.Contractor . " . bavi.Ilg ~nIHSS C_ol).tra_6to~ _"?-5 the. exclusive employe~·:ofrecord .was .. not.~ ..... ., ... 

. ' ". ,. ... option the Comniittee could" con5ider.· The potentia(of utilizing· 'ari IHSS· .\ . ' 
. . contractor .in the future is addressed under Mi:Xed Mode., ·· · · " .. 

Mixed Mode 

Pu Ii lie 
Authority 
Governing 
Board 

Choices for 
Board 

The Advisory Committee believes that a Public Authority may sufficiently · 
meet the needs of consumers and providers irt San Bernardino County. 
However, they also feel that because of the unique attributes of this county 
. some consumer needs might best be served through a contract. The 
Committee recommends to first establish a Public Authority. If unmet 
program needs are later identified, or if more· flexibility is needed, a contract 
could then be considered. 

To establish a Public Authority, some determination must be made regar~ing 
the composition of its governing board. This board would be responsible for 
providing guidance and· direction for the operation of the Public Authority 
and overseeing the activities of its Executive Director. 

Essentially two choices· exist 'under state law for the establishment of a 
governing board: 

1. The County Board of Supervisors. 
2. A free standing governing board whose membership shall be 

specified by the enabling ordinance. 

Selected Choice · The IHSS ·Advisory Committee recommends the establishment of a free 
standing governing board. By law, no fewer than 50% must be past or current 
recipients of personal assistance services. In addition to. the consumers of 
personal assistance services,· it is rec9mmended that the· govern,ing board have 
a member of the Board of Supervisors or its staff as part of its membership, 
along with various other professionals with expertise in organizational 
operations and fiscal issues. Tl~s composition would help insure balance 
between the needs of consumers, the needs. of service providers and the 
interests of the County. 

.. .. . . 
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IV. Fisccil Analysis~::: 

-• ·Method 
. _._. . ,. 

.. ·. ·.·, . 

Conclusion 

Analysis 

•·· 

· · - Co~parisoris ·of ~ngollig an:nual co.sis :associated:~ith thr~e of the_ emp!Oy_e·r · · ,· · -. -·· · - ' . 
.... of record options (Public Authority,. Homemaker and Mixed Mode) . were _ , _ .. 

developed-. by :staff.AiialySts from Human Sen!ic'es ·system : Aii·analys'is o-C \ · .. · 
.In~Home Supportive Servic.es (n::rs·S) Contractor as· an exclusive mode·'fqr ·. · · 
employer ofreco.rd was not made due to the IHSS 500 case mandate. ·An 
analysis of Non~P.rofit Consorti'irm. wa:s not !J!ade since the IHSS Advisory ·. 
Committee eliminated that option as a viable consideration. 

Upon review and consideration of the cost analysis developed by the 
Analysts, the IHSS Advisory Committee concluded that the Public Authority 
mode for employer ofrecord had the least impact upon local funding. 

This chart shows a summary of the cori\.parative estimated costs that were 
presented to and considered by the IHSS Advisory Committee. ·'{- . 

A 

B 

c 
D 

E 

F 

G 

Homemaker Mixed-mode Public Authority 
Admin. Costs $11,615,029 $22, 184,276 $11,678,692. 

Counfy Share $1,742,254.35 . $3,327,641.40 $1,751,803.80 

Provider Wages $121,229,636 . $71,696,221 $67,523,625 
.. 

County Share of $35,316,248 $15,471,728 $14,593,543 
Provider Wacies 

Total Co. Share $37,058,502. $18,799,369 $16,345,347 
'Rows B+ D) 
Less Current -$15,512,499 j -$15,512,499 -$15,512,499 
County Share 

Increase to $21,546,003 . $3,286,870 $832,848, 
County Share .. 

Notes: 
1. Startup costs are not included 
2. Costs are based on current IHSS caseload 
3. The Public Authority- cost reflects the increase in minimum 

wage effective 1/1/02. The increase in County share associated 
directly with operating a Public Authority is estimated not to 
exceed $350,000/year. 

·o Continued on next page 
·o 
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IV~ Fiscal~Analy~is; .continued · 

. · Ass11rriptioos ·· 
. . . . . 

', ,. :'. 

~In order tq develop the. comparative cott analysis, G.~rt~in a,s;µmpti9ns::were . 
. made by: the Arnilysts regarding . each inode. ·These asSurnpdoris . are as :.:;' 
'follows:··.'··· · ·· · · .. : ·,·: > ·\. 

··.··.· -

Co linty Ho_!.Il_e~aker mode: __ ..... -·- ... __ .:._ _ ·- ... ~--~·-'- __ · ____ .. : .. · .. · .. , ... ·-· 
. -· . . .. . ' . ~' . 

o Provider identified.as County-classified "Nursirig Attendant" 
(Grade 20 - $8.69/hr) . . 

o 90% of 5500 providers receive benefit package of 3 7% 
o Costs do not include provider super\risors 
o Provider wages and County share or"costs based on 5500 providers 

at 70 hrs/pay period 

Mixed Mode (Public Authority+ Contractor): 

0 82% of caseload provided by Public Authority with wages at . 'i 
$6.75/hr 

o 18% of caseload provided by contractors at $7.81/hr (avg. of 12 
counties wit},1 existing n-rss contracts) 

a Administrative rate at $6.00/hr (avg. of 12 counties with existing 
IHSS contracts) 

Public Authority mode: 

· o Provider wages at $6.75/hr 
o No benefits 
e Provider wages and the Public f.uthority share of costs based on 

8550 providers at 45 hrs/pay period 
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v. 

. ... ~.·;·~~-;--_,.--.--------··" ...... : ·---..... ----;:--·----····· __ ,. •• - : ·--·-- ,w • 

Mand ate·_ - • -· .\ Section (2301. 6 orth~·Welfare ,El;nd I.nstitutions: Code IIlfl:Ilclat~·s siX ~pecjfic ·. : .. : _ ._ 
· · · .. '·.· .· .: ·. ' . : . · -- ~fu!ict!ons. tl:iat a Pubµc Aut!iority for h1-Hoine-Supportive Services (IHSS)". - -
... ·.-.:·, .- - . : muStprovide. - . ,:- .. : ... _ _. : - - -... ·:·. . - . -. '\: 

- ' . . 

Functions · 

Requisite 

·o 

I. The provision of assistance to recipients in finding IHSS personnel 
through the establishment of a registry. 

2. Investigation of the qualifications and background of potential 
rnss personnel. . 

3. Establishment of a referral system under which IHSS personne'l 
shall be refe,rred to recipients. 

4. Provide training for lHSS providers and recipients. · . 
5.· Performing other authorized functions related to the delivery of 

IHSS. ·'i 
6. Ensuring that the requirements of the personal care option 

- pursuant to Subchapter 7 of Title 42 of the United States Code are 
met. 

A· description of how the functional requirements will be met must be 
submitted to the California Department of Social Services as part of the 
Public Authority authorization process. 

) 

--
b 
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VI. 

·~····'' --··-~···---."•N••• 
-.. ~. ' 

Regulation . : . Alf Cowity .. J:,etter .No. 2s~20 :from th~ .Califor;nia Dep~e[\t_ of S9cia! ··". 
.. . . . ':· . : ' ·. "· Ser\rices ~(CDSS} ·outl.iiies coui:ity. activities;; public authority a:ctiv#ies .. and . , ·:. 

':. ·.State. activities for coun,ties opting to use. a: Public' Authority to provide for the- \ .. 

Ordinance 
Approval 

Funding 

Start Up 

· · delivery ofiri:H.ome Supportive Services (IHSS~. ' · · 

r • • ,' • • ~· • ' •• 

It is anticipated that the required Public Authority ordinance will be drafted, 
sent through the necessary legal review, and presented to the Board of 
Supervisors no later than Dece.mber 31, 200 l. This time line will allow for the 
completion of the tasks required to fund and put' the Public Authority into 
operation on or before the State-mandated deadline. 

In order to receive state and federal funding for operating an IHSS Public 
Authority, approval of a Cotinty Public Authority Rate is required from the 
California Department of Health Services. To obtain that approva~ cei;tain 
documents must be completed and presented to the California Department bf 
Social Services for their endorsement. These are: 

o lnteragency agreement between the Public Authority and 
the County 

" Funding provisions for the Public Authority cost including 
how the proposed rate was devel?ped 

., Public Authority organjzation chart 
o Staffing classifications and duties 
., Description of how the mandated functions will be met 
.. Board Resolution approving the Public Authority rate 

. .! 

To place a Public Authority in operation, certain tasks must be accomplished. 
The following is an initial listing of these tasks: 

" Develop roles and responsibilities of the . Public Authority in 
conjunction with other entities (governing board, Hu.man Service 
System, Department of Aging and Adult Services, labor relations, 
County Counse~ etc.). 

o Create specific duties, responsibilities and reporting hierarchy for the 
Public Authority staff 

.. Establish salai;:ies and benefits for paid Public Authority staff and 
recruitment strategies. 

'o 

Continued on next page 
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.·e 
. :. ___ .:_ __ :____.:_ __ . ___________ : ·..:. . . . . ....... -~; 

- ' .; ' 

.. ' . Start.Up, COl!t.. . . ·. ~- :_:Develop 8.n Empl~yee/Empkiyer 18.bor:reiatibns policy, which ~ay ::·. -. - . - ·- :.• · . 
. . - - -. - . .. ·- . . . . necessitate a:- separate·.ordmance. . - . . -. . - ' - -. " - . : . . . .. 

·~·:. 

. . ' - :: · . . a ._Establish govenilng- board cdmpositloi:i and ~espcinsibilities. _- , . : · \.'·· ' . ·; '·. 
a Recruit and appoint governing board members· .. -

"'···--'·~~~~ .. _ 
0 

. 0.t'.~~,g_i! !}:If§.I'.£R~'.}cf.~~,~~-~-i,%IY,J~,¥d protocols. _ 
a · Develop training plan for IHSS_ consumers and providers. 
.. Define IHSS provider oversight activities to be performed by 

Public Authority staff. 
a Establish criteria for IHSS recipients to receive emergency · 

services. 
• Identify space and .defme infrastructure for the:Public Authority. ' 
o Develop the final budget for the Public Al).thority. 
o Determine additional policies/procedures required .. 

'· {· 

) 

'o 
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I, the undersigned, declare as follows: . . . 
. -·--·-~·~-·---:-·--·-:--------·--· ·----:-·-··- ___ ....:.~·. ___ .:....._ _____ ---:-:'. 

: '' ' . r: ru:n a.resident·of the <;:oilnty of Sacramento,.·an.d I am_qver the age of 18 yearsa..r{ct ~ota · .. ··.····' 
. ,·, .. pal-fy. fo the within ·aetiot( .· My pia9e of.employment is 43 2o Aubim1 :J31vcL_i. Suite 2000, : . · .. -~' -.'" 

Sacramento;CA9~84L,. ·::.:·· .... · .. _: .. >'.::_.-:: · · .. . .. · . · .·· ·\ .. ·. · .. , 

On September Cj · 2002 I served Deciaration of J~ce L; Lindsay lri Support ~f th~ 
. ·. Cotinty of San· Bemardino;:s'R.esponse'"t0''i5epartmeirtof-Sociai~·~~ces ~d D~p~erit 

of Financ·e, In Home Supportive Services II, Chapter 90, Statutes of 1999, Chapter 91, 
Statutes of 1999, and Chapter 445, Statutes of 2000-; OO-TC-23 by placing a true copy 
thereof in an envelope addressed to each of the persons listed on the mailing list attached 
hereto, and by sealing and depositing said envelope in the Untied State mail at 
Sacramento, California, with postage thereon fully prepaid. 

. . 

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 this q --H1. day of 
September, 2002 at Sacramento, California. .. 

'!· 

Declant ). 

'o 
'o 
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Susan Geanacou, Senior Staff Attorneyr '·' " ·" · · ,,,.. :~[";.!::.~ 

Department of Finance . 
915 L Street_,,, ....... ,.- .. ,,.,, ... ".· ,_ ....... ,,.~ .... -.,, . 

. Sacrarrie_nt~; .\:A 9 5 814 . . ·-. :·· . '. - . 

.. '· -- '. 
•· c · :: :'Mr.'o\erinHaa~/siif~iucfuef : .. ·: ·.::_-.: ... ' 

.. :,State·Coiiti-ol!~r'sOffic~ · : ·. ·: ; .. , . ·· -·- .. ·- •, 

.. . 
. •' . ·.• :; ;, .. ~~ ': ·,;, , .. -. 

. . .· .. Di visi~n of Ac~ounting & Rep01iing ... 
--~-----.-· · 3301 c Street~ Suire-soo-.- .~-: . ··-· -.-.. ------.-=----__ -_ .. --.. _-___ -.::: . 

. '..·.Sacramento': CA:.,:'.95_Si6'·"'· <:c,,,,.,._,~_'11 :c·.c·- ·· .:.,._ ...... , ... ,.. .. .,,.. ~'" · ;,,,,,,,_.,.,,7 """:: .,,_· ::...,,,,,,_-.,,, .,.~_~nr~ .. -. : .. -.. t'.: c :_,.-.- -

- .. 

Mr. Mark Cousineau · 
SB-90 Coordinator 
222 W. Hospitality Lane 
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0018 

.. Mr. James Lombard, Principal Analyst 
· -- Department of Finance 

· 915 L Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Ms. Donna L. Mandelstam, Deputy Director 
Department of Social Services 
744 P Street, MS 1727 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Keith B. Peterson, President 
SixTen & Associates 
5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 807 
San Diego, CA 92117 

Jim Spano 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits (B-8) 
300 Capitol Mall, Suite 518 
P. 0. Box 942850 
Sacramento,-CA 95814 · 

Mr. Tom Lutzenberger 
Principal Analyst 
Department of Finance 
915 L Street, 6th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 --

'o 
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,:- .. ·. 
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.. 

!vlr. James Norris 
Senior Staff Counsel . . . . 

Department of Social Services 
·.744 P street 4-161·· · ·•. · · 

' .. .-· ._' ·. . ·. 
Sacramento, CA 95814·. 
. . . . •. . . . ·. -.~ : .... '; ,: '~• .... : . . . ·:· '. . ... 
,-.. . .· ... 

SBc90 Coordinator .. 
Riverside Cciiinty. · 
Auditor-Controller· 
· 4()30· Le~on· s.~~e( 3rd Fl~ot 
Riverside, CA 92501 

. .. 

. ,,_ . .',· 

. '1··-· - ,. : .. ·: ·. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govomor 

COMMISSION a·N STATE MANDATES 
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 300 

EXHIBIT F 

"".;RAMENTO, CA 95814 
~--iNE: (916) 32. 3·3562 
~: (916) 445-0278 ' 

·· E-mail: csmlnfo@csm.ca.gciv · 

.. 

March 2, 2007 .· 
. . .. • .... . • ... :.;:: '• "•-:.- . 

. ' · . Jyis. B"O~e Tei'.Kei.ri-st~ , . . , . .. 
·,, 

.... :- -
' .. 

C)i 

Cciunh' o;f San Bernardino . ' · · · · :' 
Office of the Auditor/Controller-Recorder 
San Bernardino;. CA 924:15-0018 

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

RE: Draft Staff Analysis and Hearing Date 
In Home Supportive Services II, OO-TC-23 
Statutes of2000, Chapter 445; Statutes of 1999, Chapter 90; 
Statutes of 1991, Chapter 91 . 
County of San Bernardino, Claimant 

Dear Ms. Ter Keurst: 

The draft staff analysis of this test claim is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Written Comments 
Any party or interested person may file written comments on the draft staff analysis by Friday, 
March 23, 2007. 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. (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, subdivision (c)(l), of the 
Commission's regulations. 

Hearing 
This test claim is set for hearing on Monday April 16, 2007, at the Department of.Water 
Resources, 1416 Ninth Street, First Floor, Auditorium, Sacramento, California. The final staff 
analysis will be issued on or about April 2, 2007. 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 lilce to request postponement' of the hearing, please refer to section 1183.bl, 
subdivision (c)(2), of the Commission's regulations. 

Please contact Katherine Tokarski at (916) 445-9429 with any questions regarding the above. 
. . 

~IL·. 
. PAULA HIGAS~~ 

Executive DirectortJ : 

Enclosm'es 
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Hearing Date: April I 6, 2007 
J:\MANDATES\2000\tc\OQ-tc-23\TC\DSA.doc· 

... ' 

·. ·.·.,,,,,,,:,.,,, .. :, ... , ...... ,.:·ITEM: 
.. ..·; -

.... ~ .-! ':~~\~_-. _.~ !~~.··.-:.·:~··.-:-· .• 

... : · ·.-· , .. -' n~£~~ii;~ALvs1s · -~· . , .. 
. -.·· ..... 

· . · -· · : ·_, · · -~: .~ G-ovt:i'ruriei1tC6de.Sectfo1116262.5 : - · 
Welfar~ ~ni:IInstitutio1~s C~d~ Seetions 12301.J, 12301.4, 12301.6, 12301.8, 12302:25; 

- 12302:7: 12303.4, 1230_6)) 14 i 32..95, 1760Q and 17600.110 

Background 

. -

As Added, Amended, or Repealed by 

Stafutes!999, Chapters 90 ana 91 
Stattites 2000, Chapter 445· 

Jn-Home Supportive..Servicf!S 11 (90-TC-23) 

County of Sah Bernardino, Claimant 

-EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

·, . ,• 

Countycof San B ernardilio 's. test' daiii1 filing all8ges tha,t Jegisfative· amendinents _govefriing the 
operation of the In~Home Suppmiive Ser\rices.(IHSS) pl·cigi~am in-California, added by Statutes 
1999, chapters 90 and 91, and Statutes 20.00, chapter 445, "im-posed a new state mandated . 
prograrri and cost· .... by-substantially amending the administrative.require~T1ents oftjw IHSS · 

. ,, . ' 

program.: 

The test ciaim statutes, in part, address -tli.e form in 'wli:icll iii-home slipp61iive services care 
proviqers are ernpioyed, referred to as the "mode of serviee," induding requiring that all 'coi.mties 
establish an eriiployer ofrebord fo/fHSS providers, other timn the recipii:ii1t Of the services. The 
test claim statutes alsil'provide that "[e]ach county.shall appoiiifan in-Jioine supportive services 
adviso1y committee that shall be comprised of not more than 11 individuals." · , · · .-

At the outset, the advi·s'Ory c~rriiriittee tnust hmke recoin.inendations on the 'best method of 
employing IHSS providers; ~nd for establishing an "eihplbyer of record .. '~. According· to Welfare 
and hlsfitutidl1s Code section 12301.4; the' advisory coriui1itlee rrii.ist also have ali ongoilig tole 
providing "advice and reconuriendations regarding in-lib me suppci1iive servfoes." Cfaimarit 
asserts that the state funding provi4~d at ~le tgn~ of tpy t~st claim. filing w1;1s i1wdequ1;1te tq _.cove\· 
the actual cos.ts of the advisory committee, and seek13 to recov~r thi;;, i:emainde~ .Qf their clai!1Jed 
costs of creating'.11nd.qperating the.advisory comrnine¥ Hµ:ough mandate rei~nbursement. 

The claimaht alleges that the requireineiitto establish an "employer of te·cord" resulfs·in multi­
million doll at increased' costs, with estimates varyiiig widely according to which form of . 
"employer ·of record" is'ultimately selected: a public autho'tity, a co!'1tract with an outside agency, 
or the co1inty itself; The daimant is also seeking reimbursement for an)' collective bargairnng 
that may result if providers unionize after the "employer ofrecord" is established. 
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'·' . ~ .. 

The Depaiiment of Social Services (DSS), in comments filed Nove~ber 9,, 2001, disputes the 
test claim filing .. DSS argues that San Bernardino has not claimed all available funds set aside by 

. the state for the advisory committee po1iio11 o(the test claim; and therefore asse1is that this . 
portion of the claim should be dismissed. As for tlieieqi.lirement to establish an "employer of · 
record," DSS t'espo.nds.that withthe mi1ltiplf! choices availaple tci the county, the.e<lai.m.ant has 

. ngt ':'sho\',711 tl1at.theJegislation at issii.e, ~r~quires!- t~~ coiinty .to i1~crn: an .ii1ci:ease }n'. costs. and that 
therefore a basic eleinent of a reimbiirsable state rifandate is riot met here." . ·. .·. : : : : ... 

· lh"adciitiOii;·bss a~~~rts that ~·e test"C!aihl ·1~gisl:ati.oi1· does.1iot ;~qtifre.·tl1~atthe" couiitY'e~'g~~~ i~ 
collective bargaining, nor does itrequi're ai't increase of wages and benefits to the providers. DSS 

. al.so cites case law to supp01i the cciiltentlcin that higher costs of c01npensation or benefits are not 
. subject to article XIII B,· section 6. · . · · · 

· Depruiment of Finance (DOF), in a letter file~ Mi:irch.6, 2002, a_lso disputes the test claini. filing 
"in its entirety," and makes similar arguments to DSS. In a9dition, DOF maintains that "local 
governments retain options pursuai1t to which there would be no increased costs to them 
resulting from the employer of record,. ... [which] precl"ude any findings' ofi:eimbursable state 
mandated costs." 

Conclusion 

Staff concludes that Welfare and Institutions Code sections 12301.3, 12301.4, and 12302.25, as 
added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 or ·a;~e;1d~d by Statutes 2oob;' chapter 445 impose new 
programs or higher levels of service for counties within the meaning of article XIII B, section6: 
of the Cali.fornia G~ns~itution, and -impps .. ~, cq,sts m_ai1date<;l by the :state p1;1r~µant to Government . 
Code sectjqn 17514,Jor the following specific .new activities:. . . · . 

'I ·•'' ' '• ' • • 

0 On Qi• before Jiihua:fy 1; 2003, each county shall act as, Oi' 'establish, an employer·for in-
. home supp6rtive··servicep1'oviders.:'This activity is limited to'theadmifostrative costs of 

establishing an employer of record tlu·ough a public authority, nonprofit consortium,. 
contract, county adminisµati.qn of the, inpi vidual provider mode, county civi\ .service 

· pers01me;\; or mixed 1110.d.ep qf service. It does not incluc;le mand<)te reimbursement for · 
any increased wages qr ,qen,y,fits.thaLJw1y be negotiatyq dep.endi\1g .. on the mo,9e of service . 
adopt~d. or .any activities related to colle9tive bargai11ing. (Wel.f. & Inst.. Code, · 
§ 12302:is, suqd. (a).) . . . . . . 

o Coui1ties.with an'IHSS caseload of more than 500 shall be requiredto,offer an individual 
provide~ employer option Up~;;.~~que.st pf~ r~cipient, ~nd ln ad~itiO~\ to a.so~~ty·;~ . 
selected, metho<:Lof establi.s])iJ.1g an employer for in-home· suppo1iive,.~ervice providers. 
(Welf. fx, Inst. Cpde,. § 12302.25, supd. (c).) . : .. 

o Ead:i comity that does ·n.ot qualify for the exception pi'ovided in section 12301.3, 
si.ibci.lvisibn (d)';'sh:all appoil1tan in"home supp'ortive sei:vicd advisory committee that 
shall be coinprised ofhcit incn'e than 11 i"ndividuals, with membership as'teqliired by 
section 12301.3, sub.division (a}"No less than 50 percent·ofthe membership of the. 
advisory committee. shall be individual_s who,.are cunent or past user~pfpersonal 
·assistance servic.es paid for through public or pri v<ite funds or ~s ·recipients of. services . 
under this article." (Welf. & Inst. Code,§§ 12~0.l.3, sub~. (a), 12302.25, sqbd. (d).) · 

. ·-::.· 
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o Following the September 14, 2000 amendment by Statutes 2000; chapter 445, counties 
shall appoint membership of the advisory c'mmnittee in compliance with Welfare and 
Institµtions Code section 12301.3, subdivisioi1 (a)(l),and (a)(4): · 

'- ~ .· . 

·. In counties with fewer than SQO IHSS recipients; at least one member of the 
. advisory corru11ittee shall be a current or former provider of in-home supportive.> . 

· -· - -services; in co~nties~with 500. or rno,r~·IHS.S redpients, at I.east two meni.b_ers ·of . . .- · -
. -the advisory committee shall be a:clin'enfor form.er 'provider-of in~home . " 

·.·,_.· •. :-... : ··s'uppori:1~e service's.;-:·._" : ": . .... - < ·.· :·'"' :· :. :: '. - .. :· .· ''_•;·: ": -

. A. co~mi:y board of sup_erv_isors shall' not appoint rnore than one ~aunty employee . 
as a n1ember of the a_dvisory cominittee: :cw elf. & Inst. Code, § 12301.3, 

· sti.bd. (a).) 

o Prior to the appointment of members to a committee required by section 12301.3, 
subdivision (a), the county board of supervisors shall solicit recommendations for· 
qualifi~d members through a fair and open process that.includes the provision of 
reasonable written notice to, and reasonable response time by, members of the general 
public and interested persons and organizations. (Welf. & Inst. Code,.§ 12301.3, 
subd. (b).) 

~o The county shall solicit recommendations from the advisory committee on the preferred 
!node or modes of service to be utilized in the county for in-home suppmtive services. 
(Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 12302.25, subd. (d).) 

o The advisory committee shall submit recommendations to the county board of 
supervisors on the preferred mode or modes of service to be utilized in the county for in­
home supportive services. (Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 12301.3, subd. (c).) 

o ·Each county shall take into account the advice and recommendations of the in-home 
-supportive services advisory committee, as established pursuant to Section 12301.3, prior 
t.6 making policy and funding decisions aboutIHSS on an ongoing basis. (Welf. & Inst,. · 
Code,§ 12302.25, subd. (e).) · 

0 One advisory committee formed pursuant to sections 12301.3 or 12301.6, shall provide 
ongoing advice and recommendations regarding in-home supportive services to the 

· county board of supervisors, any administrative body in the county that is related to the 
delivery and administration of in-home supportive services, and the governing body and 
administrative agency of the public authority, nonprofit consortium, contractor, and 
public employees. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12301.4.) 

Staff concludes that all claims for reimbursement for the approved activities must be offset by 
any funds already received from state or federal sotirces, including funds allocated for the direct 
costs of the advisory committee. 

Staff concludes that Government Code section 16262.5, and Welfare and Institutions Code 
sections 12301.6, 12301.8, 12302.7, 12303.4, 12306.1, 14132.95, 17600and 17600.110, aspled, 

· along with any other test claim statutes and allegations not specifically approved above, do not 
impose a program, or a new program or higher level of service, subject to article Xll'r B, 
section 6. · 

., 
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Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends the Commission adopt this staff analysis to partially approve this test clai,rri . 
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STAFF ANALYSIS 

Claimant · 

· Cot;nty of San Bernardino < ·'-· ,: ·' .< 
. . . · .. 

Chronology- -:'_ _ · · . 
-. "- .. - .-',: • .-_~_-. .. _ ":., -· > ·;'.:_.·"., . ·.'-.... :-. .. _.--· .'._ ... _ ... _;:_·:.-.·. ·_. - ' .-- : _.- · .... : .. - --. : . ·:. ·:.·1 .. ._ .. ". _-· •-. 

·:.- .. : . -.: · o·6/29/0f ... _. _- Clainiantfilestestcfaini;In.H6me·suppcirtive SeivicesU'(OO"TC-23}. with·the 

s 

- .. - :< _ . . . - c6inniis.sionoi1 State Mandates,(Commission).: . . '_ : _. ·. : .• -.. - .. - . " .. . . ·... - . .- .. . 

91 

e, 

07/10/01 

07/20/01 

07/24/01 

08/07/01 

08/09/01 

08/30/01 

08/31/01 

1110910 I 

11/09/0 I 

11113/01 

12/06/01 

12/07/01 

01/08/02 

Ql/09/02 

02/07/02 

02/11/02 

03/06/02 

. 03/:t2/02 

03/29/02 

06/07/02 

06/11/02 

07/25/02 

Cmllmissibn' staff issues ;ompleten~ss_ ~eview l~tter an_d requests co.nu11ents fr~ITI 
state agencies 

DOF requests an exterisicin clitiine for filitig ccimm-ents, to consult with the Office. 
of the Atton'J.ey General 

Conlinissioh staff grants DOF extension recp1est to September l 0, 200 l 

DSS requests an extension of time for filing comments 

Commission staff grants'DSS extension.request to September 10, 2901 

DSS frq\'.i¥sts an· additional 60-day tiine extension 
,• ·' . 
Commission staff gran~s DSS extension request to November 9, 2001., 

DSS files initial cominents qn the test claim 

DOF requests an (ldditioh~l exte1~sfon of time for 9on1n1t;nts 

Corrµnission staff grants OOF' s extensipn. request to December 7, 200 I 

DOF-requests an additional extension oftimefor comments ·" 

Comini'ski~ofi staff grants DOF' s ext~nsio1i reqiiesf to January 7, 2002 
. . . . . . 

· DOF requests an extension of time for comments- to.February 7, 2002 

Commission staff gra11ts DOF's extension request for good- cause ·· 

DOF requests an extension .of time for comments to March 7, 2002 

Conunission staff grants DOF's extension request for good cause 

DOF. files initial cornments on the test claim 

Clairriaht requests ~ ~xtension of time for filing rebuttals to state agei1cy 
comment until June 30, 2002 

Commission staff grants clainianfs extehs_ion request for good cause 

Claimant requests another extension of tiine. to juJy 31, 2002 

Comrriission staff grants claimant's extension request for good cause 

Claimant requests another extension ~ftfrne fo August J l, 2002 

1 In-Home Supportive Services (CSM-4314) is an unrelated test claim addressing issues from the 
same entitlement program. 
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07/26/02 

09/09/02 

Commission staff grants claimant's extension request for good cause 

. Claimant files rebuttal to comments by DSS and DOF . 

.. o3102io7 Cotnmission staff issues draft staff analysis cin test ·cl~im 
. ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Backgi·~tin_tl' · .. · . 

::·1;i~I1oine Silppoi:iiv~ S~rvices (IHSSfis :a s6ci~Cser\!iCes_·p~owaiiii:!e~~loped to p~:ovide: ·_.· 
.n~c~ssary <::ci.re t9-!lgetj, ~liri9oi:.penna11entlyciisabled, low"iricon'ie perspns; with the goal of ... ,· .... 
allowing the individual (l~ere~fter ~efe1Ted to as the '~recipie1tt") torem;in in their home ru1dci~t· 
of nursfr1g homes or otl1er i1~stitutional care for as long as possible. The services provided range 
according to the needs of the recipient and· can· include all manner of housekeeping, including · 
cleaning, laundry, i11ealpreparation, and gi·oce1'y shopping. In addition, some recipients require· . 
and receive additional personal and medical care services: assistance with bathing, grooming and 

· related activities; transportation to medical appointments; and administration of para~medical 
procedures, including injections. Since its inception in 1973, HISS has bee1~ jointly funded by 
federal, state, and county government. 

The test claim statutes, in pa11, address the form in which the IHSS care providers are employed, 
refetTed to as the "mode of service." Prior law did not require the designation ohm employer of 
record for individual providers. In 1990, a California appellate decision addressed the issue of 
who was the employer of record for individual providers ofIHSS, particularly for the purposes 
of collective bargaining under the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act (MMBA). In Service Employees 
lnternat. Union v. County of Los Angeles (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 761, 765, the com1 discussed 
the way that providers were employed under prior law, as follows: 

A county may deliver services und_er the IHSS progran1 by (1) hiring in-home 
supportiye pers01mel in accordance with established county civil services · 
requirements, (2) contracting with a city, county, city or county agency, a local 
health district, a voluntary nonprofit agency, a proprietary agency or an 
individual, or (3) making direct payment to a recipient for the purchase of 
services. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12302.) Defendant county chose tl1e third 
alternative. 

The court made findings that the county was not a de facto e1nployer of record for purposes of 
collective ba1'gaining, id. at pages 772-773: 

Plaintiff insists that the state and the county are joint employers of the IHSS 
providers and the county's role as a joint employer is sufficient to render the 
providers employees of the county for purposes of the MMBA.FN4 

FN4. Interes.tingly, in the attorney general's opinion upon which plaintiff relied 
below it is stated: "While the concept that IHSS workers may have more than one 
'employer' appears appropriate for purposes of some laws, it would seem · 
inappropriate and unworkable for purposes of collective bargaining under 
California statutes." (68 Ops.C~l.Atty.Gen. 194, 199, supra.). 

' . 
The trial court found that the county acts as the agent of the state in administering 
the IHSS program and concluded that in some circumstances an agent may be a 
joint employer, a dual employer or a spe.cial employer. (See County of 
Los Angeles v. Workers' Comp. Appeals Ed (1981) 30 Cal.3d 391, 405,.179 

0 
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· .... 

· CabRptr: 214, 63 7 P .2d 681.) However, such a relationship arises only where both 
'. ,- tlie-;general employer and the special e1nployer have the right' to control the 

.. :,; .. ~mpiby~6·s··a·Ctivities. (Ibid.) The 'court found the county had no such right of 
.. · .,_,r,:.'J'c'orttrohttid'tilbrefore was not an employer of the IHSS providers und1fr a dual or 

· '.''·-\ip"eSil\.l:e1i.i.ph:iyerthe·ory .... As' previously indicated, substantial evidence · 
. . _ .. supports.the tri.ar'cotirt's finding that the co~nty d~es not exercise ·control over 

· '· · · ~ : . ' ·arfi:i'·direct the':activ!t!es· of·the:r'HS S providers.>: < · ·._ · .. -.. . · · · .. · · · 
'·-~ , ". - -- . -. c1:e~ti~g-a ,1rstiEict ~i;~nge"r;a~:1ii~ ca~e)~w c:ited. ab6ve,- the ~~sr claim sj_~tute:s-iequ!ie t1~at _an 

counties establish an efiiployer of rec01:d for IHSS ·providers, other than the recipient of the .. 
services·. :LWelf~re: and':r:rlstitutio11s Codesecticin 12302.25,aS added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90, 
providei( in part: · · · · · · · · 

. . . . -

(a) On or before January 1, 2003, each county shall act as, o~ establish, an 
employer for in-home supportive service providers . . . . Each county may tltilize a 
public authority. or nonprofit· consortium ... ' the-contract n.10de ... , county_ 
administration of the individual provider mode"·. for purposes of acting as, or 
providing, an employer ... , county civil se_rvice personnel ... , or mif{ed mode_s of 
service authorized .pursuant to this article. and may establish regional agreements 
in establishing ari employer for purposes of this subdivision for providers of i1F 

.; .. .,: ho1ni;: supportive_ service~ .... Upon request ofa recipient, and in addition to a 
--- - ; cq~nty~ s 'selected. rri~ti:iod of establislling an emplo)'er' for h1-h01n(si.Jppo~i ve 
.... --~- servic:~.-·_p_i-9'.vider_s pursuari,t to this subdivisioi1,.couiltie.s witl1 an_ IHSS cas~load of 
.. -. more tha'11 500 shall be required to offer an individual pfovide{employer option.2 

In addition, ~elfgre <inc.I Institutions Code secti~n 12301.3, with certat~-excepti'ons, provides timt 
"[~Ja~1~ · cq:Unty ~11)1ll, fiPR8in~_ An }P~!1am~, ~upporff\I~ serviees · a_dvisory corri!;iitfoe that ~half be 
comi:ipsed of not more than 11 md1v1duals." · 

Claimant's Position· 

Cgi.nity of San ~e;r.n'}rdino' s June 2,9, 2001 3 test claim filing alleges that legisl~tive amendments. 
governing t1w .. op~rati'on _of fH,$Sili (;alifoi·nia, by S,tatute.s 1999; cliapters 90 and 91, and ··stafotes 
2000, qhapfi;:t 445', "imp_os'ed''a 'new state mfil!dated pi:ogtru'n ahd cost .' .. by substantially .. ·. 
alTlendirig the adJ1!iil.\strative reqµir~r:nent~ of the IHS·s· p~qgrafu." ... " · 

. . . - . . ~ . ,. 

Employer of Record 

The claimant asse.rt~ i.Iia( the_ legisl.atio_il _"mandates the establishment of an 'emplqye!' of record' 
[for the individuals who provide thie iri-home care] oh or b'efote January .i; 2003." The daimanf 
alleges. that this requiremedt.resuit'~ in multi-million dolfar increased costs, with estimates · 
varying widely according to which form of"employer ofrecord" is ultimately selected:' a public 
authority, a contract-with_ an outside agency, or the county itself. · · 

The Claim~n\is :also ~e~king' reitnblirs1eiherit for an'y·collec_tive bargaining that may result if 
providers uiiioii.ize after the' "einj:iloyer of record" is established. . . . . 

2 References to applicable Welfare and Institutions Code sections omitted for ease of readfog. 
3 The pot~ntia1 reimbursement p~riod. begins no earlier than July I, 1999, based i.Jpon tbe filing 
date for this test claim. (Qov. Code, § 17557 .) .., · 
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Advisory Committee 

The claimant asserts that the stafi1tes mandate the. crf!!ltion ~f county advisory co1ru1iirlees, with -
. specific mernbe1;s_hip requjrementsof up Jo eleven. me~11bers, largely rn!lde up bf current or past 
"t1sers and providers·ofII-:i:~S, with paiiicipation of oniy one county employee. ),t the outset, the 

· .· ftdvisory c::ommittee is ici'r:nake· recoinmendations oi1 the best method of e1nploying IHSS, ·· : . 
- .·' . : providers; :fil1d;·.establishing an'''eni.plciy~rof record:;;; Attording tO Wel.fare:!ll1d I11stitliti01is : ' . ·.· ' ' 

. Code section J 2301A; the advis_ory comiTI.ittee-is also to hav~ ari ongoing rciie providillg "advic~· . 
. andtecoinniendafiOns re'gai:C!ing in~hoine's°uppo.iiive:sertfo'es.';· • : ··· .. . :.' · ' . , .... • . • ·· . · . 

- • • ' . ! . - - • • • 

Claimant asserts that the s~~te fi~nd1ng provided ~t t\1e time bf the test. ciain.;, fiiing was· inap~quate 
to cover the actual costs of tl1e advisory committee, and seeks to i·ecover the remainder of their ' . 
claimed costs of creath-ig and operating the advisory coirunittee through mandate reimbursement. 

Department of Sociiil. Services -{'.osition 

DSS, in c01ru11ents filed November 9; 200 l ,"disputes the test clairii filing: As for the requirement 
to establish an "eri1plbyer of record," DSS responds that with the· multiple choices av.ailable to 
the county, the clain'iant has )lbt "shciw1i"that.the:Jegislation at issue "reqi1ires" the county to 

. incur an increase in costs at1d that thei'efore a basic elerrient of a reimbursable state mandate is 
not·met here." 

In addition, DSS a~serts that th~ t('!st claim iegislation. doe~ qbtrequire tl~c:(the 66.u1ii:y engage in 
collective bargaini11g, nb_r_p9es,it require an i11crease of wages and benefits,t6 tlie pr9videhi: DSS 
also cites case law.to s_i,1ppqyt tbe, 9011.ti;:ntjpn t\)at higher cost;; of conipensafion,. oi· fiei}eflts are not 
subject to aiiicle XIII B, section· 6. .. . . . . .. ' 

DSS°'alsqi ai-g,1,1,e~ tl)~t ef a.n B~,r11ardt110 has not clain).ecl all avaihibl!;! ·funds s~t -~~ide)~fth¢ s~~!e t'br 
the advisory ccinunittee portion of the test claim, and the1'efo.r~ asserts that tliiS'pcii'tibn of the ' 
claim should be dismissed. · 

Department of Finance Position 
. .: ; : ;. , • • .. : . . 1 I• I ~ - : 

DOF, i1~ a letter fil~tj. March 6, 2002,_~so disputes the tc;;~,(9_laim fijing ''i.n its ,eiiti1;~ty." . . 
Specifically, as to. t11e. p!.?-ims of potential cos~s x~lated tci._Collecftve \jai;g~\1}!P&i .DOF arg1i~s ,' 
"[e]ven if local governnients were in fact.J;eqi.tired. byJhe test clai1pstatUtes tb. jnc1:ir these costs, 
they would not be reimbursable because tlley are\va·ge/beriefit r~iated cos'fs i11Ci1rr'ed by local 
governments as a result of state statutes regulating the terms and conditions ofeinployment," 
which is not a reimburs,able state mandate, p_ursu~nt to, case law._ ,.In addition, J?O_F .rry.aintains that 
"locaLg?_Y:e,rmnents ret.ain opti9ns pursua1~\ to which there would ~e 1,~0 u~crea,sed c9sts tq t,J;i.em 
resulting from tpc; eD).p_loyer of record, ... [which] preclude any .findings of retmbm:!)able state 
mandated costs." , ' ' ... ' 

DOF claims thatthe claimant failed to adequately address the exceptions to "costs mandated by' · 
the state" set out inOovernment. Coqe sect.ion 17556, and tl1er~f9re the te~t ~l~im. "i~ _incompl~!r 
under the Commission's regulations and should be returned to tl1e _test claimant. or d1saUowed .. 

4 On June IO, 2001, Conm1ission staff issued a completeness·review letier finding that all 
required elements for filing a test claim had be.en met, and the·fiting was accepted. 
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DOF also contends that the advisory committee costs are not reimbursable costs m~ndated.by _the'.:'''•· · 
state "because there is an allocation· of funds by DSS pursuant to an appropriation to cover these )'·' 

· . costs .. The test ciaimant has presented !10 eviderice that these <fppropriations are insuffici~11t to: , ·. __ 
·.cover Claiiriect' cqsts as ~equiredby the Corimiission;s T(!guJatlon:s~" - _· ·, .· -.· - . . '• .. :,·,·•::·<.:·::.'·· 

' •, • ; I-" • • - ; ·, ~·' ' ~' •'•t I, ... ~ '-'_1•>·".'101 ,·,• 

- ,. , : 1,Jisc~ssilin· .... .>· -,·_ . , .. _·· :_:". ·: _ · ·; .. _; --,,_:" =-:_::. ___ ·•--'·· <.:.·' _,, 

• -Th~. c~ur'.s ha~eJ?'unci *~t_:~h~ci~ XIIL ]?·;-sectio:n ~' oftli:~- Califom!a.•t_on~t_ltutib_~5 i:eco}~iiz~s_:,_-,-·_ 
the-state const1tl.i.t1011al restnct1011s 01Ythe powers of-local_-government to tax and spend: '~Its·. -· 
purpose is fo preclude the state fromshifting.finandal responsibility for:carrying out, 
governmental: functions .to· local agencies,_ which are 'ill equipped_' t6 assunie increased financial . 
responsibilities because of the taxing and spending limitations that.articles XIII A and XIII B 
impo_s~. "7 A t_est claim stati.ite or executive order may_ impos_e a reimbursiiible state-mandated 
pro grain if (t _orders or commands a !Ocai agency or ~ehool dlstricfto engage in ,mi, _activity or . 
task. 8 In additip~1, th~,required activltjl or task must.b~n-~_w, c_6/1sti~µti1iliS a ".~W~,i)r_~gram," or it 
must create a '~higher le~el of service'.' ()Ver the previp1isI)irequir_edJevel ofseiy\c.(.. .. _ 

. . . . ; . . ' '· .. ' " '· · ... 

The courts have defined ~!'program" subject to article XIII B, section 6, of the California 
Constitution, as one that 9arries out the governmental function of providing public services, or a. 
law that imposes unique i·equirements on local agencies or school-districts to implement a state· 
_policy_, ~,~1'. qoes n_o: apply gen~rally to all resid_e1:ts. 8:llcl -~I~}jties !ny1.e ~tCite_. :~ .IO. de.~errp~ne if,the 
program-1~ 11ew or imposes a higher-lev_ej of s~rv1ce, the test claun leg1slat19n ipust be compated · 
with thli'egal requirements in effect immediately before _the enactment of t\1e tesfc\aim. 
legislatiqn, I·~ A "hig)J.eU~vel "of_ Syf\'.ice"_ occ.urs when th_e .11ew "requ]rements were'iritended to 
provide-a..h-enhanced'sei·vice to the pt;blic."12 ·' -- - · _ - · . . _ -· 

.:~· ,. -, 

5 Atticr6-xm B', section 6; subdivision (a}; ·provides:: -(a) Whenever.the Legislature or any state 
agency maildates a new ].fr6gratn or higher level of service bn any focal government;-the state 
shall pi'o\iide a:·slibvention: of fuilds to reimbui'se that local ·government for the costs of the 
program 'orhiere!tSed ~revel of ser\!ice; exc·ept that the Legislature inay, 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 January I, 1975, or.executive orders or 
regulations initially implementing legislation enacted prior. to January 1, 1975. 
6 Department of Finance v. Comniission on State Mqndates (Kern High School Dist.) (2003) 30 

·Cal.4th 727, 735. - . 
7 . ,.- ,. . . .. ' . ... - ·, ·... ,:.. . . 
- Co'unly of San Diego v. State of California (1997) 15 Cal.4th 68, 81. 
8 ' - . . ' . - ' - ' - . ,' ' ' ' 

Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 155, 174;. 
9 San Diego Unified School Dist. v. Commission on Stat~ Mand~tes (2004) 33 Cal.4th 859, 878, 
(San Diego Unified ~chool Dist.); Lueia Mar Unified School Dist. v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 

· 830, 835 (Lucia Mar). - · 

'
0 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 874-875 (reaffinning ti1e ~ie~t set out in -

County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43. Cal.3d 46, 56; see also Lucia Mar,- supra, 
44 CalJd 830, 835.) 

' ' 
11 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 878; Lucia Mar, supra, 44 Cal.3d 830, 
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Finally, the newly required activity or increased level of service must impose costs mandated by 
'the state. 13 · · · · ·· 

· . The. Commission is vested.with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes over the existenc~ of 
. state-man.dated_ programs i.vithi'n the meaning of a1:ticle XIII B, ·section 6. 14

- In making· its· '.· . 
. decision~; .. the Commission must strictly construe articleXIH B, ·sec_tion 6, and not apply.it as an.·.· 
"equitaple're1nedy·t6'~cur:e the perceivedl.infaif1iess re'sultit1g #om poHHcal deCisions Ori funding -

.. prio~ities:':,1,5 ..... "., .. . · · .• ., • , . , .. · · · ·_ '<-' · .. , • '. ;. , .• , , .... · 

Issue 1: . Do the test cl~im st~tut~·s ma~date a new program or. higlie1~ le~el o.f se~ice 
. on local agencies within the ri1ean_ing of article.XIII B, section 6 of.the. · 
California Constitution?' · 

' ' ' 

. In order for a test claim statute or executive order to be subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution, it must constitute a "program." In County of Los Angeles v. State of 
California, the California Supreme Cami defined the word "program" within the meaning of 
article XIII 8, section 6 as one that carries out the govermnental fi.mction of providing a service 
to the public; or laws which, to implement a state policy, impose unique requirements on local 
governments and do not apply generally to all residents and entities in the state. 16 The ccimi has 
held that only one of these findings is necessary. 17 

Staff finds that establishing an in-home suppmiive services advisory committee and an employer 
of record imposes a program within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California 
Constitution. Several of the Welfare ai1d Institutions Code sections·c!aimed governing the 
administrative activities ofIHSS impose unique requirements on the counties that do not apply 
generally to all residents and entities in the state. 

Next, the analysis must continue to determine if the individual elements of the test claim filing 
also impose a new program or higher level of serviCe. The comis have defined a "higher level of 
service" in conjunction with the phrase "new program" to give the subvention requirement of 
article XIII B, section 6 meaning. Accordingly, "it is apparent that the subvention requirement 
for increased or higher level of service is directed to state-mandated increases in the services 

835 . 

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

· 13 County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, 487; County of Son?ma v. 
Commission on State Mandates (2000) .84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1284 (County of Sonoma); 
Gove11m1ent Code sections 17514. and 17556. 
14 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Government Code sections 
1755landl7552. · 

· 15 County of Sonoma, supra,· 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1280, citii1g City of San Jose v. State of 
California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817. 

16 Co~nty of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d at page 56. 

17 Carmel Valley Fil'e Protection Dist. v. State of California (1987) 190 Cal.App.3d 521, 537 · 
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. ~ . ' . 

provided_ by local agencies in existing programs;"l~,_:lA; statute or executive order mandates a 
reimbursable "higher level of service" when, as 'comjjared.to _the legal requirements· in effect 
immediately before the enaCtrnent of the test claimJ¢gi~J~tion1 it increases the actual level of 

. . . . ...... .c1 ........ , '•"•'' ···•··' ....... , •· 19 
govenunental service to the public provide(i:intbe ex1st111g ph)gram- . . . . . . •. . . · .... 

.. IHSS E1nplover ofR~c;rd: Welfare an~ institu.iions C~de S~;tion 12302.is. 'Subdivisi~ns (ai-(c) 

Welfar.e and I~~·t.itutions c"6de' s~~~ihri I ~30.2'.2s;",~-~b'dl~\~'16~-c~{as addb~--b;· Sta~t~s:l99~,: :· .. 
·.·chapter 90, establishes theteqtiiren1erit fo't cquntie·s to·ifct as;or:~stab!ishrui'employer-ofrecqrd ·· · 
.. for IHSS provider}:;, other than the state or.the individual recipient · · · · · · 

Claimant alleges that the' test clain1 'statiites i<reql1ire the esta~llsh.11.1e1it of an.' eillp!Oyer of 
i'ecord.'" and .a "m~.hdate of collective 1:>.E!iga,i!li;1g with p;·oviclers· of IHS s' ·sel'Vices,. a:s weli as the . ···- .. 
increased costs [of wage~. and benet!t.s] that\v[ll arise once collective·bargainirig has been · · 
instituted. "20 ,. · · · · · 

.· '. 

The county shall establish an eniployer of record.through several options:·a contract; public 
authority, nonprofit consortium, or by the county beconling the employer of record itself, or a 
combination of the above, and each option can have great impact on th.~. downstream costs of 
operating II-:ISS, but this is a choice,made at ,the discretion of each .county. Counties have· always 
had a share of cost for the ongoing administration oHHSS, and the test claim statutes do not alter · 
that shin:~:· of cost. 21 

· . . . .. . . 

Howev~f the requirement to act as, or establish a~ e~ployer of record pursuant to the test claim 
statute is not discretionary and requires administrative action on the part of the counties; 
therefore; staff.finds that Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302,25 imposes a new , 
program or higher level of service for the following new adivit.ies: 

~: ·.:; :'.' . ' . . ' ii .... :, ,..: .. ,~ ,. . '. ·. . .... f 

0 ."Qn or before Jarii.iai.'y 1, 2003, each county shall act as; ofestablish, an ehiployer foffa-
l}ome supportive service providers .. This activity is limited to the·administrative costs of 
'~~tablishing an employer cif record through a public authority, nonprofit consortium; · · 
contract, county.administration of.the iiidividual·provider mode, county civil service 
persormel; or mixed modes of service. It does notinclude·mandate reimbi.irseme1it for 
any increased wages or benefits that may be negotiated depending on the,inode of service· 
adopted, or any activities related tb collective bargaining. (Welf. & Inst. Code, 

· ·§ 12302.25, subd: (a).) 22
- ·_._, . . · ,,.. . . 

o Counties with .. an rHSS caseload of more than ·soo shall be 're~uired to off~~: an individu'al 
provider employer option upon request of a recipient, in addition to a cci\iiitY's selected 

· .. I' 

18 .... . .. . . . • ,. • ' .. . : 
County of .f_,os"1.ng_eles, supra,.43 Cal.3d 46, 56; San Di~go Unified School District, supra, 

33 Cal.4th. 859, 874. . 
19 San Diego Unified.School Dist:, supra,'33 Cal.4th 859, 87S·; Lucia Mar, supra, 44 Cal.3d 830, 
835. . . 

20 Test Claim Filing, pages 13 and 14. 
21 Welfare and Institutions Code section 12306. . . 
22· 

As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 

739 

Test Claim OO-TC-23 
Draft Staff Analysis 

:~ ·. '. . . . .. 



method of establis!1iftg an employer for. in-h~yie supportive service providers. 
(Wel.f. & Inst.Code,.§ 12302.25, subd. (c).) . . . · · 

DSS, i11 its Novemb~i': 9,.20UI .t~st cltifoi comments, provides a rebuttal to the- mandate claim for 
.collective bargaii1ing costs: - . - - : -- -. - . -. . . .· .... ".: . . - . -·.··· .. -. . . ·_ 

. . _ ~- _ Th~ daini~n(:'o'ii pag~ 2:of tht:J1ianc]ate·s~;11~i~iciry, dwnitter;:z~s theiegislatio.n af .... 
. . iss'tie as mandated collective l;rnrg?ining. l:jetwee.1~ the_ employer:o:tr~cord'and the --. 
-prov.iders/. A-careftil readii1g of the statutes; howeveF, reveals no SUCh mandate. -_ •.. ~ .. -- . 

. The statutes atissue do f!Ot mai1date collective bargaii~ng. Collective bargaining 
right~.an(c:l.J.-itit::s ar11 e~t.aqlis]1ed _ar1i;! controlled \Jy .other state and federal I_aws that 
operate up.on la,bqr relat101-is'.' Tiw' 111anciate ro est!!l:i\_i.sh an empl(Jyer for .i1l.dividual 

. Providers (IPs) for PW'P,O.ses of the (11M~A] or any other app]ica_ble ,~\ate and 
federal laws makes no staten1ent on whether IPs will organize oi wh1£ther any 
representative will be able to force collective bargaining upon counties under 
[MMBA] or any other pr6visi011, W1mt the legislation does is to require counties 
fo apt\oint, name or otherwise establish the entity that will respond in the event · 
there is a right or obligation to engage'in collective bai·gaiiiing that IPs posses[s] 
under other law. If cbllective 'bargaiiiing between the employer of record and the 
providel's is mandated by law it is not tlie law at issue that does so. 

Subdivision (b) states: "Nothing in this section.shall prohibit any negotiations or agree1nent 
regarding collective bargaining or ai1y wage and benefit en11ai1cements." Staff finds that the plain 
language of the test claim ·statute does notreqziire· col-lective bargaining, but rather corifim1s that 
the code section does'not prohibi(follective bargaining ot other·negotiatii:ihs on wages and 
benefits. Staff finds that Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302.25, subdivision (b), does · 
not rnandi:;te a new. p1:ogram .or higber. leyel of s<;ryice for collective bargajpfog. 

. .• - • • ' -.1 • . . ! . • . 

Subdivision· ( c) provides: ''Nothing ii'i this-section shall be construed to· affect the state's 
responsibility with respect to the state.payroll system, unernployn\ent' insurai1ce, or workers' 
compensati011'and other provisions of Section::l2302.2 for providers ofin~home supportive 
services," This section main fains the existing ·law regardingthe state's: responsibilities under 
section 123 02.2;· which addresses. certain withholding and contt:ibution requirements when 
paying individual IFISS providers·: This section is only applicable to the state; ai1d clarifies that 
the test claim stat1ite is to have no impact on another provision of law; therefore, staff finds that 
Welfare and Instttutjons Cod~ ~ec_tio\1 12302.2_5, subdivision (c) does n_ot 1:nai1date a new. 
prograin,or highe(f~:Vel of service. · _ . · . · _ . . . . . - . -

In addition, while counties may incur increased costs for higher wages and benefits as an indirect 
result of the requirement to act as or establish an employer of record, a showing of increased 
co~ts is not determinative of wheth.er the legislation imposes a reimbursable state-mandated - _ 
program: The California Suprenie Court has repeatedly ruled that evidence of additioi1al costs 
alone do not result in a reimbursable state-mandated program under article XIII B, section 6.

24 

The Comi also found in Lucia Mar, supra, 44· Cal.3d 830; 835: . 

. -

23 As added by Stau_;tes 1999, chapter 90 ( oper. Jul. i 2; 1999). 

; .. 

24 County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d at page 54; see also, Kern High School Dist., supra, - A 
·o 30 Cal.4th 727, 735. -, W' 
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· . We recognize that, as.is made indisputably .Clear from the language o~ the. 
· constitutional provision, local entities are not entitled to reimbursemi:mt .for.all 
increased:costsmruidated by state law, but only those costs resulting from a new 

· · , · · pfogrill1{or ~ri increased:level of ser-Vice imposed upon them by the state: . • · 

: Corn~~ent~ fll~d b.y .. th~ state ageii~l.es·, DOF and bss; both assert that c~ie: i~0 i~t~r'pretii)g .' . : 
iniicle XIII Ei, ·sectfon 6; iriclud.ing'c;o~nlj off!oj:.4ngeies,suprai Cizy _bf Arui/1eiii_i v: ,:strte· of.'. . . . . 
California.(1987)·1~9 ciiJ..App·.·3d 1478, .. ~iid-City of~ii:hm_ongy . .Cpm.mis~iqn on Sfate··Manda_fe:f· ·. : · ··_ 

.. (1998) 64· Cal.App.4th 119_o;tesuits in a finding tfiat"'i.ncreailes iii. emplpymerit oenefits· oi:... :. · 
c01npe11sation, as the res'ult ci:t iegiSlatiori 'that does n8tdireetly mandate the mc_reitSe; ate not ... 

. conside1'ed a "new program or "higher level of service in fill existi'rig prograrr/' :a:s ·me'ant by the' 
Constitution. "2~ . · · 

In CouniY of Los Angele§,:. sup'fa; 43 CaL3d 46, the Cqµrt addressed th¢ costs incurr~~·as a result 
of legislatidn that i~~qtiiied !6cal a'genCies to prcivide the same increased level· bf w6d~ers' · 
compensation benefits for the'lr efupioyees 'it's privhie individuals or cii.-'ganizalioli.S 'were'· required. 
to provide.to their employees. The-Supreme Court reco·gnized that workers' compensation is not 
a new pro gram and, thus; the court detenti.ined whether the legislation imposed a higher l(fvel of 
service on local agenCies.2~·The court defined a.'\higher level or'servic;e" as "state mandat((d 
increases in the servic.e~ prqvicjff_d by),opal 'l~~1:1cies in exist~ng prograrps," (Eqip~asis a.dd~d.) 

Looking at<the language of article XIII B,.section 6 then, it·seems clear that by 
itself the term ."higher level of service" is meaningless .. It must be re?d in 
·conju.nction with the predecessor phrase "new pro gram" to give it meaning. :Thus -

. read? it. is app_~r,ept tlmt tl}e subvention requi.~ement for increase4 pr hig17er l~vel of 
service is direCted t6 ·state mcµ1d~ted increa$es ii\~~ service~liqvidect,by local, . · 
agencies in existing "progi-ains." - · ' ' · · ·· .. · 

, • r •• • , ~ :t 

The Supre171\l Gour! 'in. Couniy of Los Angeles contiriu~d: 

·~the c~ncem which prompted the inclusion of section 6 in article XrrI B· was the 
~perceiv~d atlt\ll}pt by th~_state to enact legislati.on or adopt ad.rnin\strative orders 
creating programs to be aciminis~er,(!d_ by 1qg:~1 age1~cies,. therepy trhi.1sren-iMno 

· tho_se agencie~ tl1e .fi~,ca~. r~s-P.9n~ibiliiy ~or~r.Ov_iAirig services wJ1ich th~ .st~fo 
believed should be extended to the pubhc. · · · ' · 

The court held)hat~eimbuni~ment for the increase~ costs ofprovid.ing workers' compensation 
benefits to employee~, was not'.i~equi1:ec1. .. . .. 

Section 6 has-no application ~o, and the .state need not provide subvention for, the 
costs inci.nTed by local agencies in· providing to their employees the same u1crease 
in workers' compe1isation benefits that employees of private in.dividuals or 
organizations receive. Workers' compensation is not a program administered by 
local agencies to provide service to the p~blic. Although local agencies must . 

25 . - . . . . 
DSS Commel')ts, filed November 9, 2001, page 5. DOF's Comments, filed March 6, 2002, 

page 4, expresses similru· arguments. 
26 County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d at page 56. 
27 "o 

Id at pp. 56-57. 
'o 
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..... 

· provide benefits to their employees either:througlYins~ance or direct payment, 
they are indistinguishable in this respect from private employers ... In no sense 
can employers·; public-or private; be considered to be administrators of a program· 
of workers' compensatiol1 or to be: providing services incidental to·administration' ' 
of~he. program: yYorke1:s; ,90111pensation is -ach:nii1istered by tl}_e s·ta(e : : : : · · : .. 

·Therefore, a!thoughtl1(stat~rrnuires._~hat en1ploye_rs prcr\,i<le wo.rkers',~·. •·- _:: _:· .. · .· ·. 
·.· com~e~1~fltio.11for:n:onex_ernpt _G\lteg~fri~s cif~~1p_i6~~e_s, incr~~.e!';jn·t~e: cost of.: .. _·; 
. ·prov1g1ng· thlS eillpJoyee·benefitare·not·subjeCt to,reimburseq1erita,s st_~te" ·: · · .. ' . · · 
n1w1datedy~9grains or liiglwr levels of ~erviqe witl~in the mearih1g of section 6.' 
(Id. at pp. 577S8;fn. omitted.) · · . . . . · .-. · .. · · · · 

Although "[t]he law increased the cost .of employii1g public servants, ... it did 1~ot in any tangible 
manner increa.s~Jl~e level of s~1-;vi9e pr_Qvi~ed,by those e.rnploye,es to tl:ie pulfpc." (San Diego 
f!nifi~d S~ho.o/PfsJ., supra,33 Cal.4th 859, 8~:S.), ID. thi~.~en~e, the present tes,\,\.),aim is also,,_ 
md1stmgmsha~lff. fro.m j:he apaly~is presented by the Comi in Gounty of Los Ang~l.~~-. . 

' •· . . '• . ' . .1-.. ' 

City of Ricliiritnid,-'silpra, 64 Cal.App.4th 1190, sil'nilarly held that requiring local governments to 
provide death beriefits' to local safety officers, uhd"ei··both PERS and the w9rkers' compensation · 
system, did· not ctmstitute" a higher;Jevel ofservice to the public. The cciud: stated: · 

~· • t ·rr;:--,.~·. ···•.' · · < • • ·.·.,.:.. • • ••• ••• '~·· 

Irici:e'asing the cost of providing services cannot be equated with recjuiiirig an 
· increased lev"el of service under a section 6 ai1alysis. A higher cost to the local 

government for compen.sating its employees is not the same as a higher cost of 
providli1g services to· the public.2

-
8 

. • · · . . · . . · · · " 

I&' .. 

The court also f,q:~!1;ef :i1i~~ ··[~j\thpvgl1 a)~:V _1~ ~cfd~ess~d 6'i1i'ft~ _ lgc~~r,6ve1n~Wej1ts and in1poses e; 
new costs on them, 1t may still hot be a rennbmsable state mand_ilt~-. . . . " . : . ,, . ,. 

' . . .. .• .. . 

In City of Anaheim, supra, 189 Cal.App.3d 14 78,, the court detennined tha_t an increase in PERS 
benefits to retired employees, which resulted iil 'a: higher co~tributi01frate by local gover\m1ehts, 
does not constitute a higher level of service· to the public: In this case the, court found that: 

While foc~wipg ~n .the e~¢kpt_iof!~ ~.o ,r~irn~~)rsemen.f; ¢ity p{i9~eniently presJ.!ri1es 
that _[the fo~t. d~irri" st1:tn,.1te] :nli!ll,Qat~d a hi~her le_ver bf se~~ic:e .on local. . . 
government, a p1:erequisite to reimbursement wl~t!'.1 a'ri existing progrrun is ·' 
modified. ' · ··· · 

·: · r·: .. · · ·, · ·.. . . : · · .. :v··· ·· · · .:.- . ··"· · 

City's claim: for re1mburs·emerit must fail for the following reasons: (1) [th<'. test 
claim statute] did ncit compel City to do anything, (2) any increase iii cost fo City 
was only incidental to PERS'· compliance with:[the'test claim statute], ·and (3) . 
pension paylil:ents to retil'ed employees do not _constitute a "program" or "service"· 
as that tenn'"is. used in section6?0 

· · · · · . 

28 City of Richmond, supra, 64 Cal.App. 1190, 1196. 

29 Id. at page 1197. 
3° Cil)) of Anaheim, supra, 189 Cal.App.3d €1.t page 1482. 
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The court in Aiwheim found that an iritrease in pension benefits to employees wa~ not a ' ·. 
"program" cir '.'service" within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6: 31 The claimant .ii.1City of ' . · 
Anaheim: · · · ,: 

·argues that since [tJie test claim st~tute j specifically .<lea.It with pensioiis for.pi1bli.c . ·: 
.. ·.employees, it imposed ui1iqi.1e re.q ujrements on .JocaLgovei~JUi1¢nts, that did 1.1ot .. ," : ·:.:;. :, 
. apply, to· all' state reside1its or entities:. [F:oofoot~ oinifo~d;· einphi:isi.S iif011.ginat.r· . : ' ' .· 

... -... ·.;,.• . 

. . ·-· .. ~ ·. . . . . . . - . ' . . . . . . 

· .. ·.f:r~wever,:the court continued::.:· < ·.·-.·. · ,·.· · ... ' ... . ·: ·.· .. ... . ..>. -.•... · · :. •. · ., .· · 

S~1ch an argun1e1~t, wi1ile appeal fog ciii the surface, must faiL As noted above, [the . 
statute] mandated increased costs.to~ state agency, not a local gover1m1ent. Also, 

·PERS is not a program administered b~ local. agencies. · . 

. Mo~eover; the goals of cfrticle.XIII B of the C~lifd}riia Constitution ,;we~e tci' 
protect residents from excessive taxation and government spending ... '[and] 
preclud[e] a ~hift'offinancial responsibility f9r carrying out governmental· 
functions from the state ·to· local agencies .... Bearing,the costs of salaries; 

·unemployment insurance, and workers" ccimpensation·coverage-costs which all 
employers mu~1_bear-nsither tJ.p·eatens excessi.-.:~,t~~'~_t~.?n Rf ~qverpm.e1~tal;,: " 
spending, nor~hifts from tl1r state~(] a)ocal ag·ency t~91 ~xpe,iise qfi}Jroviq\ng . · 
govenm1ental services." (Couhty of Los Ahgeles v. State of Califoh·1ia, supra, 43 · 
Cal.3d at p. 61.) Simi/ai'ly, City is facedcwith' a higher cost of compensation to its 
employees. This is hdt the st11He as a higher cost of providing services.to the , 
public. [Emphasj~ added 1 .footnot~ omitted.], ,_,., 

Tlierefore, the comi .concluded that the test clahi1 statute did "riot fall within the scope of : . · 
section 6. "32 · ·. :'; • •,: .. · · · .. : ... : .. ~ · 1 · <. ..,. .. ._: . · · .. ' . . 

nesan Diego Unified School Dist., s'upra, 33 CaL4th at pages 876-877, the ·c·ourdie!df 

. :,'. Viewed tqgetli'e;, these cases (Countyof Los A~gei;~, .supra, 43 °C~I.:fo 46, City of 
Sacrqpumto, .. sµpra, 50 Cai.3d 51, ancf City of Richnwnd, Sl./JJ.l,·a, 64, Cal.App.4th' 
1190) illustrate ti1e circumstance that simply because Cl_.st~te l~w qr ·arc;Ier i:nay · 
increase the costs borne by local government in providing services, this does not 
necessarily establish that the law or order cohstitutes an increased or higher level 
of the.resulting "service to the public" uiidet artide XIII B, 'ifoction 6; ai1d ·· 
Govenm1ent Code section 17514. [Emphasis in original.] 

The test claim sfah.ites create a sitUation where the employer·may be faced with "a higlier cost of 
compensation tb its eh1ployees." As held by'the corni; "[t]his is not the saine as a higher cost of 

· providing .services fo the public:" Therefore, staff finds that increased wage· and benefit cos is· 
that may be incu!Ted-indirectly following implementation ofWelfai;e ai1d Institutiohs Code 
section 12302.25, is .. not a new program or higher level of service .. 

31 Ibid. 

j~ Id. at pages 14sJ-1484. 
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IHSS Advisory Committee: Welfare and Institutions Code Sections,.J.2301.3,..J 2301. 4, and -
· 12302.25, Subdivisions {d) & Ce) " ''· ;·;-: ... 

- Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.3, was added by-Statutes,1999, chapter 90. The 
_ a111endments by Statutes 2000, chapter 445, a:i·e indicated by under:Une; as follows: . 

. : . . . . . . ' . : . . ' . . -.·. ·. . . 

. (a) Each county_ shall appo\nt an·. in-home sµpportive sei:Vi9eii ·advisory committee· . -· 
.that shall be 'comprised of not more thari 11 individual~. No. less ·tb_aii 50 perc~i1f . 

· ofthe.meinbership·Ofthe.advisory:c6mmitfoe Shf!ilbe individuals who. are current.· - ·• · ·• -
or past users ·of per~otial assis'tan_ce services paid for thro_ugh public or private · 

_ ftmds or as redpientS of services.under this article.... .. · 

(!)(A) In counties with fewer than 500 recipients of se1'vices provided: pursuant to 
this article or Sectiol1 14132.95, at least one member of the advisory committee 
shall be a current or fonne1'' providlif of in-home supfjortiv'e serviCes: . 

. ; _... . .. . . . ·.- - .. '. . .. - . - . . 

(B) In counties with 500 or more-recipients ofservices:provided pursuant to this 
article or Section .14132.95, at least two members of the advisory committee shall 
be a current at-former provider:of 1ih"home supportive. services. 

(2) Individua1~\;_1ho representcihta1iizati~ns that advbtate for people with. 
disabilities'br"seniors n1a\iiJe'appbinti!d fo coriunittees' \.lndi:!r this section .. ..... ,_. 

(3) Individuals from community-based organizations that advocate on behalf of 
home care employees inay.be abpointed to committees.under this section.· 

( 4) A county board of supervisors shall not abpoiht in ore than one coliiity 
employee-as. a member.of the advisory.committee, .but.may.designate any county 
employee to provide ongoing advice and supoort to the advisory committee .. 

(b) Prior:to the, <).ppointment ofmemqers to a committee required by.. subdivision 
(a), the county board .of supervisors shall solicit recommendations for qualified 
members through a-' fair and open ptdce._ss that include~ the provision of reasonable 
written i10tlc~ tp, arid. reasoliable response til11e' by; mei-nbers of the genera1 public 
and inte1'ested persons aiid orgai1iicitio11s. --- . . .. 

( c) The.ad~isory con~ittee .s_haH sµbmit recom.rnendation~ to the county board of 
supervisors on .the prefi:;ryed mode or rriode_s of service to be utilized in th.ci county· 
for in-home supportive services .. 

(d) Any county that has established a governing body, as provided in subdivision 
(b) of.E\ection 12301.6, prior to July l. 2000, shall not be required to comply with 
the composition requirements of subdivision {a) and shall be deemed to b~ in . · 

-compliance-.with this_s~_ction. · · .. 

- Welfai·e ai1d Institutions Code sectioil 12301.4, was added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90. The 
amendments by Statutes 2000, chapter 445, are indicated by underline, as follows: 

.(_fil Each advisory committee established pursuant to Section 12301.3 or 12301.6 . 
shall provide ongoing advice and recommendations regarding in-home supportiye 
services to the county board of supervisors, any administrative body in the county 
that is related to the delivery and administration of in-home supp01iive services, 

"a 
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_. i 

- and the govetinhiioodo/~a~d- administr~tive agericy of the public authority, 
nonprofit c'Onfortiili1vc6r\tractor, and public employees. 

-Cb) Each c'i:iliH~WShall•be 'el·igible·to receive- state·1:eimbur~~;,,ents-of administrative 
'costs fo1''·6-i'liy:'1~iile;atlvis6i.'¥1,:C'Oinrnittee and shall comply with the l:eguirements of' 

. · · subdivisioiii(e}i'OfcSectioti.'12302.25:. · :·. :- < _- · _ . -· - · : _, - . . _ 
. ' .. : -... ·. -_ - · .. ::~;:::~,,'.· .. ;;~· .,·,:;·· ;.~_ ... _:_~~·-_.;,, - .·-.. :_.: ·: . . ,- . _. :,, _:··' -.. - - ·:· .· ·~. ·. · . .- .- .· ·';•· : :.:--'. .. - - : '· \ 

·V{elfarea~idJnstJJ:iit!gn~;g,<;>ae sectibn, 12302.25, subdi.vi~icin (d), .as a,d9ed by S.Jatµte~ 1999;_ •. ' -- _-_­
chapter 90, pfovi¢~s'thaf iJ.dor'to: hnplerriei:tting th:e ''employer of record" requirement, "a county · · 
shall establish ailadvisory committee as required by Section l2301.3 arid s61idf .- -.· .- _ . - -
recommendations· from the advisory c6111111ittee 0!1 the preferred mode or modes of service to be 
utilized iri the county forin-home suppbrtive·services." - -

Subdivision (e) p1:ovid~s'th~t-"Each ~'6i.mfy shall take into acc~~~t tM advice and 
recomrriendations of the in-home supportive services advisory coriunittee, as established 
pursuant to Sedioul230L3, p1ior to making policy and fundii1g: decisions about.the program on 
an ongoiri'g basis." · · · · .. · 

A tes.t claim- statute maiidates a new progfa:rn or higher level- of s~rvice within a11 existing 
program when it compels a· claimant to perform activities not previouslyrequired.:3 

Establishing, maintaining· and taking advice from an advisory conu11ittee regarding the operation 
of'IHSS was not required of c01,rnties prior to Statutes 1999, c)1apter 90. Therefore, staff finds 

: t11'atthe plain language of Welfare and Institutions Code sections 12301,.3, 12.301.4, and 
i2302.25, subdi;i,i~ions (d) and (e), mandates a new program or higher level of service, for the 
followirig hew activities: . ' ' 

. ' . . 
o Each county :that· does not qµalif-y'for the exception pro.vided in section 12301'.3, 

subdivision(d), shall appoint.an in-home supportive services advisory;corrun_itt~t:< that 
- ··· shall be comprised of not in ore than 11 individuals, with membership as r~quired by _ 

section 12301.3, subdivision (a): '~No less than 50 percent of Hie membership of the 
'-'·· · advisory co11m:1itt~(: shall b~ .individuals who are CUlTent or past users of per,s.onal 

assistaiw~.s,ei:vices paid forthro~1gh public or private funds or as tecipierits .. hf services 
t1n9er th~s .. ~j·Ji.9,~.".fW!:lf. ~ ~i:ist. Code, §§)~~OL3, subd._(a),)~!~~~.1~2.· subd. (d).)3

4
. 

- 0 · Following the September• 14, 2000 amendment by Statutes 2000, chapter 445; 
counties· shall appoint membership of the advisory c01i1111ittee in co;11pliai1ce with · 
Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.3, subdivision (a)(l) and (a)(4): 

In comities with fewer than 500 IHSS recipients, at least one member of the 
advisory committee shall De a CliiTent Ot .former provider of in-home 
supportive services; in counties with 500 or more Il-ISS recipients, at least two 
members cif the advisory C0l111)1_ittee shall be a current Or forn;ier prqvider of. -
in-home supportive services. · · · -

33 Lucia Afar Unified School Pist., ;upra, 44 Cal.3d 830, 836. · 
34- 'o 

0

As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (aper. Jul. 1.2. 1999), 

. , 
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.· ..... ·•·. 

A county board of supervisors shall not appoint more than ,one county· .. 
employee as a member of the advisory committee. (Welf. & Inst: Code, § · 
12301.3, subd. (a).)3 5 . . . · . . · . · . . · . 

. . :;. 

• Prior to the appointme1it of i11em bers~to. a c~;nn~itt~.e req(iired by ~ectio11·123 d l, 3, · 
... subdivision (a), th_e COU!~tybciard of superviscirssl1a!l soli('.i_t reCOf!Ui1eridations for 

. : quftlifiectmen1bern tlu·ough a fair·at1d cipen,pr6cess that.irichidesthe pr6visi61i or-:· .- ,_:.- ... : 
... !·eas9na~!~ \0.?fteri notic~ tq, an:d i·e~onable r"e~pqnse tinie by' ·niem bers of the "g'en~ral 
...... _- .•..• , .• ·~···-···· ..• ~.- ,. •.• -.•• •'>.··~· ., "· ............. • •• ·--·~-·~·i··l.·· .... · , •... _ .. :.··-·.·.· 

public and inh::rested persons ·and orgahiza\icins: :(Welf: & -Ihst: Code, §. 1230 L3, .·. -.. ·. · ... 
36 .. · . . . . ·. . . . • 

subd. (b }:) . - .. · . . · · . ·. : . · · . - · . . · . · 

o · The county shall solic.itrecommendations from the.advisory committee on the prefe!Ted 
mode or mode~ of service to:b~ utilized in the·coimty·for in-home supportive services. 

. . . . . 37 . ., . . 
(Welf. & Inst. Code, §.14;304,25, subd. (d).) · ·. · · · . 

' - . ' . . . . 

o The advis01'y committee shaU slibmifrec01mi1endations tO"the cminty board of 
supervisors on the preferred mode or modes of sei·vice to be utilized 'in the county for in-
home supp01~\ve services. (Welf. qzlpst. Code, § .1~301.3! subd. (c)-)38

,, _ · 

. o Each county shall take into account the advice and.'recommendations of the in-home 
supj'iortive se1'vices adviso1fto1nmittee, as established pursuai1t to Section 1230L3, prior 
to makihg poii'ty and fundii1g decisions ab011t IHSS on an OBgoing basis,;.·(Welf & Inst. 

0 

Code,§ 12302:2-5, subd. (e).) 39 
.... 

One advisory committee fdi:med pl;rsuant ·to sections· 1'23b1.3 or 123b1.6; sh<!ll prov id~ 
ongoing advice and recommendatio'ns regarding in-home supp01iive services to the' · 
county ·board-of supervisors, a11)' administrative body in-the county that- is related to the . 
delivery •a\iCI ad1ninistratici11 bf iii.-ho111e Stipp01iive services, and the ·goveming body and 
~dii1iniStTati\re agei1cy ofthe public authority, Iionprcifit COBS01iii.1m; COntractor,-and 
public employees: (Welf & Inst Code, §'12301.4.)4° - · · . . · .. 

Since 1992, Welfa~~-~d, I~~titutions (oc1tsection 12301.6 h.as pro:y~deci a11 o~ti.ori ~9i; cci~nties t~ 
"[ c ]on tract yvith ?J, t:ioi1p1'9f!\ conso1ii.111~1 to provide for the deli.very ol in;-ho1i1e ~~l?P?°~1.iY-e: .. · 
services ... or ... [ e ]stablish, by ordinance, a pllblic authorityfo pi·ovide for the delivei·y of in­
home supp01iive services."; According to ·the September 1999 California -St_ate Audit Rep01i on· 
In-Horne Supportive'Services/1 provided_ by the claimant as Exhibit •4 to the test claim, "As of 

35 As amended by Statute; 2000, chapter 4,45 (oper. Sept. 14, 2000.) 
36 As added by Statutes.1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999): 

· 
37 As added by St~fot6s 1999; chapter 90 (oper. Ji:.it 12, 1999). 
38 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (aper. Jul. 12, 1999) and amended by Statutes 2000, 
chapter 44.S (aper. Sept. 14, 2000.) 
39 As added by Statutes 1999, chaj)ter 90 (aper. Jul. 12, 1999). 

40 As added by Statutes 199?, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 

41 Subtitled "Since Recent Legislation Changes the Way Counties Will Administer the Program, 
.Jhe Depar!ment of Social Servi~es Needs to Monitor Service Del,ivery." · · 
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-- June 1999, 6 of the State;s 58 counties-Alameda, San Mateb, Sari-Francisco, Santa Clara, 
-. Los Angeles, and Contra Costa-had elected to create public authorities for the delivery of in-
. h0111e supportive services,'_' urider the optional program.described in Welfare and Institutions 
. Code section 123 0-1. 6. Therefore, those counties, plus any others meeting the exception 
--described in section-12301:3; subdivisi.on (d), are not required to estab_lish an advisorj · 

.· ... i ·,.·;··_· 

... _.,.; . 
... : : .-. 

- '. yommittee, but they ma,Y:be ~ubject_to the ongoing require1pen_ts of sedion.1230 l .~.4 - •••. '' .... 

.. -.DSS-~oes ii~tdi~pute .tl~at tl~ef~i·ma.tiol} anq\:onti;1_~fr~goper~ti~rt 9f.~dvispry.'ccirrimitte_es_·:- :_ . · . -
pi.Jisuarit:to welfare and Tniitinitioris c·ode s~ctions t23oi.land 123or.4 results u1 an entirely - -- · 

· new prograq1 01' higher lev~l of serVi_ce t9 the public. ·However, bothD_SS and DOF _argue that it 
is already being sufficiently funded by state.4 This is addressedat Issue 3, below, regarding - · 
"costs mandated by the state_;, . - . 

Issue 2: Are the remaining test claim statutes subject to article Xlll'B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution'! 

Several code sections pied were 1wtinfact substantively ameiided by the test claim statutes, 
and therefore are n.ot subject 'to article XIII B, sectio11 6. 

Welfare and Institutions Code section 2 provides: "[t]he provisions of this code, insofar as they 
are sub_i;;tantially the same as existing statutory provisions relating to the same subject matter, 
shall b~;.ponstrued as restatements and continuations, and not as new enactments."44 Staff finds 
that a renumbering, reenactment or restatement of prior Jaw does not impose a reimbursable 
state-m_~ndated program to the extent that the provisions and associated activities remain 
unchanged. -

Welfare and Institutions Code Section 12301. 6 

Welfare~and Institutions Code section 12301.6 provides an option for counties to "(c]ontract with 
a nonprofit consmiium to provide for the delivery of in-home suppmiive services ... or ... 

· [ e ]stablish, by ordinance, a public authority to provide for t11e delivery of in-home supportive 

42 Government Code section 17565 provides that if a claimant "at its option, has been incurring 
costs which are suhsequently mandated by the state, the state shall reimburse the local agency or 
school district for those costs incurred after the operative date of the mandate." 
43 DOF's March 6, 2002 comments, pages 3-4, also argue that because the advisory committees 
"relate to the process of determining the rate of pay and. benefits and of paying workers who 
provide services administered or overseen by the county, there is no "p1:ogram" ... for which 
reimbursement is required:" The cases cited by DOF in supp01i of this proposition do not 
ii1cl ude facts where there were distinct administrative activities required by the test claim 
statutes, in addition to tlie higher contribution costs alleged, therefore, staff finds that this 
argument does not preclude a finding of a new program or higher level of service. 
44 This is in' accordance with the California Sup1:eme Court decision, which lield that "[w]here 
there is an express repeal of an existing statute, and a re-enactment of it at the same time, or a 
repeal and a re-enactment of a po1iion of it, the re-enactment neutralizes the repeal so far as the 
old law is continued in force. It operates without intem1ption where the re-enactment takes 
effect at the same time." (In re Martin's Estate (1908) 153 Cal. 225, 229.) , 
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services." It was amended by Statutes 1999, chapter 90,45 but thei1 repealed a11d reenacted in its 
- original form by Statl1tes 1999, chapter 91; both statutes were effective and operative on 
-- Jury 12,.1999. GovernmentCode section 9605 provides: "In the absence ofany express 

' provisiol'1 to the contrary in the statute which is enacted last, it shall be conclusively presumed 
- _ thatthe statute_ v,rhich {s enacted last is intended;to prevail over statutes which are e1iacted _eai·lier -
_· '. ~tt\1e same sessiqn : .. ,." ThtJ:8 Statutes 19.9.9, chapter 91 ccindus~velyp1:evail~ av.er chapter 90:-':- -:_ 
.. "0th-respect10 :Welfare. and Instit~1tiomrCode 'sectioi1 1_~30 (.~ sci t11at 1-10 lahguage _was d1anged -._ • .. -

• ·_ · · -when compare_d to priorfaw.· Therefore, staff-finds thatWelfare and-' Institutions Code sectio11- _::. · 
- 12301.6. was not substantively amended by the tesfclaim stah1tes aiid is not subject to _ruiicle 

XIH B, section 6. - - -

Welfare and Institutions Cod~ Section-12301. 8 

Similarly, Welfare and Institutions Code.section 12301.8 was added by Statutes 1999, chapter 
9046 and repealed entirely by Statutes 1999, chapter 91, both effective and operative on July 12, 
1999. Government Code section 9605 also applies here, therefore, due to the repeal in Statutes 
1999, chapter 91, Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.8 never operated as law. Tims, 
staff finds that Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301. 8 was never operative and is not 
subject to article XIII B, section 6. 

' ' 

Several test claim statutes do not impose a new program 01; !tigher level of service because they-
do not require any new activities or impose a cost shift pursuant to article XIII B, section 6. 

A test claim statute or executive order mandates a new program or higher level of service within 
an existin~ program when it compels a local agency to perform activities not previously 
required,4 or when legislation requires that costs previously borne by the s_tate are now to be 
paid by local agencies. Thus, in order for a statute to be subject to miic;le XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution, the statutory language must order or conm1and that local governmental 
agencies perform an activity or task, or result in "a transfer by the Legislature from the State to 
cities, counties, cities and counties, or special districts of complete or partial financial 
responsibility for a required program for which the State previously had complete or partial 

- financial responsibility. "48 

Government Code Section 16262.5 

Government Code section 16262.5 provides that coi.mties "shall not be reduced for the state 
share of the nonfederal costs for the administration of the In-Home Supportive Services 
program," under ce1iain circumstances. This seetion was amended by Statutes 1999, chapter 90, 
to extend the period of time that this prov1sion was applicable from June 30, 1998 to 
June 3 0, 200 I, and amended other references to fiscal years consistent with this extension. The 

45 Statutes 1999, chapter 90 would have amended the cost sharing provision between the state 
and the county for operating a public authority or nonprofit consortium under section 12301.6. 

46 Statutes 1999, chapter 90 would have added specific state cost-sharing language for increased 
wages and benefits, above the federal minimmn wage, for IHSS providers employed through a 
public authority, nonprofit consortium, or contract. -

47 Lucia Mar Unified School Dist., supra, 44 Cal.3d &30, 836. · 

48 Calif~mia Constitution, a1iicle XIII B, gection 6, subdivision (c). 
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. section generally provides ati opp01tunity for fiscal. relief for counties that are reducing funding 
for adminlstrative activities county"wide in their budget, and also seek to reduce the . 
administrative costs ofIHSS in their budget.. . ·; . . ..: ... · , .. : . . . · · 

. ' ' . -···"'." .... ". .. . . . .. . . 
Claimant'alleges that this section, as amended, "extends tl1e perio_d {or which the· c·ounties shall · 

· not. be' red~ced for the state· share of nonfederal costs for.· administratim1 of the IHS S. program but.. . 

. . . ;' . ·. li1nit~.thestate shar~ ofthcise 'costs_.';
49 

. ' ' ' .. ' . . ~ . ' ' ' .-. ' ,, . ' • . ' ., ·'.. . . '· .•.. ' . ·. : .. ·.. : .• . . ·•· ' '.· 

· · · · ... The c0sts of IHSS have oe1m shared betWeei1 fedei·al; state ai1d· county. government. since the·: • .. ·. · · · · ·· · ·' 

e. 

inception of the pi-ogran~. The test claim statute extended a county fiscal reJiefprogi·amfortwo. ·· 
additional fiscal ·years which furictioned to provide applicant_ comities with a reduce~ share of 

. administrative costs ofIHSS. Extending the·mlmber of years of fiscal relief available to counties 
does not requfre new. activities on the part of the claimant, and does not transfer from: the state to 
local agencies "finat1cial responsibility for a required program," as described in article XIII B, 
section 6, subdivision (c), of the California Constitution. Therefore, staff finds that Welfare and 
Institutions Code section 16262.5, as amended by Statutes 1999, chapter 90, doe_s not mandate a 
new program or higher level of service. 

WelfQre and Institutions Code 'Sections 14132.95, · 17600 and 17600. 110 · 

Statutes) 999, chapter 90 amended Welfare and Institutions Code section 17600, by deleting. 
subdiviMon (b)(4), which eliminated the "In-Home Suppmiive Services Registry Model 
Subaccoimt" from the Sales "fax Account of the Local Revenue Fund. 

The deleted language was originally added to the code by Stati.1tes 1993, chapter 100. An 
uncodified pm1ion of Statutes 1999, chapter 90, (§ 12), provides that "The unencumbered 
amount.residing in the In-Home Suppo1iive Services Registry Subaccount of the Sales Tax 
Accour\Lof the Local Revenue Fund on January 1, 2000, shall be ·transferred to the General 
Fund.". Statutes 1999, chapter 90 also deleted Welfare and Institutions Code section '17600.110, 
which previously provided that "(a) Moneys in the In-Home Suppo1iive Services Registry Model 
Aecomi(shall be available for allocation by the Controller for the purposes of Section 12301.6." 

Welfare and Institutions Code section 14132.95 is a detailed description ofIHSS eligibility 
services and funding, established by prior law. Statutes 1999, chapter 90, deleted subdivision 
(k)(3)(A) - (C), which previously specified the allocation of the subaccount funding in Welfare 
and Institutions Code section 17600.110. This funding was earmarked for "the establislunent of 
an entity specified in Section 12301.6." Prior law allowed a county "at its option, [to] elect to"50 

contract with a nonprofit consortium or establish a public authority, to provide IHSS. · 

The removal of specific state subaccount funding tied to a discretionary program51 does not· 
require a claimant to.perform new activities, nm' does it transfer from the state to local agencies 
"financial responsibility for a required progran1," as described in ai1icle XIII B, section 6, 
subdivision (c), of the California Constitution. Staff finds that Statutes 1999, chapter 90, 
amending Welfare and Institutions Code sections 14132.95, 17600. and 17600.l J.O, does not 
ri1at1date a new program or higher level of service. · 

49 Test Claim Filing, page 9. 
50 Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.6 
51 Ibid. ·o 'o 
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Welfare and Institutions Code sectiorf-F2f02'. 7 ··' 
. .·, . ' ... -~- ,;·~·1i::;~·.i 1 :::· - .' 1:·. I" ' • . -· ' • . 

Welfare _and-Institutions Code section, 12302.7 was repealed by Stat!,1.tes 199~, chapter 90. Prior _ 
to repeal of the law, the code sectjmij:n:ovf?ed for an optiorial method for counties to co~tract for . 
_IHSS. TJi.e se_ction had an inoperative·date'bf July 1, 2001, and an automatierepealer provision·_· -
operative ~anuary I, 2002; The-;eatiiei::repeal of this sectioii did n6t op~rat_e_ to pl act: any new -_ 
_ I'etjuirerrierits. on-counties .. Therefor~; staff-finds thafthe' rep e!l-1 ·9f W elf!J.J'e·anQ._ Instifutio.i-i.s.Code-

·.'. ;_ .. · .... , 

.. _.. ,sec;tion l,2}07.· 74()es:_nqt111~1i9ate a_newpr_ogr~1~ _or _hig~er l~y~I q°f}.eryic;e.__ _ : · _• _ • _ _ _. _ 
1·. ·.: 

-Welfare diid institutiO"iis Code Section 12303.'4 _ - -

As amended by,Statut~s 1995?, chapte1:_90,langriage was stricke1; fro~nWe]fare and ~nstitUtions 
·Code section 12303 A, 3§ follows: · · 

(a)f-l+Any aged, blind, or disabled indi:vidual who is eligible for assistance under 
this chapter 6r Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 12500), and who is not 
described in Se'ction 12304, shall receive services under this article which do not 
exceed the 1i1aximum of 195 hours per month. 

(2) Recipients ser.•ed in"modesJJf.deljv~ry qther thm'l the individual provider 
luode shall be.,I,imited in ~he i:nrolil)J'.;lll1 nu~ber of s~rvice 110:-ns P\l,r month to 195 
hours time9, the state?.v\~e wage nifo per,hovr for *e indi'.•ick:al pr13Yider f\10de as 
oalculatsd by the dBj3artme,nt and by dividuig this pretluot by the hourly co st of 
the mode of servioe to be provided: · ' 

(b)fi+. Aiw:ag~~'. blind, or disatjl~·cl iridividual who is elig~ple for '!~sistatjce under -
this chapter or.Chapter 4_(corrim~!1_i;:ipg with Sectior J,Z~OQ), who, is in rieed_, ~ . 
det_"<t;Ii1;ined by t)ie com1ty welfare.A¢p~1~ment, 9~ i:i.t le'~t 20 how:~. PW .;:veek of the 
ser-vi.9es de.fi11e4 ~n Sectior I 2~04, shall be eligib_l~}:i rec;.,ei~e. _ ser-V.ic:e.~ uriqi;:r this 
article, the fotal. of which shall not exc<;:ed a nrnxu:num of283 hours per m9nth. 

; ·;r • • • . ! . ,' .. ·,; ' ' ,· . :: . 

(2) Recipients ·served in .modes of delivery other t-h-cin.tho .individual 'proYider ; · 
moc\e, .~hall be limited in the 1)1cp<ip;R.J11J; number of ssr;vie~ ~~oµys P.~r 11~c;mth, ~9 2 g 3 
ho1irs.Hm,efa tl1\l state\vid_~\,'tX~g_e r~fe per h9,tµ· forthe }nc_lividU.a,l,ig!'~Yi4Eir as::._ . 
o~\j:iµ_lat!'ldJJy :the· d,ep~rtrile,r1t ~gd.~h·idi11g t.his produo(l;i)• tke l~qurly cos_t,l:ate of 
th.~wo.cte, ot;_~6fr.ic~ t13 b~:P,rp;1;.fg~d'. · · . ''_ -- -• ·· - - - . -

The claimant aJleges_ "this section amends the total houi's of services a qualified recipient is 
entitled to receive.'~52 -. ,_ :_: _ ' 

Prior law allowed for reduction of the number of hours per· month of service that-a-recipient. 
might otherwi~e be eligible for, when the provider·was employed in a-method other than the 
individual providei· mode. As an example, if the provider:was•paidthi·ough a contract with an 
hourly cost rate of $1 O per' hour, but ti1e current state wage rate fofindividual'prcividers was $8-, a' 
recipient otherwise eligible for 283 hours would be limited tci approximately 226 hours.· This . 
could keei) costs to the state and county comparable between the individiial provider mode and 
another mode of se1·vice with a higher negotiated hourly cost rate,_but could also result in a .cut in 
services to the recipient. 

52 Test Claim Filing, page 10. ·0 
'o 
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Statutes 1999, chapfffr .. 9o eliminated this exception to the maximum number. of hours of · 
eligibility for a rei::ipi~nt~:Stafffinds that Welfare ru1d Institutfon's. Code.section 12303.4, by . 
i·emoving ari ex.C.~m,\q},~,,t8A!~.i:!)n~~i\1rn1Ti. number of hours a recipfent is.~ligible to receive, does · 
,not require any <,16,~!;v.i,t,ies::ori thejJart of the_ co.unties and thus does.nofmN1date a new program .or · 
higher level of service:' '' ·.' ' ' ' ' 

';¥eird,:e and Jnstit~tio~~ Code Sectiori'I2306.J ,.. ','' ' ' . ' . ... . . ' ' .·· ; ' ' ' 

w ~lfar~·~I;d i~sti,i~ti6,i~'cod~ sectici'n 123Q6.1:' ~ ~dded 'by St~~te~ 19Q~; ch~~t~r: 9 i' ~~~·vldes:' 
·.. ' ' 

Notwithstanding paragraph (3). of subdivision ( c) of Section. 12301.6; with regard 
to wage inc.t'e.ases negotiated by a public authority pursuant to Section 12301.6, 

· foi· the 1999c2000 fiscal ·year the state shall pay 80 percent, and each county shall 
pay 20 percent, of the nonfederalshare of paid increases up to fifty cents ($0.50) 
above the hourly statewide minimum wage. This section shall be applicable to 
wage increases negotiated prior to or during the 1999-2000 fiscal year. 

This section was reps:;aled by Statutes 2090, cJ:i~jJter i 08; ~ffective and opier~t'ive Juiy Id, 2000.53 

· Welfare and Ins,t.itutfons Cpde s.ectio11 I ~30 l .~. as. refen-e<;I to in .se~tipn 12306. I, is a . 
discretionary,?tiltute, aiii:! sta.iTfinds !Ii.at a11y negotiatied wages.in excess of the state m,inim1mi 
wage, qr cost~sharing resufring from such a statute, ru·e all qosfa assumed.at the option ciftile 
countY,-54 Staff finds that Welfare and Institutions Code section 12306.1 did not require any 
activities on the pa1i of the counties, nor did it transfer from the state to local agencies "financial 
responsibility for a reqµired progran1," as described in atiicle XII.LB, ~ection 6, subdivision (c), 
of the-C.~lifornia Constitution, aqd thus did not mru1date a, new program or highier level of. . . ' ' . " . ' . .· .- . 
service.· 

Issue 3: D,g,th,e t~st Claim statutes found to impose a new. pr()gi:am Q.[. l1igh.e,r level Qf 
st;!Jv,ic;e also impose c9sts ~anc;l,ated by the.state pur;suant to GoverQme.nt 
Coqe section 17514? . · · · · 

Reimbufsement under artie1e XIII B, section 6 is 1'equired ~nly if any .new program or higher 
level ofsel'vice is alsd'foui'ld to iihpose "costs ma·ndated by the state." Govenune1i.t Code 
section 17s14: defii'les '·'costs':ffiandated by the state" as any inci,eased cost a local agency is 
required to incur as a result of a statute or executive order that rtiaiidates a i1ew ·pi·ograni' or, higher 
level of s.~rvice. · A1; the .~ime of filing the test. clttim, the. ,cllliman1; wq~ .required to· allege costs in 
excess of $200,. p1.,1rs¥ant to Governmient Code section. i 75:$4. Tl~i::, claiinant e!itim,.ate,g)ncreased 
costs to the county sha.~e qf wages and benefits in.the range of $1, O,.tq 21. 7 inillion aftF 
establishi~1g a public authority as the e111ployer, ofre~ord. In adqition, the claimai.1t states that 
these figures "do not.~pelude the administrative costs,incurred wiJh: creation arid oqgoing 
ac:tiv\ties, of the advisory co1ru11ittee, qosts associated, wit!i the cre;:rtion of any new 1nodality or 
contracting with same, and costs associated with coliective bargaining.i• . . . . 

D . . . . 
Statutes 2000, chapter I 08 was not pied m the test claim. , 

54 Kern High School Dist.;' supra, 30 Cal.4th at page 743: "We instead agree with the Department. 
of Finance, and with City of Merced, supra, 153 Cal.App.3d 777, that the proper focus under a 
legal compulsion inquiry is upon tlie nature of claimants' participation in the 1ii1derlying 
programs themselves." ·0 

·o • · 
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Govenunent Code section 17556 provides, in.pertinent part: 

The conunission· shall not find costs mancjated by the state, as defined in Section 
17514, in any claim submitted by a local agency or school district, if, aft~r a 
hearing, the comni.ission finds any qne of the following: 
. - -· . . 

.... - ... , ./ . , .. '. 

. . . (c) The statute ~r e){eCutive ord~r imposes: a requirei11ent that is iliandated by a .··.·.· ... ·.· .. . 
. ... ' federal law or regU:i3ti61i "ai1d restlts fr1 costs rna1'idate.d by tlie· federal gb'.iei'1ii.111bii( ... · .... '· ·. 

unless the statute or executive order maridates costs that exceed·trie mandate in. 
·. that federal law or regulation. This subdivisiOn applies ·regardl~ss of whether the 

· federal law or regulation was enacted or adopted prior fo or after the date on . 
which the state statute or executive order was enacted or issued. 

(e) The statute, executive order, or an appropriation in a Budget Act or other bill 
provides for offsetting savings to local agencies or school districts that result in no 
net costs to the local agencies or school districts, or includes additional revenue 
that was specifically intended to fund the costs of the state mandate in ·an amount 
suffident to fund the cost of the state mandate. · 

Al though U-ISS is a joint federal-state-local pro gram, there is no evidence in the record that any 
of the mandated activities are required by federal law. Therefore, staff finds that Govenunent 
Code section 17556, subdivision (c) does not apply. 

- . . . 

The claim.ant s:tated that none of the Government Code section 17556 exceptions apply. 
However, DQF specifically argues that the claimant has been provided with funding for the 
advisory conunittee activities and that Govenm1ent Code section 17556, subdivision (e) applies 
to deny a mandate finding. 55 In the response to comments filed September 9, 2002, page 5, the 
claimant asserts that of the $11,944 already claimed for the advisory committee expenses "[t]he 
costs for the Advisory Committee alone have exceeded several times the allotnient actually paid 
by the Department of Social Services." 

While state funds already provided must be used to offset any mandate reimbursement claimed, 
the claimant has provided a declaration that their administrative costs of forming and operating 

. the advisory committe.e are not being fully reimbursed. To fmther support this claim, the 
claimant provided a copy ofDSS claiming instructions for the January- March 2001 quatter, 
which allowed for 100 percent of "HISS Advisory Comi11ittee/Direct Costs," retroactive to 
July 2000, but required claims for reimbursement of county administ_rative costs "for supp01ting 
the IHSS Advisory Committee," be charged separately ur1de1: the standard claiming insti'uctions 
for IHSS. Specifically the docu111e11t states: 

Costs incurred by the County Welfare Department (CWD) for suppmting the · 
IHSS Advisory Committee are not allowable for reimbursement under these 
codes. Any CWD costs for providing suppo1t activities for the II-!SS Advisory 

55 DOF Conm1ents, page 1, filed March 6,..,2002. 0 
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C~mmittee shoul.d be charged to the appropriate IHSS/PCSP claim codes.on the. 
County Expense Claim (CEC.)56 

, . . . · . . 
- .. , . 

. This re~uires a ·county simre of c~sts as required by Welfare ai1d Institutions Code section · · 
. 12306,5 Seetion 12306 requfres that th.e state and county.share 11011-federal.admil'listra.tive .costs 

. of IHSS i;1 ~ 65 percent state/35 percent. county split. Requiri~g ~he clai.mant to maintain this ... 
. share of'costs for a mandated new prograrn or higher !~vel cif service would defeanh? stated . 

. . '.. 'ptfrpo~e qf ~Iii~le xrr.r B; s~.cticin·6' tci. "p~ovide a: subvei;iticin of fonds to i·eimb\.irse tha:U?cal ... '" 
.· ·. govenu'nent for tl'le ·costS'ofthe progran:i or' ii1creased !'ever ofservic·e." ·. · .. · ' : · .· ·. ·· · · · 

Various DSS Coimty Fiscal Letters show that ft.u~ds have been allocated.for reimbursing counties· 
for the direct costs of the mandat01:y advisory.committee on an ammal ba.Sis since Ji.Uy 2000. 58 

· 

.However, the reimbur~e1'.nent period for this test claim begins on the operative date of Statutes 
1999, chapter 90--J uly 12, 1999. In addition, the state could also fail to allocate such funds in 
any future budget year.59 

. · 

Another source of funds noted in the County Fiscal Letters, begi1111ing in fiscal year 2003-04, 
was for a small number of counties' administrative costs to act as the employer of record for 
IHSS providers.60 In the current fiscal year, 2006-07', this funding is limited tq the counties of 
Alpine and Tuolumne and is for ."the cost of administrative activities necessary for counties to 
act as the employer of record for IHSS providers." 6.1 However, the mandated activity pursuant 
to Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302.25 is for the initial establishment of an employer 
of record on or before January 1, 2003. Therefore, this funding is not specific to the mandated 
activity':''. 

Staff fi~d~ that section 17556, subdivision (e) does not apply to disallow a finding of costs 
mandated by the state, but all claims for reimbursement for the approved activities must be offset 
by any0funds already received from state or federal sources. Thus, for the activities listed in the 
conclusfffri below, staff finds accordingly that the new program or higher level of service also 
impo.se·s:costs mandated by the state within the meaning of Goven1111ent Code section l 7 514, and 

·none 6Hhe exceptions of Government Code section 17556 apply. 

56 County Fiscal Letter (CFL) No. 00/01~48, page 3, issued December 22, 2000 by DSS, 
attached. (Also, Exh. 2 to Claimant's Response to Comments.) 
57 Claimant Response to Comments, pag·e 5, fil~d September 9, 2002. 
58 

DSS CFL, Nos. 00/01-14, 00/01-33, 00/01-48, 01102-12, 02/03-28, 02/03-73, 03/04-46, 
03/04-51, 04/05-16, 04/05~22, 04/05-27, 05/06-10, 06107-01. See attachments to Draft Staff 
Analysis. . . · . · . . 
59 

In Carmel Valley Fire Protection Dist. v. State (2001) 25 Cal.4th 287, 299, the Comi 
discussed that, subject only to the Governor's veto power, the Legislature has the power to 
detennine how funds are expended in each a1111ual budget: "Legislative determinations relating to 
expenditures in other respects are binding upon the executive: 'The executive branch, in 
expending public fonds, may not disregard legislatively prescribed directives and limits 
pertaining to the use of such funds."' 
60 DSS CFL, No. 02/03-73, page 2. 
61 DSS CFL, No. 06/07-02, page 2. 
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CONCLUSION -

Staff concludes that Welfare andlnstituticins Code sections 12301.3, 12301.4, and i2302.2S as 
- . ' - . . ' . ' . 

added by Statutes 1999,-chapter 90 or amended by Statutes 2000, chapter"445 impose-new 
programs or higher levels of service for counties within the meaning of article-XIII B,section 6 · 

- -- __ of the California_Constitu_tion, and-in1pose costs mandated-by the st~te pursuant'ici Government _ 
: -. -: -Code sec_;titin :17~_ 14; for the following ipeci"fiC newactivitie~:- : '· .-. - . _ . - -- - -

' ' - ' ;-, ' . a: :011 o~: befbre January 1, 2003, eath-colll1ty shall-ad as,.'01' establish/an eri1ployer fcfr-in> 
home supportive service providers. This activity is limited to ti1e adnii1i.istrative costs of 
establishing _an employer of record through a public authority, nonprofit consortium, 
contract, county administration of the individual provider mode, county civil service 
personnel, or mixed modes of service: It does not include mandate reimbui·sement for 
any increased wages or benefits that may be negotiated depending on the mode of service 
adopted, or any activities related to collective bargaining. (Welf. & Inst. Code, 
§ 12302.25, subd. (a).) 62 

a Counties with an IHSS caseload of more than 500 shall be required to offer an individual 
provider employer option upon request of a recipient, and in addition to a county's 
selected method of establishing an employer for in-home suppotiive sei·vice providers. 
(Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12302.25, subd. (c).) 63 

" Each county that does not qualify for the exception provided in section 12301.3, 
subdivision (d), shall appoint an in-home supportive services advisory committee that 
shall be comprised of not more than 11 individuals, with membership as required by 
section 12301.3, subdivision (a): "No less than SO pe1'cent of the membership of the 
advisory committee shall be individuals who are current or past users of personal 

-assistance services paid for tlu·ough public or private funds or as recipients of services 
under this miicle." (Welf. & Inst. Code,§§ 12301.3, subd. (a), 12302.25, subd. (d).)64 

o Following the September 14, 2000 amendment by Stati.1tes 2000, chapter 445, counties 
shall appoint membership of the advisory conunittee in compliance with ·Welfare and 
Institutions Code section 12301.3, subdivision (a)(l) and (a)(4): 

In counties with fewer than 500 IHSS recipients, at least one member of the · 
advisory committee shall be a current or former provider of in-home suppmiive 
services; in counties with 500 or more II--ISS recipients, at least two members of 
the advisory committee shall be a current or fom1er provider of in-home 
suppmtive services. 

A county board of supervisors shall not appoint more than one county employee 
as a member of the advisory committee. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 1'2301. 3, 
subd. (a).)65 

62 As added.by Statutes 1999; chapter 90 (aper. Jul. 12, 1999). 

63 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (aper. Jul. 12, 1999). 

64 As added by Stahites 1999, chapter 90 (aper. Jul. 12, 1999). 

65 As amended by Statutes 2000, chapter 445 (aper. Sept 14;0 2000.) 
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. 0 Prior to the appointment of meri1bers to a committee required by section 12301.3,, 
subdivision (a), tile county board of s\1pervisors shall solicit recominendations for 
qualified me1nbers through:a fair and opef1 process .that 'includes the. provision of . 
reasonable.written notice to,: ai;id.reasonabl.e·response time by, members ofthe general 

. public and interested.persoris and organizations. (Welf. &.Inst. Code,§ 12301.3, e . . . . . . . 
subd'..(b).) . · . " · : · " .. · . · . · . ·. . . : · · · · . 

. . '~ .- -~- -· ' .; .• ' : :: . •. . . . · .. • . - . ,_ ~ ' ' -- . . - - :·. 

-o ... The. C0U~ty-shall:solic1(recoriii11et1datioilS fron~.the.ai;l'visory comniittee·o~ the preferred 
.... ' . nio.de or i'ricides ·af'Sei·vice to be utilized in tl'ie c6ui1ty for ii1-h9nie sll:ppoitiVesetvices .. · 

·. . . . . . ~ .. ,·. . . . 

(Welf.& Inst.Code,§ 12302.25, subd. (d).) ·. 

o · The.advisory committee. ~hall submit rec01ni11endations to the county bciarCI of 
.. .. supervisors. on the .preferred mode cir rnodes of service to be utilized in the county for in-

home supportive services. (Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 12301.3, subd. (c).)68 
. ·. 

o Each county shall take into account the advice and recommendations of the in-home 
suppo1tive services advisory conunittee, as established pursuant to Section 12301.3, prior 
to making policy and furiding decisions about HISS on an ongoing basis. (Welf. & Inst. 
Code, § 12302.25, subd. (e).) 69 

. · 

o One advisory committee formed pursuant to sections 12301.3 or 12301.6, shall provide 
'ongoing advice and recommendations regarding in-home suppmi:ive services to the 
county board of supervisors, any.administrative body in the county that is related to the 
delivery and administration of in-home suppmtive services, and the governing body and 
administrative agency of the public authority, nonprofit consortium, contractor, and 
public employees. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12301.4.)70 

Staff c011cludes that all claims for r~imbursement for the approved acti~ities must be offset by 
any fluids already received from state or federal sources, including fonds allocated for the direct 
costs oflhe advisory committee. 

Staff coiiclude.s that Government Code section 16262.5, and Welfare and Institutions Code 
sections 12301.6, 12301.8, 12302.7, 12303.4, 12306.1;14132.95, 17600 and 17600.110, as pled, 
along with any other test claim stah1tes and aUegations not specifically approved above, do not 
impose a program, or a new program or higher level of service, subject to aiiicle XIII B, . 
section 6. · 

Staff Reeom mendation 

Staff recommends the Commission adopt this staff analysis to paiiially approve this test claim. . . . 

66 As added by Stah1tes 1999, chapter 90 (aper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
67 d As ad ed by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (aper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
~ . ' . . . . 

As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999) and amended by Statutes 2000, · 
chapter 445 (aper. Sept. 14, 2000.) 
69 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 ( oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
70 As added by Statutes 1999, chapter 90 (oper. Jul. 12, 1999). 
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Original List Date:. 
&. Last Updated: 
W ·List Print Date: 

Claim Number. 
·· ·· ·· .. ·issue: · · 

. '. 

7/6/2001 
71712006 
03/02/2007 . 

OO-TC-23 .. 

In Home. Supportive Services II 

Mailing Information: Draft Staff Analysis · 

. . MaHing List 

··. . . . ··.·. 
. . 

. . · .. · ·. . . ' ~ . . . 
. . .. . 

Each commission mailing list is continuously updaieci as requests are r~ceivad to include or remol.€ 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 al any time.' Except as provi.ded otherwise .bY. commission ruie, when a party or interested 
party files any written material.wiih the commission concerning a c·laim, it shall simultaneously Serl.€ a copy of the written 
matedal on the parties and interested parties to the claim identified on the mailing list provided by the commission. (Cal. 
Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.2.) 

Ms. Susan Geanacou 
Department of Finance (A-15) 

915 L Street, Suite 1190 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Leonard Kaye, Esq. 

County of Los Angeles 

Auditor-Controllers Office 
500 W. Temple Street, Room 603 
Los Angeles, CA 9~0:12 

Mr. Allan Burdick 

MAXIM US 

4320 Auburn Blvd., Suite 2000 
Sacramento, CA 95B41 

Mr. Mark Sigman 

Riverside County She riff's Office 
4095 Lemon Street 
PO Box 512 
Riverside, CA 92502 

Mr. Sleva Keil 
California State Association of Counties . 

1100 K Street, Suite 101 
Sacramento, CA 95814-3941 

Mr. Jim Spano . 
State Controller's Office (B-08) 

Divis ion of Audits 
: 300 Capitol Mall, Suite 518 e Sacramento, CA 95814 

Page: 1 

-

Tel: (916) 445-3274 

Fax: (916) 324-4888 

Tel: (213) 974-8564 

Fax: (213) 617-8106 

Tel: (916) 485-8102 

Fax: (916) 485-0111 

Tel: (951) 955-2700 

Fax: (951) 955-2720 

Tel: (916) 327-7523 

Fax: (916) 441-5507 

Tel: · (916) 323-5849 

Fax: (916) 327-0832 

'o 'o 
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Ms. Bonnie Ter Keurst 
County of San Bernardino 
Office of the Auditor/Controller-Recorder 
222 West Hospitality Lane 
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0018 

Mr. David Wellhouse 
· David Welih~use.&.Associates, Inc.:. , . . - . ' 

. -· 9175 'Kiefer Bl\oO, Suite 121-- __ .. _ ·._ 
.• , -·: · Sacramento,' CA 95~26 .-·- - · · 

·-- ... : ., 

f\lls. Donna Fereqee 
Department of Finance (A-15) 
915 L Street, 11th Flocir 
Sacramenio, CA "95814 

Mr. J .. Bra91ey Burgess 
Public Resource Management Group .. 

1380 Lead Hill Boule10rd, Suite #106 
Rose\oille, CA 95661 

Ms. Ginny Brummels· 
State Controller's Office (B-08) 

Di\oision of Accounting & Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

Ms. Carla Castaneda 
Department of Finance (A-15) 

915 L Street, 11th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Ms. Beth Hunter 
Centration, Inc. 

·8570 Utica A1.enue, Suite 100 
'Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

Ms. Marianne O'Malley 
Legislati1.e Analyst's Office (B-29) 

/· 

925 L Street, Suite 1000 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Jim Norris 
Department of Social Ser\oices (A-24) 

Legal Di\oision 
744 P Street, M.S. 4-161 
Sacramento, CA ·95814 

Page: 2 

. ~ ·. 

- · ... -... ·-· .. ;· 
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Claimant 

Tel: (909) 386-8850 

Fax: (909) 386-8830 

" 

. Tel: .. (916) 3$8-9244 
-_ •,• -~ 

. F<!X: . (916) 368-5723 .. 

Tel: (916) 445-3274 

Fax: (916) 323-9584. 

Tel: (916) 677-4233 

Fax: (916) 677-2283 

Tel: · (916) 324-0256 

Fax: (916) 323-6527 

Tel: (916) 445-327 4 

Fax: . (916) 323-9584 

Tel: (866) 481-2621 

Fax: (866) 481-2682 

Tel: (916) 319~8315 

Fax: (916) 324-4281 

Tel: 

Fax: 

·o 

. ·~·· 

. -- · .. ' ., 

'o 'o 
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Ms. Harmeet Barkschat 

·Mandate Resource SeNices Tel: (916) 727-1350 
5325 Elkhorn Blvd. #307 

·.Sacramento, CA 95~42 Fax: (916) 727-1734 

CJ~~--,-~,.--,.--~~··:.~~'·~~,.---'-,.--~~~-
Mr. Glen .Everroad.· 

·City of Newport Beach. · 

·. :faoo Newport Blvd. 
· .p;.O. Box :1768.· .'. .. ·: . < . -.. · 

Newport Beach;, CA 92659-1768 . · · 
-.~- ~' : . -: '~. . . . . ::.:. ~ . .· ··:' 

Mr. Geoffrey L. Gray bill : 
Office of the Attorney General. (0"08). · 

· 1300 I Street, Suite 125 
. P.O. Box 944255 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Page: 3 

.. ·. •. Tel: (949) 544:3127 -... ' .. - . 

. . · Fax: · · . (949) 644c333g 
.. •, .. '. .... ' 

· ... :· .. " .· .. . .·,-

Tel: 

Fax: (916) 324-8835 · 
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Attachments to Draft Staff Analysis 

Department ofSo~ial Services County Fiscal Letters Nos. 00/01-14, 
'00/01-33, 00/01-48, 01/02-12, 02/03-28, 02/03-73, 03/04-46, 
03/04-51, 04/05-16, 04/05-22, 04/05-27, 05/06-10, 06/07-02 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 

July Hi,2ooq; 

· ··. ,, ·' -c::ouN-fY i=1$cALl.EtJ~R-(C.~LrNo.'6ci1qJ~,,:4:., , •... 
. . . ~ . . . .. . . . . . - . 

. . . · ~6: .· ·'. : Al.t::h:buNYYvvELFARE Fi~'CAL b!=i::fcERs :· . 
: ALL _COUNTY WELFARE DI REC.TORS . 

: · .. 

. SUBJECT: FISCAL,YEAR(FY) 2000/01 IN~HOME SU.PPORTIVE SERVICES 
(IHSS) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATION . 

-. •.' .. 

The purpose of this letter is to allocate $174 million in Federal, State, and County Funds 
for the IHSS Program Administration in FY 2000/01. This allocation includes funding for 
costs associated with Personal Care Services Program (PCSP) activities, Supported 
Individual Providers (SIP), nurses, and denials of assistance. 

IHSS Basic 

· The IHSS allocation was developed using the following factors to best model each 
· county's program size for FY 2000/01: · 

o Each county's actual average monthly paid cases for the period covering 
May 1999 through April 2000. · 

o Each county's FY 1998/99 actual IHSS unit cost adjusted for the cost of 
doing business.(1.84%) for both FY 1999/00 and FY 2000/01. 

o Each county's ·actual Title XIX usage rate based on expenditures through 
the first three-quarters of FY 1999/00. 

0 Each county was guaranteed to receive a minimum allocation of 90% of 
their prior four quarters expenditures. 

The caseload information used in this allocation was obtained from the In Home 
Supportive Services Management Statistics Summary Report. Statewide growth of 
5.5% through FY 2000/01 was applied to each county's average number of monthly 
paid cases. The allocation methodology used assumes that-each IHSS/PCSP case 
takes 11.5 hours to process. The cases were multiplied by the 11.5-hour standard and 
then divided by 1,778 hours available per worker to arrive at the Full Time Equivalents 
for each county. An adjustment was made to pro'vide all counties with a minimum of 
one-half social worker. · 

Counties that operate with SIPs were allocated additional funds included in the FY 
2000/01 Budget Act for this activity based on a percent to total of the SIP amount 
included in the FY 1999/00 allocation. These additional funds were added to the initial 
base allocation. · 
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The IHSS health-related (HR) usage rate was applied to the_ toial program level to" __ 
identify potential Title XIX Federal funds for those activities in both PCSP and the -

-residual program.· The State General Furid (SGF) share:was _calculated at 70% of the 
non-federal share 'of the program. - - -- -

· - , - -T~~: St~-t~ sh~~e·:of~~~ini~t~a~ive--~~~-tsf;~:-IHS·~- aptiviiie~ ci~i~~d to Progr~~ ~~des_ ·-.• 
·-· .·:- - ·1.02 '(I HSScSkille'dPrcitessional MedlCal Personh'e'I), ·103' (IHSS~PCSP/HR), 104 (I HSS~ :·· -

Non HR/NonPCSP)_and 330 (IHSS - Fraud) on the County_Expense Claim will be 
charged against this allocation. Expenditure~ that exceed the State allocation will be 

. transferred to county~only share through State Use Only Program Code 193. 
Consistent with prior policy, IHSS surplus funds will be redistributed to counties that are 
deficit during the closeout process. -

IHSS Advisory Committee 

The Budget Act of 2000 has appropriated $1.8 million in total funds for the 
establishment, or continued operation of the county Advisory Committee required by 
Assembly Bill (AB) 1682. 

The SGF portion, which is $668,000 will be distributed equally to the counties who 
certify that they have established or will be establishing their AB 1682 Advisory 
Committee during the FY 2000/01. In order to access AB 1682 Advisory Committee 
funds, a county must complete the attached certification document (attachment #2) 
signed by the County Welfare Director and submit it to the Department of Social 
Services, County Financial Analysis Bureau, postmarked no later than August 31 5

\ 

2000. 

Tyler vs. Anderson 

A total of $520,000 in State General funds is budgeted to cover costs associated with 
Tyler vs. Anderson claim settlement activities. Costs will be shared 70% State, 30% 
County. Due to a delay in implementation of this program, the funds are not beirig 
allocated at this time. When program guidelines are established, the Department will 
allocate funds to the counties. 

If you have any questions conceming this allocation, please call your county analyst in 
the County Financial Analysis Bureau at (916) 657-3806. 

Original Document Signed by 
Jarvio A. Grevious on 7119100 

JARVIO A. GREVIOUS 
Deputy Director 
Administration Division 

Attachment 
c: CWDA 
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Attachment #1 
FY 2000/01 IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (IHSS) ALLOCATION CFL 00/01-14 

COUNTIES 

ALAMEDA 
ALPINE· 
AMADOR 
BUTTE· 
CALA\(ERAS . ', : •. · 

. -;.,. . • ,-1 :· .. ·. 

COLUSA·. , 
CON1:RJ\ ~OSTA:-: 
DEL NORTE' 
ELDORADO 

- FRESNO 
GLENN 
HUMBOLDT 
IMPERIAL 
INYO 
KERN 
KINGS 
LAKE · 
LASSEN 
LOS ANGELES 
MADERA 
MARIN 
MA!UPOSA 
MENDOCINO 
MERCED 
MODOC 
MONO 
MONTEREY 
NAPA 
NEVADA 
ORANGE 
PLACER 
PLUMAS 
RIVERSIDE 
SACRAMENTO 
SAN BENITO 
SAN BERNAR.DJNO 
SAN DIEGO 
SAN FRANCISCO 
SAN JOAQUIN 
SAN LUIS OBISPO 
SAN MATEO 
SANTA BARBARA 
SANTA CLARA 
SANTA CRUZ 
SHASTA 
SIERI<A 
SISKIYOU 
SOLANO 
SONOMA 
STANSLAUS 
SUITER 
TEHAMA 
TRIN1TY 
TULARE 
TUOLUMNE 
VENTURA 
YOLO 
YUBA 

TOTAL 

I 
FY 2000/01 

. HISS 
ALLOCATION . 

.. $7,266,263 
$62,570 

.. $78;464 

:. ,.. ' $1,I 73,750 
·. :· • , . ~15~,740 

$IB7,130 
.. -, $3,804,75 r 

- · ·~.- ··sl"i4;s·B4 
$290,874 

. $5,429,645 

.. $252,962. 
. $1,461,362 

$l,55I,076 
SI00,458 

$3,87 5,996 
$506,684 
$744,567 

$97,339 
$7 l ,200,2&4 

$392,97 I 
$l,OI2,70I 

$74,64I 
$I,609,887 

$800,528 
$85,5 l 9 
$6I,l05 

SI ,965,9I5 
$409,I48 
$292,960 

$3,869,653 
$675,053 

$99,882 
$4,681,681 
$7,407,952 

$99,893 
$9,713,908 
$9,761,075 
$8,340,498 
$2,622,932 

$9I9,l55 
$I,695,386 

$942,615 
$4,0I7,965 

$963,614 
$931,446 
$42,775 

$154,822 
$I ,892,513. 
$2,78I,972 
$2,65I,223 

$23 I ,238 
$346,771 

$8I ,824 
$1,359,886 

$204,644 
$1,414,294 

$745,295 
$359,86 I 

$174,070,000 

™ 

FEDERAL STATE: 'COUNTY 
SI-IA Im SHARE_:_ SHARE 

$3,206,443. $2,841,874 $I,2I7,946 
$0 $43,799 $18,771 

$39,496. :$27,278 $1 I,690 
. $565.;614:. $425,695" $182,44I 

. ., . )75, I'io ,, .•. · . $S6,399', . :· . . $24, 17 I 
. $6I,876. .• . . $87,678 . >' .: $37,576-

$!, 7.~4,49:7:. , · ... Ji I .~49, I 78" .. $62 I ;076 
$.53;~52·: ,. $42,9:i2 · · .$18,4ilo' 

$I I 9,365 $I 20,056: . $5 I ,453 
$2,324,669' $2;I 73,483 $931,493 

$110,795. ' .. $99;5\7 . $42,650 
$722;151 ..... $517,448 $221,763 
$668,706 $617 ,659 $264, 7 I l 

$47,502 $37,069 $I5,887 
$1,838,236 $1,426,432 $6 I l ,328 

$24 8,52 I $I 80, 714 $77,449 
$376,097 $257,929 $I I0,54I 

$42,173 $38,616 $16,550 
$33,677,707 $26,265,404 $1 I,257, 173 

$195,682 $I38,I02 $59,I87 
$462,539 $385,I 13 $I65,049 

$34,454 $28,131 $12,056 
$766, 109 $590,645 $253,I33 
$386,738 "$289,653 $124,137 

$43, I 96 $29,626 $I 2,697 
$I 8,868 $29,566 $I 2,671 

$955,995 $706,944 $302,976 
$I 96,23 8 $I 49,037 $63,873 
$I45,953 $102,905 ·$44,I02 

$1,775,222 $1,466,I02 $628,329 
$3I1,I50 $254,732 $109,171 

$47,756 $36,488 $I 5,638 
$2,228,625 $1,717,139 $735,9I7 
$3,478, I 38 $2,750,870 $I, I 78,944 

$35,256 . $45,246 · $I 9,39 I 
. $4,870,928 $3,390,086 $1 ,452,894 
$4,504,564 $3,679,558 $1,576,953 
$4,0 I 6,674 $3,026,677 $I ,297, I 47 
$I ,237 ,333 $969,9 I 9 $415,680 

$451,848 $327,I I5 $l40,I92 
$665,923 $720,624 $308,839 
$388,768 $387,693 $166, I 54 

$I,864',I69 $i,507,657 $646,I39 
$461,147 $351,727 $150,740 
$446, 740 $339,294 $ l 45,412 
$15,749 $I8,918 $8,108 
$_74,262 $56,392 $24, 168 

$940,377 $666,495 . $285,641 
$1 ,368,568 $989,383 $424,021 
$1,265,541 $969,977 $4I 5, 705 

$I I 6,672 $80, I 96 $34,370 
$13:),003 $I49,638 $64,130 

$20,874 $42,665 $I 8,285 
$675,165 $479,305 $205,4I6 
$I 03,370 $70,892 $30,382 
$693,747 $504,383 $216,I64 
$366,568 $265, I 09 $I 13,6 I 8 
$181,521 $I24,838 $53,502 

$81,858,000 $64,548,000 $2 7 ,664,000 
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87.36% 
0.06% 

.• 99.65% 
. 95.40% 
. _95:55% 

65.~6% 
" ...... ·90;25% -.. ·. 

92.28% 
81.24% 
84.76% 
86.71% 
97.83% 
85.35% 
93.62% 
93.89% 
97.10% 

I00.00% 
85.78% 
93.64% 
98.58% 
90.42% 
91.38% 
94.21% 
95.64% 

100.00% 
61.14% 
96.27% 
94.95% 
98.63% 
90.82% 
91.25% 
94.66% 
94.24% 
92.95% 
69.88% 
99.27% 
91.36% 
95.34% 
93.39% 
97.32% 
77.76% 
81.65% 
91.85% 
94.74% 
94.95% 
72.88% 
94.96% 
98.37% 
97.39% 
94.50% 
99.89% 
75.93% 
50.50% 
98.29% 

100.00% 
97.II"lo 
97.37% 
99.86% 

93.07% 

.. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA· HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Govemor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 P Street; Sacramento, CA 95814 

· Attachment#2 
-. .~ .. 

· .. '.' ~ . '; - ._ ··: :: ' 
. ... ·. 

.··{ .• -.· . .. -· ·: ... · . "· .• :.• ... : t . -~· 
; '· , . . CFL,.:.00/01~14· •. 

: .. : ..... .•: 

. ·-. -· . . . . - - . .. . . . . 
. - ~: . ·- .:.·. ;.: ~ .. ,_.:- ~- - ~ : ~ .. '. •'• - .-.- ~ ... . : ·.i -- ··-:.. _,. -.·... -··:: . . . :··. 

. '·, 

AB 1682.ADVISORY COMMITTEE CERTIFICATION 

County certifies: 

· __ We have established, or will establish an AB 1682 Advisory 
Committee during Fiscal Year 2000/01. 

__ We have .a Public Authority in our county, but have 
established, or will establish during FY 2000/01, an AB 
1682 Advisory Committee that is separate from the existing 
Public Authority Advisory Committee. 

SIGNATURE 

County Welfare Director 

Return this form by August 31, 2000 to: 

California .Department of Social Services 
County Financial Analysis Bureau, 
Attention: Jennifer Moore 
744 P Street, M.S. 8-200 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY 

·.DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 

. . . ' 

October 2t, 2000 . 

.. -· 

.'1·_/. 
. : . . . 

' . . . ,'' ' . Co.uN'rY FISCAL\ ETTER (C'FL) N0.'·60101,~3·3.. ' > -; ' ' . :, ':: •· 
· ·· ·· · .. ·16:. ·· · '· ALLc6·uNrYw~.L~·A·Rd.cilR~cro~s-:' ':·:. · ,. 

ALL COUNTY FISCAL OFFICERS 
. '·· .. 

GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

·· ....... . 

SUBJECT: REVISED FISCALYEAR 2d00/01 IN-HOMFSUPPORTIVE 
SERV.ICES (IHSS) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATION. 

REFERENCE: COUNTY FISCAL LETTER (CFL) NO. 00/01-14 

This letter provides your county with a revised FY 2000/01 I HSS Administrative 
Program allocation. This revised allocation includes an additional $668,000 in State 
General Fund and $847,000 in Federal Reimbursement for the start-up and operation 
of the AB 1682 IHSS Advisory Committees. Each county's revised allocation is a result 
of the Certification Statements (CFL NO. 00/01-14, Attachment II) that were returned to 
the ,County Financial Analysis Bureau. In order to be eligible.to receive a portion of the 
ava'iiable State General Fund, a county needed to certify that they will be establishing or 
continuing operation of an AB 1682 Advisory Committee in the current Fiscal Year. 

The available funds are being distributed equally to the participating counties (see 
Attachment I) and then added to your iota! initial IHSS administrative allocation (CFL 
00/01-14) for a revised IHSS administrative allocation (see Attachment II). 

'A new claiming code(s), specific to the AB 1682 Advisory Committees will be 
:established and tracked against the IHSS Administrative Allocation. Claiming 
instructions and program guidelines for the AB 1682 Advisory Committee allocation will 
be issued to the counties as soon as possible. Program Codes 102, 103, 104 and 330. 
will continue to be controlle.d against the total IHSS Administrative Allocation. 

For questions regarding this allocation, please contact your county analyst in the 
County Financial Analysis Bureau at (916) 657 ~3806. For program questions please 
contact Vanessa Southward of the Adult Programs Bur,-eau at (916) 229-4004. 

Original Document Signed by 
DOUGLAS D. PARK on 10127100 

DOUGLAS D. PARK, Chief 
Financial Planning Branch 

Attachments 

c: CWDA 
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FY 2000/01 
rHSS Advisory Committees Alloc"tion 

County Totnl Federal 
Alameda $27,054 $15, 125 
Alpine $27,054 $15,125 
Amador. $27,054 $15,125 

' Butte $27,054 $15,125 
Calaveriis 

.· 
.' 

·. ·-· 
,.$27,054 $15,125 

. . . -· .. ~ . . ;~ Colusa. $27,054 $15,125 .' . 

. Contra Costa'. ,. '-·. $27,05<! .· $15;125 

D,el ·Norte.· ' .' $27,054' .. $15,'125 
.··.;· .· .. - . _.-_.··.: El-Dorado .. .... ; : ,,. $27;054 ":': ·: $15,'125' 

Fresno $27,054 $1:S,125 
Glenn $27,054 $15,125 
Humboldt ·.$27,054- $15, 125 
Imperial $27,054 $15, 125 
Inyo $27,054 $15,125 
Kerri $27,054 $15, 125 
Kings $27,054 $15, 125 
Lake $27,054 $15, 125 
Lassen $27,054 $15,125 
Los Angeles $27,054 $15,125 
Madera $27,054 ' $15,125 
Mari11 $27,054 $15, 125 
Mariposa $27,054 $15, 125 
Mendocino $27,054 $15, 125 
Merced $27,054 $15, 125 
Modoc $27,054 $15,125 
Mono $27,054 $15, 125 
Monterey $27,054 $15, 125 
Napa $27,054 $15,125 
Nevada $27,054 $15,125' 
Orange $27,054 $15;125 
Pincer $27,054 $15,125 
Plumas $27,054 $15, 125 
Riverside $27,054 $15, 125 
Sacran1ento $27,054 $15, 125 
San Benito $27,054 $15,125 
San Bernardino $27,054 $15, 125 
San Diego $0 $0 
San Francisco $27,054 $15,125 
San Joaquin $27,054 $15, 125 
San Luis Obispo $27,054 $15,125 
San Mateo $27,054 $15,125 
Santa Barbara $27,054 $15, \25 
Santa Clara $27,054 $15, 125 
Santa Cruz $27,054 $15,125 
Shasta $27,054 $15, 125 
Sierra $27,054 $15,125 
Siskiyou $27,054 $\5, 125 
Solano $27,054 $15, 125 

Sonoma $27,054 $15,125 
Stanislaus $27,054 $15, 125 

Sutter $0 $0 

Tehama $27,054 $15, 125 

Trinity $27,054 $15;125 

Tulare $27,054 $15, 125 

Tuolumne $27 ,054 $15, 125 

Ventura $27,054 $15, 125 

Yolo $27,054 $15, 125 

Yuba $27,054 $15,125 

Totnl $1,515,0011 
768 

$847,000 

State County 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 

.$11,929 $0 
.' $11,929 $0 

·· s11;929 .. 
.' 

$0 
:. $11,929 .. $0· 
' $I J',9:i9 " '$0 
.. -$11,929' ··: ~- .· .. $0' 

$11,929 .. $0 
$11,929 .. $0 
$11,929 . · $0 

$11,929 -· $0 
$11,929 $0 

. $11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 

. $11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$1 \,929 $0 
$11,929 ' $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 

$0 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 

$0 $0 

$11,929 $0 

$11,929 $0 

$11,929 $0 

$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 
$11,929 $0 

$668,000 $0 

CFL 00/01-33 
ATTACHMENT I 

.. _ .. •. 

, .. ,..·_ 

.e 



. . . . 
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REVISED FY 2000/01 

CFL # 00/01-33 
ATTACHMENT 11 

IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (IHSS) ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATION 

COUNTY : ·I 
ALAMEDA 

. ALPINE .. -··' · 
AMADOR .. 
BUTTE-· .,. ·: :.· ·· 

. . CALi\ VERAS .. 
COLUSA 
CONTRA COSTA. 
DEL NORTE 
EL DORADO 
FRESNO. 
GLENN 
HUMBOLDT 
IMPERlAL 
INYO . 
KERN 
KINGS 
LAKE 
LASSEN 
LOS ANGELES 
MADERA 
MARJN 
MARJ POSA 
MENDOCINO 
MERCED 
MODOC 
MONO 
MONTEREY 
NAPA 
NEVADA 
ORANGE 
PLACER 

··PLUMAS 
RJVERSlDE 
SACRAMENTO 
SAN BENITO 
SAN BERNARDINO 
SAN DIEGO 
SAN FRANCISCO 
SAN JOAQUIN 
SAN LUIS OBISPO 
SAN MATEO 
SANTA BARBARA · 
SANTA CLARA 
SANTACRUZ 
SHASTA 
SIERRA. 
SISKIYOU 
SOLANO 
SONOMA . 
STANSLAUS 
SUHER 
TEHAMA 
TRJNITY 
TULARE 
TUOLUMNE 
VENTURA 
YOLO 
YUBA 

TOTAL 

•. 

FY 2000101 
REVISED rnss 
ALLOCATION 
. . 

$7,293,317_ 
.• . · •.. $89;624· 
. '. ::·$105,5.18". ·. 

'$i,200,804"° .. ,. 
: . . . $182,794. 

$214,184 
$3,831,805 

$141,938 
$317,928 

$5,456,699 
$280,016 

$1,488,416 
$1,578,130 

$127,512 
$3,903,050 

$533,738 
$771,621 
$124,393 

$71,227 ,338 
$420,025 

$1,039,755 
$101,695 

$1,636,941 
$827,582 
$112,573 

$88, 159 
$1,992,969 

$436,202 
$320,014 

$3,896,707 
$702,107 
$126,936 

$4,708,735 
$7,435,006 

$126,947 
$9,740,962 
$9,761,075 
$8,367,552 
$2,649,986 

·$946,209 
$1,722,440 

$969,669 
$4,045,019 

$990,668 
$958,500 

$69,829 
$181,876 

$1,919,567 
$2,809,026 
$2,678,277 

$231,238 
$373,825 
$108,878 

$1,386,940 
$231,698 

$1,441,348 
$772,349 
$386,915 

SJ 75,585,000 

FEDERAL STATE· 
SHARE.· SHARE 

.. 
.. $3,221;568, ... $2;853,803 .. 

.. . :· · $1S,125- ·. ·' .s~s.n8·"' 
. $54,621: . · . $39;201, 
- . . . . . 

$58p,739 ·;. ·.·. $43.7i624 ... 

$90,295 ..• $68,328 
"$77,00l. $99,607 ·. 

$1,749,622 $1",46l,l_Q7. 
$68,677. ·. ·$54,861 

$134,490 $l3l',985 
$2,339,794 $2,185,412 

$·125,920 $111,446 
$737,276 $529,377 
$683,831 $629,588 

$62,627 $48,998 
$1:853,361 $1;438,361 

$263,638 $192,649 
$391,222 $269,858 

$57,298 $50,545 
$33,692,832 $26,277 ,333 

$210,807 $150,031 
$477,664 $397,042 

. $49,579 $40,060 
$781,234 $602,574 
$401,863 $301,582 

$58,321 $41,555 
$33,993 .$41,495 

$971, 120 $7.18,873 
$21 l,363 $160,96~ 
$161,078 $114,834 

$1,790,347 $1,478,031 
$326,275 $266,661 

$62,881 $48,4 l 7 
$2,243,750 $1,729,068 
$3,493,263 $2,762,799 

$50,381 $57,175 
$4,886,053 $3,402,015 
$4,504,564 $3,679,558 
$4,031,799 $3,038,606 
$1,252,458 $981,848 

$466,973 $339,044 
$681,048 . $732,553 
$403,893 $399,622 

Sl,879,294 $1,519,586 
$476,272 $363,656 
$461,865 $351 ,223 

$30,874 $30,847 
$89,387 $68,321 

$955,502. $678,424 
$1,383,693 $1,001,312 
$1,280,666 $981,906 

$116,672 $80, 196 
$148,128 $161,567 

$35,999 $54,594 
$690,290 $491 ,234 
$118,495 $82,821 
$708,872 $5 I 6,312 

: $381,693 $277,038 
i;196,646 $136,767 

ss2-n3·9n $65,216,006 

·July 99-Mnrch 00 

COUNTY· i1rns HR . 
Sl-IARE Usn~c Rate· 

.. 
$1,217,946 87.36%. 
. $18,77! 

' .. . · ·SI 1;6_96 
. 0.00% 

'. 
·. 99.65°/.. 

. :$l82,44L .. :95:40% . 
si(111 .. 95.55% 
$37,576 .65.46% 

$621,076 _90.25% 
$18,400 ... 92.28% 
$51,453 81.24% 

$931,493 84.76o/a 
$42,650 86.7I% 

$221,763 97.83% . 
$264,711 85.35% 

$15,887 93.62% 
$611,328 93.89% 

$77,451 97.10% 
$110,541 100.00% 

$16,550 85.78% 
$11,257,173 93.64% 

$59, 187 98.58% 
$165,049 90.42% 

$12,056 91.38% 
$253, 133 94.21% 
$124,137 95.64% 

$12,697 100.00% 
$12,671 61.14% 

$302,976 96.27% 
"$63,873 94.95% 
$44, 102 98.63% 

$628,329 90.82% 
$109,171 9l.25% 

$15,638 94.66% 
$735,917 94.24% 

$1,178,944 92.95% 
$19,391 69.88% 

$1,452,894 99.27% 
$1,576,953 91.36% 
$1,297,147 95.34% 

$415,680 93.39% 
$140,192 97.32% 
$308,839 77.76%. 
$166,154 8l.65% 
$646, 139 9l.85% 
$150,740 94.74% 
$145,412 94.95% 

$8,108 72.88% 
$24,l 68 94.96% 

$285,641 98.37% 
. $424,021 97.39% 

$415,705 94.50% 
$34,370 99.89% 
$64, 130 75.93% 
$18,285 50.50% 

$205,416 98.29% 
$30,382 100.00% 

$216,164 97.11% 
$) 13,618 97.37% 

$53,502 99.86% 
0.00% 

$27 ,664,002 93.07% 

.... 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA- HEAL TH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
. · 744 P Street", Sacramento, CA 95814 

·, 

·December 22, 2000 , · · .. 

. :·_ . COUNTY Fl~·~~L:LETtER'(CFL) No·. OOJ01~4B. · · ·:/ .. 
··.: 

; ·- .. 
. . ' . 

. . . ··· ·.· ·.··.'.· ..... ·.: ·.• · . .' ..... ~ .. _,:·:·: · ... ·.·:·- . -.··.-·.:.· ... · .... ,~ .. _ ,_., _ _--:·. · .. ; -,. .. ·.· ...... . . : ... ' ' .. ·.;,·: ·, --

TO: COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS 
COUNTY FISCAL OFFICERS 
COUNTY AUDITOR CONTROLLERS · 
COUNTY PROBATION OFFICERS 

SUBJECT: COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT (CWD) COUNTY EXPENSE 
CLAIM (CEC) FOR THE JANUARY-MARCH 2001 QUARTER TIME 
STUDY AND CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS 

This CFL provides time study and claiming instructions for the January through March 
2001 quarter and includes information pertaining to the following program areas: 

General 

In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) . 

In-Home Supportive Services Tyler v. Anderson 

Child Welfare Services (CWS) - Live Scan!California Law 
Enforcement Telecommunications System (CLETS) Background 
Checks · 

Non-Emergency Assistance-Emergency Response (Non-EA-ER). 
Referrals 

Page 2 

Page 2 

Page 3 

Page4 

Page 5 

California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKs) 
Information and Referral Page 6 

CalWORKs Transitional Services, Nonfederal ·Page 6 

. · Workforce Investment Act Page 6 . 

Two-Parent Families Page 7 

Supportive Services Outreach Page 8 

Job Training and Partnership Act Page9 
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The program Code Descriptions (PCDs) and:suppb,~t.Str;iffTime Reporting · 
. Instructions for use during the March quarter is as follows: . . 

·.· ·, · .. · ····.···s6ci~r~~-~i~es :;_ : .. . : ··: ·...... . ..·:~.3/01· ... · .. · . · .:·' 

···.·· · ·· ·,:c~1wciRks-·:.:-·:.·:.:.: .. _.·. ·::· 31cit<·:-: ·- · ··.:..,. 
Ot~erPublic Welfare Programs 3/01 
Child Care . 3/01 
Non-Welfare 3/01 
Staff Development 3/01 
Electronic Data Processing . 3/01 
Support Staff Time Reporting Instructions 3/01 
Gerieral Time Study Instructions 3/01 

Attached are copies of the March 2001 PCDs for the Social Services, 
CalWORKs, Other Public Welfare Programs·, Child Care, Non-Welfare, Staff 
Development, Electronic Data .Processing, Support Staff Time Report 
Instructions and the General Time Study Instructions. 

I. GENERAL 

In order to increase the effectiveness and timeliness of when the audited claims 
are returned to the counties, we will return the audited claims via e-mail 
beginning with the September 2000 quarter. This information was shared with 
the counties via an e-mail message sent on November 20, 2000 asking for their 
correct county contact person's e-mail address. If you have any updates to this, 
please e-mail us at cec@dss.ca.gov .. Counties will continue to send all 
completed quarterly and supplemental claims to csystems@dss.ca.gov. 

II. SOCIAL SERVICES 

"o 

A. ln~Home Supportive Services (IHSS) · 

Time Study: 
None 

Claiming Instructions: 
Assembly Bill 1682 (Chapter 90, Statutes of 1999) requires each courity to 
establish an Advisory Committee to provide recommendations on modes of 
service to be used in the county for IHSS. · 
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Retroactive to the Se.ptember 2000 quarter, the following Program Code (PC)-­
. and Program ld_entifier Number _(PIN) have been established to capture costs 

.. _ .. - -cissociated with· the l_HSSAdvisoryCommittees, . - · · - - · -· · 
. .. . . . . ··. ··. . . ' . 

. . . .· . . ·' ·. .· . ~ . . . . . . .. 
. ·. - · _ These costs m'ay'inc-lude ·but are 'not limited to: stipefr1ds, ,fi-avel,; trai~ing; :mileia·ge, · _ 

conference tees, and supplies. Advisory Committees in the Public Authority 
counties will submit claims for expenses in the same· mannei"as the Non-Public 
·Authority counties. · · · · · · · 

PC 
023 

PIN 
023068 

Description 
IHSS Advisory Committee-Direct Costs 

The sharing ratio will be 0/53/47 /0 (Federal/State/Health/County). Expenditures 
will be controlled to the IHSS administration allocation (Refer to CFL #00/01-33, 
dated October 27, 2000). Advisory Committee costs that were incurred and paid 

·between July and September _2000 may be submitted on a supplemental claim. 

Costs incurred by the County Welfare Department (CWD) for supporting the 
_ IHSS Advisory Committee are not allowable for reimbursement under these 
codes. Any CWD costs for providing support activities for the IHSS Advisory 
Committee should be charged to the appropriate IHSS/PCSP claim codes on the 
County Expense Claim (CEC). 

8. In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) - Tyler v. Anderson 

Time Study: 
Effective with the March 2001 quarter, all activities related to the Tyler v. 
Anderson class action lawsuit should be reported to Time Study Code (TSC) 
1042, IHSS - NON HR/NON PCSP. The Tyler v. Anderson lawsuit relates to 
Range of Motion (ROM) _exercises provided to IHSS recipients between June 17, 
1990 and March 31, 1994. No revisions are being made to the current Program 
Code Description for TSC 1042 since the existing language already includes 
implementation activities for court cases. Counties should time study all of their 
.Tyler vs. Anderson activities to this code. 

Please refer to All-County Information Notice No. 1-99-99, dated December 22, 
199f!, for program implementati'on instructions. 

Claiming Instructions: 
Please reference CFL 92/93-46, dated June 7, .1993, for claiming instructions. 
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c. cws - Live Scan/ CLETS Background Checks· 
- . . .- : . - . '. . . ' .. 

··. · · · ·. · .. As outli~ed i~·CFl:99/00-55; dated March. 30; 2000; Senate ·!3iil -{SB) 645 · - · ... ·' 
. . appropriated funqs .to reimburse counties:ror costs associated with conducting·· . 

·· · .· · ~' : · .. ·•• background'checks ofrela~ives, prospedive guardiaiis;·or;other:perso~s'who -are .. ·. 
· ·. . not licensed or certified foster parents. Counties were to use the California L?w .· 

... -

·o 

&& L 

. Enforcement Telecommunications System (CLETS) or Child Abuse Index for 
these backgro.und checks and.charge the associated processing.fees to PC 359, 

• CWS Background Checks. 

SB 2161, Chapter 421, Statutes of 2000 updates the previous statutory 
requirements regarding the use of the CLETS as a means of assessing the 
appropriateness of a foster care placement. CWDs now have statutory authority 
to access full criminal background information via the CLETS. This legislation 
also requires CWS placement agencies to follow up a CLETS or Child Abuse 
Index background check with a fingerprint check within five judicial days, which 
can be done by using. an automated mobile and fixed location fingerprint 
identification system (Live Scan) . 

As a result of th~ above changes, the Budget Act of 2000 appropriated 
$6,075,000 for the purchase and maintenance of Live Scan.equipment that is to 
be used specifically for the background check/fingerprinting associated with CWS 
relative/guardian or other non-licensed/certified foster parent placement 
assessments. As outlined in CFL 00/01-43, dated November 13, 2000, the Live 
Scan and·cws Background Check funds were combined into one allocation and 
as outlined below, both the costs will be claimed to PC 359. 

Time Study: 
Time Study Code (TSC) 3591, CWS Live Scan/CLETS Background Checks, has 
been established to capture staff activities associated with using the Live Scan 
equipment to fingerprint foster parents and transfer information to the Child 
Abuse Index, Federal Bureau of Investigation and Department of Justice for a . 
background check. 

TSC Description 
3591 CWS Live Scan/CLETS Background Checks 

Claiming Instructions: 
To accommodate the combined allocation/claiming of the Live Scan and 
background check costs, retroactive to the September 2000 quarter, the title for 
PC 359, CWS Background Checks has been changed to CWS Live Scan/CLETS 

· Background Checks. Pl N 359031, Contracted Services has been established to 
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capture the costs of purchasing Live·Sc<1n·equipment, the associateq. . 
•. ir:riplementation fees, and ongoing equipment Mainteriance. and Operation (M&O) .. 

. . ' · . _costs. All.C\0fS· bac~ground -ch~ck fees ·will pontinue."tp be. claimed .t_o .359068,. . . . 
· cws Live Scan/ClETS Background Checks'-- Direct Costs:·· ·. · · · · .. · .··. -

'o 

-. . ~- ' 

. PC· 
359 

· .. .. '.. . .. · 
PIN 
359031 

359068 ' 

D. Non-EA-ER Referrals 

Time Study: 

- .·-:·.- :· .. .. - - .. : -:· . ·;· . ' -' -- ·: _. . . . ·:. -

Description . . . . . . 
CWS-Live Scan/CLETS Background Checks-Contracted 

·.Services 
CWS-Live Scan/CLETS Background CheckscDirect 

Effective retroactively to the December 2000 quarter, TSC 1101, Non-EA-ER 
Referrals, has been established to capture time spent on Non-EA-ER Referral 

· cases that do not meet the EA criteria (i.e., more than one episode in a 12-month 
period). The Fiscal Policy Bureau issued a reminder (CFL No. 99/00-55) to 
CWDs to query the Assistance to Children in Emergency (ACE) System for prior 
EA episodes to determine when a child is an EA case or not. Workers should 
use TSC 1101 at the point in time when it becomes known that the case is not 
EA eligible. · 

The Social Services Program Code Descriptions (PCDs), have been updated to 
include t11e following Non-EA-ER Referral activities; time spent receiving 
emergency referrals, confirming whether the referral is a child welfare services 
referral, completing the ER protocol, and investigating the emergency 
allegations, including the collateral contacts. This includes time spent closing 
those cases in which the allegations are unfounded. For those.cases in which 
the allegations are founded, it includes investigation activities, reporting to the 
Department of Justice, and notifying the parents regarding the temporary custody 
of the child. 

Claiming Instructions: 
PC 110, Non-EA-ER, has been established retroactive to the December 2000 
quarter to claim the costs of Non-EA-ER cases that do not meet the EA c·riteria. 

PC 
110 

. PIN 
110088-91 
110092 
110093 
:110094 

Description 
Support Operating Costs (Codes Available) · 
Casework OT/CTO Costs 

·Support Staff OT/CTO Costs 
Start Up/Nonrecurring Costs 

Non-EA-ER is funded with Federal Title IV-E funds 50/35/0/15 (Federal 
Welfare/State Welfare/ Health/County) for those costs that are federally eligible. 
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The Title IV-E non-federal discount ratici will be. applied to costs reported :on PC 11 O 
. and the rion~federal portion s~ifted to PC 146/ ·. : , ' . . . . .. • ·.. . . . 

.. · . .. · .. . - ,: 
· .. ..... , -·· . .. ,o-.• - :, -· ·-·:· . .;-. 

Ill. CalWORKs · . 
. '-_.,_ . .. . . . 

. . i .· - .- .: 

,. • • •' 0 " • '. ~ • • • • • '• ", ,._ : •,.: ~ • I • • 
._ . '• ~ . . _ .. 

... .. . 

A. lnformatio·n and Referral 
. . . . . . . . . . . . 

It has come to our attentiCm·that a code has riot been established for County". . · 
Welfare Departments (CWDs) to claim costs associated with contracted services 
for Information and Referral activities. Retroactive to the September 2000 
quarter, the direct cost PIN code for PC 664 has been established to capture 
these costs, based on the final TANF regulations and new reporting 
requirements associated with CalWORKs Information and Referral services. The 
sharing ratio is 100/0/0/0 (Federal/State/Health/County). 

Time Study: 
None. 

Claiming Instructions: 
The following direct cost PIN has been established for PC 664: 

Description PIN 
664032 Information ahd Referral-Contracted Services (Non-assistance). 

·· · B. CalWORKs Transitional Services, Nonfederal 

... Time Study: . 
Effective with the March 2001 quarter, the program description listed under TSC 
6481, Ca!WORKs Transitional Services, Nonfederal, has been amended to 
include activities associated with. Two-Parent Families. This activity was 
overlooked during the implementation of the State Only Two-Parent Family 
program. 

Claiming Instructions: 
None. 

C. · Workforce Investment Act 

Time Study: . . 
Subsequent to review and discussions between the California Department of 
Social Services (COSS) and County Welfare Directors Association (CWDA) and 
retroactive to the September 2000 quarter, costs associated with the provision of 
services under the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) will be captured under the 
following TSCs: 

., 
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TSC Description . . 
8201 · , · · WIADislocated Worker Program 
8211. .•. ... · .. .: 'i!VIAAdultPr.qgrani f-.c_!ivitie~.· . · ··1: .. :: ·· .. ,,_ ·_. ·,. 

· 8221.. · WIAYouth ProgramAc;tivities' ·.· . · .: 
. · · · 8231 · · ·· -- · ' , VlilA Rapid Response Activities,.:- · :. ·· · ... ·· . .: '. ...... - ·-. : .•. · ' . . . ' .. : ... 

8241. WIAForliiula Grant Activities · · 
8251. WIA Retention Activities · · 
8261 WIAWtW Grant 30%-70% Activities 
8271 WIA Other Activities. 

Claiming Instructions: 
Retroactive to the September 2000 quarter, costs associated with the provisions 
of services under the Workforce Investment Act r.yJIA) will be captured under the 
following PC's. The sharing ratios for these programs are 0/0/100 
(Federal/State/County). 

PC 
820 
821 
822 
823 
824 
825 
826 
827 

PIN 
820068 
821068 
822068 
823068 

'824068 
825068 
826068 
827068 

Description 
WIA Dislocated Worker Program-Direct Costs 
WIA Adult Program Activities-Direct Costs 
WIA Youth Program Activities-Direct Costs 
WIA Rapid Response Activities-Direct .Costs 

· WIA Formula Grant Activities-Direct Costs 
WIA Retention Activities-Direct Costs 
WIA WtW Grant 30%-70% Activities-Direct Costs 
WIA Other Activities-Direct Costs 

Support staff performing direct_-to-program activities associated with the provision 
of services under WIA will time study to 8-46, Workforce Investment Act 

. Activities. 

D. Two-Parent Families 

Time Study: 
Per CFL No. 00/01-04, counties will time study all CalWORKs eligibility activities, 
including Two-Parent Family, to TSC 6141, CalWORKs Eligibility and TSC 6631, 
CalWORKs Case Management. This program code is subject to the Two-Parent 
Family Caseload shift .. The .PCD has been corrected to reflect these activities. 

Claiming Instructions: 
None. 

.. . . 
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E. · Suppo_rtive .SerVices Outreach Exp_anded Activiti~s. · · 
-· •· .. - . : ·, . 

• .. · Tiines.tudy: ,_ .. .- >· .... : .· .-·: · -, · ... d ..... ::. :" •• ••• :.. • • • ·- •••••• 

·As outlined in·CFL ooiof:44, ·dated-November14; 2600,·.6ounti€iswer~··provided·. 
:wiih i:di3 mill(bti augiiiehtatiori to . .theirFY 00/01· Single Allocati&n for-Supportive · ··' 
Services Outreach. Expenditure of these funds is being captured separate_ly. · 
Therefore, retroactive to the December 2000 quarter;· TSC 2571, Supportive 
Services Outreach and Direct to Program Support Staff·Code B56 have been 
established to capture costs:associated with the expansion ofexisting county 
outreach efforts,. and to develop and implement new outreach strategies. 

Only those counties that have received the augmentation may use this TSC. In 
addition, only those counties who have directed staff to separately capture 

· expanded outreach activities may report their time to these codes for the 
December 2000 quarter. 

Claiming Instructions: 
Retroactive to the December 2000 quarter, PC 257, Supportive Services 

·- Outreach, has been established to capture ~osts associated with the expansion 
of existing county outreach efforts, and to develop and implement new outreach 
strategies. This PC is available only to those counties that received. an allocation 
in CFL 00/01-44. 

This expanded outreach activity is to ensure current and former CalWORKs 
participants, as well as other low income individuals, are made aware of and 
have access to available income-support services. Outreach services may be 
provided through a contract or directly by county staff. These services may 
include, but are not limited to, information on: · 

o Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) 
o Health coverage 
" Food and nutrition programs 

The sharing ratio for this program is 100/0/0/0 (Federal/State/County/Health). 

The following PINs have been est~blished for PC 257: 

PC 
257 

PIN - . 
257032 
257088-91 

.. 257092. 
257093 
257094 

·o ·o 

Description 
Contracted Services, Non-Assistance 
Support Operating Costs (Codes Available) 
Casework OT/CTO Costs . 
Support Staff OT/CTO Costs 
Start Up/Nonrecurring Costs 
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·• ·IV .. NONWELFARE 
. : . · .. ·· ,_ - ' 

. : A. Job Train.ing anc{ Partne.r~hip "Act. 
· .. ~ ' .-·,. ·.·· .. 

• ... :: . 
. •.': 

. -- •' ' ' . . ~·· .·: . .. .. ·.. . . . . . :i ~--. : . . . : .... • 

TimeStudi . . . 
. Effective with.the March 2001 quarter,.the refe.rence ·to activities asso.ciated with 
I.he Job Training and Partnership Act (JTPA) has been deleted .. This program 
has been replaced.by the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) effective July.2000. 
Program codes have been established under the CalWORKs function to capture 
the costs associated with WIA. ' 

Claiming Instructions: 
None. 

If you have any questions regarding this CFL, please contact your Fiscal Policy 
Bureau Analyst at (916) 657-3440. 

Sincerely, 

Original Document Signed by 
Mary Jane Archer on 12122100 

MARY JANE ARCHER, Chief 
Fiscal Systems and Accounting Branch 

C: CWDA 

Attachments 

·o 
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CFL No. 00/01-48 attachments omitted. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-HEALTHAND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY . GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES. 
744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 

February 16, 2001 
.... 

: ·. ::~. . .. -;; ... · . ' 

. ·~ . '" .. ·· ._.._ . 

COUNTY FISCAL LETTER (CFL) NO. 00/01c61 

TO: ALL COUNTY WELFARE F.ISCAL OFFICERS 
ALL COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS 

...•. "• 

SUBJECT: PLANNING AUGMENTATION TO FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2000/01 
"JN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (JHSS) PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATION 

REFERENCE: CFL No. 00/01-14, CFL No. 00/01-33, CFL No. 00/01-48 

.... : 
; ., . 

. . · .. ···; ~-<. 

The purpose of this letter is to provide counties with a planning allocation augmentation 
of $10.5 million in Federal, State, and County funds for the administration cif the IHSS · 
Program in FY 2000/01. CFL No. 00/01-33 dated October 27, 2000, allocated $175 
million for FY 2000/01 IHSS Administration. This planning allocation includes 
augmentations for the Basic Administrative allocation, the Advisory Committee e 
component, and funding for the implementation/administration of the Tyler v. Anderson · . 
court case judgement. 

IHSS Basic 

The augmentation of $6,592,000 in State, Federal, and County funds was distributed 
based on the following: · · 

• Each county's actual average monthly paid cases for the period covering 
May 1999 through April 2000. Caseload was obtained from th_e IHSS 
Management Statistics Summary Report. · 

o Each county's revised FY 1998/99 actual IHSS unit cost adjusted for the 
cost of doing business (1.84%) for both FY 1999/00 and FY 2000/01. 

• Each county's ·actual Title XIX usage rate based on FY 1999/00 
expenditures. 

Please reference CFL No. 00/01-14 for claim.ing codes and instructions. 

·o 
·o "o 
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IHSS Advisory Committee 
. ' . 

CFL No. 00/01-33 all~cated $1,51.5,000 in State ~nd F.ederal funds for the .·-
... . .. , est~blis~rrient .o_r continued pperatiqn.o_t the couniy Advisory ~orTimittee requir~d IJy. . . 

' . · :. ·. · _Asseinbly"Bi!L(ABf1.682," Chapter90 staiute~ of 1999 ... This allocation i_ncludes an , ·__ _ · · • · · .:· · ·· 
·. · .. · ·.·• : .. , : . augmentation· qf$1,L\52,000 in State_ and Federal funds f_cirthe current year, Advis~_ry' 

•·· . ··· .· . · Commfttee allocation: Tiie·available 'fund·s were distributed equally to. pi:frticipating . 
: ... counties. ' . . . 

. In CFL No. 00/01-48, dated December 22, 2000._ Prog.ram Code .023 was established 
retroactive t6 the September 2000 claiming quarter in order to capture costs related to 
the Advisory Committees. Please reference CFLNo. 00/01-48 for specific claiming 
guidelines. · 

Tyler- v. Anderson 

A total of $2,519,000 in State and County funds is being allocated for costs associated 
with Tyler v. Anderson claim settlement activities. With the exception of Amador, . · 

--~ Calaveras, Fresno, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Tehama counties, the available 
·:~O:~: funds are being distributed based upon a percent to total of each county's actual 
· average monthly paid cases for the period covering May 1999 through April 2000. 

The counties listed above were excluded from the original Tyler v. Anderson lawsuit; 
however, there will still be some workload associated with the settlement activities. 
Therefore, each of those excluded counties is being allocated $1,000 per number of 
locations where Tyler v. Anderson information will be displayed. 

ACL 08-01, dated January 22, 2001, provides counties with program implementation 
guidelines. In addition ACIN No. 1-99-99, dated December 22, 1999, provides 
background information on this settlement. Staff time related to the administration of this 
program should be charged to Time Study Code 1042 (IHSS -NON HR/NON-PCSP). 

If you have any questions concerning this allocation, please contact your county analyst 
in the County Financial Analysis Bureau at (916) 657-3806. 

Original Document Signed by 
DOUGLAS D. PARK on 2116101 

DOUGLAS D. PARK, Chief 
Financial Planning Branch 

Attachment 

c: CWDA 
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COUNTIES 

ALAMEDA 
:-. 

AJ;.PJNE_ .. · '. 

·AMADOR 
.. 

'' .. ~UTTE.:_· .. " '·. 
CALAVERAS· 
COLUSA 
CONTRA COSTA 
DEL NORTE 
ELDORADO 
FRESNO 
GLENN 
HUMBOLDT 
IMPERIAL 
INYO 

·KERN 
KINGS 
LAKE 
LASSEN 
LOS ANGELES 
MADERA 
MARIN· 
MARIPOSA 
MENDOCINO 
MERCED 
MODOC 
MONO 
MONTEREY 
NAPA 
NEVADA 
ORANGE 
PLACER 
PLUMAS 
RJVERSJDE 
SACRAMENTO 
SAN BENITO 
SAN BERNARDINO 
SAN DIEGO 
SAN FRANCISCO 
SAN JOAQUIN 
SAN LUIS OBISPO 
SAN MATEO 
SANT A BARBARA 
SANTA CLARA 
SANTACRUZ 
SHASTA 
SIERRA 
SISKIYOU 
SOLANO 
SONOMA 
STANSLAUS 
SUTIE.R 

TEHAMA 
TRINITY 
TULARE 
TUOLUMNE 
VENTURA 
YOLO 

·o 

YUBA 

TOTAL 

FINAL REVISED FY 2000/01 rnss ADMINISTRA T!VE ALLOCATION 

FY 2000/01 . . -FY 2000/01 
INITIAL IHSS PLANNING TOTAL FEDERAL STATE 

ALLOCATIONS AUGl\ffiNTATION SHARE SHARE 
CFL 'S OlllfJl-1.f &_·tJo/flJ-.lJ .. 

' .. $7,293,317 $502,550 
-· .. $89,624 . $30,218 

$105;518 . $:i l,176 

. ' $7 ,795,866, . : $3,3?9,833 . go92,564 . 
.. '$_119;84!_ . " -$25;107 . :_ . $74,67_6 

$136,693 ' · $66,55t $57,458 

.'. ' ·•· $ i ,~00,804. .. . : --~ 11_6;87_9 
. $182,794 $34,670 

-$1,3_17,682 '. :_ $6 I 9,632 . : . $496,992. 
.· $2·17,463 $103',609 ·. $88,060 

$214,184 $31,870 $246,053 $88,447 . $118,686 
.$3,831,805 $254,658 $4,086,463 $1,832,554 $1,586,087 
. $141,938 $37, 149 . $179,087 $81,499 $76,673 

$317,928 $46,725 . $364,652 . $150,284 $158,419 
$5,456,699 $269,280 $5,725,978 $2,467,523 $2,289,279. 

$280,016 $39,277 $3 I 9,292 $139,534 $134,193 
$1,488,416 $95,459 $I ,583,874 $768,510 $579,I 13 
$1,578,130 $112,264 $1,690,394 $716,089 $690,370 

$127,512 $32, 177 $159,689 $75,118 167,561 
$3,903,050 $189,297 $4,092,347 $1,913,074 $1,533,844 

$533,738 $64,276 $598,014 $284,3 I 5 ' $227,949 
$771,621 $89,393 $861,014 $420,011 $317,060 
$124,393 $31,822 $156,215 $68,915 $69,471 

$71,227,338 $3,036,373 $74,263,711 $35,372,741 $27,231,630 
$420,025 $61,160 $481,184 $230,323 $183,963 

$1,039,755 $63,604 .. $1,103,359 $500,186 $430,581 
$101,695 $31,670 $133,365 $61,027 $58,998 

$1,636,941 $97,539 $1 ,734,480 $818,242 $649,726 
$827,582 $93,552 
$112,573 $30,600 

'$921, 134 $431,401 $351,171 
$I43,173 $70,039 $59,556 

$88,159 $28,819 $116,977 $44,836 $58,861 
$1,992,969 $132,036 $2,125,004 $1,018,164 $783, 145 

$436,20'2 $46,870 $483,072 $228,586 $186,501 
$320,014 $49,962 $369,976 $178,151 $142,638 

$3,896,707 $302,656 $4,199,362 $1,887,182 $1,626,874 
$702, 107 $56,710 $758,816 $344,071 $298,682 
$126,936 $31,567 $ 158,503 $73,847 $67,62 I 

$4,708,735 $368,536 $5,077,270 $2,362,573 $1 ,908,632 
$7,435,006 $542,341 $7,977,346 $3,679,018 $3,017 ,168 

$126,947 $33,163 $160,109 $61,849 $77,145 
$9,740,962 $302,084 $I 0,043,045 $5,046,768 $3,505,752 
$9,76 I ,o75 $703, 744 $10,464,819 $4,723,309 $4,019,021 
$8,367,552 $561 ,550 $8,929,102 $4,241,013 $3,290,001 
$2,649,986 $210,891 $2,860,876 $ 1,326,063 $1,082,722 

$946,209 $75,<167 $1,021,676 $493,959 $377,762 
$1,722,440 $140,545 $1,862,984 $724,034 $805,622 

$969,669 $98,866 $1,068,535 $433,121 $453, 148 
$4,045,019 $283,332 $4,328,35 I $1,980,106 $1,652,122 

$990,668 $86,504 $1,077,172 $505,670 $408,41 l 
$958,500 $92;167 $1,050,967 $49 I ,420 $400,041 

$69,829 $29,018 $98,847 $41,757 $48,325 
$181,876 $38,963 $220,839 $103,071 $90,799 

$1,919,567 $130,192 $2,049,759 $ l,00 I ,408 $742,202 

$2,809,026 $140,655 $2,9<19,680 $1,433,681 $1,069,556 

$2,678,277 $187,598 $2,865,874 $1,345,466 $1,072,639 

$231,238 $13,077 $2<\<f,315 $120,450 $86,705 

$373,825 $43,812 $417,636 $164,389 $185,636 

$108,878 $31,930 
$1,386,940 $132,225 

$23 I ,698 $32,985 

$140,808 ·$47,083 $73,969 
$1,519,164 $733,582 $558,264 

$264,682 $130,149 $I 02°,535 

$1 ,441,348 $112,007 
'o 

$772,349 $56, I 05 
$3&6,915 $42,689 

0 $1,553,355 $748,481 "$571,769 
$828,453 $400,527 $307,909 
$429,604 $206,628 $164,444 

$175,585,000 $10,563,000 $186,148,000 $87,014,990 $69,860,702 
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CFL 00/01-61 

COUNTY 
SHARE' 

$1,313,~70 

'. $2_0,058 
. $12,678 

. $20\05.~' ,. 
$25,794 
$38,no: 

$667,821 
$20,915 
$55,950 

$969,176 
$45,565 

$236,251 
$283,934 

$17,009 
$645,428 

$85,749 
$123,942 

$17,828 
$I 1,659,339 

$66,898 
$172,591 

$13,339 
$266,512 
$138,562 
$13,578 

' $13,280 
$323,695 
$67,984 
$49, 187 

$685,306 
$116,064 

$17,034 
$806,065 

$1,281,161 
. $21,I 15 

$1,490,525 
$1,722,490 
$1,398,088 

M52,091 
$149,955 
$333,328 
$182,266 
$696,122 
$163,091 
$159,505 

$8,765 
$26,969 

$306,148 
$446,443 
$447,769-

$37;160 
$67,611 
$19,755 

$227,318 
$31,998 

$233,105 
$120,017 

$58,532 

$29,272,308 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA. HEALTH ANO HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 
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•.·· COUNTYFiS"tALLEtTER (CFL/NO: 01102'--12' :· ... ·.:.•·:. 
., ...... ·., ·' 

TO: . ALL COUNTY WELFARE FISCAL OFFICERS 
ALL COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS 

·.:: .. ··.·- .. ' 

SUBJECT: FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2001/02 IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES 
(IHSS) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE PLANNING ALLOCATIO_N 

Contingent upon approval of the State Budget, the amounts identified on the enclosed 
attachment are your planning allocations for the I HSS program. It is anticipated that a 
total of $195 million in Federal, State, and County Funds will be made available upon 
approval of the FY 2001/02 Budget Act. This planning allocation includes funding for· 
costs associated with Personal Care Services Program (PCSP) activities, Supported 
Individual Providers (SIP), nurses, and denials of assistance. 

IHSS Basic 

The.IHSS planning allocation was developed using the following factors to best model 
each county's program size for FY 2001/02: · 

o Each county's actual average monthly paid cases for the period covering 
May 2000 through April 2001. · · · 

o Each county's FY 1999/00 actual IHSS unit cost adjusted for the cost of 
doing business (5.40%) for FY 2000/01. 

" Each county's actual Title XIX usage rate based on expenditures through 
the first three-quarters of FY 2000/01. 

o Each county was guaranteed to receive .a minimum planning allocation of 
90% of their prior four quarters expenditures. 

The caseload information used in this allocation was obtained from the In Home 
Supportive Services Management Statistics Summary Report. The allocation 
methodology used assumes that each I HSS/PCSP case takes 11.5 hours to process. 
The cases were multiplied by the 11. 5-hour standard and then divided by 1, 778 ho.urs 
available per worker to arrive at the Full Time Equivalents for each county. An 
adjustment was made to provide all counties with a minimum of one-half social worker. 
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Counties that o-perate with SI Ps were allocated additional funds included in the FY 
2001/02 Budget Ad for this activity based on- a percentto total of the sip amount 

· included in the FY 2000/01 allocation. These additional funds were added to the initial 
base planning' aliocation. - - . ---- -.. -

• ·- '· • j •• '-.. - . ·- : . ,' - ·.:. •• • '. . • • ,. ·~. ; . '_ -

- - . -_The IHSS health~relaiecf(HR) usage rat~ was applied to the: foial-·progra~ level to 
· -·· - · · :.:- ider:;tify pbtentialTitreX_IX Feder'anunds forthbse :adivities _in both. PCSP an'd·thEr ·_ - --.-

residua_! program. The State General Fund (SGF) share was calculated ai 70% of the 
non-federal share of the program. - - - -

The State share of administrative costs for I HSS activities claimed to Program Codes 
102 (IHSS-Skilled Professional Medical Personnel), 103 (IHSS-PCSP/HR), 104 (IHSS­
Non 1-lR/NonPCSP) and 330 (IHSS - Fraud) on the County Expense Claim will be 
charged against this allocation. Expenditures that exceed the State allocation will be 
transferred to county-only share through State Use Only Program Code 193. . 
Consistent with prior policy, IHSS surplus funds will be redistributed to counties that are 
deficit during the closeout process. 

IHSS Advisory Committee 

Contingent upon approval of the State Budget, $3 million in federal and state funds for 
continued operation of the county Advisory Committee required by Assembly Bill (AB) 

·-··.-.. •. 

1682 will be made available. The SGF portion of $1,589,000 has been distributed I& 
equally to the participating counties and has been included in your total allocation on the "11/111 
attachment Program Code 023 has been established to capture costs associated with 
the IHSS Advisory Committees. Program Code 023 is tracked against the total IHSS_ 
allocation_ 

Tyler vs. Anderson 

Contingent upon approval of the State Budget, a total of $115,000 in SGF will be made 
available to cover costs associated with Tyler vs. Anderson claim s_ettlement activities. 
At this time, the funds will not be allocated, but rather held in reserve to be distributed 
during the close out process. 

If you have any questions concerning t11is allocation, please call your county analyst in 
the County Financial Analysis Bureau at (916} 657-3806. 

Original Document Signed By 

GLORIA MERK 
Deputy Director 
Administration Division 

Attachment 
c: CWDA 
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Attachment #1 
CFL 01102-12 

~y 2001102 IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SEil. VICES (HISS) & ADVlSOUY COMM.IITEE PLANNING. A.LLOCA TJON. 

I : COUNTIES - t 
-. ALAMEDA 
. ALPINE.­
AMADOR 
BirJTE 
CALAVERAS 
COLUSA 

-~ .... ~ 

CONTRA COST A . 
DEL NORTE 
ELDORADO 
FRESNO 
GLENN 
HUMBOLDT 
IMPERIAL 
TNYO 
KERN 
KINGS 
LAKE 
LASSEN 
LOS ANGELES 
MADERA 
MARIN­
MARIPOSA 
MENDOCINO 
MEI\ CED 
MODOC 
MONO -
MONTEREY 
NAPA 
NEVADA 
ORANGE 
PLACER· 
PLUMAS 
RIVERSIDE 
SACRAMENTO 
SAN BENlTO 
SAN BERNARDINO 
SAN DIEGO 
SAN FRANCISCO 
SAN JOAQUrN 
SAN LUlS OBISPO 
SAN MATEO 
SANTA BARBARA 
SANT A CLARA_ 
SANTA CRUZ 
SHASTA 
SIERRA 
SISKIYOU 
SOLANO 
SONOMA 
STANSLAUS 
SUTl'ER 
TEHAMA 
TRINITY 
TULARE 
TUOLIJMNE 
VENTURA 
YOLO 
YUBA 

TOTAL 

l 

' 

l'Y 2001/Ul 
11-ISS 

-'ALLOCATION -

·- "' 
$8,326, 1 i I 

-· .. -$124,04.S ., .. 
- -

si2B,239 
· $1:4i7,Si6 

$210,056 
S220,7 34 

$4,561,118 
S209,176 
$428,0JJ 

$6,707,227 
·$295,560 

11,222°,507 
Sl,502,061 

$155,996 
Sl,658,662 

$535,986 
SS 16,922 
$172,594 

$84,290 ,886 
$446,016 

$1,166,lll 
$135,690 

Sl,422,919 
S949,672 
$164,336 
$134,106 

Si,805,129 
$427,5 7l 
$331,047 

$4,055,273 
S605,039 
$152,497 

$5,854,356 
$9,805,017 

$224, 112 
$8,674, 925 
$8,902,605 
$8,749,684 
$2,864,283 

$894,663 
$2,055,603 
Sl,269,604 
$4,]96,682 
Sl,123,938 

$896,2 56 
$113,466 
S119,164 

$2,118,699 
$2,883, 533 
S2,6 I 7, 683 

S26l,l 11 
$439,532 
$151,370 

Sl,349,850 
$280,691 

11,492,830 
S80S,6 80 
Sl99,4 5l 

$194,644,429 

rnDERAL ·- STATE· ·COUNTY 
SHARE - - SHARE. -SHARE· 

..... 

- . S4,046,707 $3,003.~46 Sl,215,458' 

" 125,105-.- $77,621- '$21,319 
.-

s6r,91'9 : ,'S54,822' ,.Sil-,548 
$698,289 $518;850 S210,411 
$101,012 $84,694 S24,3SO 

- $107,671' $87,507 ' S2S,5S 6 
S2,245,j23 $1,629,420 ' S6B6;3 75 

$93,757 $89,.156 ' $26,26 3 
$171,116 $185,436 $67,525 

$2,763,480 $2,768,986 Sl,174,761 
$140,282 1117,058 138,220 
$595,684 $447,139 Sl79,684 
$626,703 $621,114 $254,244 

S71,942 $67,20 I $16,85 3 
11,216,973 Sl,017,545 ~424, 144 

S256,00J $204,3 51 $75,632 
$400,438 $299,902 $116,582 

$77,03 I $75,25 7 S20,306 
$40,253 ,361 $30,834 ,528 SI l,202 ,996 

$213,572 S171,074 S61,370 
S564,337 S429,913 $172,301 

$62,059 $59,905 $13,726 
$688,210 $522,659 ' $212,050 
$453,765 S355,4 98 $140,409 

$19,815 $67 ,528 $16,993 
S4l,663 Ul,673 $18,770 

$857,892 $671,429 S275,BOB 
$195,969 Sl70,486 $61,118 
$164,670 $129,027 S43,35 0 

-$1,749,615 Sl,622,324 $683,J 34 
$284, I 86 $232,960 S87,893 

$71,82 7 $64,832 $15,838 
$2,732,306 $2,193, 798 $928,252 
S4,9 I0,306 SJ,434,661 Sl,460,050 

$97,278 $97,147 $29,687 
$4,299,295 Sl,071,304 s 1,304,326 
$4,014,418 $3,421,731 $1,466,456 
$4,167, Ill Sl,216, 135 $1,366,396 
$1,376,772 $1,049,62\ S437,B90 

S4 I 5,l92 $343,8 53 $135,418 
$8<2,342 $857,646 $355,615 
$577,179 $493,061 $199,364' 

$2,079,402 Sl,630,459 $686,821 
$513,235 $432,3 SS $173,348 
$0! 8,535 - S342,76B 1134,953 

S4S,112 $56,183 $12,ll I 
$102,311 $90,160 $26,69 3 

Sl,026,822 S772,677 $319,200 
Sl,381,022 s1:060,121 S142,390 
SI ,300, 546 S930,3 59· $386,778 

$129,424 $103,484 $32,403 
$162,491 $202,2 92 $74,749 

$62,036 170,897 $18,437 
$681,2 59 $476,l 77 $192,214 
Sl36,9BI $108,960 $34,750 
$744,121 S532,4 59 S216,250 
Sl89,072 $299,989 Si 16,619 
$200,412 $147,651 $SI ,33 2 

S9l,196,714 Sil, t 90 1000 S30,257,715 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 

. _September. 24; 2002-. 
- . .. ··- ,- . •, ., .. .. ··.: .· ; ...... .. · ... ·.·:. ··, · .. · ... -

. . •. ' . ·- '.COUNTY F°ISCAL LETT.ER (CFU NO. 02/03-2'8:. 
. ..... ·. ·!: ',··. 

. TO: -ALL COU[\JTY WELFARE FISCAL OFFICERS 
ALL COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS 

SUBJECT: FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2002/03 IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES 
(IHSS) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATION 

The purpose of this letter is to provide counties with their IHSS allocation. As approved 
in the Budget Act of 2002, a total of $217 million in Federal, State, and County Funds 
will be made available for costs associated with Personal Care Services Program 
(PCSP) activities, Supported Individual Providers (SIP), nurses, and denials of 
assistance. 

IHSS Basic 

The IHSS allocation was developed in conjunction with the County Welfare Directors 
Association·and uses the following factors: 

o Each county's actual average monthly paid cases for the period May 2001 through 
. July 2002. 

o Each county's FY-2000/01 actual IHSS unit cost. 

o Each county's actual Title XIX usage rate based on expenditures for FY 2001 /02. 

o Each county was guaranteed to receive a minimum allocation of 100% of their prior 
four quarters expenditures (FY 2001/02). 

. . 
o The 20 small counties each received $130,000 above their base allocation for 

development of their Public Authority. 

The caseload information used in this allocation was obtained from the In Home 
Supportive Services Management Statistics Summary Report. The allocation 
methodology used assumes that each IHSS/PCSP case takes 11.5 hours to process. 
The cases were multiplied by the 11.5-hour standard and then divided by 1,778 hours 
available per worker to arrive at the Full Time Equivalents for each county. An 
adjustment was made to provide all counties with a minimum of one-half social worker. 

'o 
'o 
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Counties that operate with SIPs were allocated additional funds included in the Budget 
. Act of 2002 based on a percent to total of the.SIP amount included in the FY 2001 /02 

allocation. These additional funds were added to the initial .base allocation. . . 

The IH.SS health-related (HR) usage.rate vias applied to the total 'p~ogram level to 
· identify potentiC\I Title. XIX Federal funds for those activiti~s i.n .both PCSP a.nd the 
. residual program .. The State General Furid (SGF) share. was calculated at 70% of the . 

. · ' .. ·."·' ,;n6ri~fe~~ral shpre'ofthe progr~m .. , " <. : '• : .: : : , . : ':> ·:: "·:. : ... . : ; . :: : ~ ... · :· 
" · .-. '··The( state share·o'f.adminC~trative co'sts tor iHs·s activiti.e·s claimed to Proi:J.rain:c~de~ · · : '-:> 

· . (PC) 102, IHSS-Skilled PrnfessionC\IMedical Pe·rsonnel; 1·03, IHSS-PCSP/HR; ·104 . . . 
· IHSS-NonHR/NonPCSP; and 330 .IHSS'"" Fraud.on the.County·Expense Claim will be 

· · charged against this allocation. Expenditures that exceed the-State allocation will be· · 
transferred to coun.ty-only through s.tate Use Only PC 193, State Use Only-IHSS. · 

IHSS Advisory Committee 

Three million in Federal and State funds is available for continued operation ofthe 
county Advisory Committee required by Assembly Bill (AB) 1682 (Chapter 90, Statutes 
of 1999). The SGF portion of $1,601,000 has been distributed equally to the 
participating counties and has been included in your total allocation on the attachment. 

_,,,,_.PC 023 captures costs associated with the IHSS Advisory Committees. PC 023 is 
-·· t(acked against the total IHSS allocation. 

If you have.any questions concerning this allocation, please call your county analys.t in 
the County Financial Analysis Bureau at (916) 657-3806. . . 

Original Document 

Signed By 

. ..:.,·~:GLORIA MERK 

Deputy Director 
Administration Division 

Attachment 
c: CWD.A 
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Attachment #1 
CFL 02/03-28 

FY 2002/03 IN-HOME SUPPOKflVE SERVIC.ES (HISS) & ADVISORY COMlliITI'EEALLOCA TION -
. . . . . - . . .. - .. 

I. '• -COUNTIES 
. ·ALLOCATION·: SM ARE SHARE SHARE ·: _ Uso~c ROie:' 

· Dlstrlbullo11 or 

FY 02io1 SIP 
Allociltio"n : . 

---------. _I. _.•._.__· r_· Y-i-~
0

_1~_;_'
0

_
1 

__ ._··_-_P_E_o,..il_R._A_L_...__·_. s_T_A_T_E_. _ _....__.c_o_u_N_T_v_..._. L __ .,._;~_~"',~-'~-"~_· ... '·'-' 

. DlspliJJ' 011/y 

AL~J)A .. ·- -·· 
ALPINE 

.S9,f_J6,045_ ·. - ~4,586,285 -- - Sl,291,259 · . Sl,398,502 .. .. ni4,4ll $24,895. ,' -_ siii.102 - ~4.4is ... 
·:, . ,49.10% - so 

. -. 0.00%: ·so· 
AMADOR. $348,878 Sl11,l22 Sl 32.716- - S44,84 I 47.48% so 
BUTIE· Sl,541,847 $746,542 $565;14 I $230,161 47.84% . so 
CALAVERAS $400,073 $191,329 $154,548' S54,197 45.18% so 
COLUSA 
CONTRA COSTA 

S41t,82l sio1,695 . Sl 51,l 18 .$52,8 u 
$6,772,318 $3,366,145 $1,i92,790 Si,013,444 

46.83% $14,097 
49.75% $0 

DEL NORTE $431,712 SI 82,002 · St 83,224 $66,487 42.04% $0 
ELDORADO $587,380 S239,015 $252,283 $96,083 39.34% so 
FRESNO $6,896,488 S2,99J,l6l $2,740,613 Sl,162,511 43.39% $74 ,990 
GLENN SIOl,178 S250,919 s 181,566 S66,6l4 48.19%1 $70,115 
HUMBOLDT Sl,J19,915 $616,)69 $500,909 S102,6l8 46.30% $430,750 
IMPERJAL Sl,694,911 S628,605 $754,841 SJll.466 18.24% SJ52,696 
rNYO .$279,636 $129,603 SI IJ,410 536,584 46.61% so 
KERN 53,551,432 Sl,621,552 St ,359,343 $570,538 45,82% Sl.lll,178 
KINGS $614,983 $295,1 tO 5212,338 S87,536 49.1t% S47,442 
LAKE $921,072 $415,532 $348,305 5137,236 48,07'% $0 
LASSEN 5289,09t $139,665 SI ll,025 536,402. 40.16% $0 
LOS ANGELES $81,601,854 SJ9,80J,289 $29,261,421 $12,531,139 49.40% so 
MADERA $535,885 S248,0J I $209,925 SJ7 ,930 46.12% so 
MARIN Sl,555,443 $759,720 5565,433 $230,291 48,96°/ci so 
MARIPOSA 
MENDOCINO 

$259,849 $96,029 $123,!0t $40,720 
Sl,971,007 $976,348 $704,688 S289,972 

33.10% so 
50.01% S363,369 

MERCED Sl,250,212 $605,107 $459,861 5185,045 47 .6So/o $0· 
MODOC $269,689 $132,892 Sl04,185 S32,6 I J 50.00% $0 
MONO 
MONTEREY 

$253,471 $65,000 l 140,357 S48,l I~ 
$2,355,444 $1,081,911 SS99,900 $37l,6l4 

l9.94% so 
46.12% S290,406 

NAPA $476,457 SISS,451 $210,0ll $77 ,976 39J9% $78,212 
NEVADA $645,102 Sl04,ll9 $246,961 $93,803 45.94% so 
ORANGE $5,695,064 S2,460,984 Sl,272,283 5961,798 43.72o/o so 
PLACER $930,502 S446,6l9 Sl47,lll Sll6,7l3 47.19% so 
PLUMAS SJB6,3J6 SIJ8,5JO $153,891 $53,916 44.34% so 
RJVERSIDE 56.'195,250 Sl,045,341 Sl,42J,J62 Sl,026,546 47.27% $0 

SACRAMENTO SI 1,261,735 55,711,334 $3,893,708 Sl,656,694 50.86% $1,091,304 

SAN BENlTO $3ll,593 s 128,966 SI 51,666 $52,962 34.66% so 
SAN BERNARDINO S!0,153,262 $5,187,217 SJ,484,645 $1,481,381 51.29% $2,833,628 

SAN DIEGO $9,900,3i8 $4,653,600 Sl,67l,7t 1 SI ,574,021 47.32% $0 

SAN FRANCISCO $10,893,749 $5,276,132 $3,940,759 SI ,676,859 48.88% so 
SAN JOAQUIN Sl,370,225 Sl,663,499 SI ,203,135 $503,592 49.74% so 
SAN LUIS OBISPO Sl,518,343 S657,595 S610,951 $249,798 44.15% SI 54;300 
SAN MATEO S2,409,l 55 Sl,006,762 $990,102 S4 I 2,292 41.78o/o $61,053 
SANTA BARBARA $1,611,104 S738,0l5 $619,582 $253,498 45.0a% so 
SANTA CLARA $6,076,555 S2,919,8S2 S2,ll8,098 $938,576 48.18% so 
SANTA CRUZ Sl,602,433 $178,070 $585,481 $ll8,88l 49.llo/o $0 
SHASTA $1,060,304 $500,390 $400,367 St59,548 47.6&% $66,795 
SIERRA SJl5,J73 $140.777 $130,644 $41,953 44.90% so 
SISKIYOU $437,098' Sl 94,804 $178,013 $64,262 44.04% so 
SOLANO $2,559,403 SI ,235,500 $935,t59 Sl88,745 48.93% $318,741 

SONOMA $2,964,568 Sl,431,487 St,081,584 S45 I ,498 48.23% $304,458 

STANSLAUS Sl,172,912 s 1,195,264. $1,112,781 S464,868 50.4t% B00,874 

SUTIER S217,Ja3 Sl3t,547 SI 10,792 $31,445 47.16% $57,097 

TEHAMA SJJG,248 $297,108 $) 15,405 St 23,1 JG 39.45% so 
TRJNlTY $318,928 Sll4,5J5 Sl51,502 $52,Bn 40.86% so 
TULARE 
TUOLUMNE 

Sl,409,978 $711,111 $496,9)4 $200,934 

S452,516 $222,092 $169,724 M0,101 
51.16% $0 
49.60% $102,229 

VENTURA 
YOLO 
YUBA 

Si ,892,067 $989,064 $640,529 $262,475 

$1,025,785 $486,809 $385,710 Sl53,lG7 

$559,108 1281,815 S202,5ll S74,762 

52.71% 1180,194 
48.05% S2l l,i90 
50,81% Sll0,284 

TOTAL Sli7,0R7,H9 SIO•l,193,813 S79,435,B31 SJ3,l57,785 48.49"..'41 SB,849,502 

" 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA· HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES e . 744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 

. . , . 

_ June .30, 2003 
. ·~ . ~ . .- . ': ;". -. ·. . -· -. . .. . . : . . . _··. 

. . . · . 

TO: - ALL COUNTY WELFARE FISCAL OFFICERS 
_ALL·COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS -

SUBJECT: PLANNING FISCAL YEAR (FY)-2003/04 iN-HOME SUPPORTIVE 
SERVICES (IHSS) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATION 

. . .-. ·,, 

Contingent upon approval of the State Budget and outcomes of the Realignment 
proposal, the amounts identified on Attachment I are your planning allo_cation for the 
administrative costs associated with In Home Supportive Services (IHSS) activities, 
Supported Individual Providers (SIP), nurses, and denials of assistance. It is 
anticipated that a total of $86.1 million in State General Fund will be available upon 
approval of the FY 2003/04 Budget Act. 

IHSS Basic 

The IHSS allocation methodology uses the following factors: 

o Each county's actual average monthly paid cases for the period July 2002 through 
March 2003. 

o -·Each county's FY 2001/02 actual IHSS.unit cost. 

0 Each county's actual Title XIX usage rate based on expenditures for FY June 2002 
through March 2003. 

0 Each county was guaranteed to receive a minimum allocation of 100% of their prior 
four quarters expenditures (June 2002 through March 2003). 

The caseload information used in this allocation was obtained from the IHSS . · 
Management Statistics Summary Report. The allocation methodology used ~ssumes 
that each IHSS/PCSP case takes 11.5 hours to process. The cases were multiplied by 
the 11.5-hour standard and then divided by 1, 778 hours available per worker to arrive at 
the Full Time Equivalents for each county. An adjustmentwas made to provide all 
counties with a minimum of one-half social worker. 

·a 'o 
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Attachment I also displays the IHss·health-related (HR) usage rate that is applied to the 
total program level to identify potentiaLTitle XIX Federal funds for those activities in both 

· · PC$P :and the residual program. The State General Fund (SGF) share was calculated 
: . ~!70% Of the '.JOn~f~deral ~t)C!re of the program. . . . 

·, . :.· -. : ' . . . ~ - . ~. - . < -- ~ . ', .. ~ . ·-· 

_. ... ·. l:he Stqte .sha~e.qf_adminisfrative ~-o~ts for n-iss:·activiiies :claimed to P_rogram .. Codes · . · . 
(PC) 102, IHSS-Skilled·Professional Me_dical f?ersonnel; 103, IHSS-PCSP/HR;.104 · 
IHSS-Non HR/NohPCSP; and 330 IHSS:-Fraud, on the County Expense Claim will be 
charged against this allocation. Expenditures that exceed the State allocation will be 
transferred to county-only through State Use Only PC 193, State Use Only~IHSS. 

Attachment 11 displays the Supportive Individual Providers (SIP) allocation. Counties 
that operate with SIPs were allocated .additional funds based on a percent to total of the 
SIP amount included in the FY 2002/03 allocation. These additional funds were added 
to the initial base allocation. 

IHSS Advisory Committee 

Attachment II displays three million in Federal and State funds that is available for 
continued operation of the county Advisory Committee required by Assembly Bill (AB) 
1682 (Chapter 90, Statutes of 1999). The SGF portion of $1,601,000 has been 
distributed equally to the participating counties and has been induded in your total 
allocation. PC 023 captures costs associated with the IHSS Advisory Committees. PC A . 
023 is tracked against the total IHSS allocation. Please refer to CFL 00/01-48 dated .. 
December 22, 2000 for additional information related to IHSS Advisory Committee 
costs. 

IHSS County Employer of Record 

This premise, also included in Attachment II, reflects. the cost of administrative activities 
necessary for counties to act as the employer of record for IHSS providers under 
Welfare and Institutions Code Section 12302.25. The estimated funding need for each 
of the participating counties was determined based on data received from the counties 
by the Department of Social Services Disability and Adult Programs Branch in 
conjunction with the Estimates Branch. This funding has been included in the total 
allocation for appropriate counties. 

· If you have any questions concerning this allocation, please call your county analyst in 
the County Financial Analysis Bureau at (916) 657-3806. 

Original Signed by Doug Park 
for Gloria Merk 
on June 30, 2003 

GLORIA MERK· 
Deputy Director 

. Administration Division 

Attachment 

c: CWDA 
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ATTACHMENT I 
CFL 02103-73 

PLANNING FY 200J/04 lN-I-10MESUPPCiRTIVESERVICES (IHSS) & ADVISORY COMMITTEE ALLOCATION 

e ... I __ co_u_N_TI_ES,....--r 

·ALAMEDA 
ALPINE 
AM<\.DOR. · . . ,. ,. 
BUTTE·.·' ., . 
cA1.,iwEAAS . · . · • - -. -~ . COtuS·A ,- -· · '·"'- .. 
CONTRA COST A 
DEL NORTE 
ELDORADO 

. : FRESNO· 
·GLENN 

HUMBOLDT 
IMPERIAL 
INYO 
KERN 
KINGS 
LAKE 
LASSEN 
LOS ANGELES 
MADERA 
MARIN 
MAIUPOSi( ... 
MENDOCIN.O 
MERCED 
MODOC .. _, 
MONO 
MONTEREY 
NAPA 
NEVADA -· 

. ORANGE 
PLACER 
PLUMAS 
RIVERSIDE 
SACRAMENTO 
SAN BENlTO 
SAN BERNARDINO 
SAN DIEGO 
SAN FRANCISCO 
SAN JOAQUIN 
SAN LUIS OBISPO 
SAN MATEO 
SANTA BARBARA 
SANTA CLARA 
SANTACRUZ 
SHASTA 
SIERRA 
SISKJYOU 
SOLANO 
SONOMA 
STANSLAUS 
SUTTER 
TEHAMA 
TRINlTY 
TULARE 
TUOLUMNE 
VENTURA 
YOLO 
YUBA 

TOTAL 

FY 2003104 
rnss 

ALLOCATION 

$11,113,327 
·. $299;730 

'· .... ·: . - $261,711 
. . .. "· - : ~-:· . . ·$'1 !789,~26. 

I .. 

····": ., ,.$309,8 !.~ 
.. .. .. $325,715 

$6,026,208 
$292,529 
$446,844 

$8,030,479 
$384,541 

. $1,406,543 
$2,115,724 

$218,501 
$3,599,270 

$669,786 
$92I,922 
$178,360 

$84,30 l ,076 
$664,881 

$2, l 04,32.2 
$755,579 

$2,279,879 
$1,398,458 

$163,749 
$169,791 

$2,518,519 
.$488,199 
$611,329 

$6,433,223 
$897 ,645 
$295,111 

$7,844,200 
$15,851,411 

$322,618 
$11,696,944 
$10,976,378 
$12,985,907 

$3,885,026 
$1,588,462 
$2,204,837 
$1,698,930 
$7,603,561 
$1,860,185 
$1,454,729 

$168,745 
$320,623 

$2,699,076 
$2,990,556 
$3,925,866 

$297,839 
$609,529 
$203,674 

$1,624,371 
$598,387 

$2,221,269 
$1,065,714 

$669,002 

$238,840,293 

k&m 

FEDERAL 
· SHARE 

. $5,537, 792 
· ..... 

$107,375 
.· .. $117280. 

•' : ; . ' - . ) . -. 
.-· . $887,720 . 

. . . ·. $13'i 112 

. : · · · · i>hs:140 .'. " · · 
$3,026,909 

$111,923 
$180,958 

$3,551,908 
$160,386 
$622,763 
$763,583 

'$103,138 
Sl,681,902 

$336,161 
$435,295 
$71,597 

$41,847,143 
$306,412 

$ 1,036,405 
$344,675 

$1,147,701 
$678,570 

$65,806 
$39,779 

$1,151,779 
$226,531 
$288,095 

$2,852, 163 
$412,992 
$136,581 

$3,804,543 
$7,829,298 

$119,864 
$5,988,513 
$5,232,503 
$6,520,753 
$1,914,060 

$763,591 
$892,395 
$813,243 

S3,756,392 
$941,023 
$695,716 

$77,982 
$128,781 

$1,351,843 
$1,487,037 
$1,975,617 

$140,344 
$237,796 
$89,367 

$840,209 
$297,109 

$1, 166,092 
$528, 168 
$335, 141 

$116,428,555 

791 

July Ol·Junc 02 
STATE· COUNTY IHSS HR 
SHARE SHARE Usogc Rote 

. $3,911,614 . $1,663,920 49.39% 
-.$142,936. . $49,419 0.00% 
.'.$109;392.: ·... . $3~.039. 

. .: ,$639;688. ·: :li262,21_8 
. .. ' _.,_ . ... 43.87% 

'• ~ I• '49.2'3% . 

.. '.. ~:}~:~~~'- _: '.'" . }!j:~~; ._ 41.00% 
· 41~3ao/, 

... 
,· . 

$2~ I 08,036 . .. .$891,263 49.80% 
. $I 34, 718 . $45,888 . 36.04% 
$194;421. $7\,465 . 39.28% 

$3, 143;650· $I ,3:l4,922 
$165,206. . $58,949 

43.81% 
40.51% 

$556,990 $226,790 43.77% 
$954,890 $397,252 35.49%. 
. $89,042 . $26,320 46.84% 

$\,350,595 $566,773 . 46.30% 
$24I,844 $91,781 50.00% 
$348,958 $137,669 46.80% 

$83,022 $23, 741 36.98% 
$29,729,547 $12, 724,386 49.19% 

$259,237 $99,232 45.59% 
$755,909 $312,008 48.86% 
$295,922 $114,982 32.41% 
$800,897 $33 I ,281 49.96% 

. $512,260 $207 ,628 48.14% 
$76,847 $21,096 36.68% 
$99,298 $30,714 12.89% 

$965,110 $401,630 45.29o/o 
$191,468 $70,200 45.91% 
$234,570 $88,665 46.71% 

$2,515,318 $1,065, 743 43.91% 
$347,576 $137,077 45.53%. 
$119,263 $39,267 45.71% 

$2,836,374 $1,203,284 48.07% 
$5,624,464 $2,397, 709 48.95% 

$150,224 $52,531 34.94% 
$4,004,654 $1,703,778 50.75% 
$4,029,467 $1, 714,408 47.24% 
$4,534,421 $1,930,732 49.77% 
$1,388, 118 $582,848 48.85% 

$585,757 . $239,114 47.67% 
$927,098 $385,345 39.95% 
$628,333 $257 ,354 47.46% 

$2,701,615 $1,145;553 48.97% 
$651,768 $267,394 50.23% 
$539,651 $2 I 9,362 4742% 

$71,821 ,$18,943 45.'15% 
$142,584 $49,258 38.49% 
$951,454 $395,780 49.69% 

$1,060,866 . $442,652 49.32% 
$1,373,589 $576,661 50.21% 

$118,538 $38,957 46:72% 
$268,523 $103,210 37.92% 

$88,303 $26,004 42.42% 
$557 ,257 $226,905 51.41 % 
$219, 191 $82,087 49.96% 
$746,990 $308, 187 52.15% 
$384,605 .

0 
$152,94Q. 49.24% 

$242,010 $91,852 49.90% 

$86,178,456. $36,233,282 48.34% 

' . 

.. 

·a 



FOR J)fSPf.A l' ONL I' - INCL Ul!EIJ IN JJA.l'IC 

COUNTIES 1· 

ALAMEDA 
ALPINE .. 

... .. AMADOR·:. .. 
.• BUfrE .· ;: <, 

CALAVERAS 
. ::: -: ,., . _, .. COLUSA: ' .. :- •, · .. 

CONTRA COSTA 
DEL NORTE 
ELDORADO 

. FRESNO 
GLENN 
HuMBOLDT 
IMPERIAL 
INYO 
KERN 
!UNGS 
LAKE 
LASSEN 
LOS ANGELES 
MADERA 
MAR!N 
MARIPOSA 
MENDOCINO 
MERCED 
MODOC 
MONO 
MONTEREY 
NAPA 
NEVADA 
ORANGE 
PLACER 
PLUMAS 
RIVERSIDE 
SACRAMENTO 
SAN BENITO 
SAN BERNARDJNO 
SAN DIEGO 
SAN FRANCISCO 
SAN JOAQUJN 
SAN LU!S OB!SPO 
SAN MATEO 
SANTA BARBARA 
SANTA CLARA 
SANTA CRUZ 
SHASTA 
SlERRA 
SISKIYOU 
SOLANO 
SONOMA 
STANSLAUS 
SUTTER 
TEHAMA 
TRINlTY 
TULARE 
TUOLUMNE 
VENTURA 
YOLO 
YUBA 

TOTAL 

Distribution of 

FY 03/04 
Advisory Committee . 

Fed/S!ntc/County 
_S52,069 .. $52,069 

' ... ~ $5_2,069 
$52,069 

.. . s52,069 .. ......... $52,069 ,. 

$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 

' $52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 

'$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 
$52,069 

$3,020,000 
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-DiscribuCion af 

FY 03/04.SIP 
. Allocotion 

Fcd/Stntc/County 
.. $0 

... '. $0 

. , . .. $0 
'. $0' 

$0" 
.. $57,354, 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$58;045 
$54,271 

$333,416 
$272,999 

$0 
$971,553 

$36,722 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$281,261 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$224,785 
$60,539 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$844,709 
$0 

$2,193,331 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$119,434 
$47,25.7 

$0 
$0 

. $0 

$51,702 
$0 
$0 

$246,717 
$235,662 
$232,888 

$44,195 
$0 

'$0 
$0 

$79,129 
$139,476 
$179,027 

$85,363 

$6,849,835 

.. 

I 

ATTACHMENT II 
CFL 02103-73 

Employer of 
Rccoi·d 

· Allocnlion 
Fcd/Stn!c/County 

$0 
' $1,70,000 

$0 
$0' 
$0 ... 
$0 . ·- ·. 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0" 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

-$560,988 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

.. $0 
$0 
$0 

$617,809 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$170,000 
$0 

" 
$0 
$0 

$1,518, 797 

t!ltt,! .... 

~ 

"""' 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 

February 5, 2004 

··: -.. :.:•.' \ ·~· .. '. , .. .. ....... . 

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 

-: : .. - :.·' ... ·. ':.. 
: . . . . 

' . -. . .·.· 
C.OUNJ'{ FfSGAL):.ETT~R (CF~·)_ NO. 931.04-46 .. · ·.·" . .· :. _; .. . 

'. I .. ~ . : . : •' :· • - • • • ' • • • . . •• ., . • .. . 

TO'. .. All COUNTY WELFARE FISCAL OFFICERS 
ALL COUNTY.WELFARE DIRECTORS_. 

. . 

. '·. ~ 

SUBJECT: FISCAL YEAR (FY) .2003/04 AUGMENTATION TO IN-HOME . 
. SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (IHSS) PROGRAM·ADMINISTRATIVE 

ALLOCATION 

REFERENCE: CFL NO. 02/03-73, DATED JUNE 30, 2003. 

Contingent upon Legislative approval of t~e appropriate FY 2003/04 budget documents, the 
amounts identified on the enclosed attachments are your FY 2003/04 IHSS Administrative 

· allocation planning augmentations. 

An additional $1,304,000 in State General Fund (SGF) is being provided for the following 
components of the IHSS Administrative Allocation: IHSS Basic Cost, County Employer of. 
Record (AB 2235) and Advisory Committee. 

The IHSS Administrative Basic Cost is adjusted by $$48,000 in SGF due to updated caseload 
counts. These funds are distributed to the counties using the same methodology as the original 
IHSS Administrative Basic Cost Allocation. Please see CFL 02/0.3-73 dated June 30,2003 for 
specific details of this methodology. 

Additional County Employer of Record funding includes $329,0QO in SGF for the estimated 
costs of Imperial, Lassen and San Benito County to act as employer of record for IHSS 
providers within the county. In addition $27,000 in SGF was allocated to San Diego County as 
reimbursement for prior advisory- committee costs. 

Upon approval of the appropriate budget documents, counties will be notined that the figures in 
the provided attachment are final. If you have any questions, please contact the County 
Allocations Unit at (916) 657-3806. 

Sincerely, 

Original Document Signed By: 

DOUGLAS D. PARk, Chief 
. Financial Management & Contracts Branch 

Attachment 
c: CWDA 

'o 
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... · ·-, .. 

·.·.' .. ; .· . ... ·.:: .·. ~ · . 

FY 2003104 
HISS llnsic Augmcntntion Allocntion 

Counties Totnl Fede ml Slate County 
Alameda $91,947 $23;292 "$48,534 ' $20,120 
Alpine $629 $0 $444 $184 
Amador. '$676 

.. 
$152 $371 '$_154 

:-.:·· 

Butte . $14,066 ' $3,552 . $7,433 $3,081 
C~lnye~ns 

.·,; :;.:, .. 
_$_1,549 . $326 '. . $864 $358 

·: Co,lusa $778 ' $165 ' '·:· ·$433 ' ' . $180 .. . 

......... . ·' - •. 

CoritrnCosta ·. · $4 i,081 $ i"0,493 • '$21;624 $8,964 
bel i-iorte _·, .. _. ... 

.- '. $1.;3i5 •, .... s245 
.. •' 

. ··:$763 .·. _. $311 '. ... 
El Dorndo .$3,117 $628 . $1,759 '$729 
Fresno $64,832 $14,568 $35,534 $14,731 
Glenn $1,562 $325 '$875 $363 
Humboldt $8,295 $1,862 $4,548 $1,885 
lm1ierial '· $97 ,594 $42,499 '$38,654 ·$16,441 
Inyo $391 $94 $210 $87 
Kern $21,412 $5,085 $11,542 $4,785 
Kings $4,694 $1,20<1 $2,467 $1,023 
Lnke $7,557 $1,814 $4,060 $1,683 
Lassen $113,823 $54,751 $41,355 $17,717 
Los Angeles $677,606 $170,957 $358,169 $148,481 
Mad em $4,998 $1,169 $2,708 $1,122 
Marin $7,4 70 $1,872 $3,958 $1,641 
Mariposa $842 $140 $496 $206 
Mendocino $8,758 $2,244 $4,605 $1,909 
Merced $10,984 $2,712 $5,847 $2,424 
Modoc $640 $120 $368 $152 
Mono $564 $37 $373 $154 
Monterey $17,716 $4,115 $9,615 $3,986 
Napa $2,782 $655 $1,504 $623 
Nevnda $3, 780 $906 $2,032 $842 
Orange $50,482 $11,369 $27 ,650 $11,463 
Placer $5,314 $ l ,241 $2,879 $1,194 
Plumns $1,946 $456 $1,053 $437 
Riverside $63,568 $15,673 $33,859 $14,036 
Sacrrunento $123,669 $31,049 $65,476 $27,144 
Se.a Benito $715,237 $344,965 $259,199 $111,073 
Snn Bernardino $78,428 $20,415 $41,011 $17,002 
San Diego $139,084 $46,100 $73,647 $\9,338 
San Frnnci&:o $103,495 $26,419 $54,488 $22,588 
San Joaquin $31,251 $7,830 . $16,557 $6,864 
San Luis Obispo $9,288 $2,271 $4,961 $2,056 
San Mateo $16,635 $3,409 $9,35\ $3,876 
Santa B arbam $13,148 $3,20\ $7,032 $2,915 
Santa Clara $60,373 $\5,164 $31,96\ $13,249 
Santa Crrn $7,941 $2,046 $4,\68 $1,728 
Shasta $11,258 $2, 738 $6,023 $2,497 
Sierra $436 $102 $236 $98 
Siskiyou $2, 161 $427 $1,226 $508 
Solano $14,746 $3,758 $7,767 $3,220 
Sonomn $18,649 $4,717 $9,849 $4,083 
Stanislaus $23,814 $6,133 $12,500 $5,182 
Sutter $1,487 $356 $799 $331 
Tehama $4,393 $854 $2,502 $1,037 
Trinity. $813 $177 $449 $186 
Tulnre $12,663 $3,339 $6,592 $2,733 

Tuolu1nne $1,388 $356 $730 $303 

Ventura $11,784 $3,152 $6,102 $2,530 

Yolo $5,849 $1,477 $3,090 $1,281 

Yuba $3,232 $827 $1,700 $705 

Tolnl $2,744,000 $906,000 $1,304,000 $534,000 

794 

L,J,,._"--'·•-·™ w;Jf. .. . Ju. 11 

Atlachmenl I 

·:··.·. ·:· 

ta. ... 



·:-.: 

• 

21 

··. ·.·. :·· .. · 
·. ·.,·· · .. 

· Counlics .. ·. 

Alom6dn··. 
~- Aipi_ne'~,_ 

... --:·. 
Ainridor·· · .. _' 

B:uite .: : ·-

Cnlnveros 
ColUsn 
Con~rn Costn 
Del Norte 
El Dorndo 
Fresno 
Ol~nn 
Humboldt 
lmpcrinl 
Inyo 
Kern 
Ki1tQ.S 

Lake 
Lnssen 
Los An~eles 
Mndern 
Mnrin 
Mnriposa 
MendOcino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono 
Monterey 
Nnpo. 
Nevada 
Orange 
Pincer 
Plumns 
Rivcrsjde 
Sncrnmenlo 
San Be11i1a 
Snn Bernardino 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
Snn Joaquin 
Snn Luis Obispo 
San Mateo 
Santa Bnrborn 
Senta Clnro 
Santo Cruz 
Shnstn 
Sierra 
Siskiyou 
Solano 
Sonoma 
Stnnislous 
StJtter· 

·Tehama 
Trinity 
Tulnre 
Tuolumne 
Ven turn 

Yolo 
Yubo 

Total 

/11d1tdcd ilr Bnslc 
F()r Dlsplrry 011Jy · 

01.uHbuiion of J1V 
(}J/~.j Atlvbory 

Commlt!c(! 
AuRmentntlon 

Fed & SCnlc 
.. so •. . ' so ·•''.-

.. . so 
.. .-

' .- "'.so 1 . . 

so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
$0 
so 
so 
$0 
$0 
so 
$0 
$0 

$0 

so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
$0 
so 
$0 
$0 
so 
$0 
so 

$52,000 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
$0 
so 
so 
so 
$0 
so 
$0 
$0 
$0 
so 
so 

152,000 
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AUachman! 11 

Dlstrlblltion af F\' 
OJ/Di!. Cou~1ty 

Employifr·~f Record 
Augment MiOn 

Fcd/S1utc/Co1111ty 

$0 ·-

' "·so " 
'. 

" '' 

'$0 ··, 

'so ' - ' -
so 

. $0 
so 
so ' 
$0 
so 
so 
so 

$62, 195 

$0 

so 
so 
so 

$1 IJ,074 
so 
$0 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
$0 
so 
so 
so 
$0 

so 
so 
so 
so 

S7 I J,73 I 
so 
so 
$0 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
$0 
$0 

so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
$0 

'o 
'o 

S909,000 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA· HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY· ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govamar 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 P Street, Sacrame'nto; CA 95814 

April 22, 2_004 .· . 
... . 

. '. : .. . , ·_,._: CO\JN.~Y-flSC,l\L lETTER (CF~) ~N0.~~3to4-c51 -.. · 
. . . \' .. -:·. . . . ~-· . ·. '. ; . . . ~· ···' . .. ' -.... - . - -- ' . . . ·. . ._, ,· .:.. : . 

.. . -·:: ·. . ( 

. ... 

TO: ALL COUNTYWELFARE DIRECTORS 
.·ALL COUNTY WELFARE FISCAL OFFICERS . · 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF ALLOCATION AUGMENTATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 
(FY) 2003/04 

The.purpose of this letter is to inform counties that funding has been approved for the 
augmentations to the following programs: 

.. ·. :·· . 

Kinship Guardianship Assistance Program 
Non-Assistance Food Stamps (NAFS) 
Revised CalWORKs Single Allocation 
In Home Support Services (IHSS) 
Child Welfare Services (CWS) · 
Emergency Assistance (EA) Foster Care 

CFL 03/04-42 January 26, 2004 
CFL 03/04-44 February 9, 2004 
CFL 03/04-45 February 10, 2004 
CFL 03-04-46 February 5,2004 
CFL 03/04-47 February 4, 2004 
CFL 03/04-48 February 17, 2004. 

Please refer to the' attachments in the CFLs listed above for your county's allocation .• 
Questions concerning these allocations should be directed to fiscal.systems@dss.ca.gov. 

Original Document Signed _By: 

DOUGLAS D. PARK, Chief 
Financial Management and Contracts Branch 

c: CWDA 
CSAC 

'o 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -HEAL TH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 P.Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 · 

AL1gust 27, 2004 · 

. . · .. ··.·~:· ,. ; . 
·., -' 

.·: .. ·:·· .... >· ._. -'-'·.' . :' ·:···.· ·~ .-
··.-

. ' ·':· . 

: .·: COUNTY.FISCALLETTER (C.FL)-N0 ... 04/6S~J6' 
. . .. ' •. • . : • . . . ' •. · .. -· • . .. : ~ ' . - ! ... ~ . . • . • • • ' . • . . ' . . • . . ' ·: .=. ·:. 

. TO: All COUNTY WELFARE FISCAL OFFICERS 
ALL COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS ·· 

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER. Govomor 

... ··: ... _ 

:" :· . .. • . . . .. .. - :' . . ~- . . ··-

S.UBJECT: FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2004/05 IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (IHSS) 
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATION 

The purpose of this letter is to provide counties with their FY 2004/05 IHSS allocatiors · 
·for the administrative costs associated with IHSS activities, nurses, and denials of 
assistance. A total of $101.8 million in State General Fund (SGF) has been made 
available with the appr9val of the FY 2004/05 Budget Act. 

The individual components within the IHSS Administrative Allocation and their allocation 
methodologies are as follows: 

IHSS Basic 

The IHSS Basic allocation methodology uses the following factors: 
.-.····. 

• Each county's actual average monthly paid cases for the period of July 2003 through 
March 2004. 

• · Each county's FY 2001/02 actual IHSS unit cost. 

• Each county's actual Title XIX usage rate based on expenditures for June 2003 
through March 2004. 

• Each county was guaranteed to receive a minimum allocation of100 percent of their 
prior four quarters of expenditures (June 2003 through March 2004). 

The caseload information used in this allocation was obtained from the IHSS Case 
Management Information and Payrolling System (CMIPS) Management Statistics 
Summary Report. The allocation .methodology assumes that each IHSS/Personal Care 
Services Program (PCSP) case takes 11.5 hours to process. The cases were multiplied 
by the 11.5 hour standard and then divided by 1, 778 hours available per worker to 
arrive at the Full Time Equivalents for each county. An adjustment was made to provide 
all counties with a minimum of one-half social worker . .. 
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Also displayed with the IHSS Basic allocation is the IHSS Health-Related (HR) usage - & 
rate that is applied to the to_tal program level to ii;lentify potential Title XIX Federal funds _ W 
for those activ_ities in both PCSP and the Residual Program. The SGF share was -
cal~ulated at ?0% of th~ non-federal share of the program. · 

. · ·· ... •. -.. ~The __ state s~are·otadmif"!istrative· costs for l_HSS ai:;tivities claimed_ to Program.Codes, . . 
· - ·-. ; · . '(PC} 102- JHSS.-Skilled Professional Medical:i:>ersonnel; PC 103.--IHSScPCSPiHR; PC · 

· ·· - --- · :-! 04 - IHSScNon HR/NdriPGSP; ·ahd'PG 330 - IHSS, Fraud, ·on the-county Expense -.· . ~· . . . 

. Claim (CEC) will-be charged against this allocation. Expenditures that exceed the State 
allocation will be fransferred to county-only through PC_ 193- State Use Only IHSS. -

. . .. ' . . . - . . . 

Quality Assurance 

This premise reflects the cost of hiring County Quality Assurance staff that will conduct 
legally required county IHSS/PCSP quality assurance and program integrity functions 
and work with State staff on the following tasks: development of statewide assessment · 

-guidelines; social worker training on the IHSS/PCSP assessment process and other 
related projects with the goals of improving and streamlining the service needs 
assessment process and reducing the cost of the IHSS program. The $7.5 million SGF 
portion has been included in your total allocation and was distributed based on a 
percentage to total of each counties average monthly paid cases. 

PCSP Three-Month Retroactive Benefits 

This premise reflects the estim.a:ted administrative costs associated with implementing a A 
Medi-Cal rule that provides reimbursement for eligible IHSS Personal Care services V' 
rendered up to three months prior to the application. The $35,000 in SGF was 
distributed to counties based _on the percent to total of their average monthly paid cases 

· and has been included in your total allocation. · 

'o 

IHSS Advisory Committee 

This premise reflects the $3.0 million in Federal and State funds that are available for 
continued operation of the county Advisory Committee required by Assembly Bill (AB) 
1682 (Chapter 90, Statutes of 1999). The $1.6 million SGF share has been distributed 
equally to the participating counties and has bee·n included in your total allocation. 
PC 023 captures costs associated with the. IHSS Advisory Committees and is tracked 
against the total IHSS allocation. Please refer to CFL 00/01-48 dated December 22, 
2000, for additional information related to IHSS Advisory Committee costs. 

IHSS County Employer of Record 

This premise reflects the cost of administrative activities necessary for counties to act 
as the employer of record for IHSS providers under Welfare and Institutions Code 
Section 12302.25. The estimated ·funding need for each of the participating counties 
was determined based on data received from the counties by the Department of Social 
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Services Disability and Adult Programs Branch in conjunction with the Estimates 
Branch. This funding has been incll!ded in the.total allocation for appropriate counties. 

· Any tju'estions concerning this letter should be directed to fiscal.systems@dss.ca.gciv . 
. _ . . . . ~- . . . . ' . . . 

. Sincerely, · . .: : · . . 
- ·.· ·· ... 

· .· bi;9i~ais.igne{j.by:~ioria Merk·· 
. on Aiigust2.7; 2664 · .. 

. GLORIA MERK 
Deputy Director 

. Administration Division 

Attachment 
c: CWDA 
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.:. ' 

County 

Ala1i1eda · · 
Alpine· 
Amador · 
B°utte 

· ·· ·- ·-' ·CnlBveri:ls~ .; __ · · .-~. ~ 
· Colusa· · ·· . 
· · Con tr~ Costra· .· . . . :. 

Del Norte· 
El Dorado 
Fresno 
Glenn 
Humboldt 
Imperial 
Inyo 
Kern 
Kings' 
Lake 
Lnssen 
Los Angeles 
Modem 
Marin 
Mariposa 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono 
Monterey 
Napn 
Nevada 
Orm1ge 
Placer 
Plu111as 
Riverside 
Sacrrunento 
San Benito 
San Bemnrdino 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
·sanJoaquin 
'San Luis Obispo 
San Mateo 
Santa Barbara 
Santo Clara 
Santa Cniz 
Shasta 
Sier1"E1 
Siskiyou 
Solano 
Sononm 
Stanislaus 
Sutter 
Tehama 
Trinity 
Tulare 
Tuolumne 
Ven tum 
Yolo 
Yuba 

., 
Total 

FY 2004/05 FINAL IHSS ALLOCATION 

NET mss FINAL ALLOCATION 
TOTAL ,Federal State County 

Funds Funds' Share Share 

$13,450,849 $6,539,539 $4,837,615 . $2,073,695 
$223,627 $107,824. .. · . $89,452 $26,351 

.. . $283,449· .. '. $136,971 . ,$110,814 $35,664 
. . $2,227,354. .. fl ,082, 163. . $808,458 . . . 1>336,734 

·' .. ·:·· $271,63·0 .... ·. $131;221' ·· .. $106,546 :· . . - $33,864 .,• 
$275,377. 

.. 
. $107,91~ :· '· $34,417 . . $133,046 . 

.. /Sfr,730A 12 ·, ,.., · ."·; $3',27'1,866-' ·" :. ·'$2;425,217: •. ·$1,033,530 .. 
$241,853 $116,740 $95;842 ....•. $29,271 

$563,455 $273,119. $211,31 I $79,026 
$8,325,045 $4,047,060 $2,996,760 $1,281,225 

$559;947 .. $271,416 . $210,074 - $78,457 
$1,345,573 $653,407 $491,965 $200,201 
s r,844,309 $895,885 $670,727 $277,698 

$288,850 $139,600 $112, 170 $36,480 
$3,146,207 $1,528,940 $1,138,225 $479,042 

$777,365 $377,119 $287,993 $112,254 
$972,960 $472,221 $358,159 $142,581 
$311, 175 $150,411 $120,825 $39,939 

$104,997,828 $51,051,556 $37,697,544 $16,248,729 
$854,310 $414,535 $315,626 . $124,149 

$1,821,210 $884,705 $662,912 $273,594 
$917,868 $445,283 $338,934 $133,652 

$2,461,311 $1,195,959 $892, 774 $372,578 
$1,657,874 $805,255 . $604,017 $248,602 

$204,788 $98,723 $82,575 $23,491 
$166,458 $80,086 $68,821 $17,552 

$2,632,986 $1,279,413 $954,201 $399,373 
$546,830 $265,035 $205,342 $76,453 
$927,110 $449,948 $341,896 $135,266 

$7,410,660 $3,602,475 $2,668,781 $1,139,404 
$1,001,726 $486,222 $368,619 $146,886 

$339,819 $164,379 $131,038 $44,403 
$8,847,309 $4,301,053 $3,184,660 $1,361,596 

$18,169,255 $8,833,876 $6,531,793 52,803,587 
'$294,254 $142,223 $114,678 $37,353 

$13,411,407 $6,520,312 $4,823,010 $2,068,086 
$13,389,193 $6,509,436 $4,814,346 $2,065,411 
$15,256,364 $7,417,454 $5,485,698 $2,353,212 

$4,532,309 $2,202,926 $1,635,826 $693,557 
$ l ,686,391 $819,146 $614,480 $252,766 
$2,310,713 $1,122,705 $838,466 $349,542 
$2,131,360 $1,035,498 $774,105 $321,758 

$10,079,620 $4,900,314 $3,627,560 $1,551,747 
$2,036,152 .~989,218 $740,066 $306,868 
$1,596,338 $775,336 $581,948 $239,055 

$14\,459 $67,930 $59,842 $13,688 
$379,745 $183,789 $145,348 $50,609 

$3,308,567 $1,607,927 . $1,196,881 $503,759 
$3,756,690 $1,825,817 $1,357,676 $573, 197 
$4,532,809 $2,202,981 $1,636,523 $693,305 

$309, 122 $149,449 $119,987 $39,687 
$598,822 $290,303 . $223,897 $84,623 
$2,10,053 . $11.5,870 $95,234 $28,950 

$1,775,087 $862,251 $646;\ 12 $266,724 
$749,213 $363,391 $278, 172 $107,651 

$2,945,490 $1,431,373 $1,066,45 I $447,666 

$1,269,449 $616,404 $464,755 $188,290 

$805,315 $390,722 n9s,141 $116,452 

$282,332,900 $137,229,800 $101,869,400 $43,133,700 

800 

,,_,,.,_~.._._ 
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: .· . 

_€); 

County 

Alnmeda 
Alpine -
Amador.-._·: 

: Butte:· .. -
• Celriveras 

.. C9l~s-~ : .. 
.. . ·contrn Costm-:. -

Del Norte 
. EIDorado 

Fresno . 
Glenn. 

- Humboldt 
Imperial 
Inyo 
Kern 
Kings 
Lake 
Los sen 
Los Angeles 
Mndem 
Marin 
Mariposa 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono 
Monterey 
Napa 
Nevada 
Orange 
Pincer 
Plumas 
Riverside 
Sacrrunento 
Sun Benito 
San Bernardino 
Sun Diego 
San Francisco 
San Joaquin 
Sun Luis Obispo 
San Mateo 
Snntn Barbara 
Santa Clara 
Sa1itff Cruz 
Sh as tu 
Sierra 
Siskiyou 
Solano 
Sonoma 
St1rnislaus 
Suller 
Telrnnln 
Trinity 
Tulni-e 
Tuolumne 
Ventura 
Yolo 
Yuba 

Tota\ 

. .- ; 

FY 2004/05 FIN,AL IHSS ALLOCATION ATTACHMENT I 
PAGE 2 OF 4 

TOTAL 
Funds 

IHSS BASIC 
Federal Stnte 
Funds Shore 

County 
Share _. 

$12,570,411 $6,112;527 - $4,514,712 $1,943,172 
. $0 . - ·- .. - $0 . ; $0. $0 

$218,733" $106,362 $78,559 . . $33,812 
.. $[;9_80,915 ·- $963;246. . i.$711,453 .. -· $306,i16 

· .· · fl98,732 · $96,636 _ _- · . ·$1i,315' :.'· ,_.-$315,721. 
. . ·. $210,5i8 ·... -. - '.$102,372 . - . $75 612 . ·_ - - $32,544 
..,;. :$6j72,000 ... :·_-- $3,049;842 ... $2,25i'.6B •·;· -_- .. $969,545 

$165,653. 
$474,651 : 

$7,4 78,7 54 
$479,522 

$1,170,342 
$1,541,908 

$230,272 
$2,814,565 

$637,740 
$804,162 
$130,521 

$96,045,864 
$714,154 

$1,687,817 
$349,513 

$2,316,581 
$1,442,927 

$144,626 
$110,521"' 

$2,407,I 00 
$458,751 
$830,318 

$6,714,083 
$878,013 
$267,711 

$8,115,724 
$17,128,696 

. '"$80,551 
. $230,805 

$3,636,642· 
.. $233;174. 

$569,094 
$749,773 
$111,973 

$1,368,619 
$310,109 
$391,034 

$63,468 
$46,702,145 

$347,267 
$820,723 
SI 69,955 

$1,126,468 
$701,642 

$70,326 
$53,742 

$1,170,484 
$223,074 
$403,7)3 

$3,264,811 

$223,862 . 

$426,945 
$130,178 

$3,946,377 
$8,329,052 
- $108,856 
$6,018,259 
$5,890,325 
$6,926,516 
$2,004,424 

$12,376,550 
$12, 113,453 
$14,244,380 
$4,122,098 
$1,549,088 
$2,088,871 
$1,928,347 
$9,457,105 
$1,887,575 
$1,392,666 

$85,390 
$296,945 

$3,097,663 
$3;493,076 
$3,572,827 

$227,708 
$469,010 
$177,450 

$1,559,345 
$508,756 

$2,724,046 
$1,139,570 

$704,412 
0 

$256,432,000 

$753,264 
$1,015,741 

$937,684 
$4,598,641 

$917,858 
$677,202 
$41,522 

$144,393 
$1,506,279 -
$1,698,554 
$1,737,334 

$110,726 
$228,062 

$86,287 
$758;252 
$247,389 

SI ,324,603 
$554,131 
$342,529 

. $124,692,000 

801 

_I 

$59,495 $25,607 
. $170,473 '$73,373 

.. $2,686,024 s 1 ;156,08_8 
.$172,222 $74;126 
$420,333 $180,915 
$553,782 $238,353 

$82,703 $35,596 
$1,010,862 $435,084 

$229,047 $98,584 
$288,818 $124,310 

$46,877 $20, 176 
$34,498,694 $14,845,025 

$256,491 $110,396 
$606,186 $260,908 
$125,529 $54,029 
$832,009 $358, I 04 
$518,233 $223,052 

$51,943 $22,357 
$39,694 $17,085 

$864,519 $372,097 
$164,762 $70,915 
$298,212 $1-28,353 

$2,411,389 $1,037,883 
$315,342 . $135,726 

$96,149 $41,384 
$2,914,794 $1,254,553 
$6,151,838 $2,647,806 

$80,401 $34,605 
$4,445,086 $1,913,205 
$4,350,594 $1,872,534 
$5,115,925 $2,201,939 
$1,480,468 $637,206 
-$556,361 $239,463 
$750,226 $322,904 
$692,573 $298,090 

$3,396,556 $1,461,908 
$677,930 $291,787 
$500, 181 $215,283 

$30,668 $13,200 
$I 06,649 $45,903 

$1,112,538 $478,846 
$1,254,552 s539,970 
$1,283,195 $552,298 

$81,782 $35,200 
$168,447 $72,501 

$63,732 -$27,431 
$560,045 $241,048 
$182,722 $78,645 
$978,352 $421,091 
$409,281 $176, 158 
$252,992 $1 08,890 

$92,102,000 $39,638,000 

. ·. ~, 

·' ·. 



:.·. 

·county 

Alamedo 
Alpine 
A1nador 

: -'Butte.--· 
Calaverns;­
Colusa 
Cont;., ·costra · · 
Del Norle · 
El Darndo 
Fresno 
Glenn 
Humboldt 
Imperial 
Inyo 
Kern 
Kings 
Lake 
LBssen 
Los Angeles 
Madera 
Marin 
Mariposa 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono 
Monterey 
Napa 
Nevada 
Orange 
Placer 
Plumas 
Riverside 
Sacra111e11to 
Son Benito 
Snn Bernardino 
San Diego 
San Frnncisco 
San Joaquin 
Snn Ll1is Obispo 
San Mateo 
Santa Barbaru 
Saiita Clora 
Santa Cruz 
Shasta 
Sie1Ta 
Sis~iyou 

Solano 
Sonoma 
Stanislaus 
Sutler 
Tehama 
Trinity 

·Tulare· 
Tuolun1ne 
Venlurn 
Yolo 
Yuba 

Total 

TOTAL 
Funds 

$823,67_4 -
- -$461 
Hl,550 -

- ' '$192 586 
' -·,, $ i'9 .. 7JJ : .-

,. $11,683 ' 
-$403,-785 : 

$23,034 
hs,6:i9 

$789;685 
' ,$27,259 
$121,704 
$248,290 

$5,412 
$277,396 
$86,262 

$115,30 I 
$14,388 

$8,858,183 
$86,790 
$80,059 
$14,190 
$91,343 

$161,238 
$6,997 
$2,772 

$172,127 
$34,913 
$43,625 

$640,657 
$70,422 

'$18,943 
$675,505 
$983,062 

$17,226 
$977,386 

$1,217,162 
$954,617 
$355,605 

$83,951 
$168,101 
$149,359 
$566,936 

$95,171 
$150,015 

$2,904 
$29,635 . 

$157,212 
$209,681 
$287,889 
$28)49 
$76,493 

$9,438 
$162,029 

$17,292 
$167,704 

$76,559 
$47,718 

$21,157,000 

FY 2004/05 FINAL IHSS ALLOCATION ATTACHMENT I 
·PAGE 3 OF 4 

QUALITY ASSURANCE 
Federal State 
Funds Share 

County 
Sh"re 

$400,216 $293,505 $129,953 
$224 . $164 . -$73 

- $5,612 '$4,116 $(822 
·• '"$93,576 .... _. $6B,625 · _·$30,385 

' $9,588 '-. -,.$7,d32 _: $3,i jj 
·.· - $5,677- $4, 163 . ·. s1 M:r . 

$1ii6,196 ·. -·-, $143,883 .. -... $63J06 -
$i 1,192 ·.. :ss,208 - $3,634 
$1J,317 $1_2,699. ' $5,623 

$383,701 $281,393 $124,591 
$13,245' - $9,713 - $4,301 

'$59;135. $43,367 - $19,202 ' 
$120,642 $88,475 $39,173 

$2,630 $I ,928 $854 
$I 34, 784 $98,846 $43,766 

$41,914 $30,738 $13,610 
$56,024 $41,086 $18,191 

$6,991 $5, 127 $2,270 
$4,304,112 $3,156,491 $1,397,580 

$42,171 $30,926 $13,693 
$38,900 $28,528 $12,631 

$6,895 $5,056 $2,239 
'$44,383 $32,549 $14,411 
$78,344 $57,455 $25,439 

$3,400 $2,493 $1, I 04 
$1,347 $988 $437 

$83,635 $61,335 $27,157 
$16,964 $12,441 $5,508 
$21,197 $15,545 $6,883 

$311,290 $228,289 $101,078 
$34;2 I 7 $25,094 $11,111 I 

$9,204 $6,750 $2,989 
$328,222 .$240,707 $106,576 
$477,661 $350,300 $155, 10 I 

$8,370 $6,138 $2,718 
$4 74,903 $348,278 $154,205 
$591,408 $433,7 I 9 $192,035 
$463,840 ' $340, 164 $150,613 
$172,785 $126,715 $56,105 

$40,791 $29,915 $13,245 
$81,67~ $59,900 $26,522 
$72,572 $53,222 $23,565 

$275,469 $202,020 $89,447 
$46,243 $33,913 $15,015 
$72,891 $53,456 $23,668 

$i,41 l $1,035 $458 
$14,399 ' $10,560 $4,676 
$76,388 $56,020 $24,804 

$101,882 $74,717 $33,082 
$139,883 $102,585 $45,421 

$13,726 $10,066 $4,457 
$37,167 $27,257 $12,069 

$4,586 $3,363 ' $1,489 
$78,728 $57,737 $25,564 

$8,402 $6,162 $2,728 
$81,486 $59,7 59 $26,459 
$37,199 $27,281 $12,079 
$23,186 $17,003 $7,529 

$10,280,000 $7,539,000 $3,338,000 

802 

!'CSP 3-MONTH R8TROACT!VE PAYMENTS 
TOTAL. Feder~! State County 

Funds Funds.. Share Share 

$3,798 
'$200 -

:. $200. 
"-·' .$888 
.. '.- $200 -­

. ' $200 ' 
,-- __ h,&62:: 

$200 
$200 

.. $3,640 
$200 
$561 

$1,146 
$200 

$1,280 
$398 
$532 
$200 

$40,816 
$400 
$369 
$200 
$421 
$743 
$200 
$200 
$794 
$200 
-$201 

$2,954 
$326 

.$200 
$3,114 
$4,532 

$200 
$4,506 
$5,612 
$4,401 
$1,640 

$387 
$775 
$689 

$2,614 
$440 
$692 
$200 
$200 
$726 
$967 

$1,327 
$200 
$354 
$200 -
$747 
$200 
$774 
$354 
$220 

$100,000 

$1,899 $1,329 
$JOO -· s'io 
$100 . ' $70 . 

-$444 - . - : $3 i'l '· 
·:$100-. ;$70-_ 
. $100 $70 

_;' $931'.;.. -$652 ' 
$iOO · .. $70 
s100 :s7o 

$1,820 $1,274_ 
'$100 $70 
$281 $196 
$573 $401 
$100 $70 
$640 $448 
$199 $139 
$266 $186 
$100 $70 

$20,402 $ 14,290 
.noo $140 
$185 $129 
$100 $70 
$211 $147 
$372 $260 
$100 $70 
$100 $70 
$397 - $278 
$100 $70 
$101 $70 

$1,477 $1,034 
$163 $114 
$100 $70 

$1,557 $1,090 
$2,266 $1,586 

$100 $70 
$2,253 $1,577 
$2,806 $1,964 
$2,20 I $1,540 

$820 $574 
$194 $135 
$388 $271 
$345 $241 

$1,307 $915 
$220 $154 
$346 $242 
$100 - $70 
$100 $70 
$363 $254 
$484 $338 
$664 $464 
$100 $70 
$177 $124 

- $100 $70 
$374 $261 
$100 $70 
$387 $271 
$177 $124 
$110 $77 

$50,000 $35,000 

' $570 
$30 

" $30 
:_$_133 

- - . $30 
$30 

:- -$279 

$30 
$30 

$546 
$30 
$84 

$172 
$30 

$192 
$60 
$80 
$30 

$6,124 
$60 
$55 
$30 
$63 

$111 
$30 
$30 

$119 
$30 
$30 

$443 
$49 
$30 

$467 
$680 

$30 
$676 
$842 
$660 
$246 

$58 
$116 
$103 
$392 

$66 
$104 

$30 
$30 

$109 
$145 
$199 

$30 
$53 
$30 

$112 
$30 

$116 
$53 
$:i3 

$15,000 

--



County 

Alomedu 
Alpitie 

· Aiirndor 

" 
···Butte 

. .:_Calaveras .. 
.. 

''··. 
' Colusa .. · . . 
· . C6nttii Ciistra .. · · 

Del Norte 
El Dorado 

· FreSno · 
Glenn 
Humboldt 
Imperial 
Inyo 
Kern 
Kings 
Lnke 
Lassen 
Los Angeles 
Modem 
Mmin 
Mariposa 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono 

e Monterny· 
Napa 
Nevada 
Orange 
Phicer 
Plumas 
Riverside · 
SacrameiltO 
Sun Benito 
Son Bernardino 
Sun Diego 
Son Fruncisco 
San Joaquin 
San Luis Obispo 
Sun Mateo 
Son lo Barbara 
Sontn Clarn 
Sr1nta Cn1z 
Shasta 
Sit:rrn 
Siskiyou 
Solano 
Sonoma 
Staiiislaus 
Sutter 
Tehama 
Trinity 
Tulare 
Tuolumne 
Ven turn 

8· 
Yolo 
.Vubo 

Total 

FY 2004/05 FINAL HISS ALLOCA TJON ATTACHMENT I 
PAGE40F4 

ADVISORY COMMl1TEE 
·TOTAL ·Federal Stole County 

Funds Funds Share Share 

$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 . $0 

$52,966 $24,897 $28;069 . $0 
.. :1>52,966 $24,897-· $28,069 . $0 

:, . $52,966 : .• $24,897 . : . $28,069 . 
.. 

. . $0 
·. $52966 : . .. $24,897 ·' ·: . $is;o69 · .. -:-·.: ·$0 
: $52'.966 .· 

. . . -. \ 

$24,897 . . . '$28,069· . $0 
... $52",966'.· . ·s24.897 '·.·'. ··szs:o690.:· ; ·.:.· .$0 

$52;966 .$24,897 $28,069 .. $0 . 
$52,966. $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,~66 $24,897 . $28,069 $0 
$52,966· . $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28.069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 

. $52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $2~,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966• $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 

. $52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 

·o 

$3,072,000 $1,444,000 $1,628,000 $0 

803 

' 

TOTAL 
Funds 

EMPLOYER.OF RECORD 
Fedcrnl 
Funds 

Stnte 
Shnre 

.so ·so $0 
· -s.110,000 , $82,603 . $61,149 

.. $0 $0· : : $0 

County. 
Shure 

$0 

· .. $0 .... ·so, .$0 
.... : ... :.so· .. ··.,· :·:s.o.: .' '.·:·,-.-··so ·_.,c. 
. . . $0 .· ... ., $0 . . '". $0 ·.· 

$26,248 
$0 
$0 
so· 

·' > .. ·· .. $0 ·· , : ··',.·so· ... · .... ··-'·:so · .. · 
.. $0 $0 $0 ' 

$0 . $0 $0 . 
$0 $0 $0 

. . . $0 $0 $0 

$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 so $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 

$113,100 $54,955 $40,682 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 

$501,000 $243,436 $180,210 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 . $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0. $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0. $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 so $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 

$617,800 $300,203 $222,210 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0. 
$0 $0 $0 

$ 170,000 $82,603 $61, 149 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 

$1,571,900 $763,800 SS65,400 

$0 
. :· .. $(} 

$0 
:so 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$17,463 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$77,354 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$95,387 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$26,248 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$242,700 

.· ·~. 

··-' . 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA· HEAL TH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZTENEGGER, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVl_CES 

.September 20, 2004 
- ·· ... · ·-·· .... · . , .· - ~: . ~ . 
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. . ·':.· .. . . -COUNTY FlSC.A,L-.LETTER(CFL) ,N·o, .04/0S-22 . . .' 

·.... ·: :; .~·· ~· -1_,. 

TO: COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS . 
COUNTY FISCAL OFFICERS 

SUBJECT: REVISED FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2004/05 IN HOME SUPPORT SERVICES 
(IHSS) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATION 

REFERENCE: CFL No. 04/05-16, dated August 27, 2004 

The purpose of this letter is to provide counties with a revised allocation for the 
administrative costs associated with IHSS for FY 2004/05. 

In CFL No. 04/05-16, the funds associated with the Hold Harmless portion of the I HSS 
Basic methodology were not reflected properly in the IHSS Basic columns. The Hold 
Harmless portion of the methodology guarantees that each county receives a minimum 
allocation of 100 percent of their prior four quarters of expenditures. 

The enclosed attachment provides you with the revised FY 04/05 IHS·s Administrative 
allocation in which each county was assured a Hold Harmless minimum allocation equal 
to.at least their prior four quarters expenditures. 

Any questions concerning this allocation should be directed to fiscal.systems@dss.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Original Document Signed By: 

KATHY FARMER, Chief 
Financial Management and Contracts Branch · 

Attachment 
c: CWDA 
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e 
County 

. Alomeda: .· 
. .. . •. . .. . ,' Alpi11e- . 

·.· · '·Ai1\edoi· .. •' ·, .. 
,··- " 

" ·. But;e,_ .. . ' 
·.· Calnverns· · 

Colusa 
Contra Costra 
Del Norte 
El Dorndo 
Fresno 
Glen11 
Humboldt 
Imperial 
lnyo 
Kern 
Kings 
Loke 
Lassen 
Los Angeles 
Mad em 
Marin 
Mariposa 
Mendocino 
Merced 

• Modoc 
Mono 
Monterey 
Napa 
Nevada 
Orange 

..... \•1 
Placer 
Plumas 
Riverside 
Sacramento 
San Benito 
San Bernardino 
Snn Diego 
San Francisco 
San Joaquin 
San Luis Obispo 
San Mnteo 
Santa Barbara 
Santa Clara 
Santa Crnz 
Shasta 
Sierra 
Siskiyou 
Solano 
Sonoma 
Stnnislnus 
Sutter 
Tehama 
Tl"inity 
Tulare 
Tuolumne 

b Ventura 
Yolo 
Yuba 

Total 

FY 2004/05 REVISED !HSS ALLOCATION 

NET IHSS HEVISED ALLOCATION · 
TOTAL · Fcilcrnl Stnto Couniy 

.. runds Funds-' Share Shnrc 
'• 

". ,•, 

$4,694;,l 16 • $2,o 1 r ,s9o 
.. 

$13,245,844 . . ··$6;539,539 ' 
. . . :: ' s:325,5?6: . $1.07,824 .· •. .. $160,727 . - $57_;025 
;, 

. $289,099. . "$136,971 . . $114,766 • $37;362 

·'. .F,l68,4?L . . .... $l,Q82;16:i: 
' 

$767,276. $3.18,982 
: ' . $313,275 ,' .. '.'' $131,221' '" $135;663 • . · ... $46,391 

$3r1,16_8 $133,046 $133:358 ' $45,365 
$6,481,754 $3,27i,866' $2,25 J ,i97 $958,592 

$244,016 . ' $116,740 $97,356 . $29,921 
$602,924 $273,119 $23°8,909 ' $90,897 

$9;054,420 $4,047,060 $3,506,754 $1,500,606 
$583,205 $271,416 $226,339 $85,450 

$1,596,194 $653,407 $667,191 $275,597 
$2,325,397 $895,885 $1,007,080 $422,432 

$287,3 l 3 $139,600 $111,698 $36,015 
$3,227,216 $1,528,940 $ l,l 94,888 $503,389 

$762,671 $377,119 $277,726 $107,826 
$1,016,871 $472,221 $388,866 $155,785 

$310,661 $150,411 $120,467 $39, 783 
$I 03,046,784 $51,051,556 $36,331,948 $15,663,281 

$837,360 $414,535_ $303,783 $119,042 
$1,868,324 $884,705 $695,867 $287,753 

$991,206 $445,283 $390,209 $155,714 
$2,390,380 $1,195,959 $843,208 $351,213 
$1,720,632 $805,255 $647,907 $267,470 

$254,514 $98,723 $117,34 l. $38,451 
$224,959 $80,086 $1·09,721 $35, 152 

$2,677,349 $1;279,413 $985,240 $412,697 
$586, l7I $265,035 $232,851 $88,285 
$915,792 $449,948 $333,992 $131,853 

$8,027,209 $3,602,475 $3,099,889 $1,324,846 
$989,749 $486,222 $360,254 $143,274 
$324,221 $164,379 $120,136 $39,707 

$9,019,482 $4,301,053 $3,305,110 $1,413,320 
$17, 720,804 $8,833,876 $6,218,441 $2,668,488 

$383,464 $142,223 $177,049 $64,193 
$13,089,614 '$6,520,312 $4,598, 160 $1,971,142 
$13,994,573 $6,509,436 $5,237,699 $2,247,438 
$15,041,254 $7,417,454 $5,335,451 $2,288,350 

$4,573, 151 $2,202,926 $1,664,420 $705,806 
$1,711,620 $819,146 $632,133 $260,341 
$2,661,976 $1,122,705 $1,084,062 $455,209 
$2,134,484 $1,035,498 $776,308 $322,678 
$9,848,657 $4,900,314 $3,466, I 82 $1,482,161 
$1,958,027 $989,218 $685,466 $283,344 
$1,699,039 $775,336 $653,762 $269,941 

$149,970 $67,930 $65,793 $ 16,248 
$439,479 $183,789 $187,112 $68,578 

$3,220,906 $1,607,927 $1,135,626 $477,353 
$3,657,802 $1,825,817 . $1,288,576 $543,410 
$4,325,906 $2,202,981 $1,491,279 _$630,747 

$367,584 $149,449 $160,861 $57,275 
$706,413 $290,303 $299, 120 $116,990 
$304, 183 $115,870 $140,070 $48,243 

$ l ,748,640 $862,251 $627,638 $258,752 
$745,825 $363,391 $275,808 $106,626 

$2,753,965 $1,431,373 $932,579 $390,014 
$1,261',334 $616,404 $459,093° $185,837 

$814;374 $390,722 $304,481 $119,171 

$282,332,900 SI 37,229,800 $101;869,400 $43,233, 700 
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- IHSS HR 
Usage Rnte 

_49.po/c " 
' :.-o 00% . . " . 
'. 47:26% ,· .·. 

.49.95% 
·4o.o6'll .· 

<· 

41.31% 
50.47%' 
4.7,85o/c 

'.44.75% 
44.16% 
46.23% 
39.92% 
36.94o/c 
48.77% 
47.11% 
49.61% 
45.96% 
48.65% 
49.47% 
49.65% 
47.15% 
40.06% 
50.00% 
46.45% 
36.07% 
31.69% 
47.59% 
44.64% 
49.14% 

. 44.39% 
49.13% 
51.47% 
4 7.46o/c 
49.77% 
34.64% 
49.76% 
46.16% 
49.21% 
47.99% 
47.69% 
41.49% 
48.39% 
49.68% 
50.56% 
45.14% 
44.14%' 
40.34% 
49.88% 
49.88% 
51.46% 
38.55% 
39.43% 
35.62% 
49.30% 
48.80% 
52.13% 
48.81% 
47.85o/c 

48.48% 

. ...... : . 
·.~' : 
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County 

Alameda 
Alpine 
A1irndor . 

' · .. Butte ,. ·· ... 
Cnlaveras · 

"Colusa.'· · :·.-
. Contra Costra · · 

Del Nrnie 
El Dorado 

. Fresno 
Glenn 
Humboldt· 
Imperial 
Inyo 
Kem 
Kings 
Lake 
Lassen 
Los Angeles 
Madem 
Morin 
Mariposa 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono 
Monterey 
Napa 
Nevada 
Orange_ 
Placer 
Plumas 
Riverside 
Sacratnento 
San Benito 
San Bernardino 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
San Joaquin 
Snn Luis Obispo 
.Sun Mateo 
Sama Barbara 
Santa Clara 
Santn Cn1z. 
Shasta 
Sierra 
Siskiyo_u 
Solano 
Sono1na 
Stanislaus 
Sutter 
Tchmna. 
Trinity 
Tulare 
Tuolu111ne 
Ventura 
Yolo 
Yuba 

Total 

FY 2004/05 REVJSED IHSS ALLOCATION 

·.··· 

TOTAL 
· Funds 

REVISED IHSS BASIC 
Fede ml Stntc 

· Funds . Shn re 

$12,365,407 .. $6,I 12,527. $4,371,513 .. 
$101,9.49- . . $0 . ·.'.$7J,275 ·' 

·. :.. $?24,383 . . · .$1 o6,36Z' .... $82,511 
· $1 ·92 J 981= ·· : · · ·. · ·$963 246 ·. •. • · · $670,211 .. :. 

. $240:376 ..... '$96'.636. ·. $100,492' 
· $246,920 : : · $1 oi,:in · · $10t,o56 ·. : .. 
$6,023, l 42 .. $3,049;842. . $2,078,693 

$167,817 $80,551 : $61,009 
$514,120 $230,805 .. $I98,07l 

$8,208,129 $3,636,642 $3,196,018 
$502,780 $233,174. $188,487 

$1,420,964 $569,094 $595,559 
$2,022,995 $749,773 $890,135 

$228, 735 $111,973 $81,631 
$2,895,575 $1,368,619 $1,067,525 

$623,045 $310,109 $218,780 
$848,073 $391,034 $319,525 
$130,007 $63,468 $46,519 

$94,094,820 $46,702,145 $33,133,098 
$697,204 $347 ,267 $244,648 

$1,734,931 $820,723 $639,141 
$422,850 $169,955 $176,804 

$2,245,650 $1, 126,468 $782,443 
$1,505,685 $70 l,642 $562, 123 

$194,352 $70,326 $86,709 
$169,021 $53,742 $80,594 

$2,451,463 $1,170,484. .~895,558 

$498,092 $223,074 $192,271 
$819,00 I $403,753 $290,308 

$7 ,330,633 $3,264,811 $2,842,497 
$866,036 $426,945 $306,977 
$252, 113 $130,178 $85,247 

$8,287,898 $3,946,377 $3,035,244 
$16,680,245 $8,329,052 $5,838,486 

. $313,073 $108,856 $142, 772 
$12,054, 756 $6,018,259 $4,220,236 
$12,718,833 $5,890,325 $4,773,947 
$14,029,271 $6,926,516 $4,965,678 
$4,162,941 $2,004,424 $ l ,509,062 
$1,574,316 $753,264 $574,014 
$2,440,134 $1,015,741 $995,822 
$1,931,470 $937,684 $694,776 
$9,226,141 $4,598,641 $3,235,178 
$1,809,451 $917,858· $62j,330 
$1,'195,366 $677,202 $571,995 

$93,90 I :$41,522 $36,619 
$356,678 $144,393 $148,413 

$3,010,002 $1,506,279 . $1,051,283 
$3,394, 189 $1,698,554 $1,185,452 
$3,365,025 $1,737,334 $1,137,951 

$286, 170 $1l0,726 $122,656 
$576,600 $228,062 $243,670 
$241,579 $86,287 $108,568 

$ l ,532,899 $758,252 $541,571 
$505,367 $247,389 $180,358 

$2,532,522 $1,324,603 $844,480 
$1,131,455 $554,131 $403,619 

$713,471 $342,529 .• $259,332 

$256,432,000 $124,692,000 $92,102,000 
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County · 
"Shnrc 

. $1,881,367 
'$30,674 

. .. $35,510 .. 
·$28iiA64 : 

$43;248 
. $43,492 ' . 
$894,607 

: $26,25'7 
$85,244 

. $1,375,469 
$81,119 

$256,311 
$383,087 

$35,131 
$459,43 l 
$94, 156 

$137,514 
$20,020 

$14,259,577 
$105,289 

. $275,067 
$76,09 l 

$336,739 
$24 l,920 
$37,317 

. $34,685 
.i385,42 l 
$~2,747 

$124,940 
$1,223,325 

$132,114 
$36,688 

$1,306,277 
$2,512,707 

$61,445 
$1,816,261 
$2,054,561 
$2, 137,077 

$649,455 
$247,038 
$428,571 
$299,010 

.i 1,392,322 
$268,263 
$246,169 
$15,760 
$63;872 

$452,440 
$510,183 
$489,740 
$52,788 

$104,868 
$46,724 

$233,076 
$77,620 

$363,439 
$173,705 
$111,609 

$39,638,000 
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FY 2004/05 REVISED HISS ALLOCA TJON ATTACHMENT I 
PAGE 3 Of 4 

QUALITY ASSURANCE · PCSP 3-MONTH RETROACrIVE PAYMENTS · . . 
TOTAL. Federal Stale County· _ TOTAL Federal Stale County 

: County Funds Funt.ls Shure . Share .Funds ·Funds Shnre Share 
• 

:Alruneda . $823,674 $400,216. $2~3,505 . $1-2~,953 $3,798 . $,1,899. .. $1,329 $570 
Alpine 
Arnndor. 

·Butte .. - .:·. ·· 
· Cnlave.-os·· 
· co1iiso:· .. .. 

. • 

. $461 . . $224 _. . $164 . $73 
. ,$11,550 " •. $5,612. ·_ .. : $4,116' ~ . $1,822 

'"• 

: ·. $192,586 .•. : $93,576- •. $6s,625 ·· · ·, .$30;J85· ·-
•' 

. $19,733 . $9,588' . _$7;Q32 .: : $3;113 
. . •, '·$1 i,683'• :·, .' .. . $5;61i: .·,. '• $4,1.63 ... :: $1,843 

: $200 '$100.· " $70 $30 
$200 •' $100 . $70 . $30 

·., ... ·' $888 ... ':: <-':,$444 .. · > .. $3 i 1--·, . . ' : : 'J; 133 

·~- . · s:ioo $100 . . . ·. $70· .. $30' 
. ·' $200 . .. :$10Q ·. :: .. ·: .. · $70 ~ ·.·:··.· :·.$30' .· . -· .. -· . 

· Contrn Coslrn $403,785 $196,196 .· " $143,883' . $6J,706 $1,862 •. $931 ., $652 
.. 

$279 
· DelNorte . $23,034 $11,192· $8,208' . $3,634. . $200 . $100 

" 
$70 . . $30 

· El'Dorado $35,639 . $17,317 $12,699 $5,623 $200.· $iOb ,$70 $30 
Fresno $789,685 $383,701 $281,393 $124,591 $3,640 $1,820 " $1,;274 $546 
Glenn· . $27,259 $13,245 $9,713 $4,301 . $200 $100 .~70 $30 
Humboldt $121,704 $59,135 $43,367 $19,202 $561 $281 $196 $84 
lmpcriul $248,290 $120,642 $88,475 $39,173 $1,146 $573 $401 $172 
Inyo . $5,412 $2,630 $1,928 $854 $200 .$100 $70 $30 
Kern $277,396 $134,784 $98,846 $43,766 $1,280 $640 $448 $192 
Kings $86,262. $41,914 $30,738 $13,610 $398 $199' $139 $60 
Lake $115,301 $56,024 $41,086 $18,191 $532 $266 $186 $80 
Lassen $14,388 $6,991 $5,127 $2,270 $200 $100 $70 $30 
Los Angeles $8,858, 183 $4,304,112 $3, 156,491 $1,397,580 $40,816 $20,402 $14,290 $6,124 
Modem $86,790 $42,171 $30,926 $13,693 $400 $200 . $140 $60 
Marin $~0,059 $38,900 $28,528 $12,631 $369. $185 $129 $55 
Mariposa $14,190 $6,895 $5,056 $2,239 $200 $100 $70 $30 
Mendocino . $91,343 $44,383 $32,549 $14,411 $421 $211 $147 $63 
Merced $161,238 $78,344 $57,455 $25,439 $743 $372 $260 $111 
Modoc $6,997 $3,400 $2,493 $1,104 $200 $100 $70 $30 
Mono $2,772 $1,347 $988 $437 $200 $100 $70 $30 
Monterey $172,127 $83,635 $61,335 $27,157 $794 '$397 $278 $119 
Na po $34,913 $16,964 $12,441 $5,508 $200 $100 $70 $30 
Nevada $43,625 $21,197 $15,545 $6,883 $201 $101 $70 $30 
Ornnge $640,657 $311,290 $228,289 $101,078 $2,954 . $1,477 $1,034 $443 
Placer $70,422 $34,217 $25,094 $11,111 $326 $163 $114 $49 
Plumas $18,943 $9,204 $6,750 $2,989 $200 $100 $70 $30 
Riverside 
Sacra1nento 
Sun Benito 

$675,505 $328,222 $240,707 $106,576 
.. ... $983,062 $477,661 $350,300 $155,101 

$17,226 $8,370 $6,138 $2,718 

$3,114 $1,557 $1,090 $467 
$4,532 $2,266 $1,586 $680 

$200 $100 $70 $30 
San Bernardino 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
San Joaquin 

$977,386 $474,903 $348,278 $154,205 
$1,217,162 $591,408 $433,719 $192,035 

$954,617 $463,840 $340,164 $150,613 
$355,605 $172,785 $126,715 $56,105 

$4,506 $2,253 $1,577 $676 
$5,612 $2,806 $1,964 $842 
$4,40 I $2,201 $1,540 $660 
$1,640 . $820 $574 $246 

San Luis Obispo 
Sun Mn!eo 
Santa Barbara 
Santo Clara 
Santa Cruz. 
s11asta 
Sierra 
Siskiyou 
Solano 
Sonoma 
Stanislaus 
Sutter 
Tehama 
Trinity 
Tulare 
Tuolu1nne 
Ventura 
Yolo 
Yuba b 

$83,951 $40,791 $29,915 $13,245 
$168,101 $81,679 $59,900 $26,522 
$149,359 $72,572 $53,222 $23,565 
$566,936 $275,469 $202,020 $89,447 

$95, 171 $46,243 $33,913 $15,015 
$150,015 $72,891 $53,456 $23,668 

$2,904 . $1,411 $1,035 $458 
$29,635 $14,399 $10,560 $4,676 

$157,212 $76,388 $56,020 $24,804 
$209,681 $101,882 $74,717 ,$33,082 
$287,889 $139,883 $102,585 $45,421 
$28,249 $13,726 $10,066 $4,457 
$76,493 $37,167 $27,257' $12,069 

$9,438 $4,586 $3,363 $1,489 
$162,029 $78,728 $57,737 $25,564 
$17,292 $8,402 $6,162 $2,728 

$167,704 $81,486 $59,759 $26,459 
$76,559 $37, 199 $27,281 $12,079 
$47,718 $23, 186 $17,003 $7,529 

$387 $194 $135 $58 
$775 $388 $271 $116 
$689 $345 $241 $103 

$2,614 $1,307 $915 $392 
$440 $220 $154 $66 
$692 $346 $242 $104 
$200 $100 . $70 $30 
$200 $100 $70 $30 
$726 $363 $254 $109 
$967 $484 $338 $145 

$1,327 $664 $464 $199 
$200 $100 $70 $30 
$354 $177. $124 $jJ 
$200 $100 $70 $30 
$747 $374 $261 $112 
-~200 $100 $70 $30 
$774 $387 $271 $116 
$354 $177 $124 $53 
$220 '

0 $110 $77 $33 

Tola I $21,157,000 . $10,280,000 $7,539,000 $3,338,000 $100,000 $50,000 $35,000 $15,000 
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.County 

Alameda· 
Alpine 
Amador 

·Butte ·.--
Caloveras ,. ' 

- ~ .· Col'lisn · .< :··. · 

Contra Costrn 
Del Nrnie 
El Dorado. 
Fresno 
·Glenn 
Humboldt 
Imperial 
Inyo 
Kem 
Kings 
Luke 
Lossen 
Los Angeles 
Mad em 
Morin 
Mariposa 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono 
Monterey 
Napa 
Nevndn 
Orange 
Placer 
Plumns 
Riverside 
Sacrnn1ento 
Son Benito 
Son Bernardino 
Sun Diego 
Snn Francisco 
San Joaquin 
Son Ltlis Obispo 
San Mateo 
Santa Bmbam 
Sanln Clara 
Santo Cruz 
Shasta 
Sierra 
Siskiyou 
Solano 
Sonon1a 
Stanislaus 
Sutter 
Tchumn 
Trinity 
Tulare 
Tuolumne 
Ventura 
Yolo 
Yuba .., 

Total 

FY 2004/05 REVISED IHSS ALLOCATION ATTACHMENT I 
PAGE40F4 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
TOTAL Federal State County. 

Funds Funds Shnrc Share • 
$52,966 $24,897 ·$28,069 . $0 

' $52,966 $24,897 '. ·, $28,069 $0 
$52,966 .. $24,89.7". $28,069 .. - $0 

• ~52;96~ '. ''$24,897 .. 
.• 

. $2.s,069 ~ . .. ' .. $0 
$52,966 . $24i897 . $28,069 · $0' 

-: '' $52,966° /$24,897: :' ' :$2~,069' .. . ·:· .. "$0·' 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 . $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 - $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,sn $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 .$0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 '$28,069 $0 
$52,966 '$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 . $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,96~ £24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $Q 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 '$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 .~24,897 $28,069 $0 

'$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
'$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 $0 

$3,072,000 $1,444,000 $1,628,000 ' $0 
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EMPLOYER OF REC.ORO 
TOTAL 
·Funds 

Fcderol State County 
Shnre Funds Share 

$0' 
. j; 170,000 

$0. 

' . ' $0 
$82,603· . 

. $0 
. ' .:~1 - $0 ' .. .- ' - ' ~.$·0-

so $0 .- ·. 
.. ,_, ': $0 ... ' ... ·:$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

. $0 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$113,100 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$501,000 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$617,800 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$170,000 
$0 

'$0 
$0 

$1,571,900 

$54,955 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$243,436 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0' 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$'0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$300,203 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$82,603 
$0 
$0 

'o $0 

$763,800 

' $0 $0 
' $6,1,149 $26,248 

... $0. . _·. $0 
:to--.' ... :; ·-:Jio 
- $0.:. $0 

, .. $0'·. :·:··. ·· .. ·$0 
$0 - $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$40,682 $17,463 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$180,210 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
,$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$222,210 
$0 
$0 -
$0 
$0 

$61,149 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$565,400 

lli 

$77,354 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$95,387 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$26,248 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$242,700 

.,_.._ 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA· HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZTENEGGER, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 

·o 

October?, 2004 .. · 
. . . . . -. "· .. ·-·. ·"". 

-~ ... 
. · .. ' . 

. . 
': • A''• - .-. • .. -·-· .. ··· ·-·. -. ... '• . '.' .. ,• 

. COUNTY FISCAL LE.TTER (CFL) NO. 64/05-27 . 
. . - . . . . ' . . . 

TO: COUNTY WELFAR~ DIRECTORS 
COUNTY FISCAL OFFICERS 

· .. ··: ·. ·'·· ,. · ... · .. ' .. ... 
'. ' 

SUBJECT: FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2004/05 IN HOME SUPPORT SERVICES (IHSS) 
.PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATION - SECOND REVISION 

REFERENCE: CFL No. 04/05-22, dated September 20, 2004 

The purpose of this letter is to provide counties with a revised allocation for the 
administrative costs associated with IHSS for FY 2004/05. · 

..... 
: ,._ :..,· 

In CFL No. 04/05-22, the funds associated with the Supportive Individual Providers (SIP) 
were incorrectly distributed to all counties as opposed to just the individual counties 
operating SIPs. Attachment II displays the SIP allocation which was distributed to SIP 

· only counties on a percent to total basis of their FY 2003/04 allocation. These funds were 
added to the initial basic allocation. 

Included in Attachment I is the redistribution of the $7.4 million State General Fund (SGF) 
for the Quality Assurance (QA) premise. Originally, all QA funds were distributed based 
on a percent to total of paid IHSS cases. Per the request of the County Welfare Directors 
Association (CWDA), $4.8 million in SGF was redistributed based on each county's. 
proposed number of QA Social Workers multiplied by their FY 01/02 Unit Cost The 
remaining $2.6 million was distributed based on each county's paid IHSS cases. 

Any questions concerning this allocation should be directed to fiscal.systems@dss.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Original Document Signed By: 

KA THY FARMER, Chief 
Financial Management and Contracts Branch 

Attachment 
c: CWDA 
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FY 2004/05 HISS ALLOCATION - SECOND REVISION ATTACHMENT I 
PAGE I OF4 

County 

NT~T IHSS ALLOCATION 
TOTAL Fcdcrnl State· County 

Funds Funds .S_hnre .Shore 
I°HSS HR ~ Usngc Rntc 

. ' 

~--·. 

Alameda 
Alpine 
Amndor . 

: Butte"·.· - ' 

Cnl~ve~as 
: ·· Coltis~: -· ... 
., Contra Coslra 

..... - . ..,. 

. $13,019,964 . $6,428,967•• .. . $4,613,770. $1,977,227 

'. 
$483,619' ' $186,845 .. $216,042 SR0,732 

.. : . ' $366,565 · .. :- . $175,704' · .. $141,879 . . ' - $4_8,982 
; ': ;$2,300:461 ' ·. ''.' $1, 148,296 . '.$8f3;428· ' .. $338;738 

$'397,797 . '$173~482 - $165,:i.45· $59,070 .. 
. .. ,. '$402,011· '. . . - - .. 

. $164;943 .::· : ... $58,90i' -... ' .$17B, 168 ;-. " . 
$6,636,043 '$3,349,757 $2,304,776 $981,510 

·. 49.27% 
. _Q.00% 
,47.26% 

.,. 
-- . 

.. 49.95% 
.. • .. - - ... 

40o06o/o 
.. ... 

.. ·., ,41.31% 
5_0.47% 

·Del Norte $309,522 - $149,620 . $120,195 $39, 708 47.85% 
El Dorado· $841,061 $392,312 $322, 170 $126,579 44.75'X 
Fresno 
Glenn. 

'$8,769,735 $3,910,429 $3,403,159 $1,456,i47 
$663,617 $311,747 $254,396 $97,474 

44.16% 
46,23% 

Humboldt $1,703,904 $706,088 $705,705 $292,112 39.92% 
Imperial $2,550,947 $981,336 $1,105,032 $464,579 36.94% 
Inyo $382,256 $187,071 $144,928 $50,257 48.77% 
Kern $4,125,507 $1,957 ,386 $1,523,423 $644,698 47.11% 
Kings $871,233 $431,385 $315,726 $124~ 123 49.61% 
Lake $1,010,266 . $469,414 $386,212 $154,641 45.96% 
Lasse11 
Los Angeles 

$395,439 $192,800 : $150,139 $52,500 
$96,166,835 $47,629,106 $33,912,511 $14,625,218 

4&.65% 
49.47% 

Mndem $928, 143 $460,082 $335,453 $132,609 49.65% 
Marin $2,084,409 $992,996 $771,322 $320,091 47.15% 
Mariposa $1,087,817 .i493,588 . $424,023 $170,206 40.06% 
Mendocino $2,575,378 $1,288,833 $907,695 $378,85 l 50.00% 
Merced $1,863,964 $878, 127 $697,242 $288,595 46.45% 
Modoc $330,514 $136,723 $143,941 $49,851 36.07% 
Mono 
Monterey 
Napn 
Nevada 

$365,023 $150,118 $158,743 . $56,162 
$3,125,180 $1,500,420 $1,143,951 $480,810 

$796,685 $370,292 $306,531 $119,862 
$1,006,1,10 $495,231 $365,516 $145,364 

31.69% 
47.59% 9, 
44.64% 
49.14% 

Orange $7,833, 125 $3,512,780 ' $3,026,876 $1,293,470 44.39% 
Placer $1,166,493 $574,595 $422,114 $169,785 49.13% 
P\u1nas $551,797 $278,093 $199,841 $73,864 51.47% 
Riverside $8,840,006 $4,215,082 $3,239,711 $1,385,213 47.46% 
Sacrninento $18,073, 161 $9,011,873 $6,340,287 $2,721 ,002 49.77% 
San Benito 
San Bemardino 

$466,920 $183,951 $206,259 $76,711 
$13,895,017 $6,923,699 $4,879,084 $2,092,235 

34.64% 
49.76% 

San Diego $13,497 ,680 $6,262,487 $5,062,739 $2,172,454 46.16% 
San Francisco $14,651,291 $7,225,512 $5,196,932 $2,228,847 49.21% 
San Joaquin $4,633,663 $2,234,747 $1,684,533 $714,383 4(.99% 
San Luis Obispo $1,948,774 $937,848 $715,049 $295,878 47.69% -
San Mateo $2,813,384 $1, 198,658 $1,136,881 $477,8<15 41.49% 
Santa Barbara $2,258,195 $1,098,072 $819,I 19 $341,004 48.39% 
Snnta Claro $9,831,636 $4,893,I 5 I $3,459,344 $1,479,141 49.68% 
Santa Crnz $2,145,427 $1,083,167 $750,882 $311,379 50.56% 
·sbnsta $1,826,595 $838, 176 $699,052 $289,368 45.14% 
Sierrn $257,772 . $121,956 $103,436 $32,380 "44.14% 
Siskiyou $510,704 $219,401 $212,041 $79,262 40.34% 
Solano $3,488,919 $1,742,308 $1,229,169 $517,443 49.&8% 
Son01nn $3,781,007 $1,887,919 $1,331,348 $561,741 49.88% 
Stnnislaus $4,538,430 $2,311,203 $1,564,892 $662,336 51.46% 
Sutter $568,612 $246,327 $233,749 $88,537 38.55% 

Telrnmn $723,245 $300,088. - $304,059 $119,093 39.43% 
Trinity $400,342 $164,075 $173,638 $62,630 ·35.62% 

Tulare $1,895,557 $935,997 $678,870 $280,691 49.30% 

TLJo\uinne $821,797 $401,503 $302,310 $117,985 48.80% 

·Ventura 

Yolo 
·o Yt1ba 

$2,986,172 $1,547,726 $1,013,677 $424,769 
$1,421,420 $696,572 $515,036 $209,813 

$945,755 $456,537. $350,378 $138,839 

52.13% 

C) 48.81% 
'o 47.85% 

. 

Totnl $282,332,900 $137,229,800 $101,869,400 $43,233,700 48.48% 
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FY 2004/05 IHSS ALLOCATION - SECOND REVISION ATTACHMENT I 
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IHSSBASIC 
TOTAL Fcdcntl Stutc County 

Coimty Funds . Funds Shnr~_ 
' 

Slrnrc. 

Alrui1eda 
Alpi1;e 
Amador.;: 

. ' 
· iJuite·. .. 

· Coliiverns -
... ---cii1usa '· '' 

Contra Cost;n. 

" - $12,210,790 .. - $6,037;587 - - $4,315,810 $ ),857,393 

'-• $101,949: $0 . '·. $71,27_5 ' -$30,67.4 

. $224,383 ' ' - $106,362. .. . $82,511 . ._ $35;5iO 
,. 

· ... -- ·. $1',885,346.' -, " · $9_45,0_4L : $_657,38:6 ,.: ' --. $282,919 .. 
$240,376 - " ' $96,636' . ·- $ i 00 492 . _. - ' $~3.248-

• • I-· ,.· .. · 

. $246,920 - ' $102,372 ,, .. _ : ' $]01,056:' "' $43,4_92 " 
_, -

-$6,023, 142 $3,050,590 $2,078,171 $894,381 

-· ',' ... ,, .. 

Del Norte '$165,068 $79,304 $59,959 - $25,805 
Ei Dorado $5_14,120 $230,930 $197,984 $85,206 

. Fresno . $8, 123,636 . $3,600;107 $3,162,490 - ' ' $1,361,039 
Glenn $502,780 $23.3,299 $188,400 ' $81,081 
Humboldt $1,434,535 $574, 705 $601,124 $258,706 
Imperial $2,235,253 $828,578 $983,435 $423,240 
Inyo $228,735 $111,973 $81,631 $35,131 
Kern $3,664,927 $1,732,595 $1,350,932 $581,400 
Kings $640,533 $318,837 $224,904 $96,792 
Lake $837,856 $386,421 $315,607 $135,828 
Lassen $130,007 $63,468 $46,519 $20,020 
Los Angeles $92,289,385 $45,816,955 $32,489, 737 $13,982,693 
Madem $687,668 $342,654 $241,206 $103,808 
Marin $1,734,931 $820,972 $638,967 $274,992 
Mariposa $422,850 $169,955 $176,804 $76,091 
Mendocino $2,245,650 $1,126,842 $782,181 $336,627 
Merced $1,478,335 $689, 173 $551,719 $237,443 
Modoc $194,352 $70,326 $86,709 $37 ,317 

·Mono $169,021 $53,742 $80,594 $34,685 
Mm1terey $2,594, 190 $1,238,940 $947,482 $407,768 
Napa 
Nevada 
Orange 

$498,092_ $223,074 $192,271 $82,747 
$819,001 $403,877 $290,221 $124,903 

$7,210, 198 $3,211,94'1 $2,795,261 $1,202,996 
Placer 
Plumos 

$866,036 $426,945 $306,977 $132,114 
$247,276 $127,685 $83,608 $35,983 

Riverside $8,170,635 $3,891,513 $2,991,620 $1,287,502 
Sacra111ento $17,152,931 $8,567,213 $6,002,447 $2,583,271 
Son Benito 
Sun Bernardino 
Son Diego 
Son Francisco 
San Joaquin 
San Luis Obispo 
Son Mateo 
Santa Borbara 
Santa Clnrn 
Santo Cruz 
Shasta 

.Sierra 
- Sisk.iyou 

Solano 
Sonrnna 
Stonlslaus 
Sutter 
Tehama 
Trinity 
Tulare 
Tuolu11111e 
Ventura 
Yolo 
Yuba 

$313,073 $108,856 $142,772 $61,445 
$13, 164,892 $6,574,012 $4,607,816 $1,983,064 
$12,718,833 $5,891,822 $4,772,900 $2,054, I I I 
$13,816,450 $6,823,146 $4,889,159 $2,104, 145 

$4,099,211 $1,974,124 $1,485,691 $639,396 
$1,574,316 $753,389 $573,926 $247,001 
$2,440, 134 $1,015,990 $995,648 $428,496 
$1,898,612 $921,973 $682,788 $'293,851 
$9,085,537 $4,529,686 $3,185,087 $1,370,764 
$1,809,451 $918,107 $623,156 $268,188 
$1,518,938 $688,050 $580,890 ' $249,998 

$93,901. . $41,647 $36,532 $15,722 
$356,678 $144,393 $148,413 $63,872 

$3,010,002 $1,506,653 $1,051,021 $452,328 
$3,394, 189 $1,699,053 $1,185,103 $5!0,033 
$3,434,325 $1,773,494 " $1,161,120 $499,711 

$318,630 $123,320 $136,545 $58,765 
$564,634 $223,448 $238,530 $102,656 
$241,579 $86,412 $I OS,480 $46,687 

$1,504,894 $744,536 $531,581 $228,777 
$505,367 $247,514 $180,270 $77,583 

$2,532,522 $ l,324,853 $844,306 $363,363 
$1,131,455 $554,256 $403,531 $173,668 

' $713,471 $342,654 $259,245 $111,571 

Totnl $256,432,000 $124,692,000 $92,J 02,000 S39,638,000 
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County 

Alumedn . 
Alpine. 

·. Arnado_r · 
Butte .. 

· Ca l_a ve1:as 
: ·· Colusa . 

·, 

Contra .Costra · 
Del Norte 
El Dorado 
Fresno 
Glenn 
Humboldt 
Imperial 
Inyo 
Kern 
Kings 
Lake 
Lassen 
Los Angeles 
Modem 
Marin 
Muriposa 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono 
Monterey 
Napa 
Nevada 
Ornnge 
Pincer 
Plumas 
Riverside 
Sucrnmento 
Sun Benilo 
Sun Bcrnurdillo 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
Snn Joaquin 
Sun Lllis Obispo 
San Mnteo 
Santa Barbara 
Santa Cimn 
Santa Cruz 
Shostn 
Sierra 
Siskiyou 
Solano 
Sm101na 
Stanislaus-
Sutler 
Teha1nn 
Trinity 
Tulare 
Tuolumne 
Ventura 
Yolo 
Yuba 

Total 

·o 

. 
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QUALITY ASSURANCE. PCSP J-MONTHRETROACTlVE PAYMENTS 
- TOTAL Fed em I State County 

Funds Funds ·Share. . Shore 
TOTAL Fcdernl Stotc County 

Fun_ds _ · Funds Shore Shore 

. $752,410 $364,5B4 .- $268,562 $119264 $3,798 .$1,899. $1,329 . $570 
$158,504 . ,$79,2_45 . $55,479 $23,7Bd 
. $89,016 . 

• $44,345.: . $3 i,229_· .· .. $13,442 .. 
. $361,262, . $177,914 $127,662 .. $55;686 

$104,255 . $51,849 .... . $36,614· ·$15;792 

$200 :$100 po . $30 . 
.. $200 $100 . $70 - $30 
: : ·$888 . $444. $31'1 ,$133 

$200 '$100 $70 .. $30 . 
. $101,926:· : ....... $50;799 . .. -$35,748 · .• -.$15;379. : 
$558,073 .. $273,339 $197,884 .$86,850 
. $91,289 $45,:il9 $32,097 $13,873 

, s2oo· . ... ;$100-,· ·,.: .$70 .-: ·,:· ·$30 
.· $1,862 $931 $652 .· $279 

$200 $100 $70 $30 
$273,775 -$136,385 $96,047 $41,343 $200 $100 $70 $30 
$589,493 . $283,605 $211,326 $94,562 $3,640 $1,820 $1,274· $546 
$107,671 $53,451 $37,857 $ 16,363 . $200 $100 $70 $30 
$215,843 $106,205 $76,316 $33,322 $561 $281 $196 $84 
$261,582 $127,288 $93,127 $41,167 $1,146 $573 $401 $172 
$,100,355 $50,101 $35,158 $15,096 
$406,334 $199,254 $143,974 $63, I 06 

$200 $100 $70 $30 
$1,280 $640 $448 $192 

$177,337 $87,452 $62,614 $27,271 $398 $199 $139 $60 
$118,913 $57,830 $42,350 $18,733 $532 $266 $186 $80 

$99, 166 $49,380 $34,799 $14,987 $200 $100 . $70 $30 
$3,783,668 $1,766,852 $1,380,415 $636,401 $40,816 . $20,402 $14,290 $6,12<1 

$187,110. $92,33 l $66,038 $28,741 $400 $200 $140 $60 
$296,143 $1<16,942 $104,157 $45,044 $369 $185 $129 $55 
$110,801 $55,200 $38,870 $16,731 $200 $100 $70 $30 
.~276,342 $136,883 $97,298 $42,161 $421 $211 $147 $63 
$331,920 $163,685 $117,194 $51,041 $743 $372 $260 $111 
$82,997 $41,400 $29,093 $12,504 $200 $100 $70 $30 

$142,836 $71,379 $50,0 IO $21,447 $200 $100 $70 $30 
$477,231 $236,186 $168,122 $72,923 $794 $397 $278 $119 
$245,427. $122,221 $86,12 I $37,085 $200 $100 $70 $30 
$133,943 $66,356. $47,156 $20,431 $201 $101 $70 $30 
$567 ,008 $274,465 $202,512 $90,031 $2,954 $1,477 $1,034 $443 
$247, 166 $122,590 $86,954 $37,622 $326 $163 $114 $49 
$251,356 $125,411 $88,094 $37,851 $200 $100 $70 $30 
$613,291 $297,115 $218,932 $97,244 $3,114· $1,557 $1,090 $467 
$862,733 $417,497 $308,185 $137,051 $4,532 $2,266 $1,586 $680 
$100,682 $50,098 $35,348 $15,236 $200 $100 $70 $30 
$672,654 $322,537 $241,622 $108,495 $4,506 $2,253 $1,577 $676 
$720,269 $342,962 $259,806 $117,501 $5,612 $2,806 $1,964 $842 
$777,474 $375,268 $27&,164 $124,042 . $4,40'1 $2,201 $1,540 $660 
$479,846 $234,906 $170,199 $74,741 $1,640 $820 $574 $246 
$321,106 $159,368 $112,919 $48,819 $387 $194 $135 $58 
$319,509 $157,383 $112,893 $49,233 $775 $388 $271 $116 
$305,928 $150,857 $108,02 I $47,050 $689 $345 $241 $103 
$690,519 $337,261 $245,273 $107,9&5 $2,614 $1;307 $915 $392 
$282,571 $139,943 $99,503 $43, 125 $440 $220 $154 $66 
$254,000 $124,883 $89,85 l $39,266 $692 $346 $242 $104 
$110,705 $55,312 $38,765 ~16,628. $200 $100 $70 $30 
$100,860. $50,011 $35,489 $15,360 $2QO $100 $70 $30 
$425,226 .$210,395 $149,825 $65,006 $726 $363 $254' $109 
$332,886 $163,485 $117,838 $51,563 $967 $484 $338 $145 
$432,013 $211,945 $153,029 $67 ,039 $1,327 $664 $464 $199 
$196,817 $98,010 $69,065 $29,742 $200 $100 $70 $30 
$105,291 $51,566 $37,336 $16,389 $354 $177 $124 $53 
$105,598 $52,666 $37,019 $15,913 $200 $100 . $70 $30 
$336,951 $166,190 $118,959 $51,802 $747 $374 . $261 $112 
$93,265 $<16,389 $32,752 $14,124 . $200 $100 $70 $30 

$399,910 $197,589 $141,031 $61,290 $774 $387 $271 $116 

$236,646 $117,242 $83,312 $36,092 
$179,098 $8&,876 $62,987 $27,235 

$354 $177 $124 $53 
$220 $110 $77 $33 

$21, 157 ,000 $10,280,000 $7,539,000 $3,338,000 S 100,000 $50,000 $35,000 $15,000 
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County 

Alrurieda 
Alpine . 
Amador . 
Butte.· 

· C~lnverns · .... 
·"Colusa·· ·. ·· ·. 

Contra Castro 
Del Norte 

·El Dorado 
Fresno 
Glenn 
:Humboldt 
Imperial 
Inyo 
Kern 
Kings 
Loke 
Lassen 
'Los A11geles 
Mndera 
Marin 
Maripoon 

. Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono. 
Monterey 
Napa 
Nevada 
Orange 
Placer· 
Plumas 
Riverside 
So.crEJnienlo 
Son Benito 
Sari Bernardino. 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
San Joaquin 
Son Luis Obispo 
Sun Mateo 
Santo Barbara 
Santa Claro 
Smito Cruz 
Sh as to 
Sierra. 
Siskiyou 
Solano 
Sonomn 
Stanisk1us 
Sutter 
Tehama 
Trinity 
Tlilnre 
Tuolumne 
Ventura 
Yolo 
Yuba ·o 

Totnl 

FY 2004/05 IHSS ALLOCATION - SECOND REVISION ATTACHMENT I 
PAGE4 OF4 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE EMPLOYER OF RECORD 
TOTAL 

Fun tis 
Fcder_nl Stntc 
Furir.ls SJlnre 

County 
Shnrc 

$52,966. . $24,897. $28,069 
$52,966 $24;897 $28,069 . 

. $5°2,966 ". - $24,897.. $28,069 .: : -.' 
· $52,966. $24,897" • . $28,669. · · .. 
. $52,966: . . $2(897 . .. $28;069 
:- -$52,966 .. ·· s·24;89i" ·: · -s2s:o69· <, 

"$52,966 $24,897 $28,0_69 
$52,966 $24,897 ... $28,069 ' 
$52,966 ' $24,897 '$28,069 .. 
$52,966" $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $2(897 $28,069 
'$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069· 
$52,966 . $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069" 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966" $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 

. $52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 . $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,0.69 
$52,966 .$24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,0(\,9 

"o $52,966 $24,897 $28,069 

$3,072,000 SI,444,000 $1,628,000 

813 

$0 
.. $0 

$0 
. i;o 

$0 
$0 

. $0 
.$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
.$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

. $0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 

'· 

•l 

TOTAL Federal 
·Funds Funµs· 

$0 . ' . . '• $0 
.. $170,000· 

' 
$82,603. 

'•: $0 . •' 
., • .. $0' 

.. ' ':.$6'. ·:· . so .. .. 
··, 

$0". .. :$6 
. . '•. . $0. •' : $0 . ,· 

. $0 .to 
$0 ' $0 

. $0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0. 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$113, JOO $54,955 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$501,000 $243,436 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$6 I 7,800 $300,203. 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$170,000 $82,603 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$1,571,900 $763,800 

Stntc County 
Shnrc ·. Share 

.... 
$0 . $0 

$61,149 . _$~6,248 .. 
·-· '' :: .. $0 ' ' . ·. $0 

:._' $0 ·.' ·.: $0 
•. : .. $Q-. . :. ' .. ,. $Q· .. ·· 

- ... $0 :· ... '$0 
$0 $0 

. $0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

. $0 $0 
$0 $0 

$40,682 $17,463 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$180,210 $77,354 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$222,2 I 0 $95,387 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$61, 149 $26,248 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$565,400 $N2,700 
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For Display 011/y 

County 

Almi1edn · 
'Alpine.· 

.·Amador· 
··• ·~· ·El~aite ·. · · 

Cnlnveriis· 
.. Col;isa ..... : 

·.· ') 

·Contra Costrn 
Del Norte 
El borado 
Fresno 
Glenn. 
Humboldt 
Imperial 
Inyo 
Kern 
Kings 
Lake 
Lassen 
Los .An gel es 
Mndern 
Marin 
Mariposa 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Moua 
Monterey 
Nnpo 
Nevada 
Orange 
Placer 
Plumas 
Riverside 
Sncratnento 
San Benito 

·San Bernardino 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
San Joaquin 
Snn Luis Obispo 
San Mateo 
Santa Barbnrn 
Santa Claro 
Santo Cruz 
Shasta 
Sie1'L'n 
Siskiyou 
Solnno 
Sonoma 
Sta.nisluus 
Sulter 
Tehama 
Trinity 
Tulare . 
Tuoltrnme 
Ventura 
Yolo 
Yuba 

Totnl 

FY.04/05 

SIP 
ALLOCATION 
Fed I Stnte I Co 

814 

' 

$0 
. $0 

$0 . 

.. $0 
$0 

.. $62,543. 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$63,297 
.$59,182 
$363,584: 
$297,700 

$0 
$1,059,460 

$40,045 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$306,710 
$0 
$0 
·so 

$245,124 
$66,016 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$921,139. 
$0 

$2,391,785 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$130,240 
$51,533 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$56,380 
$0 
$0 

$269,040 
$256,985 
$253,960 

$48,194 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$86,289 
$152,096 
$195,226 

$93,087 

$7,469,615 

·- .. · 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 P Street, Sacr!lmento, CA 95814 

. .. . :· .. ... 
. .. -: -~· .. . _. ' .. 

' .... ,:. . :.;.• . . '.~ .- : ; . .··. _. :- -- ... 
... , .. ·· .... 

· ··' '· · · > COUNTY FISCAL tf;TTER ·(cFLfNo.:.06106"1 o _ .:· 
. . . ·. - . . .. . . . . . . . ..... 

. ·.; · .. 

#IA 
'fjj>J 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

ALL COUNTY WELFARE FISCAL:OFFICERS 
. ALL COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS 

FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2005/06 IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (IHSS) 
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOCATION · 

The purpose of.this letter is to provide counties with their FY 2005/06 IHSS allocations 
for the administrative costs associated with IHSS activities, nurses, and denials of 
assistance. A total of $110 million in State General Fund (SGF) has been made 
available with t)le approval of the FY 2005/06 Budget Act. · 

. The individual components within the IHSS Administrative Allocation and their allocation 
methodologies are as follows: 

IHSS B~sic 

In consultation with the Co_unty Welfare Directors Association, it was agreed that smal) 
counties would received the greater of either their calculated FY 2005/06 IHSS Basic 
allocation or their FY 04/05 IHSS Basic allocation. · 

The IHSS Basic allocation methodology uses the following factors: . -

o Each county's a_ctual average monthly paid cases for the period of March 2004 
through February 2005. · 

o Each county's FY 2001/02 actual IHSS unit cost. 

o Each county's actual Title XIX usage rate based on expenditures for-June 2004 
through March 2005. 

o Each county is guaranteed a minimum allocation of 100 percent of their prior four 
quarters of expenditures (June 2004 through March 2005). 

·o 

·o 
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The caseload information used in thi_s allocation was obtained from the IHSS Case · 
Management Information and Payrolling System (CMIPS) Management Statistics 

·Summary Report. The allocation methodology assumes that each IHSS/Personal Care. 
Services Prograni·(PCSP) case takes1_1.5 hours to process. The cases were.multiplied 

·by the 11.5 hour stan.dard ~ind then divided by 1,778· hours availaqle per worker to 
..... · arrive· atthe Fi,!llTime.EqLiiva)ents Jor'eacti ·coi.Jnfy.: i\n. adju~tm.er:it w_as niade, to provide! .. · 

. ·all"counties with a. minimum-bf one-half soCial-worker. ' . . . . . . . . . . ... 
. . > ·~· ·, ··· .. -· ~ . ··; . ' ... · .. 

Also displayed with the IHSS B_asic aliocati6n is the IHSS Health-Related (HR) usage. 
rate that is applied to the total program level to identify potential Title XIX Federal funds 

"for"those activities in both PCS_P/Waiver and the Residual Program .. The.SGF share 
was calcul.ated at 70 percent of the non-federal share of the program. . 

The State share of administrative costs for I HSS activities claimed to Program Codes 
(PC) 102 - IHSS-Skilled Professional Medical Personnel; PC 103 - IHSS-PCSP/Waiver; 
PC 104 - IHSS-Non HR/ Non PCSP/Non Waiver; and PC 330 - IHSS Fraud, on the 
County Expense Claim (CEC) will be charged against this allocation. Expenditures that 
exceed the State allocation will be transferred to county-only through PC 193 - State 
Use Only IHSS. 

Attachment II displays the Supportive Individual Providers (SIP) allocation. Counties 
that operate with SIPs were allocated additional funds based on a percent to total of the 
SIP amount included in the FY 2004/05 allocation .. These additional funds were added 
to the initial base allocation. 

Quality Assurance 

This premise reflects the cost of hiring County Quality Assurance (QA) staff that will 
conduct legally required county IHSS/PCSP quality assurance and program 
integrity functions and work with State staff on the following tasks: development of 
statewide· assessment· guidelines; social worker training on the IHSS/PCSP 
assessment process and other related projects with the goals of improving and 
streamlining the service needs assessment process and reducing the cost of the 
IHSS program. The $11.6 million SGF share was distributed as follows: $4.6 million· 
in SGF was distributed based on each county's proposed number of QA Social 
Workers multiplied by their FY 01/02 Unit Cost. The remaining $7 million was 
distributed based on each county's paid IHSS ca?es. PC 003 captures costs 
associated with QA activities and is tracked against the total IHSS allocation. 

IHSS Advisory Committee 

This premise reflects the $3 million in Federal and State funds that are available for 
continued operation of the county Advisory Committee. The $1.6 million SGF share has 
been distributed equally to the participating counties and has been included in your total 
allocation. PC 023 captures costs associated·w_ith the IHSS Advisory Committees and· 
is tracked against the total IHSS allocation. Please refer to CFL 00/01-48 dated. 
December 22, 2000, for additional information related to IHSS Advisory Committee 
costs. 

"o "o 
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IHSS County Employer of Record 

This pr~mise ·reflects tile cost of administrative activi-ties necessary for counties- to act-
·•- as the employer of record for IHSS providers Linder Welfare arid Institutions Code -
. Section 12302:25. The estimated funojng need for each of-the participatjng counties -

· :_ was detefmined based,on data received from the counties by.the-Depart(i:lent of Social -- - -
· _ services bisabilify and Adult Progranis:Branch in conjunction vifith the Estimates-. • -_- : 
· --- Braricli/ this fuhding fias· b·een ihduded ir'i-th~ fotal alloC.atioD for-appropriate counties.· .-

. . '• . . . .-_ 

Any questions concerning this _letter should be-directed fo fiscal.systems@dss.ca.qov. . . . . . . . . . . 

Sincerely, . . 
Original Document Signed By 
Eric Fujii for: 

GLORIA MERK 
Deputy Director 
Administration Division 

Attachment 
c: CWDA 
. ,.,. 

817 

... ·-.. -. 



FY 2005/06 IHSS ALLOCATION ATTACHMENT I 
PAGE I OF4 

County· 

· NET lHSS ALLOCATION 
TOTAL Fcdc1·al Stole County 

'•' Funds Funds :Shore· . Shn.-c. 
e !HSSHR 

_Usngc Rntc 

Alomedn 
. Alpine·· 
·Amador·· 

•' 

' ' 

Butte· · 

. ;., Calnv.eras .. 
.Colusa · 

'$13,179,936 $6,446,9& 1. . $4,720,073 $2;012;882 
. $490;756 . $189.,491 ' $219,282 ' . . • $81,983 

.. ·· '. $371;~49_. '$1~:~:}~! ' 
: ... $139,J7Q::..,. -.. $47,651 

' $2,427,985 . ' '' ' $897,0il9 ' '$37,2.773 ' 
_· $441228-

,. 
$2l3,i59 . $ l 67j966 .. · ·. $60,003 '• .. .• •• • - ! •, • . . ' 

'$482,164 .$236,785. · · ···$180,148 ·· · · · ·$6s;231' · 

48.36% 
' . 

. 2.17% 

·~·: ·, 49:74.% : ... 
" " .. 46:91% 

·. 

'-47.45% ' . 

'48-.6_4% 
Contra Costra $6,895,660. $3,479,618 . $2,398,954 . $1,017,089 50.07% 
Del Norte 
El Do.rndo 
Fresno 

$356,434 $172,015 $137;490 $46,930 
$836_,530 $409~391 $307,360 $119,780: . 

$8,968,918 $3,i97,l 98 $3,627,544 $1,544, 177 

47.33% 
48.07,%. 
41.03% 

Glenn $697,644 $349,813 $251,843 $95,989 49.99% 
Humboldt $2,182,215 $939,323 $878,196 $364,696 41.50% 
Imperial $2,717,621 $1,075,447 $1,157,615 $484,560 37.25% 
Inyo £355,877 $173,050 $136,376 $46,452 47.82% 
Kem $4,208, I 80 Sl,989,099 $1,561,333 $657,748 46.43% 
Kings $1,020,232 $488,192 $380,758 $151,282 46.9°1% 
Lake $1,043,522 $503,202 $386,547 $153,774 47.59% 
Lassen $535,274 $251,862 $206,776 $76,637 44.73% 
Los Angeles $106,569,534 $52,378,275 .~37,930,725 $16,260,534 48.66% 
Modem $949,046 . $472,262 $342,092 $134,692 49.54% 
Marin $2,258,290 $1,007,950 $883,416 $366,924 43.14% 
Mariposa $1,057,736 $489,436 $406,179 $162,121 41.51 % 
Mendocino $2,482,785 $1,251,152 $870,323 $361,311 50.01% 
Merced $1,895,481 $941,128 $676,290 $278,064 49.27% 
Modoc $316,907 $148,866 $126,028 $42,013 45.00% 
Mono $326,716 $158,754 $125,979 $41,984 47.14% 
Monterey $3,051,992 $1,465,496 $1,118,657 $467,840 47.26% 
Napa $1,035,027 $489,850 $389,956 $155,222 45.90% 
Nevadn $940,281 $456,267 $347, 144 $136,871 47.85% 
Ornllge $8,961,195 $4,071,405 $3,430,257 $1,459,534 44.49% 
Placer $1,387, l l I $701,934 $487,926 $197,252 50.48% 
Plt1mas $423,215 $201,370 $163,684 $58, 162 45.85% 
Riverside $9,557,349 $4,610,567 $3,470,142 $1,476,640 47.62% 
Sacrnmento $18,632, 164 $9,318,953 $6,525,681 $2,787,530 49.54% 
San Benito $469,547 $233,447 $173,656 $62,444 49.60% 
Snn Bernardino $15,040,368 $7,575,487 $5,232,254 $2,232,628 49.95o/. 
San Diego $15,564,589 $7,614,005 $5,572,153 $2,378,432 48.40% 
Sa11 Francisco $15,743,293 $8,007,672 $5,421,721 $2,313,900 50.48% 
San Joaquin $4,928,081 $2,421,067 $1,762,834 $744,181 48.59% 
San Luis Obispo $2,382,976 $1,172,911 $855,236 $354,830 48.63% 
San Mateo $3,352,379 $1,528,448 $1,284,803 $539,129 44.52% 
Santa Barbara $2,252, 787 $1,087,292 $824,048 $341,447 47.51% 
Santa Clara $ l l,033,895 $5,381,596 $3,963,848 $1,688,451 48.19% 
SantaCmz $2,661,828 $1,365,132 $915,854 $380,843 51.05% 
Shasta $\,965,317 $889,043 $761,608 $3 I 4,667 43.80% 
Sierra 
Siskiyou 

$273,640 $133,577 $106,452 $33,611 
$502,552 $245,629 $i88,228 $68,696 

47.94% 
48.36% 

Solano $3,557,878 $1,793,626 $1,243,054 $521,198 50.04% 
Sonoma $4,128,l ll .$2,031,092 $1,475,907 $621,112 48.66% 
Stanislaus $4,495,476 $2,280,622 $1,558,367 $656,488 50.40% 
Sutter $585,555 $262,948 $23'1,203 $88,404 40.74% 
Tehama $749,048 $327,920 $303, 135 $117,993 41.62% 
Trinity $3 76,883 $167,375 $155,047 $54,46 l 40.45% 

Tulare $2,019,975 $1,000,409 $721,935 $297,632 49.08% 

Tuolumne $883,352 $410,151 $339,591 $133,610 44.57% 

Ven turn 
Yolo 
Yuba 

$2,884,314 $1,482,117 $989,684 $412,513 
$1,386,741 $693,058 $493,877 .0$199,807 

'o 
$1,045,860 'o $524, l 19 $373,548 $148,193 

51.20% e 49.66% 
49.86% 

Total $305,341,000 $148,850,000 $II 0,000,000 $46,491,000 48.23% 
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a 

Alrunedu 
Alpine. 
.Am odor' .. 
Butte 

. _,-_Caloveras 
Colusa. 
Contra Costra 
Del Norte 
El Dorado 
Fre.Sllo 
Gle1\n 
Humboldt 
Imperial 
Inyo 
Kem 
Kings 
Lake 
Lassen 
Los Angeles 
Madera 
Mnrin 
Maripa;a 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono 
Monterey 
Napa 
Nevada 
Orange 
Pincer 
Plumas 
Riverside 
Sncran1cnto 
Snn Benito 
San Bernardino 
San Diego 

· Son Francisco 
San Joaquin 
San Luis Obispo 
San Mateo 
Sai1ta Barbara 
Santa Clora 
Sonta Cruz 
Slrnsta 
Sie11·a 
Siskiyou 
Solano 
Sonoma 
Sll!nislaus 
Sutter 
Tehnma 
Trinity 
Tu lore 
Tuolumne 
VenlUJ"a 
Yolo 
Yuba 

Total 

FY 2005/06 rnss ALLOCATION ATTACHMENT I 
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I 

TOTAL 
Fu~1ds 

lHSS BASIC · 
Federal Stntc 
Funds Shore 

County 
Share 

$11,920,768. $5,834,219 : $4,259, 183 $1,827,366 
. $108,713 . . $2,388 ·. $74,403 . '. $31;922 

.• "$223,075 .· $112,293. . .. : $77,527.; .· : ... $33,260 
$2',008)i34' . . . $953,.582·. . $738,293" .. · .$116,759 
. $275,6\0 .. · .. · .• $132,350 . ' $100,249- _._,' )43,011; . 

$320,1:i2 · · si57,5°85- - . s1 i3.745· . . $48;802 
.$6,065,552 $3,073,549 $2,093,713 $898,290 

$200,707 $96,138 $73,174 $31,395 
$489,687 $238,224 $175,966 $75,497 

$_7,924,974 $3,290,725 $3,242,907 . $1,391,342 
$521,806 $263,988 $180,413 $77,405 

$1,850,099 $777,025 $750,905 $322,169 
$2,250,528 $848,405 $98 1,163 $420,960 

$199,357 $96,480 $71,990 $30,887 
$3,593,476 $1,688,518 $1,333,032 $571,92\\ 

$740,251 $351,428 . $272,087 $116, 736 
$812,113 $391,133 $294,589 $126,391 
$261,290 $118,281 $I 00,073 $42,936 

$97,661,399 $48,093,604 $34,686,048 $14,881,747 
$662,603 $332,202 $231,205 $99, 196 

$1,861,816 $812,847 $734,037 $314,932 
$384,819 $161,659 $156, 161 $66,999 

s2:109,647 $1,061,124 $729,106 $312,811 
$1,515,739 $755,787 $531,791 $228,161 

$176,091 $80,194 $67,106 $28,791 
$129,864 $61,954 $47,521 $20,389 

$2,568,099 $1,228,282 $937 ,563 $402,254 
$716,047 $33_2,619 $268,311 $115,117 
$729,690 $353,356 $263,347 $112,987 

$7,931,459 $3,571,147 $3,051,214 $1,309,098 
$ l,044, 143 $533,422 $357,387 $153,334 

$230,538 $106,974 $86,466 $37,098 
$8,493,149 $4,093,082 $3,079,034 $1,321,033 

$17,143,636 $8,595,105 $5,982,003 $2,566,528 
$305,335 . $153,268 $ l 06,412 $45,655 

$13,741,686 $6,946,527 $4,755,046 $2,040, 113 
$14,077,291 $6,895,355 $5,025,701 $2, 156,235 
$14,350,887 $7,331,458 $4,911,984 $2,107,445 
$4,187,954 $2,059,402 $I ,489,496 $639,056 
$ l ,960,379 $964,798 $696,677 $298,904 
$2,897,078 $1,305,291 $1,113,884 $477,903 
$1,814,638 $872,504 $659,277 $282,857 
$9,917,522 $4,836,735 $3,555,381 $1,525,406 
$2,266,552 $1, 170,991 .$766,640 $328,921 
$1;571,869 $696,759 $612,375 $262,735 

$108,917 $_52,843 $39,239 $16,835 
$332,814 $162,885 $118,911 $51,018 

.$2,991,968 $1,515,188 $1,033,406 $443,374 
$3,617,089 $1,781,245 $1,284,668 $551,176 
$3,960;317 $2,020,007 $1,357 ,770 .$582,5'10 

$314,830 $129,805 $129,4 75 $55,550 
$555,046 $233,788 $224,807 $96,451 
$212,975 $87,185 $88,024 $37' 766 

$1,545,639 $767,724 $544,361 $233,554 
$558,049 $251,713 .$214,365 $91,971 

$2,455,792 $1,272,489 $828;040 $355,263 
$1,053,852 $529,638 $366,829 $15],385 
$78~,013 .

0

$398,I 33 $273,525 $117 ,354 

$268,713,000 SIJ I ,042,000 $96,338,000 $41,333,000 
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.. •: 

County 

Alnmean. 
. Alpine. 
·Amodor. 
·sutte 

r: .C~_l~Vera~_·. ·. ;: 
··Colusa.· 
· Contra:Costra 
·Del Norte 

·' El Dorado 
Fresno 
Glenn 
Humboldt 
lmperinl 
Inyo 
Kern 
Kings 
Lnke 
Lnssen 
Los Angeles 
Modem 
Marin 
Mnriposa 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono 
Monterey 
Nnpn 
Nevnda 
Orange 
Placer 
Plumas 
Riverside 

· Socrmnenlo 
San Benito 
San Bernnrdino 
San Diego 
San Frn11cisco 
San Jonquin 
Son Luis Obispo 
San Mateo 
Santa Bnrbnra 
Santa Clara 
Sontu Cruz 
Shasta 
Sierra 
Siskiyou 
Soluno 
Sonoma. 
Stunislaus 
Sutler 
Tehnmn 
Trinity 
Tulnre 
Tuolumne 
Vent um 
Yolo 
Yubn 

Totnl 

FY 2005/06 IHSS ALLOCATION ATTACHMENT I 
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. TOTAL 
·Funds 

QUALITY ASSUHANCE 
Federnl St11tc 

: Funds · · Sha re 

·. $1,206,202 $587,865 $432;821 
· . . $159,077 - _$79,523 -·. $55J688 

...... $9~,508 . '· . ,. $47,538 . ·. $33,.S79 
. ·. $366,386 . . .. $179,685 . :· .'j;i'3Q,687. 

$.1.q/i52: . . . $56,012' . . . $39,648 
$.t09,067 $S4,3o3 .$38,334 
$777,143 $381,172. .$277,172' 
$102,762. $50,980 $36,247 . 
$293,878 s i46,270 s1 o~,325 
$990,979 $481,576 $356,568 
$122,873 $60,928 $43,361 
$279,150 $137,401 $99,222 
$414,128 $202,145 $148,383 
$103,555 . $51,673 $36,317· 
$561,738 $275,684 $200,232 
$227,015 $111,867 $80,602 
$178,444 $87,172 $63,889 
$107,969 $53,700 $37 ,988 

$8,855, 169 $4,259, 774 $3,216,608 
$233,477 $115,163 $,82,818 
$343,508 $170,206 $121,310 
$119,001 $59,230 $41,839 
$320,173 $158,531 $113,148 
$326,777 $160,444 $116,430 

$87,850 $43,775 $30,853 
$143,887 $71,903 $50,389 
$430,928 $212,317 $153,025 
$266,015 $132,334 $93,576 
$157,626 $78,014. $55,728 
$976,771 $475,361 $350,974 
$290,003 $143,615 $102,470 
$139, 712 $69,499 $49, 149 

$1,011,234 $492,588 $363,039 
$1,435,562 $698,951 $515,609 

$111,246 $55,282 $39,175 
$1,245,717 $604,063· $449,139 
$1,434,333 $693,753 $518,383 

. $1,339,440 $651,317 $48'1,668 
$687, 162 .~336,768 $245,269 
$369,632 $183,216 $130,490 
$402,336 $198,260 $142,850 
$385,183 $189,891 $136,702 

$ l ,063,407 $519,964 $380,398 
$342,31 l $169,244 $121,145 
$340,483 $167,387 $121,164 
$111,757 $55,837 $39,144 
$116,773 $57,847 $41,248 
$512,944 $253,541 $181,579 
$458,056 .i224,950 $163,170 
$482,194 $235,718 $172,528 
$217,759 $108,246 $76,659 
$141,036 $69,235 $50,259 
$110,942 $55,293 $38,954 
$421,371 $207,788 $149,505 
$102,337 $50,858 $36,035 
$375,556 $184,731 $133,575. 
$279,924 $138,523 0 $98,979 
$203,882 $101,089 $71,954 

County 
Shore 

$I 85,516. 
$23,866 

. $14,391• 
... $56,014 

.. $16,992 
,$16,4.30 

$118,799 
$15,535 
$44,283. 

$152,835 
$18,584 
$42,527 
$63,600 
$15,565 
$85,822 
$34,546 
$27,383 
$16,281 

$1,378,787 
$35,496 
$51,992 
$17,932 
$48,494 
$49,903 
$13,222 
$21,595. 
$65,586 
$40,I 05 

,$23,884 
$150,436 

$43,918 
$21,064 

$155,607 
$221,002 
$16,789 

$192,515 
$222,197 
$206,455 
$105,125 
$55,926 
$61,226 
$58,590 

$163,045 
. $51,922 

$51,932 
$16,77.6 
$17,678 
$77,824 
$69,936 
$73,948 
$32,854 
$21,542 
$16,695 
$64,078 
$15;444 
$57,250 
$42,422 

'o $30,839 

$32,602,000 $15,900,000 $11,691,000 $5,011,000 

820 

ADV!SOHY COMMlTIEE . 
. TOTAL 

. _Funds 
Fed cm I 
Funds 

Stnte 
Share 

. County 
. Shnrc 

$52,966. $24,897 $28,069 
. $52,Q66 . . . $2{897 $28,069 . 

. '·: $52,9.66.: .· " $24,897 ... :· $28,069' 
$52,966 ·· $24;897 . s28,069 

. . $52 966 . ·' .. s;:i4,&97 .. ·. $28,069 . ' 
$52.:966 · · · .: s24;S9'7 ·s28,069 · 
$52,966 $24,897 . . $28,069 
$52,966 . $24,89.7 . $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 

. $52,966. $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 . 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28.069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 . $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897. $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966. $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897. $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24 ,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 
$52,966 $24,89'.l $28,069 
$52,966 $24,897 $28,069 

$3,072,000 $1,444,000 $1,628,000 

~· 

. $0 
$0 

... .' $0 

$0 
$0 .. ,· 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0' 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$'0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
.to 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
.>O 
$0 

$0 

·e 



FY 2005/06 ll-ISS ALLOCATION 

e County 

EMPLOYER OF llECORD . 
TOTAL F~derol State 

Funds Funds· Share 

Alamed" .. $0 $0 $0 
Alpine·· $170,000 .. . $82,683 ' $61,122 .. . 

' 
... 

-- .. Ani ad cir "° -
.. . 'Butte; . .. 

··.:. . $0 '· $9; ' $0 -" .. .. '• ·-.· ., ; . 
$0· . .. $0. . $0 

-:· ... ; -. Calaveras 
" .... ' Col~sa · 

._$0 .... . $0 . " .$0 
··-~- ' -

$0 ~ $(!° $0 
'•' .. 

Co~tra Costra· · $0 . $0 .$0 
Del· Norte $0 $0 $0 
El Dorndo. $0 $0 $0 
Fresno $0 $0 $0 
Glenn $0 $0 $0 
Humboldt $0 $0 $0 
Imperial $0 $0 $0 
Inyo $0 $0 $0 
Kem $0 $0 $0 
Kings $0 $0 $0 
Lake $0 $0 $0 
Lassen $113,050 . $54,984 $40,646 
Los Angeles $0 $0 $0 
Madera $0 $0 $0 
Marin .... $0 $0 $0 
Mariposa $500,950 $243,650 $180,IIO 
Mendocino $0 .$0 $0 
Merced $0 $0 $0 
Modoc $0 $0 $0 

Cl 
Mono 
Monterey 
Nnpa 

$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 

Nevada $0 $0 $0 
Orange $0 $0 . $0 
Placer $0 $0 $0 
Plumas $0 $0 $0 
Rivernide $0 $0 $0 
Sacrnn1ento $0 $0 $0 
San Benito $0 $0 $0 
San Benrnrdino $0 $0 $0 

·Snn Diego $0 $0 $0 
Snn Francisco $0 $0 $0 
Snn Joaquin $0 $0 $0 
San Luis Obisp~ $0 $0 $0 
San Mateo $0 $0 $0 
Sunta Bmbara $0 $0 $0 
Santa Clara $0 $0 $0 
Santa Cruz $0 $0 $0 
Slrnstn $0 $0 $0 
SietTa $0 $0 $0 
Siskiyou $0 $0 $0 
Solano $0 $0 $0 
Sonon1a $0 $0 $0 
Stanislaus $0 $0 $0 

.Sutter $0 $0 $0 
Tehama $0 $0 $0 
Trinity $0 $0 $0 
Tulare $0 $0 $0 
Tuolumne 

e· Ventura 
Yolo 
Yuba 

$170,000 $82,683 $61,122 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $tl $0 

Total $954,000 $464,000 $343,000 
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County 
Share 

' - $0 
$~6,195 

.· ·.;: 
$0• 
$0 

.$0 
.·.' '$0 . . 

- $0. 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$17,420 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$77,190 
-~O 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$26,195 
$0 
$0 

·o 
$0 

$147,000 
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ATTAC.HMENT II 

For Display Only 
FY 05/06 

SIP -ALLOCATION 
·:County .·Fed I State I Cu 

Alameda· $0 
.. Alpine $0 

,. 
.... · . Amador . $0 .. ... .. ··: .. ·:Butte 

.. . 
.$0, 

: 
. . -._ 

Calaveras . ·. $0. . .. 
... · .. .. . ·:-·. ~ 

•. Colusa 
. ' .. 

$65;431 !'• •• 
... . . 

Contra Costre $0 
Del Norte $0 
El Dorado $0 
Fresno· $66,219 . 
Glenn $61,914 
Humboldt $380,370 
Imperial $311,444 
Inyo $0 
Kern $1, 108,373 
Kings . $41,894 
Luke $0 
Lassen $0 
Los Angeles $0 
Madere $0 
Marin $0 
Mariposa $0 
Mendocino $320,870 
Merced $0 
Modoc $0 
Mono $0 
Monterey $256,440 
Napa $69,063 
Nevada $0 
Orange $0 
Placer $0 
Plumas $0 
Rive1~ide $0 

Sacrmnento $963,665 
San Benito $0 
San Bernardino $2,502,206 
Snn Diego $0 
.San Francisco $0 
San Joaquin $0 
San Luis Obispo $136,253 
San Mateo $53,912 
Santa Barbara $0 
Santa Clara $0 . 
Santa Cruz $0 
Shasta $58,983 
Sierro. $0 
Siskiyou $0 
Solano $281,461 
Sonoma $268,849 
Stanislaus $265,685 
Sutter $50,419 

Tehama $0 

Trinity $0 

Tulare $0 

Tuolu1r.1ne $90,273 9: Ve11tt1rn $159, 118 'o 

·o ·a 
$204,239 ° Yolo 

Yuba $97,385 

Total $'1,814,466 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA- HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES -
744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 

July 7,_2006· 

... -. 
. . ,· .. .. · ... ·· . ·. :· ···: .. .: : . ' ·: . . . .- : ~ ... '. -. '• .. . .. ·. .. 

'' _- . -·.COUNTY :FISCALLE_TTER _(CFL) NO, 06/07-0Z: .. 
. - .• ·- , •• : . - ~ • .- .. ·: . t • • - - ·.•• • -·. • : •. • • • . • . •· - -

'·.: ' . ·;. . 

- ! ' .• • 

TO; ALL.COUNTY WELFARE FISCAL OFFICERS 
'ALL.COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS 

. ,· ... , . 

.. · .. . -·· -. 

SUBJECT: FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2006/07 IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (IHSS) 
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE-ALLOCATION 

The purpose of this letter is to provide counties with the allocations for the 
administrative costs associated with IHSS activities, nurses, and denials of assistance. 
A total of $111 million State General Fund (SGF) was made available with the approval 
of the FY 2006/07 Budget Act. 

The individual· components of the IHSS Administrative Allocation and the allocation 
methodologies are as follows: 

IHSS Basic 

. -·· 

In consultation with the County Welfare Directors Association (CWDA), it was 
determined that the FY 2006/07 IHSS Basic allocation would-be based on each county's 
FY 2005/06 IHSS Basic total funds allocation. The additional appropriated funds above 
the FY 2005/06 level were then distributed based on a percent to statewide total basis 
to those counties with an increase in expenditures as compared to those expenditures 
used in calculating the FY 2005/06 IHSS Basic allocation. Expenditure data consisted 
of the most recent available four quarters (June 2005 - March 2006). 

Also displayed with the IHSS Basic allocation is the IHSS Health-Related (HR) usage 
rate that is applied to the total program level to identify potential federal Title XIX funds 
for those activities in both the Personal Care Services Program (PCSP)/Waiver and the . 
Residual Program. Each county's actual Title XIX usage rate was based on the most 
recent four quarters of expenditures. The SGF share-was calculated at 70· percent of 
the nonfederal share of the program. 

The .state share of administrative costs for IHSS activities are claimed tci the following 
Program Codes (PCs): PC 102 - IHSS-Skilled Professional Medical Personnel, ·pc 103 
- IHSS-PCSP/Waiver, PC 104 - IHSS-Non HR/ Non PCSP/Non Waiver, and PC 330 -
I HSS Fraud on the County Expense Claim. Expenditures that exceed the state 
allocation will be transferred to county only through PC 193 "State Use Oniy IHSS. 

·o 
'o 
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'.· 

Attachment II displays the Supportive Individual Providers (SIP) allocation. Counties 
· that operate with SIPswere allocated additional funds based on a_percent to total of the 

SIP amount included in the FY 2005/06 allocation. These additional funds were added 
to the initial base allocation. . 

. Quality Assurance ~ -· . 
.. ' 

· · Th,is prenii~~ ~eflects. the co.st of hiring ~~~nty QLialityAssUra~ce (QA) staff.that will. ., · .. 
''conduct legaJly required county I HSS/PGSP·quality assurance·and .program integrity· . ;. ·~· · · · · 

' functions and work with state staff on the following tasks: developmenrof statewide 
a,ssessment guidelin·es; social° worker training on the I HSS/PCSP assessment process. 
and other related projects with the goals of improving and sfreamlining the service · 

. ·. rieeds assessment process arid reducing the cost of the IHSS program. The 
$11.6 million SGF share was distributed as follows: $4.6 million SGF was distributed 
based on each county's proposed number of QA Social Workers multiplied by their 
FY 2001/02 Unit Cost. The remaining.$? million SGF was distributed based on each 
county's paid IHSS cases. PC 003 captures costs associated with QA activities and is 
tracked against the total IHSS allocation. 

IHSS Advisory Committee 

T~is premise reflects the federal and state funds that are available for continued 
operation of the county Advisory Committee. The $1.6 million SGF share has been 
distributed equally to the participating counties and has been included in the total 
allocation. PC 023 captures costs associated with the IHSS Advisory Committees and 
is tracked against the total IHSS allocation. Please refer to CFL 00/01-48, dated 
December 22, 2000, for additional information related to IHSS Advisory Committee 
costs. 

IHSS County Employer of Record 

This premise reflects the cost of administrative activities necessary for counties to act 
as the employer of .record for I HSS providers under Welfare and Institutions Code . 
Section 12302.25. The estimated funding need for each of the participating counties 
was determined based on data received from the counties by the Department of Social 
Services Disability and Adult Programs Branch in conjunction with the Estimates and 
Research Services Branch. A total of $121,000 SGF has been included in the 
allocation for appropriate counties. 

PCSP Three-Month Retroactive Benefits 

This premise reflects the estimated administrative costs associated with implementing a 
Medi-Cal rule that provides reimbursement for eligible IHSS Personal Care services 
rendered up to three months prior to the application. The $238,000 SGF was · 
distributed to counties based on the percent to total of their average monthly paid cases 
and has been included in the total allocation. Funds were adjusted to ensure a 
minimum allocation of $1,000 and have been included in the total allocation. 

·o "o 
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Forms Requirement for Waiver 

This premise reflects the estimated administrative costs associated with the 
implementation of a Medic_aid (Medi-Cal) waiver and PCSP s_tate plan amendment that 
allows IHSS Residual Program services to qualify for federal Title XIX funds. The 
.$681, 000. SGF was distributed to counties based on the. percent to total of_ their average 

. _ _ monthly paid cases and has been included in .the_ total allocation .. Fun_d~f were adjusted _ : 
· · ·.·- · to'ensure a minim·umallocation.of $500and·have·been-induded in.ttieiofal allocation .. .-

•• -·. ··~·~ ~· .· .. __ .... - ·-· .···.-.. :·.-•• ! •. ' )~··.·~··.!·. _._.:_. ···. '·.·_· ... · : ::· . . - . -.. ·: _.- . .'-·-.· ':' .-:···: ·::/".: .- ·,··:·,:·· :'/ : . ---~. · .. ·· ·' .:.·· . 

.... - .· .- ·- .:_ Anyq~estions·regarding thi~ l~tter.shOuJd. be di~~cted:to fiscal.systems@dss'.ca.gbv .. : ·· 

~-~ _., 

,Sincerely, 

Original Document Signed By: 

ERIC FUJII 
Deputy Director 
Administration Division 

Attachment 

c: CWDA 
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FY 2006/07 mss ALLOCATION 

NET IHSS ALLOCATION 
TOTAL Federal Stnte 

County Funds l'unds Shnre 

Alnmedn· $13,243,703 $6,590,546 . $4 ,664 ,85 8 . 
Alpin_e . $492,346 . $196,871 $215,189 
Amndor. 
Butte , ... 

··,,, : · .. Ctilnverns: ·· . . ,•· . . . Colusa 
-.,. ·. ·.- Contra Castrii · 

., D~i Norte ·· -. 

$3 78,143 $182,869 $1°45,097 
$2,613,087 ·. '$1,30(089 . _· $924;582 
: $450,359. .. • $213,241 

.. 
$174;38_4. ,·.-

$485,504 .. '$23<i,6M .$180,502 
: $7 049 358 .. $3,54_9,203. $2,458,134. 

· · -· • s3ss'.<161 ·· · : .. 
$173,'528 ·$'i37,859. 

El Darndo $852,717 ·.$415,615 .• $314,358 
Fresno $9,019,512 $4,243,952 $3,350,767. 

. GICnn $696,482 . $341,082 $257,167 
H~11nboldt $2·, 194,527 ' $1,013,723 $834,853 
lr~1pc.rinl $2,758,004 $1,117,034 $1,156,921 
Inyo $362,658 $151 ,864 $151,760 
Kern $4,248,845 $1,996,585 $1,584,754 
Kings $1,041,567 $491,217 $393,613 
Lake $1,045,353 $502,861 $388,109 
Lassen $422,687 $193,291 $168,978 
Los Angeles $108,089,937 "$53,492,850 $38,219,948 
Madera $964,408 $474,124 $351,574 
Murin $2,301,793 $1,031,768 $897,302 
Mnripasn $563,343 $266,796 $215,976 
Mendocino $2,546,354 $1,291,186 $886,901 
Merced $2,055,229 $1,039,380 $719,416 
Modoc $317,848 $132,615 $138,069 
Mono $333,963 $164,554 $126,999 
Monterey $3,294,569 $1,647,994 $1,.160,853 
Nrqrn $1,058,937 $526,560 $381,037 
NevHda $939,950 $466,808 $339,573 
Orange $9,209,312 $4;094,576 $3,588,149 
Pincer s 1,420,576 $708,967 $506,479 
Plumns $444,144 $221,256 $164,428 
Riverside $9,612,709 $4,549,060 $3,552,397' 
Sacramento $18, 753,910 $9,707,210 $6,340,048 
Snn Benita $481,879 $231,640 $183,568 
Srin Benlardino $15,431,793 $7,747,893 $5,386,248 
Snn Diego $15,841,729 $7,706,390 $5,702,211 
Sun Frnncisco $15,853,845 $7,753,624 $5,677,628 
San Joaquin $4,965,105 $2,449,560 $1,769,028 
San Luis Obispo $2,386,568 $1,192,904 $843,859 
San Mnleo $3,433,454 $1,649,734 $1,256,824 
Santa Barbara $2,298,043 $1,122,513 $831, 171 
Sa1lta Clora $11,135,850 $5,143,310 $4,202,506 
Suntn Crui $2,737,101 $1,396,777 $946,502 
Shasta $1,973,011 $914,897 $748,991. 
Sierrn $274,776 $134,660 $106,495 
Siskiyou 

I 
$526,796 $274,3-32 $185,126 

Solnna $3,727,447 $1,814,071 $1,347,575 
Sonon1n $4,213,294 $2,162,393 $1,443,822 
Stnnislaus $4;759,229 $2,456,190 $\ ,620,294 
Sutter $520,009 $236,848 $206,610 
Telumrn $793,619 $384,061 $295,071 
Trinity $385,372 $176,512 $154,607 
TulRrc $2,073,434 $1,074,223 $707,771 
Tuolumne $917,657 $451,961 $334,320 
Venturn $3,096,091 $I ,568,:i92 $1,077.651 

Yolo $1,443,353 $722,279 $513, 101 

Yubn $1,081,259 $538,943 $387,989 

Total $309,971,000 $152,043,000 $111,020,000 
., 
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County 
Shnrc 

$1,988,299 
$80,286 

... $50,178 
. $384,416 

·. : ·$62,:734 
. . $65;358 

.· _$1,042,0~1 
. $47,074 

'· $122,744 
·$1,424, 793 

$98,233 
$345,95 i 
$484,049 
$53,034 

$667,506 
$156,737 
$154,383 

$60,418 
$16,377,139 

$138,710 
$372,124 
$80,571 

$368,268 
$296,433 
$47,164 
$42,411 

$485,123 
$151,341 
$133,569 

$1,526,588 
$205,130 
$58,461 

$1,511,252 
$2,706,653 

$66,672 
$2,297,652 
$2,433, I 28 
$2,422,593 

$746,518 
$349,805 
$526,896 
$344,359 

$1,790,034 
$39:i,B22 
$309,123 

$33,621 
$67,339 

$565,801 
$607,079 
$682,745 

$76,552 
$114,488 

$54,253 
$291,440 
$\31,377 
$450,048 
$207 ,974 
$154,327 

$46,908,000 

·o 
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IHSS HR 
Usng.e Rate 

49.66% 
7.63% 

47.87% . .. 
·49.89% . 

_.: .46.26% 
49.:i9% . 

. 50:32% . 
.47.93% 

...... 

48.10% 
46.63% 
48.81% 
45.51% 
38.47% 
39.18% 
46.43% 
46.29% 
47.76% 
43.61% 
49.39% 
49.03% 
43.71% 
46.47% 
50.76% 
50.81% 
35.89% 
49.22% 
49.99% 
49.70% 
49.67'X 
43.68'X 
49.94% 
50.22% 
46.93% 
51.82% 
47.46% 
50.15% 
48.45% 
48.72% 
49.19% 
49.93% 
47.69% 
48.58% 
45.66% 
51.15% 
45.51% 
48.80% 
53.42% 
48.36% 
51.45% 
51.82% 
43.60% 
48.11%. 
43.26% 
52.38% 
49.21% 
50.77 1Vo 

. 50.11% 
'19.87% 

48.94% 

·o 

'I I 

0 

0 ' 



County 

Almneda 
·Alpine · 
. Amndilr 

.. ·. Butte •.. , 
. . -: " CQlnverns · ·. 

Colusa· 
. ." .Cmitrn.C_ostm :. : ·­

Del Norte' 
El Dorado 
Fresno 
Glenn 

· Humboldt-
lmperinl 
Inyo 
Kem 
Kings 
Lake 
Lassen 
Los Angeles 
Mndern 
Mnrin 
Mariposa 
Mendocino 
Merced 

- Modoc 
Mono 
Monterey 
Nnpn 
Nc:.vndn 
Ornngc 
Placer 
Plun1ns 

· Riverside 
Sncramento 
Snn Benito 
Snn Bcr:nnrdino . 
Snn Diego 
Snn Frnncisco 
Srin Jonquii1 
San Luis Obispo 
San Mnteo 
Sun ta B nrbnm 
Santa Clnrn 
Snntn Cruz 
Shnstn 
Sierra 
Siskiyoll 
Solano 
Sona nm 
Stanislaus 
Sutter 
Tehruna 
Trinity 
Tulnre 
Tuolt1mne 
Ven turn 
Yolo 
Yuba 

Totnl 

FY 2006/07 IHSS ALLOCATION 

IHSS BASIC 
TOTAL 

Funds 
Federnl 
Funds 

Stnte 
.. Slrnre 

$11,920,768 $5,942,970 $4,183,687 
. $109,104 $8,358 $70,509 . 
... $228,980 ' . $I _I 0,0-11' $83,242 . 

. $2,093,052 $1,048,302 ''' $731;190 
· ..• $284,084 .. ···: ·;_s131,93o .. _,._, $106488 · 

· $32~.129 $160,216_ · "s11•{018 
:· · $6,194,253 :· :.:.~3,129,121 : .. ,: $2,r45,197 

$203,036 $97,694 .. ·$73,726 
· $504,949 . · $243,829 s182)50 
$7,952,668 $3,722,810 $2,960.355 
. $521,806 $255:688 $186,248 
$1,B63jis $S51.312 --J:fo8,i81 
$2,250,528 $869,159 . $966,780 

$204,134 $80,293 $86,673 
$3,593,476 $1,674,966 $1,342,710 

$755,716 $351,187 $283,118 
$812,113 $389,379 $295,859 
$261,290 $114,394 $102,808 

$98,100,163 $48,640,884 $34,615,048 
$671,996 . $330,767 . $238,816 

$1,900,958 $834,154 $746,625 
$390,653 $182,246 $145,858 

$2,170,253 $1, I 05,922 $744,894 
$1,566,631 $799,114· $537,163 

$176,091 $63,446 $78,837 
$135,868 $67,135 . $48,104 

$2,653,144 $1,331,486 $924,990 
$737,219 $367,829 $258,525 
$729,690 $363,853 $256,039 

$8,088,835 $3,54 7,000 $3, 178,698 
Sl,OG8,l 18 $535,501 $372,763 

$250,740 $126,413 $87,013 
$8,493,149 $4,001,400 $3, 143,645 

$17,171,737 $8,933,144 $5,765,952 
$315,558 $150,348 $115,626 

$14,062,744 $'i,080,007 $4,887,015 
$14,268,841 $6,940,25 I $5, 129,068 
$14.362,796 $7,024,881 $5, 13 5,594 
$4,199,286 $2,073,695 $1,487,639 
$1,960,379 $982,640 $684,291 
$2,977,604 $1,425,565 $1,086,227 
$1,848,608 $901,561 $662,811 
$9,917,522 $4,546,024 $3,759,356 
$2,328,806 $I, 195,836 $792,933 
$1,571,869 $718,151 $597,492 
' $108,917 $53,358 $38,884 

$356.341 $191,101 $115,64.7 
$3,150,434 $1,529,500 $1;134,445 
$3,678,488 $1,899,973 $1,244,731 
$4,084.396 . $2,124,799 $1,371,465 

$337.360 $147,664 $132,763 
$600,995 $290,267 $217 ,469 
$219,620 $95,379 $86,953 

$1,597,068 $839,810 $529,983 
$590,919 $291,927 . $209,256 

$2,532,453 $1,290,74 7 $869,034 . 
$I ,I 03,024 $554,884 $383,627 

$824.310 $412,689 $288,082 

$271,380,000 $133,173,000 $96,?27,000 

827 

!!'; u.tiil. i ·~ 

County 
. slinre 

$1,794,11 I 
$30,23,7 
$35,697 

. $313,560 
. '_'$4 5 ;666~ • 

$48,895 
_$919,935 .. ·, 

.. $31,616 
si8;i10 

$1,269,503 
$79,870 

· s:io3,735 
$414,589 
$3 7,168 

$575,800 
$12\,411 
$126,875 

$44,088 
$14,844,231 

$102,413 
$320, I 79 
$62,549 

$319,437 
' $230,354 

$33,808 
$20,629 

$396,668 
$110,865 
$109,798 

$1,363,137 
$159,854 

$37,314 
$1,348,104 
$2,472,641 

$49,584 
$2,095,722 
$2,199,522 
$2,202.321 

$637,952 
$293,448 
$465,812 
$284,236 

$1,612,142 
$340,037 
$256,226 
$16,675 
$49,593 

$486,489 
$533,784 
$588, 13i 
$56,933 
$93,259 
$37,288 

$227,275 
$89,736 

$372,672 
.i 164,513 
$123,539 

$41,480,000 

TOTAL 
Funds 

ATTACHMENT I 
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QUALITY ASSUl<ANCE 
Fedcrnl 
Funds · 

Stnto 
Shn1·e 

County 
Shnre 

$1, 174,425 $575,816 $419,030 $179,579 
• 

0

$158,776 · $79,381 .i55,576 $23,819 
$94,269 $46,9&5. $33,098. $14,186 

. $446,543 . $220;823 ' . . . $158,004 . "$67) 16 
·• _:s•1-io,9so> ·· '> ss5,257.. : s38,9ss. • ... $l6,1os. 

. $107,447 •,. " .. $5_3,569_··.. $37,715_. $16,163 
-: .·$756.45_2 ·: • .. ·$J72,77.6 ., $2.68;57?. :$.115,101 

$99,803 . 
$290,832 
$930,845 . 
$118,658 
$265;796 
$421.304 
$104,002 
$567,630 
$222,719 
$168,222. 
$106,221 

$8,839,256 
$229,641 
$338,413 
$117,552 
$313,805 
$416;644 
$87,130 

$143,630 
$568,127 
$264,538 
$152,717 
$981,514 
$290.361 
$137,882 
$984,795 

$1,409,361 
$110,744 

$1,199,215 
$I ,374,582 
$1,320,099 

$670,465 
$363,559 
$386,041 
$379,538 

$1,085,450 
$342,744 
$330,786 
$111,393 
$114,124 
$505,806 
$455,466 
$587,405 
$125,374 
$ 132,421 
$110,923 
$406,438 
$10i,359 
$490,576 
$278,173 
$199,059. 

$32,602,000 

. $49,635 . 
$144,942 
$455,518 
. $59,000 
$131,4 (4 
$206,691 
$51,911 

$279,667 
$110,147 

$82,674 
$52,916 

$4,288,713 
$113,651 
$168,079 
$58,588 

$155,790 
$206,056 
$43,458 
$71,787 

$281,638 
$131,767 
$75,813 

. $480,498 
$144,091 

$68,692 
$482,641 
$690,385 

$55,114 
$585,667 
$669,95<1 
$645,976 
$330, I 76 
$180,627 
$191,011 
$187,750 
$533, I 93 
$169,871 
$163,319 
$55,670 
$56,683 

$250,727 . 
$224,587 
$289,591 
$62, 173 
$65,347 
$55,323 

$201,196 
$50,4 53 

. $242,891 
$137,990 
$98,942 

$15,995,000 

. $35,117.. $15,051 
$102,123 $43,767 
$332, 732 $142,595 
$41,761 $1_7,897 
$94,068 $<10,314 

$150,230. $64,383 
$36,463 . $15,628 

$201,575 $86,388 
$78,80 I $33,771 
$59,884 $25,664 
$37.313 $15,992 

$3, 185,424 $1,365,119 
$81,193 $34,797 

$119,235 $51,099 
. $41,274 $17,690 
$110,611 $47,404 
$147,412 $63,176 
$30,570 $13,102 
$50,291 $21,552 

$200,543 $85,946 
$92,940 $39,831 
$53,833 $23,071 

$350,714 $150,302 
$I 02,390 $43,880 

$48,434 $20,756 
S351,s12 $150.642 
$503,288 $215 ,688 

$38,941 $16,689 
$429,488 $184,060 
$493,245 $211,383 
$471,890 .~202,233 

$238,204 $102,085 
$128,053 $54,879 
$136,521 $58,509 
$134,253 $57,535 
$386,583: $165,674 
$121,012 $51,861 
$11t228 $5~239 

$39,007 $16,716 
$40,209 $17,232 

$178,5 56 $76,523 
$161,617 $6~,262 
$208,471 $89,343 

$44,241 $18,960 
$46,952 $20,122 
$38,920 $16,680 

$143,670 $61,572 
$35,634 $15,272 

$173,381 $74,304 
$98, I 28 $42,055 
$70,082 $30,035 

$11,625,000 $4,982,000 



County 

Alnmeda 
Alpine 
Amador 

. Blltte 
•· .·cnlnverns · 

CO!usn _. : 
... Contra.CosttR 

Del Norte .... ·· 
·El Dorndo 
Fresno 
Glenn 
Humboldt 
lmperinl 
Inyo 
Kern 
Kings 
Lnke 
Lnssen 
Los'Angelcs 
Mndern 
Mnrin 
Mariposa 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono 
Montl:rey 
Nnpa 
Nevodn 
Orange 
Placer 
Piumns 
Riverside 
S ncrmnen to 
Snn Benito 
San Bernardino 
Snn Diego 
Snn Francisco 
San Joaquin 
Snn Luis Obispo 
Snn Mateo 
Snntn Bnrbnrn 
Snntn Clora 
Snntn Cruz 
Shnstn 
Siena 
Siskiyou 
Solano 
Sononla 
Strmislnus 
Slltter 
Tehruna 
Trinity 
Tulare 

Tuolu1nne 
Vcntul'a 
Yolo 
Yuba 

Totnl 

1'.Y 2006/07 IIISS ALLOCATION 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
TOTAL 

Funds 

$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52:966 

- $52,966:; 
. $52,966 . 

$52,969 , 
$52,966. 
$52,966 
$52,966 

. $52,966 
.$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 

. $52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 
$52,966 

Fed em I 
Funds 

S!ntc 
Shnrc 

County 
Shnre 

$24,897 . $28,069 . $0 
$24,897 . $28,069 $0, 
$24,897. $28,069 $0 

. $24,897.. . $28,069 $0 

. $24,897 . ·. · .. $28,069·- : ... ·.'.$0' ·. 
. $24,897. . . $28,069 . $0 
: $24,897. ' · .. $2 8,069 . -. . :·. . .. .$0 

$':!4,89i. .. $28,069 . $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24:897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 .' $28,069 so 

. $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 . $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069. $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 

. $24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24;897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 
$24,897 $28,069 $0 

$3,072,000 $1,444',000 $1,628,000 $0 

828 

TOTAL 
Funds 

$0 
$170,000 

$0 
$0 

· · ·-· · : so· 
$0 
$0 
$0 

·. $0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0. 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

. $0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

.$170,000 
$0 
$0 
$0 
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EMPLOYER OF RECORD 
Federol 
Funds: 

Stnte · 
Shnre 

$0 $0 
. $&3,500 $60,500 . 

$0. . . $0 
.· '$0 . ' . : $q, 

. : '· $0 .. ·-. . :·. "· :$0,: 
'$0 ·, $0 
.$0 . . $0 
$0.. . -$0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$83,500 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$60,500 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$167,00 $121,00 
'o 

County 
Shnre 

$0 
$26,000 

$0' 
,$0 

. $0 
$0 

_$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$26,000 
.$0 
$0 
$0 

. $52,000 



. ·.·. 

County 

Alnmede 
Alpine. 
Amndor 
Butte' 

,.,,_ Cohivern/" .. 
. "> - Go·l~1S~ . ·. . 

.. ~ConfraCo~trn .::·;'. . 
Del Noite :· 
El Domdo 
Fresno 
0101111. 
Humboldt . 
Imperial 
Inyo 
Kern 
Kings 
Lake 
Lnsseii 
Los Angeles 
Mndere 
Marin 
Mnriposn 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono 
Monterey 
Nnpn 
Nevnda 
Ornnge 
Pincer 
Plumas 
Riverside 
Sncrmnento 
Snn Benito 
Snn Bernardino 
San Diego 
Snn Francisco 
Snn Joaquin 
Snn Luis Obispo 
Son Mateo 
Snntn Bnrbnra 
Snnta Clnrn 
Senlo Cruz 
Slrnsta 
Sierra 
Siskiyou 
Solnno 
Sonoma 
Stanislaus 
Sutter 
Tehrunn 
Trinity 
Tu!nre 
Tuolmnne 
Ventura 
Yolo 
Yubn 

Tol:il 

FY 2006/07 IHSS ALLOCATION 

PCS!' 3-MONTH RETROACl'IVE PAYMENTS 
TOTAL Federal Sllltc . County 

Funds ftunds Share .. Shnr~ 

$24,449 $11,986. 
$1,000 $490. 
.$1;000. $490 
$5,253 . $2,575 
$i",boCr· ·· · ··$490 
$1,'000. '· $490 . 

.... $11,69.l > ,.·. '.$5,732<. 
$1,000' 
$1,016 

$21'248 
'$1,000 

. $3,183 
$8,497 
$1,000 
$8,898 
$2,601 
$3,084 
$1,000 

$280,856 
$2,509 
$2,420 
$1,000 
$2,388 
$4,859 
$1,000 
$1,000 
$5,203 
$1,079 
$1, 171 

$22,006 
$2,336 
$1,000 

$20,932 
$30,668 
$1,000 

$29,906 
$37,191 
$30,191 
$10,847 
$2,473 
$4,310 
$4,332 

$20,449 
$3,220 
$4,450 
$1,000 
$1,000 
$4,668 
$6,749 
$8,818 
$1,103 
$1,852 
$1,000 
$4,340 
$1,000 . 
$5,142 
$2,352 
$1,260 

$667,000 

$490 . 
$498 

$10,417 
.$490 

$1,560 
$4,166 

$490 
$4,362 
$1,275 
$1,512 

$490 
$137,697 

$1,230 
$1,186 

$490 
$1, 171 
$2,382 

$490 
$490 

$2,551 
$529 
$574 

$10;788 
$1,115 

$490 
$10,262 
$15,035 

$490 
$14,661 
$18,233 
$14,801 

$5,318 
$1,212 
$2,113 
$2,124 

$10,025 
$1,579 
$2,182 

$490 
$490 

$2,288 
$3,309 
$4,323 . 

$541 
$908 
$490 

$2,128 
$490 

$2,521 
$1,153 

$618 

$327,000 

$8,724 $3,739 
$357 $153 
$357 $153 

$1,874 $804 
·. ''$35.7: .,·:· ·$i53 

·s357 · .... ·sin 
$4,172 ... $,1.787 . 

$357 .· $153 
$363. $155 

$7,582 $3,249 
$357 • $153 

$1,136 '$487 
$3,032 $1,299 

$357 $153 
$3,175 $1,361 

$928 $398 
$1,100 $472 

$357 $153 
$100,210 $42,949 

$895 $384 
$864 $370 
$357 $153 
$852 $365 

$1,734 $743 
$357 $153 
$357 $153 

$1,857 $795 
$385 $165 
$418 $179 

$7,852 $3,366 
$834 $357 
$357 $153 

$7,469 $3,201 
$I 0,943 $4,690 

$357 $153 
$I 0,67 l $4,574 
$13,270 $5,688 
$I 0,773 $4,617 
$3,870 $I ,659 

$882 $379 
$1,538 $659 
$1,546 $662 
$7,297 $3, 127 
$1,149 $492 
$1,588 $680 

$357 $153 
$357 $153 

$1,666 $714 
$2,408 $1,032 
$3,! 46 $1,349 

$394 $168 
$661 $283 
$357 $153 

$1,549 $663 
$357 $153 

$1,835 $786 
$839 $360 
$450 $192 

$238,000 $102,000 ' 
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FORMS REQUIREMENT FOR WAIVEI\ . 
. TOTAL Federal Stntc County 

Funds Funds Shnre Slrnre· 

.. ' .. 
$71,095 $34,877 $25,348 $I 0,870 

$500 $245 $178 . $77 
.~929· " $456 $331 $142 

s1s,z73· $7,492 . $5,445 $2,336 
$1,359 . $667. . $485 ,: ""· '$207 

$962 . :$472 $343 $147 • 
'"· $33;996: .: $16;67}, -.·$12,IU ·: .. : $5,l9S 
. $1,656· Sa! 2 sscio . . . $254 

$2,954.. $1,449 ·. $1,053 .. $452 
$61,785 $30,31 0 _ $22;029. $9,446 

$2,052. $1,007' $732 ·,$313 
·$9,254 $4,540 .$3,299 $1,415 
$24,709 $12, 121 $8,810 $3,778 

$556 $273 $198 $85 
$25,875 $12,693 $9,225 $3,957 
$7,565 $3,711 $2,697 $1,157 
$8,968 $4,399 $3,197 $1,372 
$1,210 $594 $431 $185 

$816,696 $400,659 $291,197 $124,840 
$7,296 $3,579 $2,601 $1,116 
$7,037. $3,452 $2,509 $1,076 
$1,172 $575 $418 $179 
$6,943 $3,406 $2,475 $1,062 

$14,129 $6,931 $5,038' $2,160 
$661 $324 . $236 $101 
$500 $245 $178 $77 

$15,130 $7,.\22 $5,394 $2,314 
$3,136 $1,538 $1,118 $4BO 
$3,406 $1,671 $1,214 $521 

$63,992 $31,393 $22,816 $9,783 
$6,795 $3,333 $2,423 $1,039 
$1,557 $764 $555 $238 

$60,867 $29,860 $21,702 $9,305 
$89,179 $43,749 $31,796 $13,634 
$1,612 $791 $575 $246 

$86,962 $42,661 $31,005 $ J 3,296 
$ J 08,149 $53,055 $38,559 $16,535 

$87,793 $43,069 $31,302 $13,422 
$31,542 S15,474 $11,246 $4,822 
$7,191 $3,528 $2,564 $1,099 

$12,533 $6,148 $4,469 $1,916 
$12,599 $6,181 $4,492 $1,926 
$59,463 $29, I 7 I $21,20 I $9,091 
$9,365 $4,594 $3,339 $ J ,432 

$12,940 $6,348 $4,614 $1,978 
$500 $245 $178 $77 

$2,366 $1,161 $844 $361 
$13,573 $6,659 $4,839 $2,075 
$19,625 $9,627 $6,997 $3,001 
$25,644 $12,580 $9,143 $3,921 
$3,207 $1,573 $1,143 $491 
$5,386 $2,642 $1,920 $824 

$863 $423 $308 $132 
$12,622 $6, 192 $4,500 $1,930 
$1,414 $694 $504 $216 

$14,954 $7,336 $5,332 ~2,286 
$6,839 $3,355 $2,438 $1,046 
$3,664 $1,797 $1,306 $561 

$1,910,000 $937,000 $G81,000 $292,000 
'o 'o 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA HEAL TH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY 

. DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 

March 23; 2007 · 
:: ·i·· ·• 

. , .. _( . . . ~. .. . . ,. · . 
. ' . •' <· 

. , ... 

Executive DirectOr 
Commission on State Mandat~s 
980 Ninth Street, Suite·300 
Sacramento, CA. 9.5814 

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 

EXHIBITH. 

. . . 
. . ... .. 

And Interested Parties and Aff~cted State Agencies (See Enclosed Mailing List) 

RE COMMENTS ONDRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS 
IN HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES, II, OO-TC-23 . 
Statutes of 2000, Chapter 445; Statutes of 1999, Chapter 90; 
Statutes of 1991, Chapter 91 
County of San Bernardino, Claimant 

Dear Ms. Higashi: 

. . : 

Tharik you for the opportunity to com~ent upon the Draft Staff Analysis developed in connection 
with this Test Claim. The ·California Department of Social Services' (COSS) comments are as 
follows: · 

The Draft Staff Analysis concludes that the Test Claim statutes impose ccists mandated by the . 
state as meant by Government Code section 17514 for a series of specific new activities 
enumerated on pages 26 and 27 of the Analysis. COSS disagrees with this conclusion. 

. . -
The California department of Social Services' position continues to be that with respect to the 
establishment and operation of advisory committees pursuant to Welfare a.nd Institutions Code 
Sections 12301.3 and 12301.4, revenue, specifically intended to fund the costs cif the activities 
required of the advisory committees, and in an amount sufficient to cover those costs,. has been 
available to the counties from the outset. ·Therefore, with regard to the following specific 
activities described on page 27 of the Analysis .that are attributable to the advisory committees, 
COSS disagrees that Government Code Section 17556(e) does not apply: 

"The advisory committee shall submit recommendations to the county board of 
supervisors on the preferred mode or modes of service to be utilized in the county 
for in-home supportive services. (Welf. & Inst. Code, s 12301.3, Subd. (c))." 

"One advisory committee formed pursuant to section 12301.3 or 12301 .6, shall 
provide ongoing advice and recommendations regarding in-home supportive 

Q . • 0 
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. services to the county board of supervisors, any administ~ative· body in the county() 
· that is related to the d~livery and administration of in-home supportive services, 
··and the governing body and agm_inlstrative agency of the public authority; nonprofit 
.consortium, contrac_tor,. arid public elT)pl_oyee.~, (W~lf. _& Inst Cod.e. s 1.230.1.A)", .· . •,. . .·; .... 

. ·- . . " ;. ···:- -, ·.. . . : . . ., . :: ' . .· : . ' .. ·· ... ·· ·, - . . :·· . . - . ' ·- . .. . ~ . . 

... ; A)J of thedirE!Ct"cqs{s cjs~:ociated with .these .cidvi~ory cornroi_ttee 'ciptivities.ar\3 ·alre~dy fully provided for. :-_ ... 
under the term~-of the Test Claim statute itself at.Welfare and Institutions Code Section 12301.4(b). 

· Accordingly COSS submits that in light of Government Code section .17556(e), the listed activities dci 
· nofimpose ccists mandate·d by the state within the meaning of Governh'lent Code section 17514: 

. . 
If you have questions please contact me at (916) 654-0843. 

Sincerely, 

· .. -·{/iJl/l/v)//iJ /t~Ato 
. ' JAMES NPRRIS 

.· /Senior Staff Counsel 
j,./ 

·, 
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DECLARATION· OF SERVICE 
~· . -

I, Paula Hill, declare that I am employed in the County of Sacramento, State of California, that I am over the age of 1 B 
'ars and am not a party to the within action, that my business address_ ls 744 p·street, Sacramento., California 95814, 

· Jt ori March 23,.2007, I served the ltem(s) described In number 1, below; by the method.described 1n number 2, below, 
o the person(s) and at the address( es) Indicated In number 3, below. . . · . · .. ·. · . · · . 

. 1. ITEM(S) SERVED: .. 

-·- .... :. Letter.qated.M'arcti_23,20QL·;. . •.... · ..... _ • ._ .- ...... : .... _ ... , _, ··.·. 
' .:.. .. ·. 

. . . . RE: ·cqrviMENTS_ON DRAFT STAFF ANALYSIS . 
· · · . ·JN HOME SUPPORTIVE.SERVl9ES;.11, 0,9"TC-23. '• ·• --· ;: • ~- l • - ·. , ~·:· .' . .·,. 

Statutes of 2000, Chap,ter 445;-statutes of 1999, Chapter 90;. · · 
. Statutes of 1991:, Chapter 91 . . 
·County of San Bernardino Claimant 

2. METHOD OF SERVICE:. 

. . ~ : 

. · ..... . 

' . -~' _.: . 

. '··-

L First Class Mall. I declare that I placed a true copy of the ltem(s) in a sealed envelope, that I am readily familiar with 
· thl s agency's practice for the collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal 
Service, that, pursuant to this agency's ordinary course of business, correspondence will be deposited with the United 
States Postal Service the same day that mall ls placed for collection and mailing, and that, following ordinary bu.slness 
practices, I deposited the envelope(s)·in the place at 744 P Street., Sacramento, California for collection and malling .. · 

_Certified Mall, Return Receipt Requested. I declare that I placed a true copy of the item(s) In a sealed envelope with 
the designation "Certified Mall, 'Return Receipt Requested," that I am readily familiar with this agency's practice for the 
collection and processing of correspondence for malling with the United States Postal Service, that, pursuant to this 
agency's ordinary course of business, correspondence will be deposited with the United States Postal Service the same 
day that mall ls placed for collection and malling, and that, following ordinary business practices, I deposited the 

. "nvelope(s) In the place at 744 P Street, Sacramento, California for collet:tiori and mailing. e Fa~simile Transmittal. I declare that on the d~te shown above at am/pm, I sent by facsimile machine a true 
copy of the ltem(s) to the person(s) and at the .facsimile machine number(s) Indicated In number 3, below, that the 
telephone number of the sending machine Is (916) , that the transmission was reported·as complete and 
without error, and that the transmission report was properly issued by the sending machine. A true copy of the 
transmission report Is attached to this declaration. · · 

_Personal Service. I declare that I handed a true copy of the ltem(s) to each person indicated In ~umber 3, below. 

_Golden State C?vernight. I declare that I caused a true copy of the Items, enclosed In a sealed envelope, with 
delivery charges pre-paid, addressed as Indicated li:i number 3, below, to be delivered to Golden State Overnight for 
delivery by next day air. · 

3. PERSON(S) SERVED: 

MS. PAULA HIGASHI, 
Executive Director 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Interested Parties and Affected State Agencies 
on attached Mailing List 

I declare under penalty of perjury under·the laws of the Slate of Calif~rnia, that the foregoing Is true and correct and that 
this declaration was executed at Sacramento, California. . · 

March 23 2007 SIGNED: @o..~J--<._ I j,.,'-,1_,( 
·o Paula Hill 
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Original List Date: 

Last Updated: 
List Print Date: 

Claim !~umber: 

Issue: 

7/6/2001 . 

7/7/2006 

03/02/2007 
· OO-TC-23 

In Home S upporti\'2 Sel"\.ices II 

TO ALL PARTIES ANP INTERES_TED PARTIES: 

Mailing Information: Draft Staff Analysis 

Mailing List 

Each commission mailing list is continuously updat~d as requests are r~cei~d to include or remo\13 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 othervvise by commission rule, when a party or interested· 
party files any written material with the commission concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously ser\13 a copy of the written 
material on the parties and interested parties lo the claim identified on the mailing list provided by the commission. (Cal.. 
Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.2.) · 

Ms. Susan Geanacou 

Department of Finance (A-15) 

915 L Street, Suite 1190 
Sacramanto, CA 95814 

Mr. Leonard l<aye, Esq. 
County of Los Angeles 

Auditor-Controllers Office 
500 W. Temple Street, Roorri 603 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mr. Allan Burdick 

MAXIM US 

4320 Auburn BIV1J., Suite 2000 
Sacramento, CA 95841 

M1·. Mark Sigman 
Ri\'2rside County S heriifs Office 
4095 Lemon Street 
P 0 Box 512 
Riverside, CA 92502 

Mr. Steve Keil 
California State Association of Counties 

1100 K Street, Suite 101 
Sacramento, CA 95814-3941 

Mr. Jim Spano 
State Controller's Office (B-08) 

Di\~s ion of Audits 
. 300 Capitol Mall, Suite 518 

Sacramento, CA 95B"\4 

Page: 

834 

Tel: 

Fax: 

Tel: 

Fax: 

Tel: 

Fax: 

Tel: 

Fax: 

(916) 445-3274 

(916) 324-4888 

(213) 974-8564 

(213) 617-8106 

(916) 485-8102 

(916) 485-0111 

(951) 955-2700 

(951) 955-2720 

Tel: (916) 327-7523 

Fax: (916) 441-5507 

Tel: (916) 323-582\9 

Fax: (91 G) 327-0832 

0 

0 

0 



Ms. Bonnie Ter Keurst 
County of San Bernardino 
Office of the Auditor/Controller-Recorder 

· 222 West Hospitality Lane · 
C)san Bernardi~o, CA 92415-00~ B 

Mr. David Wellhouse· 

David Wellhouse & Associates, Inc:• 

: > 9175 Kieter.Slvci,·sulte 121.: . '.··, 
· · :·: . · Saq'ramento~ CA: 95826 · 

' ').:. ; '_;. 

' ··: •. 

Claimant 

· Tel: (909) 3B6-8B50 

Fax: (909) 386~8830 

.·Tei:· (916) 368-9244 
·· .. •. . ··- '• - .. " 
·· •Fax:·. · (916) 36B-5723 ... · · ,. '•·. 

• •. ·'•,~, 'r: ·.· • ' • ' ., • •" • •. • • ... .. • .··.: • .. -~:· ,: - ., • • ''' ·. ' ,• ',• .~•: .. 

: '· ·..:_· _,-.;..-;::-~,.-,.:..;__;_~....::,;.;.___;;::;.:___;___..:_ __ _..:_ __ ;__-'-_.;,;_--;__-=-------· ~·. -~~ 
-· ..... ,. 

·Ms. Donna Ferebee · 

Department ofHriance (A-15) 
·915 L Street, 11 ih Floor .. · 
Sacramento, CA 95814. 

Mr. J. Brai;lley Burgess 
P ubllc Resource 'Management Group 

1380 Lead Hill Boulevard, Suite #106 
Roseville, CA 95661 

Ms. Ginny Brull)rnels . . 
State Controller's Office (B-08) 

Division of Accounting S.. Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 · 

CIE)Ms. Carla Castaneda 
Department of Finance (A-15) 

915 L Street, 11th Floor 
Sa_cramento, CA 95814 

Ms. Beth Hunter 
Centration, Inc: 

··8570 Utica A1ienue, Suite 100 
'Rancho Cucamonga, C,A 917?0 .. 

Ms. Maria.nne O'Malley 
Legislatiw Analyst's Office (B-29) 

925 L Street, Suite 1000 
Sacramento, QA . 95814 . 

. Mr. im Norris 
Department of Social Services (A-24) 

Legal Di'Jision 
744 P Street, M.S. 4-16.1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

~I 

Page: 2 
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Tel: .. (916)445-3274 

Fax: (916) 323~9584 

Tel: (916) 677-4233 

Fax: (916) 677-2283 

Tel: (916) 324-0256 

Fax: (916).323-6527 

Tel: (916) 445-327 4 

Fax: (916) 323-9584 

Tel: (866) 481-2621 

Fax: (866) 481-2682 

Tel: .(916) 319-8315 

Fax: (916) 324-4281 

Tel: 

Fax: 

·o 

. . ;: . 
:'; .. 

·o 



Ms. Hanneet Barkschat 
· Man date Resource Services 
5325 Elkhorn Bl',lj. #307 
Sacramento, CA 95?42 

. Mr. Glen E\erroad .. 
. City of Newport Beach 

33DD Newport Bllid. 

· ·. · ~· o._.s~x 1768
'. .·92.65~-1·.7.68:. ,_.. · ·.' '· 

. · · · Newport -~each; CA 
. . . . . . ~ ... 

·,.- .. ··.·: 

. Mr. Geoffrey L. Graybill 
Office of the Attorney General (D--08) 
1300 I Street, Suite 125 

·P.O. Box 944255 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Page: 3. 

·, .. 

. . _... . . . . . ~ 

.......... _ -

Tel: (916) 727-1350 

Fax: (916) 727-1734 

. Tel: ·. (949) 644-3127 .. . ' ·~ . 
. ' .. - ' 

: Fax: . (949)"644-3339.: , 
,', .. 

. . ···! ••• 

Tel: . 

Fax: (916)·324-8835 

;r).' O.· 
·. ' 

·o 'o 
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·Mar 26 07 03; !Sp San Bernardino 9083871062 p.2 

. AUDITOR /CONTROLLER·RECORDER EXHIBIT I 

_JdWl -
. COUNTY CLERK . . 

@:~DITOR/CONTROllER • ~; Wc~-t Ha:piW;llty L;in~. Fa"urth Floor . , ... 

(· - ·1.tM.:~l".:;-i 
'\ &I\~ 111.:lttAllOlroL;\1 Ji-.'.""",. ---""--------:'.,:lP;!iAAi@ll"""· "'"'1 

,~., , .. '.~~(NJ·::).*!".·" I·./....._. """. '""'"'-.· '"'. __ l_,A,_R-RY_W_A-~1\-E-R----~-
San Barnnrdlno, GA 92415-0018 • (909) 3B7·B322 • fux (909) 36f.>·883.D 

. RECORDE~. • COUNTY Cl~RK • 222 Wo~l Hosplt;ility Lane: Flrst Floo.r .. 

~ Audllor/Controllor·Record1Jr ·: 
· . Counly C!ilrlt · 

· · - Sun Bernardino, CA. 92~1~-0022 •. [909) 367-6306 •. FHx. (909) 386:8940 alZABnH A .. STAR6UCK 
. - .... - . : ..... ~-- . . : ·-

.... · . : · AfiAlstc.nt {\udltori(;onlrpllor·Rocoro.;r , · 
-·· ..... , · .. ~ Aosls\~r_1\· Co_lrntx.·cl~r~ ._ .. ·· · ·. · ; ..... 

. •: 

- ·-:---· .-< ·. 

March 26, 2007, 

Ms. Pa.uln 1-li~ashi, Executive Oircdor 
Commission on Stale Mandates 
980 Ninth Street~ Suite :100 
Sacrurnentn, Ct\ 95814 

1Jnd Uther Jnle.rested PC1rtie.1· (.1·ee Mallin~ Lisi) 

RE: Response to Draft Stuff Anulysi~ 

... ,. 

In Home Supportive Serviccis I I, OO-TC-23 

. : .. ~ 

;:.• -· 

Statutes of 2000, Chapter 445; St11tutcs of 1999, Ch<lpter 90; 
.Statutes of 1991, Chapter 91 
County of San Bernardino, ClaimMt 

J)ear M~. Higa.~hi: 

- .- . 
. . •. ,. ·~- ·- · .. 

rn thci In-Home Supportivt: Survices 11 test c!nitT) (THSS· fl),"dated June 28, 200 I, the County of 
San l3ernru:di.tJo (County) identified three requirements imposing a .new state mandated program . 
·;ind co~t: . 

o The establishment and ongoing activities of tlm advisory cotrunittee, 
" 1l1e choice of one of a series of modalities l'or having an "employer nf record," and 
o llm mandate of collective bargaining with providers of llISS survices, as well us the 

increased costs that will arise once collective bargaining has been instituted. 

The County concurs with the otaff on the following findings a~ identified in the conclusion of the 
Draft Staff Analysis (Analysis): · 

• On or qefore.January 1, 2003, e;:ai.;h county shall act as, or eslabfoh, tm employer for in­
home supportive service providers. This activity includes the administrative costs of 
establi~hing an. employer of record through a public authority, nonpro!'it consortium. 
contract, county ad!Tlinistration of lhe individual provider mode, county civi I service 
personnel, or mixed mode8. oJ' service. · · 

° Counties with an THSS cuseload of more than 500 shall be rcquin;<l lo offer an individual 
provider employer option upon request of a recipient, ru:id in addition to a county'~ 
selected method of establishing an employer for in-home: supportive service providers. 
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Ms. Puula Higa~hi, Executive Director 
Commis~.ion on State Mnndittes 
March 26, 2007 
Page 2 

"\· .· 

0 ,Ea.ch ~qili11y th~t does ,)1ot; qurrlify for: the excC}1ti.on pr9vided· fr1 scciio.n ]2301.3, 
. .sulAivision :(a) •. sna.u appoiiit. an· in-horn¢ ~·~rpl)rtive. services advisory comn1ittec· tha( · 
. sh;il I, bc comprised. ()f notm6rc than .• 11 individuals. witb .. rnoinbcrship as i:eqtiii-cd by' 
section.\ 230 I j: ·s~bdivision· (af ·."No ··i'css· than' SO' pcrc~ri( of th~. ri1crt1bcrsiii.p t):f' the, .. ·· · · 
udviSory com1i1ittee shall be 'indivitl.uab who ure cu1:i·ent oi past users 1il' pcrsonEll 
ussistance services pai<I for through pllblic or private funds or as recipients ol' scrvice:i. 
under this orticlc,'~ · · · 

a Following the September 14, 2000 amendment by Statutes 2000, chap~er 445, counties 
shall appoint membership or Lhc advisory committeo i11 complki.nce wi!h Welfare a1id 
Institutions Code section 12301.3,.subdivision (a)(l) and (11)(4): 

o In counties with fewer than 500 HISS recipients, at ka~l one member of the 
atlvimry conunittee shall be a current or forn1cr providct· of in-homo supportive 
services~ in counties with 500 or more lllSS r0cipicnts, at lea~t two members of 
the advisory cornmiltee shall be a eunml or former provider of in-home 
support.ivc services. 

o A county board of supcrvisorn ~hull not appoint more than.one county employee 
as a mt:mbcr of the advisory cornmiUcc. 

o Prior Lo Lbe appointment of members to a commiuec required by section 12301.3. 
subdivisi011 (a). the county bourd of supervisors i1hal1 solicit recommendations for 
qualifo:d members through <I IUir and open pl·ocess that includes the provision o(' 

·reasonable writtc11 notice to, .and rea.~omlblc response time by, metnbC;!rs of the general 
public and intr.~rcst persons and orgw1i<:ations. · 

.. The county shall ~olicit recommendotions from the advi80JY committee on the prcforred 
mode or modes of' service to be utili,;cd in Lh~ county for in-bi,1me ~upportive services. 

. ' 

a The advisory committci:: .shall submil rceommcndatiom to the county bo•trd of 
supervisors on thi; prnforrcd mode ·or mod~$ of service to be utilized in the county for in­
home supportive services. 

" Each county shall. take into account the advice and rccornrnendulions of the in-home 
sllpportivc services advisory cQmmitlcc, as established pun1uant to Section 12301.3, pti.or 
w making policy and fundi11g decisions about ll-lSS on an ongoing busi~. · 

" One advisory committee formed pursllant lo sccrions 12301.3 or 1230\.6, shcll prtividc 
ongoing udvice and recornrnrndtit.ion~ regarding in-home supportive services lo the 
county board. of supllrvi~or~, any administrativ\l body in the county th11t i~ related to the 
delivery and administrutl<.m ol' in-homo supportive services, ru1d the governing body a11d 
ndniini>lrnlivu ag,ency of the public authority, nonprofit con>ortium, contractor. and 
public employees. 
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Ms. Paula Higashi, Executive Director 
Commission on State Mandarcs 
March 26. 2007 
Page~ 

- ·~·"··· 

· .. You will ~Ole that. in" th.e first b\jllel rioint. the" la<it s.cmtem;i.: was omitted .. · The .Cotlnty disagrees .. 
· · ··. · wi.th'staff 8 e:xC!usion :ofcosiS ·rclat~d to·colfoctivc bil.rgainirlg~ac~ivities·nnd in.ctca~cd. \'\ages or•: 

... benefits that 1~i:n:y be negotiate.d C!cpending on. the ~T.'.qdC<~f #ervicc .. ~. · · · 
- - . . . . . .. · •' .. ~ : ~ . ' . . ~ -· .. • ·- . •' . ' 

Tlie Analysis, page :12, r~nds '.'Staff finds that tlic plain language of the tc.;sl claim statute doe~ not 
require col!e~ive ·bargaining, but rather confirms that. the code. section docs not prohil:iit 

. collective bargaining (fr either negotiations on wages ll.Ild benefits." That. biutemcnt: and the 
subsequent discussion infer that colleiitive bargaining is a result of the te:;t clam1 legislation. The 
Coui1l)' posilion is that collective bari;ttining was un intent of the legislation, not a result. '"The 
l:i.mdamcntal rule of statutory conslrnction is thar the court should a.~certuin the intent of the 
Legislature so as to effectuutc the purpo~e of the law. [Citations.]" Su!ect Base /vfalt~rials v. 
Boafil r~(t:c/utrf· (1959) 5f·Ca!.2d 640: 645.) For A.sse1nbly Bill No 1682,·the Legislative 
Ctium;eJ •·s- Digest;· p<itil.graph eight reads '"l'h.is· bill would reqL1ire .each county :to act: us, or ·' 
establish, an employer fo1: in-home supportive service perHtmncl for purpo.w.1·. of provision.1· oj' 

• s1aturory law r<:1.(ardlng employer-employee relation.1· · ... " (Italics added) Welfare and 
InstituLions Code Secti1m 6 l2302,25(a) rcads/'On 01· before January 1, 2003, cEJ.Cli«c.ounty shall 
act us, tir establish, an ern.ploycr for in·htnnc supportive service providers under Section 12302.2 
for Lhc purposes of Chapter l 0 (Co111menci1tg with Section 3500) of Divi8ion 4 of Title I of the 
Government (;ode and.other t'lpplicable state od:cdcral laws." 

In the Ano.lysis, Staff rei.:ognizcs that the legislation requiring counties to act' as or"c1>iablish an. 
employer for inJhomc suppo.r~w service providers is a new progi'Lun°or higher·levcl ofpservfoc. 
(Dra~ Staff Analysis, page 26, pl.Ir. l.) As a new program or higher level of.service, ,the cosL~ 
incurred i1s part of this rn::w program, such as costs penaining to collectiw bargaining, must be 
reimbursable. 

In U1e Analysis, page 12, tho Staff recognizex· that countie~ may incur incre<IBed costs for higlier 
wage::; am! benefits ns an indirect result of the requirement to act ns or establiHh an employer ol' 
record·. Staff goes on to say that increusl:d costs nre nol detcm1inative of whether the legislation 
im11oscs a reimbursable· state-mandated program, citing three C<l~es: County 11f Lo.1· Angeles v. 
Slale 1?(Ca/lforniu (1987) 43 Cal.Jd 46 ["costs incun-ed as a result ol'p1·oviding increa.qed level of 
workers'. compcmsation benefits to employees of local agencies wru; not u higher level of service . 
to the public]; City of Anaheim v .. S1a1e of Cal{forniu (JWf7) 189 Cal.App.3d 1478 [increase in 
PERS benefits not a higher level of service]; and Cily of Richmond (J 998) 64 Cal.App.4 11

' 1J90 
(requirement \O provide death benefits for locul safety officers under PERS und workers' 
compensation system not a higher level of servke]. Sta.ff then ~wnmarize.s the cases in a 
quotation set 1.orlh at page 15 of the Draft Analysis: " ... simply because a state law or o~dcr may . 
increa~"' lhu costs ·borne by local government in providing services, this dol:ls not nccc:Rsarily 
(;:slabli~h that the law or order constitutes an increased or higher level of' the [service] ... " San 
Dier.;o lJn!/led School District v. Commission on Stale Mundates (2004) 33 Cal.4'1'.859 .. 876-877.. 

The Analysis miss<.::s the point on this isSllC. The County's test clairri is btlsCd on for more tlum 
o.n increase.; ·111 cost~- Thti Lest c\uirn is haHl:ld un the actual new activity - that counties act as or 
establish an employer of record fbr in-home supportive service providers. Staff recognizes this 
nctivity as a new program or higher level of servil:c. (Draft Stuff Analysis, page 26, par. 1.) A~ 
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Ms. Puula Hignshi, Executive Director 
Commission on State Man<lullls 
Murch 26, 2007 
Page4 

·. ~new program or higi1cr icvel of sen.foe, costs.incurd;d a8 api.!rt' ofthi:tt rn;:w CJ.Ctiviry~ such as.· 
high~r ~age!!_ and bcncfit5, JTJU~tbe r_eifi1bi.rrsabfo ... ·. · . . ' ·, . . .. · '" · :. · · .. ·· ... 

: Tlic Co~nty ri:spectfolly subrnits the above conimcri.t~ for yoti_r consideration: . 
' . ' ' . . . . . 

". ·. '. •," 

Thank y()u, 

CERTJflCA'J'lON 

I dech·1re;: under penalty of pe1jury under the laws of the Stul~ ol' California tlmt the state111ents 
made in thi8 document arc true and cotrect, except as to tho~e mutters ~tatcd upon informatio11 
ond belief an<l us to those matters, I believe them to be true. 

Executed this 26~1 day of Murch, 2007, at San Bernardino, California, by: 

~"'Jl.~!-· .... Q;:cr·· ,:-:z.,. 
Bonnie Tcr Kcu;~ 
Manager, Reimbursable Projects 
Ol'llcc of the Auditor/C011troller-Recorder 
County of San Bemm:di.no 
(909) 386-885.0 

BT:wds 

Attachment 
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Select Base Materials v. Board ofEqu~h, 51Cal.2d640 

[L. A: No/24742. ln Bun)cFeb. 20, 1959.) · 
: t--· ·.· ... 

· SELBCf BAsE·MA.TERTALS; IN~5. ·ca'torpbri\tioh)/App~i 1~1; v\ BQ;'\RD .OF' • ,: .·.: 
-···-·· . 

· .. · .. · EQUA'LIZATION OF THE'STNfE OF cALlFORNTA, Rcsporide1it. · . ·. · . · .. · · 
• ... ••• •• ; ' • ' • .- . • ' ··- - • •• ' - .. · . .•. • ; • •.•• .· ·1 ' .- ' - •. .• :. • - • • • -. • - . • • -· ~ ·- - ; " • • • - •• - . . . ' - -· ,.. . . .. '. · .. ~ --: ·. : ,; ~ . •' . ' ' . . . 

: . . 

·coUNSEL. ... ~ . : . 

William J. ·c1arkfor Appi:Ilarit. · ... 
Charles C. Strattcih, Stel'lingS. Clayton. Ti'ippct, Yoakum, Stearns &'Balhmtync,.Oscar. 
/\. Trippet and David Freeman as Amici ('.uriue on ·behalf of Appellant. 

Edmund' O. Browii:' Attorni::y Gcncri:tl, Jntnes· E. Sabirie; :Assh.1:unt Attorney G~~cml, Dan 
Kal1fmtU'ii{ .Jay· L. Shavelso1i. and .lames C. Maupin, Deputy Attorney::; Gen~ml, for 
Respondent.: 

.··.1······ 

OPINiON· 

SPENCE, J. 

Plaintiff sought to recover cermin sales taxes paid under ptotcst. The disputed taxes were 
based upon tfonsporlatioii thargcs made by plaintiff for. m;iti:riaJs,dclivered to its , 
customers iJuri11i£tl;~ }it:riod from tvfay 1~ ·195:1,-througlJ September 3Q, 19~3. Plaintiff.- · 
claimed thal"bf viri:~d Ofits'fnetlioi:I of doing busimis~,.thc transpmtation costs werti !~1 
Cal.id' 643fiHi:'\ITTea after the sa!B ru1d ·therefore ~h\)u!d have been excluded· from the " 
computatio11 6f iL~ gi'o:i:fl'eceipt~L The court ruled otherwise and acccwdingly entered .. 
judgn}c"ilt dehying plaii'ltiff any n:licf. We h<ive concluded that ~uchjudgment must be 
al1innod .. · <··:' ' . .. 

1-:.: 

During the peribd"_involv'Od pluin\ifl.'was in the business· of mining and se~ling . 
decomposed granite from its lands. Tt diU not stockpile·miy material.but upon receiving m1 
ilrdl.'lr, it mined the b'nmilc and placed it directly on truck::: to be hauled lo the place 
dcsignati:d by lhc bilyer, Plai1\ti !l' did 'riot own uriy trucks bi.It contracted with indepcntli!nt 
truckerH. ThC.:'-lfaL1li.rig·chri.rges, which plainti:ffp.~id; were those ·fixed by the Public 
Utiliti9s Coifui.ifasidn· ifccording to the delivery-zone. · 

Prnctically nil orders rcccivcd.by.plaintiffwcrc mad~·hy telephone. Wl~l'ln a new . 
customer "6ulkid;·hc would«isli. tlm price and then ai"ter he gave-the address for d.eli~ery ot' . 
the niaterials, he would be quoted the "price.or the granite-pl~ thc.hriul." With an old. 
customer; there WQuld be no cli~cussion as to price but thi:: order. ~ould. be 1aken with 
notation ·of·the pl_acc fol' delivury;·No state{Tlent was made to.any customer conc.~171ing­
who would do the hauling. The trucker's delivery ti.eke( a f01m prepared by Pltiintiff; 
contained the rul\owing notation: "Our.driven> wilhnakc every effort to pla.cc materials 

"o 
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where customer designate~., but lhc shipper asslurtcs 110 responsibility for damages inside 
· tl1e curb line.": · 

. On its 'bool~s plaintiff always ·segregated the ch~rge~ so· as· to state sepcira.tely the pl'ic~ for 
the 1\iatcrial. the:fai.lt:s tiix thereon, arid the.fraii.sportil.tion"co~L Ho1¥cvcr: the iii voices sent · 

p.7 

. to the custo'me1'~ vitricd: some setf~i1h the tianspo;'l;tlio~ Cost as ii ~epai:ute item wl:iil~- .. 
· oth~ri; l um1~ccl •the 'materiulpricc: anci hmi!ii1g c11aige iog~th~r, ;..,,itli the. "fax (m mlitcrial. ; · . · . , · .... 
. only'' Sht)wn separately .. 11\e transportation CoSt would be a"mafrcr of colnpLLlation on·the 
.·Jatrcr form. Plaintift's office manager testified that the cltstomer~' ~olc"concern wus the 
cost of the load at the placc designated for d~l.ivery, not "the ct1st ol)hc freight [separate] · 
from the cost of the granite." De!'t!ndant called ~everal of plaintiff's wstomcrs as · · 
witnesses, ull of whom agreed that the "delivered prico" was the basis of their orders of 
plaintiffs m<Iteiials. 

T!iti cmtrt found tbat all transportlitiM charges made by plaintiff to its customers during 
the period involved were for transportai'ion of materials prior to sale; that no sale look 
place until delivery to the customers; and Lbal plaintiffs bills to its cusio111ors included a 
charge for both the materials (51 Cal.2d 6441 and transportation. Frnm thesi:: J'indi11gs the 
court concluded thut the transportation charges were pm"t of the saks price of the property 
sold by pluintifl"(Rcv .. & Tax. Code,§ 6011) and were properry ineluctable witl1in 
plaintiff's t,rross receipti; for ~ales ta.x purposes. (Rev. & Tax. Code,§ 6012.) Plaintiff 
contends thut the cvidenco; <foes not support the findings. 

Section 6051 of the Revenue and Taxation Code imposes a tax upon retailers for the 
privilege of selling.tangible personal property at reluil. The tax is measured by the 
retailer's gross rcccipt.s·from sale~. Section 6012 defines "gross receipts" ris the total 
amount for which tangible pt:rsonal property is sold, including the cost of tran~portution 
of prnporty prior to its sale to the purchaser but excluding ''t.ran~portation chai:gcs 
scparut0ly stated" if the transportafam nccurs after the sale of the property is rnudt1 to the 
purchaser. Section 6011 similai·ly delincs "sales price" as the total amount for which 
tangible pt!r::Kinal property is sllld, with like distinction for inclusion and exclusion of the 
transportation charges as part of the sale. Accordingly. the principal que~lion here is 
whether the: transportation occun·cd ·before or tdicr the sale. 

Under the Unifbm1 Sales Act (Civ.. Code, §§ 1721-1800). a sale is "an Ubrreemcnt. 
whereby the seller tru11~rei·s the property in goods to Lhc buyer for a consideration called 
the price." (Civ. Code,§ 1721..) Defendant maintains thal ~inee plaintil'P~ agreements 
with its customers cast upon i l the oblii:;atio11 t() deliver the gnmitc to the points 
designt1ted by the customers, the intent of the parties as l~1 the time and place where tit\!.: 
8houlcl pass is governed by section 1739;rulc 5. IL provides: "lfthe contract to sell 
requires the seller \O deliver the good~ \o the buyer, or at a particular place, or to pay the 
freigh\ or cost oftrnnsportation to the buyer, ur to a particular place, the pre>pcrty docs not 
pass until the goods have been delivered. to the buyer m reach the phtce ai,:,rccd upon.". 
Pluintif'I', on tl1e other hnnd, maintain~ tbat the question of its tax liability on the 
Lrnnsportation charges i~ governed by subdivision (b) of section 6006 of the Sales Tax 
Act. (Rev. & Tax. Code, *9 6001-6095.) Under st:dion 6006, a sale "means and includes: 

• "o 
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(a) Any. transfor of tit.le or possession ... of tangible pcrsorial propc!'ty for a. consideration; 
(b) Any' withdrawal ... oftU11gible personal propert)- from _the place. where it ls located for 
delivery lo a point in this State for the purpose-of the trunofer ol'titlc or possession.:, of. 
the prpperty lhra consideration ... .''. Plaint\ff contends thafall. lhll tran~actions hcri;: in· 

p.8 

•.. 'questio1i !_'ell withi_n-151 C~l.2if64_?lsubciivjsioq (~) oi',ttie <1_boy~ ~estion_, ~hic!1.w~_::.· ..• 
· ··effective during the period here jn que8tio11, .cxccpti rig the~ la,~t 15 days thcrco.f. The.triur ~ 

cnti.rtheld this subdivision (b). to.be.ina?Plicablc;arid upparentlyrcsolved;thc panic~· .. --~: .·.' ' ... 
basic dispute ui1dcr the Unifo1m Sales Act as coordinated with subdivision (a) of sectio'ii, 
6006. and section. 6012 of the Revenue and TaxatiOn Code. Acc;ordingly, it hCld that the 

·.,.# ,~. ·- .. ·-·- ..•. 

.evidence showed that the pnrties intl:!ndod, as. defendant argued, that thc'transfer oftitie ttl 
the granite should pas~ whon it reached the p!<ice or d~livcry; rather than, as plaiiitiff 
argued, when it was placed upon the trucks ofthi:! independent carriers. The · 
transportation charges therefore occurred prio'r to the sale anti their inclusion in plainti rrs 
gross receipts for sales tax purpose~ wus proper. · 

[1] Thll l'undamcntal rule ofstatutory construction is that the court should ascertain the 
intent of U1c Legislature so its Lo effectunte the purpose of the law. (California Toll Bridge 
Authori\y v. Kuchel, 40 Cal.2rj 43, 53 [251 P.2d 4]; County of Alameda v. Kuchel, .32. 
CaL2_rj 193, 199 [195 P.2d 17]: Dickey v. Raisin Proration Zone No. 1, 24 Cal.2.d 796, 
802 (151 P .2cl 505, 15 7 A.LR. 3241; 82 C.J .S., Statutes, § 321, p. 560; 45 Cal.J ur.2d, 
Statutes_, § 126, p. 634.) [2] Moi:eovc1', "every statute should be construed with rel'erencc 
to the whole ~ystem of law of which ii is a part so that all may be harmonized and have 
effect." (Stnfford v. Los Angeles etc. Retirement l3011rd, 42 Cul.2d 79~, 799 (270 P.2d 
12].) IJJ lf possible, signi lfoancc; should be given to every word, pl-irase, sentence •md 
part of llil act in pu.rsuuncc of' the legislative purpose. (People v. Western Air Liiws, lnc., 
42 Cal.2d 62J., 638 [268 P.2d 723).) [4} Such pm1iose will not be sacrificed \o a literal 
construc_tion of any pa.rt of the ael. (People v. Ventura Refining Co., 204 Cal. 286, 292 
[268 P. 347, 283 P. 60]; H. S. Mann Corp. v. Moody, 144 Cal.App.2d 310, 320 [301 P.2d 
2RJ; 45 Cal.1Lir.2d Statutes,§ 130, p. 637.) Applying these prim:iplc~. it must be 
concluded that pl11i1lliff c:urnot prevail hem. 

[5] Subdivi~ion (a) of section 6006 oftl1e Rev1muc and Taxation Code ~ets forth the 
pl'incipal definition of "sale" as "any transfer or title ... oftitngiblc personal property ... 
for a c;:cmsideration. '' It coincides with th CJ cummon-law definition of a ''sale" and is 
subst'1tltially the same as .that used in Lhc Uniform Sales Act. (Civ. Code, § 1721; 77 
C . .T.S., Sales, ~ 4, pp. 587_.588.) [6] It is reasonable to us5ume that the Legislature 
intended the basic dei:inilion orthc word "sale" [51 Cnl.2d 646] to govcrri its 
interpretation in connection with "g,ross receipts'' for computation of the sales tux. (Rev. 
& Tax. Code, § 6QI 2.) [7] As a further refinement for purposes ·of the Sales Tax Act, 
subdivision (b) of section 6006 declan:d a taxable· event to take place when there is any 

. "withdrawal ... of tangible personal property from the pla~c whc1·c it is located for 
delivery to a point in this State for Lhe purpose of the tTan~for or title ... of the property for 
a consideration." TNs provision was obviou~ly eTibrral"ted into the Sales Tax Act in 1939 
to crniblc the state to tax.retail tnmsacticms that would not otherwise-bi.: taxable, as where 
i;outl~ were shipped from one point in lhis state for.sale within territory V(hich had been 
cded by the state to the United States without reservation ol' the right of taxation, such as 

'• 
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. the niililary reservation known as "The Presidio" in San lirnncisco. (Sec Stand<i.rd Oil Co. 
v. Calil"bmia, 291 U.S. 2.42 [-54 S.Ct. 381, 78 L.t::d. 175], dt:cidcd in 1935.) Munilbstly, 
there wouldhe no.necessity for such provision where delivery as wc_ll as withdrawaLof · 
the goods· tak12is place· within the state's boui1dni·ieis, for title would pass !lnd the sale 

'.;_youl d be ·s1cterinin,:1bl~ L111Jqr: ~ubpivision (aj:: Subdi\f.l~ioT) (b ), nial<il.lg the -[lCt "Of_.-,' .. · · 
·withdrawal ''in this Stµ.tc ... a: uiXabie i:ve11t,'remaiiied fo elll.:ct ~~tii Sept'en1Gc0 5, J.Q.5:i; · < 

.·· ... alihough by federal:stututc· ( 4 U:S.CA:;'.§.l05)thc state· was in1.940 gi:anted~authority:Lo .. 
levy sales taxes in any" ledcral area. While there was an extended dciay in the elimination · . 
ol"lhe subdivision as part of the Sale~ Tax Act, its contin~:.uicc as part of the law did no 

. harm and the Legi~lnturc may have po~tponcd its rem(iva\ to cover the situutiori in the 
C\icnt that the cited federal legislation did not contin'Lle in effect. [8] J\.t il11Y. rnte, when . 
subdivision (b) was repealed ii1 1953. subdivision (u) was left unchangl;!d as expressing· 
the basic definitlon of a "s<lle... . 

[9"1 Plaintiff argues that the languago of subdivision (b) is clear and unambiguous so as 
not to permit the applir;ation ofrules of conslructlon for its· interpretation. But section 
6006, as it ,:eud al the time here involved, had seven ~uhdivisions, with ~ubdivision (a) 
containing the bu<lic definition_ of "~ale" and the succeeding six, (b) to (g), setting forth 
other specific transactions which would be taxable, These subdivi~ions must be 
coordinated and harmonized will1 section 6012 for the p'urpose of application or the Sales 
Tax Act. L 1 OJ tt: as plaintiff contends, a taxable sale occurred the moment the granite wa~ 
rcmowd from thi.: mine, constituting a "withdr11wal" under sl1bdivision (b), tht!n all 
trnnspo1iaLinn 151 Cal.2d 6471 must occur after the sale and sections 6011 and 6012 of 
the Revenue Md Taxation Code, distingui~hing between tran~portation costs helbro and 
after the sale for purposes of computing the sales t.ax. w<1uld become meaningless. [ 11] .lt 
is not to be presumed that the f,,cgislaturc used language in a sense which would render 
nug,atory importai1t provision~ <il'thc statute. (Clc111cnts v. T. R. Bechtel Co., 43 C11}.2d 
(..27, 233 f273 P .2d 5].) Rather by confining subdivision (b) to its limited purpose ao; 

decl<iring a ta.~able event under prescribed conditions relating to the fedcrnl law, eac;h purl 
oi'thc statute is i;,.;vcn meaning . 

. [12] Sinct! subdivision (a) thus becomes the applicable part of section 6006 in 
determi11ing when the sale occurred in rel;ition to the t.run~for oftitle to the J:!;UOd!i, 

ddendant properly rnJiCS 011 the reCllTd tO SUStain inclusion Of the transportation chru·gcs 
in computing phtinliffs sales t;;1.xt::.~. As appears from the evidence, plaintiff's customers 
were 01;ly interested in lhc "delivered price" of the granite, and plainti fPs agreements 
required it to delivur the graniti:: to the places desii,.rnatc;d. The customers had 110 control 
over the independen( t1uckcl'S chosen by plaintiff for lhc hauling, and the truckers wen: 
paid by plain ti Ir The fact that pluintiff elected_ to discharge its responsibility for delivery 
by the use ol·independcnt t11.1ckers and paid them ·according to the rates fixed by the 
PLiblic Utilities Commission is immaterial. 1n view of the evidence reflecting the parties' 
intention that title to the granite would not pass until delivery, wr,; conclude that the trial 
court properly held tb,o.\ the Lrnn~portation charges prece_dt!d tl1r.; transfer of title and were 
therefore correctly included ·as part or plali1tiff's ."gJ'llS:I n;;ccipts" for computation of the 
s<tlc::s lox. 
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II'.-· ..., 

.... .,1 

-_ -:,-(<'.•.- .. ·; ,,.,;;.:·"-'[H);cLl.•· i~d·'~~jrJ~~f ;;~1\ o i1'&f-thci- s·l1'~/f ~'x 'i-\S, '<le'ie~JZ;ztJ;[~-:t~6~~i~~6~tt y'fuke~\he' · ;1;," ' ,_,.,,.g\,,:;~w::c;\[;v,"-"i'i1 it·:, (·-· · -
- . _ ·. . -p~sitioD that the lriinsrcr·ortit_lcis the proper test for applii;_!ltioi1ofsectio116012-ofthc ·" 

Revenue; md Taxation Code; and that the intent of the paf\les.to the sale _control_s. _(Sales · 
and_ Use Tax Ruling No: 58, Cal: Adn1in. Code!, tit. 18, § 2028.) While. this · . _ . 
co11temportmcous-administra.tive coristructfon fo 'noL-micesstirily control I ing,. i~ ,"is ei)titled _ : 

' --' . 'to grcafwcigh(aiJ.d co1frts geJi.eriilly Wii'l,rio( depa;t fri:m1_ su~h con.skuctiori_lifiless it i~' : : : ' -- --. > -- - . 
- '.. ' - _: ~!early el'.J-'.Oncoll5 oqin~uthoriz6cJ;" (CqC~"(;olµ(]sl. v._ $to.LC B~nrd ofEqti~izution; -~~ -' - . -

-_ Cal.2d9lll,921 l'l56P.2d I];seealsoRichfieldOil.Corp~v.Crawford,39(gJ ... 2.cJ729, •· '-. 
736J'2.49 P.2cl 600],) The same rcaso11ing wn~ employed in O'Kcllcy EcC!cs Co. v. State, 
151C:il.2d6481 !60 Cnl.App.2d liO, 63·6~ r324 P.2d 683], where tbe propriety or 
including oclivcry charges in the compulatiart ofihc seller's gl'OSS receiplS- from ~alcs for 
purposes of the sales tax was ·deter1nimid on the basis of"whcn title passed" in the sales 
involved (p. 63), und the "intent or thu parties" (p. 64) was held to be governed by rule 5 
of section 1739 or the Uniform Sales Act. (Sec also Meyer v. State Board or 
Equalization, 42 Cal.2d 376, 382 [267 P.2d 257}.) ·, _ 

[l4] Nor dritis it avail plaintiff to ru·guc that double tllxation'will result ifit is held liable 
for th1: lrnnspnrtation charges as pa.it of its grq.ss rta.:eipts from sales and the independent 
t'!'uckcr$ employed by it are likewise rnquircd-to ihl::liidc'such··charge8 iii"uornputing th1.;ir 
gross receipts lhm'I trucking op9r!Jti_ons. (l~cv. & J,ax. Code, ~ ??Q.9~). l}le sales tax and 
the trucking tux ai:e exci~e' an.4 iiqt pr6pc(ty tax.cs: ):lac~ is a.,w~ll-d_efined p'fi vil ege tux: 
one for the privilege \JJ' ~~lling langiblu·pL:rsonal propertY at retail and the·other for the 
pl'ivilege or u:;i.ng Lhe publiu highways !or ht\Llling serviccs:'Tlfough each tux is measured 
by gross rn~uipts, sepamtc a11.d ?,ist~cJ_p,rh:ilcg~~-ilr,~:involy\~d.iTJ1c im~o~iti?n of such 

- taxes therdorc presents no P~PR.!em of ~.Q,\-l~lr;:,!ax.at1011. (C::J. i;;>puglas Alrcntlt Co., Inc. v . 
.lohm:im1, 1 ~ Cal.2d 545, 549 [9U.P:2d 57Q].) " ,,,, ·· -:• 

T ~ view of the above conelu.qi.?::is.'.l.i'~~:so11i;bs U;i.n~c:e,.s,sary t~ q~Tehnini' 't~d, purlius' J'urthi.:r 
dispute as to whether the transp9rtiJ.t10n.charges.,met-the statutory -i:oqu_1rcmcnt ofscparatc 
statement in relatio11 to the compl.1tation of gross receipts from sales. (Rev. & TaJ<. Codi::, 
§ 60,12.) 

.- ' 

·-The judgment is a!Tirmml. -

_ Gib~on, C.J., Sht!nk, .r., Traynor, J., and Schauer, J., concurred. 

McCOMl~ . .1. 

I dissent. 

I would reverse the judgment for the reasons stated by Mr. Ju~lice Nourse in the opinion 
prcpar<:d by him for thi; District Com1 of Appeal in Select Ba.~l! Materirtls v. Board of 
Equ;;ili:r.<i-ticln (Cal.App.), 329 P.2d 65. - . 

-~ 
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AUDITOR /CONTROLLER-RECORDER 
COUNTY CLERK .-

;_i • .r;.'" •. " _, - .... 
. ·.-···';"· '. ;. . '--· ...... ., . 

AUDtlOfl/CONTROLLER • 222 West Ho~pilalily L:ane, Fourth Floor ..•. 
. ·San Borm1rdlno, CA 92415-00Hi'· (909) 387-8322·.; Fax (909) 366-B830 

. · RECORDER • couNrv CLERK; 222 wasi'1~i)sp11ii.111Y Lun~. F1r~fF100'r · · · · 
Suri Bernardino, CA. 92415-0022 • (909) 387·8306 • Fax (909) 3iiS-8940 

... .. _. .. 

·'.• .·.; ; 

· .. _, . 

. ·.':-

PROOF OJ' SERVICE 

I, the und.erslgm:id, declare as follows: 

I a~ erri'~loyed by th•e County Of San B~m:~fC:!lrio, 
State of Califciinia': -My business addreiis Is 222 W: . 
Hospiiality Lari©, San Bernerdlno;-CA 92415·, l:am 18 
yea.rs,qf aQe.orolder. · ·~,,~ . . ·. ·" · 

·· ortrJi~1;h·2~·,:.foo;.· 'i' taxed'0a~lii'mai1eei;ih~'1etiei·· ·; 
· ·oa\ea Mafoh ·26, 2001 10 tnii'Coriimission· on siale- · 

Mandates re: Response to Draft Staff An'aly'sis'.· lri • · 
Home Support Services 11, .oo-TC-23, Statutes of 

;~~\~\e;,ti.atftEi~ 9i~~; ~~a~}~-~ -~ri ?s~tiKwtia~~er_iao~ 
sefriardlifo c1a1miirit r faxed;aiid1or-rria11ed ;Fa1so:io' · 

. the othecparties·llsted on this malling list · '• ., . .,,. 

'o 
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COUNTY OF Sll.N BERllARDINO 

j::;_:=::;:::::::::::L=A~.~~k=~=W~,~=L=K=E=R~:lJit:~i~ 
· .· · Audllor/Cc;1ii1olfor-Rocordor 

:. ·.:,, "· Co~inly Cieri< · 

.. ELl~ABETH A.·STARBUCK' 
Aoiilslanl. A~dl1or/Con1rollor-Roi::ordor · 

· .• ,_ -... • _-~·Aiia1ilforJi-'C~un1y clerk . -. · . _ 

-.-· '-·· - ,._ ·. · .. 
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O~ginol List Date: 
Last Updated: 
Li5\ Print Date: . 
Claim Number: 

. 7/61200f - . 
7/712006 

. 0310212007 _,. .. '·"~' . 

OO-TC-23: 

) (' Mailing lnfonnatlon; Draft Staff Annly1'is 

Mailing List. 

. ·.Issue:.: , · · In Homo Supportlva Service$ H , ~·· ., 

.. :· .. 
... ,, .. ·-· .·-. ·- ·,_ -.. · .. : . 

TO ALL PARTIES A~O INTE8,IOSjE_Q, PARTIES: 

····:·· 
·; '. 

' .... 

~ .•.. 
. E<'ich .comm(sslon mailing list is· continuously ·updated tis requests are recelwd to include or rsmo..e a.n\i party o'r person· 

on the moiling list. · .A curron(malllng list is provided with commission corrcsp.Ondence, and e copy of the current malling . 
list Is available upon request at a_ny time. Except as provided otherwise by commission rule, whcrro party or intcirested · 
party file11 any written rnE\terial·w1tK ihe commission concamlng a claim, It sholl simultaneously seM a copy of tl)e written 
moterial on the parties and Interested parties to tho cloim Identified on the malling list provided by the commission. (Cal, 
Code ·Rags:, tli. 2, § ffot 2.1 .. - - · · · ... -· · . ·· · . . .· . . 

Ms. Sussn Gean<icou 
Department of FlnE\nco (A-15); 
915 L Street, Suite 1190 

Tel: (916) 445-3274 

Socramerito, CA 95814 . Fax: (916) 32~886 

Mr. Loonard Kaye, tsq. 
County of Los Ange)es Tel: (213) 97 4-8564 
Audltor-Controlle~s Office •/ 
500 W. Temple Street. Room 603. Fax: c213) 617-a1ci6j_ 
Los Angelas; CA· !;)00.12 .... 

Mr. Allan Burdick 
MAXIM US Tel: (916) 485-6102 
4320'Aubum Bl...:!., Suite 2000 
Sacramento, CA -95641 Fax: (916) 4851J111 

Mr. Mark Sigman .. 

Riverside County Sheriff's Office Tel: (951) 955-2700 . 
4095 Lemon Street 
P Ci Box 512-
Riverside, CA 92502 

Fax: (951) 95.5-2720 

Mr. Stew Kell 
California StateAssooiefon of Counties Tel: (916) 327-7523 
1100 KStreet; Suite 101-
S"cramento, CA 95814-3941 Fax: (916) 441-5507 

Mr. Jim Spano 
State Controllers Office (B-08) ·Tel: (916) 323:5649 
Division ol Audits· 
300 Capitol ME!ll, Suite 518 Frix: (916) 327-0832 
S11cramento, CA 95814 

·o 

b ·, b 
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·Ms. Bonnie Ter Keurst 

County of San Bernardino 
Office of \he Audltor/Controiler-Recordcr 
222 West Hospitality Lane . 
San Bernarcii110, CA 92415-0018 

_Mr. DaVid vve1111ouso · 
ciav!d WclltiouGe & Associates. Inc,' 

·9175.KieferBIVd, Sult~ 121 
._ ·. -·Sacramcni_o, CA. -95826 _. 

Ms. Donna .Ferebee 
Department of Fine nee (A-15) · 

- 915 L Street, 11th Floor 
S~cramento, CA 95814 

Mr. J. Bra~ley Burgess 
Public Rcso_urce Management Group 
1380 Lead Hiii 6oulc10rd, S 1,1ile lt106 
Rosellill~, CA 95661 

Ms. Ginny Bl1lmmcls 
State Controller's Office (B-08) 

DiVision of Accounting S.. Reporting 
3301 c:; Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

M&. Carla Castaneda 
Department of Finance (A-15) 

915 L Street, 11th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95614 

Ms. l:le\h Hunter 
Centration, Inc .. 

-8570 Utica A\.\3nue, Suite 100 
Rancho Cucamongl:'I, CA 91730 

.. 
Ms. Marianne-O'Malley 
Leglslotiva Analyst's Office (B-29) 

925 l Street, Suite 1000 
Seicmmento, CA 95814 

'o 

Mr. Jim Norris 
Departmen.t of Social Services (A-24) 

Legal Division 
744·p Street, M.S. 40161 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Page: 2 

- ' -
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Claimant 

. Tel: (909) 386-8850 

Fax: (909) 386-8830 

teJ: _ (g16} 36~-9?,44 , 

-_Fa:.::._ 
'. 1. 

.. '.- ..... ··.····· . •. ·.· 

Tel; : (916) 445-3274 -

Fax: - (916) 323-9584 

Tel: (916) 677-4233 

Fax: (916) 677-2283 

Tel: (916) 319-6315 

Fax'. (916) 324-4281 

Tel: 

Fax: 

{O· 
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Ms. Harmeet E!arkschat 
· Mandate Resource Servicos 
5325 Ell~horn Blvd. #307 

. sa'cramcmto, CA 95842 

Mr .. Glen ~verroad . 
Cliy of Newport Bea_ch _ 

:j300 NewportBl\1:1, .: c · 
P.'6 Box 176$ · · .·. . 

. · N&.Afport Beach,-. CA 92659~1768 .-

Mr. Geoffrey L. Graybill 

··: 

· omce of t110 Attorney General (D-06) 
1300 I Street, Sult0 125 . 

' P. 0. Box 944255 
SGcramento, CA 95814 

'o 
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Tel: (916) 727-1350 

Fax;. (916) 727-1734 

. •'. 

. Tel: . (949) 6~'!-312f 

.. -. -.· . ::·· ; '· .. '. - ·' . 

Fax: .. ·,(949) 64.4-3339 .. 
,:·. ·-.. '. --.· - :' 

·Tel: 

Fax: (916) 324~8836 
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r:ommi~,;ioo on Stm:c l\.t:mdnccs 
1:"')..' Nl'Mlll•;ll: 

916-445-0278 
J•llONF. f\:L."Mlllilt: 

Rcspons<: to Draft .Staff Arlalysis 
l n 1 ·lnmc Sl1pporriv<: S1.:rvkc,; lI, 

(OO-TC-23) 

" . 

,•.-. 

111ttJM: . , 

·· _ · - Wendy Sub:n'ianri· -· ::: _· : • · 
(909) 386-8821 
On hc11alf ofBonnic T"t K"ur>t 

Mrinap,<:r, llJmbu.rsabk Projects Sl,ction 

11,1\'l'I'.! 

3/26/07 
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March 23, 2007 

Ms. Paula Higashi 
Executive Director 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Ms. Higashi: 

---------
RECEIVED 
MAR·.~ 8.· 2007. 

· COMMISSION ON 
STATE MANDATES 

EXHIBIT J 

As requested in your letter of March 2, 2007, the Department of Finance (Finance) has reviewed 
the draft staff analysis of Test Claim No. CSM-00-TC-23 "In Hom-e Supportive Services II" 
submitted by San Bernardino County (claimant). The claimant alleges that specified costs were 
incurred under Chapter 445, Statutes of 2000, Chapter 90, Statutes of 1999, and Chapter 91, 
Statutes of 1991. 

The draft staff analysis identifies several reimbursable activities related to establishing the 
employer of record and the In Home Supportive Services (IHSS) advisory committee. Following 
are Finance's comments on some of the activities identified as reimbursable in the draft staff 
analysis. 

Employer of Record 

g "On or before January 1, 2003, each county shall act as, or establish, an employer for in­
home supportive service providers. This activity is limited to the administrative costs of 
establishing an employer of record through a public authority, nonprofit consortium, contract, 
county administration of the individual provider mode, county civil service personnel, or 
mixed modes of service. It does not include mandate reimbursement for any increased 
wages or benefits that may be negotiated depending on the mode of service adopted, or any 
activities related to collective bargaining. (Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 12302.25, subd. (a).)" 

Com~ents: As noted in our comme'nts dated March 6, 2002, and comments by the 
Department of Soci.al Services (Social Services) dated November 8, 2001, the statute gives 
counties options ori how to establish the employer of record. One option available to counties, 
the option to use the Contract Mode of service delivery, imposes no additional administrative 
costs since the costs here are associated with the delivery of in home support services only. 
We have not.seen additional information detailing which counties were required to act as 
employer of record prior to 2003. Social Services notes in their Estimated Methodologies, that 
AB 2235 (Chapter 1135, Statutes of 2002) requires any county, not in compliance with the 
mandates of AB .1682 within a specified timeframe, to act as the employer of record for 
collective barga\ning purposes: To comply, counties had to provide documentation, no later than 
January 15, 2003, in support of compliance, or detailed information iri support of delayed 
compliance by March 31, 2003. Counties thatdid not provide required documentation, or.meet 
the delayed compliance deadline, automatically defaulted to act as the employer of record. In 
2007-08, the remaining counties requiring funds for acting as the employer of record are Alpine 
and Tuolumne. Lassen and Mariposa counties had received funding as recently as the 2005-06 
fiicalyear. • 
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IHSS Advisory Committee 

o "Each county that does not qualify for the exception provided in section 12301.3, subdivision 
(d), shall appoint an in-home supportive services advisory committee that shall be 
comprised of not more than 11- individuals, with membership as required by section 12301.3, 
subdivision (a): "No less than 50 peircent of the membership of the advisory committee shall . 
be individuals who are current or past users of personal assistance ·services paid for throu.gh 

· public or private funds or as recipients of services under this article.''. (Welf. & Inst.. Code, §§. 
12301.3, subd. (a), 12302.25, subd. (d).) · 

o "Following the September 14, 2000 amendment by Statutes 2000, chapter 445, counties 
shall appoint membership of the advisory committee in compliance with Welfare and 
Institutions Code section 12301.3, subdivision (a)(1) and (a)(4): 

In counties with fewer than 500 IHSS recipients, at least one member of the advisory 
committee shall be a:current or former provider of in-home supportive services; in 
counties with 500 or more IHSS recipients, at least two members of the advisory 
committee shall be a current or former provider of in-home supportive services. 

A county board of supervisors shall not appoint more than one county employee as a 
member of the advisory committee. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12301.3, subd. (a).) 

o "Prior to the appointment of members to a committee required by section 12301.3, 
subdivision (a), the county board of supervisors shall solicit recommendations for qualified 
members through a fair and open process that includes the provision of reasonable written 
notice to, and reasonable response time by, members of the general public and interested 
persons and organizations. (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12301.3, subd. (b).) 

o "The advisory committee shall submit recommendations to the county board of supervisors 
on the preferred mode or.modes of service to be utilized in the county for in-home 
supportive services. (Welf. & Inst. Code,§ 12301.3, subd. (c).) · 

a · "One advisory committee formed pursuant to sections 12301.3 or 12301.6, shall provide 
ongoing advice and recommendations regarding in-home supportive services to the county 
board of supervisors, any administrative body in the county that is related to the delivery and 
administration of in-home supportive services, and the governing:·body and administrative 
agency of the public authority, nonprofit consortium, contractor, and public employees. · 
(Welf. & Inst. Code, § 12301.4.)" 

Comments: The test claim legislation does not impose costs mandated by the st?te for 
activities_ related to the establishment and ongoing operations of the IHSS advisory committees. 
State and federal funding has been available for lHSS advisory committee operations every 
year since inception of the program in 2000-01. The Estimates Branch of Socia_! Services has 
provided data showing that the claimant, as well as every other county in the state, has received 
funding sufficient to fully cover the amount requested for advisory committee operations 
between 2000-01 and 2005-06, including initial startup costs (see Attachment B). Additionally, 
Social Services estimates costs for all 58 counties as noted in the posted methodology for 
estimating the costs of the advisory committees located on their website at: 
http://www. dss. cahwnet. gov/loca lassistanceest/2007 /Estimates Methodoloq ies. pdf. While the 

'o 
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state could fail to allocate such funds in any future budget year, as noted in the draft staff -
analysis on page 25 (note 59), for purposes of Go'vernment Code Section 17556, subdivision 
(e), funding has been provided in every fiscal year, including the proposed Budget Bill for 
2007-08. -

As-required by the Commission's regulations;-we are including a "Proof of Service" indicating• 
th~t the-parties included ori the mailing iist which c:1ccompanied your March 2, 2007 letter have 
been provided with copies of this letter via either United States Mail or, in the case of other siate 
agencies, lnteragency Mail Service. - -

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Carla Castaneda, Principal 
Program.Sudget Analyst at (916) 445-327 4. 

Sincerely, 

~-'-~ 
Thomas E. Dithridge 
Program Budget Manager 

Attachments 

"o 
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ALAMEDA 
ALPINE 
AMADOR 
Bunt 
CAf..AVERAS 
COLUSA 
CONTRA COSTA 
oa NORTE 
ELCO"'°" 
FHESNO 
GLENN 
..... OlOT 
tPJPERW. 
LNVO 
KERN 
KINGS 
LAKE 
LASSEN 
t.OSANGE!..ES 

"""""' MARJN 

'''""'0SA 
Ul'1lDOCLNO 
MERCED 
MODOC 
i..t:lNO 
fA'.lNTER.."Y 
NAP• 
NEVADA 
ORANGE 
PLACER 
PLUMAS 
RIVERSIDE 
SACRAf.'.ENTO 
SAN9ENITO 
SAN SERNAADINO 
SAN DIEGO 
SAN FRANCISCO 
SAN JOADUIN 
SAN LUIS OBISPO 
SAN P.CATEO 
SANTA SJ,RBAAA 
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Attachment A 

- DECLARATION OF CARLA CASTANEDA 
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 
CLAIM NO. CSM-00-TC-23 

1. I am currently employed by the State of California, Department of Finance (Finance), am 
familiar with the duties of Finance, and am authorized to make this declaration ori behalf of Finance. . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . · .. 

I 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 therein stated as information or belief and, as to 
those matters, I believe them to be true. · · · · 

at Sacramento, CA Carla Castaneda 

855 



PROOF OF SERVICE 

Test Claim Name: In Home Supportive Services II 
. Test Claim Number: CSM-OO-TC-23 

.1, the undersigned, declare as follows: 

. I am_ employed. in.the County of Sacramento, State of California, I.am 18 years of age or older 
and not ·a party to the within entitled cause; my business address· is 915 L Street, 12 Floor, · 

· ' · · Sacramento, CA 95814. · · · · · .. 

On March 23, 2007, I served the attached.recommendation of the Department of Finance in 
said cause, by facsimile to the Commission on State Mandates and by placing a true copy 
thereof: (1) to claimants and nonstate agencies enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage 
thereon fully prepaid in the United States Mail al Sacramento, California; and (2) to state 
agencies in the normal pickup location at 915 L Street, 12 Floor; for lnteragency Mail Service, 
addressed as. follows: 

A-16 
Ms. Paula Higashi, Executive Director 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Facsimile No. 445-0278 

Mr. Allan Burdick 
MAXI MUS 
4320 Auburn Blvd., Suite 2000 
Sacramento, CA 95841 

Mr. Steve Keil 
·California State Association of Counties 
1100 K Street, Suite 101 
Sacramento, CA 95814-3941 

Mr. David Wellhouse 
David Wellhouse & Associates, Inc. 
9175 Kiefer Blvd., Suite 121 
Sacramento, CA 95826 

Ms. Bonnie ter Keurst 
County of. San Bernardino 
Office of the Auditor/Controller-Recorder 
222 West Hospitality Lane 
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0018 

Ms. Donna Ferebee 
Department of Finance · 
915 L Street, 11 1h Floor 
·Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Leonard Kaye, Esq. 
County of Los Angeles 
Auditor-Controller's Office 
500 w. Temple Street, Room 603 . 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mr. Mark Sigman 
Riverside County Sheriff's Office 
4095 Lemon Street 
P.O. Box 512 
Riverside, CA 9250 

B-08 
Mr. Jim Spano 
State Controller's Office/Division of Audits 
300 Capitol Mall, Sui.le 518 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. J. Bradley Burgess 
Public Resource Management Group 
1380 Lead Hill Boulevard, Suite #106 
Roseville, CA 95661 

Ms. Carla Castaneda 
Department of Finance 
915 L Street, 11th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Ms. Marianne O'Malley 
Legislative Analyst's Office 
925 L Street, Suite 1000 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

.. 
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B-08 
Ms. Ginny Brummels 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Accounting & Reporting 
3301 C. Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

· A-24 
Mr. Jim Norris · · 
Department of Social Services 
Legal Division 
744 P sireet, M.S. 4-161 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Geoffrey L. Graybill 
Office of the Attorney General 
1300 I Street, Suite 125 
P.O. Box 944255 
Sacramento, CA 

Ms. Beth Hunter 
Centration, Inc. 

· 8570 Utica Avenue, Suite 100 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA .. 91730 

Mr. Glen Everroad 
· · City of Newport Beach · · 

3300 Newport Blvd. 
P.O. Box 1768 
NewPort Beach, CA 92659-1 

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 March 23, 2007 at Sacramento, 
California. 
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