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Statutes 1984, Chapter 1, ond E.S.; Statutes 1987, Chapter 1118
Fiscal Years: 2002-03, 2003-04, 2004-2005, 2005-06, and 2006-2007
San Mateo County Community College District, Claimant

Dear Ms. Halsey:

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) is transmitting our response to the above-entitled
IRC.

The district did not comply with the requirements of the claiming instructions in
developing its indirect cost rates. The SCO’s adjustment to the indirect cost rates based on the
SCO’s FAM-29C methodology is supported by the Commission on State Mandates
(Commission) decisions on previous IRCs (e.g., statement of decision adopted on January 24,
2014, for the San Mateo County and San Bernardino community college districts on this same
program). The parameters and guidelines, which were duly adopted at a Commission hearing,
require compliance with the claiming instructions. The claiming instructions and related general
provisions of the SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual provide ample notice for claimants to properly
claim indirect costs.

The district offset revenues collected from student health fees rather than by the fee
amount the district was authorized to impose. The SCO’s reduction of reimbursement to the
extent of fee authority is supported by Education Code section 76355, the Commission decisions
on prevision IRCs, as mentioned above, and the appellate court decision in Clovis Unified School
District v. Chiang.



Heather Halsey, Executive Director
December 2, 2014
Page 2
If you have any questions, please contact me by telephone at (916) 323-5849.

Sincerely,

JIM L. SPANO, Chief
Mandated Cost Audits Bureau
Division of Audits
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OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER
Division of Audits

3301 C Street, Suite 725

Sacramento, CA 95816

Telephone No.: (916) 323-5849

BEFORE THE

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

No.: CSM 10-4206-1-35
INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM ON:

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

SAN MATEO COUNTY COMMUNITY
COLLEGE DISTRICT, Claimant

I, Jim L. Spano, make the following declarations:
1) Iam an employee of the State Controller’s Office and am over the age of 18 years.

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

3) Iam a California Certified Public Accountant.
4) 1 reviewed the work performed by the State Controller’s Office auditor.

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

6) The records include claims for reimbursement, along with any attached supporting
documentation, explanatory letters, or other documents relating to the above-entitled
Incorrect Reduction Claim.
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7) A field audit of the claims for fiscal year (FY) 2002-03, FY 2003-04, FY 2004-05,
FY 2005-06, and FY 2006-07 commenced on September 8, 2008, and ended on
June 4, 2009.
I do declare that the above declarations are made under penalty of perjury and are true and

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

observation, information, or belief.

Date: /)& erher 2, 2o/ Y

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER

By: /

ith L. Spard, Chiéf
andated Cost Audits Bureau

Division of Audits
State Controller’s Office







STATE CONTROLLER’S OFFICE ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE
TO THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM BY
SAN MATEO COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
For Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03, FY 2003-04, FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and FY 2006-07

Health Fee Elimination Program
Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd Extraordinary Session; and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987

SUMMARY

The following is the State Controller’s Office’s (SCO) response to the Incorrect Reduction Claim that the
San Mateo County Community College District filed on November 29, 2010. The SCO audited the
district’s claims for costs of the legislatively mandated Health Fee Elimination Program for the period of
July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2007. The SCO issued its final report on September 23, 2009 (Exhibit D).

The district submitted reimbursement claims totaling $1,633,580 ($1,644,580 less an $11,000 penalty for
filing late claims)—$340,276 for FY 2002-03 ($341,276 less $1,000 for filing a late claim), $233,210 for
FY 2003-04, $314,446 for FY 2004-05, $350,955 for FY 2005-06 ($360,955 less a $10,000 penalty for
filing a late claim), and $394,693 for FY 2006-07 (Exhibit G). Subsequently, the SCO performed an
audit for the period of July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2007, and determined that $781,934 is unallowable.
The costs are unallowable because the district claimed unallowable services and supplies, overstated and
understated allowable indirect costs, and understated authorized health service fees and offsetting
savings/reimbursements. The district also inaccurately reported and insufficiently documented health
services provided.

The district contests all audit findings other than the understated offsetting savings/reimbursements. In
addition, the district contests the reported amount paid by the State for FY 2002-03 and the SCO’s
statutory audit authority for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04.

The following table summarizes the audit results:

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003
Direct costs:

Salaries $ 5194427 $ 519427 § —_

Benefits 103,896 103,896 —

Services and supplies 41,381 41,381 —
Total direct costs 664,704 664,704 —
Indirect costs 199,411 186,997 (12,414)
Total direct and indirect costs 864,115 851,701 (12,414)
Less authorized health service fees (522,839) (714,435) (191,596)
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements — (1,040) (1,040)
Less late filing penalty (1,000) (1,000) —
Total program costs $ 340,276 135,226  $ (205,050)
Less amount paid by the State ' (307,148)

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (171,922)




Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment
July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004
Direct costs:
Salaries $ 445234 $ 445234 $ —
Benefits 101,340 101,340 —
Services and supplies 29,612 27,857 (1,755
Total direct costs 576,186 574,431 (1,755)
Indirect costs 172,856 163,972 (8,884)
Total direct and indirect costs 749,042 738,403 (10,639)
Less authorized health service fees (515,832) (590,862) (75,030)
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements ' — (11,931) (11,931)
Total program costs $ 233210 135,610 § (97,600
Less amount paid by the State ' —
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid § 135,610
July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005
Direct costs:
Salaries $ 439929 § 439,929 § —
Benefits 103,247 103,247 —
Services and supplies 67,491 66,413 (1,078)
Total direct costs 610,667 609,589 (1,078)
Indirect costs 183,201 178,305 (4,896)
Total direct and indirect costs 793,868 787,894 (5,974)
Less authorized health service fees (479,422) (585,142) (105,720)
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements — (23,454) (23,454)
Total program costs $ 314,446 179,298  $ (135,148)
Less amount paid by the State ' —
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 179,298
July 1., 2005, through June 30, 2006
Direct costs:
Salaries $ 522997 $ 522997 § —
Benefits 109,667 109,667 —
Services and supplies 98,378 76,154 (22,224)
Total direct costs 731,042 708,818 (22,224)
Indirect costs 219,313 224,554 5,241
Total direct and indirect costs 950,355 933,372 (16,983)
Less authorized health service fees (589,400) (696,603) (107,203)
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements — (19,497) (19,497)
Less late filing penalty (10,000) (10,000) —
Total program costs $ 350,955 207,272 $ (143,683)
Less amount paid by the State ' —
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 207,272




Cost Elements

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007

Direct costs:
Salaries
Benefits
Services and supplies

Total direct costs
Indirect costs

Total direct and indirect costs

Less authorized health service fees
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements
Total program costs

Less amount paid by the State '

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

Summary: July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2007

Direct costs:
Salaries
Benefits
Services and supplies

Total direct costs
Indirect costs

Total direct and indirect costs

Less authorized health service fees
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements
Less late filing penalty

Total program costs

Less amount paid by the State '

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

! Payment information current as of February 28, 2011.

Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Claimed per Audit Adjustment

$ 628,774 $ 628,774 § —

116,430 116,430 —
122,521 86,290 (36,231
867,725 831,494 (36,231)

260,318 280,380 20,062
1,128,043 1,111,874 (16,169)
(733,350) (899,184) (165,834)
— (18,450) (18,450)
$ 394,693 194,240 § (200,453 )

$ 194,240

$ 2,556,361 $ 2,556,361 $ —

534,580 534,580 —
359,383 298,095 (61,288)
3,450,324 3,389,036 (61,288)
1,035,099 1,034,208 (891)
4,485,423 4,423,244 (62,179)
(2,840,843) (3,486,226) (645,383)
— (74,372) (74,372)

(11,000) {11,000) —
$ 1,633,580 851,646  § (781,934)

(307,148)
$ 544,498




1. HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION PROGRAM CRITERIA

Parameters and Guidelines — May 25, 1989

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

Section III defines eligible claimants as follows:

IV. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS

Community college districts which provided health services in 1986-87 fiscal year and continue
to provide the same services as a result of this mandate are eligible to claim reimbursement of
those costs.

Section V.A identifies the scope of the mandated program and section V.B specifies the program’s
reimbursable activities:

V. REIMBURSABLE COSTS

A. Scope of Mandate

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

For each eligible claimant, the following cost items are reimbursable to the extent that they

B. Reimbursable Activities
were provided by the community college district in fiscal year 1986-87. . . .

Section VI.B provides the following claim preparation criteria:
VL. CLAIM PREPARATION
B. Actual Costs of Claim Year for Providing 1986-87 Fiscal Year Program Level of Service
Claimed costs should be supported by the following information:
1. Employee Salaries and Benefits

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

2. Services and Supplies

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

3. Allowable Overhead Cost

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




II.

Section VII defines supporting data as follows:

VII. SUPPORTING DATA

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

Section VIII defines offsetting savings and other reimbursements as follows:

VIII. OFFSETTING SAVINGS AND OTHER REIMBURSEMENTS

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences as a direct result of this statute must be deducted
from the costs claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate received from any source,
e.g., federal, state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this claim. This shall include the
amount . . . authorized by Education Code section 72246(a) [now Education Code section
76355]. ...

SCO Claiming Instructions

The SCO annually issues mandated costs claiming instructions, which contain filing instructions for
mandated cost programs. The September 2003 claiming instructions provide indirect cost claiming
instructions for FY 2002-03 (Tab 3). The September 2003 indirect cost claiming instructions are
substantially similar to the version extant for FY 2003-04. The December 2005 claiming instructions
provide indirect cost claiming instructions for FY 2004-05 (Tab 4). The December 2005 indirect
cost claiming instructions are substantially similar to the version extant for FY 2005-06 and FY
2006-07. The September 2003 Health Fee Elimination Program claiming instructions (Exhibit C)
are substantially similar to the version extant for each fiscal year during the audit period.

DISTRICT CLAIMED UNALLOWABLE SERVICES AND SUPPLIES

Issue

The district claimed unallowable services and supplies totaling $61,288. The district believes that the
costs are allowable for reimbursement under the mandated program.

SCO Analysis:

Our audit found that the district claimed unallowable services and supplies costs totaling $7,976. The
unallowable costs consisted of district purchases of food for exhibitors who participated in health
fairs, rental of a popcorn cart, and purchases of various promotional items for student health fairs
(i.e., mood lamps, curling ribbons, tattoo bracelets, etc.).

Government Code section 17514 defines “mandated costs” as any increased costs that the district is
required to incur. Expenditures incurred for food and promotional items are not required to maintain
health services at the level that the district provided during the 1986-87 base year. The district states
that the promotional items are intended to promote attendance at student health fairs. However, the
parameters and guidelines do not include a reimbursable activity for the inducement of student
attendance at health fairs. Costs are only reimbursable to conduct a health fair and provide health
information to students who inquire, if the district conducted health fairs during the base year of FY
1986-87.



The district also claimed $53,312 that it identified as “bad debt expense.” The bad debt expense in
this instance is related to uncollectible student health fees. The parameters and guidelines require
that districts deduct authorized health service fees from health service expenditures claimed.
However, actual health service fees collected and uncollected are not relevant to the district’s
mandated cost claims.

We created a summary schedule (Analysis of Services and Supplies) of the items that we examined
for each year of the audit period. This schedule identifies the food and promotional items identified
above that are not reimbursable and the resulting audit adjustment amounts. We have also provided
the documentation (list of accounts, invoices, receipts, and a district journal voucher report) that
support our audit finding (Tab 11).

District’s Response

A. Health Fair Expenses

. . . The audit report cites Government Code Section 17514 for the proposition that “mandated
costs” are “increased costs that the district is required to incur.” The parameters and guidelines
include health fairs as a mandated activity, so the related costs are mandated. The audit report cites
the Controller’s audit authority located at Section 17561 . . . Therefore, the issue becomes whether
these required activities are excessive or unreasonable.

. .. The audit report simply asserts that districts are not “required” to incur these costs in order “to
complete the activity of providing health information to those who inquire,” without
demonstrating that this is true. This unsupported and subjective determination cannot be the basis
for an audit finding of unallowable costs, particularly because the parameters and guidelines
specifically provide for health fair expenses as reimbursable costs under the Health Fee
Elimination mandate.

The audit report enumerates most of the list of information topics for “Health Talks or Fairs —
Information” from page 3 of the parameters and guidelines, but the audit report enumeration stops
after “smoking” and does not include the “etc.,” which mean any content limitation suggested by
the audit report is misrepresentative of the parameters and guidelines. Complete or not, the
enumeration just describes the content of the health fair presentation and is not determinative of
the issue of reasonableness of the promotional costs, or any other supply or equipment cost. The
purpose of health fairs is to effectively communicate health information to the student population
in general, which requires that students attend the health fair. The promotional materials are
intended to promote attendance at the health fair. The audit report has stated no basis for
evaluating the methods that the District has determined are needed to accomplish that goal.
Therefore, the Controller has no basis for stating that the expenses identified are not reimbursable.

Section V of the parameters and guidelines lists health fairs as a reimbursable activity. The audit
report misconstrues the list of health fair subject matter as a basis to disallow the cost of the
promotional items because these items are not listed. These promotional items are supplies that
were properly claimed by the District as “a direct cost of the mandate” as required by the
parameters and guidelines (Part VI. B. 2.). The parameters and guidelines do not dictate any
particular health fair related expenses as reimbursable or non-reimbursable. All current period
reasonable expenses related to health fairs are reimbursable so long as the claimant provided
health fairs in the base year.




SCO’s Comment

The district states, “The parameters and guidelines include health fairs as a mandated activity, so the
related costs are mandated.” We disagree. The district’s comment ignores the requirements of
Government Code sections 17514 and 17561. The cost is not mandate-reimbursable simply because
the district states that the cost is “related” to a reimbursable activity. Government Code section
17514 defines “costs mandated by the state” as costs that a local agency or school district is required
to incur. Although an activity might be mandate-related, that alone does not classify any related cost
as a required cost. Similarly, Government Code section 17561, subdivision (d)(2)(B) states that the
SCO may reduce any excessive or unreasonable claim. The subject costs are unnecessary to perform
a reimbursable activity; therefore, they are not reimbursable under the mandated program.

The district states, “The audit report misconstrues the list of health fair subject matter as a basis to
disallow the cost of the promotional items. . . .” We disagree. The audit report lists health fair topics
simply to provide the reader background information regarding the applicable reimbursable activity,
“Health Talks or Fairs - Information.” The inclusion or exclusion of “etc.” is non-substantive and
irrelevant to the audit issue. The district itself states, “...the enumeration . . . is not determinative of
the issue of reasonableness of the promotional costs. . ..”

The district states:

The purpose of health fairs is to effectively communicate health information to the student population
in general, which requires that students attend [emphasis added] the health fair. The promotional
materials are intended to promote attendance at the health fair.

Neither statutory language nor the parameters and guidelines require students to attend health fairs.
Similarly, neither statutory language nor the parameters and guidelines require the district to
“promote attendance.” The district is simply required to conduct a health fair and provide health
information to students who inquire, if the district conducted health fairs during FY 1986-87.

District’s Response

B. Uncollectible Student Health Service Fees

. . . The audit report cites Section 17514 to conclude that “[blad debt expense is not a cost the
district is required to incur.” As a practical matter, college districts do not incur this cost as a
discretionary activity, the cost is forced upon the districts by those students who do not pay their
fees. . ..

The District reported its gross student health service fee income as revenue and also its
uncollected amounts as an expense, an appropriate application of generally accepted accounting
principles . . . The audit report asserts that “revenue accounting principles are irrelevant to
mandated cost reimbursement” because the parameters and guidelines require authorized health
service fees (as discussed in Finding 4), rather than those fees actually collected, to be deducted
and thus any uncollectible amounts are therefore “not relevant.” The Controller policy then is that
uncollectible revenues, either as a reduction of total revenues or as a bad debt expense, does not
affect the calculation of student health service fees offset because “[n]Jeither statutory language nor
the parameters and guidelines include any provision to deduct ‘uncollectible’ fees from the
authorized health service fees.” To the contrary, the District is required to report either net revenue
or gross revenue and bad debt expense for the purposes of the annual CCSF-311 [sic] report and
for the annual financial statements that are by law subject to review and approval by certified
public accountants.




SCO’s Comment

Regarding bad debt expense, the district states, “college districts do not incur this cost as a
discretionary activity, the cost is forced upon the district by those students who do not pay their
fees.” We disagree. The district’s colleges annually issue college catalogs that, among other topics,
identify health services fee requirements. The San Mateo College FY 2006-07 catalog identifies
health services fee requirements (Tab 5) that are substantially similar to the requirements extant for
all colleges and fiscal years during the audit period. Regarding health service fees, the San Mateo
College FY 2006-07 catalog states:

All students, except concurrently enrolled high school students enrolled in less than 12 units or those
registering only for telecourses, off-campus classes or weekend classes, are required to pay a $15
health services fee each fall and spring semester at the time of registration [emphasis added] for day or
evening classes.

If students do not pay the required health services fee, the district is not required to register the
student and thus the district would not incur bad debt expense.

In any case, the circumstances that result in “bad debt expense” are irrelevant to the audit issue. The
district confuses generally accepted accounting principles and the annual CCFS-311 and financial
statement reporting requirements with mandate-related reimbursable costs. Mandate-related
reimbursable costs are separate and distinct from the district’s financial reporting requirements. The
parameters and guidelines require districts to deduct authorized health service fees from allowable
mandate-related costs. Neither statutory language nor the parameters and guidelines include any
provision to deduct “uncollectible” fees from authorized health service fees for mandate-
reimbursement purposes.

The district is authorized to assess health service fees. The district failed to collect the authorized
revenues. However, this does not relieve it from its responsibility to offset the authorized fees from
its mandated program claims, nor does it permit the district to claim bad debt expense.

. DISTRICT OVERSTATED INDIRECT COSTS CLAIMED

Issue

For FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04, the district erroneously calculated indirect costs by applying its
federally approved indirect cost rate to the incorrect direct cost base. For FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06,
and FY 2006-07, the district claimed indirect costs based on its federally approved rates. However,
the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s claiming instructions do not provide districts the option
of using a federally-approved rate for these fiscal years.

SCO Analysis:

The parameters and guidelines state, “Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the
State Controller in his claiming instructions.”

For FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04, the SCO’s claiming instructions (Tab 3) state:

A college has the option of using a federally approved rate, utilizing the cost accounting principles
from Office of Management and Budget Circular A-21, “Cost Principles for Educational Institutions,”
or the Controller’s [FAM-29C] methodology. . . .



For FY 2004-05 forward, the SCO’s claiming instructions (Tab 4) state:

A CCD [community college district] may claim indirect costs using the Controller’s methodology
(FAM-29C) . . . If specifically allowed by a mandated program’s P’s & G’s [parameters and
guidelines], a district may alternately choose to claim indirect costs using either (1) a federally
approved rate prepared in accordance with Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-21,
Cost Principles for Educational Institutions; or (2) a flat 7% rate. . . .

... In summary, FAM-29C indirect costs include Operation and Maintenance of Plant; Planning,
Policy Making, and Coordination; General Institutional Support Services (excluding Community
Relations); and depreciation or use allowance. . . .

District’s Response

FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04

The audit report accepted the federally approved indirect cost rate reported by the District, but asserts
that the District overstated indirect costs for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 by $21,298 because the
District applied the federally approved indirect cost rate of 30% to total direct cost, instead of just to
the salaries and benefits only. This position is apparently based on the conclusion that since the federal
rate was calculated using salary and benefits only, it can be applied only to salary and benefits. There
is no such limitation in the parameters and guidelines or the claiming instructions, nor does the audit
report cite a basis for this restriction of the application of the indirect cost rate only to the costs that
were the source of the direct cost base.

FY 2004-05. FY 2005-06, and FY 2006-07

The District continued to use the federally approved cost study rate for FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and
FY 2006-07. Instead, the Controller used the CCFS-311, less capital costs, but with audited district
financial statement depreciation costs included, to calculate the indirect cost rate using its Form
FAM-29C method. The audit report states that the District’s indirect costs were understated by $20,407
for FY 2004-05 through FY 2006-07.2 The Controller has decided to discontinue, retroactively to FY
2004-05, the use of federally approved rates. According to the audit report, “[flor FY 2004-05, FY
2005-06, and FY 2006-07, the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s claiming instructions do not
allow the district to use a federally approved rate.”

.. . There is absolutely no basis in law for the Controller to make this change in policy. There was no
amendment to the parameters and guidelines. It appears that the Controller simply decided to stop
accepting federally approved rates, after years of accepting them, with absolutely no justification or
opportunity for public comment. This is contrary to the Administrative Procedure Act.

No particular indirect cost rate calculation is required by law. The audit report insists that the rate be
calculated “in the manner described” in the claiming instructions. The parameters and guidelines state
that “[i]ndirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the State Controller in his claiming
instructions (Emphasis added).” The District claimed these indirect costs “in the manner” described by
the Controller in that the correct forms were used and the claimed amounts were entered at the correct
locations. Further, “may” is not “shall”; the parameters and guidelines do not require that indirect costs
be claimed in the manner specified by the Controller. The audit report asserts that because the
parameters and guidelines specifically reference the claiming instructions, the claiming instructions
thereby become authoritative criteria.

Since the Controller’s claiming instructions were never adopted as law, or regulations pursuant to the
Administrative Procedure Act, the claiming instructions are a statement of the Controller’s
interpretation and not law. The Controller’s interpretation of Section VI of the parameters and
guidelines would, in essence, subject claimants to underground rulemaking at the Controller’s
discretion. The Controller’s claiming instructions are unilaterally created and modified without public
notice or comment. The Commission would violate the Administrative Procedure Act if it held that the
Controller’s claiming instructions are enforceable as standards or regulations. In fact, until 2005, the
Controller regularly included a “forward” in the Mandated Cost Manual for Community Colleges
(September 30, 2003 version attached as Exhibit “F”) that explicitly stated the claiming instructions
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are “issued for the sole purpose of assisting claimants” and “should not be construed in any manner to
be statutes, regulations, or standards.”

Neither State law nor the parameters and guidelines make compliance with the Controller’s claiming
instructions a condition of reimbursement. The District has followed the parameters and guidelines.
The audit report notes that the District did not request a review of the claiming instructions or
amendment of the parameters and guidelines. There is no requirement that a claimant request such
review, even when the claiming instructions are inconsistent with the parameters and guidelines,
because the claiming instructions are not enforceable regulations. Thus, the fact that no review was
requested is not determinative of the validity or force of the claiming instructions. Similarly, there is no
need for any district to initiate a request to amend the parameters and guidelines as suggested by the
audit report because the parameters and guidelines do not require claimants to comply with the
claiming instructions.

The audit report did not conclude that the District’s indirect cost rates were excessive or unreasonable.
The Controller is authorized to reduce a claim only if it determines the claim to be excessive or
unreasonable pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 . . . There is no evidence that the
Controller’s FAM-29C method is more accurate or reasonable than other methods for calculating
indirect costs and the audit report provides no support for its “recommendation” that only this method
should be used. . . .

% The audit report remarks that “[t}he district is contesting an audit adjustment in its favor for these fiscal years.”
First, this statement is inaccurate because the adjustment is in the District’s favor only for FY 2005-06 and FY
2006-07, not for FY 2004-05. Second, the District does not subscribe to the implied philosophy that audit findings
in contradiction to the parameters and guidelines should be overlooked simply because of the results obtained.

SCO’s Comment

FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04

The district implies that it may apply its federally approved rate to whatever direct cost base that it
chooses. The district draws a distinction between federal approvals of the rate itself versus the
allocation base. There is no such distinction. The federal approval letter (Tab 6) defines both the rate
and the applicable base; they are inseparable. Government Code section 17561, subdivision
(d)(2)(B), states that the SCO may reduce any excessive or unreasonable claim. It is clearly
unreasonable to calculate mandate-related indirect costs by applying a federally approved rate to a
direct cost base other than the base used to calculate the rate.

FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and FY 2006-07

The district states, “The Controller has decided to discontinue, retroactively to FY 2004-05, the use
of federally approved rates.” This statement is inaccurate; there was no “retroactive” application of
allowable indirect cost rates. The December 2005 claiming instructions provide indirect cost
claiming instructions for FY 2004-05 (Tab 4). As noted above, the claiming instructions specify that
districts may claim indirect costs using the Controller’s methodology (FAM-29C) unless the
program’s parameters and guidelines specifically allow alternative methods. The Health Fee
Elimination Program’s parameters and guidelines state that districts may claim indirect costs “in the
manner described by the State Controller in his claiming instructions.”

The district states, “No particular indirect cost rate calculation is required by law.” The district infers
that it may calculate an indirect cost rate in any manner that it chooses. The district also states that
there is “no need for any district to initiate a request to amend the parameters and guidelines . . .
because the parameters and guidelines do not require claimants to comply with the claiming
instructions.”

We disagree with the district’s interpretation of the parameters and guidelines, which are clear and
unambiguous. They state, “Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the State
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Controller in his claiming instructions [emphasis added].” In this case, the parameters and
guidelines specifically identify the claiming instructions as authoritative criteria for indirect costs.
The phrase “may be claimed” simply permits the district to claim indirect costs. If the district
chooses to claim indirect costs, then the parameters and guidelines require that it comply with the
SCO’s claiming instructions. If the district believes that the program’s parameters and guidelines are
deficient, it should initiate a request to amend the parameters and guidelines pursuant to Government
Code section 17557, subdivision (d). However, any such amendment would not apply to this audit
period.

The district states that it “claimed these indirect costs ‘in the manner’ described by the Controller.”
The district did not claim indirect costs in accordance with the SCO’s claiming instructions. The
district claimed FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 indirect costs by applying a federally-approved rate to
an incorrect direct cost base. The district claimed FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and FY 2006-07 indirect
costs using a federally-approved rate; however, the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s
claiming instructions do not allow a federally-approved rate for those fiscal years.

The district states:

The Controller’s interpretation of Section VI of the parameters and guidelines would, in essence,
subject claimants to underground rulemaking. .. The Controller’s claiming instructions are
unilaterally created and modified without public notice or comment. . . .

We disagree. Title 2, CCR, Section 1186, allows districts to request that the Commission review the
SCO’s claiming instructions. Section 1186, subdivisions (e) through (h), provides districts an
opportunity for public comment during the review process. Neither this district nor any other district
requested that the Commission review the SCO’s claiming instructions (i.e., the district did not
exercise its right for public comment). The district may not now request a review of the claiming
instructions applicable to the audit period. Title 2, CCR, section 1186, subdivision (j}(2), states, “A
request for review filed after the initial claiming deadline must be submitted on or before January 15
following a fiscal year in order to establish eligibility for reimbursement for that fiscal year.”

In response, the district states, “There is no requirement that a claimant request such review, even
when the claiming instructions are inconsistent with the parameters and guidelines, because the
claiming instructions are not enforceable regulations.” We agree that claimants are not “required” to
request a review of the claiming instructions. However, until such time that a claimant requests a
review of the claiming instructions or amendments to the parameters and guidelines, claimants must
claim indirect costs in accordance with the claiming instructions applicable to the fiscal year of the
claimant’s mandated cost claim. We disagree that the claiming instructions are “inconsistent” with
the parameters and guidelines and the district provided no evidence to support this statement. We
also disagree that the claiming instructions are not enforceable. The parameters and guidelines state
that districts may claim indirect costs in the manner described in the claiming instructions.

The district further states, “The Commission would violate the Administrative Procedure Act if it
held that the Controller’s claiming instructions are enforceable as standards or regulations.” We
disagree. The Commission adopted the parameters and guidelines pursuant to Government Code
section 17557. The parameters and guidelines specifically reference the SCO’s claiming instructions
for claiming indirect costs. Government Code section 17527, subdivision (g) states that in carrying
out its duties and responsibilities, the Commission shall have the following powers:

() To adopt, promulgate, amend, and rescind rules and regulations, which shall not be subject to the

review and approval of the Office of Administrative Law pursuant to the provisions of the
Administrative Procedure Act [emphasis added] . . ..
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The district also references the Foreword section to the SCO’s September 2003 claiming instructions
(Exhibit F); however, the district quotes the Foreword section out of context. The Foreword section
actually stated:

The claiming instructions contained in this manual are issued for the sole purpose of assisting
claimants with the preparation of claims for submission to the State Controller’s Office. These
instructions have been prepared based upon interpretation of the State of California statutes,
regulations, and parameters and guidelines adopted by the Commission on State Mandates. Therefore,
unless otherwise specified [emphasis added], these instructions should not be construed in any manner
to be statutes, regulations, or standards.

The parameters and guidelines state that claimants may claim indirect costs in accordance with the
SCO’s claiming instructions. Therefore, the Foreword section does not conflict with our conclusion
that the SCO’s claiming instructions are authoritative in this instance.

The district states:

Neither State law nor the parameters and guidelines make compliance with the Controller’s claiming
instructions a condition of reimbursement. The District has followed the parameters and guidelines.

We disagree. Government Code section 17564, subdivision (b), states “Claims for direct and indirect
costs filed pursuant to Section 17561 shall be filed in the manner prescribed in the parameters and
guidelines [emphasis added]. ...” The parameters and guidelines state that claimants may claim
indirect costs in the manner described in the SCO’s claiming instructions.

The district states:

The audit report did not conclude that the District’s indirect cost rates were excessive or unreasonable.
The Controller is authorized to reduce a claim only if it determines the claim to be excessive or
unreasonable pursuant to Government Code Section 17561.

We disagree on both points. Government Code section 17558.5 requires the district to file a
reimbursement claim for actual mandate-related costs. Government Code section 17561, subdivision
(d)(2)(B), allows the SCO to audit the district’s records to verify actual mandate-related costs and
reduce any claim that the SCO determines is excessive or unreasonable. In addition, Government
Code section 12410 states, “The Controller shall audit all claims against the state, and may audit the
disbursement of any state money, for correctness, legality, and for sufficient provisions of law for
payment.”

In any case, the SCO did conclude that the district’s claims were excessive for FY 2002-03, FY
2003-04, and FY 2004-05. Because the SCO identified allowable costs exceeding claimed costs for
FY 2005-06 and FY 2006-07, the district’s comments are irrelevant to those fiscal years. Excessive
is defined as “Exceeding what is usual, proper, necessary, [emphasis added] or normal.”® The
district’s FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 indirect costs claimed exceeded the proper amount because
the district applied the federally approved indirect cost rate to the incorrect direct cost base. The
district’s FY 2004-05 indirect cost rate exceeded the proper amount based on the audited indirect
cost rate that the SCO calculated according to the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s claiming
instructions.

Further, pursuant to Government Code section 12410, we concluded that the district’s claims were
neither correct nor legal. Correct is defined as “Conforming to an approved or conventional
standard.”* Legal is defined as “Conforming to or permitted by law or established rules.”” The
district claimed indirect costs in a manner that did conform to the parameters and guidelines and the
SCO’s claiming instructions.
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The district states:

There is no evidence that the Controller’s FAM-29C method is more accurate or reasonable than other
methods for calculating indirect costs and the audit report provides no support for its
“recommendation” that only this method should be used.

We disagree. The audit finding clearly identifies the criteria that are the basis for the
recommendation. The parameters and guidelines require districts to claim indirect costs in the
manner described in the SCO’s claiming instructions. The claiming instructions specify that districts
may use the FAM-29C methodology to claim indirect costs for the Health Fee Elimination Program.
If the district believes that other indirect cost rate methodologies are appropriate, it should initiate a
request to amend the parameters and guidelines in accordance with Government Code section 17557,
subdivision (d).

Finally, the district states the following in a footnote:

The audit report remarks that “[t]he district is contesting an audit adjustment in its favor for these fiscal
years.” First, this statement is inaccurate because the adjustment is in the District’s favor only for FY
2005-06 and FY 2006-07, not for FY 2004-05. Second, the District does not subscribe to the implied
philosophy that audit findings in contradiction to the parameters and guidelines should be overlooked
simply because of the results obtained.

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

We disagree that the audit report statement is inaccurate. For FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and
FY 2006-07, the “audit adjustment” issue is the use of the SCO’s FAM-29C methodology rather
than the district’s federally-approved rate. For these fiscal years, the audit adjustment identified
additional allowable costs totaling $20,407. Our audit report does not state that each fiscal year
resulted in additional allowable costs.

We agree that actions contradicting the parameters and guidelines should not be overlooked simply
because of the results obtained. Our audit report supports that philosophy. We found that the
district’s FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and FY 2006-07 indirect costs claimed contradicted the
parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s claiming instructions. We could have accepted the costs as
claimed. Instead, we disclosed a finding in our audit report that resulted in additional allowable costs
for the audit period.

DISTRICT UNDERSTATED AUTHORIZED HEALTH SERVICE FEES

Issue

For the audit period, the district understated authorized health service fees by $694,471. The audit
adjustment resulted because the district reported actual receipts rather than authorized health service
fees. We also noted that the district’s actual receipts were less than the authorized fee amount in part
because the district did not charge the health services fee to all eligible students. The district
voluntarily excluded high school students concurrently enrolled in 11 units or less and students
registered only for telecourses, off-campus classes, or weekend classes. The district believes that it is
required to report only actual health service fees received.
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SCO Analysis:

The parameters and guidelines require districts to deduct authorized health fees from costs claimed.
For the period of July 1, 2002, through December 31, 2005, Education Code section 76355,
subdivision (¢), authorizes health fees for all students except those who: (1) depend exclusively on
prayer for healing; (2) attend a community college under an approved apprenticeship training
program; or (3) demonstrate financial need. Effective January 1, 2006, only Education Code section
76355, subdivisions (c)(1) and (2) are applicable. The following table summarizes the authorized fee
per student:

Authorized Health Fee Rate

Fall and Spring Summer
Fiscal Year Semesters Session
2002-03 $12 $9
2003-04 $12 $9
2004-05 $13 $10
2005-06 $14 $11
2006-07 $15 $12

Government Code section 17514 defines “costs mandated by the state” as any increased costs that a
school district is required to incur. To the extent community college districts can charge a fee, they
are not required to incur a cost. In addition, Government Code section 17556 states that the CSM
shall not find costs mandated by the State if the school district has the authority to levy fees to pay
for the mandated program or increased level of service.

District’s Response

The audit report concludes that the District understated offsetting revenue by $694,471 for the audit
period because it claimed only those student health service fees that were actually charged and
collected, rather than those that were “authorized.” The audit report states that the District “excluded”
high school students concurrently enrolled and students registered only for telecourses and off-campus
or weekend classes.® The audit report findings and recommendations regarding enrollment data
obtained from the Chancellor’s Office, the students to be charged, and the amounts to charge these
students are not relevant to the District claimed amounts since the District claimed actual revenues
collected that resulted from the District’s policy regarding which students are to be charged and how
much they are to be charged. The District complied with the parameters and guidelines for the Health
Fee Elimination mandate when it properly reported revenue actually received from student health
service fees.

Education Code Section 76355

The audit report agrees that the District has the discretion to charge, or not to charge, a student health
service fee.

Education Code Section 76355, subdivision (a), in relevant part, provides: “The governing board of a
district maintaining a community college may require community college students to pay a fee . . . for
health supervision and services. . . . (Emphasis added)” There is no requirement that community
colleges levy these fees. The permissive nature of the provision is further illustrated in subdivision (b)
which states “If, pursuant to this section, a fee is required, the governing board of the district shall
decide the amount of the fee, if any, that a part-time student is required to pay. The governing board
may decide whether the fee shall be mandatory or optional. (Emphasis added)” However, the audit
report asserts that claimants must compute the total discretionary student health service fees collectible
based on the highest “authorized” rate.
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The audit report does not provide the statutory basis for the calculation of the “authorized” rate or the
source of the legal right of any state entity to “authorize” student health service fee amounts. There has
been no rulemaking or compliance with the Administrative Procedure Act by an “authorizing” state
agency. The audit report agrees that the fee amounts “identified” by the State Chancellor’s office
merely informs, by form letter to the local districts, that the Implicit Price Deflator has increased and
that the districts may increase their student health service fee if the district so chooses. An example of
one such notice is the letter dated March 5, 2001, attached as Exhibit “E.” While Education Code
Section 76355 provides for an increase in the student health service fee, this authority is not self-
implementing, and the Section does not grant the Chancellor the authority to establish mandatory fee
amounts or mandatory fee increases. No state agency was granted that authority by the Education
Code, and no state agency has exercised its rulemaking authority to establish mandatory fees amounts.
It should be noted that the Chancellor’s letter properly states that increasing the amount of the fee is at
the option of the district, and that the Chancellor is not asserting that authority.

“Excluded students”

These students were not excluded from anything. These students did not pay student health service fees so
there are no fees to exclude or include in the total amount of student health service fees actually collected. Nor
is there any indication that these students utilized student health services even if proof of use of these services
is relevant to the issue of whether fees should be collected from these students.

Parameters and Guidelines

The parameters and guidelines for the Health Fee Elimination mandate state:

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences as a direct result of this statute must be
deducted from the costs claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate received from
any source, e.g., federal, state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this claim. This shall
include the amount of $7.50 per full-time student per semester, $5.00 per full-time student for
summer school, or $5.00 per full-time student per quarter, as authorized by Education Code
Section 72246(a)’.

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

The audit report claims that the Commission’s intent was for claimed costs to be reduced by fees
authorized, rather than fees actually received as stated in the parameters and guidelines. It is true that
the Department of Finance proposed, as part of the amendments that were adopted on May 25, 1989,
that a sentence be added to the offsetting savings section expressly stating that if no health service fee
was charged, the claimant would be required to deduct the amount authorized. However, the
Commission declined to add this requirement and adopted the parameters and guidelines without this
language. The fact that the Commission staff and the California Community Colleges Chancellors
Office staff, at one time in the spectrum of the process, agreed with the Department of Finance’s
interpretation does not negate the fact that the Commission adopted parameters and guidelines that did
not include the additional language. The Commission intends the language of the parameters and
guidelines to be construed as written, and only those savings that are experienced are to be deducted.

Notwithstanding, the parameters and guidelines do not “authorize” fees in an amount larger than
$7.50 per student per semester, consistent with version of Education Code Section 72246 (76355)
extant at the time of the adoption of the parameters and guidelines, nor do the parameters and
guidelines authorize an increase in “authorized fees” based on a deflator calculation. Strict compliance
with the parameters and guidelines would limit the Controller’s calculation of the “authorized” offset
of program costs by student health services revenues to $7.50 per student per semester, which is
generally less than the amount actually collected from the students.
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Government Code Section 17514

The audit report relies upon Government Code Section 17514 for the conclusion that “[t]o the extent
community college districts can charge a fee, they are not required to incur a cost.” Charging a fee has
no relationship to whether costs are incurred to provide the student health services program. . . .

There is nothing in the language of the statute regarding the authority to charge a fee, any nexus of fee
revenue to increased cost, nor any language which describes the legal effect of fees collected. The
audit report states that “[i]f the district has the authority to collect fees attributable to health service
expenses, then it is not required to incur a cost.” This again ignores the fact that Section 76355 makes
charging a fee discretionary, and that fees are revenues and not avoided increased costs.

Government Code Section 17556
The audit report relies upon Government Code Section 17556 for the conclusion that “the Commission

on State Mandates shall not find costs mandated by the State if the school district has the authority to
levy fees to pay for the mandated program or increased level of service . . .”

7 Former Education Code Section 72246 was repealed by Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993, Section 29, and was
replaced by Education Code Section 76355.

The audit report continues to rely upon an incorrect interpretation of Education [sic] Code Section
17556(d), while neglecting its context and omitting a crucial clause. Section 17556(d) does specify that
the Commission on State Mandates shall not find costs mandated by the state if the local agency has
the authority to levy fees, but only if those fees are “sufficient to pay for the mandated program”
(emphasis added). . . .

Section 17556 pertains specifically to the Commission’s determination on a test claim, and does not
concern the development of parameters and guidelines or the claiming process. The Commission has
already found state mandated costs for this program, and the Controller cannot substitute its judgment
for that of the Commission through the audit process. . . .

The two court cases the audit report relies upon (County of Fresno v. California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482
and Connell v. Santa Margarita (1997) 59 Cal.App.4™ 382) are similarly misplaced. Both cases
concern the approval of a test claim by the Commission. They do not address the issue of offsetting
revenue in the reimbursement stages, only whether there is fee authority sufficient to fully fund the
mandate that would prevent the Commission from approving the test claim.

In County of Fresno, the Commission had specifically found that the fee authority was sufficient to
fully fund the test claim activities and denied the test claim. The court simply agreed to uphold this
determination because Government Code Section 17556(d) was consistent with the California
Constitution. The Health Fee Elimination mandate, decided by the Commission, found that the fee
authority is not sufficient to fully fund the mandate. Thus, County of Fresno is not applicable because
the subject matter concerns the activity of approving or denying a test claim and has no bearing on the
annual claim reimbursement process.

Similarly, although a test claim had been approved and parameters and guidelines were adopted, the
court in Connell focused its determination on whether the initial approval of the test claim had been
proper. The court did not evaluate the parameters and guidelines or the reimbursement process because
it found that the initial approval of the test claim had been in violation of Section 17556(d). . . .
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SCO’s Comment

The district references audit report language, which states that the district excluded various students
from paying the health service fee, and provides a quizzical response. In a footnote, the district first
states, “These students were not excluded from anything.” Then the district continues, stating,
“These students did not pay student health services fees.” If the district agrees that the students did
not pay health service fees, then the audit report properly states that these students were excluded
from paying the fee. ‘

The district’s footnote continues by stating:

Nor is there any indication that these students utilized student health services even if proof of use of
these services is relevant to the issue of whether fees should be collected from these students.

It is the district’s choice as to “whether fees should be collected” from any student. However, this is
irrelevant to the audit issue, just as it is irrelevant whether any student actually uses student health
services. The district is authorized to charge all students a health service fee, except those students
specifically excluded by Education Code section 76355, subdivision (¢). Government Code section
17514 states, ““Costs mandated by the State’ means any increased costs which a local agency or
school district is required [emphasis added] to incur. . . .” To the extent that districts are authorized
to charge a fee, they are not required to incur an increased cost.

The district also states:

The audit report findings and recommendations regarding enrollment data obtained from the
Chancellor’s Office, the students to be charged, and the amounts to charge these students are not
relevant to the District claimed amounts since the District claimed actual revenues collected . . . The
District complied with the parameters and guidelines. . . .

In fact, the opposite is true; the actual revenues collected are irrelevant to the district’s mandated
cost claims. The district failed to comply with Government Code section 17514,

Education Code Section 76355

We agree that community college districts may choose not to levy a health service fee or to levy a
fee less than the authorized amount. Regardless of the district’s decision to levy or not levy the
authorized health service fee, Education Code section 76355, subdivision (a), provides districts the
authority to levy the fee. Government Code section 17514 specifies that mandated costs are
increased costs that the district is required to incur. If the district voluntarily excludes students from
the authorized fee or charges students a fee that is less than the authorized amount, it does incur
increased costs. However, the district was not required to incur those costs, because it voluntarily
charged less than the total fees authorized by statute. Therefore, those increased costs are not
mandated costs.

The district states:

The audit report does not provide the statutory basis for the calculation of the “authorized” rate or the
source of the legal right of any state entity to “authorize” student health service fee amounts. There has
been no rulemaking or compliance with the Administrative Procedures Act by an “authorizing” state
agency.

We disagree. The audit finding specifies Education Code section 76355, subdivision (a), as the
statutory basis by which to calculate authorized health service fee rates; therefore, the Administrative
Procedures Act is irrelevant. Our report does not state or infer that any state agency “authorizes” the
health service fee rate.
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The district states that Education Code section 76355 “does not grant the Chancellor the authority to
establish mandatory fee amounts or mandatory fee increases . . . It should be noted that the
Chancellor’s letter properly states that increasing the amount of the fee is at the option of the
district. . . .” We agree. The district may choose to assess any amount of health service fee that it
chooses. However, the actual fee assessed and collected is irrelevant to the district’s Health Fee
Elimination Program mandated cost claim. The district must deduct the authorized health service
fees from its mandated program expenses.

Parameters and Guidelines

We disagree with the district’s interpretation of the parameters and guidelines’ requirement
regarding authorized health service fees. The Commission clearly recognized the availability of
another funding source by including the fees as offsetting savings in the parameters and guidelines.
The Commission’s staff analysis of May 25, 1989 (Tab 7), states the following regarding the
proposed parameters and guidelines amendments that the Commission adopted that day:

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

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

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

Staff concurs with the DOF proposed language which does not substantively change the scope of Item
VI [emphasis added].

Thus, it is clear that the Commission intended that claimants deduct authorized health service fees
from mandate-reimbursable costs claimed. Furthermore, the staff analysis included an attached letter
from the CCCCO dated April 3, 1989. In that letter, the CCCCO concurred with the DOF and the
Commission regarding authorized health service fees.

The district alleges that the Commission “declined” to add the sentence proposed by the DOF. We
disagree. The Commission, DOF, and CCCCO all agreed with the intent to offset authorized health
service fees. Although the district refers to the CCCCO’s concurrence as a “staff” opinion, note that
the letter from the CCCCO (Tab 7) is signed by the chancellor. As noted above, the Commission
staff analysis agreed with the DOF proposed language. The Commission staff concluded that it was
unnecessary to revise the proposed parameters and guidelines, as the proposed language did “not
substantively change the scope of Item VIIL” The Commission’s meeting minutes of May 25, 1989
(Tab 8), show that the Commission adopted the proposed parameters and guidelines on consent (i.e.,
the Commission concurred with its staff’s analysis). The Health Fee Elimination Program amended
parameters and guidelines were Item 6 on the meeting agenda. The meeting minutes state, “There
being no discussion or appearances on Items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, and 12, Member Buenrostro moved
adoption of the staff recommendation on these items [emphasis added] on the consent
calendar . . .The motion carried.” Therefore, no community college districts objected and there was
no change to the Commission’s interpretation regarding authorized health service fees.

The district references parameters and guidelines language that identifies health service fee amounts
that were applicable in 1989. Regardless of the specific fee amounts identified in the parameters and
guidelines, the audit issue rests with the basic definition of mandated costs. Government Code
section 17514 defines mandated costs as increased costs that the district is required to incur. To the
extent that the district is authorized to charge a fee, it is not required to incur increased costs.
Education Code section 76355, subdivision (a)(2), states, “The governing board of each community
college district may increase this fee [health service fee] by the same percentage increase as the
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Implicit Price Deflator . . . Whenever that calculation produces an increase of one dollar ($1) above
the existing fee, the fee may be increased by one dollar ($1).” The CCCCO notifies districts of the
current fee authorized by Government Code section 76355, subdivision (a)(2) and we properly used
the authorized fee amounts to calculate the district’s authorized health service fees for each fiscal
year.

Government Code 17514

Government Code section 17514 states, ““Costs mandated by the state’ means any increased costs
which a local agency or school district is required [emphasis added] to incur. . . .” If the district has
authority to collect fees attributable to health service expenses, then it is not required to incur
increased costs. Therefore, mandated costs do not include those health service expenses that may be
paid by authorized fees. The district’s costs do not become mandated costs simply because the
district failed to assess or collect authorized health service fees.

The district states, “fees are revenues and not avoided increased costs.” We disagree. The district
avoids incurring increased costs resulting from the mandated program by its ability to assess a fee to
pay for those costs. The district states that we ignore “the fact that Section 76355 makes charging a
fee discretionary.” We disagree; in our audit report, we clearly agree that the fee is discretionary.
However, that fact is irrelevant to identifying mandate-reimbursable costs.

Government Code Section 17556

The district believes that Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), applies only when the
fee authority is sufficient to offset the “entire” mandated costs. We disagree. The Commission
recognized that the Health Fee Elimination Program’s costs are not uniform among districts.
Districts provided different levels of service in FY 1986-87 (the “base year”). Furthermore, districts
provided these services at varying costs. As a result, the fee authority may be sufficient to pay for
some districts’ mandated program costs, while it is insufficient to pay the “entire” costs of other
districts. Education Code section 76355 (formerly section 72246) established a uniform health
service fee assessment for students statewide. The Commission adopted parameters and guidelines
that clearly recognize an available funding source by identifying the health service fees as offsetting
reimbursements. To the extent that districts have authority to charge a fee, they are not required to
incur a mandated cost, as defined by Government Code section 17514. We agree that the
Commission found state-mandated costs for this program through the test claim process; however,
the state-mandated costs are those that are not otherwise reimbursable by authorized fees or other
offsetting savings and reimbursements.

The district believes that the audit report’s reliance on two court cases is “misplaced.” We disagree.
County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) 53 Cal. 3d 482 (which is also referenced by Connell
v. Santa Margarita Water District (1997) 59 Cal. App. 4™ 382) states, in part:

Section 6 was included in article XIII B in recognition that article XIII A of the Constitution severely
restricted the taxing powers of local governments... Specifically, it was designed to protect the tax
revenues of local governments from state mandates that would require expenditure of such revenues.
Thus, although its language broadly declares that the “state shall provide a subvention of funds to
reimburse . . . local government for the costs [of a state-mandated new] program or higher level of
service,” read in its textual and historical context section 6 of article XIII B requires subvention only
when the costs in question can be recovered solely from tax revenues [Emphasis added].

In view of the foregoing analysis, the question of the facial constitutionality of section 17556(d) under
article XIII B, section 6, can be readily resolved. As noted, the statute provides that “The commission
shall not find costs mandated by the state. . . if, after a hearing, the commission finds that “the local
government” has the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay for the
mandated program or increased level of service.” Considered within its context, the section effectively
construes the term “costs” in the constitutional provision as excluding expenses that are recoverable
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Jfrom sources other than taxes [emphasis added]. Such a construction is altogether sound. As the
discussion makes clear, the Constitution requires reimbursement only for those expenses that are
recoverable solely from taxes [emphasis added]. . . .

Thus, mandated costs exclude expenses that are recoverable from sources other than taxes—in this
case, costs that are recoverable from the authority to assess health service fees.

INACCURATE REPORTING AND INSUFFICIENT DOCUMENTATION OF HEALTH
SERVICES PROVIDED

Issue

For all fiscal years, the district did not properly report health services provided and did not maintain
sufficient documentation of health services provided.

SCO Analysis:

We created a schedule (Analysis of Level of Health Services), based on mandated claim forms HFE-
2 filed by the district during the audit period, to compare the health services provided by the district
during the base year to services provided during the audit period (Tab 12). We did this to identify
whether the district was claiming costs for any health services that it did not claim during the base
year (excess health services). Based on this documentation, we did not identify any excess health
services within the district’s mandated cost claims for the audit period. The district also reported on
mandated claim form HFE-1.1 that it provided the same level of health services during the audit
period that it provided in the base year of FY 1986-87.

We requested that each college within the district provide a summary report of all the health services
that it provided to students during the audit period. The health service records provided by the
district show that the district provided more health services than it provided in FY 1986-87. The
additional services included physical examinations, pap smears, influenza immunizations, and
hepatitis B immunizations. On claim form HFE-2, the district did not report that it provided these
services in either the base year of FY 1986-87 or during any year of the audit period.

We also noted that health service records provided by the various campus sites were inconsistent
among colleges and fiscal years. These health service records did not identify actual services
consistent with the level of detail included in the parameters and guidelines. Specifically, the records
did not typically identify the specific health services provided. For those services that were
identified, they were described using general, vague descriptions. Therefore, we could not verify
how many health services were provided by the district that exceeded those provided in the 1986-87
base year.

We have included samples of the health service records provided by the district that we reviewed for
Skyline College (Tab 13), Canada College (Tab 14), and College of San Mateo (Tab 15) which
identify the excess services provided.

District’s Response

. . . The principle point of disagreement is whether additional services were available or provided in
the base year. If the Controller’s policy is that the same services have to be rendered in the current
fiscal year, rather than just available to students, this is an incorrect application of the parameters and
guidelines language.

The parameters and guidelines are designed to reimburse services “provided” in the current fiscal year
that were also “provided” in 1986-87, at current fiscal year costs . . . As a practical matter and as a
matter of logic, for each subsequent fiscal year, this requires the claimant to actually certify that the
base-year services continue to be available, although not necessarily provided. The District is
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certifying that the same level of services continue to be available, not that each and every service was
rendered each subsequent year. Thus, the District need not have provided a particular service nor
prove that it was either provided nor [sic] not provided, in either the base year or the audit year, but
only that it was available to students at those times. In making services available, the District is
fulfilling its obligations in order to be eligible to claim mandated costs.

Therefore, the audit report incorrectly recommends that the district “report the level of health services
provided” and “the specific health services that it provided during the claim year” since the mandate is
only to make these services available and not to prove the services were actually provided. The audit
report incorrectly recommends that the district maintain “health service records identifying actual
services that it provided” and “records that document the actual time spent and applicable materials
and supplies costs” since the mandate is only to make these services available not to prove that the
services were provided. It is appropriate to identify the cost of additional services, but there is no
parameters and guidelines requirement for recording actual staff time and materials costs for each type
of service, nor does the accounting system mandated by the Education Code, Title 5, and the
Chancellor’s Office system report this information. Rather the District has to continue to make the
base-year services available, whether they are rendered or not . . . The legal standard must be services
available.

SCO’s Comment

The district distinguishes between “services provided,” “services available,” and “services
rendered.” Such a distinction is not relevant; the parameters and guidelines address services
provided. Further, the district declares, “The legal standard must be services available.” Neither the
parameters and guidelines nor applicable statutory language recognize the terms “services available”
and “services rendered.” The district has no basis or standing to pronounce a “legal standard”
unilaterally.

The parameters and guidelines, Section III, Eligible Claimants, states:
Community college districts which provided [emphasis added] health services in 1986-87 fiscal year
and continue to provide [emphasis added] the same services as a result of this mandate are eligible to
claim reimbursement of those costs.

Section V, subdivision A, Scope of Mandate, states:

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

Section V, subdivision B, Reimbursable Activities, states:

For each eligible claimant, the following cost items are reimbursable to the extent they were provided
[emphasis added] by the community college district in fiscal year 1986-87. . . .

The district’s response does not directly address the factual accuracy of the audit issues: (1) The
district incorrectly reported the level of health services provided during the claim years, and (2) the
district maintained insufficient documentation of health services provided during the claim years.

Instead, the district disagrees with various audit report recommendations. The district states:

Therefore, the audit report incorrectly recommends that the district “report the level of health services
provided” and “the specific health services that it provided during the claim year. . . .”

The audit report recommendations are accurate. The district quotes the first recommendation out of
context. The full recommendation states, “Properly report the level of health services provided (i.e.,
whether the district provided health services in the claim year that are less than, the same as, or
more than the services that it provided in FY 1986-87 [emphasis added].” The parameters and
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guidelines specify that districts are eligible to claim mandate-related costs only if they continue to
provide the same health services that were provided during FY 1986-87. They also specify that only
services provided in FY 1986-87 may be claimed. Therefore, the district is required to attest whether
the claim year services provided are less than, the same as, or more than services provided in FY
1986-87. To support the district’s attestation, it must identify the specific health services that it
provided during FY 1986-87 and the claim year.

The district states:

The audit report incorrectly recommends that the district maintain “health service records identifying
actual services that it provided” and “records that document the actual time spent and applicable
materials and supplies costs” . . . there is no parameters and guidelines requirement for recording
actual staff time and materials costs for each type of service, nor does the accounting system mandated
by the Education Code, Title S, and the Chancellor’s Office system report this information.

The audit report recommendations are accurate. The district quotes the first recommendation out of
context. The full recommendation states, “Maintain health service records identifying actual services
that it provided in the same manner that the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s claim forms
identify health services [emphasis added].” This recommendation addresses the district’s failure to
properly document claim year health services provided. The district maintained health service
records that did not identify services provided or identified services in vague, general terms.

The district also quotes the second recommendation out of context. The full recommendation states,
“Maintain records that document the actual time spent and applicable materials and supplies costs
associated with health services exceeding the services that it provided in FY 1986-87 [emphasis
added].” The parameters and guidelines specify that the district may claim costs for only those health
services that it provided in FY 1986-87. Therefore, the district must maintain records that identify
the actual cost attributable to any additional claim year services provided that were not provided in
FY 1986-87. In addition, the parameters and guidelines specifically require the district to identify
actual staff time for each type of service. To claim salaries and benefits, the parameters and
guidelines require the district to “describe the mandated functions performed and specify the actual
number of hours devoted to each function. . . .”

AMOUNTS PAID BY THE STATE

Issue

For each fiscal year, the audit report identifies the amount previously paid by the State. The district
believes that the reported amount paid is incorrect for FY 2002-03.

SCO Analysis:

At the time that the SCO issued the final audit report, the State had paid the district $307,148 for FY
2002-03. As of February 28, 2011, the State had paid the district $259,025 for FY 2002-03. This
amount includes cash payments and accounts receivable offsets applied.

District’s Response

.. . Annual claim payments received from the state are integral part of the calculation of amounts due
the claimant or state as a result of the audit. The audit changed the amounts paid for one of the annual
claims without a finding in the audit report. . . .

The audit report indicates on page four that the District received $307,148 in payment on the FY
2002-03 claim. This amount was not included on the District’s claim form FAM-27 and the District
has no contemporaneous Controller’s remittance advice confirming the payment. The audit report does
not include any explanation or documentation of the differences in these amounts. Since the amount
paid reduces the remaining state liability for the claim, any difference constitutes an adjustment that
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should be supported by audit findings. The propriety of this adjustment cannot be determined until the
Controller states the reason for the changes.
SCQO’s Comment

The final audit report correctly identifies the amount paid by the State for FY 2002-03 as of the
report issuance date. The following table identifies the relevant actions and dates:

Action Amount Date
District files FY 2002-03 claim $ 341,276  January 12,2005

SCO payment on FY 2002-03 claim - accounts receivable collections:

Collective Bargaining Program, FY 2000-01 $ (178,367) October 25,2006
Absentee Ballots Program, FY 2001-02 (29,307)  October 25, 2006
Collective Bargaining Program, FY 2001-02 (99.474)  October 25, 2006

Amount paid by the State as of final audit report date (September 23, 2009) (307,148

Recovered offsets applied:

Collective Bargaining Program, FY 2008-09 1,864  January 12,2011

Health Fee Elimination Program, FY 2008-09 11,661  January 14,2011

Enroliment Fee Collection and Waivers Program, FY 2008-09 34,598  January 19,2011
Amount paid by the State as of February 28, 2011 $ (259,025)

The FY 2002-03 claim payment (via accounts receivable collections — Tab 9) occurred after the
district submitted its claim, but before the district submitted this incorrect reduction claim. The
district did not contest the payment amount in its August 7, 2009 response to our draft audit report
(Exhibit D). Subsequent to the district’s incorrect reduction claim submittal, the SCO recovered
$48,123 from the amount paid on the district’s FY 2002-03 Health Fee Elimination Program claim
by applying offsets to the programs noted above (Tab 10).

The issue regarding payments made by the SCO for mandated cost claims filed by the district with
the State is not an audit finding. The Incorrect Reduction Claim process is not the proper venue to
resolve questions about payments due on mandated cost claims. For questions regarding payments
on mandated cost claims, the district should contact SCO’s Division of Accounting and Reporting,
Local Reimbursements Section. Contact information is available on the Controller’s website at
http://www.sco.ca.gov.

VIL. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS FOR AUDIT

Issue

The audit scope included FY 2002-03 through FY 2006-07. The district believes that FY 2002-03
and FY 2003-04 were not subject to audit at the time that the SCO initiated the audit.

Analysis:

Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a), states:
A reimbursement claim . . . is subject to the initiation of an audit by the Controller no later than three
years after the date that the actual reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later.
However, if no funds are appropriated or no payment is made to a claimant for the program for the

fiscal year for which the claim is filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence
to run from the date of initial payment of the claim. . . .
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The SCO initiated its audit on September 8, 2008. For its FY 2002-03 claim, the district did not
receive a payment until October 25, 2006. As of the audit initiation date, the district had not received
a payment for its FY 2003-04 claim. Therefore, the SCO complied with Government Code section
17558.5, subdivision (a).

District’s Response

The District asserts that the audit of the FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 annual reimbursement claims
commenced after the time limitation for audit had passed. . . .

The final audit report asserts that initiation of the audit was proper because the initial payment for the
FY 2002-03 claim did not occur until October 24, 2009, and there has been no payment for the FY
2003-04 claim . . . The clause in Government Code Section 17558.5 that delays commencement of the
time for the Controller to audit to the date of initial payment is void because it is impermissibly vague.

Time Limitation for Audit

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

(a) A reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to this
chapter is subject to audit by the Controller no later than four years after the end of the calendar
year in which the reimbursement claim is filed or last amended. However, if no funds are
appropriated for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim is made, the time for the
Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment of the claim.

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

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

(a) A reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to this
chapter is subject to audit by the Controller no later than two years after the end of the calendar
year in which the reimbursement claim is filed or last amended. However, if no funds are
appropriated for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim is made, the time for the
Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment of the claim.

Statutes of 2002, Chapter 1128, Section 14.5, operative January 1, 2003 amended Section 17558.5 to
state:

(a) A reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to this
chapter is subject to the initiation of an audit by the Controller no later than three years after the
end-of-the-calendar—year-in—which-the date that the actual reimbursement claim is filed or last
amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are appropriated or no payment is made to a
claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim is made filed, the time for the
Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment of the claim.

The amendment is pertinent because this is the first time that the factual issue of the date the audit is
“initiated” is introduced for mandate programs for which funds are appropriated.
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Statutes of 2004, Chapter 890, Section 18, operative January 1, 2005 amended Section 17558.5 to
state:

(a) A reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to this
chapter is subject to the initiation of an audit by the Controller no later than three years after the
date that the actual reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if
no funds are appropriated or no payment is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year
for which the claim is filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run

from the date of initial payment of the claim. In any case, an audit shall be completed not later than
two years after the date that the audit is commenced.

The annual reimbursement claims for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 are subject to this version of
Section 17558.5, which retains the same limitations period as the prior version, but also adds the
requirement that an audit must be completed within two years of its commencement.

Vagueness

The version of Section 17558.5 applicable to FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 annual reimbursement
claims provides that the time limitation for audit “shall commence to run from the date of initial
payment” if no payment is made. However, this provision is void because it is impermissibly vague. At
the time a claim is filed, the claimant has no way of knowing when payment will be made or how long
the records applicable to that claim must be maintained. The current $4 billion backlog in mandate
payments for school and college districts, which continues to grow every year, could potentially
require claimants to maintain detailed supporting documentation for decades. Additionally, it is
possible for the Controller to unilaterally extend the audit period by withholding payment or directing
appropriated funds only to those claims that have already been audited.

Therefore, the only specific and enforceable time limitation to commence an audit is three years from

the date the claim was filed, and the annual reimbursement claims for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04
were past this time period when the audit was commenced on September 8, 2008. . . .

SCO’s Comment

The district discusses statutory language effective prior to January 1, 2005; however, that language is
irrelevant to the claims that are the subject of this Incorrect Reduction Claim.

The district states that pertinent language is “void because it is impermissibly vague.” We disagree.
The district has no authority to adjudicate statutory language. The district provided no evidence to
validate its assertion, as required by Title 2, CCR, Section 1185. The mandated program payment
backlog and the district’s speculation regarding record retention periods required to comply with
Government Code section 17558.5 are irrelevant to the clear, unambiguous statutory language.

The SCO initiated its audit within the period allowed by Government Code section 17558.5,
subdivision (a), which states:

A reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to this
chapter is subject to the initiation of an audit by the Controller no later than three years after the date
that the actual reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds
are appropriated or no payment is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the
claim is filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of
initial payment of the claim [emphasis added].

The district states, “The final audit report asserts that . . . the initial payment for the FY 2002-03
claim did not occur until October 24, 2009. . . .” Our audit report makes no such statement. The audit
report properly indicates that the district first received payment for its FY 2002-03 claim on
October 25, 2006. Therefore, the SCO had until October 24, 2009, to commence an audit. As stated
in the district’s response, the SCO commenced the audit on September 8, 2008. For its FY 2003-04
claim, the district received no payment as of September 8, 2008. Therefore, the SCO met the

-25-




requirements of Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a), by commencing an audit within
the statute of limitations applicable to each claim.

The district also states, “. . .it is possible for the Controller to unilaterally extend the audit period by
withholding payment or directing appropriated funds only to those claims that have already been
audited.” The district’s allegation contradicts statutory language. Government Code section 17561,
subdivision (d), states:

The Controller shall pay any eligible claim pursuant to this section by October 15 or 60 days after the
date the appropriation for the claim is effective, whichever is later. . . .

In addition, Government Code section 17567 states:

In the event that the amount appropriated for reimbursement purposes pursuant to Section 17561 is not
sufficient to pay all of the claims approved by the Controller, the Controller shall prorate claims in
proportion to the dollar amount of approved claims timely filed and on hand at the time of
proration. . . . :

. CONCLUSION

The State Controller’s Office audited San Mateo County Community College District’s claims for
costs of the legislatively mandated Health Fee Elimination Program (Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2™
Extraordinary Session; and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987) for the period of July 1, 2002, through
June 30, 2007. The district claimed unallowable costs totaling $781,934. The costs are unallowable
because the district claimed unallowable services and supplies, overstated and understated allowable
indirect costs, and understated authorized health service fees and offsetting savings/reimbursements.
The district also inaccurately reported and insufficiently documented health services provided.

In conclusion, the Commission should find that: (1) the SCO initiated its audit of FY 2002-03 and
FY 2003-04 within the time frame provided by Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a);
(2) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY 2002-03 claim by $205,050; (3) the SCO correctly
reduced the district’s FY 2003-04 claim by $97,600; (4) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY
2004-05 claim by $135,148; (5) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY 2005-06 claim by
$143,683; (6) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY 2006-07 claim by $200,453; and (7) the
district inaccurately reported and insufficiently documented health services provided.

CERTIFICATION

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

Executed on m—ﬂm)ﬂf at Sacramento, California, by:

/ Spano, C «F”

dated Cost Audifs Bureau
vision of Audits

tate Controller’s Office
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number of private auto mileage traveled, and the cost of tolls and parking with receipts
required for charges over $10.00.

(k) Documentation

it is the responsibility of the claimant to make available to the SCO, upon request,
documentation in the form of general and subsidiary ledgers, purchase orders,
invoices, contracts, canceled warrants, equipment usage records, land deeds, receipts,
employee time sheets, agency travel guidelines, inventory records, and other relevant -
documents to support claimed costs. The type of documentation necessary for each
claim may differ with the type of mandate.

indirect Costs

Indirect costs are: (a) Incurred for a common or joint purpose benefiting more than one cost
objective, and (b) not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically benefited, without effort -
disproportionate to the results achieved. Indirect costs can originate in the department performing
the mandate or in departments that supply the department performing the mandate with goods,
services and facilities. As noted previously, in order for a cost to be aliowable, it must be allocable
to a particular cost objective. With respect to indirect costs, this requires that the cost be distributed
to benefiting cost objectives on bases, which produce an equitable result in relation to the benefits
derived by the mandate.

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

The Controller allows the following methodology for use by community colleges in computing an
indirect cost rate for state mandates. The objective of this computation is to determine an equitable
rate for use in allocating administrative support to personnel that performed the mandated cost
activities claimed by the community college. This methodology assumes that administrative
services are provided to all activities of the institution in relation to the direct costs incurred in the
performance of those activities. Form FAM-29C has been developed to assist the community
college in computing an indirect cost rate for state mandates. Completion of this form consists of
three main steps:

1. The elimination of unallowable costs from the expenses reported on the financial statements.

2. The segregation of the adjusted expenses between those incurred for direct and indirect
activities. -

3. The development of a ratio between the total indirect expenses and the total direct expenses
incurred by the community college.

The computation is based on total expenditures as reported in "Califonia Community Colieges
Annual Financial and Budget Report, Expenditures by Activity (CCFS-311)." Expenditures classified
by activity are segregated by the function they serve. Each function may include expenses for
salaries, fringe benefits, supplies, and capital outlay. OMB Circular A-21 requnres expenditures for
capital outiays to be excluded from the indirect cost rate computation.

Generally, a direct cost is one incurred specifically for one activity, while indirect costs are of a more
general nature and are incurred for the benefit of several activities, As previously noted, the
objective of this computation is to equitably allocate administrative support costs to personnel that
perform mandated cost activities claimed by the college. For the purpose of this computation we
have defined indirect costs to be those costs which provide administrative support to personnet who
perform mandated cost activities. We have defined direct costs to be those costs that do not
provide administrative support to personnel who perform mandated cost activities and those costs
that are directly related to instructional activities of the college. Accounts that should be classified
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as indirect costs are: Planning, Policy Meking and Coordination, Fiscal Operations, Human
Resources Management, Management Information Systems, Other General Institutiona! Support
Services, and Logistical Services. If any costs included in these accounts are claimed as a
mandated cost, i.e., salaries of employees performing mandated cost activities, the cost should be
reclassified as a direct cost. Accounts in the following groups of accounts shouid be.classified as
direct costs: Instruction, Instructional Administration, .Instructional Support Services, Admissions
and Records, Counseling and Guidance, Other Student Services, Operation and Maintenance of
Plant, Community Relations, Staff Development, Staff Diversity, Non-instructional Staff-Retirees’
Benefits and Retirement Incentives, Community Services, Ancillary Services and Auxiliary
Operations. A college may classify a portion of the expenses reported in the account Operation and
Maintenance of Plant as indirect. The claimant has the option of using a 7% or a higher indirect cost
percentage if the college can support its allocation basis.

The indirect cost rate, derived by determining the ratio of total indirect expenses to total direct
expenses when applied to the direct costs claimed, will result in an equitable distribution of the
college's mandate related indirect costs. An example of the methodology used to compute an
indirect cost rate is presented in Table 4.
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Table 4 Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges

MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
{01) Claimant (02) Period of Claim
{03) Expenditures by Activity {04) Aliowable Costs
Activity EDP Total | Adjustments Total Indirect . Direct
Subtotal Instruction ' 589] $19,590,357] $1,339,059] $18,251,208 $0| $18,251,208
Instructional Administration and 6000 '
Instructional Governance
Academic Administration 6010 2,941,386 105,348 2,836,038 0] 2,836,038
Course and Curriculum -
Develop. 6020 21,595 0 24,595 (1] 21,595
Academic/Faculty Senate 6030
Other Instructional
Administration & Instructional 6090
Governance
Instructional Support Services 6100
Learning Center 6110 22,737 863 21,874 0 21,874
Library 6120 518,220 2,591 515,629 1] 515,626
Media 6130 522,530 115,710 406,820 1] 408,820
Museums ang Galleries 6140 0 0 0 0 0
Academic Information 6150
Systems and Tech.
Other Instructional Support
Services 6190
Admissions and Records 6200 584,939 12,952 571,987 0 571,987
Counseling and Guidance 68300
Counseling and Guidance 6310
Matriculation and Student
Assessment 6320
Transfer Programs 6330
Career Guidance 8340
0033; Student Cqunseling and 6390
Guidance
Other Student Services 6400
Dlsayled Students Programs & 6420
Services
Subtotal $24201,764| $1,576,5231 $22,625,241 $0| $22,625,241
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"Table4 Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges (continued)
MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
{01) Claimant (02) Period of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity {04) Allowable Costs
Activity EDP Total | Adjustments |  Total Indirect Direct
Extended Opportunity 6430
Programs & Services
Health Services 6440 0 0 Q 1} 0
Student Personneal Admin. 6450 289,926 12,953 276,973 0 276,973
Financial Aid Administration 6460 391,459 20,724 370,736 0 370,736
Job Placement Services 6470 . 83,663 ] 83,663 0 83,663
Veterans Services 6480 25427 0 25,427 .0 25,427
Miscellaneous Student
Servi 6490 ] 0 0 0 0
Operation & Maintenance of 6500
Plant
Bullding Maintenance and 6510 1,079,260 44,038 1,035,221 o 1.095221
Repairs
Custodial Services 6530 1,227,668 33,877 1,193,991 0 1,193,891
Grounds Maintenance and 6560| 596,257 70807|  525.450 o| 525450
Repairs
Utilities 6570 1,236,305 0 1,236,305 0 1,236,305
Other 6590 3,454 3454 0 0 0
Planning, Policy Making, and
Coondination 6600 587,817 22,451 565,366 565,366 0
General Inst. Support Services 6700
Community Relations 6710 0 0 0 0 0
Fiscal Operations 6720 634,605 17,270 617,335 553,184} (a) 64,151
Human Resources 6730
Management
Noninstructional Staff Benefits
& Incentives . 6740
Staff Development 6750
Staff Diversity 6760
Logistical Services 6770
Management Information
Systems 6780
Subtotal $30,357,605| $1,801,808] $28,555,707| $1,118.550} $27,437,157|
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Table 4 Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges (continued)

MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
{01) Claimant. {02} Period of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity {04) Altowable Costs
Activity EDP Total Adjustments Total " Indirect Direct
General Inst. Sup. Serv. (cont.) 6700
Other General Institutional 6790
Support Services .
Community Services 6800
Community Recreation 6810 703,858 20,509 683,349 0] 683349
Community Service Classes 6820 423,188 24826 308,362 0f- 398,362
Community Use of Facilities 6830 89,877 10,088 79,781 0 79,781
Economic Development 6840
Other Community Sves. & 6890
Economic Development
Ancilary Services 6900 )
Bookstores 6910 ] N 0 0 0
Child Development Center 6920 89,051 1,206 87,845 0 87,845
Farm Operations 6930 0 0 0 0 0
Food Services 6940 0 0 0 0 ¢
Parking - 6950 420,274 6,857 413,417 0 413,417
Student Activities 6960 0 0 0 0 0
Student Housing 6970] 0 0 0 0 (1]
Other 6990 0 0 ol o (]
Auxiliary Operations 7000
Awdliary Classes 7010] 1,124,557 12,401 1,112,158 0| 1,112,156
Other Auxiliary Operations 7080 0 0 0 0 0
Physical Property Acquisitions 7100] 814318 814,318 0 0 0
(05) Totat $34,022,728| $2,692,111( $31,330,617] $1,118,560{ $30,212,067
(06) lndireét Cost Rate: (Total Indirect Cost/Total Direct Cost) 3,70233%
{07) Notes -
(a) Mandated Cost activities designated as diract costs per claim instructions.
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invoice, or statement, which includes an itemized llst of costs for activities performed,
must accompany the claim.

{h) Equipment Rental Costs

Equipment purchases and leases (with an option to purchase) are not reimbursable as
a direct cost unless specifically allowed by the P’s & G's for the particular mandate.
Equipment rentals used solely for the mandate is reimbursable to the extent such costs
do not exceed the retail purchase price of the equipment plus a finance charge. The
claimant must explain the purpose and use for the equipment, the time period for which
the equipment was rented and the total cost of the rental. If the equipment is used for
purposes cther than reimbursable ac’ﬂvnbes, oniy the pro rata portion of the rental costs
can be claimed.

(i) Capital Outlay
Capital outlays for land, buildings, equipment, furniture and fixtures may be claimed if
the P's & G's specify them as allowable. If they are allowable, the parameters and
guidelines for the program will specify a basis for the reimbursement. If the fixed asset
or equipment is also used for purposes other than reimbursable activities for a specific
mandate, only the pro rata portion of the purchase price used to implement the
reimbursable activities can be claimed.

{J) Travel Expenses

Travel expenses are normally reimbursable in accordance with travel rules and
regulations of the local jurisdiction. For some programs, however, the P's & G’'s may
specify certain fimitations on expenses, or that expenses can only be reimbursed in
accordance with the State Board of Control travel standards. When claiming travel
expenses, the claimant must explain the purpose of the trip, identify the name and
address of the persons incurring the expense, the date and time of departure and
return for the trip, description of sach expense claimed, the cost of transportation,
number of private auto miles traveled, and the cost of tolls and parking with receipts
required for charges over $10.00.

(k) Documentation

It is the responsibility of the claimant to make available to the SCO, upon request,
documentation in the form of general and subsidiary ledgers, purchase orders,
invoices, contracts, canceled warrants, equipment usage records, land deeds, receipts,
employee time sheets, agency travel guidefines, inventory records, and other relevant
documents to support claimed costs. The type of documentation necessary for each
claim may differ with the type of mandate.

8. IndirectCosts

Indirect costs are: (a) Incurred for a common or joint purpose benefiting more than one cost
objective, and (b) not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically benefited without effort
disproportionate to the results achieved. Indirect costs can originate in the depariment performing
the mandate or in departments that supply the department performing the mandate with goods,
services and facilities. To be allowable, a cost must be allocable to a particular cost objective.
indirect costs must be distributed to benefiting cost objectives on bases which produce an equitable
result related to the benefits derived by the mandate.

A CCD may claim indirect costs using the Controllers methodology (FAM-29C) outlined in the
following paragraphs. If specifically allowed by a mandated program's P's & G's, a district may
altemately choose to claim indirect costs using either (1) a federally approved rate prepared in
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accordance with Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-21, Cost Principles for
Educational Institutions; or (2) a flat 7% rate.

The SCO developed FAM-28C to be consistent with OMB Circular A-21, cost accounting principles
as they apply to mandated cost programs. The objective is to determine an equitable rate to
allocate administrative support to personnel who performed the mandated cost activities. The
FAM-29C methodology uses a direct cost base comprised of salary and benefit costs and operating
expenses. Form FAM-29C provides a consistent indirect cost rate methodology for all CCD's
mandated cost programs.

FAM-29C uses total expenditures that districts report in their California Cornmunity Colfleges Annual
Financial and Budget Report (CCFS-311), Expenditures by Activity for the General Fund —
Combined. The computation excludes Capital Outlay and Other Outgo in accordance with OMB
Circular A-21. The indirect cost rate computation includes any depreciation or use allowance
applicable to district buildings and equipment. Districts calculate depreciation or use allowance
costs separately from the CCFS-311 report and should caiculate them in accordance with OMB
Circular A-21.

OMB Circular A-21, Section C.4, states that cost is allocable to a particular cost objective in
accordance with the relative benefits received. Also, Section E.2.b. states that the overall objective
of the cost allocation process is to distribute indirect costs to the institution’s major functions in
proportions reasonably consistent with their use of the institution's resources. In addition, ‘Section
E.2.c. notes that where certain items or categories of expense relate to less than all functions, such
expenses should be set aside for selective allocation.

OMB Circular A-21, Section H, describes a simplified method for indirect cost rate calculations.
However, Section H.1.b. states that the simplified method should not be used where it produces
results that appear inequitable. As previously noted, FAM-29C strives to equitably allocate
administrative support costs to personnel that perform mandated cost activities claimed by CCD.
For example, library costs and department administration expenses, normally classified fully or
partly as indirect costs in OMB Circular A-21, are instead classified as direct costs for FAM-29C.
These costs do not benefit mandated cost activities. In summary, FAM-29C indirect costs include
Operation and Maintenance of Plant; Planning, Policy Making, and Coordination; General
institutional Support Services (excluding Community Relations); and depreciation or use aliowance.
Community Relations includes fundraising costs, which are unallowable under OMB Circular A-21.
If the district claims any costs from these indirect accounts as a direct mandate-related costs, the
same costs should be reclassified as direct on FAM-29C.

Table 4 presents an example of the FAM-29C methodology.

Revised 12/05 Filing a Claim, Page 10
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Table 4: Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges

MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS FAM 29-C
(1) Claimant (02) Period of Claim
Less: Capital FAM 29-C
Total Costs Outlay and Adjusted
ctivity EDP __ Per CCFS-311 _ Other Outgo Total Indirect Direct

Instructional Activities : 500 $§ 51,792,408 $  (230,904) $ 51,561,504 $ 51,561,504
Instruct. Admin. & Instruct. Governance 6000 6,882,034 (216,518) 6,665,516 6,665,616
Instructional Support Services 6100 4,155,095 (9,348) 4,145,747 4,145,747
Admissions and Records 6200 2,104,543 {3,824) 2,100,719 2,100,719
Student Counseling and Guidance 6300 4,570,658 (1,605) 4,569,053 4,569,053
Other Student Services 6400 5,426,510 (41,046) 5,385,464 5,385,464
Operation and Maintenance of Plant 6500 8,528,585 (111,743) 8,416,842 8,416,842
Planning, Policy Making, and Coordination 6600 5,015,333 23,660 4,991,673 4,991,673
General Institutional Support Services 6700 -“ . _

Community Relations 6710 885,089 (6,091) 878,998

Fiscal Operations 6720 1,891,424 . (40,854) 1,850,570 1,850,570

Human Resources Management 6730 1,378,288 {25,899) 1,352,389 1,352,389

Non-instructional Staff Retirees' Benefits and ’ - -

Retirement Incentives 6740 1,011,060 1,011,060 1,011,060

Staff Development 6750 108,655 (8,782) 99,873 . 99,873

Staff Diversity 6760 30,125 : 30,125 30,125

Logistical Services 6770 2,790,091 (244,746) 2,545,345 2,545,345

Management Information Systems 6780 2,595,214 (496,861) 2,098,353 2,098,353

Other General Institutional Support Services 8790 33,155 (4,435) 28,720 28,720
Community Services and Economic Development 6800 340,014 340,014
Anciliary Services 6900 1,148,730 (296) 1,148,434 1,148,434
Auxiliary Operations , 7000 - . -
Depreciation or Use Allowance - Bullding - . . 2,820,741 -
Depreciation or Use Allowance - Equipment ' - 1,706,396
Totals $1 00,687,011 $ (1,466,612) § 99,220,399 $26,752,087 _ $ 76,795 449

(A) (8)

rndirect Cost Rate (A)(B) __3484%
Revised 12/05 Filing a clalm, Page 11







A student who must withdraw for venfiable ex-
tenuating circianstances after the deadline (i.c.,
personal illness, automobile accident, death or
severe ifliness in the immediate family or other
severe physical or emotional hardship) may
submit a petition to the Office of Admissions
and Records for an exception to this policy.
Any extenuating circumstance must be verified
in writing (i.c., letter from physician, official
accident report, obituary notice, etc.). Petition
forms are available from and submitted to the
Office of Admissions and Records, Building
1, Second Floor (574-6165).

The academic record of a student who
remains in class beyond the time periods
set forth above must reflect an authorized
symbol other than W (see Index: “Grades,
Grade Points”).

A student failing to follow established
withdrawal procedures may be assigned an
F grade by the instructor.

Audit Policy

Students are allowed to register as auditors
in a limited number of classes to which
the course repetition policy applies if they
have previously enrolled for credit for the
maximum number of times allowed for the
particular course.

Students should register for these classes
in the normal manner; they will be advised
if they have reached the course repetition
limit and given the opportunity to register
as auditors if space is available.

An auditing fee of $15 per unit is payable
at the time of enrollment as an auditor.
Auditors are not charged the regular enroll-
ment fee which is paid for credit cnroll-
ment. Auditors pay the health services
fee and student representation fee, but not
the non-resident tuition fee. Students
enrolled for credit in 10 or more semester
units may audit up to 3 units at no charge.
No student auditing a course will be permit-
ted to change enroliment status in that course
to receive credit. See the current Schedide of
Classes for courses (denoted by an @) that
may be audited.

Fees

Note: The fees listed in this Catalog

are those in effect at the time of publica-
tion. Fees are subject to change al any
time by action of the State Legisiature,
Board of Governors of the California
Community Colleges, or District Board

of Trustees.

REGISTRATION/FEES - 13

Enroliment Fee

A State-mandated enrollment fee of $26 per
unit is payablc at the time of registration.
The Board of Govemors of the California
Community Colleges has established a grant
program to help low income students pay the
enroliment fee. Information on eligibility
requirements and application deadlines, as
well as application forms, are available in
the Financial Aid Office.

In addition to other costs, students classified
as non-residents of the state of California
must pay a tuition fee. See details under
Non-Resident Tuition Fee.

Health Services Fee

All students, except concurrently enrolled
high school students enrofled in less than 12
units or those registering only for telecourses,
off-campus classes or weekend classes, are
required to pay a $15 health services fee
each fall and spring semester at the time of
registration for day or evening classes. For the
summer session 2006 the health services fee
is $12. Inaddition to campus health services,
the fee pravides accident insurance coverage
which is in effect when the student is on cam-
pus or attending a College-sponsored event.

Students who depend exclusively upon
prayer for healing in accordance with the
teachings of a bona fide religious sect,
denomination, or organization may be ex-
empted from paying the health services fee.
A petition for health services fee exemption
can be obtained from the Health Center,
Building 1, Room 226 (574-6396).

Student Representation Fee

A representation fee of $1 per student per se-
mester was established by an election of the
student body at College of San Mateo. Under
applicable provisions of the Education Code,
the students established the representation
fee by a two-thirds majority of students who
voted in the election.

The money collected through this fee will
be expended to provide support for students
or their representatives who may be stating
their positions and viewpoints before city,
county, and district government and before
offices and agencies of the local, State and
Federal government. .

" A student has the right to refuse to pay the

student representation fee for religious,
political, moral or financial reasons. This
refusal must be submitted in writing. The
fec is not covered by financial aid.
Parking Fee

All persons driving motor vehicles onto
campus and utilizing the parking facilities

during regular class hours, including final
examinations, are required to pay a parking
fee. Parking permits are not required for
students enrolling in telecourses, off-campus
or weekend classes. Student parking permits
are available for $30 each for the fall and
spring semesters and $20 for the summer
session. Parking permits for Jow income
students are $20 per semester. Low income
students are those who demonstrate financial
need under federal standards or state BOG
income standards or thase who receive as-
sistance through CalWORKSs, SS1 or general
assistance. One-day parking permits ($1) for
all student lots are available from machines
inLots 1,2, 10 and 14.

Permits may be purchased during the reg-
istration process at the Security Office or
the Cashier's Office. Parking is on a first-
come, first-served basis. A permit is not a
guarantee of a parking space. The Colfege
and San Mateo County Community Coltege
District accept no liability for vandalism,
theft or accidents. Use of parking facili-
ties is at the user’s risk. Parking and traffic
regulations are enforced by the Campus
Security Office staff, and violators are
cited to the civil administrative procedures
on campus as set forth in the California
Vehicle Code. The College reserves the
right to change parking regulations for
special events. |

Special Parking for Students

with Disabilities

Blue handicapped parking spaces have been
provided in Lots 3A, 4,5, 6, 7, 11, 13, 14,
17, 20 and 22. Students must have both a
California State Placard (issued by DMV)
and a CSM parking permit to park in these
blue spaces. Temporary parking permits are
also available with doctor’s verification. For
further information contact the Disabled
Student Center, Building 16, Room 150,
574-6438; voice 358-6803 (TTY).
Student Body Fee

The optional student body fee is $8 per se-
mester and is assessed at the time of registra.
tion. This entitles the student to a photo ID
student body card, which can be obtained at
the Student Activities Office during regular
office hours. This photo identification card
entitles students to speciel discount of 10%
to 40% at participating local businesses,
movie theaters, shops and restavrants. On-
campus discounts are available at the Café
International coffee house, the cosmetology
salon, CSM Bookstore (non-book items),
and all athletic events. In addition, the card
permilts free admission to the CSM swim-
ming pool at noon. Funds collected from

COLLEGE~SAN MATED
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Financlal Management Sarvice .;'
- o nwhunoumnAmnmuagﬁ

—_— ‘ o " - DCAWestem Feld Office
' : i 50 UnRed Natons Plazs, Room 347
San Franclsco, CA 94102

FEB 11 1989 -

Raymond Chow

Accountant '

San Mateo County Community College District
3401 CSM Drive ,

San Mateo, CA 94402

Dear Mr. Chow:'

The original and one copy of an indirect cost Negotiation
Agreement are enclosed. This Agreement reflects an under-
standing reached between your organization and a member of

my staff concerning the rate(s) that may be used to support
your claim for indirect costs on grants and contracts with
the Federal Government. Please have the original signed by

a duly authorized representative of your organization and
return it to me, retaining the copy for your files. We will
reproduce and distribute the Agreement to the appropriate -
awarding organizations of the Federal Government for their use.

An indirect cost proposal together with supporting information
are required to substantiate your claim for indirect costs under
grants and contracts awarded by the Federal Government. Thus,

your next proposal based on your fiscal year ending 06/30/02,
is due in our office by 12/31/02.

Sincerely,

Do 4O
David S. Low
Directoxr

" Enclosures

PLEASE SIGN AND RETURN THE ORIGINAL OF THE NEGOTIATION AGREEMENT

Phone: (415) 437-7B20 - Faxs (415) 437-7823 - E-meil: dcasfdpsc.gov
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COLLEGES AND UKIVERSITIES RATE lsREEHENT
N £ o . ‘ , DATE: February 4, 1999
INSTITUTION: - ' - ... FILING REF.: The precedmg_
San Mateo County COmmunlty COllege District " Agreement was dated
3401 CsM Drive February 21, 1996
San Mateo : ca 94402
The rates approbad in this agreement are for use.on granté, contracts and other
agreements with the Paderal Government, subject to the conditions in Section III.
SECTION 1: FACILITLES.AND ADMINISTRATIVE COST RATES*
RATE TYPES: FIXED FINAL PROV. (PROVISIONAL) PRED. (PREDETERMINED)
EFFECTIVE PERIOD '
TYPE FROM TO ‘ RATE (%) LOCATIONS .APPLICABLE TO
PRED. 07/01/99 06/30/03 30.0.3¥/3a11 All Progranms
PROV. 07/01/03 06/30/04 30.0 All- ' All Prograns
- »
*BASE: '
Direct salaries and wages includxng all frxnge benefits.
(1) ' U70213
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, San Mateo County chnunity College Dlstrlct
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AGREEMERT DATE: February 4, 1999

SECTION II: SPECIAL REMARKS

TREATMENT OF FRINGE BENEFITS:
This organization charges the actual cost of .each fringe benefit direct to Federal
projects. However, it uses a fringe benefit rate which is applied to salaries and wages

in budgeting fringe benefit costs under project proposala. The fringe benefits listed
_below are treated as direct costs. ' .

TREATHERT oF PAID ABSENCES:
Vacation, holiday, sick leave pay and other paid absences are included in salaries and
wages and are claimed on grants, contracts and other agreements as part of the normal cost

for salaries and wages. Separate claims for the costs of these paid absences are not
made. .

- DEFINITION OF- EQUIPMENT

Equipment is defined as tangible nonexpendable personal property having a useful life of
more than one year and an acquxaition costs of $500 or more per unit.

Tha following fringe benefits.are treated as direct costs:

FICA, RETIREMENT PLAN, UNEMPLOYMENT, WORKERS COMPENSATION, HEALTB/DENTAL/LIFE INSBRANCE,
AND SALARY INCOME PROTECTION.

(2)
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INSTITUTION.
San Mateo -County- COmunity cOllege Distrlct

AGREKMENT DA';‘E: February 4, 1999

SECTION 111: GENERAL

A. TATI '

The rates in tbu Agreament ars subject to sny statutory or adninistrative limitations and apply to a given ynnt, contract or
other agreement only to the extent that furds are availsble. Acceptance of the rates is subject to the fol lowing conditions:

(1) Only costs incurred by the organization were included in its facilities and aduinistrative cosat pools as finally accepted: such
costs are lepal cbligations of the organization and are allowable under the governing cost principles; ¢(2) The same costs that have
been treated as facilities and sdministrative costs are not claimed as direct costs; (3) Similar types of costs have been m:urded
consistent accounting treatment; and (4) The information provided by the organization wuhich wes used to establish the rates is not
tater fourd to be materially incomplete or inaccurate by the Federal Goverrment. In such situntlons the rate(s) ‘would be subject to
renegoﬁ-tion at thn discretion of the Federal Government.

B. ACCOUNTING CHABGES:

This Agreement is based on the accounting system purported by the organization to be In effect during thc Ayreuent period Changes
to the method of accounting for costs which affect the smount of reimbursement resulting from the use of this Agreement require
prior approval of the authorized representative of the cognizant agency. Such changes {nclude, but are not limited to, changes -in-
the cg?rn:rlu of a particular type of cost from faecilities and administrative to direct. Failure to obtain approval may result in
cost disallowances,

[ 4
C. FIXED RATES: ’
-1f a fixed rate {s in this Asnenent, it is based on.en estimate of the costs for the sericd covered by the rate.- Hhen the actual

costs for this period are determined, an adjustment will be made to a rate of » future yrar(s) to compensate for the difference
between the costs used to establish the fixed rate and actual costs.

D. USE BY QIREQ FEDERAL AGENCIES:

The rates in this Agreement were spproved in azcordance with the authority in Office of Mansgement and Buciget Circutar A-21

tircular, and should be appljed to grants, contracts and other agreements covered by this Circular, subject to eny limitations in A
‘e. The organization may provide copies of the Agreement to other Federal Agencies to give them earty notification of the-
'ment,

BY THE COGNIZANT AGENCY -
BY THE INSTITUTION: : ' ON BEMALF OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT:
San Mateo County Community College District '

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

CINSTITUTION) (AGENCY)

(STGNATURE)
- ' . David S. Low

(NAME) ‘ 4 (NAME)

. i ~i lor DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF COST ALLOCATION
(TITLE) , (TITLE)

3-2-99 . ' February &, 1999
(DATE) {DATE) 0213
Yoo : 4 HHS REPRESENTATIVE: May J. Wond

Telephone: (415) 437-7820 -

(3)
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Hearing: 5/25/89

File Number: CSM-4206
Staff: Deborah Fraga-Decker
WP 0366d

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

Health Fee Elimination ;/”/’—

Executive Summary

At its hearing of November 20, 1986, the Commission on State Mardates found
that Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984 an E.S., 1mposed state mandated costs .upon
Tocal community colliege d1str1cts by (1) requiring those community college
districts which provided health services for which it was authorized to and
did charge a fee to maintain such health services at the level provided during
the 1983-B4 fiscal year in the 1984-85 fiscal year and each fiscal year
thereafter and {2) repealing the district's authority to charge a health fee.
The requirements of this statute would repeal on December 31, 1987, unless
subsequent Tegislation was enacted.

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

Commission staff included the Department of Finance suggested non-substantive
amendment to the staff's proposed parameters and guidelines amendments. The .
Chancellor's Office, the State Controller's Office, and the claimant are in
agreement with these amendments. Therefore, staff recommends that the
Commission adopt the parameters and guidelines amendments as requested by the
Chancellor's Office and as developed by staff.

Claimant

Rio Hondo Community College District

Requesting Party

California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office




Chronoiogy

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

7/24/86 Test Claim continued at claimant's request.

11/20/86 _ Commission approved mandate. |

1/22/87 Comwission adopted Statemént of Decision.

4/9/87 . Claimant submitted proposed parameters and guidelines.
8/21/87 Commission adopted parametérs and guidelines

10/22/87 . Commission adopted cost estimate

9/28/88 Mandate funded in Gommission's Claims Bi1), Chapter 1425/88

Summary of Mandate

Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S., effective July 1, 1984, repealed Education Code (EC)
Section 72246 which had authorized community college districts to charge a
health fee for the purpose of providing health supervision and services,
direct and indirect medical and hospitalization services, and operation of
student health centers. The statute also required .that any community college
district which provided health services for which it was authorized to charge
a fee shall maintain health services at the level provided during the 1983-84
fiscal year in the 1984-85 fiscal year and each fiscal year thereafter.

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

Proposed Amendments

The Community Colleges Chancellor's Office (Chanceller's Office) has requested
parameters and guidelines amendments be made to address the changes in - .
mandated activities effectuated by Chapter 1118/87. (Attachment G) In order
to expedite the process, staff has developed language to accomplish the
following: (1) change the eligible claimants to those community college
districts which provided a health services program in fiscal year 1986-87; and
{2) change the offsetting savings and other reimbursements to inciude the
reinstated authority to charge a health fee. {Attachment B)

Recommendations

The Department of Finance (DOF) proposed one non-substantive amendment to
clarify the effect of the fee authority language on the scope of the
reimbursable costs. With this amendment, the DOF beliesves the amendments to
the parameters and guidelines are appropriate for this mandate and recommends
the Commission adopt them. (Attachment C)
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The Chancellor's Office recommends that the Commission approve the amended
parameters and guidelines developed by staff with the additional 1anguage
suggested by the DOF. (Attachment D)

The State Controller’s Office (SCO)}, upon review of the proposed amendments,
finds the proposals proper and acceptable. .(Attachment E)

The claimant, in its reConmendation,.states jts belief that the revisfons are
appropriate and concurs with the proposed changes. (Attachment F)

Staff Analysis

Issue 1: Elfgible Claimants

The mandate found in Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S., was for a new program with a
required maintenance of effort at the fiscal year 1983-84 level. Chapter
1118/87 superseded that level of service by requiring that community college
districts which provided a heaith services program in fiscal year 1986-87
maintatn that level of effort in fiscal year 1987-88 and each subsequent year
thereafter. Additionally, this expanded the group of eligible claimants
because the requirement is no longer imposed on only those community college
districts which had charged a health fee for the program. At the time of
enactment of Chapter 1118/87, there were 11 community college districts which
pﬁovidedithe health services program but had never charged a health fee for
the service.

Therefore, staff has amendéd the language in Item I1II. "Eligible Claimants” to
reflect this change in the scope of the mandate. : A

Issue 2: Reimbursement Alternatives

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

The first alternative was in Item VI.B.1. and provided for the use of the
formula which the eligible claimants were authorized to utilize prior to the
implementation of Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S,--total eligible enroliment multiplied
by the health fee charged per student in fiscal year 1983-84. Hith the sunset
of the repeal of the health fee authority as contained in Chapter 1/84,.

2nd E.S., claimants can now charge the health fee as was allowed prior to
fiscal year 1983-84, thereby funding the program as was done prior to the
mandate. Therefore, this alternative 1s no longer applicable to this mandate
and has been deleted by staff.

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

actual costs involved in maintaining a health services program at the fiscal

year 1983-84 level. This alternative is now the sole method of reimbursement
for this mandate. However, it has been amended to reflect that

?hapter 1118/87 requires a maintenance of effort at the fiscal year 1986-87
evel.

-
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Issue 3: Offsetting Savings and Other Reimbursements

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

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

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

In response to that amendment, the DOF has proposed the addition of the
following language to Item VIII. to clarify the impact of the fee authority on
claimants' reimbursable costs: '

"1f a claimant does not levy the fee authorized by Education Code Section
72246(a), it shall deduct an-amount equal to what it would have received
had the fee been levied."

Staff'concurs with the DOF proposed language which does not substantively
change the scope of Item VIII.

Issue 4: Editorial Changes

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

Staff, the DOF, the Chancellor's 0ffice, the SC0, and the claimant are in

agreement with the recommended amendments which are shown in Attachment A with
additions indicated by underlining and deletions by strikeout. 4

Staff Recommendation

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




. CSM Attachment A
Adopted: 8/27/87 |

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

_Chapter 1118, Statutes of 19847//2nd4 /R34
“HEalth Fee ETimination

I. SUMMARY OF MANDATE

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. repealed Education Code Section
72246 which had authorized community college districts to charge a
health fee for the purpose of providing health supervision and services,
direct and indirect medical and hospitalization services, and operation
of student health centers. This statute also required that health i
services for which a community college district charged a fee during the
1983-84 fiscal year had to be maintained at that level in the 1984-85
fiscal year and every year thereafter. The provisions of this statute
would automatically repeal on December 3T, 1587 which would reinstate
the community colleges districts’ authorIty to charge a healith tee as
specitied.

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, amended Education Code section 72246 to
require any community college district that provided health services in

to maintain health services at the level provided during the
1985 37 Tiscal year 1n 1987-88 and each tiscal year thereafter.

II. COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES' DECISION

At its hearing on November 20, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates
determtned that Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. imposed a “"new
program” upon community col]ege districts by requiring any community
college district which provided health services for which it was
authorized to charge a fee pursuant to former Section 72246 in the
1983-84 fiscal year to maintain health services at the level provided
during the 1983-84 fiscal year in the 1984-85 fiscal year and each
fiscal year thereafter. This maintenance of effort requirement applies
to all community college districts which levied a health services fee in
the 1983-84 fiscal year, regardless of the extent to which the health
services fees collected offset the actual costs of providing health
services at the 1983-84 fiscal year level.

At its hearing of April 27, 1989, the Commission determined that Chapter
1118, Statutes of 198/, amended this maintenance of effort requirement

to apply to all community coliege districts which provided health
services in tiscal year 19Bb-87 and required them to maintain that level

1n fiscal year T987-8B and each fiscal year thereafter.

III. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS

Community college districts which provided health services fdy/fédin
19836-847 fiscal year and continue to provide the same services as

a result of this mandate are eligible to claim reimbursement of those
costs.




IV. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S., became effective July 1, 1984,
Section 17557 of- the Government Code states that a test claim must be
submitted on or before November 30th following a given fiscal year to
establish for that fiscal year. The test claim for this mandate was
filed on November 27, 1985; therefore, costs incurred on or after

July 1, 1984, are reimbursable. Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, became
effective January 1, 1988, Title Z, California Code of Regulations,
section 1185.3(a) states that a parameters and guidelines amendment
Tiled before the deadline Tor initial claims as specitied in the
Claiming Instructions shall apply to all years eligible for
reimbursement as defined in the original parameters and guidelines;
therefore, costs incurred on or arter January I, 1988, tor Chapter 1118,
Statutes of 198/, are reimbursable.

Actual costs for one fiscal year should be included in each claim.
Estimated costs for the subsequent year may be inciuded on the same
claim if applicable. Pursuant to Section 17561(d)(3) of the Government
Code, all claims for reimbursement of costs shall be submitted within
lzoidayg ?g notification by the State Controller of the enactment of the
claims bill.

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

V. REIMBURSEMENTABLE COSTS
A. Scope of Mandate

Eligible comunity college districts shall be reimbursed for the
costs of providing a health services programéithéul/Lie/ddLhg ity
te/Tevy/d/féé. Only services provided Fd¢¥/fég/in -

19836-47 fiscal year may be claimed.

B. Reimbursable Activities

For each eligible claimant, the following cost items are reimbursable
to the extent they were provided by the community college district in
fiscal year J983/8#1986-87:

ACCIDENT REPORTS

APPOINTMENTS
College Physician - Surgeon
Dermatology, Family Practice, Internal Medicine
Outside Physician
Dental Services
Outside Labs (X-ray, etc.)}
Psychologist, full services
Cancel/Change Appointments
R.N.
Check Appointments
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ASSESSMENT, INTERVENTION & COUNSELING
Birth Control
Lab Reports
Nutrition
Test Results (office)
YD

Other Medical Problems
()]

URI

ENT

Eye/Vision
Derm./Allergy
Gyn/Pregnancy Services.
Neuro

Ortho

]

Dental

Gl :

Stress Counseling
Crisis Intervention
Child Abuse Reporting and Counseling
Substance Abuse Identification and Counseling
Aids

Eating Disorders
Weight Control

Personal Hygiene
Burnout :

EXAMINATIONS (Minor Illnesses)
Recheck Minor Injury

HEALTH TALKS OR FAIRS - INFORMATION
Sexually Transmitted Disease.
Drugs
Aids
Child Abuse
Birth Control/Family Planning
Stop Smoking
Etc.

Library - videos and cassettes
FIRST AID {Major Emergencies)
FIRST AID (Minor Emergencies)
FIRST AID KITS {Filled)
IMMUNIZATIONS

Diptheria/Tetanus

Measles/Rubella

Influenza
Information

INSURANCE
On Campus Accident
Voluntary
Insurance Inquiry/Claim Administration




LABORATORY TESTS DONE
Inquiry/Interpretation
Pap Smears

PHYSICALS
Employees
- Students
Athletes

MEDICATIONS (dispensed OTC for misc. illnesses)
Antacids
Antidiarrhia)
Antihistamines '
Aspirin, Tylenol, etc.
Skin rash preparations
Misc.
Eye drops
Ear drops
Toothache ~ 0i1 cloves
Stingkill
Midol - Menstrual Cramps

PARKING CARDS/ELEVATOR KEYS
Tokens
Return card/key
Parking inquiry
Elevator passes
Temporary handicapped parking permits

REFERRALS TO OUTSIDE AGENCIES
Private Medical Doctor
Health Department
Clinic
Dental
Counseling Centers
Crisis Centers : .
Transitional Living Facilities (Battered/Homeless Women)
Family Planning Facilities
Other Health Agencies

TESTS
Blood Pressure
Hearing -
Tubercuiosis
Reading
Information
YVision
Glucometer
Urinalysis
Hemoglobin
E.K.G.
Strep A testing
P.6. testing
Monospot
Hemacult
Misc.




MISCELLANEOUS
Absence Excuses/PE Waiver
Allergy Injections
Bandaids
Booklets/Pamphlets
Dressing Change
Rest )
Suture Removal
Temperature
Weigh
Misc.,

Information
Report/Form
Wart Removal

COMMITTEES
Safety
Envirommental
Disaster Planning

SAFETY DATA SHEETS
' Central file

X-RAY SERVICES
COMMUNICABLE DISEASE CONTROL
BODY FAT MEASUREMENTS
MINOR SURGERIES
SELF-ESTEEM GROUPS
MENTAL HEALTH CRISIS -
AA GROUP
ADULT CHILDREN OF ALCOHOLICS GROUP
WORKSHOPS
Test Anxiety
Stress Management
Communication Skills

Weight Loss
Assertiveness Skills

. CLAIM PREPARATION

Each claim for reimbursement pursuant to this mandate must be timely
filed and set forth a 1ist of each item for which reimbursement is
claimed under this mandate.//RYT4TUYd/¢YATNANLS /iy /LY AT/ eSE1L 1iRdEy
SRE/ 81/ IS/ ATLEPRALTIEEL /11T ) /T L8/ it/ Y S ¥ Tdus Yy /¢dTYedtéd /dey
SYUAERL/dnd/ envaYTodnL/¢ount /8F /H2) /A4 UAT 1ed5LS /91 [EYddyiai/




A. Description of Activity

’ ] .

Show the total number of full-time students enro]led per
semester/quarter.

. Show the total mumber of full-time students enrolled in the summef
program.

. Show the total number of part-time students enrolled per

semester/quarter.

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

program.

B. CYATdidg/KYLEFdALINES
Claimed costs should be supported by the following information:

RYLEYRALINE/TL/ ITE48/PIEVIOMsTY/CaYTedYdd/ IR/ TI9BBFBA/T T LdY /Y ids]

T/

2/

PEEL8) /doY Vg Rid/ TN/ LRe /YIRBIBA/ 1134 dY /Y LY /18] P purY
Lhe /WEAT LR/ Sér didés/ pr odrdn/

TOLAT/ ioliey /a7 / SYMBERLE /undey /ILEA/VIIRLY L/ Ky didh/ &/
ABSYEL// 1VSTNG/ ERTR/ATLEYHALT YA {/ LR/ LOLAY / Bold AL
CYATodd/WuTd /Be/TLEN/YILBITI IWMTLIBY T 68/ Y /T 1ed
YIIBIZL{/ATER/ Lhe/ LOTAT [ kAdMNL/ FE oMY Sdd /TP Ve 3¢/ BY
LHe/appYTCdBTE/ TegTI¢it/ PV Idd/UeTY dLor/

KIZErndLive/2{//Actual Costs of Claim Year for Providing
19826-847 Fiscal Year Program Level of Service.

1.

Employee Salaries and Benef1t§

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

. Services and Supplies

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

. Allowable Overhead Cost

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




VII. SUPPORTING DATA

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

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

VIII. OFFSETTING SAVINGS AND OTHER REIMBURSEMENTS

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences as a direct result of
this statute must be deducted from the costs claimed. In addition,
reimbursement for this mandate received from any source, e.g., federal,
state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this claim. This
shall include the amount of $7.50 per full-time student per semester,
$5.00 per full-time student Tor summer SChool, or $5.00 per Ffull=t)
student per quarter, as authorized by kducation Lode section /Z2236(a).
This shall also incTude payments (fees) F¢¥ received from individuals

other than Students who wé)#are not covered by féyvigy Education
Code Section 72246 for health services.

IX. REQUIRED CERTIFICATION

The following certification must accompany the claim:
I DO HEREBY CERTIFY under penalty of perjury:
THAT the foregoing is true and correct:

THAT Section 1090 to 1096, inclusive, of the Govermment Code and
other applicable provisions of the law have. been complied with;

and

THAT 1 am the person authorized by the local agency to file claims
for funds with the State of California.

Signature of Authorized Representative Date

Title -Telephone No.

0350d
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February 22, 1989

Mr. Robert W. Eich
Executive Director
Commission on State Mandates
1130 "K" Street, Suite LL50
‘Sacramento, CA 95814-3%927

Dear Mr. Eich:

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

The Governor's partial approval of AB 2763 last September
included a stipulation that claims for the current year
would be paid this fiscal year, but prior-year claims
will be paid in equal installments from the next three
budget acts. The Governor did not address the fact that
the ongoing costs of providing the mandated level of
service will continue to exceed the maximum permissible
fee of $7.50 per-student per semester.

Oon behalf of all eligible cammunity college districts, ,
the Chancellor's Office proposes the following changes in
the Parameters and Guidelines:

o - Payment of 1988-89 mandated costs in excess of
maximum permissible fees. (This amount is payable
from AB 2763.) .

o Payment of all prior-year claims in installments
over the next three years. (Funds for these
payments will be included in the next 3 budget
acts.)

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




- Mr. Eich o | 2 ~ Pebruary 22, 1989 |

If you have any questions regarding this.propoaal please
contact Patrick Ryan at (916) 445-1163.

S8incerely,

Pand e
DAVID MERTES
Chancellor

DM:?R:mh_

cec: 46:borah Eraga-Decker, csM
Douglas Burris
Joseph Newmyer
Gary Cock
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Deborah Fraga-Decker
Program Analyst A
~ommission on State Mandates

Depariment of Finance

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

tlimination .

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

{*} requires districts which were providing health services in 1986-87, rather
than 1983-84, to continue to_provide such services, irrespective of
whether or not a fee was charged for the sarvices; and

(2) allows all districts to again charge a fee of up to $7.5C per student for
the services. In this regard, we would point out that the proposed
amendment to "VII1. Offsetting Savings, and Other Reimbursements” could
be interpreted to require that, If a district elected not to charge fees
it would not have to deduct anything from 1ts claim. We believe that,
pursuant to Section 17556 {d) of the Government Code, an amount equal to
$7.50 per student must be deducted whether or not it is actually charged
sTnce the district has the authortty to levy the fee. We suggest that the
following language be added as a second paragraph under "VIII": "If a
claimant does not levy the fee authorized by Education Code Section
72246 {a), 1t shall deduct an amount equal to what it would have received
had the fee been lavied.” .

With the amendment described above, we believa the amendments to the parameters and
guidelines are apgropriate far this mandate and recommend the Comméssion adopt them
at its April 27, 1989, meeting. '

Any questfons regarding this recommendation should be directed to James M. Apps or
Kim Ciement of my staff at 324-0043,

Nl o

Fred Klass
Assistant Program Budget Manager

cc: see second page




=¢: Glen Beatie, Stat- contro11er s Office

Pat Ryan, Chancel  }M's Office, Community College

Juliet Musso, Legislative Analyst's offfce
Richard Frank, Attorney Genera

LR:1988-2
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- GEORGE DRIKMENIAN, Governor
P

;;igs OFFICE -— o .
**" IFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES ~
‘“fﬁglfnn 98814 RECEIVED
;;’fn 3, 1989 ' .lAPR 0 5 183
' ' éagﬁ%ﬁﬁ%if/'
vr. Robert W. Eich ' “»’fg

Executive Director
Commipsion on State Mandates
"'C X Street, Suite LLS50O

zcramento, CA 95814

sttenticon: Ms. Deborah Fraga-Decker

zubject: CSM 4206
Amendments to Parameters and Cuidelines
Chapter 1, Statues of 1984, 2nd E.S.
Chapter 118, sStatues of 1987
Health Fee Elimination

Tear Mr. Eich:

:h response to your request of March 8, we have reviewed the proposad
language changes necessary to amend the existing parameters and
guidelinggs to meet the reguirements of Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987.

The Department of Finance has also provided us a copy of their
vzgestion to add the following language in part VIII: "I1f a claimant
‘oes not levy the fee authorized by Education Code Section 72245(a),
it shall deduct an amount equal to what it would have received aad the
fee been levied." This office concurs with their suggestion which is
consistent with the law and with our request of February 22.

"1 the additional language suggested by the Department ¢f Finance,
~he Chanceller's Office recommends approval of the amended parameters
and guidelines as drafted for presentation to the Commis=ion on

tpril 27, 1989. :

~incerely,

DAVID MERTES
Chanceliot

oM:PR:mh

cc:  Jim Apps, Department of Finance
Glen Beatie, State Controller's Office
Richard Frank, Attorney General's Office
Juliet Muso, Legislative Analyst's Office
Douglas Burris
Joseph Newmyer
Gary Cook
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Qontraller of the State of Qnliornia
P.O. BOX 942830
SACRAMENTO, CA $4250-0001

April 3, 1989

RECDIVED

APRO 5 1989
COMMMISSION ON

‘. Deborah Fraga-Decker
Program Analyst

Commission on State Mandates
1130 K Street, Suite LLS50
Sacramento, CA 95814

. .v Ms. Fraga-Dacker:

RE: Proposed Amendments to Parameters and Guidelines: Chapter 1/B4, 2nd
E.S., and Chapter 111B/87 ~ Health Fee Elimination

We have reviewed the amendments proposed on the- above subject and finé the
proposals proper and acceptable.

However, the Commission may wish to clarify section "VIII. | OFFSEITING SAVINGS
AND OTHER REIMBURS 3" that the required offset is the amount received or
would have raceived per student in the claim year.

i you have any questions, please call Glen Beatie at 3-8137.

8 ifmerely,
’k-LW.A #lm/

LYY Haas, Assistant Chief
ision of Accoupting

GH/GB:dvl

sC81822
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T

Ms. Beborab Fraga-Decker
Progr‘an Afalyst

Coimyission -on. State Mandates
1130+ .Strée;, Suite LLED
Sacmnento, - 95814 -

REFERENCE CSM- 4206 L
AMENDMENTS TO PARAMETERS AND GUIBELINES
| CHAPTER 1, STATUTES OF 1984, 2ND E.S. T
- CHAPTER 1118, STATUTES OF 1987
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION

Dear Deborah

We have réviewed your letter of March 7 to Chanceﬂor BaVi Mey:
the attached amendments to the health fee parameters and a1
bel jeve these revisions to be most appropriate and . concu‘r tot-al
the: thanges you bave proposed. '

¥ice Pvesi ent e
Admiﬂstrative Affairs

TMH; hh

“*»+<3 of Trustees: Isabelle B. Gonthier » Bill E. Hervandes ® Marilee Morgan © Ralph S. Pacheco @ Hilda Solis
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Consent Calendar '
“The following 1tems were ‘on the Commisston's consent agenda:

MINITES

. COMMISSION ON_STATE MANDATES
: May 25, 1989 -
10:00 a.», '

State Capitol, Room.437
‘Sacramento, California

Ls

Present were: Chairperson Russell Gould, Chief Deputy Director, Pepartment of

Finance; Fred R, Buenrostro, Representative. of the State Treasurer; D, Robeit

g:'uf;:an, -:egresantative:of the State Controiler; Robert Martinez, {rector;
ce o fﬁ*

lanning and Research; and Robert C. Creighton, Publie r.

}'?or; being a quorum present, Chafrperson Gould called the megting to ordar at
02 a.m. | . '

“tem 1 Ninutes

minutes of the Commission’s hearing of April 27, 1989. There were| no
corrections or additions. _ _

“he minutes were adopted without objection.-

tem 2° Proposed Statement of Dectsion
Chapter 406, Statutes of 1988 ,

Special Election - Bridges

It 3 Proposed ‘Statement of Decision
Chapter 583, Statutes of 1985
Infectious Nagte Enforcement

Ytam 4 Proposed Statement of -Dectson
Chapter 980, Statutes of 1984
Court Audits

“em 6 Proposad Statim'mt of Decision
Chapter 1286, Statutes of 1985

Homeless Mentally D1




H'Inutes ' .7
Hearing of May as 1989
Page 2 :

Iten & Proposed Parameters and Guidelines Amendumnt -
Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. -
ter ma, Statutes of 1987
Heglth Fee E‘Hllnmon

Item 7 . Proposed Pameters and Guidelines Amendment
Chapter 8, Statutes of 1968
- Democratic Presidentis] Dalegates

- Item 10 Proposed Statewide Cist Estimate:
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983 -
Education Code Section 48260.5 °
Notification of Truamcy -

Item 12 ‘Propesed Statewide Cost Estimate
: Chapter 1226, Statutes of 1984
cmptar 1526, Statutes of 1985
'Invesment Reports )

There be'lng no discussion or appurances on Items 2, 3, 4,

2156

» 6, 7, 10, and

12, Member Buenrostro moved adoption of the staff recommend tipn on these

items on the consent calendar. Member Martinez seconded t
vate on the motion was unanimous. The motion carried.

The following items were continued:

Item 13 - Proposed Statawide Cost Estimate
Chapter 1335, Statutes of 1986
Trial Court De‘lay Reduction Act

Item 16 Test Claim
Chapter 841, Statutes of 1982

Plt‘!onts' Riglrcs Mmatus

Item 17 Test Claim -
Chapter 921, Statutes of 1987

mm« Taz Ratas
The next iiem to be heard‘hv the Comxission was:.
" Ttem 8 g":poscd Paraneters .and Mdﬁ'lnes Amendment

ter 961, Statutes of 1875
Collective Batjgainjg_

motion. The

m party requasting the proposed amendment, Fountain Valley

haol Bistrict,

‘dfd not appear at the hearing. Carol Miller, appearing on belalf of the

‘Education Mandated Cost Network, stated that the Network was

ntarested in the

i1ssue of reimbursing a school district for the time the district
Superintendent spen?t in, or preparing for, conectfve barga'l ng fssues. -




2/ 10O Munutes ..
. - Hearing of May 25, 1989
fage 3 .

The Commission then discussed the issue of reimbursing the Superintendent’'s
time as a direct cost to the sandated program or as an indirect cost as =
required by the federal pubjications OASC-10, and Federal Management Tircular
74-4, Upon conclusion of this discussian ~The Coraission, staff, and
Bs. Miller, aemed that the Commission could deny this proposed amendment
the Fountain Valley School District, and Ms. M{ller could assist another *
district in an attempt to amend the parameters and guidelines to allow
&wun of the Superintendent's cost relative to collective bargaining -
Membér Crefghton then {nquired.on the {ssue of holding. collective ba;g:i ning
sessions outside of norwal working hours and the number of teachers o
parapeters and guidelines refmburse for partictpating in collective bargaining
sessfons. Ms, Miller stated that becausa of the classroom disruption that can
vesult from the use of & substitute.taacher, bargaining sessfons are sometimes
held outside of normal work hours for practical reasons. Ms. Miller also

- stated that the paramaters and gufdelines perwit reimbursement for five

.- substitute teachers. -

Member Martinez woved and Member Buenrostro seconded a motion to adopt the
2taff recommendatian to deny the proposed amendments to the parameters and
guidelines. The roll call vote on the motion was umanimous. The motion

carrfed. :

Ttem 8 Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983
Education Code Section 51225.3
Eraduation Requirements '

Carol M{ller appeared on behalf of the claimant, Santa Barbara Unified School
District, Jim Apps and Don Enderton apn:ured on behalf of tha Department of
-;:na'n_rl:e, and Rick Knott appeared on behslf of the San Diego Unified School
St Ct.' ) ¢

Carol Miller began the discussion on this matter by stating her ohjection to
the Department of Finance raising issues that were already argued in the
parameters and guidelfnes hearings for this mandate, Based on this ohjection,
Ms. Niller requested that tha Commission adopt staff's recommendation and
allow the Controller’s Office to handle any aud{t exceptions.

Jim Apps stated that because school districts did not report funds that have
been received by them, than the data reportad 1n the survey 1s suspect.
Therefore, the Department of Finance is not convinced that the cost estimate
vased on the data received by the schools s legitimate.

Dscussfon comtined on the validity of the cost estimate and on the figures
presented to the Commission for its consfderatien.

Nember Craighton then wade a motion to staff's recommendation. Member

- Shuman seconded the wotion. The vote on the motfon was: Member Buenrostro,
go; Meaber Crefghton,.aye; Member Martinez, no; Member Shuman, aye; and
Chairperson Sould, no. The motion failed, -
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_Hearing of May 25, 1989
Page 4

Chairperson Gould made an alternative mot{on that staff, the Department of
Finance, and the schoo) districts, conduct a pre-hearing confersncs snd agree
on an estimata to be presented to the Commission at a future hearing. Member
Busnrostro seconded the motion. The roll call vote on the motion was
unanimous. The motion carr{ed.

Iten 11 Statewide Cost Estimate )
Chapter 815, Statutes of 1979
Chapter 1327, Statutes of 1984
Chapter 757, Statutes of 198%
Short-fioyle Cass Management

Panela.Stone, representing the County of Fresnn, stated that the county was in

agreement with the staff proposed statewide cost estimate of $20,000,000 for

the 1985-86 through 1989-80 fiscal years, and was opposed to the reduction of

gn?icosts estimate being proposed by the Departmant of Mental Health’s late
ng. .

Lynn Mhetstone, reprasenting the Depariment of Mental Health, stated that the
Department agrees with the wethodvoiogy used by Commission staff to davelop the
cost astimate, however, the Departwent questioned the manner in which
Comission staff extrapolated its survey figures into a statewide estimate.

. Ms. Whetstone stated that due to the reasons stated in its late {Jing, the
Department balfeves that the cost estimate be reduced to $17,280,000.

Nember Shuman moved, and Member Martinez seconded & motfon to adopt the staff

i pro osed statewide cost estimate of $20,000,000 for the 1985-86 through
: <90 fiscal yemurs. The roll call vote on the motion was umanimous. The
motion carried. , .

Iten 74 State Mandates Apportiomsent System
- Raquest for Review of Bass Year Entitleme
Chapter 1262, Statutes of 1977 . . .

Senfor Citizens' Proparty Tax Poswt
Las1ie Hobson appeared on behalf of the claimant, County of Placer, and stated -
agreement with the staff analysis. ~ ; )
There ware 1o other appearances and no further discussion.

Member creigﬁtim woved appmvél of the staff recosmendation. Membsr Shuman
ssconded the motion. - The roll call vote was unanimous. The motion carried.

Tten 15 Test Claim |
Chapter 670, Statutes of 1987 -

Assigned Judges

. Vick{ Hajdak and Pamela- Stone appeared on behalf of the claimant, County of
} Fresno. Beth Mullen appesred on behalf of the Adninistrative Office of -
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the Courts. Jim Apps appeared on behalf of the Department of Finance. Allan
Burdick appeared on behalf of the County Supervisors Association of
California. Pamela Stone restatéd the claimant's position that the revenue
Tosses due to this statute were actually increased costs bacause Fresno 1s now
~2quiréd to compensate 1ts part-time justice court.judges for work performed
or anather county while on assigmeent. Beth Mullen stated her opposition to
this interpretation because Frasno's part~tiwe justice court judge cannot be
assigned -e1sewhere until all work required to be psrformed for Fresno has besn
ml;t:d; therefore, Fresno.is only required to compensate the judge for its
m mr o . . . -

There followed discussion by the parties and the Commission regardin% the

eoplicability of the Supreme Court's decistons in Coun% of Los % es and
Lucia Mar. -Chatrperson Gould asked Commission Counsel Gary” ar this
‘statuta Toposed a new program and higher lavel of service as contesplated.-by

$ .
- thess two decizions. Mr. Hori stated that 1t did meet the definition of new
rrogram and higher Tevel of service as contemplated by the Supreme Court.

Yember Crefghton moved to adopt the staff recommendation to find a mandats on .
countias whose part-time justice court judge is assigned within the home
county. Member Shuman seconded the wotfon. The rdll call vote was

mmanimous. The motion carried.

Item 18 Test Ciaiw :
Chapter 1247, Statutes of 1977
Chapter 797, Statutes of 1980
Chagter 1373, Statutes of 1880

Public Law 98-372

Attorney's Fees - Special Education

Chairparson Gould recused himself from the hearing on this item.

Clayton Parker, representing the Newport-Mesa. Unified -School District,
submitted & 1ate f{1ing on the test claim rebutting the staff analysis.
Nember Creighton stated that he had not had an epportunity to review the late
*1{1ing and Inquired on whether the claim should be heard at this hearing.,
Staff informed Member Creighton and Mambar Buenrostro that in reviewing the
f11ing before this 1tem was called, the #17ing appeared to be smmmry of the
~*afmant's position on the staff analysis, and that there appeared to be no
-ason to continue the 1tem. - o o

Mr. Parker stated that Commission staff had misstated the events that resulted
in the clafmant having to pay attorneys' feas to a pupil’s guardians, and.
because of case law, courts do not have any discretion in awarding attormey’s
“ses. Mr. Parker stated that bacause state lagisiation has codified the
fedaral Education of the Handicapped Act, school districts are subject to the
provisions of Public Law 94-142 and Public Law 99-372. Member Buenrostro then:
tnquired whether staff was comfortable with discussing the issue of a state
executive order {ncorporating federal Taw.

r— 4t
3
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Staff informed the Comrission that 1t vas not comfortable dficussing this
hsuem.a ‘Mff"rmimﬂ_ﬂ“ itzcgp-:.nd‘rm Mr, Parker was basing inh: '
‘of Com::gi ‘s Tin fngmthat Chaptar 1247, Statutes of 1 977,p::3 l:hipur 797,
Statutes of 1980, ware 3 state.ma program.  Staff moted that Board of
Control’s Tindfng 1s currently the subject of the H::gation in tuff v,

Comxission on State Mandates (Sacrmento County Superior Court e No.
F I ) . ] ’ : . ) »

 Executive Director
RWE:GLH:cm:0224g
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LRS-RA 20061025 180011 CC41100 P 3R1C1
CONTROLLER OF CALIFORNIA
.P.O. BOX 942850, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 94250

TI'IIS NOTICE IS FOR INFORMATION PURPOSE ONLY.

THE NET PAYMENT AMOUNT WAS ZERO.

BOARD OF TRUSTEES sxeaneskes 00
SAN MATEO COUNTY
3401 COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO DR
SAN MATEO CA 94402

PAYEE: TREASURER, SAN MATEO CO COMM COLL DIST

FUND NAME: GENERAL FUND PGM NBR: OOFS
ISSUE DATE: % CLAIM SCHEDULE NBR: EISIPE S
REIMBURSEM STATE MANDATED COSTS
ANY QUERIES REGARDING THIS CLAIM PLEASE CAI.L GWEN @916-3242341
ACL:1/84 PROG : e e R Ot
2002/2003 ACTUAL PAYMENT CLAIMED AMT 341 276.00
TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS: (SEE BELOW) 34,128.00

LRS-RA 20061025 180011 CC41100 P 3R22C1
TOTAL APPROVED CLAIMED AMT: 307,148.00
LESS PRIOR PAYMENTS: .00
PRORATA PERCENT: 100.000000

00

PRORATA BAI.ANCE DUE N

....

(ACI.NBR NAME, FY, AMT.):
CHO961/75  COLLECTIVE BARGAINING (C00/01 178,367-

77/78 ABSENTEE BALLOTS (CC) 01/02  29,307-
961/75 COLLECTIVE BARGAINING (C01/02 99,474~
ADJUSTMENTS ITEMIZED:

LATE CLAIM PENALTY 34,128.00-
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LRS-RA 20110112 180014 CC41100 P 1R1C1
CONTROLLER OF CALIFORNIA CC41100
P.0. BOX 942850, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 94250

THIS NOTICE IS FOR INFORMATION PURPOSE ONLY.

NO WARRANT WILL BE MAILED.

THE NET PAYMENT AMOUNT WAS ZERO.

BOARD OF TRUSTEES FEEEREERE2 00

SAN MATEO CO COMM COLL DIST

SAN MATEO COUNTY

3401 COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO DR

SAN MATEO CA 84402
PAYEE: TREASURER, SAN MATEO CO COMM COLL DIST
FUND NAME: GENERAL FUND PGM NBR: 00232

ISSUE DATE: 01/12/2011 CLAIM SCHEDULE NBR: MAD3622A

‘REIMBURSEMENT OF STATE MANDATED COSTS

ANY QUESTION, PLEASE CONTACT GWEN CARLOS AT 916 324 2341

ACI. CH.961/75 °~ PROG: : A
Wi ACTUAL PAYMENT CLAIMED AMT:  60,882.00
T TAL ADJUSTMENTS: .00

TOTAL APPROVED CLAIMED AMT: 60,882.00
LESS PRIOR PAYMENTS: 5,247.00-
PRORATA PERCENT: 3.349528

PRORATA BALANCE DUE: 53,771.00-
APPROVED PAYMENT AMOUNT: 1,864.00

PAYMENT OFFSETS (ACL NBR, NAME, FY, AMT. ):

UNET PAYMENT AMOUNT: .00




LRS-RA 20110114 180019 CC41100 P 1R1C1
CONTROLLER OF CALIFORNIA CC41100
P.0. BOX 942850, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 94250

THIS NOTICE IS FOR INFORMATION PURPOSE ONLY.

NO WARRANT-WILL BE MAILED.

THE NET PAYMENT AMOUNT WAS ZERO.

BEBRBEEERE oo

BOARD OF TRUSTEES
SAN MATEO CO COMM COLL DIST
SAN MATEO COUNTY
3401 COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO DR
SAN MATEO CA 94402

PAYEE: TREASURER, SAN MATEO CO COMM COLL DIST

FUND NAME: GENERAL FUND PGM NBR: 00234

REIMBURSEMENT OF STATE MANDATED COSTS
FOR QUESTIONS, PLEASE CALI. VAL @ 916-323-0734

ACL CH. 1/84 PROG : B¢ : o E
il ACTUAL PAYMENT CLAIMED AMT: 380 389 00

TOT ADJUSTMENTS: {SEE BELOW) .00
TOTAL APPROVED CLAIMED AMT: 380,389.00
LESS PRIOR PAYMENTS: _ '368,728.00-
PRORATA PERCENT: 100.000000

PRORATA BALANCE DUE: .00
APPROVED PAYMENT AMOUNT: 11,661.00

PAYMENT OFFSETS(ACL NBR NAME FY, AMT.):
1/84 EE

" NET PAYMENT AMOUNT- .00

ISSUE DATE: 01/14/2011 CLAIM SCHEDULE NBR: MAO4218A




LRS-RA 20110119 180019 CC41100 P 1R1C1
CONTROLLER OF CALIFORNIA CC41100
P.0. BOX 942850, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 94250

THIS NOTICE IS FOR INFORMATION PURPOSE ONLY.

NO WARRANT WiILL BE MAILED.

THE NET PAYMENT AMOUNT WAS ZERO.

BOARD OF TRUSTEES sereastare g0
SAN MATEO CO COMM COLL DIST
SAN MATEO COUNTY
3401 COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO DR
SAN MATEO CA 94402
PAYEE: TREASURER, SAN MATEO CO COMM COLL DIST
FUND NAME: GENERAL FUND PGM NBR: 00267
ISSUE DATE: 01/19/2011  CLAIM SCHEDULE NBR: MAO4102A
REIMBURSEMENT OF STATE MANDATED COSTS
FOR ANY QUESTION, PLS CONTACT STEVE PURSER AT (916) 324-5729
ACL:TITLES  PROG : oL
RN ACTUAL PAYMENT . CLAIMED AMT: 1,237,688.00
TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS: (SEE BELOW) 00

TOTAL APPROVED CLAIMED AMT: 1,237,688.00
LESS PRIOR PAYMENTS: 155,940.00-
PRORATA PERCENT: 3.198341
PRORATA BALANCE DUE: 1,047,150.00-
APPROVED PAYMENT AMOUNT: 34,598.00
PAYMENT OFFSETS (ACL NBR, NAME, FY, AMT.):
1/84 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATN: 02/03  34,598-
NET PAYMENT AMOUNT: .00

TOTAL APPROVED CLAIMED AMT: 1,237,688.00
LESS PRIOR PAYMENTS: 155,940.00-
PRORATA PERCENT: 3.198341

" 'PRORATA BALANCE DUE: 1,047,150.00-
APPROVED PAYMENT AMOUNT: 34,598.00

PAYMENTOFFSETS (ACL NBR NAME, FY, AMT)
1/24

PNET PAYMENT AMOUNT: 00
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San Mateo County Community College District 43 ‘3/‘/ / o4
Legislatively Mandated Heaith Fee Elimination Program
Analysis of Services and Supplies 2
Audit Period from July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2007 9\‘ (7
S08-MCC-0041 457
oM
[ FY 2002-03
Costs Audit
Date Fund Org Acct Program Doc # Description Sampled Aliowed Adjustment

07/01/02 39030 2333 4510 643000 CO0300016 Fruit of the Earth 343 343 -
07/18/02 39030 2333 4510 643000 (C0300246 Moore Medical Corp, New Britai Ct 431 431 -
08/12/02 39030 2333 4510 643000 CO0300908 Zee Service, Hayward CA ‘1?;/6- 1z 610 610 -
06/30/03 39030 2333 4510 643000 103L2149 Skyline Bookstore 547 547 -
01/27/03 39030 4339 4510 643000 (C0304918 Health Edco, Waco Tx 431 431 -
02/20/03 39030 4339 4510 643000 CO0305583 ETR Associates 271 271 -
04/10/03 39030 4339 4510 643000 (0306809 GlaxoSmithKline 243 243 -
05/14/03 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0307596 Delasco, Council BL IA 794 794 -
05/30/03 39030 4339 4510 643000 = C0307979 Pharmedix, Hayward CA 278 278 -
06/02/03 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0308069 Moore Medical Corp 35/ 13201,079 1,079 -
09/11/02 10004 4339 4510 643000 CO0301525 Stat Pharmaceutical 1,533 1,533 -
12/13/02 10004 4339 4510 643000 10306617 Wiltberger, Arlene 292 292 -
01/07/03 10004 4339 4510 643000 10306957 Gynetics 56 56 -
02/13/03 10004 4339 4510 643000 10308125 SMCCCD Revolving Account 68 68 -
04/24/03 10004 4339 4510 643000 CO0307147 H.C.S.I, 801-947018 UT 368 368 -
12/02/02 39030 2333 5130 643000 10305128 Nakanishi, O.D., Alan 300 300 -
10/15/02 10004 4339 5310 643000 10303454 ACHA Publications 434 434 -
10/07/02 10004 4339 5514 643000 10303152 Nextel Communications 392 392 -
12/03/02 10004 4339 5514 643000 10305963 Nextel Communications 199 199 -
09/20/02 10004 4339 5690 643000 C0301872 Stericycle Inc. 637 637 -
06/01/03 39030 2333 5690 643000 10311925 20/20 Optometry 300 300 -
02/03/03 39030 3345 6451 643000 10307665 Dell Computers 1,331 1,331 -

Total 10,938 v 10,938 v/ 4
%9/4 Total Costs Claimed: 41,381 )
Adjusted Claimed Amount: 41,381 3</3
Total % Sampled: 26.43%)| 3t/

| FY 200304 {
Costs Audit
Date Fund Org Acct Program Doc # Description Sampled Allowed Adjustment
09/12/03 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0401416 Stat Pharmaceutical 1,734 1,734 -
02/27/04 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0405482 US Toy/ Constructive Playthings 474 - (474)
06/08/04 39030 4339 4510 643000 10414749 Barr Laboratories, Inc. /46 416 -
05/13/04 39030 4339 5690 643000 10413980 Nob Hill Pizza & Popcomn Supply Co.3€/49. 3| 175 - (75 ' 5@-%1, 955
05/14/04 39030 4339 5690 643000 10414006  20/20 Optometry 26/25-28 150 150 -1 ’
06/24/04 38030 4339 5690 643000 C0408219 Unilab 71 1,421 -
06/24/04 39030 4339 5690 643000 C0406712 Fresh & Natural 3€/23-241,106 - (1,106)J
01/08/04 10004 4339 6451 643000 10409720 Cintas 2,055 2,055 -
Total 7530y 85775V {1,755) v
30/l Total Costs Claimed: 29,612
Adjusted Claimed Amount: 27,857 3¢/3
Total % Sampled:  25.43%] 3E/)
| FY 2004-05
Costs Audit
Date Fund Org Acct Program Doc # Description Sampled  Allowed Adjustment
12/03/04 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0504551 Fresh and Natural 24 - (24) —~,
02/11/05 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0505675 US Toy / Constructive Playthings 226 - (226)
03/14/05 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0506494 Fresh and Natural s 77 - an
05/04/05 39030 4339 4510 643000 CO0508116 Fresh and Natural 35/42-45675 - (675) S eTs
05/30/05 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0508939 Fresh and Natural 77 - : @7 ot
06/30/05 39030 2333 4511 643000 105L2224 Dell Computers 3ef35-11,823 1,823 -
10/04/04 39030 4339 5310 643000 10503464 ACHA Publications 404 404 -

07/08/04 39030 2333 5414 643000 10500524 Basic Student Insurance - Skyfine 3E/¢&~- 448,159 8,159 -

07/08/04 39030 3345 5414 643000 10500524 Basic Student Insurance - Canada 3¢/y6- 445,720 5,720 - ;
07/08/04 39030 4339 5414 643000 10500524 Basic Student Insurance - CSM  3t/44-4410,697 10,697 -
11/16/04 39030 4339 5690 643000 P0500902 Council of Community Clinics Service 158 158 -
02/08/05 39030 4339 5690 643000 J0503540 @gd4-C0505349 - Unilab 1,075 1,075 -

Totai 29,114 J/ 28,035 / {1,078) ¥

29/% Total Costs Claimed: 67,491
ledg - Adjusted Claimed Amount: 66,413 3¢ /3
— [ Total % Sampled: 43.14%| 35/,
¥ = Foded
!@ - (bg%g R (; zrf';";"g“‘ aidyi ‘\f’;’,‘ ! 4 g!;d ek nly frf ‘FU{A ;B (v".’”"\‘v\’%""\?" f\ }j»,a;«eﬁ\ 5“),_5'{ RS, raer Yeedod |
D = bad Lt trptnses
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San Mateo County Community College District e 3/ L{/ 09
Legislatively Mandated Health Fee Elimination Program
Analysis of Services and Supplies 9J7/
Audit Period from July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2007 ,_,,)’7
S08-MCC-0041 04,\»
| FY 2005-06 ]
Costs Audit
Date Fund Org Acct Program Doc # Description Sampled Allowed Adjustment
11/16/05 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0603983 Fresh and Natural 91 - o1)
02/13/06 39030 4339 4510 643000 CO0606353 Positive Promotion , v/ 782 782 -
02/20/06 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0B606465 US Toy/Constructive Playthings 3/55-581,314 - (1,314)
03/13/06 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0607230 Nob Hill Pizza 175 - (175)
03/27/06 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0607747 Nob Hill Pizza 400 - (400) > 20 =42,220
05/04/06 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0608913 Fresh and Natural 86 - (86)
05/04/06 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0608913 Fresh and Natural 77 - an
05/25/06 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0609797 Fresh and Natural 77 - n
06/09/06 39030 4339 4510 643000 10613052 Barr Laboratories, Inc. '35/'1,1‘5;; 500 500 -
06/01/06 10004 4345 5220 643000 10612744 Wiltberger, Arene 195 195 -
06/22/06 10003 3345 5310 643000 10614275 SMCCCD Revolving Account 100 100 -
08/02/05 39030 2333 5414 643000 10600691 Basic Student Insurance - Skyline 3€ /SoA 8,392 8,392 -
08/02/05 39030 3345 5414 643000 10600691 Basic Student insurance - Canada Jg /spi 6,427 6,427 -
08/02/05 39030 4339 5414 643000 10600691 Basic Student Insurance - CSM  3¢/S56C 11,213 11,213 -
08/10/05 39030 4339 5690 643000 J0600073 gd(4) JV C0600126 - Quest Diag 855 855 -
06/28/06 39030 2333 5797 643000 J0608359 RC 05-06 Bad Debt Allowances 3/50A 8,242 - (8,242
06/28/06 39030 3345 5797 643000 J0608359 RC 05-06 Bad Debt Allowances 3E/App 4,785 - (4,785;(%7@ =4 20, o
06/28/06 39030 4339 5797 643000 JO608359 RC 05-06 Bad Debt Allowances 3€/50C 6,977 - (6,977)-
Total —_ 50,6887V 28464y (22,224)¢
3PAD Total Costs Claimed: 98,378
Adjusted Claimed Amount: ___ 76,154 3¢/
| Total % Sampled: §1.52%] 3¢ /1y
[ FY 2006-07
Costs Audit
Date Fund Org Acct Program Doc # Description Sampled Allowed Adjustment
10/09/06 39030 4339 4510 643000 CO0703025 Moore Medical Corp FE/3 -b5 2,303 2,303 -
12/14/06 39030 3345 4510 643000 10707218 Sachs, Lesli Barbara 142 142 -
03/29/07 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0708488 Happy Coffee and D 2,923 - (2.923) $O = £2,923
06/19/07 39030 4339 4510 643000 C0711121 NSO/Healthcare Mal 3e/6o-62 1,133 1,133 -
05/25/07 10004 4345 5220 643000 10713423  Wiltberger, Arlene Campbell 312 312 -
00/07/06 39030 2333 5414 643000 10701718 Basic Student Insurance - Skyline 3¢/54A 8,297 8,297 -
09/07/06 39030 3345 5414 643000 10701718 Basic Student Insurance - Canada 3€ /54 6,277 6,277 -
09/07/06 39030 4339 5414 643000 10701718 Basic Student Insurance - CSM  2£ /54 ¢ 10,695 10,695 -
01/11/07 39030 4339 5690 643000 JO703003 gd(4) JV#C0705211 - Quest & Steri 855 855 -
01/26/07 39030 4339 5690 643000 10708308 Bartels, Sharon Lee 200 200 -
06/30/07 39030 2333 5797 643000 JO710406 RC 06-07 Bad Debt Allowances ZE/S44 13,303 - (13,303)
06/30/07 39030 3345 5797 643000 J0710406 RC 06-07 Bad Debt Allowances 2t/54® 8,021 - 8.021) [ s@:g 332k
06/30/07 39030 4339 5797 643000 JO710406 RC 06-07 Bad Debt Allowances 3E/54C 11,984 - - ,084) | ‘
Total 66,445V 30,214 V 36,231) v/
E_——————— ;¢ ———
3€/|2Total Costs Claimed: 122,521 )
Adjusted Claimed Amount: 86,290 30/
Il Total % Sampled: 54.23%] 3E/)

Grand Total - Audit Adjustments: _$ (61,288) v




e 'U/

e /i3 /og
Fund: 39030 Orgn: 49 List of Accounts for Fiscal Year 04 ' JaPnaL;aeryS,zooz
Acct % Prog: 643000 Rev. N AdoptOnly: N Bene: Y Period: 13
sCnt Y Ap: % Sort: P Fype: % Rev. N FYRACSL 50 , @
UREPORT ot 9:; A‘,u
0
39030 4339 3434 643000 996.72 996.72 00 00
39030 4339 3435 643000 260.40 260.40 00 00
39030 4339 3451 643000 7,140.40 7.140.40 00 00
39030 4339 3452 643000 145.96 145.96 00 00
39030 4339 3453 643000 211.15 21115 00 00
39030 4339 3454 643000 1,468.54 1.468.54 00 00
39030 4339 3455 643000 382.36 382.36 00 00
39030 4339 3510 643000 119.60 119.60 00 00
39030 4339 3511 643000 9.75 9.75 00 00
39030 4339 3511A 643000 31.77 3177 00 00
39030 4339 3530 643000 115.19 115.19 00 00
39030 4339 3531 643000 36.82 36.82 00 00
39030 4339 3550 643000 202.95 202.95 00 00
39030 4339 3610 643000 797.30 797.30 00 00
39030 4339 3611 643000 65.03 65.03 00 00
39030 4339  3B11A 643000 211.77 21177 00 00
39030 4339 3630 643000 767.69 767.69 00 .00
39030 4339 3631 643000 219.09 219.09 00 00
39030 4339 3650 643000 1,352.80 1.352.80 00 00
39030 4339 3999 643000 115.19 00 i 00 115.19
39030 4339 4510 643000 9.961.10 - YT Y . 00 94.37
39030 4339 4580 643000 1,103.55 92359 ian- .00 179.96
39030 4339 5310 643000 189.04 DS 00 189.04
39030 4339 5410 643000 00 302.00 00 -302.00
39030 4339 5414 643000 11,321.00 11.321.00 00 00
39030 4339 5514 643000 2,199.87 2.199.87 y .00 .00
39030 4339 5690 - 643000 3,677.61 zg/gz 3677617 2 % 00 00 |
39030 4339 5694 643000 00 199.69 \7.2.00 00 -199.69
240548.95 246372.16 0 -5823.21 |

CSM




etall TransactionActivity FGITRND 7.2 (FRQD)

11-5ER-2008 1124 &M !

COA Fiscal Year Index Fund Organization Account Program Activity Location Period Query Type Commit Type
™ {T -~ r: - i~ ~ [T v
i o4 ! " jss030 ja3se [s690 j643000 | I f— fs i~
: Increase (+) or
Account Organization Program Activity Date  Type Document Field Amount Decrease {-)
i o0 V% 1) 1643000 l25-1UN-2004  jaPCA  [10407505 fep4 - cospor4z,« o | 93.15 W+ =
4339 [643000 [zs3uN-zoos  Japca 0407508 [6D4 - cosoz7ds, ¢ YD | 186.30 [+
l4339 je43000 [25-3UN-2004 [aPca  poso7soe o4 - coave7iz,i. D [ f23106.31 FE/3A [+
4339 j643000 [25-3Un-2004  japca  [l0407502 [cD4 - cosns712,¢ D | 194.68 +
[as3s [e43000 [s3un-2004  Japca  [oa07501 [cD4 - coa08213,1 frr0 | 1,420.70 +
{4333 [43000 [25-1UN-2804  [aPca  [10407500 [6D4 - coa8z20,¢ O | 206.56 [+
14335 {643000 [25-3UN-2004  apca  [10407497 loDa - Cos03a36, ¢ [T | 144.91 [+
la339 Je43000 [17-mav-2004 [DNEI  [11298695 [Nob Hill Pizza &Po  FTD | 0.00 -
la339 643000 [17-MAv-2004" jDNET  [11298666 |20/20 Optometry D | ‘0.00 -
fa3ss 643000 {la-mav-zo04 [INEl  [10414006 20720 optometry Y0 [ZEJ2S 150.00 2E[3A
faaze je43000 fi3-mMav-2004 [INEI  [10413980 [Nob Hill Pizza & Po 7D {35‘/1‘] 175.00 3 (2 "
i | ! | ! [ | : 1
i [T sl o - { o
| f i_ | o o = N
i i i F i | i
e e B S e —
[ el e e i e e e -
his - Pttt r"“ § i r'“ f‘ T r -
: t l i i ' ! hd
€| » e e r-
Tetal: | 3,677.61 i+
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4 &1 2

#su—y

s =0 -7 ey .
PREASE SEND PAYMENT 70 Dy s
Fa i‘{ g 42! 3[
1700W. HILLSDALE BLVD. o e F1io0f 2L
SAN MATED. CA 94402 - BE/22

WEACCEPT‘VEAANDMASTERC&RB

FRESH & NATURAL $1106.31 o '
Breakfast and lunch provided for our exhibitors who participated during
our health fair.

Lid 65297/5-089

BBy YiesH NSO
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MasterCard
International

Posting Transaction
Date Date
03/29/2004 03/25/2004
03/30/2004 03/28/2004
04/01/2004 03/30/2004
04/01/2004 03/31/2004
04/02/2004 03/30/2004
04/05/2004 04/02/2004
04/05/2004 04/02/2004
04/05/2004 04/02/2004
04/09/2004 04/08/2004
04/09/2004 04/08/2004
04/12/2004 04/06/2004
04/12/2004 04/08/2004
04/12/2004 04/08/2004
04/12/2004: . 04/08/2004:
04/12/2004 04/09/2004
04/12/2004 04/09/2004
04/13/2004 04/12/2004
04/19/2004 ~ 04/16/2004
04/21/2004 04/19/2004
04/22/2004 04/21/2004

Total Amount

Run Date: 04/28/2004 22:04:51 (GMT) - Anita Leong

Pupese © To show Ahat e dishich made -

Snuyvee !

Account Statement Report

Posting Date: 03/28/2004 Thru 04/27/2004

Description

COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO B
OFFICE DEPOT #979
SAFEWAY STOREG0006189
COMP-VIEW INC

COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO B
OFFICE DEPOT #802
KINKO'S #4097

COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO B
ORGANON INC

PHARMEDIX

ORASURE TECHNOLOGIES
MOORE MEDICAL

CO OF SAN MATEO ENVR H
FRESH-AND NATURAL CAFE
MEDICAL ARTS PRESS
STERICYCLE INC
GLAXOSMITHKLINE

MOORE MEDICAL
GLAXOSMITHKLINE

THE GRAPHIC WORKS

[ T e Mg
vannwer Alcouiningl Ty/Stow

v

SAN MATEO
MILLBRAE
MILLBRAE
BEAVERTON
SAN MATEO
SAN MATEO
SAN MATEO
SAN MATEO
WEST ORANGE
HAYWARD
BETHLEHEM
NEW BRITAIN
REDWOOD CITY
SAN-“MATEO
MINNEAPOLIS
SUN VALLEY
800-366-8900
NEW BRITAIN
800-366-8900
MONTARA

GLORIA D AMBRA
CSM 1700 W HILLSDALE BLVD

HEALTH CENTER

SAN MATEO, CA 94402-36%1 USA

XXXX-XXXX-0004-1336




WERL7LE - . e

‘ ¥ Yl

SMCCCD - Accounts Payable 1149
3401 CSM Drive 298695 1210
San Mateo, CA 94402-3699 mﬁ
(6501 574-6505 ISSUE DATE CHECK AMOUNT
05/19/2004 Srxk*kk*]175 00
***One Hundred Seventy Five & 00/100*%*
PAY TO THE ORDER OF
Nob Hill Pizza & Popcorn Supply Co.
PO. Box 250303 P VOID
San Francisco CA 94125
L FILE COPY
350 California Street

San Francisco, CA 94104

C3453298695C A121000497A 7020010074C

: } 2 ) 3 R . 3
02 P0401327 10413 39030-4339-5690-643000 175.00 .00 .00 <00 Z/26-3] 175.00

298695 05/17/04 943137226 .00 .00 00 wwewean175.00 Zg /22




uuuuu

May 10 20 03:20p Sharon Bartels 6505746259 " p.2

Nob Hill Pizza .......

San Francisco, CA94125
& Popcorn Supply Co. (415)665-0500

Fax: (650)615-0500
8 Federal IDB 943437208 www.nobhillpizza.com

Customer's Order No. " Date 30 /arch Oy ‘nveicet 6 1

Sold To () (,)fc affqn/ Ma//c’o /Ea[/[l fr'\)l(e. ‘
cagaess | T00 W) H.[[ sc/a[c Jaw ”/JT/CQ 74 Yo

Salesman | \;'\arﬂ_s \—\(’.\/‘9 Terms | 00\'59 gu:/c{ma 226

CASH ' CHARGE: ' c.0.0. I PAID OUT RETD. MDSE. RECD. ON ACCT,

QUAN. . DESCRIPTION ' PRICE  AMOUNT

\ ?oFCarf\) Car | P\GNEQL
(VO Su |l&5 2\ a De\VPV‘3F{2C_ QQFOO
mmi« 30+3/ o4 ) |
DISCourS" 50 —

“Tayx T.D
| @f -
5/10 ﬂ) Y 01< "H) Pw; |
ALL Claims and Retumed Goods MUST Be Acoompamed By This Bill Tt #, ’5 ﬁ) (/o

- Signature




o

el /:a»/osf

Purchase Order No.: P0401327

JAN MATEO COUNTY
COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT o
3401 CSM Drive Purchasing Department: (650)574-6508

San Mateo, CA 94402 Accounts Payable: (650)574-6505

s

D No.: 943137226 Address:

Nob Hill Pizza & Popcorn Supply Co. COLLEGE °f. SAN MATEO, Health C
1700 West Hillsdale Bivd.
PO. Box 250303 Bidg 1 Room 226
San Francisco CA 94125 Sar Matos OA. 54402
Contact: Sharon Bartels/Gloria D'Ambra
Harry Herp Phone: 650-574-6396 6396
hone: 415-665-0500 Fax: 650-692-2224
ORDER DATE DATE REQUIRED TERMS BILL IN TRIPLICATE TO:
SMCCCD A ting Offi
05/10/04 05/11/04 (Above Address)
TEM QUANTITY DESCRIPTION UNIT PRICE EXTENDED PRICE
1 1.00EA Rental of 1 popcorn machine & supp.2 days3/30&3/31 175.0000 175.00

Pocorn cart rental w/supplies, 2days with delivery
& popcorn, is $225 & $50 discount for total of

$175.

Purchase order is for payment only.
A check and a copy of invoice is enclosed.

TAXES: .00
GRAND TOTAL: 175.00 3% /24

= TOTAL: 175.00
APPROVED BY: ek M DISCOUNT: .00
ADDL. CHARGES: .00

DATE: May 10th, 2004

- Vendor Copy




ey e

NREY

Fund: 39030 Orgn: 4o ~of Accounts for Fiscal Year 05 o Deci’:::r 62002 i’

Acct: % Prog: 643000 Rev: N AdoptOnly: N Bene: Y Period: 13 5 'L‘"

PosCnt Y Ato: % Sort: O Fiype: % Rev. N FYRACSL s‘g‘},u ‘

{ IPORT

39030 4339 3453 643000 27220 272.20 00 00
39030 4339 3454 643000 1,590.30 1.550.30 00 00
39030 4339 3455 643000 374.04 374.04 00 .00
39030 4339 3510 643000 178.70 178.70 _ 00 00
39030 4339 3511 643000 2361 23.61 00 00
39030 4339 3530 643000 26350 263.50 00 00
39030 4339 3531 643000 4221 4221 00 00
39030 4339 3550 643000 456.82 456.82 00 00
39030 4339 3610 643000 643.34 643.34 00 .00
39030 4339 3611 643000 84.95 84.95 00 .00
39030 4339 3630 643000 948.63 948,63 00 00
39030 4339 3631 643000 156.28 156.28 00 .00
39030 4339 3650 643000 1,644 54 164454 00 00
39030 4339 3999 643000 00 00 yzops 00 00
39030 4339 4510 643000 20.704.62 %/4£2070462ﬁ ' 00 00
[ 39030 4339 4580 643000 697.14 69714 2yqn, 00 00
39030 4339 5310 643000 404.00 Ta0a00 00 00
39030 4339 5410 643000 75.00 7500 00 00
39030 4339 5414 643000 10,697.00 37%/10‘697500_;32/3,\ 00 00
39030 4339 5514 643000 1,931.63 193163 00 00
39030 4339 5690 643000 7.806.28 7 806.28 00 00
39030 4339 5870 643000 44,737 91 00 oen .00 44,737.91
- 280365 o 235627.09 0 44737.91

com




cgn Fiscnl Year Ind'ex Fund Organization Acggunt Pr(;ie['am Ac:([vity Lo%gion Period Query Type Commit Type
i i
a ) f3soso  ja339 l4510 643000 ’ . ‘s
T o - - Increase (+) or
Account Orgamzatmn Prngram Document Descrip ion Field Amount Decrease (-)
' T iaszs T lea3000 C0508939  |->FRESH AND NATURAL , SAN MATEO CA o o T 7712 s 2
4339 le43000  cosos7as .-Qfah}ihh?d&”umén cvea No T 12080 +
4339 643000  [C0S08664  |->HAR*WB SAUNDERS, 800-338-31 FL_ o | e +
4339 3000 [cosossad I->HP RETURN REPAIR, 916 785120 GA o Nio 156.96 v
14339 643000 C0508468 I->MOORE MEDICAL, NEW BRITAI CT_ NTD 276.50 “
4339 643000 C0508468 [->COLLEGE OF SAN MAT, SAN MATEO CA NTo T sraz *
4339 63000  fcoS08469  ->MERCK CO, 800 235433 PA NTD 166.18 +
4339 643000 [COS08465  ->ORGANON INC, WEST ORANG N) NO 182.40 4
4339 ‘643000 |os06306 lgd(4)-3vC0508360 - Sterlcycle T oo T T azser L
4339 1643000 C0508360  |->STERICYCLE : WEST, SUN VALLEY CA jo o 123.81 +
" lasse 643000 |cosoez4s [>DIXON SHANE, 270434204PA  {¥TD. 159.34 e
‘ 4339 sa3000  [coS08246  |->PHARMEDIX, UNION CITY CA oo 178.47 v
T a3z isa3000  |cosoez47 5?TE> o 36.01 I+
T laass 'e43000 cnsoaus N NTC T “6.01 +
U fesag Jeaaoo0 - |casos1y 7 , vro 3&)4?‘{!1674.6; 3¢/24 -+
4339 lea3000 0508026 I->PHARMEDIX, UNION CITY CA T 32876 *
4339 lsa3000  |co508026 {->PHARMEDIX, UNIONCITY CA YTD 85.23 * -
: iq > . [ L
‘ Total: | 20,704.62 o+

"=Detail Transaction Activity FGITRND 7.2 {PROD)

11-SEP-2008 11:04 ap

B A L

& /17 /o3



e T [ e
FRESH AND NATURRL CARFE s

700 W IHILSDRLE BLUD BIL
Sert MATED, CA 84402
£,90-574~6582
1- 415801710-820765

C QO °FP Y
a5,.02.2005 15:30

Sale: ' - e _— o

Transaclion # 1 T Cofesing Roguest Foms - - ;
Card Type: HasterCard .- ) - .~ .

Bn. s S569180000041335 Yol Froo Phongs: 1-000-908-2358

Exp. Tale: 0108

Eut.ry: Suiped mm’ mmmm

Sale:: G774 &2 . .

Fefirence No.: Q0000001 g - -

futh Code: 082585

Resspan . APPROVED

01 Doz M s - Muﬂﬁ&ns Min- Bagels
Z \70%5 CO-‘!&&. -
Eo {5X 4oda_ % WM ) .
' 5 ! e
z | 4 MW{_BW/CY».‘%MJ; Samdwich E&Paﬁs‘ﬁ |4 570
MM Bun | o Sgamt Sardwith Wﬁ 9522 {4 445-2)

FRESH & NATURAL $ 674.62

SAN MATEQ. CA 94402 R Associeted ‘ﬁsmwm/uw =
WE ACCEPT VISA AND MASTER CARD.”, Dematie m?»t/m
- | : | (27745

e uiiesH INen dis71 on a1 Aan

pid 65297/5-059



Associated Students of College of San Mateo
1700 West Hillsdale Boulevard » San Mateo, California 94402

SV

U

/T
L/

; s 7 All shipments FOB destination.
S EFARE |
o ¢ Collect sthments will not be accepted
n & s G
7 el » -
d - College of San Matec Federal Excise Tax
;) Hugf r- O Exemption Certificate No. A-223055
Daie of Oxiee [Date Raquirec Aconian i ‘F&
2 AZCLN el sy tn S " or ranmf—
Toantty Uniit O ' Unil Prica Amgant
7; Dt s 1Dy o f e e T e -;‘&‘?“‘ﬁ e
; i e : e r../ :
b ce b sl joa o A1ET Ssles S TeE s
N o *rm/"fwe M ito Foeir FemAd
) Lo oot f & )
- ¢ j{.,‘/’, 155/: B € Pean T W= f?d(-g’: g/c"':@ "
- - -
-ﬁg J(‘!" < 7 (i 4 td /eé"’!{l[’.‘ ‘J.I 5’ ((d' T fa Gt f? P J"E"C'::- 1‘:&_‘
A At 5 v : =
¢ !"‘y Gl sz S BT S -' ga)’ o g Sales Tax Q‘ \;‘}.\
Nl Y
. - Lo
ol 1, &7y, 2 Total, L

zd 6529-v/5-059

dac7t on ot rac
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Account Statement Report GLORTA D AMBRA

Run Date: 06/07/2008 02:06:36 (GMT) -

SoMrce * Bahth Acr(:uvﬁ:\\:j S‘/E:‘%‘CVM

Anita Leong

MasterCard CSM 1700 W HILLSDALE BLVD
International HEALTH CENTER
- . SAN MATEO, CA 94402-3651 Usa
Posting Date: 04/28/2005 Thru 05/27/2005 XXXX-XKXX. 0004 - 135
Posting Transaction
Date Date Description Amount

04/29/2005  04/27/2005 PRAXAIR DIST US #193 S SAN FRANCT ca 69.74
05/02/2005  04/29/2005 MOORE MEDICAL NEW BRITAIN cT 114.62
05/03/2005  05/02/2005 PHARMEDIX UNION CITY cA 328.7¢
05/03/2005  05/02/2005 PHARMEDIX ; UNION CITY ca 5,23 .
05/04/2005"  05/02/2005 PRESH AND NATURAL CAFE - 'SAN MATEO - ca (674.62> LoseS il
05/04/2005  05/02/2005 COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO B SAN MATEO cA -
05/09/2005  05/06/2005 DIXON SHANE 270-4342045 PA 159,34
05/10/2005  05/09/2005 PHARMEDTX UNION CITY cA 178.47
05/11/2005  05/09/2005 PRAXATR DIST US #193 S SAN FRANCI CA 36.01
05/12/2005  05/11/2005 STERICYCLE WEST SUN VALLEY CA 123.81
05/16/2005  05/12/2005 MOORE MEDICAL NEW BRITAIN CT 276.50
05/16/2005  05/12/2005 COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO B SAN MATEO ca 37,42
05/19/2005  05/17/2005 MERCK co 800 2354335 PA 166.18
05/19/2008 05/18/2005 ORGANON INC WEST ORANGE NJ 182.40
05/23/2005  05/20/2005 Hp RETURN REPAIR 916 7851200 GA 156.96
05/25/2005  05/24/2005 PHARMEDIX UNION CITY ca 120.50

Total Amount 2,716.57

| [ K ! Plra At Ade ’(‘: AL /‘lﬁé‘ e
Ppose «+ To show that the dishict pmade a paybicid s oo endrey

15

;50/1: I/ A
sh/as



Fund: 39030 Orgn:

Acct:

PosCnt!
CHANG

39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030

%
Y

Prog:
Atyp:

2333
2333
2333
2333
2333
2333
2333
2333
2333

Lisi of Accounts for Fiscal Year 06

December 20, 2006

2% Page 2 )
643000 Rev:N Adopt Only: N Bene: Y Period: 13 ot
% Sort: O Ftype: % Rev: N FYRACSL 7.0
3650 643000 00 00 00 .00
3999 643000 00 e 00 .00
4510 643000 5.861.78 T8 45,_00 a0
4511 643000 .00 .00 ’WS Rt .00 00
4580 643000 713.15 713.15 o .00 .00
5220 843000 00 ?oo' 00 .00
5310 643000 00 00 00 .00
5414 643000 | 8,391.99 8.391.99 Q{ﬁ%ﬁ,«{/ 00 .00
5797 - 643000 824200 | 824200 g .00 .00
200690 222306.27 o -12616.27
/504 3Ef50B 3 /50C

2 of Account SFIF < 3,247 + 43355

Ly Bad Deb}- Expenge.

SKYLine

[P

©9%3 = 20004 26/



Fund: 39030 Orgn:

3%

C 6" List of Accounts for Fiscal Year 06

December 20, 2006

Acct: % Prog: 643000 Rev:N Adopt Only: N Bene: Y :i::d: 1; ‘

PosCnti Y Atyp: % Sort: O Fiype: % Rev: N FYRACSL 7.0

CHANG Benefits included: Y Revenues included: N
Fund Orgn Acct Prog Adjusted Budget YTD Activity Budget Committed Available Balance
39030 3345 1257 643000 83,897.09 83,897.09 \. v .00 .00
39030 3345 1455 643000 126.23 4.034.30 CW:L 0 -3,908.16
39030 3345 1456 643000 5,135.68 4,336.40 2’ é; 24g 00 709.28
39030 3345 1999 643000 -2,887.00 00 00 -2,887.00
39030 3345 2392 643000 00 1.610.38 0\-7:1 00 -1,610.38
39030 3345 2394 643000 00 164.94 éig 00 -164.94
39030 3345 3150 643000 6,704.90 " 6.704.90 ~ .00 .00
39030 3345 3151 643000 357.75 357.75 G0 .00
39030 13345  3M71A 643000 156.33 15633 00 00
39030 3345 3331 643000 10.23 10.23 00
39030 3345 3375 643000 1.156.70 1.156.70 00 00
39030 3345 3376 643000 62.88 62.88 00 00
39030 3345  3376A 643000 56.67 56.67 00 00
39030 3345 3378 643000 239 239 . L, F¢ o0 00
39030 3345 3451 643000 4,89276 4.892.76 W 00 00
39030 3345 3452 643000 189.96 189.96 00 00
39030 3345 3453 643000 336.14 336.14 00 00
39030 3345 3454 643000 1,149.84 1,149.84 00 .00
39030 3345 3455 643000 260.40 260.40 00 00
39030 3345 3511 643000 19.51 19.51 .00 .00
39030 3345  3511A 643000 17.59 17.58 00 00
39030 3345 3531 643000 74 74 00 00
39030 3345 3550 643000 370.60 370.60 ;.-' 00 00
39030 3345 3611 643000 101.48 101.48 /' 00 00
39030 3345  3611A 843000 88.21 8821 | 00 .00
39030 3345 3631 643000 40.07 4007 / 00 00
3soaq 3345 3650 643000 1,879.16 1879.16" |7, g5y 00 00
39030-——38345——-9995—643000 1175796 1 ¢ - .00 -1,175.96
39030 3345 4510 643000 31,153.00 w f\: *> 30,338.69
39030 - 3345 4580 643000 150.00 261,63 % 03 00 -111.63
39030 3345 5414 643000 6,500.00 % 426‘_53—3'973 00 73.01
39030 3345 5514 643000 400.00 438.78 .00 -38.78
39030 3345 5797 643000 3,431.00 4785005 ,*"}._/ 00 -1,354.00

144584.35 Tosszazz”, 151 0 19960.13

.')!’/ XD

K 34 /o

H

00

CANAD A

A%

n
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7\‘ 2
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Fund: 39030 Orgn:

Acct:
PosChni
CHANG

39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
38030
39030
39030
39030
39030
39030
38030
39030
39030

Prog:

Y Atyp:

4339
4339
4339
4339
4339
4339
4339
4339
4339
4339
4339
4339
4339
4339
4339
4339
4339
4330
4339
4339
4339
4330
4339
4339
4339

4%
643000
%

3453
3454
3455
3510
3511
3530
3531
3550
3610
3611
3630
3631
3650
3999
4510
4511
4580
5130
5310
5410
5414
5514
5690
- 5797
5870

List of Accounts for Fiscal Year 06

Rev:N Adopt Only: N Bene: Y
Sort: O Fype: % Rev: N
643000 411,54 'J 41154 .00
643000 174630 | 174630 .-00
643000 392.24 { 392.24 .00
643000 28.77 28.77 .00-
643000 15.59 15.59 00
643000 196.05 196.05 -00
643000 45.99 45,99 .00
643000 415.02 415,02 .00
643000 149.64 149.64 .00
643000 81.07 81.07 .00
643000 997.43 897.43 \ 00
643000 306.88 306.88 .00
643000 2,109.33 \ 2,109.33 / 4L, EET g
643000 -1,106.10 ) ’
843000 37,232.29
643000 1,869.81
643000 500.00
643000 120.00 i 120.00 00
643000 426.00 413,00 .00
643000 75.00 .00 .00
643000 11,213.00 11,212.09 ZE)3B £ .00
643000 2,500.00 246777 | %,J\f-’! 00
643000 7,351.13 661049 | N\ 00
643000 5,249.00 | 6977.00 3¢/3p 00
643000 14,472.91 .00
276938.91 262372.33 ) 0

CsM

o/ nue
e H/1F /o

Decernber 20, 2006

2

Period: 13
FYRACSL 7.0

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

.00

.00

.00
-1,106.10

7,725.02

00

86.80

.00

13.00
75.00

01

32.23
740.64
-1,728.00
14,472.91

14566.58

9

g
=



e R

(- l\//%/o%'

i Detail Transaction Activi 7.2 (PROD)  10-SEP-2008 04:29 P | ,),0'
[ | COA Fiscal Year Index Fund Organization Account Program Activity Location Period Query Type Commit Type D’?/(‘ 4
P i [~ [~ i i~ - I~ [~ 0
Coh o . s fes3s Gsw0 feaseoo (T T o s . 55
| o [ T e s e Increase (+) or ‘
Account Organization Program | Document Description Field Amount Decrease (-)
1 9 643000 | [Co606739 [>sTAT PHARMACEUTICA, SANTEECA  friD | 74.10 i+ S
| (0606739 ->ZAFAR PROJECTS INC, cLearwaTERFL D [ T 3sss i+
! [cosnedss :->NSO/HEALTHCARE AL 800-247-15PA  f0 [ 1,133.00 +
| icosoeasa  |->HEALTH EDCO, WACO TX - I L anne f+
) [Co606464  -SPRAXAIR-ACCUPAYZ, ANKENY 1A N 1/ 34640 .
: 643000 | icososaes : o 3;/,%—5‘;1.313 8 35/33+
4339 643000 | ‘Cosos4ss - >GLAXOSMITHKLINE, 800-366-89 PA  YTD 242. 50
4339 643000 | [C0606466  ->PRAXAIR DIST US #1, sﬂkEhsnEL CA s :_ T 287 J
4339 1643000 | C0606466 |->GLAXOSMITHKLINE, 800-366-89 A Mo T 121 s
4339 1643000 i [c0606 _ |>zazzie.com, pao ALTO CA D 26722 +
14339 1643000 * l>extREME HaLLowEEN , 954926565 FL D 3.00
l4330  ied3000 ->PRAXAIR DIST US #1, S SANFRAN CA  NTD | s0.80 i+
T 4339 /643000 |- >POSITIVE PROMOTION, 600-635-26 NY T P 781 53 "
" lazss leasoon " [>THE PARTY WAREHOUS, SANBRUNOCA [0, 2300 [+
4335 lea3000 | icq’ébvs"éég I->STERICYCLE WEST, SUN VALLEY CA T azzee “+
4339 643000 | c0605997 ->EXTREME HALLOWEEN , 954-926565 FL o | 12060 +
4339 lea3000 | (0605997 ORE MEDICAL, 860-826360 T NTO | 7749 s -
‘
f([ . . » S, o
. Total: | 29,507.27 i+
» 3E/50C ]

s
{
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Y V3 Jog

94282006 13: 39 Us Toy CUST SUC » 9165085746259

NO.814 P2

T nmeeemeraee- REMIT TQe--v-wommmemeuns
U.s. TOY CO/CONSTRUCTIVE PLAYTHINGS INVOICE NUMBER: B123380201
13201 ARRINGTON ROAD ACCOUNT NUMBER: 3663479
GRANDVIEW, MO 64030 INVOICE DATE: 02/16/06
PHONE:B16-761~5900 FAX:816-761-9295 PAGE NUMBER: 1

*xk T NV OICE **+ This is a Reprint
IS SOLD TQww=-emevmcmrman- o SHIP TQO--~--=-=mecwun-= +
COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO HEALTH COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO HEALTH .
D AMBRA, GLORIA 1700 W HILLSDALE BLVD
1700 W HILLSDALE BLVD BUILDING 1 ROOM 226
SAN MATEO, CA 94402 SAN MATEQ, CA 94402
QUR ORDER#: 81231802 KSW YOUR P/O#: GLORIA
ORCER DATE: 02/15/06 18:33:45 PLACED RY:
PICK DATE: 02/16/06 CONTRACT# :
SHIP DATE: 02/16/06 JOB#/NAMR: 401129 O
SHIP VIA: UPS GROUND SHIPMENT SALES REP: UST
F.0.B. : F.0.B. ORIGIN TERMS: NET 30
RMA ¢
ORDERED SHIPPED BACKORD UNIT ITEM#/DESCRIFPTION FRICE AMOUNT
— 20 20 dz 7231 8.95 179.00
SMILE SQUEEZE BALLS .
5 5 dz  MUB31 12.95 64 .75 !
SMILE WATER BOTTLES :
10 10 dz KCS 1.29 12.9¢
BASEBALL KEYCHAINS
10 10 dz KC4 1.28 12.90
BASKETBALL KEYCHAINS
10 10 dz RC6 1.29 12.90
SOCCER BALL XEYCHAINS
11 11 dz 3507 9.95 109.4S
VIBORS .. i
12 12 pc  MU776 1.95 23.40
GAMBLERS VEST
5 s BG GAl8-1 4.95 24.75
PLAY MONEY/S$1.00
il 1 1 ea SA77 74.85 74.8%
- . SMALL ANIMAY, ASST/24-PC ce -
2 2 dz  SB350 13.95 27.90
DICE/3 INCH :
1 1 EA  8SA392 54,95 54.958
BEAN BAG ANIMAL ASST/36-BC
3 3 dz 58447 17.95 53.8%
BOOKWORM
3 3 dz 8B321 15.95 47.85
RIBBON BEARS
3 3 dz EB30S 15.85 47.8%
TROPICAL SNAKES
3 3 dz 5B40S 11.95 35.85
TIE DYED BNGEL FISHES .
':0
2 s 22 2] CONTINUED AhkPuw -
;5
5%
gLd 6529915059 Jesd yieeH NSO dzy:zL 80 9L deg
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-------------- REMIT TO--=cwmeecann. .
U.S8. TOY CO/CONSTRUCTIVE PLAYTHINGS INVOICE NUMBER: 8123380201
13201 ARRINGTON ROAD ACCOUNT NUMBER: 3663479
GRANDVIEW, MO €4030 INVOICE DATE: 02/16/0¢
PHONE:816-761-5300 PAX:816-761-9295 PAGE NUMBER: 2 :
*x** I NVOICE tve This is a Reprint
ORDERED SHIPFED BACKORD UNIT ITEM#/DESCRIPTION PRICE AMOUNT
1 1 dz EB364 2%.95 29.95
NATURAL MONKEYS
10 10 pc 8§T3148 5.95 59.5%0
WHITE TIGER/10 1/2 INCH LONG
10 10 pc  ST3i1s0 5,95 59.50
LEOPARD/10 1/2 INCH LONG
10 10 pc  ST3149 5.95 59.50C
MAJESTIC TIGER/10 1/2 INCH LONG
5 5 pc LGl44 9.95 49,75,
PURPLE MOOD LAMP
5 5 pc LGE143 9.95 49.175
BLUE MOOD LAMP
5 5 pc LG142 9.85 48,75
RED MOOD LAMP
1 1 ea LT109-07 2.49 2.48
- CURLING RIBBON/ROYAL BLUE
, H 1 1 ea LT109-08 2.49 2.49
! CURLING RIBBON/YBLLOW -
1 1 ea LTL08-11 2.45% 2.45
CURLING RIBBON/WHITE
10 10 az 7846 1.89 15.90
TATOC BRACELETS
10 10 dz Gss10 4.95 49.50
KICKBALL
P
*k¥t SUBTOTAL werx 1,213.82
FREIGHT CHARGE .00.
CALIFORNIA 88.00
SAN MATEOQ 12.18
wa*¥ INVOICE TOTAL, *%x#=x 137

AMOUNT PAID
*kk® BATANCE DUE t*2a

US TOYS $1313.98 s
,Promononal xtems usedw of

. H

aC

Z1d 6529-v/5-059 I|uen ke man d7+'71 on A1 Adas
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o Account Statement Report GLORIA D AMBRA
MasterCard “ CSM 1700 W HILLSDALE BLVD
International HEALTH CENTER
’ At SAN MATEO, CA 94402-3651 USA
Posting Date: 02/01/2006 Thru 02/28/2006 XXXX-XXXX-0004-1336
Posting Transaction
Date Date Description Amount

02/03/2006  02/02/2006 ORGANON INC WEST ORANGE NJ 36.00
02/03/2006  02/02/2006 MOCRE MEDICAL 860-8263600 cT 199.21
02/06/2006  02/03/2006 COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO B SAN MATEO CA 38.93
02/07/2006  02/06/2006 STERICYCLE WEST SUN VALLEY cA 422.82
02/10/2006  02/08/2006 COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO B SAN MATEO ca 116.46
02/10/2006  02/09/2006 MOORE MEDICAL 860-8263600 cT 77.49
02/10/2006  02/07/2006 EXTREME HALLOWEEN INC 954-9265656 FL 110.60
02/13/2006  02/10/2006 PRAXATR DIST US #193 S SAN FRANCI CA 90.80
02/13/2006  02/10/2006 POSITIVE PROMOTIONS IN 800-635-~2666 NY 781.53
02/13/2006  02/10/2006 THE PARTY WAREHOUSE SAN BRUNO ca 23.00
02/13/2006  02/10/2006 EXTREME HALLOWEEN INC 954-9265656 FL (3.00) =
02/17/2006 02/15/200¢ PRAXAIR-ACCUDAY2 ANKENY IA 386,40 A 0foby 6
02/17/2006  02/13/2006 HEALTH EDCO ‘ WACO TX 477.57 \41
02/20/20606 02/17/2006 U8 TOY/COSTR PLAYTHING - T GRANDVIEW MO (’/,’1,313 98 )
02/22/2006  02/20/2006 GLAXOSMITHKLINE 800-366-8900 PA \\\mlg;“ggw,//
02/22/2006  02/20/2006¢ GLAXOSMITHKLINE 800-366-8900 PA 242780
02/22/2006  02/21/2006 PRAXAIR DIST US #1831 BAKERSFIELD CcA 28.57
02/27/2006  02/24/2006 ZAFAR PROJECTS INC CLEARWATER FL 399.95
02/27/2006  02/23/2006 STAT PHARMACEUTICALS I SANTEE ca 74.10
02/27/2006  02/24/2006 THE GRAPHICWORKS MONTERA CA 40.05
02/27/2006  02/24/2006 THE PARTY WAREHOUSE SAN BRUNO ca 109.35
02/28/2006  02/27/2006 MOORE MEDICAL 860-8263600 cT 140.42

Total Amount 5,187.98

Pubose’ Ty show fhat Ahe A0 yade a payment to 4he vendor
Source : Panner Acccwm‘r@ G;,g—}f’m_

-

Run Date: 03/10/2006 20:01:04 (GMT) - Anita Leong 1

R/




Fund: 39030 Orgn:

Acct:

PosCntl
© NG

39030
39030
39030

39030

39030

%
Y

39030

39030
39030

Prog:
Atyp:

2333
2333
2333
2333
2333

2333
' 2333

2333

2%
643000
%

3651
3999
4510
4580
5220
5310
5414
5797

L*  ~f Accounts for Fiscal Year 07

DT TV

January 8, 2008 cy. %4/

Ly Bad Debt Expence

SkyLINE

‘ Page 2
Rev: N Adopt Only: N Bene: Y Period: 13 2
Sort: O Ftype: % Rev: N FYRACSL 7.0 ~ g7
. Py
M7
643000 1,074.27 1,074.27 .00 00
643000 .00 00 32,653 .00 00
643000 16,795.80 7.973.77 00 8,822.03
643000 1,248.44 124844 ;112 .00 00
84000 o770 107.70 00 00
643000 75.00 ’ 75.00 .00 .00
643000 8,297.00 8,297.00 3E/3B .00 00
643000 13,303.00 ge/gﬂom/wm\??{?ar%g 00 00
- )
263361.31 / 254539.28 / 0 8822.03
\\~__,,,/”/ﬂ
2E/74
. = 2t/HAR 3/ ¢
- ! - ey =
2 of Acound 5397 - 12,20% ~ g 021 <+ H/ % ' '
, ,A%H = 33 30% z%



Fund: 39030 Orgn:
Acct: Prog:
PosCntl Atyp:
£ G
39030 3345
39030 3345
39030 3345
39030 3345
39030 3345

3%
643000
%

4580
5414
5514
5694
§797

L* . »f Accounts for Fiscal Year 07

. Jc;/ Uy
January 8, 2008 ¢ 3/4/0
~ Page 2

CRUGA DL

Rev:N Adopt Only: N Bene: Y Period: 13 i
Sort: O Ftype: % Rev: N FYRACSL 70 7 2
H
643000 138.00 13800  q30 00 .00
643000 6,277.00 6.277.00 3E/38 .00 .00
643000 364.62 364.62 .00 : .00
643000 17.53 17.53 .00 .00
643000 31,212.08 - 8.021.00 %/ 3 : 23,191.08
[l - B - 0 .00 ’ .
E/eAp a0z |

208482.86 / 187377.08_) 0 21105.78




Fund: 39030 Orgn:
Acct: % Prog:
PosCntl Y Atyp:
IG
39030 4339
39030 4339
39030 4339
39030 4339
39030 4339
39030 4339
39030 4339
39030 4339
39030 4339
39030 4339
38030 4339
39030 4339
39030 4339
39030 4339
39030 4339
39030 4339
39030 4338
39030 4339
39030 4339

4%
643000
%

3531
3550
3611
3620
3630
3631
3650
3999
4510
4511
4580
5211
5310
5410
5414
5514
5690

sror

5870

L?  f Accounts for Fiscal Year 07

S
January 8, 2008

[
Wi /o

Page 2
Rev: N Adopt Only: N Bene: Y Period: 13 i
Sort: O Fype: % Rev: N FYRACSL 7.0 4,0%
o

643000 16.30 16.30 .00 00
643000 41.11 41.11 -00 .00
64i’f°°° 647.23 647.23 .00 .00
643000 2.28 228 .00 .00
643000 1,140.62 1,140.62 .00 00
643000 814.23 814.23 00 .00
643000 1,855.44 1,855.44 .00 .00
643000 115.19 2£/00 .00 us,7%; .00 115.19
643000 4245060 %/b3 4038258 00 2,068.02
643000 2,200.00 2,200.00 .00 .00
643000 1,750.00 467.31 4y o0 00 1,282.69
643000 2,800.00 00 00 2,800.00
643000 750.00 00 .00 750.00
643000 00 00 00 .00
643000 10,695.00 10.695.00 £/ .00 .00
643000 3,050.00 2.870.12 00 179.88
643000 6,140.11 5,182.33 .00 957.78
643000 11,984.00 3E/AP 41.984.00 LT .00 .00
643000 12,480.67 00 : .00 12,480.67
341480.67 / \ 0 24534.93

;" 31694574

csM




FYRPRJV :
AUDITOR
Doc#/Seq#i Date/Rule Description
J0710406 06/30/2007 POSTED
1 JAP4 RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
2 JAP4 RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
3 JAP4 RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
4 JAPY RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
5 JAP9 RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
6 JAP9 RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
7 JAP4 RC 06-07 BAD'DEBTS ALLOWANCES
8 JAP4 RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS AILLOWANCES
9 JAP4 RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
10 JAP4 RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
11 JAP4 RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
12  JAP4:: ~RC 06-07- BAD: DEBTS ALLOWANCES
13 JAP4. . RC 06-07. BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
14 JAP4: - RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
15 Jap4 RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
16 JAP4 RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
17 JAP4 .RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
18 JAP9 RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
19 JAP9 RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
20 JAP9 RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES
21 JAPS RC 06-07 BAD DEBTS ALLOWANCES

Total Debits
Total Credits

Document Total

San Matéeo

Cr

e

y CC Diitrict - BROD
Print u.urnal Voucher (ALL)

USEP-09-"T"3:297 BM

Pe__: 1
Chart Code: Document Code: J0710406
Doc/Trans Amt D/C Fund Orgn Acct Prog Actv Encumb#Item-Seq Deposit#
673,660.00
109,614.00 D 10002 2001 5797 672000
69,048.00 D 10003 3001 5797 672000
112,660.00 D 10004 4001 5797 672000
112,660.00 C 10004 91699
69,048.00 C 10003 91699
109,614.00 C 10002 91699
1,469.00 D 39001 3229 5797 692000
2,970.00 D 39001 2345 5797 692000
6,170.00 D 39001 4229 5797 692000
508.00 D 60001 2411 5797 696000
119.00 D 60001 4339 5797 696000
8,021/00%D" 39030 3345 5797  ea3000 3E/59p3
13,303.00 =D 39030 2333 5797 643000 3F/5T4
11,984.00 % D- 39030 4339 5797 643000 BE/qu
374.00 D 40000 3001 5797 651000
285.00 D 40000 2001 5797 651000
305.00 D 40000 4001 5797 651000
964.00 C 40000 91699
33,308.00 C 39030 91699
627.00 C 60001 91699
10,609.00 C 39001 91699
336,830.00
336,830.00
673,660.00
?c-\_ "
d} Q
' <
—_3

Lo/ iz &

WS fa
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San Mateo County Community College District
Legislatively Mandated Health Fee Elimination Program 17
Analysis of Level of Health Services 5" -
Audit Period from July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2007 - ’17/0‘1
S08-MCC-0041 (24

Purpose: To identify excess services as indicated on the district's mandated cost claims.
Source: FY 02-03, FY 03-04, FY 04-05, FY 05-06, and FY 06-07 mandated cost claims.

Scope: Documented the services provided during the base year and the fiscal years being audited on the spreadsheet below,
as indicated on the district's mandated cost claims.

Analysis: We noted in the FY 2004-05 HFE-2 Form of the mandated cost claim that some of the X's were accidentally
shifted up when in comparison to all other fiscal years of the audit period. On the spreadsheet beleow, the X's
highlighted in ilght blue%vere the services that were shifted on the claims. We used the base year services that
was provided in the first year of the audit period from the prior audit, and found no excess level of services on the
mandated cost claims.

Conclusion: We did not identify any excess services on the district's mandated cost claims. Therefore, no audit
exceptions were noted.

Bh20f4-10; 24-2kf-10 5 MTE T _2h-24/ 50105 AA-2e/F-4 3

FY Prior

Health Services 1986-87 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 Audit
Accident Reports X X X X X X X
Appointments

College Physician, surgeon

Dermatology, family practice

Internal Medicine

Outside Physician

Dental Services

QOutside Labs (x-ray, etc.)

Psychologist, full services

Cancel/Change Appointments X X X X X X X

Registered Nurse X X X X X X X

Check Appointments X X X X X X X
Assessment, Intervention and Counseling

Birth Control X X X X X X X

Lab Reports

Nutrition X X X X X X X

Test Results, office

Venereal Disease

Communicable Disease X X X X X X X

Upper Respiratory Infection X X X X X X X

_Eyes, Nose and Throat X X X X X X X

Eye/Vision X X X X X X X

Dermatology/Allergy X X X X X X X

Gynecology/Pregnancy Service X X X X X X X

Neuralgic

Orthopedic X X X X X X X

Genito/Urinary X X X X X X X

Dental X X X X X X X

Gastro-intestinal X X X X X X X

Stress Counseling X X X X X X X

Crisis intervention X X X X X X X

Child Abuse Reporting and Counseling X X X X X X X




Ck :f/Z /og
San Mateo County Community College District a
Legislatively Mandated Health Fee Elimination Program 9" '
Analysis of Level of Health Services | -();)
Audit Period from July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2007 oY
S08-MCC-0041
b 2A 24 /&1, 2A-2% /510, 2A-2¢/3-1 ;, 2A4-24/%-10, 2A-2¢/3-9 -
FY FY FY FY FY FY Prior
Health Services 1986-87 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 Audit
Substance Abuse Identification & Counseling
Acquired immune Deficiency Syndrome X X X
Eating Disorders
Weight Control X X X X X X X
Personal Hygiene X X X X X X X
Burnout X X X X X X X
Other Medical Problems, list X X X X - X X X
Examinations, minor illnesses
Recheck Minor Injury X X X X X X X
Health Talks or Fairs, information
Sexually Transmitted Diseases X X X X X X X
Drugs X X X X X X X
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome X X X X X X X
Child Abuse
Birth Control/Family Planning
Stop Smoking
Library, Videos and Cassettes X X X X X X X
First Aid, Major Emergencies X X X X X X X
First Aid, Minor Emergencies X X X X X X X
First Aid Kits, Filled X X X X X X X
Immunizations
Diptheria/Tetanus
Measles/Rubella X X X X X X X
Influenza
Information X X X X X X X
Insurance
On Campus Accident X X X X X X X
Voluntary X X X X X X X
Insurance Inquiry/Claim Administration X X X X X X X
Laboratory Tests Done
Inquiry/Interpretation
Pap Smears
Physical Examinations
Employees
Students
Athletes
Medications
Antacids X X X X X X X
Antidiarrheal X X X X X X X
Aspirin, Tylenol, etc. X X X X X X X
Skin Rash Preparations X X X X X X X
Eye Drops
Ear Drops
Toothache, oil cloves X X X X X X X
Stingkill X X X X X X X
Midol, Menstrual Cramps X X X X X X X
Other, list

= SerwiceS pnarked that were Shifded up O claim Fovim BFe-2,
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San Mateo County Community College District
Legislatively Mandated Health Fee Elimination Program 9}1/
Analysis of Level of Health Services 1,091
Audit Period from July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2007 y,?,"‘
S08-MCC-0041 )
e 2422 /810, I 2k /310, 24 2e /39, 2k -—za(/sf 10 2A 2¢/3-9 1
FY FY FY FY FY FY Prior
Health Services 1986-87 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 Audit
Parking Cards/Elevator Keys
Tokens
Return Card/Key
Parking Inquiry X X X X X X X
Elevator Passes
Temporary Handicapped Parking Permits
Referrals to Outside Agencies
Private Medical Doctor X X X X X X X
Health Department X X X X X X X
Clinic X X X X X X X
Dental X X X X X X X
Counseling Centers X X X X X X X
Crisis Centers X X X X X X X
Transitional Living Fac., battered/homeless women
Family Planning Facilities X X X X X X X
Other Health Agencies
Tests
Blood Pressure X X X X X X X
Hearing X X X X X X X
Tuberculosis
Reading X X X X X X X
Information X X X X X X X
Vision X X X X X X X
Glucometer
Urinalysis
Hemoglobin
EKG
Strep A Testing X X X X X X X
PG Testing
Monospot
Hemacult
Others, list:
Miscellaneous
Absence Excuses/PE Waiver X X X X X X X
Allergy Injections
Bandaids X X X X X X X
Booklets/Pamphlets X X X X X X X
Dressing Change X X X X X X X
Rest X X X X X X X
Suture Removal
Temperature X X X X X X X
Weigh X X X X X X X
Information X X X X X X X
Report/Form X X X X X X X
Wart Removal
Others, list.
Committees
Safety X X X X X X X
Environmental
Disaster Planning X X X X X X X
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 Three Year Report

R e — D P e — g -
2004-2085 2805246 2086-2097
Patients seen 1326 2108 3045 @
"1 Qver the Counter Patiznts did not sign i separate for 1238
Medicatinns. OFC meds, For confidcatiality wa '
ch.aaged the sipe in progess
Vision exams 3% 34 5%
Reportable accidents 35 66 535
TB test 139 406 355
Svmmer safely 323 400 600
Sun sereen & informatien '
Pregnancy test 79 90 100
TIrmunizations 0 9 (21
Flu Shots 50 60 182 Q)
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SKYLINE
Health Center
2004-2005 year end report

Students who visit the Health Center for condoms, pamphlets, literature, and insurance
information and outside resources ate ot inclided in this count as they do not sign in.

 Students . 1326
Employees : : 156
Accidents report filed out , 55
Low Cost Vision Exams participants 82
TB test given 139
Pregnancy test 47
Condoms distributed ' 6000
Summer safety ' 324
Resource guides distributed to counselors 130
Events: |
Blood Drive Participants : 160
Blood donors 9
Great American SmokeQut Participants 150

Courtesy smoker campaign 150



SEYUNE
Health Center
2005-2006 year end report

Students who visit the Health Center for condoms, pamphiets, literature, and insurance
information and outside resources are not include

Patients seen

Accidents report filed out

Low Cost Vision Exams participants
TB test given

Pregpancy test
Condoma distributed

Summer safety
Resource guides distributed to counselors

Events: '
Biood Drive Participants
Blood donors

Great American SmokeOut Participants
Smoking cession

d in this count as they do ot sign in.

2108
66

54
406

61
6000
600
150

83
68

200
10

A1) %
g /12 /08
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- Skyline College Student Health Center
3300 College Drive, Room 2209
San Bruno, Ca 94066
850-738-4270

Student Health Center Usage Report
July 1, 2006 - June 30, 2007

Total number of students & staff who signed in to see the nurse: 3046.

Students who visit the health center for condoms, pamphlets, literature,
insurance information and outside resources are not included in this count as
they do not sign in.

2635 were seen during the day shift
410 were seen during the evening shift

1828 patients of those who signed in were given over the counter
medicine. '

Does not include: bandages, ice packs and ace wraps.

65 studenis were treated for reportabie accidents on campus,
355 students and staff were given TB tests.

100 pregnancy tests were performed.

IMMUNIZATIONS:

4

5 & & 2 2 0

The Health Cante; has been working with San Mateo County
Immunization Program since August 2008. The following numbers of free
immunizations have been administered:

HPV: 13
'.::ggé 20 < z tmvmuni 2040 ns
MMR: 13 J

Flu shotsfor Heglth Care students & high risk categones 112
Hepatitis B for 18 an under: 0

The Health Center also has Hepatitis B vaccine available for a charge for
those 20 years of age and over. 29 doses have been administered for $25
per doge.

Working with the VNA (Visiting Nurse Association) 70 faculty/student/staff
received Flu shois $20 each  %;-1 /.



VISION EXAMS:

2

* 30 students received services for low cost vision exams on campus

by Dr Tom. Cost to students: $20 per exam. Cost to Health Center:
$300 for Dr Tom during the Fali, 2006 semester,

Working with the UC Berkeléy School of Optometry, we were able
to offer 25 students $17 vision exams and 5 of our students free
eye exams and free glasses on the Berkeley Campus. This

~ program began in Spring, 2007. No cost to us.

PR AMS:

Blood Drive: Working with the American Red Cross May 2, 2007
118 people signed up prior 1o the event; 17 people dropped in; 136
students/faculty/staff were screened and 81 units of blood were
donated. (40 donors per blvod drive is considered a successful
blood drive). An Associated Student Officer assisted with the blood
drive by being Buddy the Blood Drop. '

Breathe California: Smoking Cessation workshops on Campus

Classroom: 24 ¢iassrooms a year have a nurse talk about the
Health Center Services and health topics

Condom Awareness Day. February 14" Health Center Staff gave
out 1000 condoms and STD information in the cafeteria,

Fight the Bite: Working with the San Matec West Nile Virus
Response we gave out brochures on how to protect yourself and
your family from the West Nife Virus end 250 mosquito repeliant
packs.

Great American smoke-out: working with Ray Herhandez of the
Respiratory Therapy Program to promote smoking cessation. Quer
200 students had blood pressure checks and peak flows done by
the RT students. Health Center staff provided smoking cessation
information and literature. ‘

San Mateo County Immunization Program: Immunization Program
at the Heaith Center. The Policy and Procedures for immunizations
written and complied by Jan Gersonde and Donna Elliott. Three of
this 32 page document and two CDs are in various locations in the
Health Center. The San Mateo County Immunization Program now
uses this document as the standard for schools wanting to establish
a immunization program.

Passionately PINK for the Cure: working with the Susan G. Komen
Foundation for breast cancer research we estabiished a day to

3a71/lo



, | 5
wear pink at Skyline College. We collected $ in donations to be
sent to the foundation. ‘In partnership with the bookstore they
provided a prize (bag with pink items in it) to be raffied off t¢ the
part«clpants

» Summer Safety Program: Working with Banana Boat to promote
summer safety, 600 students were given summer safety
information and samples of Banana Boat sun screen.

e Pianned Parenthood of San Mateo. Ray Hernandez, Alice Erskine,
Josie Glenn, Nurse Lisa Marlowe and me, a single physical exam
form for all allied health programs and cosmetology was created.
Planned Parenthood will do PE exams free or very low cost
depending on income for these and all of Skyline students.

« World AIDS Day: December 1%, Health Center staff gave out 1000
condoms and information on HIV testing and other STDs in the
cafeteria. Showed two videos: HIV testing and Faces of AIDS

BULLETIN BOARDS:

The Health Center now maintains & bulistin boards around campus,; 3 fist Health
Center services and current events. The other two change monthly with the
exception of summer session and the beginning of each semester when Health
Center Services are listed for incoming students. Listed below are the locations
of the bulletin boards:

e & &4 & &

Outside of the Health Center

Building 2, North stairwell

Building 1, 1* floor the entrance by the Gallery Theatre
Facific Heights

Building 3, 1% floor west hallway

Bulletin Board topics:
Building 2, North stairwell - Bulletin Board topics

&

s 2 0 5 8 5 & & o

July & August ~ Summer Safety. swimming & boatmg safety and safety in
the sun

- September -~ Health Center Service for i mcommg students

October - Breast Cancer Awareness Month

November ~ Great American Smoke Out

December- AIDS awareness week

January ~ Health Center Service for incoming students

February - STD Awareness Month

March — National Nufrition Month

April & may - Skyline College Annual Blood Drive

June - Summer Safety: awimmmg & boating safety and safety in the sun

Bullding 1, 1% floor the entrance by the Gallery Theatre |

July & August — Summer Safety

-/
S VIEY )




e ® 8 & B 8 2 5 &

September ~ Health Center Services
October, November - Flu and Cold season
December — World AIDS Day

January - Health Center Services
February -Heart Health Month

March - Vision Awareness Month

- April = Alcohol Awareness Month

May — Blood Drive information
June —~ Summer Safety

:‘k’r‘l(/(‘z
Sy
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: Oct./Nov. 5003

*Please read the information sheet about the medication you are self-administering, then sigh your hame in the spaces
below. Your signature states that you have read and understoond the medication dosage, usage, side effects and warnings,
which are included when taking the medication. You ars glso acimowiedgw ng that you have never had an adverse {bad)
reaction to the medication your choose to take.

HEALTH LE‘ETER SIGN 1IN SBHEET

Date Name (please print) M/F S/E | fsses {TX | Counsel | Refer { BP | TH ¢ Medicine * Signature
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*Please read the information sheet about the medication you are self-administering, then sign your name in the spaces
below. Your signature states that you have read and understood the medication dosage, usage, side effects and warnings,
which are inciuded when taking the medication. You are also acknowledging that you have never had an adverse {bad)
reaction to the medication your choose ta take. ‘
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FY 2002-2003
Fall '02
Spring ‘03
Totals

FY 2003 - 2004
Fall '03

Spring '04
Totals

FY 2004 - 2005
Fall ‘04

Spring '05
Summer '05
Totals

FY 2005 - 2006
Fall '0%

Spring '08
Summer ‘08
Totais

FY 2006-2007
Fall ‘08
Spring '07
Summer ‘D7
Totals

Overall Totals

- — s 4§

Cafiada College Heaith Center
Health Fee Efimination Audit

FY 2002-03 through FY 2006-2007

wwrlu

royc wesiu

Detlinad ¢
Total Visits s:te ° Assessment  Treat/Test Health £d Referrs)
235 146 31 26 15 17
162 125 16 14 4 2
397 271 47 40 19 20
i8¢ 146 12 17 4 7
158 151 1 [ 0 1
344 297 i3 22 4 8
167 151 2 12 1 ()]
200 198 i 1 0 o
22 22 0 ] 0 v
289 kyal 4 13 1 0
190 162 14 13 1 1}
184 150 18 i3 ¢ 2
22 22 G 0 Y 0
396 334 33 286 ki 2
226 138 30 40 7 i1
221 150 17 34 ] 11
4% is5 12 h{s} 0 I3
488 303 59 8 16 26
. Declined to
Total Visits state Assessment  Treat/Test Hesith Ed  Referral
2457 1578 156 185 41 - B§

et HF
Cki/1z/o%



2 i/j4-22
October 2002
february 2004
June 2005
November 2005
December 2006
TOTALS

vo T TT XY ie

Ce N /12/08

Cafiada College Heaith Center
Health Fee Elimination Audit
10/02 2/04 6/05 11/05 12/06

Not Stated  Assassment Treétﬂ’est Health Ed  Referral  Flu Shots

Total
63 17 3 8 2 2 0
31 31 4] 0 0 0 0
7 7 0 0 0 0 0
79 27 0 2 4] 0 50
& 9 5 3 1 0 Q0 0
88 199 117 6 12 2 2 50
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STUDENT SERVICES PROGRAM REVEW

Annual Program Review Form: Academic Yesr 20062005
Due: Jume 30, 2005

Each year, no later than Junes 30, Student Services Staff analyze the state of thei progrowns,  The Program Rewiew
analysis incliudes the following information and showld veot be miore thar 34 payex Proggrams miay include
wdditional data and information in support of the annual review—us wz attacikmet only..

Date: 6/23/05

Swdent services unit: Health Services
Student services unit stafl: Sharoe Bartels, Gloria [’Ambra, Dr. Nicholig
Program review prepared by: Sharen and Gloria

A, Summary description: of your unit’s program and services (o P aragraph):
Student Health Services provides quality medical care, urgent amd emergent.
Services available inclade: physicals, immunizations, PAP smear-g, birth centrof,
laboratory testing, prescription medications, disgnosis and trafsnent of minor
iltness, bealth education and psychological counseling services.

B. Number of students serveditypes of services provided:
Heaith Fair:

Attendence: SO¢
Cholesterol testing: 126
Glucose tests 200
Anemis tests 200
Tay-Sachs tests 82
Eye exam 27
Eye exam total for year: o4
Lab tests: 626
PAP 1esis: 98
Physicals ' 172
~ Immumezations 288
RX medications 232
Birth control 322
OTC meds 212
Insurance issues 296

Psychological Services Apt. 1800
Total med clinic visits approx. 1000

COEGE OF SAN MATED
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C. List significant upit accomplishments in 20904-2005;
On site dental services started
Atkinson Foundation Grant: $5,000 for the hesith fair.
Completed web page
SFSU health education intern
SJSU MPH intern commitment
D. Where appropriate, delineate the rdationship of sigmificast wit accomplisiments in
2004-2005 to the current 03-05 Student Services Planning Document:
Goal #1
e On site Dental Services startad.
« Developed a relationship with SFSU health intern program, and SISYJ MPH program.
Hosted an intern from SFSU
= Committed to hosting &8 MPH student this Summer and Fall
» Health Center Web page us up and rupning.
e Obtained a $3,000 grant from the Atkinson Foundation, to support the Flealth Fair
¢ Developed written discharge instructions,
s Completed application for MediCal provider number
Goal #3
v Participate in Student Support Group which includes EOPS 2 DSPS.
»  Work closely with international student services. Internationslinsurance information is
available in several languages.
« Volunteer at the Samaritan House Clinic
Goal #5
» Participated in the redesign of the new health center.
E. Summarize the results of the annual student survey for your unit 4ND identify the

implications for the future delivery of your unit’s services:

We had a poor response to the survey. The information wedid coliect indicated that
students would like the health center to be open more hours This is not corremtly
an option, due to budget constraints. ,
We need to design 2 better method to gather this information ic 2 more eff¢ctive
way. :

CBLLEGE O SN MRTED
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Summarize the findings of your unit’s assessment of Student lcarming Quicomes
AND identify the implications for the future deivery of your unit®s services,

Written discharge instructions are much more eflective in providing the besith
information to the student. Although specific dischaxge instruction sheety have been
developed this year, we need to design & generic form that can be used more

frequently.

Summarize your unit’s strategies and accompluhments thithave fostered a climate
in which diversity is recognized and valued:

We work closely with the international students

International studest imsurance information is available inseveral Innguages.
Participate in the Student Support Group, which offers extrz support to special
needs students.

Offered Tay-Sachs testing.

Provide special presentation to TTC scudents.

Volunteer at Samaritan House Clinic

List your anticipated goals for 2004-2005 based on the findings of this year's 2004»
2005 Program Review:
Further develop discharge instruction sheets.

Provide CPR/AED training for security -
Further develop community relationships for better patient referal

Identify your unit’s needs and recommendations for 20052006:
increase physician kours.

Hire  part time bealth educator

Hire = part time vorse.

deatify noiable mdividual sccomplishmensts iv 2004-2005 (optional):
Participated on the HSACCT legislative committes which sponsored AB 982
YVolungeer at Samaritan House Clinie

Developing = relationship with the County medical systen

Provide a brief two or three sentence description of vour mit's key
accompiishments for possible use in the “2004.2005 Student Services Key
Accomplishmenis” publication,

On site deotsl services are now available.

Additional comments:

QUEGE OF SAN MATED
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Student Services Planning Documen
2094-2005 |
6/22/05

Health Services

Goal #1

e Onsite Dental Services started.

Developed & relationship with SFSU health intern program, and SJ5U MPH
program. Hosted an intern from SFSU

Committed to hosting a MPH student this Summer and Fall

Health Center Web page us up and running.

Obtained & $5,000 grant from the Atkinson Foundation, tc support the Health Fair
Developed written discharge instructions.

Completed application for MediCal provider number

. & ¢ ¢ &

Goal #3 _

+ Participate in Student Support Group which includes EOPS and DSPS.
Work closely with international student services. International insurance
information i available in several languages.

¢ Voluateer af the Samaritan House Clinic

Goal #5
¢ Participated in the redesign of the new health center.

Submitted; 6/22/05
S. Bartels

QLLEGE OF SAN MATED
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. Summary of All Services for| _ April _1200%

Services Systems Tests
First Aid LT_B} Resp [—E BP m
HEh Assess EE cv % PPL EE
OTC Med |24 MuselSkel [ 9] Strep/Cult |__4)
Rest {—::[ Derm E Vision f__:j
Family Plan |____ Ent [ 9 Hoaring [ |
STD Trear || Gl ___§ Pap Smear [
Phys Exam : Gyn E_—jj Urine Preg E
Immun ___ 4 GU :4] Hv r___j
F/UTBANE [ opie __ 1 Blood Sugar ||
Counselor :—_J' Neuaro :_5-' Biood Tests [:

Pyyeh [:]

Urine Dip |__

Lung Svands I

gLz ulza%,ttzg

ENT |,,____J

Freatmenr Referrals/FUConsult Realtl; Education

Wound Care | ___ 38 BRAYy |1 TB/INK |

fee {8 Dental || BIVIAIDS

Splinting | RN Refer [ 1) STDS ||

Obser B Fam Pt | ohcn |

Eye Cgre :—j Optomerrist | | Alel/Drugs | |

Cxypen :? Self Hely L ‘l_j BC/Sex | |

Immunization. 8| Campus Serv | 6] Self Care [__3%)

Birth Conz | | putoscr [ 1) Concer | |

Counsel | ___| storer | T Nari ||

Preserip ! 8 Counsel ('_ i Stress | |

MH Agency || Smoking [_____J

Faculty || sprev [

Count Of Contact | 78

Friday, May 09, 2003 Page 1 of 1
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Summary of All Services for|_ December | 2663

Servipe.&' ' Systems Tests
First Aid {:_—7—} Resp 12 Bp CE
Hith Assess f"_'S_EJ cv E_Tj} PPD {____,5’
- orcMea T3 Muse/Sket [ 5) Strep/Cule |9
Rest [ | Derm [ Vision ]
Family Plan || Emw ¥ Baaring [
SID Treat || Gr 4 Pap Smear (|
Phys Exam | Gyn Eﬂ! Uring Preg g
Imman 4 cu 1 v [
Frureane [ opht |9 Blood Sugar ||
Counselor :__j Newure E Bioed Tests [:]
Psyoh m Urine Dip !::
Lung Sounds [:
ENr [ ]
Treatment Referrolv/FU/ Consult Health Educarion
Wound Care | 1 Erprr 3] raang [
Iee [ 9 Dental ___) Arviams [
Splinting [ ] RN Refer || Stos ||
Obser [ 7] FampPr || omep [
Eye Care || Optometrise [ AlcYDrugs [ |
Orygen | Self Help |1} BC/Sex [
Immunization . 5| Campus Sers ___ 2| Self Care 18]
Birth Cont | ] pyprct | E Cancer [ _]
Counsel !——HI STD/CT r—"—‘, Nutri f_“ 7
Prescrip | i _31 Counsel [__: Stress rtl
MH Agency || Smoking _ ___|
Faculty L _‘ BPICY ||
Couar Of Contaey l___; ;___‘;‘E!
FPriday, May 0%, 2003 Page l o 7
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S Y OF ALL SERVICES
SUMMER 2004
JUNE 14 TO JULY 22
9:00-12:00 & 5:00-7:00 P.M. MONDAY-THURSDAY
CLOSED FRIDAYS

HARD CHARTS: STUDENTS SEEN BY MD, NP OR RN
STUDENT RECORDS: DROP-INS - FIRST AID/MISC.
OVER-THE-COUNTER MEDS

TOTAL DOCUMENTED STUDENTS

PHYSICALS
Tfr?s T
“LIMITED PHYSICALS
LABS ™ —
BIRTH CONTROL
IMMUNIZATIONS

PRESCRIPTION MEDS.

T
Ce /12 /og

76*

46

14%

L~ o

17

15
10
6%

SHARON BARTELS WAS AVAILABLE ON JUNE 21 & JULY 12 (MONDAYS)

DR. NICHOLS WAS AVAILABLE ON JUNE 22, 20, JULY 6, 13 & 20 (TUESDAYS)

TANYA ISAEFF WAS AVAILBLE ON JUNE 24, JULY 1, 8,15 & 22 (THURSDAYS)

CCUEEE OF AN MATED
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SUMMARY OF STUDENTS SEEN '

FROM
__#KUGUST 18 - SEPTEMBER 28 , 2005

«SCHEDULED APPOINTMENTS 145
DROP-INS (BRIEF APPOINTMENTS) 106
OVER-THE-COUNTER MEDS. 30
TB TESTS ' _gg

365

*BREAK DOWN OF SCHEDULED APPOINTMENTS

PHYSICAL EXAMS 20
ING STUDENTS
DENTAL STUDENTS
FOR JOBS
TRANSFER

PAPS 11
—_—

VACCINES 24
MMR
TD
HEB B

LABWORK &2
CHOLESTEROL
GLUCOSE
STD & HIV
MISC.

PRESCRIPTION MEDICINE 26
BIRTH CONTROL 20

2

ECP

EVENTS:
EYE EXAMS 40
CLASSROOM PRESENTATIONS 16
BLOOD DRIVE SIGN-UPS 27

OLLESE OF SAN MATED



PAILY CONTACT FORM

S fe7

DATE:

Y-3c-07

DATE:

8 9 10 11121344 15 16 17

1 23 4 5 &

iy 1t 12 83 14 13 i6 17

5 6 7 B 9

23

Fiiness

Injury

Hil4. Asseas,

His. Main,

Prevention

§ Hit Ed.
28]

OTC

Treatment

grizations

Imm

PPD
»P

Flue Veccine

Campus
Em

%1% Trassport

Referred

}

2.

Y-

Injury

HM. Aszess,

Preveation

Fu

PAP

P.E.

OTC

Treatment

Immenizations
PrD

BP

Fln ‘Vacdle'

Campus

Emergency

91% Transport

Referyed

=
-

' | HM. Main

{

T NE-FANA
264432
Ck :\“N\mw
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DAILY CGNTACT FORM

DATE: S 3707

1 23 45 67 89 101112131415 16 17

LRl
RN

PATE:___° 92/

3] Olness Hiness

- Tnjory Injory

* ] HM, Axsess. 2 | Bt Assess,

:§ Ht. Msin Al Main,

2§ Prevention 1 | Prevention
HMit. Ed Hit. Ed.
FfU Fu

1 2 45 6 78 210111213 M4 1516 17 1

PAP » 1 VIPAP
P.E. ] PE.

<Rz B3

=] OTC arc

| {Lab 2 { Lab

| } Treatment Treatment

'] Immunizations 3 - [nmunizations
PFD - PED
BrP BP
Fir Vacclae | Fiu Vaccine
Campus Cempus

| Emergent: Emerpency
911 Traesport 311 Transport
Referved Referred

e NN NN
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL

I, the undersigned, declare as follows:

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

On December 3, 2014, I served the:

State Controller’s Office Comments on IRC

Health Fee Elimination, 10-4206-1-35

Education Code Section 76355

Statutes 1984, 2™ E.S.; Chapter 1; Statutes 1987, Chapter 1118;

Fiscal Years: 2002-2003, 2003 2004 2004-2005, 2005-2006 and 2006-2007
San Mateo County Community College District, Claimant /

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

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is
true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on December 3, 2014 at Sacramento,

California.
/XQA/*L \({z

Lorenzo Duran

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

(916) 323-3562




12/3/2014 Mailing List

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 12/3/14
Claim Number: 10-4206-1-35
Matter: Health Fee Elimination

Claimant: San Mateo County Community College District

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:

Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or
remove any party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission
correspondence, and a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except
as provided otherwise by commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written
material with the commission conceming a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the
written material on the parties and interested parties to the claim identified on the mailing list
provided by the commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office

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

SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Kathy Blackwood, Executive Vice Chancellor, San Mateo County Community College
District

District Office, 3401 CSM Dr., San Mateo, CA 94402

Phone: (650) 358-6869

blackwoodk@smccd.edu

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-4320

mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance

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

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance

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

Ed Hanson, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA

http://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 1/3
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95814
Phone: (916) 445-0328
ed.hanson@dof.ca.gov

Cheryl Ide, Associate Finance Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 445-0328

Cheryl.ide@dof.ca.gov

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-9891

jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Jay Lal, State Controller's Office (B-08)

Division of Accounting & Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0256

JLal@sco.ca.gov

Kathleen Lynch, Department of Finance (A-15)

915 L Street, Suite 1280, 17th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274

kathleen.lynch@dof.ca.gov

Yazmin Meza, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)445-0328
Yazmin.meza@dof.ca.gov

Robert Miyashiro, Education Mandated Cost Network
1121 L Street, Suite 1060, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)446-7517

robertm@sscal.com

Jameel Naqvi, Analyst, Legislative Analysta€™s Office

Education Section, 925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)319-8331

Jameel.naqvi@lao.ca.gov

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting

1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916)455-3939
andy@nichols-consulting.com

Christian Osmena, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)445-0328
christian.osmena@dof.ca.gov

Arthur Palkowitz, Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz

2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200, San Diego, CA 92106
Phone: (619)232-3122

apalkowitz@sashlaw.com

Keith Petersen, Six7en & Associates

http://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php

2/3



12/3/2014

Mailing List

Claimant Representative

P.O. Box 340430, Sacramento, CA 95834-0430
Phone: (916)419-7093

kbpsixten@aol.com

Sandra Reynolds, Reynolds Consulting Group,Inc.
P.O. Box 894059, Temecula, CA 92589

Phone: (951)303-3034

sandrareynolds 30@msn.com

Kathy Rios, State Controller's Office

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

krios@sco.ca.gov

Nicolas Schweizer, Department of Finance

Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA
95814

Phone: (916) 445-0328

nicolas.schweizer@dof.ca.gov

David Scribner, Max8550

2200 Sunrise Boulevard, Suite 240, Gold River, CA 95670
Phone: (916) 852-8970

dscribner@max8550.com

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-5849

jspano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office

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

DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov
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