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SixTen and Associates 
IYiandate Reimbursement Services 
,EITH B. PETERSEN, President 

P.O. Box 340430 
E-Mail: Kbpsixten@aol.com 

5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 900 
Sacramento, CA 95834-0430 
Telephone: (916} 419-7093 

......,-::R=-:E~C~E~1V-E-D--. San Diego, CA 92117 
Telephone: (858} 514-8605 

Fax: (916} 263-9701 

July 15, 2014 

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

JUL 1 7 2014 
COMMISSION ON 

STATE MANDATES 

RE: 1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 
El Camino Community College District 
Fiscal Years 2000-01 and 2003-04 through 2007-08 
Incorrect Reduction Claim 

Dear Ms. Halsey: 

Fax: (858} 514-8645 

Enclosed is the original and two copies of the above referenced incorrect reduction 
claim for El Camino Community College District. 

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

Jo Ann Higdon, Vice President Administrative Services 
El Camino Community College District 
16007 Crenshaw Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90506-0002 
Voice: 310-660-3593 x 3107 
Fax: 310-660-3593 x 3888 
E-Mail: jhigdon@elcamino.edu 

Keith B. Petersen 

Enclosure: Incorrect Reduction Claim 

C: JoAnn Higdon, Vice President Administrative Services 
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1 Claim Prepared by: 
Keith B. Petersen 

3 SixTen and Associates 
4 P.O. Box 340430 
5 Sacramento, California 95834-0430 
6 Voice: (916) 419-7093 
7 Fax: (916) 263-9701 

8 BEFORE THE 

9 COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

10 STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

11 INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM OF: ) No. CSM 
12 ) 
13 ) Statutes of 1992, Chapter 1116, 
14 ) Statutes of 1999, Chapter 764, 
15 ) Public Resources Code 40418, 
16 ) 40196.3, 42920-928 and 
17 ) Public Contract Code 12167 and 
18 ) 12167.1. 

( EL CAMINO ) 
20 ) Integrated Waste Management 
21 Community College District ) 
22 ) Annual Reimbursement Claims: 
23 Claimant. ) Fiscal Year 2000-01 
24 ) Fiscal Year 2003-04 
25 ) Fiscal Year 2004-05 
26 ) Fiscal Year 2005-06 
27 ) Fiscal Year 2006-07 
28 ) Fiscal Year 2007-08 
29 ) 
30 INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIMFILING 

31 PART I. AUTHORITY FOR THE CLAIM 

32 The Commission on State Mandates has the authority pursuant to Government 

33 Code Section 17551 (d) " ... to hear and decide upon a claim by a local agency or 

34 school district, filed on or after January 1, 1985, that the Controller has incorrectly 

reduced payments to the local agency or school district pursuant to paragraph {2) of 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

1 subdivision (d) of Section 17561." El Camino Community College District (hereafter 

2 "District") is a "school district" as defined in Government Code Section 17519. Title 2, 

3 CCR, Section 1185 (a), requires the claimant to file an incorrect reduction claim with the 

4 Commission. 

5 This incorrect reduction claim is timely filed. Title 2, CCR, Section 1185 (c), 

6 requires incorrect reduction claims to be filed no later than three years following the 

7 date of the Controller's notice to the claimant of a reduction in payment for an annual 

8 claim. A Controller's audit report dated March 19, 2014, has been issued. See Exhibit 

9 A. A Controller's claim action notice letter dated March 26, 2014, has been issued for 

10 each audited annual claim. See Exhibit E. The audit report and claim action letters 

each and both constitute a final adjudication of the claim and notice of payment 

12 reduction. 

13 There is no alternative dispute resolution process available from the Controller's 

14 office. The audit report letter states that an incorrect reduction claim should be filed 

15 with the Commission if the claimant disagrees with the audit findings. 

16 PART II. SUMMARY OF THE CLAIM 

17 The Controller conducted an audit of the District's annual reimbursement claims 

18 for Fiscal Years 2000-01, and 2003-04 through 2007-08 for the cost of complying with 

19 the legislatively mandated Integrated Waste Management program. As a result of the 

20 audit, the Controller determined that $207,191 of the $363,721 claimed costs were 

21 unallowable: 

2 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

Fiscal 
Year 
2000-01 
2003-04 
2004-05 
2005-06 
2006-07 
2007-08 
Totals 

Amount 
Claimed 
$ 42,203 
$ 47,971 
$ 53,832 
$ 71,095 
$ 70,065 
$ 78.555 
$ 363,721 

Audit 
Adjustment 
$ 8,145 
$ 35,897 
$ 38,654 
$ 43,845 
$ 37,460 
$ 43.190 
$ 207,191 

sco 
Payments 
$ 42,203 
$ 0 
$ 0 
$ 0 
$ 0 
$ 0 
$ 42,203 

Amount Due 
<State> District 
$ (8, 145) 
$ 12,074 
$ 15,178 
$ 27,250 
$ 32,605 
$ 35,365 
$ 114,327 

10 The audit report states that $114,327 is payable to the District. 

11 PART Ill. PREVIOUS INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIMS 

12 The District has not filed any previous incorrect reduction claims for this mandate 

13 program. The following districts have filed incorrect reduction claims on this mandate 

14 program that include similar issues: 

5 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

COSM No. 
13-0007-1-01 
13-0007-1-02 

IRC Date 
03/28/14 
06/17/14 
07/09/14 
07/09/14 
07/09/14 
07/09/14 

District 
Pasadena Area Community College District 
Sierra Joint Community College District 
Citrus Community College District 
Gavilan Joint Community College District 
Victor Valley Community College District 
State Center Community College District 

22 PART IV. BASIS FOR REIMBURSEMENT 

23 A. Mandate Legislation 

24 Statutes of 1992, Chapter 1116, amended Public Contract Code sections 12167 

25 and 12167.1 allowing the governing board of each college district, on or after July 1, 

26 1994, to expend funds in the Integrated Waste Management Account, upon 

27 appropriation by the Legislature, for the purpose of offsetting costs created by the 

28 recycling program. 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

1 Statutes of 1999, Chapter 764, added Public Resources Code sections 40148, 

2 40196.3 and 42920-42928 to require the governing board of each college district, on or 

3 before February 15, 2000, to adopt a state agency model integrated waste 

4 management plan which specifies that the district: complies with the State Agency 

5 Model plan; designate a solid waste reduction and recycling coordinator; divert at least 

6 50 percent of all solid waste from disposal or transformation facilities; submit a report to 

7 the board summarizing the progress made in reducing solid waste; and, submit 

8 information on quantities of recyclable materials collected on an annual basis to the 

9 Board. 

10 B. Test Claim 

The Commission on State Mandates, in the Statement of Decision adopted at 

12 the March 25, 2004 hearing, found that Public Resources Code sections 40148, 

13 40196.3, 42920-42928, Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1, and the 

14 State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan constitute new programs or 

15 higher levels of service for community college districts within the meaning of Section 6, 

16 Article XIII B of the California Constitution. The Commission determined that 

17 performing the following specific new activities resulted in increased costs for 

18 community college districts to: 

19 (1) Comply with the state model plan (Public Resources Code section 42920(b)(3) 

20 and State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan, February 2000). 

21 (2) Designate a district solid waste reduction and recycling coordinator (Public 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

Resources Code section 42920 (c)). 

(3) Divert at least 25 percent of all of its solid waste by January 1, 2002 and at least 

50 percent by January 1, 2004 (Public Resources Code sections 42921 and 

42922(i)). A district may seek an extension from the California Integrated Waste 

Management Board until December 31, 2005. 

(4) Report by April1 each year to the California Integrated Waste Management 

Board the progress in reducing solid waste (Public Resources Code sections 

42926(a) and 42922(i)). 

9 (5) Submit annual recycled material reports to the California Integrated Waste 

10 Management Board (Public Contract Code section 12167.1 ). 

1 C. Parameters and Guidelines 

12 On March 30, 2005, the original parameters and guidelines were adopted. As a 

13 result of litigation 1, amended parameters and guidelines were issued September 26, 

State of California, Department of Finance , California Integrated Waste Management 
Board v. Commission on State Mandates, et at. (Sacramento County Superior Court, 
Case No. 07CS00355) 

The Department of Finance and the Integrated Waste Management Board filed a 
petition for writ of mandate in March 2007, asking the court to set aside the 
Commission's decision granting the test claim and to require the Commission to issue a 
new Statement of Decision and parameters and guidelines that give full consideration 
to the community colleges' cost savings (e.g avoided landfill disposal fees) and 
revenues (from recyclables) by complying with the test claim statutes. Petitioners' 
position was that the Commission had not properly accounted for all the offsetting cost 
savings from avoided disposal costs, or offsetting revenues from the sale of recyclable 
materials, in the Statement of Decision or parameters and guidelines. The Judgment 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

1 2008, with retroactive effect. A copy of the original and amended parameters and 

2 guidelines are attached as Exhibit B. 

3 D. Claiming Instructions 

4 The Controller issued the first claiming instructions on June 6, 2005, for use to 

5 submit the initial claims for Fiscal Years 1999-00 through 2004-05. The claiming 

6 instructions have been annually revised for purposes of subsequent fiscal year filing 

7 dates. A copy of these claiming instructions are attached. See Exhibit C. However, 

8 since the Controller's claim forms and instructions have not been adopted as 

9 regulations, they have no force of law, and, therefore, have no effect on the outcome of 

10 this incorrect reduction claim. 

PART V. STATE CONTROLLER CLAIM ADJUDICATION 

12 The Controller conducted an audit of the District's annual reimbursement claims 

13 for Fiscal Years 2000-01, and 2003-04 through 2007-08. The audit concluded that 

and a Writ of Mandate were issued on June 30, 2008, ordering the Commission to: 

1. amend the parameters and guidelines in Test Claim No. 00-TC-07 to 
require community college districts claiming reimbursable costs of an integrated 
waste management plan under Public Resources Code section 42920, et seq. to 
identify and offset from their claims, consistent with the directions for revenue in 
Public Contract code sections 12167 and 12167.1, cost savings realized as a 
result of implementing their plans; and 

2. amend the parameters and guidelines in Test Claim No. 00-TC-07 to 
require community college districts claiming reimbursable costs of an integrated 
waste management plan under Public Resources Code section 42920, et seq. to 
identify and offset from their claims all of the revenue generated as a result of 
implementing their plans, without regard to the limitations or conditions described 
in sections 12167 and 12167.1 of the Public Contract Code. 

6 

8



Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

1 only $156,530 (43%) of the District's $363,721 costs, as claimed, are allowable. A copy 

2 of the March 19, 2014, audit report is attached as Exhibit A. 

3 PART VI. STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES 

4 Statute Of Limitations for Audit 

5 The District' asserts that the three-year statute of limitations to start the audit had 

6 expired for FY 2000-01 when the Controller commenced the audit. Pursuant to Chapter 

7 724, Statutes of 2010, an appropriation was made to the District by January 14, 2011, 

8 for FY 2000-01 for $42,203. The exact date of payment is a matter of record not 

9 available to the District but that can be produced by the Controller. 

10 Government Code Section 17558.5 (as amended by Statutes of 2004, Chapter 

890, Section 18, operative January 1, 2005) states: 

12 (a) A reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a local agency or school 
13 district pursuant to this chapter is subject to the initiation of an audit by the 
14 Controller no later than three years after the date that the actual reimbursement 
15 claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are 
16 appropriated or no payment is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal 
17 year for which the claim is filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit 
18 shall commence to run from the date of initial payment of the claim. In any case, 
19 an audit shall be completed not later than two years after the date that the audit 
20 is commenced. (Emphasis added) 

21 The audit commencement date is the date of first contact made by Controller to the 

22 claimant. Jim Spano, Bureau Chief, Mandated Cost Audit Bureau, State Controller's 

23 Office, in an e-mail (see Exhibit A) dated November 22, 2011, to Nancy Patton, 

24 Assistant Executive Director of the Commission at that time, and Keith Petersen 

25 (SixTen and Associates) stated the following: 

7 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

1 At the same meeting, Commission staff asked what we believe constitutes the 
2 initiation of an audit pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5. We consider 
3 the event that initiates an audit pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5 to 
4 be the date of the initial contact by the sea to the auditee (generally a telephone 
5 contact) to inform them and put them on notice of the SCO's intention to perform 
6 the audit. In addition, we consider this same date as the event that commences 
7 the two-year period to complete an audit pursuant to Government Code section 
8 17558.5. (Emphasis added). 

9 The Controller's March 19, 2014, audit report transmittal letter states that the first 

10 contact the District received regarding this audit was January 17, 2014, which is more 

11 than three years after the January 14, 2011, appropriation for the FY 2000-01 annual 

12 claim. Therefore, the Controller did not have jurisdiction to audit FY 2000-01. 

13 Finding - Understated offsetting savings 

14 A. OFFSETTING COST SAVINGS 

15 The audit report states that the total claimed costs of $363,721 should have 

16 been reduced by $237,876 of cost savings calculated by multiplying the tonnage 

17 diverted by a statewide average landfill fee per ton. However, none of these alleged 

18 cost savings were realized by the District as required by the parameters and guidelines. 

19 The District reported a total of $30,686 on the Controller's Form IWM-1 line 9 for 

20 "Offsetting Savings." This offset is an error. This amount ($6, 137 per year for 5 years) 

21 represents the cost of a part-time groundskeeper who was laid off as a result of the 

22 waste diversion program. However, since this potential cost-saving was never realized 

23 by subsequent state agency action, this reduction should be reinstated to the District. 

24 I 
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1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

1. The Legal Requirement 

2 The notion of avoided cost for this mandate is a result of litigation by the 

3 Department of Finance and the Integrated Waste Management Board. The retroactive 

4 court decision requires a community college district to "identify and deduct offsetting 

5 costs savings from its claimed reimbursable costs." The court asserted, without 

6 evidence in the record, that these reductions Will "most likely" occur: 

7 In complying with the mandated solid waste diversion requirements of 
8 Public Resources Code section 42921, California Community Colleges are likely 
9 to experience cost savings in the form of reduced or avoided costs of landfill 

10 disposal. The reduced or avoided costs are a direct result and an integral part of 
11 the IWM plan mandates under Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq.: as 
12 solid waste diversion occurs, landfill disposal of the solid waste and associated 
13 landfill disposal costs are reduced or avoided. Indeed, diversion is defined in 
14 terms of landfill disposal for purposes of the IWM plan mandates. (See Pub. 
5 Resources Code §§ 40124 ('"diversion' means activities which reduce or 

16 eliminate the amount of solid waste from solid waste disposal for purposes of 
17 this division [i.e., division .30, including § 42920 et seq.]"), 40192, subd. (b) (for 
18 purposes of Part 2 (commencing with Section 40900), 'disposal' means the 
19 management of solid waste through landfill disposal or transformation at a 
20 permitted solid waste facility.").) Emphasis added. 

21 Such reduction or avoidance of landfill fees and costs resulting from solid 
22 waste diversion activities under§ 42920 et seq. represent savings which must be 
23 offset against the costs of the diversion activities to determine the reimbursable 
24 costs of IWM plan implementation-- i.e., the actual increased costs of diversion-
25 - undersection 6 and section 17514. Similarly, under Public Resources Code 
26 section 42925, such offsetting savings must be redirected to fund IWM plan 
27 implementation and administration costs in accordance with Public Contract 
28 Code section 12167. The amount or value of the savings may be determined 
29 from the calculations of annual solid waste disposal reduction or diversion which 
30 California Community Colleges must annually report to petitioner Integrated 
31 Waste Management Board pursuant to subdivision (b)(1) of Public Resources 
32 Code section 42926. Emphasis added. 

33 The amended and retroactive parameters and guidelines adopted September 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

26, 2008, applied the court language as follows: 

VIII. OFFSETTING COST SAVINGS 

Reduced or avoided costs realized from implementation of the community 
college districts' Integrated Waste Management plans shall be identified and 
offset from this claim as cost savings, consistent with the directions for revenue 
in Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1. Pursuant to these statutes, 
community college districts are required to deposit cost savings resulting from 
their Integrated Waste Management plans in the Integrated Waste Management 
Account in the Integrated Waste Management Fund; the funds deposited in the 
Integrated Waste Management Account, upon appropriation by' the Legislature, 
may be expended by the California Integrated Waste Management Board for the 
purpose of offsetting Integrated Waste Management plan costs. Subject to the 
approval of the California Integrated Waste Management Board, cost savings by 
a community college that do not exceed two thousand dollars ($2,000) annually 
are continuously appropriated for expenditure by the community college for the 
purpose of offsetting Integrated Waste Management program costs. Cost 
savings exceeding two thousand dollars ($2,000) annually may be available for 
expenditure by the community college only when appropriated by the Legislature. 
To the extent so approved or appropriated and applied to the college, these 
amounts shall be identified and offset from the costs claimed for implementing 
the Integrated Waste Management Plan. Emphasis added. 

2. Assumed Cost Savings 

The court presupposes a previous legal requirement for districts to incur landfill 

disposal fees to divert solid waste. Thus, potentially relieved of the need to incur new 

or additional landfill fees for increased waste diversion, a cost savings would occur. 

There is no finding of fact or law in the court decision or from the Commission 

Statement of Decision for the test claim for this assumed duty to use landfills. 

However, since the court stated that the cost savings from avoided landfill costs are 

only "likely," potential cost savings would be a finding of fact not law. There is no 

evidence in the court decision that these reduced or avoided landfill costs occurred at 

10 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

1 all or to any one district other than the bare assertion that such savings may have 

2 occurred. Thus, potential landfill cost savings would be a question of fact for each 

3 claiming district. However, the Controller's audit adjustment erroneously and simply 

4 assumes these costs savings occurred in the form of avoided landfill fees for the 

5 mandated tonnage diverted. The audit report merely states that the Controller has 

6 "determined that the district had reduced or avoided costs" apparently, and only, as a 

7 result of increased diversion of solid waste. 

8 3. Realized Cost Savings 

9 The parameters and guidelines language does not assume that the cost savings 

10 occurred, but instead requires that the cost savings be realized. The amended 

parameters and guidelines, relying upon the court decision, state that "(r)educed or 

12 avoided costs realized from implementation of the community college districts' 

13 Integrated Waste Management plans shall be identified and offset from this claim as 

14 cost savings .... " To be realized, the court states that the following string of events 

15 must occur: 

16 Thus, in accordance with section 12167, state agencies, along with 
17 California Community Colleges which are defined as state agencies for purposes 
18 of IWM plan requirements in Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. 
19 (Pub. Resources Code§§ 40196, 40148), must deposit cost savings resulting 
20 from IWM plans in the Integrated Waste Management Account in the Integrated 
21 Waste Management Fund; the funds deposited in the Integrated Waste 
22 Management Account, upon appropriation by the Legislature, may be expended 
23 by the Integrated Waste Management Board for the purpose of offsetting IWM 
24 plan costs. In accordance with section 12167.1 and notwithstanding section 
25 12167, cost savings from the IWM plans of the agencies and colleges that do not 
26 exceed $2,000 annually are continuously appropriated for expenditure by the 
27 agencies and colleges for the purpose of offsetting IWM plan implementation 

11 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
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1 and administration costs; cost savings resulting from IWM plans in excess of 
2 $2,000 annually are available for such expenditure by the agencies and colleges 
3 when appropriated by the Legislature. 

4 For the cost savings to be realized, the parameters and guidelines further require 

5 that "(t)o the extent so approved or appropriated and applied to the college, these 

6 amounts shall be identified and offset from the costs claimed for implementing the 

7 Integrated Waste Management Plan." Thus, a certain chain of events must occur: the 

8 cost savings must exist (avoided landfill costs); be converted to cash; amounts in 

9 excess of $2,000 per year deposited in the state fund: and, these deposits by the 

10 districts appropriated by the Legislature to districts for purposes of mitigating the cost of 

11 implementing the plan. None of those prerequisite events occurred so no cost savings 

were "realized" by the District. Regardless, the adjustment cannot be applied to the 

13 District since no state appropriation of the cost savings was made to the District. 

14 4. Calculation of the Cost Savings 

15 The court suggests that "(t)he amount or value of the savings may be determined 

16 from the calculations of annual solid waste disposal reduction or diversion which 

17 California Community Colleges must annually report to petitioner Integrated Waste 

18 Management Board pursuant to subdivision (b)(1) of Public Resources Code section 

19 42926." The parameters and guidelines are silent as to how to calculate the avoided 

20 costs. The court provided two alternative methods, either disposal reduction or 

21 diversion reported by districts, and the Controller utilized the diversion percentage, 

22 which assumes, without findings of fact, that all diversion tonnage is landfill disposal 

12 
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1 tonnage reduction. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

a. The Controller's formula is a standard of general application 

The audit adjustment for the assumed landfill cost savings is based on a 

formula created by the Controller and has been consistently used for all 36 

audits of this mandate published by the Controller (as of the date of this 

document). The Controller's use of this formula for audit purposes is a standard 

'Of general application without appropriate state agency rulemaking and is 

therefore unenforceable (Government Code Section 11340.5). The formula is 

not an exempt audit guideline (Government Code Section 11340.9(e)). State 

agencies are prohibited from enforcing underground regulations. If a state 

agency issues, enforces, or attempts to enforce a rule without following the 

Administrative Procedure Act, when it is required to, the rule is called an 

"underground regulation." Further, the audit adjustment is a financial penalty 

against the District, and since the adjustment is based on an underground 

regulation, the formula cannot be used for the audit adjustment (Government 

Code Section 11425.50). 

b. The Controller's formula assumes facts not in evidence 

The audited offsetting cost savings is the sum of three components: the 

"allocated" diversion percentage, multiplied by the tonnage diverted, multiplied by 

a landfill disposal cost per ton. The Controller's calculation method includes 

several factual errors that make it useless as a basis of determining potential 
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cost savings. 

1. Allocated diversion percentage: The audit report uses the 

diversion percentage reported by the District to the state (CaiRecycle) for 

each year until 2008 at which time this statistic was no longer available 

from Cal Recycle. The auditor then used the 2007 percentage for all 

subsequent years. Therefore, the diversion rates used for the audit 

adjustments after 2007 are fiction. 

2. Tonnage diverted: The Controller formula uses the total tonnage 

reported by the District to Cal Recycle. The audit report states that this 

total amount includes "solid waste that the district recycled, composted, 

and kept out of the landfill." Next, the audit report assumes without 

findings that all diverted tonnage would have been disposed in a landfill 

and thus additional landfill fees incurred for all additonal tonnage diverted. 

Com posted material, which likely is a significant amount of the diverted 

tonnage, would not have gone to the landfill. The audit report also 

assumes without findings that all diverted tonnage is within the scope of 

the mandate. The total tons diverted for some fiscal years may include 

materials that are outside the scope of the mandate (e.g., paint). 

Deducting the compost amount and tonnage unrelated to the mandate 

would reduce both the total tonnage and the diversion percentage. The 

audit report uses the total tonnage diverted reported by the District to the 

14 
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state (CaiRecycle) for each year until 2008 at which time this statistic was 

no longer available from Cal Recycle. The auditor then used the 2007 

tonnage for all subsequent years. Therefore, the diversion rates used for 

the audit adjustments after 2007 are fiction. 

3. Landfill disposal fee: Having no District information in the annual 

claims for landfill disposal fees, since it was not required for the annual 

claims or the Cal Recycle report, the Controller's method uses a statewide 

average cost to dispose of a ton of waste, ranging from $36 to $56 per 

ton, based on data said to be obtained from CaiRecycle. The audit report 

does not include the CaiRecycle statewide data used to generate these 

average fee amounts. Thus, the source of the average or actual costs 

that comprise the average is unknown and unsupported by audit findings. 

5. Application of the Formula 

14 There are several factual errors in the application of this offset. The District did 

15 not claim landfill costs, so there are none to be offset. The adjustment method does 

16 not match or limit the landfill costs avoided to landfill costs, if any, actually claimed. 

17 Instead, the total adjustment amount for avoided landfill costs is applied to the total 

18 annual claim amounts and thus reduces unrelated salary and benefit costs for: 

19 preparing district policies and procedures; training staff who work on the integrated 

20 waste management plan; designating a plan coordinator; operating the plan accounting 

21 system; and, preparing annual recycling material reports. 
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1 The Controller's calculation method thus prevents this District from receiving full 

2 reimbursement of its actual increased program costs, contrary to an unfounded 

3 expectation by the court. Footnote 1 of the court decision states that: 

4 There is no indication in the administrative record or in the legal 
5 authorities provided to the court that, as respondent argues, a California 
6 Community College might not receive the full reimbursement of its actual 
7 increased costs required by section 6 if its claims for reimbursement of IWM plan 
8 costs were offset by realized cost savings and all revenues received from plan 
9 activities. 

10 Indeed, it appears from the statewide audit results2 to date that the application of the 

11 formula has only arbitrary results. The following table indicates the percentage of the 

12 total claimed cost allowed by the "desk audits" conducted by the Controller on the single 

13 
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issue of the costs savings offset: 

Controller's Audits-cost savings Issue only 
District 
Mira Costa Community College District 
Citrus Community College District 
Yuba Community College District 
Allan Hancock Joint Community College District 
San Bernardino Community College District 
Grossmont-Cuyamaca Community College District 
State Center Community College District 
Merced Community College District 
North Orange County Community College District 
Solano Community College District 
Long Beach Community College District 
Sierra Joint Community College District 
Yosemite Community College District 
El Camino Community College District 
Mt. San Antonio Community College District 

Percentage Audit 
Allowed Date 

0% 1 0/08/2013 
2.0% 09/11/2013 
3.4% 05/07/2014 

14.8% 06/23/2014 
20.3% 06/23/2014 
28.7% 04/30/2013 
32.1% 08/30/2013 
33.2% 07/09/2013 
33.6% 08/15/2013 
34.4% 06/17/2013 
35.4% 05/22/2014 
41.4% 07/22/2013 
41.7% 07/10/2013 
43.0% 03/19/2014 
43.7% 08/15/2013 

2 The Controller's audit reports are available at: 
http://www.sco.ca.gov/aud_mancost_commcolleges_costrpt.html 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

Hartnell Community College District 45.0% 
Shasta-Tehama-Trinity Jt Community College District 53.3% 
Contra Costa Community College District 58.7% 
Monterey Peninsula Community College District 59.8% 
Siskiyou Joint Community College District 62.2% 
San Joaquin Delta Community College District 69.5% 
Gavilan Joint Community College District 69.6% 
West Kern Community College District 69.9% 
Marin Community College District 72.4% 
Victor Valley Community College District 73.4% 
Cabrillo Community College District 80.8% 
Redwood Community College District 83.4% 

04/09/2014 
06/17/2014 
05/29/2013 
06/05/2014 
06/03/2014 
05/07/2014 
04/11/2014 
06/03/2014 
06/03/2014 
04/09/2014 
06/18/2014 
04/11/2014 

13 The District agrees that any relevant cost savings should be reported, but the offset 

14 must also be properly matched to relevant costs. 

15 B. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

16 The District's annual claims reported recycling income as an offset to total 

17 reimbursable costs in the amount of $24,555: 

18 
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Controller Form 
Form IWM-1 
Fiscal Year 
2000-01 
2003-04 
2004-05 
2005-06 
2006-07 
2007-08 
Totals 

Line 9/10 
Other 
Reimbursements 
$19,000.00 
$ 698.66 
$ 1,165.50 
$ 802.70 
$ 1,232.90 
$ 1.655.70 
$24,555.46 

28 The audit report correctly states that this District revenue was not deposited into the 

29 State IWM Account, but there is no such requirement to do so for community colleges. 

30 Recycling revenues are not offsetting cost savings, but are offsetting revenues 

31 generated from implementing the IWM plan. Regarding recycling revenues, the court 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

1 stated: 
2 
3 Although Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1 apply to 
4 California Community Colleges for the purpose of offsetting savings pursuant to 
5 the terms of Public Resources Code section 42925, sections 12167 and 12167.1 
6 do not apply to the colleges for the purpose of offsetting revenues or, indeed, 
7 any other purpose. Sections 12167 and 12167.1 apply exclusively to state 
8 agencies and institutions; the colleges, which are school districts rather than 
9 state agencies, are not specially defined as state agencies for purposes of the 

10 State Assistance for Recycling Markets Act of which sections 12167 and 12167.1 
11 are a part. Therefore, sections 12167 and 12167.1 do not properly govern the 
12 revenues generated by the colleges' recycling activities pursuant to their IWM 
13 plans. The limits and conditions placed by sections 12167 and 12167.1 on the 
14 expenditure of recycling revenues for the purpose of offsetting recycling program 
15 costs are simply inapplicable to the revenues generated by the colleges' 
16 recycling activities. 
17 The provisions of Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. do not 
18 address the use of revenues generated by recycling activities of California 
19 Community Colleges under IWM plans to offset reimbursable plan costs. Thus, 
20 use of the revenues to offset reimbursable IWM plan costs is governed by the 

( general principles of state mandates, that only the actual increased costs of a 
22 state-mandated program are reimbursable and, to that end, revenues provided 
23 for by the state-mandated program must be deducted from program costs. (See 
24 Cal. Canst., art. XIII B, § 6; Gov.Code §§ 17514, 17556, subd. (e); County of 
25 Fresno v. State of California (1991) 51 Cal. 3d 482, 487; County of Sonoma v. 
26 Commission on State Mandates, (2000) 84 Cai.App.4th 1264, 1284.) These 
27 principles are reflected in respondent's regulation which requires, without 
28 limitation or exception, the identification of offsetting revenues in the parameters 
29 and guidelines for reimbursable cost claims. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 
30 1183.1 (a)(?).) Emphasis added. 

31 The amended and retroactive parameters and guidelines adopted September 26, 2008, 

32 state: 

33 VII. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

34 Reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including but not limited to, 
35 services fees collected, federal funds, and other state funds allocated to any 
36 service provided under this program, shall be identified and offset from this 
37 claim. Offsetting revenue shall include all revenues generated from implementing 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

1 the Integrated Waste Management Plan. 

2 Therefore, the District properly reported the recycling or other income as a reduction of 

3 total claimed cost and not subject to state appropriation in the form of cost savings. 

4 c. PROCEDURAL ISSUES 

5 1. Standard of Review 

6 None of the adjustments were made because the program costs claimed were 

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

8 excessive or reasonable, which is the only mandated cost audit standard in statute 

9 (Government Code Section 17561 (d) (2)). It would therefore appear that the entire 

10 findings are based upon the wrong standard for review. If the Controller wishes to 

enforce other audit standards for mandated cost reimbursement, the Controller should 

12 comply with the Administrative Procedure Act. 

13 2. Burden of Proof 

14 Here, the evidentiary issue is the Controller's method for determining the 

15 adjustments. In many instances in the audit report, the District was invited to provide 

16 missing data in lieu of fictional data used by auditor, or to disprove the auditor's factual 

17 assumptions. This is an inappropriate shifting of the burden of proof for an audit. The 

18 Controller must first provide evidence as to the propriety of its audit findings because it 

19 bears the burden of going forward and because it is the party with the power to create, 

20 maintain, and provide evidence regarding its auditing methods and procedures, as well 

21 as the specific facts relied upon for its audit findings. 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
1116192 and 764199 Integrated Waste Management 

1 PART VIII. RELIEF REQUESTED 

2 The District filed its annual reimbursement claims within the time limits 

3 prescribed by the Government Code. The amounts claimed by the District for 

4 reimbursement of the costs of implementing the Integrated Waste Management 

5 program imposed by the relevant Public Contract and Public Resources Code sections 

6 represent the actual costs incurred by the District to carry out this program. These 

7 costs were properly claimed pursuant to the Commission's parameters and guidelines. 

8 Reimbursement of these costs is required under Article XIIIB, Section 6 of the California 

9 Constitution. The Controller's adjustments deny reimbursement without any basis in 

10 law or fact. The District has met its burden of going forward on this incorrect reduction 

claim by complying with the requirements of Section 1185, Title 2, California Code of 

12 Regulations. Because the Controller has enforced and is seeking to enforce these 

13 adjustments without benefit of statute or regulation, the burden of proof is now upon the 

14 Controller to establish a legal basis for its actions. 

15 The District requests that the Commission make findings of fact and law on each 

16 and every adjustment made by the Controller and each and every procedural and 

17 jurisdictional issue raised in this claim, and order the Controller to correct its audit report 

18 findings therefrom. 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

PART VIII. CERTIFICATION 

By my signature below, I hereby declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws 
of the State of California, that the information in this incorrect reduction claim 
submission is true and complete to the best of my own personal knowledge or 
information or belief, and that the attached documents are true and correct copies of 
documents received from or sent by the state agency or person who originated the 
document. 

Executed on June~014,·at Torrance, California, by 

#~ 
nn Higdon, ice-President, Administrative Services 

El Camino Community College District 
16007 Crenshaw Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90506-0002 
Voice: 310-660-3593 x 3107 
Fax: 31 0-660-3593 x 3888 
E-Mail: jhigdon@elcamino.edu 

APPOINTMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE 

El Camino Community College District appoints Keith B. Petersen, Six Ten and 
Associates, as its representative for this incorrect reduction claim. 

Attachments: 

Exhibit "A" 
Exhibit "B" 

Exhibit "C" 
Exhibit "D" 
Exhibit "E" 

Controller's Audit Report dated March 19, 2014 
Original Parameters and Guidelines adopted March 30, 2005, and 
Amended Parameters and Guidelines dated September 26, 2008 
Controller's Claiming Instructions 
Annual Reimbursement Claims 
Controller's Payment Action Letters dated March 26, 2014 

2~ 
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Page 1 of 1 

Subj: FW: Updated Listing of Outstanding HFE iRCs and Event That Initiates An Audit/Starts the 
Two-Year Audit Clock · 

Date: 11/22/2011 11:51:04 A.M. Pacific Daylight Time 
From: jspano@sco.ca.gov 
To: Nancy.Patton@csm.ca.gov, Kbpsixten@aol.com 
CC: ssilva@sco.ca.gov, svanzee@sco.ca.gov 

Nancy, Keith, 

Attached is the updated listing of outstanding Health Fee Elimination Program Incorrect Reduction Claims (IRCs), 
detailed by audit issues, as discussed with Keith Petersen and representatives of the Commission and SCO after 
the October 27, 2011, Commission hearing. The IRCs are in chronological order according to the filing date. 

At the same meeting, Commission staff asked what we believe constitutes the initiation of an audit pursuant to 
Government Code section 17558.5. We consider the event that initiates an audit pursuant to Government Code 
section 17558.5 to be the date ofthe initial contact by the SCO to the auditee (generally a telephone contact) to 
inform them and put them on notice of the SCO's intention to perform the audit. In addition, we consider this 
same date as the event that commences the two-year period to complete an audit pursuant to Government 
Code section 17558.5. 

I believe the next step is to coordinate a meeting or telephone conference call to discuss the prioritization of 
outstanding Health Fee Elimination Programs IRCs based on the updated listing. 

Jim L Spano, CPA 
Bureau Chief 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits I Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
Office: (916) 323-5849 I Fax: (916) 327-0832 
jspano@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents as well as any attachments may contain 
confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized 
interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic 
Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all 
copies of the communication. 

Monrl~v Tnlv 14 ?()14 AnT.· Khni;!1YtPn 
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JOHN CHIANG 
illcdifv:ruht ~tate illvut:rvHt:r 

JoAnn Higdon, Vice President 
of Administrative Services 

El Camino Community College District 
16007 Crenshaw Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90506 

·Dear Ms. Higdon: 

March 19, 2014 

The State Controller's Office reviewed the costs claimed by the El Camino Community College 
District for the legislatively mandated Integrated Waste Management (IWM) Program (Chapter 
1116, Statutes of 1992; and Chapter 764, Statutes of 1999) for the period of July 1, 2000, 
through June 30, 2001; and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2008. We did not include the costs 
claimed for the period of July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2003, in the review period because the 
statute of limitations to initiate the review has expired. We conducted our review under the 
authority of Government Code sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561. Our review was limited to 
ensuring that the offsetting savings were properly reported in accordance with program 
requirements. 

The district claimed $363,721 for the mandated program. Our review found that $156,530 is 
allowable and $207,191 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the district 
understated offsetting savings realized as a result of implementing its IWM plan, as described in 
the attached Summary of Program Costs, Summary of Offsetting Savings Calculations, and the 
Finding and Recommendation. 

For the fiscal year (FY) 2000-01 claim, the State paid the district $42,203 from funds 
appropriated under Chapter 724, Statutes of2010. Our review found that $34,058 is allowable. 

c The State will apply $8,145 against any balances of unpaid mandated program claims due the 
district as of October 19,2010. 

For the FY 2003-04 through FY 2007-08 claims, the State made no payment to the district. Our 
review found that $122,472 is allowable. The State will pay that amount, contingent upon 
available appropriations. 

We informed Janice Ely, Business Manager, ofthe review fmding via email on January 17, 
2014. On February 20, 2014, we emailed Ms. Ely documentation supporting the fmding. On 
March 5, 2014, Ms. Ely stated that the district does not agree with the fmding due to the audit 
methodology used to derive unallowable costs. 

MAILING ADDRESS P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250-5874 
SACRAMENTO 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 (916) 324-8907 

LOS ANGELES 901 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 200, Monterey Park, CA 91754-7619 (323) 981-6802 26



Jo Ann Higdon 
Vice President of Administrative Services -2- March 19, 2014 

If you disagree with the review finding, you may file an Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) with 
the Commission on State Mandates (CSM). The IRC must be filed within three years following 
the date that we notify you of a claim reduction. You may obtain IRC information at the CSM' s 
website at www.csm.ca.gov/docs/IRCForm.pdf. 

If you have any questions, please contact Jim L. Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, by 
phone at (916) 323-5849. 

Sincerely, 

Original signed by 

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA 
Chief, Division of Audits 

NB/kw 

Attachments 

RE: 814-MCC-903 

cc: Janice Ely, Business Manager 
El Camino Community College District 

Thomas Brown, Director of Facilities Planning & Services 
El Camino Community College District 

Christine Atalig, Specialist, College Finance and Facilities Planning 
California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office 

Mollie Quasebarth, Principal Program Budget Analyst 
Education Systems Unit, California Department of Finance 

Mario Rodriguez, Finance Budget Analyst 
Education Systems Unit, California Department of Finance 

Jay Lal, Manager 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
State Controller's Office 
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El Camino Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

Attachment 1-
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001; 
and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2008 

Actual Costs Allowable Review 
Cost Elements Claimed _eer Review Adjustment 1 

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 30,982 $ 30,982 $ 
Fixed assets 18,588 18,588 

Total direct costs 49,570 49,570 
Indirect costs 11,633 11,633 

Total direct and indirect costs 61,203 61,203 
Less offsetting reimbursements (19,000) (19,000) 
Less offsetting savings 2 (8,145) (8,145) 

Total program costs $ 42,203 34,058 $ (8,145) 

Less amount paid by the State 3 (42,203) 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ {8,145) 

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 42,453 $ 42,453 $ 

Indirect costs 12,354 12,354 

Total direct and indirect costs 54,807 54,807 
Less offsetting reimbursements (699) (699) 
Less offsetting savings 2 {6,137} {42,034} {35,897} 

Total program costs $ 47,971 12,074 $ {35,8972 
Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 12,,074 

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 45,211 $ 45,211 $ 

Indirect costs 15,923 15,923 

Total direct and indirect costs 61,134 61,134 
Less offsetting reimbursements {1,165) (1,165) 
Less offsetting savings 2 (6,137) (44,791) (38,654) 

Total program costs $ 53,832 15,178 $ (38,654) 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 15,178 
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El Camino Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

Attachment 1 (continued) 

Actual Costs Allowable Review 
Cost Elements Claimed 12er Review Adjustment 1 

July 1, 2005; through June 30, 2006 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 57,808 $ 57,808 $ 

Indirect costs 20,227 20,227 

Total direct and indirect costs 78,035 78,035 
Less offsetting reimbursements · (803) (803) 
Less offsetting savings 2 (6,137) (49,982) (43,845) 

Total program costs $ 71,095 27,250 $ (43,845) 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 27,250 

July 1, 2006, through June 30,2007 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 57,085 $ 57,085 $ 

Indirect costs 20,350 20,350 

Total direct and indirect costs 77,435 77,435 
Less offsetting reimbursements (1,233) (1,233) 
Less offsetting savings 2 {6,137) (43,597) (37,460) 

Total program costs $ 70,065 32,605 $ {37,460) 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 32,605 

July 1, 2007, through June 30,2008 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 62,112 $ 62,112 $ 
Fixed assets 2,092 2,092 

Total direct costs 64,204 64,204 
Indirect costs 22,144 22,144 

Total direct and indirect costs 86,348 86,348 
Less offsetting reimbursements (1,656) (1,656) 
Less offsetting savings 2 (6,137) (49,327) (43,190) 

Total program costs $ 78,555 35,365 $ (43,190) 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 35,365 
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El Camino Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

Attachment 1 (continued) 

Actual Costs Allowable Review 
Cost Elements Claimed 12er Review Adjustment 1 

Summary: July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001; and 
July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2008 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 295,651 $ 295,651 $ 
Fixed assets 20,680 20,680 

Total direct costs 316,331 316,331 
Indirect costs 102,631 102,631 

Total direct and indirect costs 418,962 418,962 
Less offsetting reimbursements (24,556) (24,556) 
Less offsetting savings {30,685) (237,876) {207,191} 

Total program costs $ 363,721 156,530 $ {207,191} 
Less amount paid by the State (42,203) 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 114,327 

See Attachment 3, Finding and Recommendation. 
2 See Attachment 2, Summary of Offsetting Savings Calculations. 
3 Payment from funds appropriated under Chapter 724, Statutes of2010 (Assembly Bill No. 1610). 
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El Camino Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

Attachment 2-
Summary of Offsetting Savings Calculations 

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001; 
and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2008 

Offsetting Offsetting Savings Realized 
Savings Review 

Cost Elements Reported July-December January-June Total Adjustment 1 

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 25.00% 25.00% 
Actual diversion percentage 21.50% 25.70% 

Allocated diversion percentage 2 100.00% 97.28% 
Tonnage diverted X (103.20) X (124.00) 
Statewide average landfill fee per ton X $36.39 X $36.39 

Offsetting savings, FY 2000-01 $ $ (3,755) $ (4,390) $ {8,1452 $ {8,145) 

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 50.00% 50.00% 
Actual diversion percentage 62.50% 51.95% 

Allocated diversion percentage 80.00% 96.25% 
Tonnage diverted X (934.85) X (391.85) 
Statewide average landfill fee per ton X $36.83 X $38.42 

Offsetting savings, FY 2003-04 $ (6,137) $ (27,544) $ (14,490) $ (42,034) $ (35,897) 

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 50.00% 50.00% 
Actual diversion percentage 51.95% 67.16% 

Allocated diversion percentage 96.25% 74.45% 
Tonnage diverted X (391.85) X (1,043.60) 
Statewide average landfill fee per ton X $38.42 X $39.00 

Offsetting savings, FY 2004-05 $ (6,1372 $ (14,4902 $ (30,3012 $ {44,7912 $ (38,654) 

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 50.00% 50.00% 
Actual diversion percentage 67.16% 57.83% 

Allocated diversion percentage 74.45% 86.46% 
Tonnage diverted X (1,043.60) X (494.85) 
Statewide average landfill fee per ton X $39.00 X $46.00 

Offsetting savings, FY 2005-06 $ (6,137) $ (30,301) $ (19,681) $ (49,982) $ (43,845) 

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 50.00% 50.00% 
Actual diversion percentage 57.83% 59.42% 

Allocated diversion percentage 86.46% 84.15% 
· Tonnage diverted X (494.85) X (592.10) 
Statewide ·average landfill fee per ton X $46.00 X $48.00 

Offsetting savings, FY 2006-07 $ (6,137) $ (19,681) $ (23,916) $ (43,5972 $ {37,4602 
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El Camino Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

Attachment 2 (continued) 

Cost Elements 

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 
Actual diversion percentage 

Allocated diversion percentage 
Tonnage diverted 
Statewide average landfill fee per ton 

Offsetting savings, FY 2007-08 

Summary: July 1, 2000, through June 30, 
2001; and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 

Offsetting Offsetting Savings Realized 
Savings 

Reported July-December January-June Total 

50.00% 50.00% 
59.42% 59.42% 

84.15% 84.15% 
X· (592.10) X (592.10) 
X $48.00 X $51.00 

$ (6,137) $ (23,916) $ (25,411) $ (49,327) 

Review 
Adjustment 1 

$ (43,190) 

2008 $ (30,685) $ (119,687) $ (118,189) $ (237,876) $ (207,191) 

1 See Attachment 3, Finding and Recommendation. 
2 El Camino College did not achieve the maximum allowable diversion percentage in calendar year 2000. 

Therefore, 100% of the tonnage diverted is offsetting savings realized by the district. 

2 of2 32



El Camino Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

Attachment 3-
Finding and Recommendation 

July 1, 2000, through June_ 30, 2001; 
and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2008 

FINDING
Understated offsetting 
savings 

The district reported $30,685 in offsetting savings. We determined that 
the district realized savings of $237,876 from implementation of its 
integrated waste management (IWM) plan. Therefore, the district 
understated its claims by $207,191. 

The following table summarizes the understated offsetting savings by 
fiscal year: 

Offsetting Offsetting 
Savings Savings Review 

Fiscal Year Re12orted Realized Adjustment 

2000-01 $ $ (8,145) $ (8,145) 
2003-04 (6,137) (42,034) (35,897) 
2004-05 (6,137) (44,791) (38,654) 
2005-06 (6,137) (49,982) (43,845) 
2006-07 (6,137) (43,597) (37,460) 
2007-08 {6,1372 (49,327) {43,190) 

Total $ (30,6852 $ (237,8762 $ (207,191) 

On March 25, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates (CSM) adopted 
the statement of decision for the IWM Program. The CSM determined 
that Chapter 1116, Statutes of 1992, and Chapter 764; Statutes of 1999, 
imposed upon community college districts a state mandate reimbursable 
under Government Code section 17561, commencing July 1, 1999. 

The program's parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and 
define the reimbursement criteria. The CSM adopted the parameters and 
guidelines on. March 30, 2005. 

In March 2007, the Department of Finance and the IWM Board filed a 
petition for Writ of Mandate requesting the CSM to issue new 
parameters and guidelines that give full consideration to the community 
colleges' cost savings (e.g. avoided landfill disposal fees) and revenues 
(from recyclables) by complying with the test claim statutes. The 
Judgment and a Writ of Mandate were issued on June 30, 2008, ordering 
the CSM to amend the parameters and guidelines to require community 
college districts to identify and offset from their claims cost savings 
realized as a result of implementing their plan. 

On September 26, 2008, the CSM amended the parameters and 
guidelines to the original period of reimbursement because the court's 
decision interprets the test claim statutes as a question oflaw. 

In compliance with Government Code section 17558, the State 
Controller's Office issues claiming instructions to assist community 
college districts in claiming mandated-program reimbursable costs. 
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El Camino Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

The parameters and guidelines (section VIII. Offsetting Cost Savings) 
state: 

Reduced or avoided costs realized from implementation of the 
community college districts' Integrated Waste Management Plans shall 
be identified and offset from this claim as cost savings, consistent with 
the direction for revenue in Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 
12167.1. . 

Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1 require agencies in 
state-owned and state-leased buildings to deposit all revenues from the 
sale of recyclables into the IWM Account in the IWM Fund. The 
revenues are to be continuously appropriated to the Board for the 
purposes of offsetting recycling program costs. For the review period, 
the district did not deposit any revenue into the IWM Account in the 
IWM Fund. As the district had reduced or avoided costs realized from 
implementation of its IWM plan that it did not remit back to the State, 
the district should have identified and offset this savings from its claims. 

O~fsetting Savings Calculation 

The CSM's Final Staff Analysis of the proposed amendments to the 
parameters and guidelines (Item #8-CSM hearing of September 26, 
2008) state: 

... cost savings may be calculated from the annual solid waste disposal 
reduction or diversion rates that community colleges must annually 
report to the Board pursuant to Public Resources Code section 42926, 
subdivision (b) (1). 

To compute the savings amount, we multiplied the allocated diversion 
percentage by the tonnage diverted, and then multiplied the total by the 
avoided landfill disposal fee, as follows: 

Offsetting 
Savings 
Realized 

Allocated Diversion % 

Maximum A voided 
Allowable Landfill 

_:.:D_:iv,;_e:..:r.=.s:.:io=n:....:IY<-=o- x Tonnage x Disposal Fee 
Actual Diverted (per Ton) 

Diversion% 

This calculation determines the cost that the district did not incur for 
solid waste disposal as a result of implementing its IWM plan. The 
offsetting savings calculation is presented in Attachment 2 - Summary of 
Offsetting Savings Calculations. 

Allocated Diversion Percentage 

Public Resource Code 42921 requires districts to achieve a solid waste 
diversion percentage of 25% beginning January 1, 2002, and a 50% 
diversion percentage by January 1, 2004. The parameters and guidelines 
state that districts will be reimbursed for all mandated costs incurred to 
achieve these levels, without reduction when they fall short of stated 
goals, but not for amounts that exceed these state-mandated levels. 
Therefore, we allocated the offsetting savings to be consistent with the 
requirements of the mandated program. 
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El Camino Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

For calendar years 2000 through 2007, we used the actual diversion 
percentage reported by the district to CalRecycle (formerly the IWM 
Board) pursuant to Public Resources Code section 42926, subdivision 
(b )(1). 

In 2008, CalRecycle began focusing on "per-capita disposal" instead of a 
"diversion percentage." CalRecycle stopped requiring community 
college districts to report the actual amount of tonnage diverted. 
Consequently, the annual reports no longer identify a "diversion 
percentage." Therefore, we used the 2007 diversion percentage for FY 
2007-08. The district did not provide documentation supporting a 
different diversion percentage: 

Tonnage Diverted 

The tonnage diverted is solid waste that the district recycled, composted, 
and kept out of the landfill. 

For calendar years 2000 through 2007, we used the actual tonnage 
diverted, as reported by the district to CalRecycle pursuant to Public 
Resources Code section 42926, subdivision (b )(I). 

As previously noted, in 2008, CalRecycle stopped requiring community 
college districts to report the actual amount of tonnage diverted. 
Therefore, we used the tonnage diverted in 2007 to calculate the 
offsetting savings for FY 2007-08. The district did not provide 
documentation supporting a different amount of tonnage diverted. 

Avoided Landfill Disposal Fee (per Ton) 

The avoided landfill disposal fee is used to calculate realized savings 
because the district no longer incurs a cost to dispose of the diverted 
tonnage at the landfill. For each fiscal year in the review period, we used 
the statewide average disposal fee provided by CalRecycle. The district 
did not provide documentation supporting a different disposal fee. 

Recommendation 

We recommend that the district offset all savings realized from 
implementation of its IWM plan. 
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BEFORE THE 
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN RE TEST CLAIM ON: 

Public Resources Code Sections 40148, 
40196.3, 42920, 42921, 42922, 42923, 
42924,42925, 42926, 42927, and 42928; 
Public Contract Code Sections 12167 and 
12167.1; 

Statutes 1999, Chapter 764 (AB 75); 
Statutes 1992, Chapter 1116 (A.B. 3521); 

State Agency Model Integrated Waste 
Management Plan (February 2000). 

Filed on March 9, 2001, 

By Santa Monica and South Lake Tahoe 
Community College Districts, Co-claimants 

No. 00-TC-07 

Integrated Waste Management 

ADOPTION OF PARAMETERS AND 
GUIDELINES PURSUANT TO 
GOVERNiviENT CODE SECTION 17557 AND 
TITLE 2,-CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, SECTION 1183.12 

(Adopted on March 30, 2005) 

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

On March 30, 2005, the Commission on State Mandates adopted the attached Parameters and 
Guidelines. ·- -
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Adopted: March 30, 2005 

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 
. ~·· !", ;' •. _. • • 

- Public· Resources Code Sections 40148,40196.3, 42920-42928 
Public Contract Code Sections 12167 and 12167.1 

Statutes 1~99, Chapter 764 (A.B. 75) 
Statutes 1992, Chapter 1116 (A.B. 3521) 

State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan (February 2000) 

Integrated Waste Management (00-TC-07) 

Santa Monica and Lake Tahoe Community College Districts, Co-claimants 
. .:·· ,. 

I. SUMMARY OF THE MANDATE 

On March 25, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted its Statement of 
Decision finding that Public Resources Code sections 40148,40196.3, 42920-42928; Public 
Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1; and the State Agency Model Integrated Waste 
Management Plan (February 2000) require new activities, as speCified below, which constitute 
new programs or higher levels of service "for community college districts within the meaning of 
article XIII B, section 6, of tlie California 9onstitution, and iinpose c.osts mandated by the state 
pursuant to Government Code section 17514. 

. . . . 

Specifically, the Commission approved this test claim for the increased costs of performing the 
following specific new activities: 

• Comply with the inodelplan (Pub. Resources Code,§ 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State 
Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan, February 2000): A community 
college must comply with the California Integrated Waste Management Board's (Board) 
model integrated waste management plan, which includes consulting with the Board to revise 
the model plan, as well as completing and submitting to the Board the following: ( 1) state 
agency or large state facility information form; (2) state agency list of facilities; (3) state 
agency- waste reduction and recycling program worksheet,· irlc1udiiig the ·sectimis ·ai1 program 
activities, promotional programs, and procurement activities; and (4) state agency integrated 
waste management plan questions. 

• Designate a solid waste reduction and recycling coordinator (Pub. Resources 
Code, § 42920, subd. (c)): A community college must designate one solid waste reduction 
and recycling coordinator to perform new duties imposed by chapter 18.5 (Pub. Resources 
Code, §§ 42920- 42928), including implementing the community college's integrated waste 
management plan, and acting as a liaison to other state agencies (as defined by se.ction 
40 19 6. 3) and coordinators. _ . . 

o Divert solid waste (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42921 & 42922, subd. (i)): A community 
college must divert at least 25 percent of all its solid waste.from landfill disposal or 
transformation facilities by January 1, 2002, through source reduction, recycling, and 
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composting activities, and divert at least 50 percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal 
or transformation facilities by January 1, 2004, through source reduction, recycling, and 
composting. 

A community college unable to' conip"iy witiJ>this ·diversion ~equir.enient may instead seek; 
until December 31, 2005, either an alternative requirement or time extension (but not both) as 
specified below: 

o Seek an alternative requirement (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42927 & 42922, 
subds. (a) & (b)): A community college that is unable to comply with the 50-percent 
div~rs'iop.requirement must: (1) notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for 
its inability to comply; (2) request of the Board an alternative to the 50-percent 
requirement; (3) participate in a public hearing on its alternative requirement; 
(4)provicie the Board with information as to (a) the cormnunity college's good faith 
efforts to effectively implement the source reduction, recycling, and composting 
measures described in its integrated waste management plan, and .demonstration of its 
progress toward meeting the alternative requirement as described in its annual reports· 
to the Board; (b )the.community college's inability to meet the 50-percent diversion 
requirement despite implementing the measures in its plan; (c) the alternative source 
reduction, recycling, and composting requirement represents the greatest diversion 
amount that the community college may reasonably and feasibly achieve, and 
(d) relate to the Board Circumstances that support the request for an alternative 

. requirement, sucb>as waste dispbsai patterns and the _types 'of waste disposed by the . 
· cmnmunity c·onege.·:> - · ·': - · • ·. ' ·:,,_ ··' · ~ · : · · · ·· · · ·. · : 

. . . .· .. . . . . '' ~ . - ._: : : . 

o Seek a time extension (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42927 &. 42923 subds. (a) & (c)): 
· A coinmunity college .that is unable to comply with th~:Jari11ary 1; 2002 deadline to . 

divert 25 percent of its solid waste, must do the following pui. .. suant to section 42923' 
subdivisions (a) arid (c):. (1) notify the Board in writing; detailing the reasons for its 
inability to comply; (2) request of the Board an alternative to the January 1, 2002 
d~adline; (3) provide evidence to the Board that it is making a good faith effort to 
implementthe source reduction, recycling, and composting programs identified in its 
integrated waste management plan; and (4) provide information to the Board that . 
describes the relevant circ:umstances that contributed to the request for extension, 
such a.s lack of markets for- recycled materials,. .local efforts tq implement source 
reduction, recycling and com posting programs, facilities built or planned, waste 

·-disposal patterns, and the type of waste disp·osed of by the community college. 
( 5) The community college must also submit a plan of correction that demonstrates 
that it will meet the requirements of Section 42921 [the 25 and 50 percent diversion 
requirements] before the time extension expires, including the source reduction, 
recycling, or composting steps the community college will implement, a date prior to 
the expiration of the time extension when the requirements ofSection42921 will be 
·met, the existing programs that it will modify, any new programs that w111 be . 
implemented to meet those requirements, and the means by wb.!chthese programs will 

·be funded. 
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• Report to the Board (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42926, subd. (a) & 42922, subd. (i)): A 
community college must annually submit, by April 1, 2002 and by April .1 each sub:?_equent 
year; a report to the Board summarizmg its progress in reducing solid waste .. TJ+e"jnforrnation· 
in the .. report_is. to encompass the previous caleriq~r:.year.and shall contain, ata miriimwn,the 
following as ,.outliriedin section 42926,. subdivision {b): (1) calc.ulations of ~ual qisp"osal" 
reductio:ri; (2) information on the changes in ·waste generated or disposed of due to increases 
or decreases in employees·, economics, or other factors; (3) a summary of progress . 
implementing the integrated waste management plan; ( 4) the extent to which the community 
college intends to use programs or facilities established by the local agency for handling, 
diversion, and disposal of solid waste. (If the college does not intend to use those established 
programs or facilities, it must identify sufficient disposal capacity for solid waste that is not 
source reduced, recycled or composted.) (5) For a community college that has been granted a 
time extension by the Board, it shall include a summary of progress made in meeting the 
integrated-waste management plan implementati6n schedule puri:n.iartt to se"Ctio:h 42921). 
subdivision.(b), and complying with the college's plan of correction, before the expiration of 
the time extension. (6) For a community college that has been granted an alternative source 
reduction, recycling, andcomposting requirement by the Board pursuant to section 42922, it 
shall include a summary of progress made towards meeting the alternative requirement as 
well as an explanation of current circumstances that support the continuation of the 
alternative requirement. 

• Submit recycled material reports (Pub. Contract Code, § ·12167 .1): A community college 
must annually report to the Board on quantities of recyclable materials collected for 
recycling. · · 

IT. ELIGIDLE CLAII\1ANTS 

Community college districts that incur increased costE; as a result of this mandate are eligible to 
claim reimbursement. 

III. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT 

Government Code section 17557 states that a test claim must be submitted on or before June 30 
following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year. The test claim for this 
mandate was filed on March 9, 2001. Therefore, costs incurred for compliance· with Public 
Contract Code sections. 121~67 and 12167.1 (Stats. 19.92, ch. 1116) are eligible for reimbursement 
on or after July 1, 1999. However,· because of the statute's operative date, all other costs incurred 
pursuant to Statutes 1999, chapter 764 are eligible for reimbursement on or after January 1, 2000. 

Seeking an alternative diversion goal or time extension (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42922, 42923, 
and 42927) is reimbursable until December 31, 2005. 

Actual costs for one fiscal year should be included in .each claim. Estimated costs for the 
subsequent year may be included on the same claim,. if applicable. Pursuant .to Government 
Code section 1 7 5 61, subdivision (d), all claims for reimbursement of initial years' costs shall be 
submitted within 120 day~ oqh~ issuance of the .Cl~,imi!lg instructions by the State Controller. 

If the total: costs for a given fiscalyear do not. exceed $1000, noreimbursement shall be.allowed, 
except as otherwise allowed by Government Code section 17564. 
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IV. REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES 

To be _eligibl~ for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only a;ctual costs may be
claimed. Actual costs are· those costs actually incurred' to· implement the· mandated activities. -
Actual costs must be ·traceable and suppo'rted~by,~om-ce ·documents·that show theva:lidity·of such 
costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to: the reit;nbursabie a:btivities ~- A. source 
document is a document created at'ot ii.e·ar-thesame time the'actUttl cost was incul.-red·forthe . 
event or activity in question. Source documents may include,-but. are riot.lirrutedto, employee· 
time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, receipts, and the community college plan 
approved by the Board. 

. . . 

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost 
allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, training packets, and 
declarations. Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, "I certify (or 
declare) under penalty of perjury under the lCJ:)VS {)f the State of California that the .foregoing is 
true and correct," and must further comply with the requirements of Code of Civil Procedure 
section 2015.5. ·Evidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to the 
reimbursable activities otherWise in compliance with local, state, and federal government 
requirements. However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted !or source documents. 

The claimant is only allowed to chtirri and be reimbursed for increased costs for reimbursable 
activities identified below. Increased cost is limited to the cost of an activity that the claimant is 
required to incur. a~ a result ofthemand~te._ .. , . . . __ _ 

For each eligibl6 claimant, the-·followi:ng:activities :a:rg teimbi.rrsable: · 

A. One-Time Activities (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) . ·~. 

1. - Develop the necessary district policies and procedures for the implenie~tation of the 
integrated waste management plan. 

2. Train district staff on the requirements and implementation of the integrated waste 
management plan (one-time per employee). Training is limited to the staff working 
directly on the plan. 

B. Ongoing Activities. (Reimbursable starting January I, 2000) 

1. Complete and submit. to the. Board the following as part of the State Agency Model 
tllt~grated-Waste Management Plan {Pub: Resources Code;·§ 42920, subd: (b)(3) & State 
Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan, February 2000.): 

a. state agency or large state facility information form; 

b. state agency list of facilities; 

c. state agency waste reduction and recycling program worksheets that describe 
program activities, promotional programs, and procurement activities, and other 
questionnaires; and 

·d. · state agency integl-ated waste m·ariagement plan questions.· 

NOTE: Although reporting on promotional programs and procurement activities irdhe 
model plan is reimbursable, implementing promotional programs and procurement 
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./ 

activities is not. 

2. Respond to any Board reporting requirements during the approval process. (Pub. 
Resources Code, §"42920', subd: (b)(3)"&;8tateAgency Model Integrated Waste 

. · ManagementPlan, February 2000.) ·. · -, ·· : 

3. Con~ult with the Bo~r·d to revise the model plan; if ri.ec~ssary. 1 (Pub. Resoi.trces C-ode, 
§ 42920, subd. (b )(3) & State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan, 
February 2000.) 

4. Designate one solid waste reduction and recycling coordinator ("coordinator") for each 
college in the district to perform new duties -imposed by chapter 18;5 (Pub. Resources 
Code,§§ 42920- 42928). The coordinator shall implement the integrated waste 
management plan. The coordinator shall act as a liaison to other state agencies (as defined 
by section 40196.3) and coordina~ors~ (Pub. Resources (:;ode,§ 42920, subd. (c).) 

5. Divert at least 25 percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal or transformation 
facilities by January 1, 2002, and at least 50 percent of all solid waste from landfill 
disposal or transformation facilities by January 1, 2004, through source reduction, 
recycling, and composting activities. Maintain the requiTed level of reduction, as 
approved by the Board. (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42921 & 42922, subd. (i).) 

C. Alternative Compliance (Reimbursable from January 1, 2000- December 31, 2005) 

1. Seek either an alternative requirement or time extension if a community college is unable 
to comply With the January 1, 2002 deadline to diver:t 25 percent of its solid waste, by 
doing the following: (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42927 & 42923 subds. (a) & (c).) 

a. Notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for its inability to comply. 

b. Request ofthe Board an alternative to the January 1,2002 deadline. 

c. Provide evidence to the Board that the college is making a good faith effort to 
implement the source reduction, recycling, and composting programs identified in 
its integrated waste management plan. 

d. Provide information that describes the relevant circumstances that contributed to 
the request for extension, such as lack of markets for recycled materials, local 
efforts to implement source reduction, recycling and composting programs, 
facilities built or planned, waste disposal patterns, and the type of waste disposed 
of by the community college. 

e. Submit a plan of correction that demonstrates that the college will meet the 
requirements of Section 42921 [the 25 and 50 percent diversion requirements] 
before the time extension expires, including the source reduction, recycling, or 
composting steps the community college will implement, a date prior to the 
expiration of the time extension when the requirementsof Section 42921 will be 
met, theexisting programs that it will modify, any new programs that will be 

1 Attachment 1, California Integr~tedWas~~ Management Board, State Agency Mod~! Integrated 
Waste Management Plan (February 2000). 
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implemented to meet those requirements, and the means by which these programs 
, will be fundecl ... 

2. Seek either:an alteniativerequireiUent:orJime extension ifa co~unitycollege'is unable 
to comply with the January 1, 2004 deadline to divert 50 percent of its :solid~,waste;·by 
doing the following: (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42927. & 42922, subps. (a) & (b)). · 

. "'' 

a. Notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for its.inabilityto comply. 

b. Request of the Board an alternative to the 50-percent requirement. 

c. Participate in a public hearing on its alternative requirement. 

d. Provide the Board with information as to: 

(i) the community college's good faith effmi:s to implement the source 
reduction, recycling, and composting measures described in its integrated 
waste management plan, and demonstration of its progress toward meeting 
the alternative requirement as described in its annual reports to the Board; 

(ii) the community college's inability to meet the 50 percent diversion 
requirement despite implementing the measures in its plan; 

(iii) how the alternative source reduction, recycling, and cornposting requirement 
represents the greatest diversion amount that the communitY college may 
reasonably and_Jeasibly a~~iev~;- a.~d, . : ...... _ .. 

(ivf the Circi.lrrtstances··that suppbrt th~ request for;ai1 alternative requirement, 
such as'·wasie:dispo'sal pattems:·and"the ®es.·of.waste'dispdsed:by.-the" 

. . .. corp.munity:college. . ... -. . '· . . . . 

D. Accounting System (Rei71'Jbursable starting January 1, 2000) 

Developing, implementing; and maintaining an accounting system to enter and track the 
college's source reduction, recycling and composting activities, the cost ofthose activities, 
the proceeds from the sale of any recycled materials, and such other accounting systems 
which will allow it to make its annual reports to the state and determine waste reduction. 
Note: only the pro-rata portion of the costs incurred to implement the reimbursable activities 
can be claimed. 

- • - •• ~ • • • - • • 0 

E. Annual Report (Reimbursable·starting January I, 2000) 

Annually prepare and submit, by April I, 2002, and by April 1 each subsequent year, a report 
to the Board summarizing its progress in reducing solid waste. The information in.the report 
must encompass the previous calendar year and shall contain, at a minimum, the following as 
outlined in section 42926, subdivision (b):(Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42926, subd. (a) & 
42922, subd. (i).) . 

1. calculations of arinual disposal reduction; 

2. infoin1ation'6n the changes in ~aste generated or dispos~d ·of due tci increases or 
decreases in employees, economics, or other factors; ...... _ .. 

3. a summary of progress made ill implementing the mtegrated waste management plan;. 
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4. the extent to which the community college intends to use programs or facilities 
established by the loca.l agency for handling, diversion, and disposal of solid waste 
_(If the_ college does- -nQt hi. tend to use thos_e, ~stablished. pro,grams o.r fac:ilities, it must. 

' id~ntiJys~f:ddent dispo_s'\1 capacity for-_s9hct w~st~ tb.~t is not source reduced,- recycled or . 
co:inposted.); · - · · · - ' - - · - - - · 

5. for a community college that has been granted a time extension by the Board, it shall 
include a summary of progress made in meeting the integrated waste management plan 
implementation schedule pursuant to section 42921, subdivision (b), and complying witP. 
the college's plan of correction, before the expiration of the time extension; 

6. for a community college that has been granted an alternative source reduction, recycling, 
and composting requirement by the Board pursuant to section 42922, it shall include a 
summary of progress made towards ·meeting the alternative requirement as well as an 
explanation of current circumstances that sup-port the continuation of the alternative 
requirement. · 

F. Annual Recycled Material Reports (Reimbursable starting July I, 1999) 

Annually report to the Board on quantities of recyclable materials collected for recycling. 
(Pub. Contract Code, § 12167.1.) (See Section VII. regarding offsetting revenues from 
recyclable materials.) · 

V. CLAIM PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION 

Each of the _following cost. elements must be.identifiedfpr .each T$'imbursable activity identified 
in Section .N, ReimbursableActivhies, of this document. Each claimed reimbursable cost must 
be supported by sotirce documentation as described in Sectim.i N. Additionally, each · -
reimbursement claim must be filed in. a timely manner. 

A. Direct Cost Reporting 

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

1. Salaries and Benefits 

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

2. Materials and Supplies 

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

Report 'the ·n~~e .of the contractor and services performed to implement the ·reimbursable 
activities.· 'Attach a ~opy·or'th6 corttract'to the' claim:· If the cbnfracto:f bills-for time arid 
materi~is, I'eportthe. u'umber ofhout~-1p'e.rit'·oi1: the activities ·ani(all·costs~ ch~fged·:'·ifthe 
contract is a fixed price, report the dates when services were performed arid'itdn.iize all costs 
for those services.· 

4, Fixed Assets and Equipment. 

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

5. Travel 

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

6. Training 

R~port the cosr:oftrainmg-tth ·eifiployee to p·erf~rm tli~ rel.rnb1.irsable'activities; fl.S :speci.fie{t.i~ · 
· Section N Of this-document.- Reporttl1e name aridjob·claksification.of eacH 'efnploy(ie':~·: ··· 

preparing for, attending~. and/or conduCting training necessary to 1mpletrlent-tb.'e reimbursible . 
activities. Provilie the title, subjeot, and·purpose(rdated··to. the mandate of the training· .... 
session), dates attended, and location. If the training encompasses subjeets,broader than the 
reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion can be claimed. Report employee training 
time for each applicable reimbursable activity according to therules of cost element A:l, 
Salaries and Benefits, and A.2, Materials and Supplies. Report the cost of consultants who 
conduct the training according to the rules of cost element A.3, Contracted Services. 

B. Indirect Cost Rates 

Indire~t costs arecosts that hav~been·incutred-for common. or joint putp~s-es. These costs. 
benefit more.than one cost objective and cannot be readily identified with a particular final cost 
objective without effort disproportionate to the results achieved. After direct costs have been 
determined and assigned to other activities, as appropriate, indirect costs are those remaining to 
be allocated to benefited cost objectives. A cost may not be allocated as an indirect cost if any 
other cost incurred for the same purpose, in like circumstances, has been claimed as a direct cost. 

Indirect costs include: (a) the indirect costs originating in each department or agency of the 
governmental unit can'ying out ·state mandated pro grams, and (b) the costs· of central 
governmental services distributed through the central service cost allo:cation plan and not 
otherwise treated as direct costs. 

8 Integrated Waste Management (00-TC-07) 45



Community colleges have the option of using: (1) a federally approved rate~ utilizing the·cost 
accounting principles- from the Office ofManagement and Budget Circular A-21, "Cost 
Principles of Educational. Institutions 11

; (2) the rate calculated-on State Controller's Forrn --
F AM -29C; or (3) a 7% indirect cost rate. · · -

VI. RECORD RETENTION 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual 
costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to this chapter is subject to the initiation 
of an audit by the Controller no later than three years after the date that the actual reimbursement 
claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are appropriated or no 
payment is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim is filed, the 
time for the Controller to initiate. an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment 
of the claim. In any case, an audit shall be complet~d not later ~han two years _after the date that 
the audit is commenced. AU documents used to support the reimbursable activities, as described 
in Section IV, must be retained during the period subject to audit. If an audit has been initiated 
by the Controller during the period subject to audit, the retention period is_ extended until the 
ultimate resolution of any audit findings. 

VIL OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

Reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including but not limited to, services fees 
collected, federal funds, and other state funds allocated to any service provided under this 
program, shall be identified and deducted from this claim. Offsetting revenue shall include the 
revenues cited in Public Resources Code section 42925 and Public Contract Code sections 12167 
and 12167.1. 

Subject to the approval of the California Integrated Waste Management Board, revenues derived 
from the sale of recyclable materials by a community college that do not exceed tWo thousand 
dollars ($2,000) annually are continuously appropriated for expenditure by the community 
college for the purpose of offsetting recycling program costs. Revenues exceeding two thousand 
dollars ($2,000) annually may be available for expenditure by the community college only when 
appropriated by the Legislature. To the extent so approved or appropriated and applied to the 
college, these amoui1ts are a reduction to the recycling costs mandated by the state to implement 
Statutes 1999, chapter 764. 

In addition, revenue from a building-operating fee imposed pursuant to Education Code section 
76375, subdivision (a) if received by a claimant and the revenue is applied to this program, shall 
be deducted from the costs claimed. 

VIll. STATE CONTROLLER'S CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558, subdivision (b), the Controller shall issue claiming 
_ instructions for each mandate that requires state reimbursem-ent not later than 60 days after 

receiving the adopted parameters and guidelines from the Commission, to assist local agencies 
and school districts in claiming costs to be reimbursed. The claiming instructions shall be 
derived from the test claim decision and the parameters and guidelines adopted by the 
Commission. 
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Pursuant to GovernmentCocie section 17561, subdivision (d)(l ), issuance of the claiming 
instructions shall constitute a notice of the -right of the local agencies and school districts to file 
reimburse1:11ent .claim~, based up;n para~ete~s a11,~:: guidelines aqopted by. the Comrpission" 

IX. REMEDIES BEFORE THE COMMISSION · 
• ,.: I : 

Upon request ofa local agency or school district, the Commission shall review the cl'ahning 
instructions issued by the State Controller or any other authorized state-agency for reimhq.rsement 
ofmandated costs pursuant to Government Code section 17571. Ifthe Commission determines 
that the cla~ming instructions do not conform to the parameters and guidelines, the Commission 
shall direct the Controller to modify the claiming instructions and the Controller shall modify the 
claiming instructions to conform to the parameters and guidelines as directed by the 
Commission. 

In addition, requests may be made to amend parameters and guidelines pursuant to Govel;'lllllent 
Code section 17557, subdivision (d), and Ca1rfomia Code of Regulations, title 2, section i 183 .2. 

X. LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

The Statement of Decision is legally binding on all parties and provides the legal and factual 
basis for the parameters and guidelines. The support for the legal and factual findings is found in 
the administrative record for the test claim. The administrative record, including the Statement 
of Decision, is on file with the Commission. 
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BEFORE THE 
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN RE TEST CLAIM ON: 

Public Resources Code Sections 40148, 
40196.3, 42920, 42921, 42922, 42923, 
42924,42925,42926,42927, and 42928; 
Public Contract Code Sections 12167 and 
12167.1; 

Statutes 1999, Chapter 764 (AB 75); 
Statutes 1992, Chapter 1116 (A.B. 3521); 

State Agency Mode/Integrated Waste 
Management Plan (February 2000). 

Filed on March 9, 2001, 

By Santa Monica and South Lake Tahoe 
Community College Districts, Co-claimants 

No. 00-TC-07 

Integrated Waste Management 

ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO 
PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 
PURSUANT TO DECISION OF THE 
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, 
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO, No. 
07CS00355, State of California, Department of 
Finance, and California Integrated Waste 
Management Board v. Commission on State 
Mandates, et al. 

(Adopted: September 26, 2008) 

AMENDED PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

On September 26, 2008, the Commission on State Mandates adopted the attached Amendinents 
to the Parameters and Guidelines, as directed by the Superior Court of California, County of 
Sacramento, No. 07CS00355. 

Date: September 29, 2008 
PAULA HIGASHI, Executive Director 
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Amended: September 26, 2008 
Adopted: March 30, 2005 

AMENDMENTS TO 

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

Public Resources Code Sections 40148, 40196.3, 42920-42928 
Public Contract Code Sections 12167 and 12167.1 

Statutes 1999, Chapter 764 (A.B. 75) 
Statutes 1992, Chapter 1116 (A.B. 3521) 

State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan (February 2000) 

Integrated Waste Management 
00-TC-07 

Santa Monica and Lake Tahoe Community College Districts, Co-claimants 

I. SUMMARY OF THE MANDATE 

On March 25, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted its Statement of 
Decision fmding that Public Resources Code sections 40148, 40196.3, 42920-42928; Public 
Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1; and the State Agency Model Integrated Waste 
Management Plan (February 2000) require new activities, as specified below, which constitute 
new programs or higher levels of service for community college districts within the meaning of 
article XIII B, section 6, of the California Constitution, and impose costs mandated by the state 
pursuant to Government Code section 17514. 

Specifically, the Commission approved this test claim for the increased costs of performing the 
following specific new activities: 

• Comply with the model plan (Pub. Resources Code, § 42920, sub d. (b )(3) & State 
Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan, February 2000): A community 
college must comply with the California Integrated Waste Management Board's (Board) 
model integrated waste management plan, which includes consulting with the Board to revise . 
the model plan, as well as completing and submitting to the Board the following: (1) state 
agency or large state facility information form; (2) state agency list of facilities; (3) state 
agency waste reduction and recycling program worksheet, including the sections on program 
activities, promotional programs, and procurement activities; and ( 4) state agency integrated 
waste management plan questions. 

• Designate a solid waste reduction and recycling coordinator (Pub. Resources 
Code,§ 42920, subd. (c)): A community college must designate one solid waste reduction 
and recycling coordinator to perform new duties imposed by chapter 18.5 (Pub. Resources 
Code, §§ 42920- 42928), including implementing the community college's integrated waste 
management plan, and acting as a liaison to other state agencies (as defined by section 
40196.3) and coordinators. 
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• Divert solid waste (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42921 & 42922, subd. (i)): A community 
college must divert at least 25 percent of all its solid waste from landfill disposal or 
transformation facilities by January 1, 2002, through source reduction, recycling, and 
composting activities, and divert at least 50 percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal 
or transformation facilities by January 1, 2004, through source reduction, recycling, and 
com posting. 

A community college unable to comply with this diversion requirement may instead seek, 
until December 31, 2005, either an alternative requirement or time extension (but not both) 
as specified below: 

o Seek an alternative requirement (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42927 & 42922, 
subds. (a) & (b)): A community college that is unable to comply with the 50-percent 
diversion requirement must: (1) notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for 
its inability to comply; (2) request ofthe Board an alternative to the 50-percent 
requirement; (3) participate in a public hearing on its alternative requirement; 
(4)provide the Board with information as to (a) the community college's good faith 
efforts to effectively implement the source reduction, recycling, and composting 
measures described in its integrated waste management plan, and demonstration of its 
progress toward meeting the alternative requirement as described in its annual reports 
to the Board; (b) the community college's inability to meet the 50-percent diversion 
requirement despite implementing the measures in its plan; (c) the alternative source 
reduction, recycling, and composting requirement represents the greatest diversion 
amount that the community college may reasonably and feasibly achieve, and 
(d) relate to the Board circumstances that support the request for an alternative 
requirement, such as waste disposal patterns and the types of waste disposed by the 
community college. 

o Seek a time extension (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42927 & 42923 subds. (a) & (c)): 
A community college that is unable to comply with the January 1, 2002 deadline to 
divert 25 percent of its solid waste, must do the following pursuant to section 42923, 
subdivisions (a) and (c): (1) notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for its 
inability to comply; (2) request of the Board an alternative to the Janumy 1, 2002 
deadline; (3) provide evidence to the Board that it is making a good faith effort to 
implement the source reduction, recycling, and composting programs identified in its 
integrated waste management plan; and ( 4) provide information to the Board that 
describes the relevant circumstances that contributed to the request for extension, 
such as lack of markets for recycled materials, local efforts to implement source 
reduction, recycling and composting progrmns, facilities built or planned, waste 
disposal patterns, and the type of waste disposed of by the community college. 
(5) The community college must also submit a plan of correction that demonstrates 
that it will meet the requirements of Section 42921 [the 25 and 50 percent diversion 
requirements J before the time extension expires, including the source reduction, 
recycling, or composting steps the community college will implement, a date prior to 
the expiration of the time extension when the requirements of Section 42921 will be 
met, the existing programs that it will modify, any new programs that will be 
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implemented to meet those requirements, and the means by which these programs 
will be funded. 

• Report to the Board (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42926, subd. (a) & 42922, subd. (i)): A 
community college must annually submit, by April!, 2002 and by April 1 each subsequent 
year, a report to the Board summarizing its progress in reducing solid waste. The 
information in the report is to encompass the previous calendar year and shall contain, at a 
minimum, the following as outlined in section 42926, subdivision (b): (1) calculations of 
annual disposal reduction; (2) information on the changes in waste generated or disposed of 
due to increases or decreases in employees, economics, or other factors; (3) a summary of 
progress implementing the integrated waste management plan; (4) the extent to which the 
community college intends to use programs or facilities established by the local agency for 
handling, diversion, and disposal of solid waste. (If the college does not intend to use those 
established programs or facilities, it must identify sufficient disposal capacity for solid waste 
that is not source reduced, recycled or cornposted.) (5) For a community college that has 
been granted a time extension by the Board, it shall include a summary of progress made in 
meeting the integrated waste management plan implementation schedule pursuant to section 
42921, subdivision (b), and complying with the college's plan of correction, before the 
expiration of the time extension. (6) For a community college that has been granted an 
altemative source reduction, recycling, and composting requirement by the Board pursuant to 
section 42922, it shall include a summary of progress made towards meeting the altemative 
requirement as well as an explanation of current circumstances that support the continuation 
of the alternative requirement. 

• Submit recycled material reports (Pub. Contract Code,§ 12167.1): A community 
college must annually report to the Board on quantities of recyclable materials collected for 
recycling. 

State of California, Department o(Finance I California Integrated Waste Management Board v. 
Commission on State Mandates, et al. (Sacramento County Superior Court, Case 
No. 07CS00355) 

The Department of Finance and the Integrated Waste Management Board filed a petition for writ 
of mandate in March 2007, asking the court to set aside the Commission's decision granting the 
test claim and to require the Commission to issue a new Statement of Decision and parameters 
and guidelines that give full consideration to the community colleges' cost savings (e.g. avoided 
landfill disposal fees) and revenues (from recyclables) by complying with the test claim statutes. 
Petitioners' position was that the Commission had not properly accounted for all the offsetting 

cost savings from avoided disposal costs, or offsetting revenues from the sale of recyclable 
materials, in the Statement of Decision or parameters and guidelines. The Judgment and a Writ 
of Mandate were issued on June 30, 2008, ordering the Commission to: 

1. amend the parameters and guidelines in Test Claim No. 00-TC-07 to require 
community college districts claiming reimbursable costs of an integrated waste 
management plan under Public Resources Code section 42920, et seq. to identify 
and offset from their claims, consistent with the directions for revenue in Public 
Contract code sections 12167 and 12167.1, cost savings realized as a result of 
implementing their plans; and 
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2. amend the parameters and guidelines in Test Claim No. 00-TC-07 to require 
community college districts claiming reimbursable costs of an integrated waste 
management plan under Public Resources Code section 42920, et seq. to identify 
and offset from their claims all of the revenue generated as a result of implementing 
their plans, without regard to the limitations or conditions described in sections 
12167 and 12167.1 of the Public Contract Code. 

II. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS 

Community college districts that incur increased costs as a result of this mandate are eligible to 
claim reimbursement. 

III. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT 

Government Code section 17557 states that a test claim must be submitted on or before June 30 
following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year. The test claim for this 
mandate was filed on March 9, 2001. Therefore, costs incurred for compliance with Public 
Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1 (Stats. 1992, ch. 1116) are eligible for reimbursement 
on or after July 1, 1999. However, because of the statute's operative date, all other costs 
incurred pursuant to Statutes 1999, chapter 764 are eligible for reimbursement on or after 
January 1, 2000. 

Seeking an alternative diversion goal or time extension (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42922, 42923, 
and 42927) is reimbursable until December 31, 2005. 

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

If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $1000, no reimbursement shall be allowed, 
except as otherwise allowed by Government Code section 17564. 

IV. REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES 

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

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost 
allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, training packets, and 
declarations. Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, "I certify (or 
declare) under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct," and must further comply with the requirements of Code of Civil Procedure 
section 2015.5. Evidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to the 
reimbursable activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government 
requirements. However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents. 
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The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased costs for reimbursable 
activities identified below. Increased cost is limited to the cost of an activity that the claimant is 
required to incur as a result of the mandate. 

For each eligible claimant, the following activities are reimbursable: 

A. One-Time Activities (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 

1. Develop the necessary district policies and procedures for the implementation of the 
integrated waste management plan. 

2. Train district staff on the requirements and implementation of the integrated waste 
management plan (one-time per employee). Training is limited to the staff working 
directly on the plan. 

B. Ongoing Activities (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 

1. Complete and submit to the Board the following as pmi of the State Agency Model 
Integrated Waste Management Plan (Pub. Resources Code,§ 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State 
Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan, February 2000.): 

a. state agency or large state facility information form; 

b. state agency list of facilities; 

c. state agency waste reduction and recycling program worksheets that describe 
program activities, promotional progrmns, and procurement activities, and other 
questionnaires; and 

d. state agency integrated waste management plan questions. 

NOTE: Although reporting on promotional progrmns and procurement activities in the 
model plan is reimbursable, implementing promotional progrmns and procurement 
activities is not. 

2. Respond to any Board rep01iing requirements during the approval process. (Pub. 
Resources Code,§ 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State Agency Model Integrated Waste 
Management Plan, February 2000.) 

3. Consult with the Board to revise the model plan, ifnecessary.1 (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan, 
February 2000.) 

4. Designate one solid waste reduction and recycling coordinator ("coordinator") for each 
college in the district to perform new duties imposed by chapter 18.5 (Pub. Resources 
Code, §§ 42920- 42928). The coordinator shall implement the integrated waste 
management plan. The coordinator shall act as a liaison to other state agencies (as 
defmed by section 40196.3) and coordinators. (Pub. Resources Code,§ 42920, subd. 
(c).) 

1 Attachment 1, California Integrated Waste Management Board, State Agency Model Integrated 
Waste Management Plan (Februmy 2000). 
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5. Divert at least 25 percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal or transformation 
facilities py January 1, 2002, and at least 50 percent of all solid waste from landfill 
disposal or transformation facilities by January 1, 2004, through source reduction, 
recycling, and composting activities. Maintain the required level of reduction, as 
approved by the Board. (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42921 & 42922, subd. (i).) 

C. Alternative Compliance (Reimbursable from January I, 2000- December 31, 2005) 

1. Seek either an alternative requirement or time extension if a community college is unable 
to comply with the January 1, 2002 deadline to divert 25 percent of its solid waste, by 
doing the following: (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42927 & 42923 subds. (a) & (c).) 

a. Notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for its inability to comply. 

b. Request of the Board an alternative to the January 1, 2002 deadline. 

c. Provide evidence to the Board that the college is making a good faith effort to 
implement the source reduction, recycling, and composting programs identified in 
its integrated waste management plan. 

d. Provide information that describes the relevant circumstances that contributed to 
the request for extension, such as lack of markets for recycled materials, local 
efforts to implement source reduction, recycling and composting programs, 
facilities built or planned, waste disposal patterns, and the type of waste disposed 
of by the community college. 

e. Submit a plan of correction that demonstrates that the college will meet the 
requirements of Section 42921 [the 25 and 50 percent diversion requirements] 
before the time extension expires, including the source reduction, recycling, or 
composting steps the community college will implement, a date prior to the 
expiration of the time extension when the requirements of Section 42921 will be 
met, the existing programs that it will modify, any new programs that will be 
implemented to meet those requirements, and the means by which these programs 
will be funded. 

2. Seek either an alternative requirement or time extension if a community college is unable 
to comply with the January 1, 2004 deadline to divert 50 percent of its solid waste, by 
doing the following: (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42927 & 42922, subds. (a) & (b).) 

a. Notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for its inability to comply. 

b. Request of the Board an alternative to the 50-percent requirement. 

c. Participate in a public hearing on its alternative requirement. 

d. Provide the Board with information as to: 

(i) the community college's good faith efforts to implement the source 
reduction, recycling, and composting measures described in its integrated 
waste management plan, and demonstration of its progress toward meeting 
the alternative requirement as described in its annual reports to the Board; 

(ii) the community college's inability to meet the 50 percent diversion 
requirement despite implementing the measures in its plan; 

6 Parameters and Guidelines Amendment 
Integrated Waste Management 

00-TC-07 
55



(iii) how the alternative source reduction, recycling, and composting 
requirement represents the greatest diversion amount that the community 
college may reasonably and feasibly achieve; and, 

(iv) the circumstances that support the request for an alternative requirement, 
such as waste disposal patterns and the types of waste disposed by the 
community college. 

D. Accounting System (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 

Developing, implementing, and maintaining an accounting system to enter and track the 
college's source reduction, recycling and composting activities, the cost of those activities, 
the proceeds from the sale of any recycled materials, and such other accounting systems 
which will allow it to make its annual reports to the state and determine waste reduction. 
Note: only the pro-rata portion of the costs incurred to implement the reimbursable activities 
can be claimed. 

E. Annual Report (Reimbursable starting January I, 2000) 

Annually prepare and submit, by April 1, 2002, and by April 1 each subsequent year, a report 
to the Board summarizing its progress in reducing solid waste. The information in the report 
must encompass the previous calendar year and shall contain, at a minimum, the following as 
outlined in section 42926, subdivision (b): (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42926, subd. (a) & 
42922, subd. (i).) 

1. calculations of annual disposal reduction; 

2. information on the changes in waste generated or disposed of due to increases or 
decreases in employees, economics, or other factors; 

3. a summary of progress made in implementing the integrated waste management plan; 

4. the extent to which the community college intends to use programs or facilities 
established by the local agency for handling, diversion, and disposal of solid waste 
(If the college does not intend to use those established programs or facilities, it must 
identify sufficient disposal capacity for solid waste that is not source reduced, recycled or 
composted.); 

5. for a community college that has been granted a time extension by the Board, it shall 
include a summary of progress made in meeting the integrated waste management plan 
implementation schedule pursuant to section 42921, subdivision (b), and complying with 
the college's plan of correction, before the expiration of the time extension; 

6. for a community college that has been granted an alternative source reduction, recycling, 
and composting requirement by the Board pursuant to section 42922, it shall include a 
summary of progress made towards meeting the alternative requirement as well as an 
explanation of current circumstances that support the continuation of the alternative 
requirement. 
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F. Annual Recycled Material-Reports (Reimbursable starting July 1, 1999) 

Annually report to the Board on quantities of recyclable -materials collected for recycling. 
(Pub. Contract Code,§ 12167.1.) 

V. CLAIM PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION 

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

A. Direct Cost Reporting 

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

1. Salaries and Benefits 

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

2. Materials and Supplies 

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

3. Contracted Services 

Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement the reimbursable 
activities. Attach a copy of the contract to the claim. If the contractor bills for time and 
materials, report the number of hours spent on the activities and all costs charged. If the 
contract is a fixed price, report the dates when services were performed and itemize all costs 
for those services. 

4. Fixed Assets and Equipment 

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

5. Travel 

Report the name of the employee traveling for the purpose ofthe reimbursable activities. 
Include the date of travel, destination point, the specific reimbursable activity requiring 
travel, and related travel expenses reimbursed to the employee in compliance with the rules 

of the local jurisdiction. Report employee travel time according to the rules of cost element 

8 Parameters and Guidelines Amendment 
Integrated Waste Management 

00-TC-07 
57



A.l., Salaries and Benefits, for each applicable reimbursable activity. 

6. Training 

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

B. Indirect Cost Rates 

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

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

Community colleges have the option of using: (1) a federally approved rate, utilizing the cost 
accounting principles from the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-21, "Cost 
Principles of Educational Institutions"; (2) the rate calculated on State Controller's Form 
FAM-29C; or (3) a 7% indirect cost rate. 

VI. RECORD RETENTION 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual 
costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to this chapter is subject to the initiation 
of an audit by the Controller no later than three years after the date that the actual reimbursement 
claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are appropriated or no 
payment is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim is filed, the 
time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment 
of the claim. In any case, an audit shall be completed not later than two years after the date that 
the audit is commenced. All documents used to supp01t the reimbursable activities; as described 
in Section IV, must be retained during the period subject to audit. If an audit has been initiated 
by the Controller during the period subject to audit, the retention period is extended until the 
ultimate resolution of any audit findings. 

VII. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

Reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including but not limited to, services fees 
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collected, federal funds, and other state funds allocated to any service provided under this 
program, shall be identified and offset from this claim. Offsetting revenue shall include all 
revenues generated from implementing the Integrated Waste Management Plan. 

In addition, revenue from a building-operating fee imposed pursuant to Education Code 
section 76375, subdivision (a) if received by a claimant and the revenue is applied to this 
program, shall be deducted from the costs claimed. 

VIII. OFFSETTING COST SAVINGS 

Reduced or avoided costs realized from implementation of the community college districts' 
Integrated Waste Management plans shall be identified and offset from this claim as cost 
savings, consistent with the directions for revenue in Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 
12167.1. Pursuant to these statutes, community college districts are required to deposit cost 
savings resulting from their Integrated Waste Management plans in the Integrated Waste 
Management Account in the Integrated· Waste Management Fund; the funds deposited in the 
Integrated Waste Management Account, upon appropriation by the Legislature, may be 
expended by the California Integrated Waste Management Board for the purpose of offsetting 
Integrated Waste Management plan costs. Subject to the approval of the California Integrated 
Waste Management Board, cost savings by a community college that do not exceed two 
thousand dollars ($2,000) annually are co~tinuously appropriated for expenditure by the 
community college for the purpose of offsetting Integrated Waste Management program costs. 
Cost savings exceeding two thousand dollars ($2,000) annually may be available for expenditure 
by the community college only when appropriated by the Legislature. To the extent so approved 
or appropriated and applied to the college, these amounts shall be identified and offset from the 
costs claimed for implementing the Integrated Waste Management Plan. 

IX. STATE CONTROLLER'S REVISED CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS 

The Controller shall, within 60 days after receiving amended parameters and guidelines prepare 
and issue revised claiming instructions for mandates that require state reimbursement after any 
decision or order of the commission pursuant to section 17559. The claiming instructions shall 
be derived from the test claim decision and the parameters and guidelines adopted by the 
Commission. Pursuant to Government Code section 17561, subdivision (d)(2), issuance of the 
claiming instructions shall constitute a notice of the right of the local agencies and school 
districts to file reimbursement claims, based upon parameters and guidelines adopted by the 
Commission. In preparing revised claiming instructions, the Controller may request the 
assistance of other state agencies. (Gov. Code, § 17558, subdivision (c).) 

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

X. REMEDIES BEFORE THE COMMISSION 

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

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

XI. LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

The Statement of Decision is legally binding on all parties and provides the legal and factual 
basis for the parameters and guidelines. The support for the legal and factual fmdings is found in 
the administrative record for the test claim. The administrative record, including the Statement 
of Decision, is on file with the Commission. 
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OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 

STATE MANDATED COSTS CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS NO. 2005-05 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
(COMMUNITY COLLEGES) 

June 6, 2005 

In accordance with Government Code (GC) section 17561, eligible claimants may submit 
claims to the State Controller's Office (SCO) for reimbursement of costs incurred for state 
mandated cost programs. The following are claiming instructions and forms that eligible 
claimants will use for the filing of claims for the Integrated Waste Management (IWM) 
program. These claiming instructions are issued subsequent to adoption of the program's 
parameters and guidelines (P's & G's) by the Commission on State Mandates (COSM). 

On March 25, 2004, the COSM determined that Chapter 764, Statutes of 1999, and 
Chapter 1116, Statutes of 1992, established costs mandated by the State according to the 
provisions listed in the P's & G's. For your reference, the P's & G's are included as an integral 
part of the claiming instructions. 

Eligible Claimants 

Any community college that incurs increased costs as a direct result of this mandate is eligible 
to claim reimbursement of these costs. 

Filing Deadlines 

A. Reimbursement Claims 

Initial reimbursement claims must be filed within 120 days from the issuance date of 
claiming instructions. Reimbursement claims for the period January 1, 20Q.O, to 
June 30! 2000, an~_flscal years 2000-Ql:_throug_h1004-2002_ must be filed with the SCO and 
be delivered or postmarked on or before October 4, 2005. Estimated claims for fiscal year 
2005-06 must be filed on or before October 4, 2005, or by January 15, 2006. 

Costs for all initial reimbursement claims must be filed separately according to the fiscal 
year in which the costs were incurred. In order for a claim to be considered properly filed, it 
must include any specific supporting documentation requested in the instructions. Claims 
filed more than one year after the deadline or without the requested supporting 
documentation will not be accepted. 

The reimbursement periods for the following activities are as follows: 

1. One-Time Activities - January 1, 2000, to June 30, 2000, fiscal year 2000-01 and 
subsequent fiscal years; 

2. Ongoing Activities - January 1, 2000, to June 30, 2000, fiscal year 2000-01 and 
· subsequent fiscal years; 

3. Alternative Compliance- January 1, 2000, to June 30, 2000, fiscal years 2000-01 through 
2004-05, and July 1, 2005, to December 31, 2005; 
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4. Accounting System - January 1, 2000, to June 30, 2000, fiscal year 2000-01 and 
subsequent fiscal years; 

5. Annual Report- January 1, 2000, to June 30, 2000, fiscal year 2000-01 and subsequent 
fiscal years; and 

6. Annual Recycled Material Reports- Fiscal year 1999-00 and subsequent fiscal years. 

B. Late Penalty 

1. Initial Claims 

AB 3000 enacted into law on September 30, 2002, amended the late penalty assessments 
on initial claims. Late initial claims submitted on or after September 30, 2002, are 
assessed a late penalty of 10% of the total amount of the initial claims without 
limitation. 

2. Annual Reimbursement Claims 

All late reimbursement claims are assessed a late penalty of 10% subject to the $1,000 
limitation regardless of when the claims were filed. 

C. Estimated Claims 

Unless otherwise specified in the claiming instructions, a community college is not required 
to provide cost schedules and supporting documents with an estimated claim if the estimated 
amount does not exceed the previous fiscal year's actual costs by more than 10%. Claimants 
can simply enter the estimated amount on form FAM-27, line (07). 

However, if the estimated claim exceeds the previous fiscal year's actual costs by more than 
10%, claimants must complete supplemental claim forms to support their estimated costs as 
specified for the program to explain the reason for the increased costs. If no explanation 
supporting the higher estimate is provided with the claim, it will automatically be adjusted 
to 110% of the previous fiscal year's actual costs. Future estimated claims filed with the 
SCO must be postmarked by January 15 of the fiscal year in which costs will be incurred. 
Claims filed timely will be paid before late claims. 

Minimum Claim Cost 

GC section 1 7 5 64( a) provides that no claim shall be filed pursuant to Sections 17 5 51 and 
17561, unless such a claim exceeds one thousand dollars ($1,000). 

Reimbursement of Claims 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs may be 
claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the mandated activities. 
Actual costs must be traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of 
such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the reimbursable activities. A 
source document is a document created at or near the same time the actual cost was incurred for 
the event or activity in question. 

Source documents may include, but are not limited to, employee time records or time logs, sign
in sheets, invoices, receipts and the community college plan approved by the Board. Evidence 
corroborating the source documents may ipclude, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost 
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allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, training packets, and 
declarations. Evidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to the 
reimbursable activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government 
requirements. However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents. 

Certification of Claim 

In accordance with the provlSlons of Government Code section 17561, an authorized 
representative of the claimant shall be required to provide a certification of claim stating: "I 
certify, (or declare), under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct," and must further comply with the requirements of Code of Civil 
Procedure section 2015.5, for those costs mandated by the State and contained herein. 

Audit of Costs 

All claims submitted to the SCO are reviewed to determine if costs are related to the mandate, 
are reasonable and not excessive, and the claim was prepared in accordance with the SCO's 
claiming instructions and the P's & G's adopted by the COSM. If any adjustments are made to a 
claim, a "Notice of Claim Adjustment" specifying the claim component adjusted, the amount 
adjusted, and the reason for the adjustment, will be mailed within 30 days after payment of the 
claim. 

Pursuant to GC section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by 
a community college pursuant to this chapter is subject to the initiation of an audit by the SCO 
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 SCO to 
initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment ofthe claim. 

In any case, an audit shall be completed not later than two years after the date that the audit is 
commenced. All documents used to support the reimbursable activities must be retained during 
the period subject to audit. If an audit has been initiated by the SCO during the period subject to 
audit, the retention period is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. On-site 
audits will be conducted by the SCO as deemed necessary. 

Retention of Claiming Instructions 

The claiming instructions and forms in this package should be retained permanently in your 
Mandated Cost Manual for future reference and use in filing claims. These forms should be 
duplicated to meet your filing requirements. You will be notified of updated forms or changes to 
claiming instructions as necessary. 

Questions or requests for hard copies of these instructions should be faxed to Ginny Brummels 
at (916) 323-6527, ore-mailed to LRSDAR@sco.ca.gov. If you wish, you may call the Local 
Reimbursements Section at (916) 324-5729. 

For your reference, these and future mandated costs claiming instructions and forms can be 
found on the Internet at www.sco.ca.gov/ard/local/locreim/index.shtml. 
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Address for Filing Claims 

Claims should be rounded to the nearest dollar. Submit a signed original and a copy of form 
FAM-27, Claim for Payment, and all other forms and supporting documents. (To expedite the 
payment process, please sign the form in blue ink, and attach a copy of the form FAM-27 
to the top of the claim package.) 

Use the following mailing addresses: 

If delivered by 
U.S. Postal Service: 

Office ofthe State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

4 

If delivered by 
other delivery services: 

Office ofthe State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 958i6 
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Adopted: March 30, 2005 

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

Public Resources Code Sections 40148, 40196.3, 42920-42928 
Public Contract Code Sections 12167 and 12167.1 

Statutes 1999, Chapter 764 (A.B. 75) 
Statutes 1992, Chapter 1116 (A.B. 3521) 

State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan (February 2000) 

Integrated Waste Management (00-TC-07) 

Santa Monica and Lake Tahoe Community College Districts, Co-claimants 

I. SUMMARY OF THE MANDATE 

On March 25, 2004, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted its Statement of 
Decision finding that Public Resources Code sections 40148, 40196.3, 42920-42928; Public 
Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1; and the State Agency Model Integrated Waste 
Management Plan (February 2000) require new activities, as specified below, which constitute 
new programs or higher levels of service for community college districts within the meaning of 
article XIII B, section 6, of the California Constitution, and impose costs mandated by the state 
pursuant to Government Code section 17 514. 

Specifically, the Commission approved this test claim for the increased costs of performing the 
following specific new activities: 

• Comply with the model plan (Pub. Resources Code,§ 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State 
Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan, February 2000): A community 
college must comply with the California Integrated Waste Management Board's (Board) 
model integrated waste management plan, which includes consulting with the Board to revise 
the model plan, as well as completing and submitting to the Board the following: (1) state 
agency or large state facility information form; (2) state agency list of facilities; (3) state 
agency waste reduction and recycling program worksheet, including the sections on program 
activities, promotional programs, and procurement activities; and (4) state agency integrated 
waste management plan questions. 

• Designate a solid waste reduction and recycling coordinator (Pub. Resources 
Code,§ 42920, subd. (c)): A community college must designate one solid waste reduction 
and recycling coordinator to perform new duties imposed by chapter 18.5 (Pub. Resources 
Code, §§ 42920- 42928), including implementing the community college's integrated waste 
management plan, and acting as a liaison to other state agencies (as defined by section 
40196.3) and coordinators. 

• Divert solid waste (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42921 & 42922, subd. (i)): A community 
college must divert at least 25 percent of all its solid waste from landfill disposal or 
transformation facilities by January 1, 2002, through source reduction, recycling, and 
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composting activities, and divert at least 50 percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal 
or transformation facilities by January 1, 2004, through source reduction, recycling, and 
composting. 

A community college unable to comply with this diversion requirement may instead seek, 
until December 31, 2005, either an alternative requirement or time extension (but not both) 
as specified below: 

o Seek an alternative requirement (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42927 & 42922, . 
subds. (a) & (b)): A community college that is unable to comply with the 50-percent 
diversion requirement must: (1) notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for 
its inability to comply; (2) request of the Board an alternative to the 50-percent 
requirement; (3) participate in a public hearing on its alternative requirement; 
(4)provide the Board with information as to (a) the community college's good faith 
efforts to effectively implement the source reduction, recycling, and composting 
measures described in its integrated waste management plan, and demonstration of its 
progress toward meeting the alternative requirement as described in its annual reports 
to the Board; (b) the community college's inability to meet the 50-percent diversion 
requirement despite implementing the measures in its plan; (c) the alternative source 
reduction, recycling, and composting requirement represents the greatest diversion 
amount that the community college may reasonably and feasibly achieve, and 
(d) relate to the Board circumstances that support the request for an alternative 
requirement, such as waste disposal patterns and the types of waste disposed by the 
community college. 

o Seek a time extension (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42927 & 42923 subds. (a) & (c)): 
A community college that is unable to comply with the January 1, 2002 deadline to 
divert 25 percent of its solid waste, must do the following pursuant to section 42923, 
subdivisions (a) and (c): (1) notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for its 
inability to comply; (2) request of the Board an alternative to the January 1, 2002 
deadline; (3) provide evidence to the Board that it is making a good faith effort to 
implement the source reduction, recycling, and composting programs identified in its 
integrated waste management plan; and ( 4) provide information to the Board that 
describes the relevant circumstances that contributed to the request for extension, 
such as lack of markets for recycled materials, local efforts to implement source 
reduction, recycling and composting programs, facilities built or planned, waste 
disposal patterns, and the type of waste disposed of by the community college. 
(5) The community college must also submit a plan of correction that demonstrates 
that it will meet the requirements of Section 42921 [the 25 and 50 percent diversion 
requirements J before the time extension expires, including the source reduction, 
recycling, or composting steps the community college will implement, a date prior to 
the expiration of the time extension when the requirements of Section 42921 will be 
met, the existing programs that it will modify, any new programs that will be 
implemented to meet those requirements, and the means by which these programs 
will be funded. 
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• Report to the Board (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42926, subd. (a) & 42922, subd. (i)): A 
community college must annually submit, by April 1, 2002 and by April 1 each subsequent 
year, a report to the Board summarizing its progress in reducing solid waste. The 
information in the report is to encompass the previous calendar year and shall contain, at a 
minimum, the following as'outlined in section 42926, subdivision (b): (1) calculations of 
annual disposal reduction; (2) information on the changes in waste generated or disposed of 
due to increases or decreases in employees, economics, or other factors; (3) a summary of 
progress implementing the integrated waste management plan; ( 4) the extent to which the 
community college intends to use programs or facilities established by the local agency for 
handling, diversion, and disposal of solid waste. (If the college does not intend to use those 
established programs or facilities, it must identify sufficient disposal capacity for solid waste 
that is not source reduced, recycled or composted.) (5) For a community college that has 
been granted a time extension by the Board, it shall include a summary of progress made in 
meeting the integrated waste management plan implementation schedule pursuant to section 
42921, subdivision (b), and complying with the college's plan of correction, before the 
expiration of the time extension. (6) For a community college that has been granted an 
alternative source reduction, recycling, and composting requirement by the Board pursuant to 
section 42922, it shall include a summary of progress made towards meeting the alternative 
requirement as well as an explanation of current circumstances that support the continuation 
of the alternative requirement. 

• Submit recycled material reports (Pub. Contract Code,§ 12167.1): A community 
college must annually report to the Board on quantities of recyclable materials collected for 
recycling. 

II. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS 

Community college districts that incur increased costs as a result of this mandate are eligible to 
claim reimbursement. 

III. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT 

Government Code section 17557 states that a test claim must be submitted on or before June 30 
following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year. The test claim for this 
mandate was filed on March 9, 2001. Therefore, costs incurred for compliance with Public 
Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1 (Stats. 1992, ch. 1116) are eligible for reimbursement 
on or after July 1, 1999. However, because ofthe statute's operative date, all other costs 
incurred pursuant to Statutes 1999, chapter 7 64 are eligible for reimbursement on or after 
January 1, 2000. 

Seeking an alternative diversion goal or time extension (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42922, 42923, 
and 42927) is reimbursable until December 31, 2005. 

Actual costs for one fiscal year should be included in each claim. Estimated costs for the 
subsequent year may be included on the same claim, if applicable. Pursuant to Government 
Code section 17561, subdivision (d), all claims for reimbursement of initial years' costs shall be 
submitted within 120 days of the issuance ofthe claiming instructions by the State Controller. 

Ifthe total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $1000, no reimbursement shall be allowed, 
except as otherwise allowed by Government Code section 17564. 
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IV. REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES 

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

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost 
allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, training packets, and 
declarations. Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, "I certify (or 
declare) under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct," and must further comply with the requirements of Code of Civil Procedure 
section 2015.5. Evidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to the 
reimbursable activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government 
requirements. However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents. 

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

For each eligible claimant, the following activities are reimbursable: 

A. One-Time Activities (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 

1. Develop the necessary district policies and procedures for the implementation of the 
integrated waste management plan. 

2. Train district staff on the requirements and implementation of the integrated waste 
management plan (one-time per employee). Training is limited to the staff working 
directly on the plan. 

B. Ongoing Activities (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 

1. Complete and submit to the Board the following as part of the State Agency Model 
Integrated Waste Management Plan (Pub. Resources Code,§ 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State 
Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan, February 2000.): 

a. state agency or large state facility information form; 

b. state agency list of facilities; 

c. state agency waste reduction and recycling program worksheets that describe 
program activities, promotional programs, and procurement activities, and other 
questionnaires; and 

d. state agency integrated waste management plan questions. 

NOTE: Although reporting on promotional programs and procurement activities in the 
model plan is reimbursable, implementing promotional programs and procurement 
activities is not. 
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2. Respond to any Board reporting requirements during the approval process. (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State Agency Model Integrated Waste 
Management Plan, February 2000.) 

3. Consult with the Board to revise the model plan, ifnecessary. 1 (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan, 
February 2000.) 

4. Designate one solid waste reduction and recycling coordinator ("coordinator") for each 
college in the district to perform new duties imposed by chapter 18.5 (Pub. Resources 
Code, §§ 42920- 42928). The coordinator shall implement the integrated waste 
management plan. The coordinator shall act as a liaison to other state agencies (as 
defined by section 40196.3) and coordinators. (Pub. Resources Code, § 42920, subd. 
(c).) 

5. Divert at least 25 percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal or transformation 
facilities by January 1, 2002, and at least 50 percent of all solid waste from landfill 
disposal or transformation facilities by January 1, 2004, through source reduction, 
recycling, and composting activities. Maintain the required level of reduction, as 
approved by the Board. (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42921 & 42922, subd. (i).) 

C. Alternative Compliance (Reimbursable from January 1, 2000- December 31, 2005) 

1. Seek either an alternative requirement or time extension if a community college is unable 
to comply with the January 1, 2002 deadline to divert 25 percent of its solid waste, by 
doing the following: (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42927 & 42923 subds. (a) & (c).) 

a. Notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for its inability to comply. 

b. Request ofthe Board an alternative to the January 1, 2002 deadline. 

c. Provide evidence to the Board that the college is making a good faith effort to 
implement the source reduction, recycling, and composting programs identified in 
its integrated waste management plan. 

d. Provide information that describes the relevant circumstances that contributed to 
the request for extension, such as lack of markets for recycled materials, local 
efforts to implement source reduction, recycling and composting programs, 
facilities built or planned, waste disposal patterns, and the type of waste disposed 
of by the community college. 

e. Submit a plan of correction that demonstrates that the college will meet the 
requirements of Section 42921 [the 25 and 50 percent diversion requirements] 
before the time extension expires, including the source reduction, recycling, or 
composting steps the community college will implement, a date prior to the 
expiration of the time extension when the requirements of Section 42921 will be 
met, the existing programs that it will modify, any new programs that will be 
implemented to meet those requirements, and the means by which these programs 

1 Attachment 1, California Integrated Waste Management Board, State Agency Model Integrated 
Waste Management Plan (February 2000). 
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will be funded. 

2. Seek either an alternative requirement or time extension if a community college is unable 
to comply with the January 1, 2004 deadline to divert 50 percent of its solid waste, by 
doing the following: (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42927 & 42922, subds. (a) & (b).) 

a. Notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for its inability to comply. 

b. Request of the Board an alternative to the 50-percent requirement. 

c. Participate in a public hearing on its alternative requirement. 

d. Provide the Board with information as to: 

(i} the community college's good faith efforts to implement the source 
reduction, recycling, and composting measures described in its integrated 
waste management plan, and demonstration of its progress toward meeting 
the alternative requirement as described in its annual reports to the Board; 

(ii) the community college's inability to meet the 50 percent diversion 
requirement despite implementing the measures in its plan; 

(iii) how the alternative source reduction, recycling, and composting 
requirement represents the greatest diversion amount that the community 
college may reasonably and feasibly achieve; and, 

(iv) the circumstances that support the request for an alternative requirement, 
such as waste disposal patterns and the types of waste disposed by the 
community college. 

D. Accounting System (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 

Developing, implementing, and maintaining an accounting system to enter and track the 
college's source reduction, recycling and composting activities, the cost of those activities, 
the proceeds from the sale of any recycled materials, and such other accounting systems 
which will allow it to make its annual reports to the state and determine waste reduction. 
Note: only the pro-rata portion of the costs incurred to implement the reimbursable activities 
can be claimed. 

E. Annual Report (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 

Annually prepare and submit, by April 1, 2002, and by April 1 each subsequent year, a report · 
to the Board summarizing its progress in reducing solid waste. The information in the report 
must encompass the previous calendar year and shall contain, at a minimum, the following as 
outlined in section 42926, subdivision (b): (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42926, subd. (a) & 
42922, subd. (i).) 

1. calculations of annual disposal reduction; 

2. information on the changes in waste generated or disposed of due to increases or 
decreases in employees, economics, or other factors; 

3. a summary of progress made in implementing the integrated waste management plan; 

4. the extent to which the community college intends to use programs or facilities 
established by the local agency for handling, diversion, and disposal of solid waste 
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(If the college does not intend to use those established programs or facilities, it must 
identify sufficient disposal capacity for solid waste that is not source reduced, recycled or 
composted.); 

5. for a community college that ,has been granted a time extension by the Board, it shall 
include a summary of progress made in meeting the integrated waste management plan 
implementation schedule pursuant to section 42921, subdivision (b), and complying with 
the college's plan of correction, before the expiration of the time extension; 

6. for a community college that has been granted an alternative source reduction, recycling, 
and composting requirement by the Board pursuant to section 42922, it shall include a 
summary of progress made towards meeting the alternative requirement as well as an 
explanation of current circumstances that support the continuation of the alternative 
requirement. 

F. Annual Recycled Material Reports (Reimbursable starting July I, 1999) 

Annually report to the Board on quantities of recyclable materials collected for recycling. 
(Pub. Contract Code, § 12167 .1.) (See Section VII. regarding offsetting revenues from 
recyclable materials.) 

V. CLAIM PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION 

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

A. Direct Cost Reporting 

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

1. Salaries and Benefits 

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

2. Materials and Supplies 

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

Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement the reimbursable 
activities. Attach a copy of the contract to the claim. If the contractor bills for time and 
materials, report the number of hours spent on the activities and all costs charged. If the 
contract is a fixed price, report the dates when services were performed and itemize all costs 
for those services. 

4. Fixed Assets and Equipment 

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

5. Travel 

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

6. Training 

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

B. , Indirect Cost Rates 

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

Indirect costs include: (a) the indirect costs originating in each department or agency of the 
governmental unit carrying out state mandated programs, and (b) the costs of central 
governmental services distributed through the central service cost allocation plan and not 
otherwise treated as direct costs. 
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Community colleges have the option of using: (1) a federally approved rate, utilizing the cost 
accounting principles from the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-21, "Cost 
Principles of Educational Institutions"; (2) the rate calculated on State Controller's Form 
FAM-29C; or (3) a 7% indirect cost rate. 

VI. RECORD RETENTION 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual 
costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to this chapter is subject to the initiation 
of an audit by the Controller no later than three years after the date that the actual reimbursement 
claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are appropriated or no 
payment is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim is filed, the 
time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment 
of the claim. In any case, an audit shall be completed not later than two years after the date that 
the audit is commenced. All documents used to support the reimbursable activities, as described 
in Section IV, must be retained during the period subject to audit. If an audit has been initiated 
by the Controller during the period subject to audit, the retention period is extended until the 
ultimate resolution of any audit findings. 

VII. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

Reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including but not limited to, services fees 
collected, federal funds, and other state funds allocated to any service provided under this 
program, shall be identified and deducted from this claim. Offsetting revenue shall include the 
revenues cited in Public Resources Code section 42925 and Public Contract Code sections 12167 
and 12167.1. 

Subject to the approval of the California Integrated Waste Management Board, revenues derived 
from the sale of recyclable materials by a community college that do not exceed two thousand 
dollars ($2,000) annually are continuously appropriated for expenditure by the community 
college for the purpose of offsetting recycling program costs. Revenues exceeding two thousand 
dollars ($2,000) annually may be available for expenditure by the community college only when 
appropriated by the Legislature. To the extent so approved or appropriated and applied to the 
college, these amounts are a reduction to the recycling costs mandated by the state to implement 
Statutes 1999, chapter 764. 

In addition, revenue from a building-operating fee imposed pursuant to Education Code section 
76375, subdivision (a) if received by a claimant and the revenue is applied to this program, shall 
be deducted from the costs claimed. 

VIII. STATE CONTROLLER'S CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558, subdivision (b), the Controller shall issue claiming 
instructions for each mandate that requires state reimbursement not later than 60 days after 
receiving the adopted parameters and guidelines from the Commission, to assist local agencies 
and school districts in claiming costs to be reimbursed. The claiming instructions shall be 
derived from the test claim decision and the parameters and guidelines adopted by the 
Commission. 
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Pursuant to Government Code section 17561, subdivision (d)(l), issuance of the claiming 
instructions shall constitute a notice of the right of the local agencies and school districts to file 
reimbursement claims, based upon parameters and guidelines adopted by the Commission. 

IX. REMEDIES BEFORE THE COMMISSION 

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

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

X. LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

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

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 

INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Number 

(22) IWM-1, (03)(A)(1){1) 

(23) IWM-1, (03)(A)(2)(f) 

Suite 
(24) IWM-1, (03)(8)(1)(1) 

State Zip Code 
{25) IWM-1, (03)(8)(2)(1) 

Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (26) IWM-1, (03)(8)(3)(1) 

(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement D (27) IWM-1, (03)(8)(4)(1) 

(04) Combined D (10) Combined D (28) IWM-1, (03)(8)(5)(1) 

(05) Amended D (11) Amended D (29) IWM-1, (03)(C)(1)(f) 

Fiscal Year of Cost (06) 20_/ 20_ (12) _120_ (30) IWM-1, (03)(C)(2)(f) 

Total Claimed Amount (07) (13) (31) IWM-1, (03)(0)(1) 

Less: 10% Late Penalty (14) (32) IWM-1, (03)(E)(f) 

Less: Prior Claim Payment Received (15) (33) IWM-1, (03)(F)(f) 

Net Claimed Amount (16) (34) IWM-1, (06) 

Due from State (08) (17) (35) IWM-1, (08) 

Due to State (18) (36) IWM-1, (09) 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Section 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the community college 
district to file mandated cost claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not 

• v""'""m any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grant or payment received, for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting savings 
and reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source 
documentation currently maintained by the claimant. 

The amounts for this Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or 
actual costs set forth on the attached statements. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Officer Date 

Telephone Number Ext. 

E-Mail Address 

Form FAM-27 (New 06/05) 
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Commun Mandated Cost Manual 

INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
Certification Claim Form 

Instructions 

(01) Enter the payee number assigned by the State Controller's Office. 

(02) Enter your Official Name, County of Location, Street or P. 0. Box address, City, State, and Zip Code. 

(03) If filing an estimated claim, enter an "X" in the box on line (03) Estimated. 

(04} Leave blank. 

(05) If filing an amended estimated claim, enter an "X" in the box on line (05) Amended. 

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

FORM 
FAM-27 

(07) Enter the amount of the estimated claim. If the estimate exceeds the previous year's actual costs by more than 10%, complete 
form IWM-1 and enter the amount from line (10). 

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

(09) If filing a reimbursement claim, enter an "X" in the box on line (09) Reimbursement. 

(10) Leave blank. 

(11) If filing an amended reimbursement claim, enter an "X" in the box on line (11) Amended. 

(12) Enter the fiscal year for which actual costs are being claimed. If actual costs for more than one fiscal year are being claimed, 
complete a separate form FAM-27 for each fiscal year. 

(13) Enter the amount of the reimbursement claim from form IWM-1, line (10). The total claimed amount must exceed $1,000. 

(14) Filing Deadline. Estimated claims for fiscal year 2005-06 must be filed by October 4, 2005. Reimbursement claims must be 
filed by January 15 of the following fiscal year in which costs were incurred or the claims shall be reduced by a late penalty of 
10%. Enter zero if the claim was timely filed; otherwise, enter the product of multiplying line (13) by the factor 0.10 (1 0% penalty). 

(15) If filing an actual reimbursement claim or an estimated claim was previously filed for the same fiscal year, enter the amount 
received for the claim. Otherwise, enter a zero. 

(16) Enter the result of subtracting line (14) and line (15) from line (13). 

(17) If line (16), Net Claimed Amount, is positive, enter that amount on line (17), Due from State. 

(18) If line (16), Net Claimed Amount, is negative, enter that amount on line (18), Due to State. 

(19) to (21) Leave blank. 

(22) to (36) Reimbursement Claim Data. Bring forward the cost information as specified on the left-hand column of lines (22) through (36) for 
the reimbursement claim, e.g. IWM-1, (03)(A)(1)(f), means the information is located on form IWM-1, block (0), line (A}(1), 
column (f). Enter the information on the same line but in the right-hand column. Cost information should be rounded to the 
nearest dollar, i.e., no cents. Indirect costs percentage should be shown as a whole number and without the percent symbol, i.e., 
7.548% should be shown as 8. Completion of this data block will expedite the payment process. 

(37) Read the statement "Certification of Claim." If it is true, the claim must be dated, signed by the agency's authorized officer, and 
must include the person's name and title, typed or printed. Claims cannot be paid unless accompanied by an original signed 
certification. (To expedite the payment process, please sign the form FAM-27 with blue ink, and attach a copy of the 
form FAM-27 to the top of the claim package.) 

(38) Enter the name, telephone number, and e-mail address of the person to contact if additional information is required. 

SUBMIT A SIGNED ORIGINAL, AND A COPY OF FORM FAM-27, WITH ALL OTHER FORMS AND SUPPORTING 
DOCUMENTS TO: 

Address, if delivered by U.S. Postal Service: 

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 
ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

Form FAM-27 (New 06/05) 

Address, if delivered by other delivery service: 

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 
ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
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Direct Costs 

(03) Reimbursable Activities 

A. One-Time Activities 

and Submission of Plan to 

Alternative Requirement or Time 
Extension for 1/1/02 for 25% Waste 

Alternative Requirement or Time 
Extension for 1/1/04 for 50% Waste 

D. Accounting System 

E. Annual Report 

F. Annual Recycled Material Reports 

(04) Total Direct Costs 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate 

(06) Total Indirect Costs 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs 

(08) Less: Offsetting Savings 

(09) Less: Other Reimbursements 

(1 0) Total Claimed Amount 

New 06/05 

MANDATED COSTS 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

(a) (b) 

(02) Type of Claim 

Reimbursement c:=l 
Estimated [::::::::J 

Object Accounts 

(c) {d) 

Salaries and Materials and Contract 
Services 

Fixed 
Assets Benefits · Supplies 

[Federally approved OMB A-21, FAM-29C, or 7%] 

[Line (05) x line (04)(a)] 

[Line (04)(f) + line (06)) 

[Line (07) - {line (08) + line (09)}) 

(e) 

Travel & 
Training 

FORM 

IWM-1 

Fiscal Year 

I 

(f) 

Total 

% 
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Commun 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

Instructions 

e Mandated Cost Manual 

FORM 

IWM-1 

(01) Claimant: Enter the name of the claimant. 

(02) Type of Claim: Check a box, Reimbursement or Estimated, to identify the type of claim being filed. 
Enter the fisca,l year of costs. 

Form IWM-1 must be filed for a reimbursement claim. Do not complete form IWM-1 if you are filing 
an estimated claim and the estimate does not exceed the previous fiscal year's actual costs by more 
than 10%. Simply enter the amount of the estimated claim on form FAM-27, line (07). However, if 
the estimated claim exceeds the previous fiscal year's actual costs by more than 10%, form IWM-1 
must be completed and a statement attached explaining the increased costs. Without this 
information the estimated claim will automatically be reduced to 11 0% of the previous fiscal year's 
actual costs. 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: For each reimbursable activity, enter the total from form IWM-2, line (05), 
columns (d) through (h) to form IWM-1, block (04), columns (a) through (e) in the appropriate row. 
Total each row. 

(04) Total Direct Costs: Total column (f). 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate: Enter the indirect cost rate. Community college districts may use the federally 
approved OMBA-21, rate computed using form FAM-29C, or the 7% indirect cost rate, for the fiscal 
year of costs. 

(06) Total Indirect Costs: Enter the result of multiplying Total Salaries and Benefits, line (04)(a), by the 
Indirect Cost Rate, line (05) 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs: Enter the sum of Total Direct Costs, line (04)(f), and Total lndirec1 
Costs, line (06). 

(08) Less: Offsetting Savings. If applicable, enter the total savings experienced by the claimant as a 
direct result of this mandate. Submit a detailed schedule of savings with the claim. 

(09) Less: Other Reimbursements. If applicable, enter the amount of other reimbursements received from 
any source including, but not limited to, service fees collected, federal funds, and other state funds, 
that reimbursed any portion of the mandated cost program. Submit a schedule detailing the 
reimbursement sources and amounts. 

(10) From Total Direct and Indirect Costs, line (07), subtract the sum of Offsetting Savings, line (08), and 
Other Reimbursements, line (09). Enter the remainder on this line and carry the amount forward to 
form FAM-27, line (07) for the Estimated Claim or line (13) for the Reimbursement Claim. 
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MANDA TED COSTS 

INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(02) Fiscal Year 

Check only one box per form to identify the activity being claimed. 

r--1 Development of Policies and 
L.__j Procedures D Staff Training 

FORM 

IWM-2 

r--1 Completion and Submission of Plan r---1 Response to Board During r--1 
L.__j to Board l.___l Approval Process l.___j Consultation With Board 

r--1 Designation of Waste Reduction and 
L._1 Recycling Coordinator D Maintenance of Approved Level of Reduction 

CJ Alternative Requirement or Time r---1 Alternative Requirement or Time Extension for 1/1/04 for 50% Waste 
Extension for 1/1/02 for 25% Waste l.___l 

0 Accounting 
System 

Employee Names, Job 
Classifications, Functions Performed 

and Description of Expenses 

Hourly 
Rate or 

Unit Cost 

D Annual Report 

(c) 

Hours 
Worked or 
Quantity 

Salaries 
and 

Benefits 

(05) Total D Subtotal c=J Page: __ of __ 

New 06/05 

r--1 Annual Recycled Material 
L.__j Reports 

Object Accounts 

Materials 
and 

Supplies 

(f) (g) 

Contract 
Services 

Fixed 
Assets 

Travel and 
Training 
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INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

Instructions 

(01) Claimant: Enter the name of the claimant. 

(02) Fiscal Year: Enter the fiscal year for which costs were incurred. 

FORM 

IWM-2 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check the box that indicates the cost activity being claimed. Check only one 
box per form. A separate form IWM-2 shall be prepared for each applicable activity. 

(04) Description of Expenses: The following table identifies the type of information required to support 
reimbursable costs. To detail costs for the activity box "checked" in block (03), enter the employee 
names, position titles, a brief description of the activities performed, actual time spent by each 
employee, productive hourly rates, fringe benefits, supplies used, contract services, and travel and 
training expenses. The descriptions required in column (4)(a) must be of sufficient detail to 
explain the cost of activities or items being claimed. For audit purposes, all supporting documents 
must be retained by the claimant for a period of not less than three years after the date the claim was 
filed or last amended, whichever is later. If no funds were appropriated and no payment was made at 
the time the claim was filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall be from the date of initial 
payment of the claim. Such documents shall be made available to the State Controller's Office on 
request. 

Object/ Columns 
Sub object 
Accounts (a) (b) (c) 

Salaries Employee Hourly Hours 
Namerritle Rate Worked 

Activities Benefit 

Benefits Performed Rate 

Materials Description 
Unit Quantity and of 

Supplies Supplies Used Cost Used 

Name of 

Contract Contractor Hourly Inclusive 
Services Specific Tasks Rate Dates of 

Performed Service 

Fixed Description of 

Assets 
Equipment Unit Cost Usage 
Purchased 

Travel and Purpose of Trip Per Diem 
Days 

Training Name and Title Rate 
Miles 

Departure and Mileage Rate 
Travel Return Date 

Employee 
Name!Title 

Training Name of Class 

(05) Total line (04), columns (d) through (h) and enter the sum on this line. Check the appropriate box to 
indicate if the amount is a total or subtotal. If more than one form is needed to detail the activity costs, 
number each page. Enter totals from line (05), columns (d) through (h) to form IWM-1, block (04), 
columns (a) through (e) in the appropriate row. 
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OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 

STATE MANDATED COSTS CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS NO. 2008-21 

INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS 

DECEMBER 1, 2008 

Revised January 21, 2009 

In accordance with Government Code (GC) Section 17561, eligible claimants may submit claims 
to the State Controller's Office (SCO) for reimbursement of costs incurred for state mandated 
cost programs. The following are claiming instructions and forms that eligible claimants will use 
for filing claims for the Integrated Waste Management (IWM) program. These claiming 
instructions are issued subsequent to adoption of the program's Parameters and Guidelines 
(P's & G's) by the Commission on State Mandates (CSM). 

On March 25, 2.004, CSM determined that the test claim legislation established costs mandated 
by the State according to the provisions listed in the P's & G's. For your reference, the P's & G's 
are included as an integral part of the claiming instructions. 

Eligible Claimants 

Any community college district that incurs increased costs as.a result of this mandate is eligible 
to claim reimbursement of these costs. 

Requirements, Limitations, and Exceptions 

Form lB for Alternative Compliance is to be completed only ifthe community college is unable 
to comply with the requirements ofB.5. (Divert Solid Waste/Maintain Required Level) on Form 
1A, pursuant to Reimbursable Activity C.1. or 2. as listed on page 6 of the P's and G's. 

It is not mandatory tore-file elaims for fiscal years in which there are no changes. In addition, if 
there is no "cost avoidance" to report and consequently no additional offsets to the original claim 
amounts, there is no need to re-file. 

Filing Deadlines 

A. Reimbursement Claims 

A reimbursement claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed with SCO by a 
CCD for reimbursement of costs incurred for which an appropriation is made for the purpose 
of paying the claim. 

In order for a claim to be considered properly filed, it must include documentation to support 
the indirect cost rate if the indirect cost rate exceeds seven percent. A full discussion of the 
indirect cost methods available to community colleges may be found in the P's &G's. 
Documentation to support actual costs must be kept on hand by the claimant and made 
available to SCO upon request as explained in the P's & G's. 
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Initial reimbursement claims must be filed within 120 days from the issuance date of the 
claiming instructions. Costs incurred for compliance with the mandated activities pursuant to 
Public Contract Code (PCC) Sections 12167 and 12167.1 are reimbursable for fiscal years 
1999-00 and subsequent years. Seeking an alternative diversion goal or time extension 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 42922, 42923, and 42927 are reimbursable from 
January 1, 2000, to December 31, 2005. All other costs incurred pursuant to Chapter 764, 
Statutes of 1999, are reimbursable for the period January 1, 2000, to June 30, 2000, and 
subsequent years. Actual claims must be filed with SCO and be delivered or postmarked on 
or before March 31, 2009. Claims for fiscal year 2008-09 must be delivered or postmarked 
on or before February 16, 2010, or a late fee will he assessed. Claims filed more than one 
year after the deadline will not be accepted. 

B. Estimated Claims 

Pursuant to AB 8, Chapter 6, Statutes of 2008, the option to file estimated claims has been 
eliminated. Therefore, estimated claims filed on or after February 16, 2008, will not be 
accepted by SCO. 

Minimum Claim Cost 

GC Section 17564(a) provides that no claim may be filed pursuant to Sections 17551 and 17561, 
unless such claim exceeds one thousand dollars ($1,000). 

Certification of Claim 

In accordance with the provisions of the Code of Civil Procedure Section 2015.5, an authorized 
officer of the- claimant is required to provide a certification of claim stating: "I certify, (or 
declare), under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct," and must further comply with the requirements of GC Section 17561, for the 
costs mandated by the State and contained herein. 

Audit of Costs 

All claims submitted to SCO are reviewed to determine if costs are related to the mandate, are 
reasonable and not excessive, and the claim was prepared in accordance with SCO's claiming 
instructions and the P's & G's adopted by CSM. If any adjustments are made to a claim, a 
"Notice of Claim Adjustment" specifying the claim component adjusted, the amount adjusted, 
and the reason for the adjustment, will be mailed within 30 days after payment of the claim. 

Pursuant to GC Section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by 
a community college district for this mandate is subject to the initiation of an audit by SCO no 
later than three years after the date that the actual reimbursement claim was filed or last 
amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are appropriated or no payment was made to a 
claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim was filed, the time for SCO 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 no later than two years after the date that the audit was 
initiated. All documents used to support the reimbursable activities must be retained during the 
period subject to audit. If an audit has been initiated by SCO during the period subject to audit, 
the retention period is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. On-site audits 
will be conducted by SCO as deemed necessary. 

2 
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Retention of Claiming Instructions 

The claiming instructions and forms in this package should be retained permanently in your 
Mandated Cost Manual for future reference and use in filing claims. These forms should be 
duplicated to meet your filing requirements. You will be notified of updated forms or changes to 
claiming instructions as necessary. 

Questions, or requests for hard copies of these instructions, should be faxed to Angie Lowi-Teng 
at (916) 323-6527 or e-mailed to ateng@sco.ca.gov. Or, if you wish, you may call Angie of the 
Local Reimbursements Section at (916) 323-0706. 

For your reference, these and future mandated costs claiming instructions and forms can be 
found on the Internet at www.sco.ca.gov/ard/localllocreim/index.shtml. 

Address for Filing Claims 

Claims should be rounded to the nearest dollar. Submit a signed original and a copy of form 
F AM-27, Claim for Payment, and all other forms and supporting documents. 

To expedite the payment process, please sign the form in blue ink, and attach a copy of the 
form FAM-27 to the top of the claim package. 

Use the following mailing addresses: 

If delivered by 
U.S. Postal Service: 

Office ofthe State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

3 

If delivered by 
other delivery services: 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
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Amended: September 26, 2008 
Adopted: March 30, 2005 

AMENDMENTS TO 

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

Public Resources Code Sections 40148, 40196.3, 42920-42928 
Public Contract Code Sections 12167 and 12167.1 

Statutes 1999, Chapter 764 (A.B. 75) 
Statutes 1992, Chapter 1116 (A.B. 3521) 

State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan (February 2000) 

Integrated Waste Management 
00-TC-07 

Santa Monica and Lake Tahoe Community College Districts, Co-claimants 

I. SUMMARY OF THE MANDATE 

On March 25,2004, th<:< Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted its Statement of 
Decision finding that Public Resources Code sections 40148, 40196.3, 42920-42928; Public 
Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1; and the State Agency Model Integrated Waste 
Management Plan (February 2000) require new activities, as specified below, which constitute 
new programs or higher levels of service for community college districts within the meaning of 
article XIII B, section 6, of the California Constitution, and impose costs mandated by the state 
pursuant to Government Code section 17514. 

Specifically, the Commission approved this test claim for the increased costs of performing the 
following specific new activities: 

• Comply with the model plan (Pub. Resources Code,§ 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State 
Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan, February 2000): A community 
college must comply with the California Integrated Waste Management Board's (Board) 
model integrated waste management plan, which includes consulting with the Board to revise 
the model plan, as well as completing and submitting to the Board the following: (1) state 
agency or large state facility information form; (2) state agency list of facilities; (3) state 
agency waste requction and recycling program worksheet, including the sections on program 
activities, promotional programs, and procurement activities; and (4) state agency integrated 
waste management plan questions. 

• Designate a solid waste reduction and recycling coordinator (Pub. Resources 
Code,§ 42920, subd. (c)): A community college must designate one solid waste reduction 
and recycling coordinator to perform new duties imposed by chapter 18.5 (Pub. Resources 
Code, §§ 42920- 42928), including implementing the community college's integrated waste 
management plan, and acting as a liaison to other state agencies (as defined by section 
40196.3) and coordinators. 

Parameters and Guidelines Amendment 
Integrated Waste Management 
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• Divert solid waste (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42921 & 42922, subd. (i)): A community 
college must divert at least 25 percent of all its solid waste from landfill disposal or 
transformation facilities by January 1, 2002, through source reduction, recycling, and 
composting activities, and divert at least 50 percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal 
or transformation facilities by January 1, 2004, through source reduction, recycling, and 
com posting. 

A community college unable to comply with this diversion requirement may instead seek, 
until December 31,2005, either an alternative requirement or time extension (but not both) 
as specified below: 

o Seek an alternative requirement (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42927 & 42922, 
subds. (a) & (b)): A community college that is unable to comply with the 50-percent 
diversion requirement must: (1) notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for 
its inability to comply; (2) request of the Board an alternative to the 50-percent 
requirement; (3) participate in a public hearing on its alternative requirement; 
(4)provide the Board with information as to (a) the community college's good faith 
efforts to effectively implement the source reduction, recycling, and composting 
measures described in its integrated waste management plan, and demonstration of its 
progress toward meeting the alternative requirement as described in its annual reports 
to the Board; (b) the community college's inability to meet the 50-percent diversion 
requirement despite implementing the measures in its plan; (c) the alternative source 
reduction, recycling, and composting requirement represents the greatest diversion 
amount that the community college may reasonably and feasibly achieve, and 
(d) relate to the Board circumstances that support the request for an alternative 
requirement, such as waste disposal patterns and the types of waste disposed by the 
community college. 

o Seek a time extension (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42927 & 42923 subds. (a) & (c)): 
A community college that is unable to comply with the January 1, 2002 deadline to 
divert 25 percent of its solid waste, must do the following pursuant to section 42923, 
subdivisions (a) and (c): (1) notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for its 
inability to comply; (2) request of the Board an alternative to the January 1, 2002 
deadline; (3) provide evidence to the Board that it is making a good faith effort to 
implement the source reduction, recycling, and composting programs identified in its 
integrated waste management plan; and ( 4) provide information to the Board that 
describes the relevant circumstances that contributed to the request for extension, 
such as lack of markets for recycled materials, local efforts to implement source 
reduction, recycling and composting programs, facilities built or planned, waste 
disposal patterns, and the type of waste disposed of by the community college. 
(5) The community college must also submit a plan of correction that demonstrates 
that it will meet the requirements of Section 42921 [the 25 and 50 percent diversion 
requirements] before the time extension expires, including the source reduction, 
recycling, or composting steps the community college will implement, a date prior to 
the expiration of the time extension when the requirements of Section 42921 will be 
met, the existing programs that it will modify, any new programs that will be 
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implemented to meet those requirements, and the means by which these programs 
will be funded. 

• Report to the Board (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42926, subd. (a) & 42922, subd. (i)): A 
community college must annually submit, by April I, 2002 and by April 1 each subsequent 
year, a report to the Board summarizing its progress in reducing solid waste. The 
information in the report is to encompass the previous calendar year and shall contain, at a 
minimum, the following as outlined in s.ection 42926, subdivision (b): (I) calculations of 
annual disposal reduction; (2) information on the changes in waste generated or disposed of 
due to increases or decreases in employees, economics, or other factors; (3) a summary of 
progress implementing the integrated waste management plan; ( 4) the extent to which the 
community college intends to use programs or facilities established by the local agency for 
handling, diversion, and disposal of solid waste. (If the college does not intend to use those 
established programs or facilities, it must identify sufficient disposal capacity for solid waste 
that is not source reduced, recycled or composted.) (5) For a community college that has 
been granted a time extension by the Board, it shall include a summary of progress made ih 
meeting the integrated waste management plan implementation schedule pursuant to section 
42921, subdivision (b), and complying with the college's plan of correction, before the 
expiration of the time extension. (6) For a community college that has been granted an 
alternative source reduction, recycling, and composting requirement by the Board pursuant to 
section 42922, it shall include a summary of progress made towards meeting the alternative 
requirement as well as an explanation of current circumstances that support the continuation 
ofthe alternative requirement. 

• Submit recycled material reports (Pub. Contract Code, § 12167.1): A community 
college must annually report to the Board on quantities of recyclable materials collected for 
recycling. 

State of CalifOrnia. Department o(Finance. CalifOrnia Integrated Waste Management Board v. 
Commission on State Mandates, et al. (Sacramento County Superior Court, Case 
No. 07CS00355) 

The Department of Finance and the Integrated Waste Management Board filed a petition for writ 
of mandate in March 2007, asking the court to set aside the Commission's decision granting the 
test claim and to require the Commission to issue a new Statement of Decision and parameters 
and guidelines that give full consideration to the community colleges' cost savings (e.g. avoided 
landfill disposal fees) and revenues (from recyclables) by complying with the test claim statutes. 
Petitioners' position was that the Commission had not properly accounted for all the offsetting 
cost savings from avoided disposal costs, or offsetting revenues from the sale of recyclable 
materials, in the Statement of Decision or parameters and guidelines. The Judgment and a Writ 
of Mandate were issued on June 30, 2008, ordering the Commission to: 

I. amend the parameters and guidelines in Test Claim No. 00-TC-07 to require 
community college districts claiming reimbursable costs of an integrated waste 
management plan under Public Resources Code section 42920, et seq. to identify 
and offset from their claims, consistent with the directions for revenue in Public 
Contract code sections 12167 and 12167.1, cost savings realized as a result of 
implementing their plans; and 
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2. amend the parameters and guidelines in Test Claim No. 00-TC-07 to require 
community college districts claiming reimbursable costs of an integrated waste 
management plan under Public Resources Code section 42920, et seq. to identify 
and offset from their claims all ofthe revenue generated as a result of implementing 
their plans, without regard to the limitations or conditions described in sections 
12167 and 12167.1 of the Public Contract Code. 

II. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS 

Community college districts that incur increased costs as a result of this mandate are eligible to 
claim reimbursement. 

III. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT 

Government Code section 17557 states that a test claim must be submitted on or before June 30 
following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year. The test claim for this 
mandate was filed on March 9, 2001. Therefore, costs incurred for compliance with Public 
Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1 (Stats. 1992, ch. 1116) are eligible for reimbursement 
on or after July 1, 1999. However, because of the statute's operative date, all other costs 
incurred pursuant to Statutes 1999, chapter 764 are eligible for reimbursement on or after 
January 1, 2000. 

Seeking an alternative diversion goal or time extension (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42922, 42923, 
and 42927) is reimbursable until December 31,2005. 

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

If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $1000, no reimbursement shall be allowed, 
except as otherwise allowed by Government Code section 17564. 

IV. REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES 

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

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost 
allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, training packets, and 
declarations. Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, "I certify (or 
declare) under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct," and must further comply with the requirements of Code of Civil Procedure 
section 2015.5. Evidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to the 
reimbursable activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government 
requirements. However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents. 
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The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased costs for reimbursable 
activities identified below. Increased cost is limited to the cost of an activity that the claimant is 
required to incur as a result of the mandate. 

For each eligible claimant, the following activities are reimbursable: 

A. One-Time Activities (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 

1. Develop the necessary district policies and procedures for the implementation of the 
integrated waste management plan. 

2. Train district staff on the requirements and implementation of the integrated waste 
. management plan (one-time per employee). Training is limited to the staff working 
directly on the plan. 

B. Ongoing Activities (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 

1. Complete and submit to the Board the following as part ofthe State Agency Model 
Integrated Waste Management Plan (Pub. Resources Code,§ 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State 
Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan, February 2000.): 

a. state agency or large state facility information form; 

b. state agency list of facilities; 

c. state agency waste reduction and recycling program worksheets that describe 
program activities, promotional programs, and procurement activities, and other 
questionnaires; and 

d. state agency integrated waste management plan questions. 

NOTE: Although reporting on promotional programs and procurement activities in the 
model plan is reimbursable, implementing promotional programs and procurement 
activities is not. 

2. Respond to any Board reporting requirements during the approval process. (Pub. 
Resources Code,§ 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State Agency Model Integrated Waste 
Management Plan, February 2000.) 

3. Consult with the Board to revise the model plan, ifnecessary.1 (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan, 
February 2000.) 

4. Designate one solid waste reduction and recycling coordinator ("coordinator") for each 
college in the district to perform new duties imposed by chapter 18.5 (Pub. Resources 
Code,§§ 42920- 42928). The coordinator shall implement the integrated waste 
management plan. The coordinator shall act as a liaison to other state agencies (as 
defined by section 40196.3) and coordinators. (Pub. Resources Code,§ 42920, subd. 
(c).) 

1 Attachment 1, California Integrated Waste Management Board, State Agency Model Integrated 
Waste Management Plan (February 2000). 
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5. Divert at least 25 percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal or transformation 
facilities by January 1, 2002, and at least 50 percent of all solid waste from landfill 
disposal or transformation facilities by January 1, 2004, through source reduction, 
recycling, and composting activities. Maintain the required level of reduction, as 
approved by the Board. (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42921 & 42922, subd. (i).) 

C. Alternative Compliance (Reimbursable from January 1, 2000- December 31, 2005) 

1. Seek either an alternative requirement or time extension if a community college is unable 
to comply with the January 1, 2002 deadline to divert 25 percent of its solid waste, by 
doing the following: (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42927 & 42923 subds. (a) & (c).) 

a. Notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for its inability to comply. 

b. Request ofthe Board an alternative to the January 1, 2002 deadline. 

c. Provide evidence to the Board that the college is making a good faith effort to 
implement the source reduction, recycling, and composting programs identified in 
its integrated waste management plan. 

d. Provide information that describes the relevant circumstances that contributed to 
the request for extension, such as lack of markets for recycled materials, local 
efforts to implement source reduction, recycling and composting programs, 
facilities built or planned, waste disposal patterns, and the type of waste disposed 
of by the community college. 

e. Submit a plan of correction that demonstrates that the college will meet the 
requirements of Section 42921 [the 25 and 50 percent diversion requirements] 
before the time extension expires, including the source reduction, recycling, or 
composting steps the community college will implement, a date prior to the 
expiration of the time extension when the requirements of Section 42921 will be 
met, the existing programs that it will modify, any new programs that will be 
implemented to meet those requirements, and the means by which these programs 
will be funded. 

2. Seek either an alternative requirement or time extension if a community college is unable 
to comply with the January 1, 2004 deadline to divert 50 percent of its solid waste, by 
doing the following: (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42927 & 42922, subds. (a) & (b).) 

a. Notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for its inability to comply. 

b. Request of the Board an alternative to the 50-percent requirement. 

c. Participate in a public hearing on its alternative requirement. 

d. Provide the Board with information as to: 

(i) the community college's good faith efforts to implement the source 
reduction, recycling, and composting measures described in its integrated 
waste management plan, and demonstration of its progress toward meeting 
the alternative requirement as described in its annual reports to the Board; 

(ii) the community college's inability to meet the 50 percent diversion 
requirement despite implementing the measures in its plan; 
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(iii) how the alternative source reduction, recycling, and composting 
requirement represents the greatest diversion amount that the community 
college may reasonably and feasibly achieve; and, 

(iv) the circumstances that support the request for an alternative requirement, 
such as waste disposal patterns and the types of waste disposed by the 
community college. 

D. Accounting System (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 

Developing, implementing, and maintaining an accounting system to enter and track the 
college's source reduction, recycling and composting activities, the cost of those activities, 
the proceeds from the sale of any recycled materials, and such other accounting systems 
which will allow it to make its annual reports to the state and determine waste reduction. 
Note: only the pro-rata portion of the costs incurred to implement the reimbursable activities 
can be claimed. 

E. Annual Report (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 

Annually prepare and submit, by April1, 2002, and by April1 each subsequent year, a report 
to the Board summarizing its progress in reducing solid waste. The information in the report 
must encompass the previous calendar year and shall contain, at a minimum, the following as 
outlined in section 42926, subdivision (b): (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42926, subd. (a) & 
42922, subd. (i).) 

1. calculations of annual disposal reduction; 

2. information on the changes in waste generated or disposed of due to increases or 
decreases in employees, economics, or other factors; 

3. a summary of progress made in implementing the integrated waste management plan; 

4. the extent to which the community college intends to use programs or facilities 
established by the local agency for handling, diversion, and disposal of solid waste 
(If the college does not intend to use those established programs or facilities, it must 
identify sufficient disposal capacity for solid waste that is not source reduced, recycled or 
composted.); 

5. for a community college that has been granted a time extension by the Board, it shall 
include a summary of progress made in meeting the integrated waste management plan 
implementation schedule pursuant to section 42921, subdivision (b), and complying with 
the college's plan of correction, before the expiration of the time extension; 

6. for a community college that has been granted an alternative source reduction, recycling, 
and composting requirement by the Board pursuant to section 42922, it shall include a 
summary of progress made towards meeting the alternative requirement as well as an 
explanation of current circumstances that supp01i the continuation of the alternative 
requirement. 
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F. Annual Recycled Material Reports (Reimbursable starting July I, 1999) 

Annually report to the Board on quantities of recyclable materials collected for recycling. 
(Pub. Contract Code,§ 12167.1.) 

V. CLAIM PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION 

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

A. Direct Cost Reporting 

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

1. Salaries and Benefits 

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

2. Materials and Supplies 

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

3. Contracted Services 

Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement the reimbursable 
activities. Attach a copy of the contract to the claim. If the contractor bills for time and 
materials, report the number of hours spent on the activities and all costs charged. If the 
contract is a fixed price, report the dates when services were performed and itemize all costs 
for those services. 

4. Fixed Assets and Equipment 

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

5. Travel 

Report the name of the employee traveling for the purpose ofthe reimbursable activities. 
Include the date oftravel, destination point, the specific reimbursable activity requiring 
travel, and related travel expenses reimbursed to the employee in compliance with the rules 

of the local jurisdiction. Report employee travel time according to the rules of cost element 
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A. I., Salaries and Benefits, for each applicable reimbursable activity. 

6. Training 

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

B. Indirect Cost Rates 

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

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

Community colleges have the option of using: (1) a federally approved rate, utilizing the cost 
accounting principles from the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-2l,."Cost 
Principles of Educational Institutions"; (2) the rate calculated on State Controller's Form 
FAM-29C; or (3) a 7% indirect cost rate. 

VI. RECORD RETENTION 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual 
costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to this chapter is subject to the initiation 
of an audit by the Controller no later than three years after the date that the actual reimbursement 
claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are appropriated or no 
payment is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim is filed, the 
time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment 
of the claim. In any case, an audit shall be completed not later than two years after the date that 
the audit is commenced. All documents used to support the reimbursable activities, as described 
in Section IV, must be retained during the period subject to audit. If an audit has been initiated 
by the Controller during the period subject to audit, the retention period is extended until the 
ultimate resolution of any audit findings. 

VII. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

Reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including but not limited to, services fees 
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collected, federal funds, and other state funds allocated to any service provided under this 
program, shall be identified and offset from this claim. Offsetting revenue shall include all 
revenues generated from implementing the Integrated Waste Management Plan. 

In addition, revenue from a building-operating fee imposed pursuant to Education Code 
section 76375, subdivision (a) if received by a claimant and the revenue is applied to this 
program, shall be deducted from the costs claimed. 

VIII. OFFSETTING COST SAVINGS 

Reduced or avoided costs realized from implementation of the community college districts' 
Integrated Waste Management plans shall be identified and offset from this claim as cost 
savings, consistent with the directions for revenue in Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 
12167.1. Pursuant to these statutes, community college districts are required to deposit cost 
savings resulting from their Integrated Waste Management plans in the Integrated Waste 
Management Account in the Integrated Waste Management Fund; the funds deposited in the 
Integrated Waste Management Account, upon appropriation by the Legislature, may be 
expended by the California Integrated Waste Management Board for the purpose of offsetting 
Integrated Waste Management plan costs. Subject to the approval of the California Integrated 
Waste Management Board, cost savings by a community college that do not exceed two 
thousand dollars ($2,000) annually are continuously appropriated for expenditure by the 
community college for the purpose of offsetting Integrated Waste Management program costs. 
Cost savings exceeding two thousand dollars ($2,000) annually may be available for expenditure 
by the community college only when appropriated by the Legislature. To the extent so approved 
or appropriated and applied to the college, these amounts shall be identified and offset from the 
costs claimed for implementing the Integrated Waste Management Plan. 

IX. STATE CONTROLLER'S REVISED CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS 

The Controller shall, within 60 days after receiving amended parameters and guidelines prepare 
and issue revised claiming instructions for mandates that require state reimbursement after any 
decision or order of the commission pursuant to section 17559. The claiming instructions shall 
be derived from the test claim decision and the parameters and guidelines adopted by the 
Commission. Pursuant to Government Code section 17561, subdivision (d)(2), issuance of the 
claiming instructions shall constitute a notice of the right of the local agencies and school 
districts to file reimbursement claims, based upon parameters and guidelines adopted by the 
Commission. In preparing revised claiming instructions, the Controller may request the 
assistance ofotherstate agencies. (Gov. Code,§ 17558, subdivision (c).) 

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

X. REMEDIES BEFORE THE COMMISSION 

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

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

XI. LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

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

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 

INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 

(02) Claimant Name 

Address 

Type of Claim Reimbursement Claim 

(19) Program Number 00256 

(20) Date Filed 

(21) LRS Input 

Reimbursement Claim Data 

(22) FORM-1, (04)(1) 

(23) FORM-1, (05) 

(24) FORM-1, (08) 

(25) FORM-1, (09) 

(26) FORM-1, (1 0) . 

(09) Reimbursement D (27) 

Program 

256 

~--------------~--------------_, 

Fiscal Year of 
Cost 

Less: Prior Claim Payment Received 

Net Claimed Amount 

Due from State 

Due to State 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 

(1 0) Combined D (28) 

~--------------~--------------_, 

(11) Amended D (29) 

(12) (30) 

(13) (31) 

(14) (32) 

(15) (33) 

(16) (34) 

(17) (35) 

(18) (36) 

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code § 17561, I certify that I am. the officer authorized by the community 
college to file mandated cost claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have 
not violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grant or payment received, for reimbursement 
of costs claimed herein; and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All 
offsetting savings and reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are 
supported by source documentation currently maintained by the claimant. 

The amounts for the Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of actual costs set forth on the 
attached statements. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and 
correct. 

Signature of Authorized Officer Date 

Type or Print Name Title 

(38) Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number 

E-mail Address 

Form FAM-27 (Revised 01/09) 97
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Program 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

256 CERTIFICATION CLAIM FORM 
FORM 

INSTRUCTIONS FAM-27 

(01) Enter the payee number assigned by the State Controller's Office. 

(02) Enter your Official Name, County of Location, Street or P. 0. Box address, City, State, and Zip Code. 

(03) Leave blank. 

(04) Leave blank. 

(05) Leave blank. 

(06) Leave blank. 

(07) Leave blank. 

(08) Leave blank. 

(09) If filing a reimbursement claim, enter an :·x" in the box on line (09) Reimbursement. 

(10) If filing a combined reimbursement claim on behalf of districts within the county, enter an "X" in the box on line (10) Combined. 

(11) If filing an amended reimbursement claim, enter an "X" in the box on line (11) Amended. 

(12) Enter the fiscal year for which actual costs are being claimed. If actual costs for more than one fiscal year are being claimed, 
complete a separate form FAM-27 for each fiscal year. 

(13) Enter the amount of the reimbursement claim from Form-1A, line (11 ). The total claimed amount must exceed $1,000. 

(14) Reimbursement claims must be filed by February 15 of the following fiscal year in which costs were incurred or the claims will 
be reduced by a late penally. Enter zero if the claim was timely filed, otherwise, enter the product of multiplying line (13) by the 
factor 0.10 (1 0% penally), not to exceed $10,000. 

(15) If filing a reimbursement claim or a claim was previously filed for the same fiscal year, enter the amount received for the claim. 
Otherwise, enter a zero. 

(16) Enter the result of subtracting line (14) and line (15) from line (13). 

(17) If line (16), Net Claimed Amount, is positive, enter that amount on line (17), Due from State. 

(18) If line (16), Net Claimed Amount, is negative, enter that amount on line (18), Due to State. 

(19) to (21) Leave blank. 

(22) to (36) Reimbursement Claim Data. Bring forward the cost information as specified on the left-hand column of lines (22) through (36) for 
the reimbursement claim, e.g., Form-1, (04)(t), means the information is located on Form-1, block (04), column (f). Enter the 
information on the same line but in the right-hand column. Cost information should be rounded to the nearest dollar, i.e., no 
cents. Indirect costs percentage should be shown as a whole number and without the percent symbol, i.e., 7.548% should be 
shown as 8. Completion of this data block will expedite the payment process. 

(37) Read the statement "Certification of Claim." If it is true, the claim must be dated, signed by the district's authorized officer, and 
must include the person's name and title, typed or printed. Claims cannot be paid unless accompanied by an original 
signed certification. (To expedite the payment process, please sign the form FAM-27 with blue ink, and attach a copy of 
the form FAM-27 to the top of the claim package.) 

(38) Enter the name, telephone number, and e-mail address of the person to contact if additional information is required. 

SUBMIT A SIGNED ORIGINAL, AND A COPY OF FORM FAM-27, WITH ALL OTHER FORMS AND SUPPORTING 
DOCUMENTS TO: 

Address, if delivered by U.S. Postal Service: 

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 
ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

Form FAM-27 (Revised 01/09) 

Address, if delivered by other delivery service: 

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 
ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
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Program · MANDA TED COSTS FORM 

256 INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 1A CLAIM SUMMARY 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

Reimbursement 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(03) Reimbursable (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 
Activities Salaries Materials Travel 

and and 
Contract Fixed 

and Total 
Benefits Supplies 

Services Assets 
Training 

A. One-Time Activity 

1. Develop Policies and 
Procedures 

2. 
Train District Staff on 
IWM Plan 

B. Ongoing Activities 

1. Complete and Submit 
IWM Plan to Board 

2. 
Respond to Board 
Requirements 

3. Consult with Board to 
Revise Plan 

4. Designate Coordinator 
for Each College 

Divert Solid 
5. Waste/Maintain 

Required Level 

(04) Total Direct Costs 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate [Refer to Claiming Instructions] 

(06) Total Indirect Costs [Refer to Claiming Instructions] 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (05)(f) + line (07)] 

(08) Total from Forms 1A, 18, and 1C [Add 1A(07) + 18(07) + 1C(07)] 

Cost Reduction 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings 

(1 0) Less: Other Reimbursements 

(11) Total Claimed Amount [Line (08) -{line (09) + line (1 0)}] 
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MANDATED COSTS Program 
INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

256 
Enter the name of the claimant. 

Enter the fiscal year of costs. 

CLAIM SUMMARY 
INSTRUCTIONS 

M dtdC tM an a e OS anua 

FORM 

1A 
(01) 

(02) 

(03) Reimbursable Activities. For each reimbursable activity, enter the totals from form Form-2A, line (09), 
columns (d) through (h), to form Form-1A, block (03), columns (a) through (e), in the appropriate row. 
Total each row. 

(8)(5) Divert Solid Waste/Maintain Required Level. If this activity is claimed, Form 18 for Alternative 
Compliance must not be completed. 

(04) Total Direct Costs. Total columns (a) through (f). 

(05) Use the SCO FAM-29C, Flat 7%, or Federally Approved OMS A-21 methodology if specifically allowed by 
the P's and G's for this program. See the Community College Mandated Cost Manual, Section 9, 
Indirect Costs for important instructions on claming indirect costs using the Federally Approved 
OM8 A-21 Rate for electronic claims. 

(06) Enter the result of multiplying Salaries and Benefits Only, line (04)(a), by the Indirect cost rate, line (05). 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs. Enter the sum of Total Direct Costs, line (04)(f), and Total Indirect Costs, 
line (06). 

(08) Enter the sum total of Forms 1A, 18 and 1 C here. 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings. If applicable, enter the total savings experienced by the claimant as a direct 
result of this mandate, such as reduction in disposal costs, staff reductions (including benefits), materials 
and supplies (less purchases due to re-use), elimination of storage, reduction in transportation costs, 
equipment, and any other relevant reduction in costs. Submit a detailed schedule of savings with the 
claim. 

(1 0) Less: Other Reimbursements. If applicable, enter the amount of other reimbursements received from any 
source including, but not limited to, sale of recyclables, sale of surplus equipment, service fees collected, 
federal funds, and other state funds, which reimbursed any portion of the mandated cost program. Submit 
a schedule detailing the reimbursement sources and amounts. 

(11) Total Claimed Amount. From Total Direct and Indirect Costs, line (08), subtract the sum of Offsetting 
Savings, line (09), and Other Reimbursements, line (10). Enter the remainder on this line and carry the 
amount forward to form FAM-27, line (13) for the Reimbursement Claim. 
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Program MANDA TED COSTS FORM 

256 INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 18 CLAIM SUMMARY 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

Reimbursement 

C. Alternative Compliance (From 01/01/2000 to 12/31/2005} Do not complete if 85 on Form 1A is claimed. 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Choose either 1 or 2, as applicable. 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

1. Alternative Requirement (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 
of Time Extension {If 
unable to comply with Salaries Materials Travel 01/01/02 deadline to divert 

and and 
Contract Fixed 

and Total 25% of solid waste per Services Assets 
PRC€€ 42927 & 42923 (a) Benefits Supplies Training 
& (c)} 

a. 
Provide Written Notification 
to the Board 

b. 
Request Alternative from 
the Board 

c. 
Provide Evidence to the 
Board 

d. 
Provide Relevant 
Information 

e. Submit Plan of Correction 

(04) Total Direct Costs 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

2. Alternative Requirement (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 
of Time Extension {If 
unable to comply with 

Salaries Materials Travel 01/01/04 deadline to divert Contract Fixed 
25% of solid waste per and and 

Services Assets 
and Total 

PRC€€ 42927 & 42922 (a) Benefits Supplies Training 
& (b)} 

a. 
Provide Written Notification 
to the Board 

b. 
Request Alternative from 
the Board 

c. 
Participate in Public 
Hearing 

d. 
Provide Information to the 
Board : 

(04) Total Direct Costs 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate [Refer to Claiming Instructions] 

(06) Total Indirect Costs [Refer to Claiming Instructions! 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (05)(f) +line (06)] [Forward total to Form-1A. line (08)] 
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Program FORM 

256 
MANDATED COSTS 

18 INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
CLAIM SUMMARY 

This form is to be completed only if the community college is unable to comply with the reimbursable 
activity, listed on the P's and G's page 6, under IV. REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES, B.5., Ongoing 
Activities, and listed on Form-1A as Divert Solid Waste/Maintain Required Level. 

Choose either Reimbursable Activity 1 or 2, as applicable. _ 

If the community college is unable to comply with the January 1, 2002, deadline to divert at least 25% of all 
solid waste from landfill disposal or transformation facilities, complete Reimbursable Activity 1. 

If the community college is unable to comply with the January 1, 2004, deadline to divert at least 50% of all 
solid waste from landfill disposal or transformation facilities, complete Reimbursable Activity 2. 

(01) Enter the name of the claimant. 

(02} Enter the fiscal year of claim. 

(03) Reimbursable Activities. For each reimbursable activity, enter the total from form 28, line (09}, columns (d) 
through (h) tci form 1A, block (03), columns (a) through (e) in the appropriate row. Total each row. 

(04) Total Direct Costs. Total columns (a) through (f). 

(05) Use the SCO FAM-29C, Flat 7%, or Federally Approved OMB A-21 methodology if specifically allowed by the 
P's and G's for this program. See the Community College Mandated Cost Manual, Section 9, Indirect 
Costs for important instructions on claming indirect costs using the Federally Approved OMB A-21 
Rate for electronic claims. 

(06) Depending on the direct cost method used, enter the result of multiplying Salaries and Benefits Only, line 
(04)(1)(a) or line (04)(2)(a), by the Indirect cost rate, line (05). 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs. Actual Cost Method: Enter the sum of Total Direct Costs, line (04)(f), and Total 
Indirect Costs, line (06). Forward this amount to Form-1A, line (08). 
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Program MANDA TED COSTS FORM 

256 INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 1C CLAIM SUMMARY 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

Reimbursement 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(03) Reimbursable (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 
Activities · 

Salaries Materials Contract Fixed Travel 
and and Services Assets and Total 

Benefits Supplies Training 

D. Accounting System Reimbursement begins January 1, 2000 

1. 
Develop, Implement & 
Maintain System 

E. Annual Report of 
Reimbursement begins January 1, 2000 Progress 

1. 
Calculations of Annual 
Disposal Reduction 

2. Information on the 
Changes 

3. 
Summary of Process Made 
in IWM Plan 

4. 
The Extent of CCD's Use 
ofiWM Plan 

5. Time Extension Summary 
of Progress 

6. 
Alternative Reduction 
Summary of Progress 

F. Annual Recycled 
Reimbursement begins July 1, 1999 

Material Reports 

1. 
AnnuaiReporttothe 
Board 

(04) Total Direct Costs 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate [Refer to Claiming Instructions] 

(06) Total Indirect Costs [Refer to Claiming Instructions] 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (04)(f) + line (06)] [Fo!Ward total to Form-1A, line (08)] 
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Program MANDA TED COSTS FORM 
INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

256 CLAIM SUMMARY 1C INSTRUCTIONS 

(01) Enter the name of the claimant. 

(02) Enter the fiscal year of costs. 

(03) Reimbursable Activities. For each reimbursable activity, enter the totals from form Form-2C, line (09), 
columns (d) through (h), to form Form-1 C, block (03), columns (a) through (e), in the appropriate row. Total 
each row. 

(8)(5) Divert Solid Waste/Maintain Required Level. If this activity is claimed, Form 1 B for Alternative Compliance 
must not be completed. 

(04) Total Direct Costs. Total columns (a) through (f). 

(05) Use the SCO FAM-29C, Flat 7%, or Federally Approved OMB A-21 methodology if specifically allowed by 
the P's and G's for this program. See the Community College Mandated Cost Manual, Section 9, 
Indirect Costs for important instructions on claming indirect costs using the Federally Approved 
OMB A-21 Rate for electronic claims. 

(06) Enter the result of multiplying Salaries and Benefits Only, line (04)(a), by the Indirect cost rate, line (05). 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs. Enter the sum of Total Direct Costs, line (04)(f), and Total Indirect Costs, 
line (06). Forward this total to Form-1A, line (08). 
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Program 

256 
MANDA TED COSTS 

INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

FORM 

2A 
(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 

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

One-Time Activities 

0 Development of Policies and Procedures 

0 Train District Staff on IWM Plan 

(08) Description of Expenses 

(a) 
Employee Names, Job 

Classifications, Functions 
Performed 

and Description of Expenses 

(b) 
Hourly 
Rate or 

Unit Cost 

(c) 
Hours 

Worked or 
Quantity 

(09) Total 0 Subtotal 0 Page: __ of __ 

Revised 01/09 

(d) 
Salaries 

and 
Benefits 

Ongoing Activities 

0 Complete and Submit of IWM Plan to Board 

0 Respond to Board Requirements 

0 Consult with Board to Revise Plan 

0 Designate Coordinator for Each College 

0 Divert Solid Waste/Maintain Required Level 

(e) 
Materials 

and 
Supplies 

Object Accounts 

(f) 
Contract 
Services 

(g) 
Fixed 

Assets 

(h) 
Travel and 

Training 
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Program FORM 

256 
INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 2A INSTRUCTIONS 

(01) Enter the name ofthe claimant. 

(02) Enter the fiscal year for which costs were incurred. 

(03) Leave blank. 

(04) Leave blank. 

(05) Leave blank. 

(06) Leave blank. 

(07) Reimbursable Activities. Check the box that indicates the activity being claimed. Check only one box per form. A separate Form-2 must 
be prepared for each applicable activity. 

(08) Description of Expenses. The following table identifies the type of information required to support reimbursable costs. To detail costs for 
the activity box "checked" in block (03), enter the employee names, position titles, a brief description of the activities performed, actual 
time spent by each employee, productive hourly rates, fringe benefits, supplies used, contract services, and travel and training 
expenses. The descriptions required in column (4)(a) must be of sufficient detail to explain the cost of activities or items being 
claimed. For audit purposes, all supporting documents must be retained by the claimant for a period of not less than three years after 
the date the claim was filed or last amended, whichever is later. If no funds were appropriated and no payment was made at the time the 
claim was filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall be from the date of initial payment of the claim. Such documents shall 
be made available to SCO on request. 

Object/ Columns 
Submit 

supporting Sub object documents Accounts (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) with the claim 

Salaries and Salaries~ 
Benefits Employee Hourly Hours Hourly Rate 

Salaries 
Namerritle Rate Worked x Hours 

Worked 

\ 

Benefit Benefits~ 
Activities Benefit Rate 

Benefits Performed Rate x Salaries 

Materials Description 
Cost~ 

and of Unit Quantity Unit Cost 

Supplies Supplies Used Cost Used x Quantity 
Used 

Name of Hours Worked Cost~Hourly 
Copy of 

Contract Contractor Hourly 
Rate x Hours Contract Inclusive Worked or 

Services Specific Tasks Rate Dates of Total Contract and 
Performed Service Cost Invoices 

Fixed Description of Cost~ 

Assets 
Equipment Unit Cost Usage Unit Cost 
Purchased x Usage 

Travel and Purpose of Trip Per Diem Days Total Travel 
Training Name and Title Rate 

Miles Cost~ Rate 
Departure and Mileage Rate 

Travel Mode 
x Days or 

Travel Return Date Travel Cost Miles 

Employee 
Dates Registration 

Training Namerritle 
Name of Class Attended Fee 

(09) Total line (08), columns (d) through (h) and enter the sum on this line. Check the appropriate box to indicate if the amount is a total or 
subtotal. If more than one form is needed to detail the activity costs, number each page. Enter totals from line (09), columns (d) through 
(h) to Form-1A, block (03), columns (a) through (e) in the appropriate row. 
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Program 

256 
(01) Claimant 

MANDA TED COSTS 
INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(02) Fiscal Year 

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

FORM 

28 

1. Alternative Requirement or Time 2. Alternative Requirement or Time Extension 

0 Provide Written Notification to the Board 

0 Request Alternative from the Board 

0 Providie Evidence to the Board 

0 Provide Relevant Information 

0 Submit Plan of Correction 

(08) Description of Expenses 

(a) 
Employee Names, Job 

Classifications, Functions 
Performed 

and Description of Expenses 

(b) 
Hourly 
Rate or 

Unit Cost 

(c) 
Hours 

Worked or 
Quantity 

(09) Total 0 Subtotal 0 Page: __ of __ 

Revised 01/09 

(d) 
Salaries 

and 
Benefits 

0 Provide Written Notification to the Board 

0 Request Alternative from the Board 

0 Participate in Public Hearing 

0 Provide Information to the Board 

(e) 
Materials 

and 
Supplies 

Object Accounts 

(f) 
Contract 
Services 

(g) 
Fixed 

Assets 

(h) 
Travel and 
Training 
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Program FORM 

256 
INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 28 INSTRUCTIONS 

(0 1) Enter the name of the claimant. 

(02) Enter the fiscal yearfor which costs were incurred. 

(03) Leave blank. 

(04) Leave blank. 

(05) Leave blank. 

(06) Leave blank. 

(07) Reimbursable Activities. Check the box that indicates the activity being claimed. Check only one box per form. A separate Form-2 must 
be prepared for each applicable activity. 

(08) Description of Expenses. The following table identifies the type of information required to support reimbursable costs. To detail costs for 
the activity box "checked" in block (03), enter the employee names, position titles, a brief description of the activities performed, actual 
time spent by each employee, productive hourly rates, fringe benefits, supplies used, contract services, and travel and training 
expenses. The descriptions required in column (4)(a) must be of sufficient detail to explain the cost of activities or items being 
claimed. For audit purposes, all supporting documents must be retained by the claimant for a period of not less than three years after 
the date the claim was filed or last amended, whichever is later. If no funds were appropriated and no payment was made at the time the 
claim was filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall be from the date of initial payment of the claim. Such documents shall 
be made available to SCO on request. 

Object/ Columns 
Submit 

supporting 
Sub object documents 
Accounts (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) with the claim 

Salaries and Salaries= 
Benefits Employee Hourly Hours Hourly Rate 

Salaries 
NamefTitle Rate Worked x Hours 

Worked 
-

Benefit 
Benefits= 

Activities Benefit Rate 
Benefits Performed Rate 

x Salaries 

Materials Description 
Cost= 

and of 
Unit Quantity Unit Cost 

Supplies Supplies Used 
Cost Used x Quantity 

Used 

Name of Hours Worked Cost-Hourly 
Copy of 

Contract Contractor Hourly 
Ratex Hours 

Contract Inclusive Worked or 
Services Specific Tasks Rate Dates of Total Contract 

and 

Performed Service Cost 
Invoices 

Fixed Description of Cost= 

Assets 
Equipment Unit Cost Usage Unit Cost 
Purchased x Usage 

Travel and Purpose of Trip Per Diem Days Total Travel 
Training Name and Title Rate Cost= Rate 

Departure and Mileage Rate 
Miles 

x Days or 

Travel Return Date Travel Cost 
Travel Mode Miles 

Employee 
Dates Registration 

Training NamefTitle 

Name of Class 
Attended Fee 

(09) Total line (08), columns (d) through (h) and enter the sum on this line. Check the appropriate box to indicate if the amount is a total or 
subtotal. If more than one form is needed to detail the activity costs, number each page. Enter totals from line (09), columns (d) through 
(h) to Form-1A, block (03), columns (a) through (e) in the appropriate row. 
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Program 

256 
(01) Claimant 

MANDA TED COSTS 
INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(02) Fiscal Year 

(07) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the activity being claimed. 

D. Accounting System 

D Develop, Implement & Maintain System 

F. Annual Recycled Material Reports 

D Anuual Report to the Board 

(08) Description of Expenses 

(a) 
Employee Names, Job 

Classifications, Functions 
Performed 

and Description of Expenses 

(b) 
Hourly 
Rate or 

Unit Cost 

(c) 
Hours 

Worked or 
Quantity 

(09) Total 0 Subtotal 0 Page: __ of __ 

Revised 01/09 

(d) 
Salaries 

and 
Benefits 

E. Annual Report of Progress 

D Calculations of Annual Disposal Reduction 

D Information on the Changes 

0 Summary of Progress Made in IWM Plan 

D The Extent of CCD's Use of IWM Plan 

D Time Extension Summary of Progress 

D Alternative Reduction Summary of Progress 

(e) 
Materials 

and 
Supplies 

Object Accounts 

(f) 
Contract 
Services 

(g) 
Fixed 

Assets 

FORM 

2C 

(h) 
Travel and 

Training 
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Program FORM 

256 
INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 2C INSTRUCTIONS 

(01) Enter the name of the claimant. 

(02) Enter the fiscal year for which costs were incurred. 

(03) Leave blank. 

(04) Leave blank. 

(05) Leave blank. 

(06) Leave blank. 

(07) Reimbursable Activities. Check the box that indicates the activity being claimed. Check only one box per form. A separate Form-2 must 
be prepared for each applicable activity. 

(08) Description of Expenses. The following table identifies the type of information required to support reimbursable costs. To detail costs for 
the activity box "checked" in block (03), enter the employee names, position titles, a brief description of the activities performed, actual 
time spent by each employee, productive hourly rates, fringe benefits, supplies used, contract services, and travel and training 
expenses. The descriptions required in column (4)(a) must be of sufficient detail to explain the cost of activities or items being 
claimed. For audit purposes, all supporting documents must be retained by lhe claimant for a period of not less than three years after 
the date the claim was filed or last amended, whichever is later. If no funds were appropriated and no payment was made at the time the 
claim was filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall be from the date of initial payment of the claim. Such documents shall 
be made available to SCO on request. 

Object/ Columns 
Submit 

Sub object supporting 
documents Accounts (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) with the claim 

Salaries and Salaries= 
Benefits Employee Hourly Hours Hourly Rate 

Salaries 
Name/Title Rate Worked x Hours 

Worked 

Benefit Benefits= 
Activities Benefit Rate Benefits Performed Rate x Salaries 

Materials Description Cost= 

and of Unit Quantity Unit Cost 

Supplies Supplies Used Cost Used x Quantity 
Used 

Name of Hours Worked Cost-Hourly Copy of 
Contract Contractor Hourly Rate x Hours 

Contract Inclusive Worked or 
Services Specific Tasks Rate Dales of Total Contract and 

Performed Service Cost Invoices 

Fixed Description of Cost= 

Assets 
Equipment Unit Cost Usage Unit Cost 
Purchased x Usage 

Travel and Purpose of Trip Per Diem Days Total Travel 
Training Name and Title Rate Cost= Rate 

Departure and Mileage Rate Miles 
x Days or 

Travel Return Date Travel Cost Travel Mode Miles 

Employee 
Dates Registration 

Training Name/Title 
Name of Class Attended Fee 

(09) Total line (08), columns (d) through (h) and enter the sum on this line. Check the appropriate box to indicate if the amount is a total or 
subtotal. If more than one form is needed to detail the activity costs, number each page. Enter totals from line (09), columns (d) through 
(h) to Form-1A, block (03), columns (a) through (e) in the appropriate row. 
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State of California Community Colleges Mandated Cost Manual 

FILING A CLAIM 

1. Introduction 

The law in the State of California, (GC Sections 17500 through 17617), provides for the 
reimbursement of costs incurred by community college districts (CCD) for costs mandated by the 
State. Costs mandated by the State means any increased costs which a CCD is required to incur 
after July 1, 1980, as a result of any statute enacted after January 1, 1975, or any executive order 
implementing such statute which mandates a new program or higher level of service of an existing 
program. 

Estimated claims that show costs to be incurred in the current fiscal year and reimbursement claims 
that detail the costs actually incurred for the prior fiscal year may be filed with the State Controller's 
Office (SCO). Claims for on-going programs are filed annually by January 15. Claims for new 
programs are filed within 120 days from the date claiming instructions are issued for the program. A 
10 percent penalty, up to $1 ,000 for continuing claims, no limit for initial claims, is assessed for late 
claims. The SCO may audit the records of any CCD to verify the actual amount of mandated costs 
and may reduce any claim that is excessive or unreasonable. 

When a program has been reimbursed for three or more years, the Commission on State Mandates 
(COSM) may approve the program for inclusion in the State Mandates Apportionment System 
(SMAS). For programs included in SMAS, the SCO determines the amount of each claimant's 
entitlement based on an average of three consecutive fiscal years of actual costs adjusted by any 
changes in the Implicit Price Deflator (IPD). Claimants with an established entitlement receive an 
annual apportionment adjusted by any changes in the IPD and, under certain circumstances, by 
any changes in workload. Claimants with an established entitlement do not file further claims for the 
program. 

The SCO is authorized to make payments for costs of mandated programs from amounts 
appropriated by the State Budget Act, by the State Mandates Claims Fund, or by specific 
legislation. In the event the appropriation is insufficient to pay claims in full, claimants will receive 
prorated payments in proportion to the dollar amount of approved claims for the program. Balances 
of prorated payments will be made when supple~entary funds are made available. 

The instructions contained in this manual· are intended to provide general guidance for filing a 
mandated cost claim. Since each mandate is administered separately, it is important to refer to the 
specific program for information relating to established policies on eligible reimbursable costs. 

2. Types of Claims 

There are three types of claims: Reimbursement, estimated, and entitlement. A claimant may file a 
reimbursement claim for actual mandated costs incurred in the prior fiscal year or may file an 
estimated claim for mandated costs to be incurred during the current fiscal year. An entitlement 
claim may be filed for the purpose of establishing a base year entitlement amount for mandated 
programs included in SMAS. A claimant who has established a base year entitlement for a 
program, would receive an automatic annual payment which is reflective of the current costs for the 
program. 

All claims received by the SCO will be reviewed to verify actual costs. An adjustment of the claim 
will be made if the amount claimed is determined to be excessive, improper, or unreasonable. The 
claim must be filed with sufficient documentation to support the costs claimed. The types of 
documentation required to substantiate a claim are identified in the instructions for the program. 
The certification of claim, form FAM-27, must be signed and dated by the entity's authorized officer 
in order for the SCO to make payment on the claim. 
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State of California Community Colleges Mandated Cost Manual 

A. Reimbursement Claim 

A reimbursement claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed with the SCO by a 
CCD for reimbursement of costs incurred for which an appropriation is made for the purpose of 
paying the claim. The claim must include supporting documentation to substantiate the costs 
claimed. 

Initial reimbursement claims are first-time claims for reimbursement of costs for one or more 
prior fiscal years of a program that was previously unfunded. Claims are due 120 days from the 
date of issuance of the claiming instructions for the program by the SCO. The first statute that 
appropriates funds for the mandated program will specify the fiscal years for which costs are 
eligible for reimbursement. 

Annual reimbursement claims must be filed by January 15 following the fiscal year in which 
costs were incurred for the program. A reimbursement claim must detail the costs actually 
incurred in the prior fiscal year. 

An actual claim for 2005-06 fiscal year, may be filed by January 15, 2007 without a late penalty. 
Claims filed after the deadline will be reduced by a late penalty of 10%, not to exceed $1,000. 
However, initial reimbursement claims will be reduced by a late penalty of 10% with no 
limitation. In order for a claim to be considered properly filed, it must include any specific 
supporting documentation requested in the instructions. Claims filed more than one year after 
the deadline or without the requested supporting documentation will not be accepted. 

B. Estimated Claim 

An estimated claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed with the SCO, during the 
fiscal year in which the mandated costs are to be incurred by the CCD, against an 
appropriation made to the SCO for the purpose of paying those costs. 

An estimated claim may be filed in conjunction with an initial reimbursement claim, annual 
reimbursement claim, or at other times for estimated costs to be incurred during the current 
fiscal year. Annual estimated claims are due January 15 of the fiscal year in which the costs 
are to be incurred. Initial estimated claims are due on the date specified in the claiming 
instructions. Timely filed estimated claims are paid before those filed after the deadline. 

After receiving payment for an estimated claim, the claimant must file a reimbursement claim 
by January 15 following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred. If the claimant fails to file 
a reimbursement claim, monies received for the estimated claims must be returned to the 
State. 

C. Entitlement Claim 

An entitlement claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed by a CCD with the SCO 
for the sole purpose of establishing or adjusting a base year entitlement for a mandated 
program that has been included in SMAS. An entitlement claim should not contain nonrecurring 
or initial start-up costs. There is no statutory deadline for the filing of entitlement claims. 
However, entitlement claims and supporting documents should be filed by January 15, 
following the third fiscal year used to develop the entitlement claim, to permit an orderly 
processing of claims. When the claims are approved and a base year entitlement amount is 
determined, the claimant will receive an apportionment reflective of the program's current year 
costs. 

Once a mandate has been included in SMAS and the claimant has established a base year 
entitlement, the claimant will receive automatic payments from the SCO for the mandate. The 
automatic apportionment is determined by adjusting the claimant's base year entitlement for 
changes in the implicit price deflator of costs of goods and services to governmental agencies, 
as determined by the State Department of Finance. For programs approved by the COSM for 
inclusion in SMAS on or after January 1, 1988, the payment for each year succeeding the three 
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year base period is adjusted according to any changes by both the deflator and average daily 
attendance. Annual apportionments for programs included in the system are paid on or before 
November 30 of each year. 

A base year entitlement is determined by computing an average of the claimant's costs for any 
three consecutive years after the program has been approved for the SMAS process. The 
amount is first adjusted according to any changes in the deflator. The deflator is applied 
separately to each year's costs for the three years, which comprise the base year. The SCO 
will perform this computation for each claimant who has filed claims for three consecutive 
years. If a claimant has incurred costs for three consecutive years but has not filed a claim in 
each of those years, the claimant may file an entitlement claim, form FAM-43, to establish a 
base year entitlement. The form FAM-43 is included in the claiming instructions for SMAS 
programs. An entitlement claim does not result in the claimant being reimbursed for the costs 
incurred, but rather entitles the claimant to receive automatic payments from SMAS. 

3. Minimum Claim Amount 

For initial claims and annual claims filed on or after September 30 2002, if the total costs for a given 
year do not exceed $1,000, no reimbursement shall be allowed except as otherwiseallowed by GC 
Section 17564. 

4. Filing Deadline for Claims 

Initial reimbursement claims (first-time claims) for reimbursement of costs of a previously unfunded 
mandated program must be filed within 120 days from the date of issuance of the program's 
claiming instructions by the SCO. If the initial reimbursement claim is filed after the deadline, but 
within one year of the deadline, the approved claim must be reduced by a 10% penalty. A claim 
filed more than one year after the deadline cannot be accepted for reimbursement. 

Annual reimbursement claims for costs incurred during the previous fiscal year and estimated 
claims for costs to be incurred during the current fiscal year must be filed with the SCO and 
postmarked on or before January 15. If the annual or estimated reimbursement claim is filed after 
the deadline, but within one year of the deadline, the approved claim must be reduced by a 10% 
late penalty, not to exceed $1,000. Claims must include supporting data to show how the amount 

·claimed was derived. Without this information, the claim cannot be accepted. 

Entitlement claims do not have a filing deadline. However, entitlement claims and supporting 
documents should be filed by January 15 to permit an orderly processing of claims. Entitlement 
claims are used to establish a base year entitlement amount for calculating automatic annual 
payments. Entitlement does not result in the claimant being reimbursed for costs incurred, but 
rather entitles the claimant to receive automatic payments from SMAS. 

5. Payment of Claims 

In order for the SCO to authorize payment of a claim, the Certification of Claim, form FAM-27, must 
be properly filled out, signed, and dated by the entity's authorized officer. 

Reimbursement and estimated claims are paid within 60 days of the filing deadline for the claim, or 
15 days after the date the appropriation for the claim is effective, whichever is later. A claimant is 
entitled to receive accrued interest at the pooled money investment account rate if the payment 
was made more than 60 days after the claim filing deadline or the actual date of claim receipt, 
whichever is later. For an initial claim, interest begins to accrue when the payment is made more 
than 365 days after the adoption of the program's statewide cost estimate. The SCO may withhold 
up to 20 percent of the amount of an initial claim until the claim is audited to verify the actual 
amount of the mandated costs. The 20 percent withheld is not subject to accrued interest. 
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In the event the amount appropriated by the Legislature is insufficient to pay the approved amount 
in full for a program, claimants will receive a prorated payment in proportion to the amount of 
approved claims timely filed and on hand at the time of proration. · 

The SCO reports the amounts of insufficient appropriations to the State Department of Finance, the 
Chairperson of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee, and the Chairperson of the respective 
committee in each house of the Legislature, which consider appropriations in order to assure 
appropriation of these funds in the Budget Act. If these funds cannot be appropriated on .a timely 
basis in the Budget Act, this information is transmitted to the COSM which will include these 
amounts in its report to assure that an appropriation sufficient to pay the claims is included in the 
next local government claims bill or other appropriation bills. When the supplementary funds are 

' made available, the balance of the claims will be paid. 

Unless specified in the statutes, regulations, or P's & G's, the determination of allowable and 
unallowable costs for mandates is based on the P's & G's adopted by the COSM. The 
determination of allowable reimbursable mandated costs for unfunded mandates is made by the 
COSM. The SCO determines allowable reimbursable costs, subject to amendment by the COSM, 
for mandates funded by special legislation. Unless specified, allowable costs are those direct and 
indirect costs, less applicable credits, considered to be eligible for reimbursement. In order for costs 
to be allowable and thus eligible for reimbursement, the costs must meet the following general 
criteria: 

1. The cost is necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient administration of the mandate 
and not a general expense required to carry out the overall responsibilities of government. 

2. The cost is allocable to a particular cost objective identified in the P's & G's. 

3. The cost is net of any applicable credits that offset or reduce expenses of items allocable to the 
mandate. 

The SCO has identified certain costs that should not be claimed as direct program costs unless 
specified as reimbursable under the program's P's & G's. These costs include, but are not limited 
to, subscriptions, depreciation, memberships, conferences, workshops general education, and 
travel costs. 

6. State Mandates Apportionment System (SMAS) 

Chapter 1534, Statutes of 1985, established SMAS, a method of paying certain mandated 
programs as apportionments. This method is utilized whenever a program has been approved for 
inclusion in SMAS by the COSM. 

When a mandated program has been included in SMAS, the SCO will determine a base year 
entitlement amount for each CCD that has submitted reimbursement claims (or entitlement claims) 
for three consecutive fiscal years. A base year entitlement amount is determined by averaging the 
approved reimbursement claims (or entitlement claims) for 1982-83, 1983-84, and 1984-85 years or 
any three consecutive fiscal years thereafter. The amounts are first adjusted by any change in the 
Implicit Price Deflator (IPD), which is applied separately to each year's costs for the three years that 
comprise the base period. The base period means• the three fiscal years immediately succeeding 
the COSM's approval. 

Each CCD with an established base year entitlement for the program will receive automatic annual 
payments from the SCO reflective of the program's current year costs. The amount of 
apportionment is adjusted annually for any change in the IPD. If the mandated program was 
included in SMAS after January 1, 1988, the annual apportionment is adjusted for any change in 
both the IPD and average daily attendance. 

In the event a CCD has incurred costs for three consecutive fiscal years but did not file a 
reimbursement claim in one or more of those fiscal years, the CCD may file an entitlement claim for 
each of those missed years to establish a base year entitlement. An "entitlement claim" means any 
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claim filed by CCD with the SCO for the sole purpose of establishing a base year entitlement. A 
base year entitlement shall not include any nonrecurring or initial start-up costs. 

Initial apportionments are made on an individual program basis. After the initial year, all 
apportionments are made by November 30. The amount to be apportioned is the base year 
entitlement adjusted by annual changes in the IPD for the cost of goods and services to 
governmental agencies as determined by the State Department of Finance. 

In the event the CCD determines that the amount of apportionment does not accurately reflect 
costs incurred to comply with a mandate, the process of adjusting an established base year 
entitlement upon which the apportionment is based is set forth in GC Section 17615.8 and requires 
the approval of the COSM. 

7. Direct Costs 

A direct cost is a cost that can be identified specifically with a particular program or activity. Each 
claimed reimbursable cost must be supported by documentation as described in Section 12. Costs 
that are typically classified as direct costs are: 

(1) Employee Wages, Salaries, and Fringe Benefits 

For each of the mandated activities performed, the claimant must list the names of the 
employees who worked on the mandate, their job classification, hours worked on the 
mandate, and rate of pay. The claimant may, in-lieu of reporting actual compensation and 
fringe benefits, use a productive hourly rate: 

(a) Productive Hourly Rate Options 

A CCD may use one of the following methods to compute productive hourly rates: 

• Actual annual productive hours for each employee 

• The weighted-average annual productive hours for each job title, or 

• 1 ,800* annual productive hours for all employees 

If actual annual productive hours or weighted-average annual productive hours for each 
job title is chosen, the claim must include a computation of how these hours were computed. 

* 1,800 annual productive hours excludes the following employee time: 
o Paid holidays 
o Vacation earned 
o Sick leave taken 
o Informal time off 
o Jury duty 
o Military leave taken. 

(b) Compute a Productive Hourly Rate 

1. Compute a productive hourly rate for salaried employees to include actual fringe benefit 
costs. The methodology for converting a salary to a productive hourly r~te is to 
compute the employee's annual salary and fringe benefits and divide by the annual 
productive hours. 

Revised 12/06 Filing a Claim, Page 5 117



State of California Community Colleges Mandated Cost Manual 

Table 1: Productive Hourly Rate, Annual Salary+ Benefits Method 

Formula: Description: 

[(EAS +Benefits)+ APH] = PHR EAS = Employee's Annual Salary 

APH =Annual Productive Hours 

[($26,000 + $8,099)] + 1,800 hrs = 18.94 PHR = Productive Hourly Rate 

• As illustrated in Table 1, if you assume an employee's compensation was $26,000 
and $8,099 for annual salary and fringe benefits, respectively, using the "Salary + 
Benefits Method," the productive hourly rate would be $18.94. To convert a biweekly 
salary to EAS, multiply the biweekly salary by 26. To convert a monthly salary to 
EAS, multiply the monthly salary by 12. Use the same methodology to convert other 
salary periods. 

2. A claimant may also compute the productive hourly rate by using the "Percent of Salary 
Method." 

Table 2: Productive Hourly Rate, Percent of Salary Method 

Example: 

Step 1: Fringe Benefits as a Percent of 
Salary 

Step 2: Productive Hourly Rate 

Retirement 

Social Security & Medicare 

Health & Dental Insurance 

Workers Compensation 

Total 

Description: 

EAS = Employee's Annual Salary 

FBR = Fringe Benefit Rate 

15.00 % Formula: 

7.65 [(EAS x (1 + FBR)) + APH] = PHR 

5.25 

3.25 (($26,000 X (1.3115)) + 1,800] = $18.94 

31.15% 

APH =Annual Productive Hours 

PHR = Productive Hourly Rate 

• As illustrated in Table 3, both methods produce the same productive hourly rate. 

Reimbursement for personnel services includes, but is not limited to, compensation paid 
for salaries, wages and employee fringe benefits. Employee fringe benefits include 
employer's contributions for social security, pension plans, insurance, workmen's 
compensation insurance and similar payments. These benefits are eligible for 
reimbursement as long as they are distributed equitably to all activities. Whether these 
costs are allowable is based on the following presumptions: 

o The amount of compensation is reasonable for the service rendered. 

• The compensation paid and benefits received are appropriately authorized by the 
governing board. 

• Amounts charged for personnel services are based on payroll documents that are 
supported by time and attendance or equivalent records for individual employees. 

• The methods used to distribute personnel services should produce an equitable 
distribution of direct and indirect allowable costs. 
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For each of the employees included in the claim, the claimant must use reasonable rates 
and hours in computing the wage cost. If a person of a higher-level job position, perform 
an activity which normally would be performed by a lower-level position, reimbursement 
for time spent is allowable at the average salary range for the lower-level position. The 
salary rate of the person at a higher-level position may be claimed if it can be shown that 
it was more cost effective in comparison to the performance by a person at the lower
level position under normal circumstances and conditions. The number of hours charged 
to an activity should reflect the time expected to complete the activity under normal 
circumstances and conditions. The numbers of hours in excess of normal expected hours· 
are not reimbursable. 

(c) Calculating an Average Productive Hourly Rate 

In those instances where the parameters and guidelines allow a unit as a basis of 
claiming costs, the direct labor component of the unit cost should be expressed as an 
average productive hourly rate and can be determined as follows: 

Table 3: Calculating an Average Productive Hourly Rate 

Time Productive Total Cost 
Spent Houri~ Rate b~ Emplo~ee 

Employee A 1.25 hrs $6.00 $7.50 

Employee 8 0.75 hrs 4.50 3.38 

Employee C 3.50 hrs 10.00 35.00 

Total 5.50 hrs $45.88 

Average Productive Hourly Rate is $45.88/5.50 hrs. = $8.34 

(d) Employer's Fringe Benefits Contribution 

(e) 

Revised 12/06 

A CCD has the option of claiming actual employer's fringe benefit contributions or may 
compute an average fringe benefit cost for the employee's job classification and claim it 
as a percentage of direct labor. The same time base should be used for both salary 
and fringe benefits when computing a percentage. For example, if health and dental 
insurance payments are made annually, use an annual salary. After the percentage of 
salary for each fringe benefit is computed, total them. 

For example: 

Emplo~er's Contribution %of Salary 

Retirement 15.00% 

Social Security 7.65% 

Health and Dental 
5.25% 

Insurance 

Worker's Compensation 0.75% 

Total 28.65% 

Materials and Supplies 

Only actual expenses can be claimed for materials and supplies, which were acquired 
and consumed specifically for the purpose of a mandated program. The claimant must 
list the materials and supplies that were used to perform the mandated activity, the 
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number of units consumed, the cost per unit, and the total dollar amount claimed. 
Materials and supplies purchased to perform a particular mandated activity are 
expected to be reasonable in quality, quantity, and cost. Purchases in excess of 
reasonable quality, quantity, and cost are not reimbursable. Materials and supplies 
withdrawn from inventory and charged to the mandated activity must be based on a 
recognized method of pricing, consistently applied. Purchases shall be claimed at the 
actual price after deducting discounts, rebates and allowances received by the CCD. 

(f) Calculating a Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies 

In those instances where the P's & G's suggest that a unit cost be developed for use as 
a basis of claiming costs mandated by the State, the materials and supplies component 
of the unit cost should be expressed as a unit cost of materials and supplies as shown 
in Table 1 or Table 2: 

Table 1: Calculating A Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies 

Amount of 
Supplies Used 

Supplies Cost Per Unit Per Activity 

Paper 0.02 4 

Files 0.10 1 

Envelopes 0.03 2 

Photocopies 0.10 4 

Table 2: Calculating a Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies 

Supplies 

Paper ($10.00 for 500 sheet ream) 

Files ($2.50 for box of 25) 

Envelopes ($3.00 for box of 1 00) 

Photocopies ($0.05 per copy) 

Supplies 
Used 

250 Sheets 

10 Folders 

50 Envelopes 

40 Copies 

Unit Cost 
of Supplies 
Per Activity 

$0.08 

0.10 

0.06 

0.40 

$0.64 

Unit Cost 
of Supplies 
Per Activity 

$5.00 

1.00 

1.50 

2.00 

$9.50 

If the number of reimbursable instances is 25, then the unit cost of supplies is $0.38 
per reimbursable instance ($9.50/25). 

(g) Contract Services 

Revised 12/06 

The cost of contract services is allowable if the CCD lacks the staff resources or 
necessary expertise, or it is economically feasible to hire a contractor to perform the 
mandated activity. The claimant must give the name of the contractor, explain the 
reason for having to hire a contractor, describe the mandated activities performed, give 
the dates when the activities were performed, the number of hours spent performing 
the mandate, the hourly billing rate, and the total cost. The hourly billing rate shall not 
exceed the rate specified in the P's & G's for the mandated program. The contractor's 
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invoice, or statement, which includes an itemized list of costs for activities performed, 
must accompany the claim. 

(h) Equipment Rental Costs 

Equipment purchases and leases (with an option to purchas"e) 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 other than reimbursable activities, only 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. 

U) TraveiExpenses 

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 limitations 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 each 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 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. 

8. 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. 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 Controller's methodology (FAM-29C) outlined in the 
following paragraphs. If specifically allowed by a mandated program's P's & G's, a district may 
alternately 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 (OMS) Circular A-21, Cost Principles for 
Educational Institutions; or (2) a flat 7% rate. 

The SCO developed FAM-29C 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 Community Colleges 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 OMS 
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 calculate them in accordance with OMS 
Circular A-21. 

OMS 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 OMS 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 allowance. 
Community Relations includes fundraising costs, which are unallowable under OMS 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. 
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Table 4: Indirect Cost Rate for Communitv Colleaes 

MANDA TED COST 
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS 

FORM 
FAM 29-C 

(1) Claimant 

Instructional Activities 
Instruct. Admin. & Instruct. Governance 

EDP 
599 

6000 

. . 6100 
missions and Records 6200 

Student Counseling and Guidance 6300 
Other Student Services 6400 

peration and Maintenance of Plant 6500 
Ianning, Policy Making, and Coordination 6600 

erallnstitutional Support Services 6700 
Community Relations 6710 
Fiscal Operations 6720 
Human Resources Management 6730 

Non-instructional Staff Retirees' Benefits and 
Retirement Incentives 6740 
Staff Development 6750 
Staff Diversity 6760 
Logistical Services 6770 
Management Information Systems 6780 
Other General Institutional Support Services 6790 

ommunity Services and Economic Development 6800 
liary Services 6900 

Operations 7000 

Depreciation or Use Allowance- Building 

Depreciation or Use Allowance - Equipment 

ndirect Cost Rate (A)/(8) 

Revised 12/06 

Total Costs 
Per CCFS-311 

$ 51,792,408 
6,882,034 
4,155,095 
2,104,543 
4,570,658 
5.426,510 
8,528,585 
5.015.333 

885,089 
1,891.424 
1,378,288 

1,011,060 
108,655 
30,125 

2,790,091 
2,595,214 

33,155 
340,014 

1,148,730 

$100,687,011 

(02) Period of Claim 

Less: Capital FAM 29-C 
Outlay and Adjusted 

Other Out o Total Direct 
$ (230,904) $ 51,561,504 $ 51,561,504 

(216,518) 6,665,516 6,665,516 

(9,348) 4,145,747 4,145,747 

(3,824) 2,100,719 2,100,719 

(1,605) 4,569,053 4,569,053 

(41,046) 5,385,464 5 
(111,743) 8.416,842 

- 4,991,673 
-

(6,091)' 878,998 
(40,854) 1,850,570 

(25,899) 1,352,389 
- -

1,011,060 1,011,060 
(8,782) 99!873 99,873 

30,125 30,125 
(244,746) 2,545,345 2,545,345 

(496,861) 2,098,353 2,098,353 

(4.435) 28,720 28.720 
340,014 

(296) 1,148,434 

$ (1,466,612) $ 99,220,399 $26,752,087 

(A) (B) 

34.84% 
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For costs incurred on or after January 1, 2005, a reasonable reimbursement methodology can be 
used as a formula for reimbursing CCD costs mandated by the state that meets certain conditions 
specified in GC Section 17518.5(a). For costs incurred prior to January 1, 2005, a time study can 
only be substituted for continuous records of actual time spent for a specific fiscal year if the 
program's P's & G's allows for the use of time studies. 

Two methods are acceptable for documenting employee time charged to mandated cost programs: 
Actual Time Reporting and Time Study, which are described below. Application of time study 
results is restricted. As explained in Time Study Results below, the results may be projected 
forward a maximum of two years provided the claimant meets certain criteria. 

Actual Time Reporting 

The P's & G's define reimbursable activities for each mandated cost program. (Some P's & G's 
refer to reimbursable activities as reimbursable components.) When employees work on multiple 
activities and/or programs, a distribution of their salaries or wages must be supported by personnel 
activity reports or equivalent documentation that meets the following standards (which clarify 
documentation requirements discussed under the Reimbursable Activities section of recent P's & 
G's): 

.. They must reflect an after-the-fact (contemporaneous) distribution of the actual activity of each 
employee; 

.. They must account for the total activity for which each employee is compensated; 
• They must be prepared at least monthly and must coincide with one or more pay periods; and 
• They must be signed by the employee. 

Budget estimates or other distribution percentages determined before services are performed do 
not qualify as support for time distribution. 

Time Study 

In certain cases, a time study may be used to substitute for continuous records of actual time spent 
on multiple activities and/or programs. An effective time study requires that an activity be a task that 
is repetitive in nature. Activities that require a varying level of effort are not appropriate for time 
studies. 

Time Study Plan 

A time study plan is necessary before conducting the time study. The claimant must retain the time 
study plan for audit purposes. The plan needs to identify the following: 

• Time period(s) to be studied - The plan must show that all time periods selected are 
representative of the fiscal year, and that the results can be reasonably projected to 
approximate actual costs. 

• Activities and/or programs to be studied -For each mandated program included, the time study 
must separately identify each reimbursable activity defined in the mandated program's P's & 
G's, which are derived from the program's Statement of Decision. If a reimbursable activity in 
the P's & G's identifies separate and distinct sub-activities, they must also be treated as 
individual activities. 
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For example, sub-activities (a), (b), and (c) under reimbursable activity (8)(1) of the local agency's 
· Domestic Violence Treatment Services: Authorization and Case Management program relate to 

information to be discussed during victim notification by the probation department and therefore are 
not separate and distinct activities. These sub-activities do not have to be separately studied. 

• Process used to accomplish each reimbursable activity - Use flowcharts or similar analytical 
tools and/or written desk procedures to describe the process for each activity. 

• Employee universe - The employee universe used in the time study must include all positions 
whose salaries and wages are to be allocated by means of the time study. 

• Employee sample selection methodology - The plan must show that employees selected are 
representative of the employee universe, and the results can be reasonably projected to 
approximate actual costs. In addition, the employee sample size should be proportional to the 
variation in time spent to perform a task. The sample size should be larger for tasks with 
significant time variations. 

• Time increments to be recorded -The time increments used should be sufficient to recognize 
the number of different activities performed and the dynamics of these responsibilities. Very 
large increments (such as one hour or more) might be used for employees performing only a 
few functions that change very slowly over time. Very small increments (a number of minutes) 
may be needed for employees performing more short-term tasks. · 

Random moment sampling is not an acceptable alternative to continuous time records for 
mandated cost claims. Random moment sampling techniques are most applicable in situations 
where employees perform many different types of activities on a variety of programs with small time 
increments throughout the fiscal year. 

Time Study Documentation 

Time studies must: 

• Be supported by time records that are completed contemporaneously; 
• Report activity on a daily basis; 
• Be sufficiently detailed to reflect all mandated activities and/or programs performed during a 

specific time period; and 
• Coincide with one or more pay periods. 

Time records must be signed by the employee (electronic signatures are acceptable) and be 
supported by corroborating evidence which validates that the work was actually performed. As with 
actual time reporting, budget estimates or other distribution percentages determined before 
services are performed do not qualify as valid time studies. 

Time Study Results 

Time study results must be summarized to show how the time study supports the costs claimed for 
each activity. Any variations from the procedures identified in the original time study plan must be 
documented and explained. 

Current-year costs must be used to prepare a time study. Claimants may project time study results 
to no more than two subsequent fiscal years. A claimant may not apply time study results 
retroactively. 

• Annual Reimbursement Claims - Claimants may use time studies to support costs incurred on 
or after January 1, 2005. Claimants may not use time studies for the period July 1, 2004, 
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through December 31, 2004, unless (1) the program's P's & G's specifically allow time studies, 
and (2) the time study is prepared based on mandated activity occurring between July 1, 2004, 
and December 31, 2004. 

• Initial Claims- When filing an initial claim for new mandated programs, claimants may only use 
time study results for costs incurred on or after January 1, 2005. Claimants may not use time 
studies to support costs incurred before January 1, 2005, unless (1) the program's P's & G's 
specifically allow time studies, and (2) the claimant prepares separate time studies for each 
fiscal year preceding January 1, 2005, based on mandated activity occurring during those 
years. 

When projecting time study results, the claimant must certify that there have been no significant 
changes between years in either: (1) the requirements of each mandated program activity or (2) 
the processes and procedures used to accomplish the activity. For all years, the claimant must 
maintain corroborating evidence that validates the mandated activity was actually performed. Time 
study results used to support subsequent years' claims are subject to the recordkeeping 
requirements for those claims. 

10. Offset Against State Mandated Claims 

As noted previously, allowable costs are defined as those direct.and indirect costs, less applicable 
credits, considered to be eligible for reimbursement. When all or part of the costs of a mandated 
program are specifically reimbursable from local assistance revenue sources (e.g., state, federal, 
foundation, etc.), only that portion of any increased costs payable from CCD funds is eligible for 
reimbursement under the provisions of GC Section 17561. 

Example 1: 

As illustrated in Table 5, this example shows how the "Offset against State Mandated Claims" is 
determined for a CCD receiving block grant revenues not based on a formula allocation. 
Program costs for each of the situations equals $100,000. 

Table 5: Offset Against State Mandates, Example 1 

Program Actual Local State Offset Against Claimable 
Costs Assistance Mandated State Mandated Mandated 

Revenues Costs Claims Costs 

1. $100,000 $95,000 $2,500 $-0- $2,500 

2. 100,000 97,000 2,500 -0- 2,500 

3. 100,000 98,000 2,500 500 2,000 

4. 100,000 100,000 2,500 2,500 -0-

5. 100,000 * 50,000 2,500 1,250 1,250 

6. 100,000 * 49,000 2,500 250 2,250 

* ceo share is $50,000 of the program cost. 

Numbers (1) through (4 ), in Table 5, show intended funding at 100% from local assistance 
revenue sources. Numbers (5) and (6) show cost sharing on a 50150 basis with the district. In 
numbers (1) through (6), included in the program costs of $100,000 are state mandated costs 
of $2,500. The offset against state mandated claims are the amount of actual local assistance 
revenues, which exceeds the difference between program costs and state mandated costs. 
This offset cannot exceed the amount of state mandated costs. 
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In (1), local assistance revenues were less than expected. Local assistance funding was not in 
excess of the difference between program costs and state mandated costs. As a result, the 
offset against state mandated claims is zero and $2,500 is claimable as mandated costs. 

In (4), local assistance revenues were fully realized to cover the entire cost of the program, 
including the state mandate activity; therefore, the offset against state mandated claims is 
$2,500, and claimable costs are $0. 

In (5), the district is sharing 50% of the project cost. Since local assistance revenues of $50,000 
were fully realized, the offset against state mandated claims is $1 ,250. 

In (6), local assistance revenues were less than the amount expended and the offset against 
state mandated claims is $250. Therefore, the claimable mandated costs are $2,250. 

Example 2: 

As illustrated in Table 6, this example shows how the offset against state mandated claims is 
determined for a ceo receiving special project funds based on approved actual costs. Local 
assistance revenues for special projects must be applied proportionately to approve costs. 

Table 6: Offset Against State Mandates, Example 2 

Program Actual Local State Offset Against Claimable 
Costs Assistance Mandated State Mandated Mandated 

Revenues Costs Claims Costs 

1. $100,000 $100,000 $2,500 . $2,500 $-0-

2. 100,000 ** 75,000 2,500 1,875 625 

3. 100,000 ** 45,000 1,500 .1 '125 375 

** ceo share is $25,000 of the program cost. 

In (2), the entire program cost was approved. Since the local assistance revenue source covers 
75% of the program cost, it also proportionately covered 75% of the $2,500 state mandated 
costs, or $1 ,875. 

If in (3) local assistance revenues are less than the amount expected because only $60,000 of 
the $100,000 program costs were determined to be valid by the contracting agency, then a 
proportionate share of state mandated costs is likewise reduced to $1,500. The offset against 
state mandated claims is $1,125. Therefore, the claimable mandated costs are $375. 

Federal and State Funding Sources 

State school fund apportionments and federal aid for education, which are based on average daily 
attendance and are part of the general system of financing public schools as well as block grants 
which do not provide for specific reimbursement of costs (i.e., allocation formulas not tied to 
expenditures), should not be included as reimbursements from local assistance revenue sources. 

Governing Authority 

The costs of salaries and expenses of the governing authority, such as the school superintendent 
and governing board, are not reimbursable. These are costs of general government as described in 
the Office of Management and Budget Circular (OMB) 2 CFR Part 225. 
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11. Notice of Claim Adjustment 

All claims submitted to the SCO are reviewed to determine if the claim was prepared in accordance 
with the claiming instructions. If any adjustments are made to a claim, the claimant will receive a 
"Notice of Claim Adjustments" detailing adjustments made by the SCO. 

12. Audit of Costs 

All claims submitted to the State Controller's Office (SCO) are reviewed to determine if costs are 
related to the mandate, are reasonable and not excessive, and the claim was prepared in 
accordance with the SCO's claiming instructions and the P's & G's adopted by the COSM. If any 
adjustments are made to a claim, a "Notice of Claim Adjustment" specifying the claim component 
adjusted, the amount adjusted, and the reason for the adjustment will be mailed within 30 days 
after payment of the claim. 

Pursuant to GC Section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by 
CCD 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 was filed or last amended, whichever 
is later. However, if no funds were appropriated or no payment was 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 no later than two years after the date that the audit is commenced. All documents used 
to support the reimbursable activities must be retained during the period subject to audit. If an audit 
has been initiated by the Controller during the period subject to audit, the retention period is 
extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. 

on~site audits will be conducted by the SCO as deemed necessary. Accordingly, all documentation 
to support actual costs claimed must be retained for a period of three years after the end of the 
calendar year in which the reimbursement claim was filed or amended regardless of the year of 
costs incurred. When no funds are appropriated for initial claims at the time the claim is filed, 
supporting documents must be retained for three years from the date of initial payment of the claim. 
Claim documentation shall be made available to the SCO on request. 

13. Source Documents 

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

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost 
allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, training packets, and 
declarations. Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, "I certify under penalty 
of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct based upon 
personal knowledge." Evidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to 
the reimbursable activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government 
requirements. However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents. 

For costs incurred on or after January 1, 2005, a reasonable reimbursement methodology can be 
used as a formula for reimbursing a CCD mandated by the state that meets certain conditions 
specified in 17518.5(a). For costs incurred prior to January 1, 2005, time study can substitute for 
continuous records of actual time spent for a specific fiscal year only if the program's P's & G's 
allow for the use of time studies. 
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14. Claim Forms and Instructions 

A claimant may submit a computer generated report in substitution for Form-1 and Form-2, 
provided the format of the report and data fields contained within the report are identical to the 
claim forms included with these instructions. The claim forms provided with these instructions 
should be duplicated and used by the claimant to file an estimated or reimbursement claim. The 
SCO will revise the manual and claim forms as necessary. 

A. Form-2, ComponenUActivity Cost Detail 

This form is used to segregate the detail costs by claim component. In some mandates, specific 
reimbursable activities have been identified for each component. The expenses reported on 
this form must be supported by the official financial records of the claimant and copies of 
supporting documentation, as specified in the claiming instructions, must be submitted with the 
claims. All supporting documents must be retained for a period of not less than three years after 
the reimbursement Claim was filed or last amended. 

B. Form-1, Claim Summary 

This form is used to summarize direct costs by component and compute allowable indirect 
costs for the mandate. The direct costs summarized on thls form are derived from Form-2 and 
are carried forward to form FAM-27. 

A CCD has the option of using a federally approved rate (i.e., utilizing the cost accounting 
principles from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 2 CFR Part 225) or from FAM-
29C. 

C. Form FAM-27, Claim for Payment 

This form contains a certification that must be signed by an authorized officer of the CCD. All 
applicable information from Form-1 must be carried forward onto this form in order for the SCO 
to process the claim for payment. An original and one copy of the FAM-27 is required. 

Claims should be rounded to the nearest dollar. Submit a signed original and one copy of form 
FAM-27, Claim for Payment, and all other forms and supporting documents (To expedite the 
payment process, please sign the form FAM-27 with blue ink, and attach a copy of the 
form FAM-27 to the top of the claim package.) Use the following mailing addresses: 

If delivered by 
U.S. Postal Service: 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

15. Retention of Claiming Instructions 

If delivered by 
Other delivery services: 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

For your convenience, the revised claiming instructions in this package have been arranged in 
alphabetical order by program name. These revisions should be inserted in the School Mandated 
Cost Manual and the old forms they replace should be removed. The instructions should then be 
retained permanently for future reference, and the forms should be duplicated to meet your filing 
requirements. Annually, updated forms and any other information or instructions claimants may 
need to file claims, as well as instructions and forms for all new programs released throughout the 
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year will be placed on the SCO's web site at www.sco.ca.gov/ard/local/locreim/index.shtml. 

If you have any questions concerning mandated cost reimbursements, please write to us at the 
address listed for filing claims, or send e-mail to lrsdar@sco.ca.gov, or call the Local 
Reimbursements Section at (916) 324-5729. 

16. Retention of Claim Records and Supporting Documentation· 

All claims submitted to the SCO are reviewed to determine if costs are related to the mandate, are 
reasonable and not excessive, and that the claim was prepared in accordance with the SCO's 
claiming instructions and the COSM's P's and G's. if any ·adjustments are made to a claim, a 
"Notice of Claim Adjustments" specifying the claim component adjusted, the amount adjusted, and 
the reason for the adjustment, will be mailed within 30 days after payment of the claim. 

On-site audits will be conducted by the SCO as deemed necessary. Pursuant to GC Section 
17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a school district is subject 
to audit by the SCO no later than three years after the date the -actual reimbursement claim was 
filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds were appropriated or no payment 
was made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for ~ich the claim was filed, the time· for 
the SCO to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment cif the claim. 
Therefore, all documentation to support actual costs claimed must be retained for the same period, 
and shall be made available to the SCO on request. 
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FILING A CLAIM 

1. Introduction 

The law in the State of California, (GC Sections 17500 through 17617), provides for the 
reimbursement of costs incurred by community college districts (CCD) for costs mandated by the 
State. Costs mandated by the State means any increased costs which a CCD is required to incur 
after July 1, 1980, as a result of any statute enacted after January 1, 1975, or any executive order 
implementing such statute which mandates a new program or higher level of service of an existing 
program. 

Estimated claims that show costs to be incurred in the current fiscal year and reimbursement claims 
that detail the costs actually incurred for the prior fiscal year may be filed with the State Controller's 
Office (SCO). Claims for on-going programs are filed annually by February 15. Claims for new 
programs are filed within 120 days from the date claiming instructions are issued for the program. A 
10 percent penalty, up to $10,000 for continuing claims, no limit for initial claims, is assessed for 
late claims. The SCO may audit the records of any CCD to verify the actual amount of mandated 
costs and may reduce any claim that is excessive or unreasonable. 

When a program has been reimbursed for three or more years, the Commission on State Mandates 
(COSM) may approve the program for inclusion in the State Mandates Apportionment System 
(SMAS). For programs included in SMAS, the SCO determines the amount of each claimant's 
entitlement based on an average of three consecutive fiscal years of actual costs adjusted by any 
changes in the Implicit Price Deflator (IPD). Claimants with an established entitlement receive an 
annual apportionment adjusted by any changes in the IPD and, under certain circumstances, by 
any changes in workload. Claimants with an established entitlement do not file further claims for the 
program. 

The SCO is authorized to make payments for costs of mandated programs from amounts 
appropriated by the State Budget Act, by the State Mandates Claims Fund, or by specific 
legislation. In the event the appropriation is insufficient to pay claims in full, claimants will receive 
prorated payments in proportion to the dollar amount of approved claims for the program. Balances 
of prorated payments will be made when supplementary funds are made available. 

The instructions contained in this manual are intended to provide general guidance for filing a 
mandated cost claim. Since each mandate is administered separately, it is important to refer to the 
specific program for information relating to established policies on eligible reimbursable costs. 

2. Types of Claims 

There are three types of claims: Reimbursement, estimated, and entitlement. A claimant may file a 
reimbursement claim for actual mandated costs incurred in the prior fiscal year or may file an 
estimated claim for mandated costs to be incurred during the current fiscal year. An entitlement 
claim may be filed for the purpose of establishing a base year entitlement amount for mandated 
programs included in SMAS. A claimant who has established a base year entitlement for a 
program, would receive an automatic annual payment which is reflective of the current costs for the 
program. 

All claims received by the SCO will be reviewed to verify actual costs. An adjustment of the claim 
will be made if the amount claimed is determined to be excessive, improper, or unreasonable. The 
claim must be filed with sufficient documentation to support the costs claimed. The types of 
documentation required to substantiate a claim are identified in the instructions for the program. 
The certification of claim, form FAM-27, must be signed and dated by the entity's authorized officer 
in order for the SCO to make payment on the claim. 
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A. Reimbursement Claim 

A reimbursement claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed with the SCO by a 
ceo for reimbursement of costs incurred for which an appropriation is made for the purpose of 
paying the claim. The claim must include supporting documentation to substantiate the costs 
claimed. 

Initial reimbursement claims are first-time claims for reimbursement of costs for one or more 
prior fiscal years of a program that was previously unfunded. Claims are due 120 days from the 
date of issuance of the claiming instructions for the program by the SCO. The first statute that 
appropriates funds for the mandated program will specify the fiscal years for which costs are 
eligible for reimbursement. 

Annual reimbursement claims must be filed by February 15 following the fiscal year in which 
costs were incurred for the program. A reimbursement claim must detail the costs actually 
incurred in the prior fiscal year. 

An actual claim for 2006-07 fiscal year, may be filed by February 15, 2008 without a late 
penalty. Claims filed after the deadline will be reduced by a late penalty of 10%, not to exceed 
$10,000. However, initial reimbursement claims will be reduced by a late penalty of 10% with 
no limitation. In order for a claim to be considered properly filed, it must include any specific 
supporting documentation requested in the instructions. Claims filed more than one year after 
the deadline or without the requested supporting documentation will not be accepted. 

B. Estimated Claim 

An estimated claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed with the SCO, during the 
fiscal year in which the mandated costs are to be incurred by the CCD, against an 
appropriation made to the SCO for the purpose of paying those costs. 

An estimated claim may be filed in conjunction with an initial reimbursement claim, annual 
reimbursement claim, or at other times for estimated costs to be incurred during the current 
fiscal year. Annual estimated claims are due February 15 of the fiscal year in which the costs 
are to be incurred. Initial estimated claims are due on the date specified in the claiming 
instructions. Timely filed estimated claims are paid before those filed after the deadline. 

After receiving payment for an estimated claim, the claimant must file a reimbursement claim 
by February 15 following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred. If the claimant fails to file 
a reimbursement claim, monies received for the estimated claims must be returned to the 
State. 

C. Entitlement Claim 

An entitlement claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed by a CCD with the SCO 
for the sole purpose of establishing or adjusting a base year entitlement for a mandated 
program that has been included in SMAS. An entitlement claim should not contain nonrecurring 
or initial start-up costs. There is no statutory deadline for the filing of entitlement claims. 
However, entitlement claims and supporting documents should be filed by February 15, 
following the third fiscal year used to develop the entitlement claim, to permit an orderly 
processing of claims. When the claims are approved and a base year entitlement amount is 
determined, the claimant will receive an apportionment reflective of the program's current year 
costs. 

Once a mandate has been included in SMAS and the claimant has established a base year 
entitlement, the claimant will receive automatic payments from the SCO for the mandate. The 
automatic apportionment is determined by adjusting the claimant's base year entitlement for 
changes in the implicit price deflator of costs of goods and services to governmental agencies, 
as determined by the State Department of Finance. For programs approved by the COSM for 
inclusion in SMAS on or after January 1, 1988, the payment for each year succeeding the three 
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year base period is adjusted according to any changes by both the deflator and average daily 
attendance. Annual apportionments for programs included in the system are paid on or before 
November 30 of each year. 

A base year entitlement is determined by computing an average of the claimant's costs for any 
three consecutive years after the program has been approved for the SMAS process. The 
amount is first adjusted according to any changes in the deflator. The deflator is applied 
separately to each year's costs for the three years, which comprise the base year. The SCO 
will perform this computation for each claimant who has filed claims for three consecutive 
years. If a claimant has incurred costs for three consecutive years but has not filed a claim in 
each of those years, the claimant may file an entitlement claim, form FAM-43, to establish a 
base year entitlement. The form FAM-43 is included in the claiming instructions for SMAS 
programs. An entitlement claim does not result in the claimant being reimbursed for the costs 
incurred, but rather entitles the claimant to receive automatic payments from SMAS. 

3. Minimum Claim Amount 

For initial claims and annual claims filed on or after September 30 2002, if the total costs for a given 
year do not exceed $1,000, no reimbursement shall be allowed except as otherwise allowed by GC 
Section 17564. 

4. Filing Deadline for Claims 

Initial reimbursement claims (first-time claims) for reimbursement of costs of a previously unfunded 
mandated program must be filed within 120 ·days from the date of issuance of the program's 
claiming instructions by the SCO. If the initial reimbursement claim is filed after the deadline, but 
within one year of the deadline, the approved claim must be reduced by a 1 0% penalty. A claim 
filed more than one year after the deadline cannot be accepted for reimbursement. 

Annual reimbursement claims for costs incurred during the previous fiscal year and estimated 
claims for costs to be incurred during the current fiscal year must be filed with the SCO and 
postmarked on or before February 15. If the annual or estimated reimbursement claim is filed after 
the deadline, but within one year of the deadline, the approved claim must be reduced by a 10% 
late penalty, not to exceed $10,000. Claims must include supporting data to show how the amount 
claimed was derived. Without this information, the claim cannot be accepted. 

Entitlement claims do not have a filing deadline. However, entitlement claims and supporting 
documents should be filed by February 15 to permit an orderly processing of claims. Entitlement 
claims are used to establish a base year entitlement amount for calculating automatic annual 
payments. Entitlement does not result in the claimant being reimbursed for costs incurred, but 
rather entitles the claimant to receive automatic payments from SMAS. 

5. Payment of Claims 

In order for the SCO to authorize payment of a claim, the Certification of Claim, form FAM-27, must 
be properly filled out, signed, and dated by the entity's authorized officer. 

Reimbursement and estimated claims are paid within 60 days of the filing deadline for the claim, or 
15 days after the date the appropriation for the claim is effective, whichever is later. A claimant is 
entitled to receive accrued interest at the pooled money investment account rate if the payment 
was made more than 60 days after the claim filing deadline or the actual date of claim receipt, 
whichever is later. For an initial claim, interest begins to accrue when the payment is made more 
than 365 days after the adoption of the program's statewide cost estimate. The SCO may withhold 
up to 20 percent of the amount of an initial claim until the claim is audited to verify the actual 
amount of the mandated costs. The 20 percent withheld is not subject to accrued interest. 
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Pursuant to GC section 17561 (d), the Controller shall pay any eligible claim by August 15 or 45 
days after the date the appropriation for the claim is effective, whichever is later. In the event the 
amount appropriated by the Legislature is insufficient to pay the approved amount in full for a 
program, claimants will receive a prorated payment in proportion to the amount of approved claims 
timely filed and on hand at the time of proration. 

The SCO reports the amounts of insufficient appropriations to the State Department of Finance, the 
Chairperson of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee, and the Chairperson of the respective 
committee in each house of the Legislature, which consider appropriations in order to assure 
appropriation of these funds in the Budget Act. If these funds cannot be appropriated on a timely 
basis in the Budget Act, this information is transmitted to the COSM which will include these 
amounts in its report to assure that an appropriation sufficient to pay the claims is included in the 
next local government claims bill or other appropriation bills. When the supplementary funds are 
made available, the balance of the claims will be paid. 

Unless specified in the statutes, regulations, or P's & G's, the determination of allowable and 
unallowable costs for mandates is based on the P's & G's adopted by the COSM. The 
determination of allowable reimbursable mandated costs for unfunded mandates is made by the 
COSM. The SCO determines allowable reimbursable costs, subject to amendment by the COSM, 
for mandates funded by special legislation. Unless specified, allowable costs are those direct and 
indirect costs, less applicable credits, considered to be eligible for reimbursement. In order for costs 
to be allowable and thus eligible for reimbursement, the costs must meet the following general 
criteria: 

1. The cost is necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient administration of the mandate 
and not a general expense required to carry out the overall responsibilities of government. 

2. The cost is allocable to a particular cost objective identified in the P's & G's. 

3. The cost is net of any applicable credits that offset or reduce expenses of items allocable to the 
mandate. 

The SCO has identified certain costs that should not be claimed as direct program costs unless 
specified as reimbursable under the program's P's & G's. These costs include, but are not limited 
to, subscriptions, depreciation, memberships, conferences, workshops general education, and 
travel costs. 

6. State Mandates Apportionment System (SMAS) 

Chapter 1534, Statutes of 1985, established SMAS, a method of paying certain mandated 
programs as apportionments. This method is utilized whenever a program has been approved for 
inclusion in SMAS by the COSM. 

When a mandated program has been included in SMAS, the SCO will determine a base year 
entitlement amount for each CCD that has submitted reimbursement claims (or entitlement claims) 
for three consecutive fiscal years. A base year entitlement amount is determined by averaging the 
approved reimbursement claims (or entitlement claims) for 1982-83, 1983-84, and 1984-85 years or 
any three consecutive fiscal years thereafter. The amounts are first adjusted by any change in the 
Implicit Price Deflator (I PO), which is applied separately to each year's costs for the three years that 
comprise the base period. The base period means the three fiscal years immediately succeeding 
the COSM's approval. 

Each CCD with an established base year entitlement for the program will receive automatic annual 
payments from the SCO reflective of the program's current year costs. The amount of 
apportionment is adjusted annually for any change in the IPD. If the mandated program was 
included in SMAS after January 1, 1988, the annual apportionment is adjusted for any change in 
both the IPD and average daily attendance. 

In the event a CCD has incurred costs for three consecutive fiscal years but did not file a 
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reimbursement claim in one or more of those fiscal years, the CCD may file an entitlement claim for 
each of those missed years to establish a base year entitlement. An "entitlement claim" means any 
claim filed by CCD with the SCO for the sole purpose of establishing a base year entitlement. A 
base year entitlement shall not include any nonrecurring or initial start-up costs. 

Initial apportionments are made on an individual program basis. After the initial year, all 
apportionments are made by November 30. The amount to be apportioned is the base year 
entitlement adjusted by annual changes in the IPD for the cost of goods and services to 
governmental agencies as determined by the State Department of Finance. 

In the event the CCD determines that the amount of apportionment does not accurately reflect 
costs incurred to comply with a mandate, the process of adjusting an established base year 
entitlement upon which the apportionment is based is set forth in GC Section 17615.8 and requires 
the approval of the COSM. 

7. Direct Costs 

A direct cost is a cost that can be identified specifically with a particular program or activity. Each 
claimed reimbursable cost must be supported by documentation as described in Section 12. Costs 
that are typically classified as direct costs are: 

(1) Employee Wages, Salaries, and Fringe Benefits 

For each of the mandated activities performed, the claimant must list the names of the 
employees who worked on the mandate, their job classification, hours worked on the 
mandate, and rate of pay. The claimant may, in-lieu of reporting actual compensation and 
fringe benefits, use a productive hourly rate: 

(a) Productive Hourly Rate Options 

A CCD may use one of the following methods to compute productive hourly rates: 

• Actual annual productive hours for each employee 

• The weighted-average annual productive hours for each job title, or 

• 1 ,800* annual productive hours for all employees 

If actual annual productive hours or weighted-average annual productive hours for each job 
title is chosen, the claim must include a computation of how these hours were computed. 

* 1 ,800 annual productive hours excludes the following employee time: 
o Paid holidays 
o Vacation earned 
o Sick leave taken 
o Informal time off 
o Jury duty 
o Military leave taken. 

(b) Compute a Productive Hourly Rate 

1. Compute a productive hourly rate for salaried employees to include actual fringe benefit 
costs. The methodology for converting a salary to a productive hourly rate is to 
compute the employee's annual salary and fringe benefits and divide by the annual 
productive hours. 
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Table 1: Productive Hourly Rate, Annual Salary+ Benefits Method 

Formula: Description: 

[(EAS +Benefits)_,_ APH] = PHR EAS = Employee's Annual Salary 

APH = Annual Productive Hours 

[($26,000 + $8,099)]-;- 1,800 hrs = 18.94 PHR = Productive Hourly Rate 

• As illustrated in Table 1, if you assume an employee's compensation was $26,000 
and $8,099 for annual salary and fringe benefits, respectively, using the "Salary + 
Benefits Method," the productive hourly rate would be $18.94. To convert a biweekly 
salary to EAS, multiply the biweekly salary by 26. To convert a monthly salary to 
EAS, multiply the monthly salary by 12. Use the same methodology to convert other 
salary periods. 

2. A claimant may also compute the productive hourly rate by using the "Percent of Salary 
Method." 

Table 2: Productive Hourly Rate, Percent of Salary Method 

Example: 

Step 1: Fringe Benefits as a Percent of 
Salary 

Step 2: Productive Hourly Rate 

Retirement 

Social Security & Medicare 

Health & Dental Insurance 

Workers Compensation 

Total 

Description: 

EAS = Employee's Annual Salary 

FBR = Fringe Benefit Rate 

15.00 % Formula: 

7.65 [(EAS x (1 + FBR)) _,_ APH] = PHR 

5.25 

3.25 (($26,000 X (1.3115))-;- 1,800] = $18.94 

31.15 % 

APH =Annual Productive Hours 

PHR = Productive Hourly Rate 

• As illustrated in Table 3, both methods produce the same productive hourly rate. 

Reimbursement for personnel services includes, but is not limited to, compensation paid 
for salaries, wages and employee fringe benefits. Employee fringe benefits include 
employer's contributions for social security, pension plans, insurance, workmen's 
compensation insurance and similar payments. These benefits are eligible for 
reimbursement as long as they are distributed equitably to all activities. Whether these 
costs are allowable is based on the following presumptions: 

• The amount of compensation is reasonable for the service rendered. 

• The compensation paid and benefits received are appropriately authorized by the 
governing board. 

" Amounts charged for personnel services are based on payroll documents that are 
supported by time and attendance or equivalent records for individual employees. 
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• The methods used to distribute personnel services should produce an equitable 
distribution of direct and indirect allowable costs. 

For each of the employees included in the claim, the claimant must use reasonable rates 
and hours in computing the wage cost. If a person of a higher-level job position, perform 
an activity which normally would be performed by a lowerclevel position, reimbursement 
for time spent is allowable at the average salary range for the lower-level position. The 
salary rate of the person at a higher-level position may be claimed if it can be shown that 
it was more cost effective in comparison to the performance by a person at the lower
level position under normal circumstances and conditions. The number of hours charged 
to an activity should reflect the time expected to complete the activity under normal 
circumstances and conditions. The numbers of hours in excess of normal expected hours 
are not reimbursable. 

(c) Calculating an Average Productive Hourly Rate 

In those instances where the parameters and guidelines allow a unit as a basis of 
claiming costs, the direct labor component of the unit cost should be expressed as an 
average productive hourly rate and can be determined as follows: 

Table 3: Calculating an Average Productive Hourly Rate 

Time Productive Total Cost 
Spent Houri~ Rate b~ Emplo~ee 

Employee A 1.25 hrs $6.00 $7.50 

Employee B 0.75 hrs 4.50 3.38 

Employee C 3.50 hrs 10.00 35.00 

Total 5.50 hrs $45.88 

Average Productive Hourly Rate is $45.88/5.50 hrs. = $8.34 

(d) Employer's Fringe Benefits Contribution 

Revised 10/07 

A CCD has the option of claiming actual employer's fringe benefit contributions or may 
compute an average fringe benefit cost for the employee's job classification and claim it 
as a percentage of direct labor. The same time base should be used for both salary 
and fringe benefits when computing a percentage. For example, if health and dental 
insurance payments are made annually, use an annual salary. After the percentage of 
salary for each fringe benefit is computed, total them. 

For example: 

Emplo~er's Contribution 

Retirement 

Social Security 

Health and Dental 

Insurance 

Worker's Compensation 

Total 

%of Salary 

15.00% 

7.65% 

5.25% 

0.75% 

28.65% 

Filing a Claim, Page 7 138



State of California Community Colleges Mandated Cost Manual 

(e) Materials and Supplies 

Only actual expenses can be claimed for materials and supplies, which were acquired 
and consumed specifically for the purpose of a mandated program. The claimant must 
list the materials and supplies that were used to perform the mandated activity, the 
number of units consumed, the cost per unit, and the total dollar amount claimed. 
Materials and supplies purchased to perform a particular mandated activity are 
expected to be reasonable in 'quality, quantity, and cost. Purchases in excess of 
reasonable quality, quantity, and cost are not reimbursable. Materials and supplies 
withdrawn from inventory and charged to the mandated activity must be based on a 
recognized method of pricing, consistently applied. Purchases shall be claimed at the 
actual price after deducting discounts, rebates and allowances received by the ceo. 

(f) Calculating a Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies 

In those instances where the P's & G's suggest that a unit cost be developed for use as 
a basis of claiming costs mandated by the State, the materials and supplies component 
of the unit cost should be expressed as a unit cost of materials and supplies as shown 
in Table 1 or Table 2: 

Table 1: Calculating A Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies 

Amount of 
Supplies Used 

Supplies Cost Per Unit Per Activity 

Paper 0.02 4 

Files 0.10 

Envelopes 0.03 2 

Photocopies 0.10 4 

Table 2: Calculating a Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies 

Supplies 

Paper ($1 0.00 for 500 sheet ream) 

Files ($2.50 for box of 25) 

Envelopes ($3.00 for box of 100) 

Photocopies ($0.05 per copy) 

Supplies 
Used 

250 Sheets 

10 Folders 

50 Envelopes 

40 Copies 

Unit Cost 
of Supplies 
Per Activity 

$0.08 

0.10 

0.06 

0.40 

$0.64 

Unit Cost 
of Supplies 
Per Activity 

$5.00 

1.00 

1.50 

2.00 

$9.50 

If the number of reimbursable instances is 25, then the unit cost of supplies is $0.38 
per reimbursable instance ($9.50/25). 

(g) Contract Services 

Revised 1 0/07 

The cost of contract services is allowable if the ceo lacks the staff resources or 
necessary expertise, or it is economically feasible to hire a contractor to perform the 
mandated activity. The claimant must give the name of the contractor, explain the 
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reason for having to hire a contractor, describe the mandated activities performed, give 
the dates when the activities were performed, the number of hours spent performing 
the mandate, the hourly billing rate, and the total cost. The hourly billing rate shall not 
exceed the rate specified in the P's & G's for the mandated program. The contractor's 
invoice, or statement, which includes an itemized list 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 other than reimbursable activities, only 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. 

0) 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 limitations 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 each 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 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. 

8. 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. 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. 
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A CCD may claim indirect costs using the Controller's methodology (FAM-29C) outlined in the 
following paragraphs. If specifically allowed by a mandated program's P's & G's, 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. 

The SCO developed FAM-29C 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 Community Colleges 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 calculate 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 allowance. 
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 9s direct on FAM-29C. 

Table 4 presents an example of the FAM-29C methodology. 
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Table 4: Indirect Cost Rate for 

INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS 
FORM 

FAM 29-C 
1) Claimant 

issions and Records 

udent Counseling and Guidance 
Student Services 

eration and Maintenance of Plant 
ning, Policy Making, and Coordination 

!Institutional Support Services 
Community Relations 
Fiscal Operations 
Human Resources Management 
Non-instructional Staff Retirees' Benefits and 

Retirement Incentives 
Staff Development 
Staff Diversity 
Logistical Services 
Management Information Systems 
Other General Institutional Support Services 

Community Services and Economic Development 
ciliary Services 

uxiliary Operations 
)epreciation or Use Allowance - Building 
)onrori-:.tinn or Use Allowance- Equipment 

ndirect Cost Rate (A)/(8) 

Revised 1 0/07 

Total Costs 
EDP Per CCFS-311 

599 $ 51,792,408 
6000 6,882,034 
6100 4,155,095 
6200 2,104,543 
6300 4,570,658 
6400 5,426,510 
6500 8,528,585 
6600 5,015,333 
6700 
6710 885,089 
6720 1,891,424 
6730 1,378,288 

6740 1,011,060 
6750 108,655 
6760 30,125 
6770 2,790,091 
6780 2,595,214 
6790 33,155 
6800 340,014 
6900 1 '148,730 
7000 

$100,687,011 

(02) Period of Claim 

Less: Capital FAM 29-C 
Outlay and Adjusted 

Other Out o Total Direct 

$ (230,904) $51,561,504 tf, $ 51 ,561 ,504 
(216,518) 6,665,516 

-~-l 

·.~ 6,665,516 
(9,348) 4,145,747 4,145,747 
(3,824) 2,100,719 2,100,719 
(1 ,605) 4,569,053 4,569,053 

(41,046) 5,385,464 5.385.464 
(111 ,743) 8,416,842 

IIIIIIIJillll 4,991,673 

(6,091) 878,998 
(40,854) 1,850,570 
(25,899) 1,352,389 

- -
1,011,060 1,011,060 

(8,782) 99,873 99,873 
30,125 30,125 

(244,746) 2,545,345 2,545,345 

(496,861) 2,098,353 2:098,353 
(4,435) 28,720 28.720 

340,014 
(296) 1,148,434 

$ (1,466,612) $ 99,220,399 $26,752,087 

(A) (B) 

34.84% 
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For costs incurred on or after January 1, 2005, a reasonable reimbursement methodology can be 
used as a formula for reimbursing CCD costs mandated by the state that meets certain conditions 
specified in GC Section 17518.5(a). For costs incurred prior to January 1, 2005, a time study can 
only be substituted for continuous records of actual time spent for a specific fiscal year if the 
program's P's & G's allows for the use of time studies. 

Two methods are acceptable for documenting employee time charged to mandated cost programs: 
Actual Time Reporting and Time Study, which are described below. Application of time study 
results is restricted. As explained in Time Study Results below, the results may be projected 
forward a maximum of two years provided the claimant meets certain criteria. 

Actual Time Reporting 

The P's & G's define reimbursable activities for each mandated cost program. Some P's & G's refer 
to reimbursable activities as reimbursable components. When employees work on multiple activities 
and/or programs, a distribution of their salaries or wages must be supported by personnel activity 
reports or equivalent documentation that meets the following standards which clarify documentation 
requirements discussed under the Reimbursable Activities section of recent P's & G's: 

• They must reflect an after-the-fact (contemporaneous) distribution of the actual activity of each 
employee; 

• They must account for the total activity for which each employee is compensated; 
• They must be prepared at least monthly and must coincide with one or more pay periods; and 
• They must be signed by the employee. 

Budget estimates or other distribution percentages determined before services are performed do 
not qualify as support for time distribution. 

Time Study 

In certain cases, a time study may be used to substitute for continuous records of actual time spent 
on multiple activities and/or programs. An effective time study requires that an activity be a task that 
is repetitive in nature. Activities that require a varying level of effort are not appropriate for time 
studies. 

Time Study Plan 

A time study plan is necessary before conducting the time study. The claimant must retain the time 
study plan for audit purposes. The plan needs to identify the following: 

• Time period(s) to be studied: The plan must show that all time ·periods selected are 
representative of the fiscal year, and that the results can be reasonably projected to 
approximate actual costs. 

• Activities and/or programs to be studied: For each mandated program included, the time study 
must separately identify each reimbursable activity defined in the mandated program's 
P's & G's, which are derived from the program's Statement of Decision. If a reimbursable 
activity in the P's & G's identifies separate and distinct sub-activities, they must also be treated 
as individual activities. 
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For example, sub-activities (a), (b), and (c) under reimbursable activity (8)(1) of the local agency's 
Domestic Violence Treatment Services: Authorization and Case Management program relate to 
information to be discussed during victim notification by the probation department and therefore are 
not separate and distinct activities. These sub-activities do not have to be separately studied. 

• Process used to accomplish each reimbursable activity: Use flowcharts or similar analytical 
tools and/or written desk procedures to describe the process for each activity. 

• Employee universe: The employee universe used in the time study must include all positions 
whose salaries and wages are to be allocated by means of the time study. 

• Employee sample selection methodology: The plan must show that employees selected are 
representative of the employee universe, and the results can be reasonably projected to 
approximate actual costs. In addition, the employee sample size should be proportional to the 
variation in time spent to perform a task. The sample size should be larger for tasks with 
significant time variations. 

• Time increments to be recorded: The time increments used should be sufficient to recognize 
the number of different activities performed and the dynamics of these responsibilities. Very 
large increments (such as one hour or more) might be used for employees performing only a 
few functions that change very slowly over time. Very small increments (a number of minutes) 
may be needed for employees performing more short-term tasks. 

Random moment sampling is not an acceptable alternative to continuous time records for 
mandated cost claims.· Random moment sampling techniques are most applicable in situations 
where employees perform many different types of activities on a variety of programs with small time 
increments throughout the fiscal year. · 

Time Study Documentation 

Time studies must: 

• Be supported by time records that are completed contemporaneously; 
• Report activity on a daily basis; 
• Be sufficiently detailed to reflect all mandated activities and/or programs performed during a 

specific time period; and 
• Coincide with one or more pay periods. 

Time records must be signed by the employee (electronic signatures are acceptable) and be 
supported by corroborating evidence which validates that the work was ac~ually performed. As with 
actual time reporting, budget estimates or other distribution percentages determined before 
services are performed do not qualify as valid time studies. 

Time Study Results 

Time study results must be summarized to show how the time study supports the costs claimed for 
each activity. Any variations from the procedures identified in the original time study plan must be 
documented and explained. 

Current-year costs must be used to prepare a time study. Claimants may project time study results 
to no more than two subsequent fiscal years. A claimant may not apply time study results 
retroactively. 

• Annual Reimbursement Claims: Claimants may use time studies to support costs incurred on 
or after January 1, 2005. Claimants may not use time studies for the period July 1, 2004, 

Revised 1 0/07 Filing a Claim, Page 13 144



State of California Community Colleges Mandated Cost Manual 

through December 31, 2004, unless (1) the program's P's & G's specifically allow time studies, 
and (2) the time study is prepared based on mandated activity occurring between July 1, 2004, 
and December 31, 2004. 

• Initial Claims: When filing an initial claim for new mandated programs, claimants may only use 
time study results for costs incurred on or after January 1, 2005. Claimants may not use time 
studies to support costs incurred before January 1, 2005, unless (1) the program's P's & G's 
specifically allow time studies, and (2) the claimant prepares separate time studies for each 
fiscal year preceding January 1, 2005, based on mandated activity occurring during those 
years. 

When projecting time study results, the claimant must certify that there have been no significant 
changes between years in either: (1) the requirements of each mandated program activity or (2) 
the processes and procedures used to accomplish the activity. For all years, the claimant must 
maintain corroborating evidence that validates the mandated activity was actually performed. Time 
study results used to support subsequent years' claims are subject to the recordkeeping 
requirements for those claims. 

10. Offset Against State Mandated Claims 

As noted previously, allowable costs are defined as those direct and indirect costs, less applicable 
credits, considered to be eligible for reimbursement. When all or part of the costs of a mandated 
program are specifically reimbursable from local assistance revenue sources (e.g., state, federal, 
foundation, etc.), only that portion of any increased costs payable from CCD funds is eligible for 
reimbursement under the provisions of GC Section 17561. 

Example 1: 

As illustrated in Table 5, this example shows how the "Offset Against State Mandated Claims" 
is determined for a CCD receiving block grant revenues not based on a formula allocation. 
Program costs for each situation equals $100,000. 

Table 5: Offset Against State Mandates, Example 1 

Program Actual Local State Offset Against Claimable 
Costs Assistance Mandated State Mandated Mandated 

Revenues Costs Claims Costs 

1. $100,000 $95,000 $2,500 $-0- $2,500 

2. 100,000 97,000 2,500 -0- 2,500 

3. 100,000 98,000 2,500 500 2,000 

4. 100,000 100,000 2,500 2,500 -0-

5. 100,000 * 50,000 2,500 1,250 1,250 

6. 100,000 * 49,000 2,500 250 2,250 

* ceo share is $50,000 of the program cost. 

Numbers (1) through (4), in Table 5, show intended funding at 100% from local assistance 
revenue sources. Numbers (5) and (6) show cost sharing on a 50150 basis with the district. In 
numbers (1) through (6), included in the program costs of $100,000 are state mandated costs 
of $2,500. The offset against state mandated claims are the amount of actual local assistance 
revenues, which exceeds the difference between program costs and state mandated costs. 
This offset cannot exceed the amount of state mandated costs. 
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In (1 ), local assistance revenues were 'less than expected. Local assistance funding was not in 
excess of the difference between program costs and state mandated costs. As a result, the 
offset against state mandated claims is zero and $2,500 is claimable as mandated costs. 

In (4), local assistance revenues were fully realized to cover the entire cost of the program, 
including the state mandate activity; therefore, the offset against state mandated claims is 
$2,500, and claimable costs are $0. 

In (5), the district is sharing 50% of the project cost. Since local assistance revenues of $50,000 
were fully realized, the offset against state mandated claims is $1,250. 

In (6), local assistance revenues were less than the amount expended and the offset against 
state mandated claims is $250. Therefore, the claimable mandated costs are $2,250. 

Example 2: 

As illustrated in Table 6, this example shows how the offset against state mandated claims is 
determined for a ceo receiving special project funds based on approved actual costs. Local 
assistance revenues for special projects must be applied proportionately to approve costs. 

Table 6: Offset Against State Mandates, Example 2 

Program Actual Local State Offset Against Claimable 
Costs Assistance Mandated State Mandated Mandated 

Revenues Costs Claims Costs 

1. $100,000 $100,000 $2,500 $2,500 $-0-

2. 100,000 ** 75,000 2,500 1,875 625 

3. 100,000 ** 45,000 1,500 1,125 375 

**ceo share is $25,000 of the program cost. 

In (2), the entire program cost was approved. Since the local assistance revenue source covers 
75% of the program cost, it also proportionately covered 75% of the $2,500 state mandated 
costs, or $1,875. 

If in (3) local assistance revenues are less than the amount expected because only $60,000 of 
the $100,000 program costs were determined to be valid by the contracting agency, then a 
proportionate share of state mandated costs is likewise reduced to $1 ,500. The offset against 
state mandated claims is $1,125. Therefore, the claimable mandated costs are $375. 

Federal and State Funding Sources 

State school fund apportionments and federal aid for education, which are based on average daily 
attendance and are part of the general system of financing public schools as well as block grants 
which do not provide for specific reimbursement of costs (i.e., allocation formulas not tied to 
expenditures), should not be included as reimbursements from local assistance revenue sources. 

Governing Authority 

The costs of salaries and expenses of the governing authority, such as the school superintendent 
and governing board, are not reimbursable. These are costs of general government as described in 
the Office of Management and Budget Circular (OMB) 2 CFR Part 225. 

Revised 1 0/07 Filing a Claim, Page 15 

146



State of California Community Colleges Mandated Cost Manual 

11. Notice of Claim Adjustment 

All claims submitted to the SCO are reviewed to determine if the claim was prepared in accordance 
with the claiming instructions. If any adjustments are made to a claim; the claimant will receive a 
"Notice of Claim Adjustments" detailing adjustments made by the SCO. 

12. Audit of Costs 

All claims submitted to the State Controller's Office (SCO) are reviewed to determine if costs are 
related to the mandate, are reasonable and not excessive, and the claim was prepared in 
accordance with the SCO's claiming instructions and the P's & G's adopted by the COSM. If any 
adjustments are made to a claim, a "Notice of Claim Adjustment" specifying the claim component 
adjusted, the amount adjusted, and the reason for the adjustment will be mailed within 30 days 
after payment of the claim. 

Pursuant to GC Section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by 
CCD 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 was filed or last amended, whichever 
is later. However, if no funds were appropriated or no payment was made to a claimant for the 
program for the fiscal year for which the claim is filed, the time for the Controll.er 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 no later than two years after the date that the audit is commenced. All documents used 
to support the reimbursable activities must be retained during the period subject to audit. If an audit 
has been initiated by the Controller during the period subject to audit, the retention period is 
extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. 

On-site audits will be conducted by the SCO as deemed necessary. Accordingly, all documentation 
to support actual costs claimed must be retained for a period of three years after the end of the 
calendar year in which the reimbursement claim was filed or amended regardless of the year of 
costs incurred. When no funds are appropriated for initial claims at the time the claim is filed, 
supporting documents must be retained for three years from the date of initial payment of the claim. 
Claim documentation shall be made available to the SCO on request. 

13. Source Documents 

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

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost 
allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, training packets, and 
declarations. Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, "I certify under penalty 
of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct based upon 
personal knowledge." Evidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to 
the reimbursable activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government 
requirements. However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents. 

For costs incurred on or after January 1, 2005, a reasonable reimbursement methodology can be 
used as a formula for reimbursing a CCD mandated by the state that meets certain conditions 
specified in 17518.5(a). For costs incurred prior to January 1, 2005, time study can substitute for 
continuous records of actual time spent for a specific fiscal year only if the program's P's & G's 
allow for the use of time studies. 
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14. Claim Forms and Instructions 

A claimant may submit a computer generated report in substitution for Form-1 and Form-2, 
provided the format of the report and data fields contained within the report are identical to the 
claim forms included with these instructions. The claim forms provided with these instructions 
should be duplicated and used by the claimant to file an estimated or reimbursement claim. The 
SCO will revise the manual and claim forms as necessary. 

A. Form-2, Component/Activity Cost Detail 

This form is used to segregate the detail costs by claim component. In some mandates, specific 
reimbursable activities have been identified for each component. The expenses reported on 
this form must be supported by the official financial records of the claimant and copies of 
supporting documentation, as specified in the claiming instructions, must be submitted with the 
claims. All supporting documents must be retained for a period of not less than three years after 
the reimbursement claim was filed or last amended. 

B. Form-1, Claim Summary 

This form is used to summarize direct costs by component and compute allowable indirect 
costs for the mandate. The direct costs summarized on this form are derived from Form-2 and 
are carried forward to form FAM-27. 

A CCD has the option of using a federally approved rate (i.e., utilizing the cost accounting 
principles from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 2, CFR Part 225) or from form 
FAM-29C. 

C. Form FAM-27, Claim for Payment 

This form contains a certification that must be signed by an authorized officer of the CCD. All 
applicable information from Form-1 must be carried forward onto this form in order for the SCO 
to process the claim for payment. An original and one copy of the FAM-27 are required. 

Claims should be rounded to the nearest dollar. Submit a signed original and one copy of form 
FAM-27, Claim for Payment, and all other forms and supporting documents (To expedite the 
payment process, please sign the form FAM-27 with blue ink, and attach a copy of the 
form FAM-27 to the top of the claim package.) Use the following mailing addresses: 

If delivered by 
U.S. Postal Service: 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

15. Retention of Claiming Instructions 

If delivered by 
Other delivery services: 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

For your convenience, the revised claiming instructions in this package have been arranged in 
alphabetical order by program name. These revisions should be inserted in the School Mandated 
Cost Manual and the old forms they replace should be removed. The instructions should then be 
retained permanently for future reference, and the forms should be duplicated to meet your filing 
requirements. Annually, updated forms and any other information or instructions claimants may 
need to file claims, as well as instructions and forms for all new programs released throughout the 
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year will be placed on the SCO's web site at www.sco.ca.gov/ard/local/locreim/index.shtml. 

If you have any questions concerning mandated cost reimbursements, please write to us at the 
address listed for filing claims, or send e-mail to lrsdar@sco.ca.gov, or call the Local 
Reimbursements Section at (916) 324-5729. 

16. Retention of Claim Records and Supporting Documentation 

All claims submitted to the SCO are reviewed to determine if costs are related to the mandate, are 
reasonable and not excessive, and that the claim was prepared in accordance with the SCO's 
claiming instructions and the COSM's P's and G's. if any adjustments are made to a claim, a 
"Notice of Claim Adjustments" specifying the claim component adjusted, the amount adjusted, and 
the reason for the adjustment, will be mailed within 30 days after payment of the claim. 

On-site audits will be conducted by the SCO as deemed necessary. Pursuant to GC Section 
17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a school district is subject 
to audit by the SCO no later than three years after the date the actual reimbursement claim was 
filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds were appropriated or no payment 
was made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim was filed, the time for 
the SCO to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment of the claim. 
Therefore, all documentation to support actual costs claimed must be retained for the same period, 
and shall be made available to the SCO on request. 
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FILING A CLAIM 

1. Introduction 

The law in the State of California, (GC Sections 17500 through 17617), provides for the 
reimbursement of costs incurred by community college districts (CCD) for costs mandated by the 
State. Costs mandated by the State means any increased costs which a CCD is required to incur 
after July 1, 1980, as a result of any statute enacted after January 1, 1975, or any executive order 
implementing such statute which mandates a new program or higher level of service of an existing 
program. 

A reimbursement claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed with the State Controller's 
Office by a CCD for reimbursement of costs incurred for which an appropriation is made for the 
purpose of paying the claim. An actual claim for the 2007-08 fiscal year, may be filed by February 
15, 2009, without a late penalty. lfthe filing deadline falls on a weekend or holiday, the filing 
deadline will be the next business day. Since the 15th falls on a weekend in 2009, claims will be 
accepted without penalty if postmarked or delivered on before February 17th, 2009. Ongoing 
reimbursement claims filed after the deadline will be reduced by a late penalty of 1 0%, not to 
exceed $10,000. Amended claims filed after the filing deadline will be reduced by 10% of the 
increased amount not to exceed $10,000 for the total claim. Initial reimbursement claims filed after 
the filing deadline will be reduced by a late penalty of 1 0% with no limitation. Claims filed more than 
one year after the deadline will not be accepted by the SCO. 

In order for a claim to be considered properly filed, it must include documentation to support the 
indirect cost rate if the indirect cost rate exceeds 7 percent. A more detailed discussion of the 
indirect cost methods available to community colleges may be found in Section 9 of these 
instructions. Documentation to support actual costs must be kept on hand by the claimant and 
made available to the SCO upon request as explained in Section 17 of these instructions. 

When a program has been reimbursed for three or more years, the Commission on State Mandates 
(CSM) may approve the program for inclusion in the State Mandates Apportionment System 
(SMAS). For programs included in SMAS, the SCO determines the amount of each claimant's 
entitlement based on an average of three consecutive fiscal years of actual costs adjusted by any 
changes in the Implicit Price Deflator (IPD). Claimants with an established entitlement receive an 
annual apportionment adjusted by any changes in the JPD and, under certain circumstances, by 
any changes in workload. Claimants with an established entitlement do not need to file further 
claims for the program. 

The SCO is authorized to make payments for costs of mandated programs from amounts 
appropriated by the State Budget Act, by the State Mandates Claims Fund, or by specific 
legislation. In the event the appropriation is insufficient to pay claims in full, claimants will receive 
prorated payments in propo_rtion to the dollar amount of approved claims for the program. Balances 
of prorated. payments will be made when supplementary funds become available. 

These claiming instructions are issued to help claimants prepare paper, and/or electronic mandated 
cost claims, for submission to the SCO. These instructions are based upon the State of California 
statutes, regulations, and parameters and guidelines (P's & G's) adopted by the CSM. Since each 
mandate is administered separately, it is important to refer to the P's and G's for each program for 
information relating to established policies and eligible reimbursable costs. 

2. Electronic Filing: Local Government e-Ciaims (LGeC) 

LGeC enables claimants and their consultants to securely prepare and submit mandated cost 
claims via the Internet. LGeC uses a series of data input screens to collect the information needed 
to prepare a claim and provides a web service so claims can be uploaded in batch files. LGeC also 
incorporates an attachment feature so claimants can electronically attach supporting 
documentation if required. The only documentation required to be submitted with the claim is the 
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support for the indirect cost rate if the indirect cost rate exceeds 10%. A more detailed discussion of 
the indirect cost methodologies available to community colleges may be found in Section 9 of this 
manual. All other documentation to support actual costs must be kept on hand by the claimant and 
made available to the SCO upon request as explained in Section 17 of this manual. 

The LGeG system provides an easy and straightforward approach to the claiming process. Filing 
claims using LGeC eliminates the manual preparation and submission of paper claims by CCDs 
and the receiving, processing, key entry, verification, and storage of the paper claims by the SCO. 
LGeC also provides mathematical checks and automated error detection to reduce erroneous and 
incomplete claims, provides the State with an electronic workflow process, and stores the claims in 
an electronic format. Making the change from paper claims to electronic claims reduces the manual 
handling of paper claims and decreases the costs incurred for postage, handling, and storage of 
claims filed using the LGeC system 

In order to use the LGeC system you will need to obtain a user ID and password for each person 
who will access the LGeC system. To obtain a User ID and password you must file an application 
with the SCO. The application and instructions are available on the LGeC website located at 
https://www.sco/ardllocalllgec/index.shtml. Complete the application and other documents as 
requested and mail them to the SCO using the address provided in the instructions. The SCO will 
process the application and issue a User ID and password to each applicant. 

In addition, you may want to subscribe to an email distribution list to automatically receive timely, 
comprehensive informatio.n regarding mandated cost claim receipts, payments, test claims, 
guidelines, electronic claims, and other news and updates. You also will receive related audit 
reports and mandate information disseminated by other state agencies. 

You can find more information about LGeC and the email distribution lists at 
https://www.sco/ard/local/lgec/index.shtml. This website provides access to the LGeC system, an 
application for User !D's and passwords, an instructional guide, FAQ's and additional help files. 
Questions about the information on this website may be directed to LRSDAR@sco.ca.gov, or to 
Angie Lowi Teng at the Division of Accounting and Reporting, Local Reimbursements Section, 
Local Government e-Ciaims, (916) 323-0706. 

3. Types of Claims 

Claimants may file a reimbursement claim for actual mandated costs incurred in the prior fiscal 
year. An entitlement claim may be filed for the purpose of establishing a base year entitlement 
amount for mandated programs included in SMAS. A claimant who has established a base year 
entitlement for a program, would receive an automatic annual payment which is reflective of the 
current costs for the program. 

All claims received by the SCO will be reviewed to verify actual costs. An adjustment of the claim 
will be made if the amount claimed is determined to be excessive, improper, or unreasonable. 

A. Reimbursement Claim 

A reimbursement claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed with the SCO by a 
CCD for reimbursement of costs incurred for which an appropriation is made for paying the 
claim. 

Initial reimbursement claims are first-time claims for reimbursement of costs for one or more 
prior fiscal year(s) of a program that was previously unfunded. Claims are due 120 days from 
the date of issuance of the claiming instructions for the program by the SCO. The first statute 
that appropriates funds for the mandated program will specify the fiscal years for which costs 
are eligible for reimbursement. 

Annual ongoing reimbursement claims must be filed by February 151
h following the fiscal year in 
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which costs were incurred for the program. If the filing deadline falls on a weekend or holiday, 
the filing deadline will be the next business day. Since February 151h falls on a weekend in 
2009, claims will be accepted without penalty if postmarked or delivered on before February 
17'h, 2009. 

In order for a claim to be considered properly filed, it must include documentation to support the 
indirect cost rate if the indirect cost rate exceeds seven percent. A more detailed discussion of 
the indirect cost methods available to community colleges may be found in Section 9 of this 
manual. 

Documentation to support actual costs must be kept on hand by the claimant and made 
available to the SCO upon request as explained in Section 17 of this manual. 

B. Estimated Claims 

Pursuant to AB 8, Chapter 6, Statutes of 2008, the option to file estimated claims has been 
eliminated. Therefore, estimated claims filed on or after February 17, 2008, will not be 
accepted for reimbursement. 

C. Entitlement Claim 

An entitlement claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed by a CCD with the SCO 
for the sole purpose of establishing or adjusting a base year entitlement for a mandated cost 
program that has been included in SMAS. An entitlement claim should not contain nonrecurring 
or initial start-up costs. There is no statutory deadline for the filing of entitlement claims. 
However, entitlement claims should be filed by February 15th, following the third fiscal year 
used to develop the entitlement claim, to permit an orderly processing of claims. When the 
claims are approved and a base year entitlement amount is determined, the claimant will 
receive an apportionment reflective of the program's current year costs. 

The automatic apportionment is determined by adjusting the claimant's base year entitlement 
for changes in the IPD of costs of goods and services to governmental agencies, as 
determined by the State Department of Finance. For programs approved by the CSM for 
inclusion in SMAS on or after January 1, 1988, the payment for each year succeeding the three 
year base period is adjusted according to any changes by both the IPD and average daily 
attendance (ADA). 

The SCO will perform this computation for each claimant who has filed claims for three 
consecutive years. If a claimant has incurred costs for three consecutive years but has not filed 
a claim in each of those years, the claimant may file an entitlement claim, form FAM-43, to 
establish a base year entitlement. The form FAM-43 is included in the claiming instructions for 
SMAS programs. An entitlement claim does not result in the claimant being reimbursed for the 
costs incurred, but rather entitles the claimant to receive automatic payments from SMAS. 
Annual apportionments for programs included in the SMAS system are paid on or before 
November 3oth of each year. 

4. Minimum Claim Amount 

For initial claims and annual claims filed on or after September 30, 2002, if the total costs for a 
given year do not exceed $1,000 no reimbursement shall be allowed except as otherwise allowed 
by GC Section 17564. 

5. Filing Deadline for Claims 

Pursuant to GC Section 17561 (d) initial reimbursement claims (first time claims) for reimbursement 
of costs of a previously unfunded mandated program must be filed within 120 days from the date 
the SCO issues the claiming instructions for the program. 
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When paying a timely filed claim for initial reimbursement, the Controller shall withhold 20 percent 
of the amount of the claim until the claim is audited to verify the actual amount of the mandated 
costs. 

Initial reimbursement claims filed after the filing deadline shall be reduced by 10 percent of the 
amount that would have been allowed had the claim been timely filed. The Controller may withhold 
payment of any late claim for initial reimbursement until the next deadline for funded claims unless 
sufficient funds are available to pay the claim after all timely filed claims have been paid. All initial 
reimbursement claims for all fiscal years required to be filed on their initial filing date for a state
mandated local program shall be considered as one claim for the purpose of computing any late 
claim penalty 

In no case may a reimbursement claim be paid if submitted more than one year after the filing 
deadline specified in the Controller's claiming instructions on funded mandates. 

Pursuant to GC Section 17560, annual reimbursement claims (recurring claims) for costs incurred 
during the previous fiscal year must be filed with the SCO and postmarked on or before February 
15th following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred. If the filing deadline falls on a weekend 
or holiday, the filing deadline will be the next business day. Since February 15th falls on a weekend 
in 2009, claims will be accepted without penalty if postmarked or delivered on before February 
17th, 2009. 

If the annual reimbursement claim is filed after the deadline, but within one year of the deadline, the 
approved claim must be reduced by a 10% late penalty, not to exceed $10,000. Amended claims 
filed after the deadline will be reduced by 10% of the increased amount not to exceed $10,000 for 
the total claim. Claims filed more than one year after the deadline cannot be accepted for 
reimbursement. 

Entitlement claims do not have a filing deadline. However, entitlement claims should be filed by 
February 15th to permit orderly processing of the claims. 

6. Payment of Claims 

In order for the SCO to authorize payment of a claim, the Certification of Claim, form FAM-27, must 
be properly filled out, signed, and dated by the entity's authorized officer. When using the LGeC 
system the logon id and password of the authorized officer is used for the signature and is applied 
by the LGeC system when the claim is submitted. Pursuant to GC 17561 (d), reimbursement claims 
are paid by August 15, or 45 days after the date the appropriation for the claim is effective, 
whichever is later. In the event the amount appropriated by the Legislature is insufficient to pay the 
approved amount in full for a program, claimants will receive a prorated payment in proportion to 
the amount of approved claims timely filed and on hand at the time of proration. 

A claimant is entitled to receive accrued interest at the pooled money investment account rate if the 
payment was made more than 60 days after the claim filing deadline or the actual date of claim 
receipt, whichever is later. For an initial claim, interest begins to accrue when the payment is made 
more than 365 days after the adoption of the program's statewide cost estimate. The SCO may 
withhold up to 20 percent of the amount of an initial claim until the claim is audited to verify the 
actual amount of the mandated costs. 

The SCO reports the amounts of insufficient appropriations to the State Department of Finance, the 
Chairperson of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee, and the Chairperson of the respective 
committee in each house of the Legislature, who consider appropriations in order to assure 
appropriation of these funds in the Budget Act. If these funds cannot be appropriated on a timely 
basis in the Budget Act, this information is transmitted to the CSM which will include these amounts 
in its report to assure that an appropriation sufficient to pay the claims is included in the next local 
government claims bill or other appropriation bills. Any balances remaining on these claims will be 
paid when supplementary funds are made available. 
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Unless specified in the statutes, regulations, or P's & G's, the determination of allowable and 
unallowable costs for mandates is based on the P's & G's adopted by the CSM. The determination 
of allowable reimbursable mandated costs for unfunded mandates is made by the CSM. The SCO 
determines allowable reimbursable costs, subject to amendment by the CSM, for mandates funded 
by special legislation. Allowable costs are those direct and indirect costs, less applicable credits, 
considered eligible for reimbursement. In order for costs to be allowable and thus eligible for 
reimbursement, the costs must meet the following general criteria: 

1. The cost is necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient administration of the mandate 
and not a general expense required to carry out the overall responsibilities of government. 

2. The cost is allocable to a particular cost objective identified in the P's & G's. 

3. The cost is net of any applicable credits that offset or reduce expenses of items allocable to the 
mandate. 

The SCO has identified certain costs that should not be claill!ed as direct program costs unless 
specified as reimbursable under the program's P's & G's. These costs include, but are not limited 
to, subscriptions, depreciation, memberships, conferences, workshops, general education, and 
travel costs. 

7. State Mandates Apportionment System (SMAS) 

Chapter 1534, Statutes of 1985, established SMAS, a method of paying certain mandated 
programs as apportionments. This method is utilized whenever a program has been approved for 
inclusion in SMAS by the CSM. 

When a mandated program has been included in SMAS, the SCO will determine a base year 
entitlement amount for each CCD that has submitted reimbursement claims (or entitlement claims) 
for three consecutive fiscal years. A base year entitlement amount is determined by averaging the 
approved reimbursement claims (or entitlement claims) for 1982-83, 1983-84, and 1984-85 years or 
any three consecutive fiscal years thereafter. The amounts are first adjusted by any change in the 
IPD, which is applied separately to each year's costs for the three years that comprise the base 
period. The base period means the three fiscal years immediately succeeding the CSM's approval. 

Each CCD with an established base year entitlement for the program will receive automatic annual 
payments from the SCO reflective of the program's current year costs. The apportionment amount 
is adjusted annually for any change in the IPD. If the mandated program was included in SMAS 
after January 1, 1988, the annual apportionment is adjusted for any change in both the IPD and 
ADA. 

In the event a CCD has incurred costs for three consecutive fiscal years but did not file a 
reimbursement claim in one or more of those fiscal years, the CCD may file an entitlement claim for 
each of those missed years to establish a base year entitlement. An "entitlement claim" means any 
claim filed by a CCD with the SCO for the sole purpose of establishing a base year entitlement. A 
base year entitlement shall not include any nonrecurring or initial start-up costs. 

Initial apportionments are made on an individual program basis. After the initial year, all 
apportionments are made by November 301

h. The amount to be apportioned is the base year 
entitlement adjusted by annual changes in the IPD for the cost of goods and services to 
governmental agencies as determined by the State Department of Finance. 

In the event the CCD determines that the amount of apportionment does not accurately reflect 
costs incurred to comply with a mandate, the process of adjusting an established base year 
entitlement upon which the apportionment is based is set forth in GC Section 17615.8 and requires 
the approval of the CSM. 
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8. Direct Costs 

A direct cost is a cost that can be identified specifically with a particular program or activity. 
Documentation to support direct costs must be kept on hand by the claimant and made available to 
the SCO upon request as explained in Section 17 of these instructions. Costs typically classified as 
direct costs are: 

(1) Employee Wages, Salaries, and Fringe Benefits 

For each of the mandated activities performed, the claimant must list the names of the 
employees who worked on the mandate, their job classification, hours worked on the 
mandate, and rate of pay. The claimant may use a productive hourly rate in-lieu of reporting 
actual compensation and fringe benefits: 

(a) Productive Hourly Rate Options 

A CCD may use one of the following methods to compute productive hourly rates: 

• Actual annual productive hours for each employee 

• The weighted-average annual productive hours for each job title, or 

• 1,800* annual productive hours for all employees 

If actual annual productive hours or weighted-average annual productive hours for each job 
title is chosen, the claimant must maintain documentation of how these hours were 
computed. Documentation to support these costs must be kept on hand by the claimant 
and made available to the SCO upon request as explained in Section 17 of these 
instructions. 

* 1,800 annual productive hours excludes the following employee time: 

o Paid holidays; 
o Vacation earned; 

o Sick leave taken; 

o Informal time off; 

o Jury duty; 

o Military leave taken. 

(b) Compute a Productive Hourly Rate 

1. Compute a productive hourly rate for salaried employees to include actual fringe benefit 
costs. The methodology for converting a salary to a productive hourly rate is to 
compute the employee's annual salary and fringe benefits and divide by the annual 
productive hours. 

Table 1: Productive Hourly Rate, Annual Salary+ Benefits Method 

Formula: 

[(EAS + Benefits) APH] = PHR 

[($26,000 + $8,099)] 1,800 hrs = 18.94 

Description: 

EAS = Employee's Annual Salary 

APH = Annual Productive Hours 

PHR = Productive Hourly Rate 

• As illustrated in Table 1, if you assume an employee's compensation was $26,000 
and $8,099 for annual salary and fringe benefits, respectively, using the "Salary + 
Benefits Method," the productive hourly rate would be $18.94. To convert a biweekly 
salary to EAS, multiply the biweekly salary by 26. To convert a monthly salary to 
EAS, multiply the monthly salary by 12. Use the same methodology to convert other 
salary periods. 
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2. A claimant may also compute the productive hourly rate by using the "Percent of 
Salary Method." 

Table 2: Productive Hourly Rate, Percent of Salary Method 

Example: 

Step 1: Fringe Benefits as a Percent 
of Salary 

Retirement 15.00% 

Social Security & 7.65 
Medicare 

Health & Dental 5.25 
Insurance 

Workers Compensation 3.25 

Total 31.15 % 

Description: 

EAS = Employee's Annual Salary 

FBR = Fringe Benefit 
Rate 

Step 2: Productive Hourly Rate 

Formula: 

[(EAS x (1 + FBR)) APH]= 
PHR 

[($26,000 X (1.3115)) 1,8001 
= $18.94 

APH =Annual Productive Hours 

PHR =Productive Hourly Rate 

• As illustrated in Table 3, both methods produce the same productive hourly rate. 

Reimbursement for personnel services includes, but is not limited to, compensation paid 
for salaries, wages and employee fringe benefits. Employee fringe benefits include 
employer's contributions for social security, pension plans, insurance, workers 
compensation insurance and similar payments. These benefits are eligible for 
reimbursement as long as they are distributed equitably to all activities. Whether these 
costs are allowable is based on the following presumptions: 

• The amount of compensation is reasonable for the service rendered. 

• The compensation paid and benefits received are appropriately authorized by the 
governing board. 

• Amounts charged for personnel services are based on payroll documents that are 
supported by time and attendance or equivalent records for individual employees. 

o The methods used to distribute personnel services should produce an equitable 
distribution of direct and indirect allowable costs. 

For each of the employees included in the claim, the claimant must use reasonable rates 
and hours in computing the wage cost. If a person of a higher-level position, performs an 
activity which normally would be performed by a lower-level position, reimbursement for 
time spent is allowable at the average salary range for the lower-level position. The 
salary rate of the person at a higher-level position may be claimed if it can be shown that 
it was more cost effective in comparison to the performance by a person at the lower
level position under normal circumstances and conditions. The number of hours charged 
to an activity should reflect the time expected to complete the activity under normal 
circumstances and conditions. The numbers of hours in excess of normal expected hours 
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are not reimbursable. Documentation to support these costs must be kept on hand by the 
claimant and made available to the SCO upon request as explained in Section 17 of 
these instructions. 

(c) Calculating an Average Productive Hourly Rate 

In those instances where the P's & G's allow a unit as a basis of claiming costs, the 
direct labor component of the unit cost should be expressed as an average productive 
hourly rate and can be determined as follows: 

Table 3: Calculating an Average Productive Hourly Rate 

Time Productive Total Cost 
Spent Hourly Rate by Employee 

Employee A 1.25 hrs $6.00 $7.50 

Employee B 0.75 hrs 4.50 3.38 

Employee C 3.50 hrs 10.00 35.00 

Total 5.50 hrs $45.88 

Average Productive Hourly Rate is $45.88/5.50 hrs. = $8.34 

(d) Employer's Fringe Benefits Contribution 

A CCD has the option of claiming actual employer's fringe benefit contributions or may 
compute an average fringe benefit cost for the employee's job classification and claim it 
as a percentage of direct labor. The same time base should be used for both salary 
and fringe benefits when computing a percentage. For example, if health and dental 
insurance payments are made annually, use an annual salary. After the percentage of 
salary for each fringe benefit is computed, total them. Documentation to support these 
costs must be kept on hand by the claimant and made available to the SCO upon 
request as explained in Section 17 of these instructions. For example: 

Employer's Contribution %of Sala!Y 

Retirement 15.00% 

Social Security 7.65% 

Health and Dental 
5.25% 

Insurance 

Worker's Compensation 0.75% 

Total 28.65% 

(e) Materials and Supplies 

Revised 02/09 

Only actual expenses can be claimed for materials and supplies, which were acquired 
and consumed specifically for the purpose of a mandated program. The claimant must 
list the materials and supplies that used to perform the mandated activity, the number 
of units consumed, the cost per unit, and the total dollar amount claimed. Materials and 
supplies in excess of reasonable quality, quantity, and cost are not reimbursable. 
Materials and supplies withdrawn from inventory and charged to the mandated activity 
must be based on a recognized method of pricing, consistently applied. Purchases 
shall be claimed at the actual price after deducting discounts, rebates and allowances 
received by the CCD. Documentation to support these costs must be kept on hand by 
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the claimant and made available to the SCO upon request as explained in Section 17 
of these instructions. 

(f) Calculating a Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies 

In those instances where the P's & G's suggest that a unit cost be developed for use as 
a basis of claiming costs mandated by the State, the materials and supplies component 
of the unit cost should be expressed as a unit cost of materials and supplies as shown 
in Table 1 or Table 2: 

Table 1: Calculating A Unit Cost [or Materials and Supplies 

Amount of 
Supplies Used 

Supplies Cost Per Unit Per Activity 

Paper 0.02 4 

Files 0.10 1 

Envelopes 0.03 2 

Photocopies 0.10 4 

Table 2: Calculating a Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies 

Supplies 

Paper ($10.00 for 500 sheet ream) 

Files ($2.50 for box of 25) 

Envelopes ($3.00 for box of 1 00) 

Photocopies ($0.05 per copy) 

Supplies 
Used 

250 Sheets 

10 Folders 

50 Envelopes 

40 Copies 

Unit Cost 
of Supplies 
Per Activity 

$0.08 

0.10 

0.06 

0.40 

$0.64 

Unit Cost 
of Supplies 
Per Activity 

$5.00 

1.00 

1.50 

2.00 

$9.50 

If the number of reimbursable instances is 25, then the unit cost of supplies is $0.38 
per reimbursable instance ($9.50/25). 

(g) Contract Services 

The cost of contract services is allowable if the CCD lacks the staff resources or 
necessary expertise, or it is economically feasible to hire a contractor to perform the 
mandated activity. The claimant must keep documentation on hand to support the 
name of the contractor, explain the reason for having to hire a contractor, describe the 
mandated activities performed, give the dates when the activities were performed, the 
number of hours spent performing the mandate, the hourly billing rate, and the total 
cost. The hourly billing rate shall not exceed the rate specified in the P's & G's for the 
mandated program. The contractor's invoice, or statement, which includes an itemized 
list of costs for activities performed. Documentation to support these costs must be kept 
on hand by the claimant and made available to the SCO upon request as explained in 
Section 17 of these instructions. 

(h) Equipment Rental Costs 

Revised 02/09 Filing a Claim, Page 9 159



State of California Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

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 are reimbursable to the extent such 
costs do not exceed the retail purchase price of the equipment plus a finance charge. 
The claimant must maintain documentation to support 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 other than reimbursable activities, only the 
pro rata portion of the rental costs can be claimed. Documentation to support these 
costs must be kept on hand by the claimant and made available to the SCO upon 
request as explained in Section 17 of these instructions. 

(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 P's & G's 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. Documentation to support these costs must be kept on hand by the 
claimant and made available to the SCO upon request as exp.lained in Section 17 of 
these instructions. 

0) TraveiExpenses 

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 limitations 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 maintain documentation to support the purpose of the trip, 
the name and address of the persons incurring the expense, the date and time of 
departure and return, a description of each expense claimed, and the cost of 
transportation, number of private auto miles traveled, and the cost of tolls and parking. 
Receipts are required for charges over $10.00. Documentation to support these costs 
must be kept on hand by the claimant and made available to the SCO upon request as 
explained in Section 17 of these instructions. 

(k) Documentation 

It is the responsibility of the claimant to maintain 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. The documentation supporting these costs must be kept on hand by the 
claimant and made available to the SCO upon request as explained in Section 17 of 
these instructions. 

9. 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. 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 Controller's methodology (FAM-29C), or if specifically 
allowed by a mandated cost program's P's & G's, a district may choose to claim indirect costs using 
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either (1) a federally approved rate prepared in accordance with the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) Circular A-21, Cost Principles for Educational Institutions; or (2) a flat 7% rate. The 
FAM-29C indirect cost rate and the flat 7% indirect cost rate are applied to Salaries and Benefits 
Only, whereas the federally approved rate is applied to the allocation base used in developing the 
federally approved rate. 

If indirect costs are calculated using the OMB Circular A-21 methodology with a base other than 
Salaries and Benefits Only, the claim cannot be filed using the Local Government e-Ciaims system 
as LGeC does not support cost bases other than Salaries and Benefits Only. Instead, these claims 
must be filed manually using paper forms. 

However, if indirect costs are calculated using the OMB Circular A-21 methodology using Salaries 
and Benefits Only in the base, then the claims can be filed using either the LGeC system or the 
manual paper process. In these cases, the indirect cost rate is calculated in accordance with the 
chosen methodology and keyed into the mandated cost form on the appropriate line (usually Form 
1, line (06)), Indirect Cost Rate. The LGeC system will apply that rate to Salaries and Benefits Only 
(usually Form 1, line (5)(a) to arrive at the total indirect costs (usually Form 1, line (7). If the rate is 
applied to anything other than Salaries and Benefits Only, then the claim must be filed manually 
using paper forms. 

The SCO developed form FAM-29C to be consistent with the 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 
methodology used in form FAM-29C is a direct cost base comprised of salary and benefit costs. 
This provides a consistent indirect cost rate methodology for all CCD's mandated cost programs. 

FAM-29C uses expenditures that districts report in their California Community Colleges 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 the 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 calculate them in accordance with the OMB 
Circular A-21. 

The OMB Circular A-21, Section C.4, states that a 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. 

The 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's. 
For example, library costs and department administration expenses, normally classified fully or 
partly as indirect costs in the 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 allowance. 
Community relations include fundraising costs, which are unallowable under OMB Circular A-21. If 
the district claims any costs from these indirect accounts as 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. 
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Table 4: Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges 
MANDATED COST 

INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS 
(1) Claimant 

Activi 
Instructional Activities 
Instruct. Admin. & Instruct. Governance 
Instructional Support Services 
Admissions and Records 
Student Counseling and Guidance 
Other Student Services 
Operation and Maintenance of Plant 
Planning, Policy Making, and Coordination 
General Institutional Support Services 

Community Relations 
Fiscal Operations 
Human Resources Management 
Non-instructional Staff Retirees' Benefits and 
Retirement Incentives 
Staff Development 
Staff Diversity 
Logistical Services 
Management Information Systems 
Other General Institutional Support Services 

Community Services and Economic Development 
Anciliary Services 
Auxiliary Operations 
Depreciation or Use Allowance- Building 
Depreciation or Use Allowance - Equipment 

Totals 

Indirect Cost Rate (A)/( B) 

Revised 02/09 

EDP 
599 

6000 
6100 
6200 
6300 
6400 
6500 
6600 
6700 
6710 
6720 
6730 

6740 
6750 
6760 
6770 
6780 
6790 
6800 
6900 
7000 

Salaries and 
Benefits per 
CCFS-311 

$46,249,931 
5,181,935 
4,361,061 
1,251,539 
3,373,121 
5,511 ,511 
5,192,099 
2.562.909 

- ·--""!!lP 
446,207 

2,342,316 
1,057,387 

1,327,125 
1,295 

449,392 
2,853,609 
2,386,511 

19,635 
963,036 
723,450 
565,859 

$86,819,928 

Operating 
Expenses per 

CCFS-311 
$ 8,289,190 

631,615 
445,196 

96,634 
80,201 

1,116,904 
3,192,398 
1.096.833 

228,320 
315,019 
102,600 

34,931 
394,915 
354,953 
894,685 

1,679 
688,648 
224,961 

12,179.00 

$ 18,201,861 

Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

FORM 
FAM 29-C 

Indirect-Salaries, 
Benefits, and 

Operating 
Expenses 

674,527 
2,657,335 
1,159,987 

1,327,125 
36,226 

844,307 
3,208,562 

3,281 '196 
21,314 

2,620,741 
721,097 

.$28,596,656 

(A) 
41.94% 

Direct-Salaries 
and Benefits ant 
$ 46,249,931 

5,181,935 
4,361,061 
1,251,539 
3,373,121 
5,511,511 

963,036 
723,450 
565,859 

$68,181 ,443 

(B) 
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10. Time Study Guidelines 

Background 

A reasonable reimbursement methodology, which meets certain conditions specified in Government 
Code section 17518.5, subdivision (a), can be used as a "formula for reimbursing local agency and 
school district costs mandated by the state." 

Two methods are acceptable for documenting employee time charged to mandated cost programs: 
Actual Time Reporting and Time Study. These methods are described below. Application of time 
study results is restricted. As explained in the Time Study Results section below, the results may be 
projected forward a maximum of two years or applied retroactively to initial claims, current-year 
claims, and late-filed claims, provided certain criteria are met. 

Actual Time Reporting 

Each program's parameters and guidelines define reimbursable activities for the mandated cost 
program. (Some parameters and guidelines refer to reimbursable activities as reimbursable 
components.) When employees work on multiple activities and/or programs, a distribution of their 
salaries or wages must be supported by personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation that 
meets the following standards (which clarify documentation requirements discussed in the 
Reimbursable Activities section of recent parameters and guidelines): 

• They must reflect an after-the-fact (contemporaneous) distribution of the actual activity of each 
employee; 

• They must account for the total activity for which each employee is compensated; 

• They must be prepared at least monthly and must coincide with one or more pay periods; and 

• They must be signed by the employee. 

Budget estimates or other distribution percentages determined before services are performed do 
not qualify as support for actual time reporting. 

Time Study 

In certain cases, a time study may be used as a substitute for continuous records of actual time 
spent on multiple activities and/or programs. A time study can be used for an activity when the task 
is repetitive in nature. Activities that require varying levels of effort are not appropriate for time 
studies. 

Time Study Plan 

The claimant must develop a time study plan before a time study is conducted. The claimant must 
retain the time study plan for audit purposes. The plan must identify the following: 

• Time period(s) to be studied -the plan must show that all time periods selected are representative 
of the fiscal year and that the results can be reasonably projected to approximate actual costs. 

• Activities and/or programs to be studied - for each mandated program included, the time study 
must separately identify each reimbursable activity defined in the mandated program's 
parameters and guidelines, which are derived from the program's statement of decision. If a 
reimbursable activity in the parameters and guidelines identifies separate and distinct sub
activities, these sub-activities also must be treated as individual activities. 

For example, sub-activities (a), (b), and (c) under reimbursable activity (8)(1) of the local 
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agency's Domestic Violence Treatment Services: Authorization and Case Management Program, 
relate to information to be discussed during victim notification by the probation department and 
therefore are not separate and distinct activities. It is not necessary to separately study these 
sub-activities. 

• Process used to accomplish each reimbursable activity - use flowcharts or similar analytical tools 
and/or written desk procedures to describe the process followed to complete each activity. 

• Employee universe - the employee universe used in the time study must include all positions 
whose salaries and wages are to be allocated by means of the time study. 

• Employee sample selection methodology - the plan must show that employees selected are 
representative of the employee universe and that the results can be reasonably projected to 
approximate actual costs. In addition, the employee sample size should be proportional to the 
variation in time spent to perform a task. The sample size should be larger for tasks with 
significant time variations. 

• Time increments to be recorded - the time increments used should be sufficient to recognize the 
number of different activities performed and the dynamics of these responsibilities. Very large 
increments (such as one hour or more) can be used for employees performing only a few 
functions that change very slowly over time. Small increments (a number of minutes) can be used 
for employees performing more short-term tasks. 

Random-moment sampling is not an acceptable alternative to continuous time records for 
mandated cost claims. Random-moment sampling techniques are most applicable in situations 
where employees perform many different types of activities on a variety of programs with small time 
increments throughout the fiscal year. 

Time Study Documentation 

Time studies must: 

• Be supported by time records that are completed contemporaneously; 

• Report activity on a daily basis; 

• Be sufficiently detailed to reflect all mandated activities and/or programs performed during a 
specific time period; and 

• Coincide with one or more pay periods. 

Time records must be signed by the employee and be supported by documentation that validates 
that the work was actually performed. As with actual time reporting, budget estimates or other 
distribution percentages determined before services are performed do not qualify as valid time 
studies. 

Time Study Results 

Claimants must summarize time study results to show how the time study supports the costs 
claimed for each activity. Any variations from the procedures identified in the original time study 
plan must be documented and explained. Current-year costs must be used to prepare a time study. 
Claimants may project time study results to no more than two subsequent fiscal years. A claimant 
also may apply time study results retroactively to initial claims, current-year claims, and late-filed 
claims. 

When projecting time study results, the claimant must certify that no significant changes have 
occurred between years in either (1) the requirements of each mandated program activity; or (2) the 
processes and procedures used to accomplish the activity. For all years, the claimant must 
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maintain documentation that shows that the mandated activity was actually performed. Time study 
results used to support claims are subject to the record-keeping requirements for those claims. 

11. Offset Against State Mandated Claims 

As noted previously, allowable costs are defined as those direct and indirect costs, less applicable 
credits, considered eligible for reimbursement. When all or part of the costs of a mandated program 
are specifically reimbursable from local assistance revenue sources (e.g., state, federal, foundation, 
etc.), only that portion of any increased costs payable from ceo funds is eligible for reimbursement 
under the provisions of GC Section 17561. 

Example 1: 

As illustrated in Table 5, this example shows how the "Offset Against State Mandated Claims" 
is determined for a ceo receiving block grant revenues not based on a formula allocation. 
Program costs for each situation equals $100,000. 

Table 5: Offset Against State Mandates, Example 1 

Program Actual Local State Offset Against Claimable 
Costs Assistance Mandated State Mandated Mandated 

Revenues Costs Claims Costs 
1. $100,000 . $95,000 $2,500 $-0- $2,500 

2. 100,000 97,000 2,500 -0- 2,500 

3. 100,000 98,000 2,500 500 2,000 

4. 100,000 100,000 2,500 2,500 -0-

5. 100,000 * 50,000 2,500 1,250 1,250 

6. 100,000 * 49,000 2,500 250 2,250 

*ceo share is $50,000 of the program cost. 

Numbers (1) through (4), in Table 5, show intended funding at 100% from local assistance 
revenue sources. Numbers (5) and (6) show cost sharing on a 50150 basis with the district. In 
numbers (1) through (6), included in the program costs of $100,000 are state mandated costs 
of $2,500. The offset against state mandated claims are the amount of actual local assistance 
revenues, which exceeds the difference between program costs and state mandated costs. 
This offset cannot exceed the amount of state mandated costs. 

In (1 ), local assistance revenues were less than expected. Local assistance funding was not in 
excess of the difference between program costs and state mandated costs. As a result, the 
offset against state mandated claims is zero and $2,500 is claimable as mandated costs. 

In (4), local assistance revenues were fully realized to cover the entire cost of the program, 
including the state mandated activity; therefore, the offset against state mandated claims is 
$2,500, and claimable cost is $0. 

In (5), the district is sharing 50% of the project cost. Since local assistance revenues of $50,000 
were fully realized, the offset against state mandated claims is $1,250. 

In (6), local assistance revenues were less than the amount expended and the offset against 
state mandated claims is $250. Therefore, the claimable mandated costs are $2,250. 
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Example 2: 

As illustrated in Table 6, this example shows how the offset against state mandated claims is 
determined for a CCD receiving special project funds based on approved actual costs. Local 
assistance revenues for special projects must be applied proportionately to approve costs. 

Table 6: Offset Against State Mandates, Example 2 

Program Actual Local State Offset Against Claimable 
Costs Assistance Mandated State Mandated Mandated 

Revenues Costs Claims Costs 

1. $100,000 $100,000 $2,500 $2,500 $-0-

2. 100,000 ** 75,000 2,500 1,875 625 

3. 100,000 ** 45,000 1,500 1,125 375 

** ceo share is $25,000 of the program cost. 

In (2), the entire program cost was approved. Since the local assistance revenue source covers 
75% of the program cost, it also proportionately covered 75% of the $2,500 state mandated 
costs, or $1 ,875. 

If in (3) local assistance revenues are less than the amount expected because only $60,000 of 
the $100,000 program costs were determined to be valid by the contracting agency, then a 
proportionate share of state mandated costs is likewise reduced to $1,500. The offset against 
state mandated claims is $1,125. Therefore, the claimable mandated costs are $375. 

Federal and State Funding Sources 

State school fund apportionments and federal aid for education, which are based on ADA and are 
part of the general system of financing public schools as well as block grants which do not provide 
for specific reimbursement of costs (i.e., allocation formulas not tied to expenditures), should not be 
included as reimbursements from local assistance revenue sources. 

Governing Authority 

The costs of salaries and expenses of the governing authority, such as the school superintendent 
and governing board, are not reimbursable. These are costs of general government as described in 
the Office of Management and Budget Circular (OMB) 2 CFR Part 225. 

12. Notice of Claim Adjustment 

All claims submitted to the SCO are reviewed to determine if the claim was prepared in accordance 
with the claiming instructions. Claimants will receive a "Notice of Claim Adjustments" detailing any 
adjustments made by the SCO. 

13. Audit of Costs 

Pursuant to GC section 17558.5, subdivision (b), The SCO may conduct a field review of any claim 
after the claim has been submitted, prior to the reimbursement of the claim, to determine if costs 
are related to the mandate, are reasonable and not excessive, and the claim was prepared in 
accordance with the SCO's claiming instructions and the P's & G's adopted by the CSM. If any 
adjustments are made to a claim, a "Notice of Claim Adjustment" specifying the claim component 
adjusted, the amount adjusted, and the reason for the adjustment, will be mailed within 30 days 
after payment of the claim. 

Pursuant to GC section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a 
community college district for this mandate is subject to the initiation of an audit by SCO no later 
than three years after the date that the actual reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, 
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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 SCO 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 no later than two years after the date that the audit is 
commenced. All documents used to support the reimbursable activities must be retained during the 
period subject to audit. If an audit has been initiated by SCO during the period subject to audit, the 
retention period is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. On-site audits will be 
conducted by SCO as deemed necessary. 

All documents used to support the reimbursable activities must be retained during the period 
subject to audit. If an audit has been initiated by the Controller during the period subject to audit, 
the retention period is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. Supporting 
documents must be maintained by the claimant and made available to the SCO upon request as 
discussed in Section 17 of this manual. 

14. Source Documents 

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

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost 
allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, training packets, and 
declarations. Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, "I certify (or declare) 
under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and 
correct," and must further comply with the requirements of Code of Civil Procedure section 2015.5. 
Evidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to the reimbursable 
activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government requirements. However, 
corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents. 

All documents used to support the reimbursable activities must be retained during· the period 
subject to audit. and must be made available to the SCO upon request as discussed in Section 17 
of this manual. 

For costs incurred on or after January 1, 2005, a reasonable reimbursement methodology can be 
used for reimbursing a CCD that meets certain conditions specified in 17518.5(a). 

15. Claim Forms and Instructions 

A claimant may submit a computer generated report in substitution for Form-1 and Form-2, 
provided the format of the report and data fields contained within the report are identical to the 
claim forms included with these instructions. The claim forms provided with these instructions 
should be duplicated and used by the claimant to file reimbursement claims. The SCO will revise 
the manual and claim forms as necessary. 

A. Form-2, Activity Cost Detail 

This form is used to segregate the detail costs by claim activity. In some mandates, specific 
reimbursable activities have been identified for each activity. The expenses reported on this 
form must be supported by the official financial records of the claimant. All documents used to 
support the reimbursable activities must be retained by the claimant and must be made 
available to the SCO upon request 
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B. Form-1, Claim Summary 

This form is used to summarize direct costs by activity and compute allowable indirect costs for 
the mandate. The direct costs summarized on this form are derived from Form-2 and are 
carried forward to form FAM-27. 

C. Form FAM-27, Claim for Payment 

This form contains a certification that must be signed by an authorized officer of the CCD. All 
applicable information from Form-1 must be carried forward onto this form in order for the SCO 
to process the claim for payment. An original and one copy of the FAM-27 are required. 

Claims should be rounded to the nearest dollar. Submit a signed original and one copy of form 
FAM-27, Claim for Payment. (To expedite the payment process, please sign the form FAM-
27 with blue ink, and attach a copy of the form FAM-27 to the top of the claim package.) 
Use the following mailing addresses: 

If delivered by 
U.S. Postal Service: 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

16. Retention of Claiming Instructions 

If delivered by 
Other delivery services: 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

For your C:onvenience, the revised claiming instructions in this package have been arranged in 
alphabetical order by program name. This Community College Mandated Cost Manual should be 
retained permanently for future reference, and the forms should be duplicated to meet your filing 
requirements. Annually, new or revised forms, instructions, and any other information claimants 
may need to file claims will be placed on the SCO's Web site located at 
www.sco.ca.gov/ard/local/locreim/index.shtml. 

If you have any questions concerning mandated cost reimbursements, please write to us at the 
address listed for filing claims, or by e-mail to lrsdar@sco.ca.gov, or call the Local Reimbursements 
Section at (916) 324-5729. 

17. Retention of Claim Records and Supporting Documentation 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5, (a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by 
a CCD pursuant to this chapter is subject to the initiation of an audit by the Controller no later than 
three years after the date that the actual reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, whichever is 
later. However, if no funds are appropriated or no payment is made to a claimant for the program 
for the fiscal year for which the claim is filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall 
commence to run from the date of initial payment of the claim. In any case, an audit shall be 
completed not later than two years after the date that the audit is commenced. All documents used 
to support the reimbursable activities, as described in Section V, must be retained during the period 
subject to audit. If the Controller has initiated an audit during the period subject to audit, the 
retention period is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. Supporting 
documents shall be made available to the SCO upon request. 
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CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

cc 19140 

El Camino Convnunity College District 

Loa Angeles 

(22) IWM-1, (03}(A)(1 )(f) 

(23) IWM-1, (03}(A)(2)(f) 

(24) IWM-1' (03)(8}(1)(1) 

(25) IWM-1, (03)(8)(2)(f) 

(26) IWU-1, (03)(8)(3}(1) 

(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement [!] (27) IWM-1, (03)(8)(4}(f) 

C04> Combined D c1o> Combined D c2s> IWM-1. (03){8)(5)(1) 

(05)Amended- - D (11)Amended . D 1-(29-)_IW_M--1,-(0-3)(-C)-(1)-(f)+------.---t 

• (03)(C}(2)(f) 

' (03)(0)(1) 

: 10% late Penalty 

: Prior Claim Payment Received 

In accordance with the provialol'ls of Go\lamment Code Section 17561, 1 certify that I am the oflicer authorized by the community colleg(l dlellict 
to file mandated coet claim& With the Slats of Calibnla for thle program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not violated any of the 
provision& of Gollemment Code Sectlonll1090 to 1098, Inclusive. 

11\HUler certify that there waa no applk:atlon other than tom the claimant, nor any grart or payment receiwld, ror relmburaement of coeta clam eel 
herein, and &UCh c:Oet&~e b" a new program or increaeed level of services of an eoclallng prognm. All oll8eltlng &aVIng& and raimburieman111 eet 
lilrth In the Ptnmetera and Guldalinee ar& Identified, and all coe111 claimed are &Upporled by 1011roe documentation currenUy maintained by the 
claimant 

The amoun111 for thle E&limatad Claim ~or Reimbursement Claim ara henlby claimed liom the Slats for payment of 1181imated and/(11' actual 
coet& set forth oo the attached &lataments. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the Stale of California that the fomgolng I& true and 
cooect. 

,, 

!Signature of Authorized Officer (USE BLUE INK) Date 

J~· s 

T~~~Num~----~~~~~----------~ 
E-mail Address: 
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I • • 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Annual Recycled Material Reports $ 

s 

ecmmunlly Collellt Mandated Colt Manual 

MANDATED COSTS 
INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

Relrrbtnemenl 

Esllmaled 

m 
D 

Object Account. 

(a) (b) (c) (d) 

Sallries and Materials and Conlnlct F'oced 
Benefits Supplies Services Assets 

$ 

$ $ . $ . 

. $ $ $ 

. $ $ - $ -
$ $ $ . 

$ 

$ - $ 

. $ $ -
$ - $ -

- $ - $ - $ -
1,149.20 $ $ - $ --

s 

._..(05)xfno(04l(oJ 

$ 

'$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IUne (07'j -{Une (08) + Une (00))] 

(e) 

Trwelend 
TI'Eining 

$· 

- $ 

- $ 

. $ 

$ 

- $ 

$ 

$ 

- s 

$ 

$ 

FORM 
IWM-1 

(I) 

Total 

46,121.95 

1,1<49.20 

1.1~9.20 

49,569.55 

~2.203.17 

·-r . 
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I . ' 

I 

I 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT FORM 
IWM-2 

2000-2001 

CJ CcmpletiDn a s.DnilsiJn or Pllli tJ l!o;rd CJ fltlrJoneo lo Bolld Dlllilg ~ CJ CorUIIiln will ao.d 
"-' 

D DeslgllallonOIWMIII Reductlln inl ~ ~ D Maintllnlmtli AppiMd I.MI of Aeduclfon 

CJ AlilrnatoM ~orTme Ellllnllon for 111~ lol CJ Alanallle lleqiQrnent tiline EldliNion for 1/IID41or 50% Wille 25'lWMII 

Accounting System CJ Annuli Report CJ 

(b) (c) (d) (g) (h) 

Employee Names, Job Houtly lioiQ Salaries M..w. 
ClaaiiiCaUone, FWidlons Perl'onned, R8le WOfked and and 

Coonct Fixed Travel and 

and~ of""'*- or or Beneftta Supplee Ser'lioell ....... Training 
UniiCOet Oull1llty 

the necessary linicl policies ard proceduras 
Saldn,Joe ~Supervisor s· 1.1-49.20 
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I 

\ 

I 

.. .. -
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

FORM 
IWM·2 

CJ COftlllleiiDn lll1d SolrniAion of 1'1111 b lloiRI CJ RMpneb bill ~Aj)pvwl CJ Coadllloolllllh Don 
Process 

CJ IJes9l;lloll ofw.tt Recluclioft lll1d ~ CoonliiU m Mllnllr8a of ARIMIILMI ol ReckJclkJn 

CJ AlemaiNt Rllquiwnet1l or Dne ExlenltJn ill Ul/02 ill 
CJ Alemalt.oe Aequhmenl ofT me Exlenlion ill 11f.114 ill 50% w.-25%Wasla 

Accounting $ystem CJ Annuli Report 

(h) 

Employee Namee. Job Howly Ibn Selerlee Maler1ele 
Claeelftclllons, Fundlona Pelfcnned, Rale Worked lll'ld and 

Conlrac;t Fixed TIIMIIand 

111111 Deoaipllon d &perw. or ()I' 
Benelle SuppiM SeMcea Aaels Tr**lg 

Unit Cost Quantity 

from landfill dlsilOGal or~ faclities • 
BennaU, Neal Ulllty Worlter $22.31 2,320.24 
Pulinl, Samuela Gr!UJdskaeperiG I 10,826.40 
Tultllou, Mossese Grru!dskseperiG I . 11,190.40 

sold waste tom landfil clsposal or lren8folmatiOII facilies -
Gnlppelta, Anlhony . Gr!uldskeeperfG II. 3,197.M 

rnaterlalsfeMme necassay lor rn&Wnlng llfiPI'OI'8d leYel 
Vermeer BrushCI!Wer $ 
Nawall P!Mer ~-Co. t.azer~ Mulcher 86.1 $ 8,611.92 
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I 

Ongoing 
CJ 

Aolhltlel D 
Altemativl CJ Complilnce 

m 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
FORM 
IWM-2 

Completion llld ~ d Pial tl Bolrd CJ 
,..,_to llolnl During~ D CaisUiation wilt llolld ...... 

llellgo;lion ofWMII RedurJiln nl ~~ Cl ~of AjlpnMd LMI ol R1lducllon 

A1i1ma1iv!1 Requhment orTme Exllnllon b 1/1/02 b 
MWMII 

.. CJ ~aliwa ~oiTinl EJdenllon lor1/W4b50% Walle 

Accounting System CJ Annual Report D Annuli Rqcltcl Mlllrlll 
Rll*ll 

(d) (e) 

Hoully Helin Salaries Mlllerllla 
Rale Worked and Wid Comact ~ TI!MiiWid 

or or Benefita &.,lplee 
Se,Yicee Aaels TIIIMlg 

lWICoat . Quantity 

1,149.20 
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I .. 

CJ 

CJ 

CJ 

- --------····-·---------------. 

INTEGRATED WASTl: MANAGEMENT 
ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

FORM 
IWM-2 

Complstioe lnll Su!milsloR d l'lln tJ Bon CJ Relponee tJ Boald Outing /«JJ.rNM CJ CGnaiAiallon will Bolnl 
"-

llllsianllll:lldWIIIIt RedudloR ~~~~~ Cooldllat>r CJ ~ofApp!Mdi.Mitl~ 

AlerMM lleqlftmenl orlha Elllanllon lor 111/02 m 
CJ · AlameiM~t1Tme~lor11fA)tforSO%WMIII mi._WIIIIt 

Accounting System CJ Annual Report 

(c) (d) (e) 

Howty Hours Salalles Materiele 
Rille Worf<ed 

and and .Connct Fixed TIIIWII.nd 
or ot 

~ Supples -
s.vtcea .Atsels Tl'llnlng 

Unit Coat Ouenlily 

$ 1,1.9.20 
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FY 2003-04 IWM Claim 
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I 
CLAIM FOR PAYMENT· 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

cc 19140 

. El Camino Community College District 

Los Angeles County 

16007 Crenshaw Boulevard 

In accordance with the provisions of Government Coda § 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the community collage 
district to fBe mandated cost claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I haVe not 
violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, Inclusive. 

·1 further carttfy that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grant or payment received, for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a IHIW program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offseHi.ncr 
savings and ralmburseme~ set forth In lhe Parameters and Guidelines ara lclentlfled, and all costs claimed ara supported by 
source documentation currenUy maintained by the clalmairt.c · 

. - • .t~ 

The amounts for this Reimbursement Claim ara hereby c;Uiimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or actual costs set forth. 
on the attached statements. I certify under penalty7f ·• rjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing Is true and 
correct. . 

:f 

~~~uualUIIcof Authorized Officer (USE BLUE INKtr Date 

Telephone Numller: ___ ,l.-"-ll~~......,.,='------,...-; 
E-mail Address: 
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I 

I 

.. 
State Controller's Office 

(01) Claimant 

El Camino Community College District 

Direct Costs 

03) Reimbursable Activities 

A. One-Time Activity 

1. Develop Policies and Procedures 

2. Train District Staff on IWM Plan 

B. Ongoing Activities 

1. Complete and Submit IWM Plan to Board 

2. Respond to Board Requirements 

3. Consult with Board to Revise Plan 

4. Designate Coordinator for Each College 

MANDATED COSTS 
·INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

(02) 

Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

FORM 
1A 

Fiscal Year 

2003-2004 

Object Accounts · 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

Salaries Materials 
Contract Fixed 

Travel 
and and and Total 

Benefits Supplies 
Services Assets 

Training 

$ - $ . $ - $ - $ - $ 

$ . $ • $ - - $ - $ - $ 

$ . $ - $ . $ - $ . $ 

$ - $ . $ - $ . $ . $ 

$ - $ - $ . $ - $ - $ 

$ - $ - $ - '$ - $ . . $ 

5. Divert Solid Waste/Maintain Required Level $ 39,205.72 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 39,205.72 

(04) Total Direct Costs $ 39,205.72 $ . $ - $ . $ . $ 39,205.72 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate . {Federally Approved OMB A-21, FAM-29C, or 7%] 29.10% 

(06) T otallndirect Costs (Une {04)(a) x line (05)] $ 11,408.86 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs (Line (04){1) +line (06)] $ 50,614.58 

(08) Total from Forms 1A, 18, arid 1C (Add 1A(07) + 18(07) + 1C(07)] $ 54,806.72 

Cost Reduction 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings ( ..!._ 6,137.20 ') 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements . $ 698.66. 

·- ., Total Claimed Amount: [Line (07) -{Line (08) + Une (09)}} $ 47,970.86 

--·' 12/0~ 
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state Controller's Office Community College Mandated Cost Manual 
::~::::::::::::::::::::::. 

MANDATED COSTS FORM :: .. :t-99~:· ·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·. INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT ',',',256····· 
::::::;:::;::: ~:: ~:: ~:::: ~) ~: CLAIM SUMMARY 1C 
(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 

El Camino Community College District 2003-2004 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(a) ·(b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

(03) Reimbursable. Activities Salaries Materials · Contract Fixed Travel 
and and 

Services Assets 
and Total 

Benefits Supplies Training 

D. Accounting System Reimbursement begins January 1, 2000 

1. Develop, Implement & Majntain.System $ ·1,623.60 $ . $ - $ - $ - $ 1,623.60 

E. Annual Report of Progress Reimbursement begins January 1, 2000 

1. Calculations of Annual Disposal Reduction $ - $ . $ - $ - $ - $ . 

2. Information on the Changes $ - $ - $ - $ - $ . $ -
3. Summary of Progress Made in IWM Plan $ . - $ - $ . $ - $ - $ -
4. The Extent of CCD's Use of IWM Plan $ - $ - $ - $ . $ - $ -
5. Time Extension Summary of Progress $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ . 

6. Alternative Reduction Summary of Progress · ·$ - $ - $ - $ . $ - $ -
F. Annual Recycled Material Reports Reimbursement begins July 1, 1999 

1. Annual Report to the Board ' $ 1,623.60 $ - $ - $. - $ - $ 1,623.60 

(04) Total Direct Costs .$ . 3,247.20 $ . $ - $ - $ . - $ 3,247.20 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate [Federally Approved OMB A-21, FAM-29C, or 7%} 29.10% 

(06) Total Indirect Costs · [Una (04Xa) x line (05)) $ 944.94 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Une (04J(n +line (06)) [Forward total to Fonn-1A, line (08)] $ 4,192.14 

New 12/08 
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I 
State tontroller'a Office Community College Mancllted cu.t Manual 

::til .·.·-·.·.·.·.·.·. 
(01) Claimant 

El Caminci Community College Dlstrlet 

MANDATED COST$ 

INTEGRATED WASTE IIANA(;EMENT 

ACTMTY COST DETA!L 

(02) Fiscal Year 

(03) Reimbursable Actlvllles: Check only one box per form to Identify the activity being claimed. 

A. o-nme Activity a, Ongoing Ac:tlvltlea 

D Oeveklp PoliCies and Procadures D Complete and SubmH IWM Pial il Board 

CJ Train !Xstrict Slat! on IWM Pl:vi D Respond il Board ReqWements 

D Consult with Board t> Revise Plan 

CJ Deslgnale Coordlnalorfor Each College 

CD Divell Solid WastvMalntaln ReqUred Level 

(04) Descrlpllon of Expenses 

(a) 

Employee Names, Job Classifications, 
Functiona l'elformed and Description of Exp111111es 

Diverting ~waste from landfia disposal or llillslormallon faclities. ll!cydlng 
. Bennett. Neal Uliily Worller 
Pulin~ Samuela Groundskeeper/Gard I 
Tultllou, Mosses& Ground&keeper/Gard I 

Diverting sot! waste from landfil disposal or lrmsformallon facilities. composting 
Gruppelta, Anthony Grooodskeeper/Gard II 

(05) Tolal m SutOOtal D 

(b) 

Hourly 
Rate 

or 
Unit Cost 

$31.41 
$30.17 
$30.29 

$34.09 

(c) 

Hours 
Wori<ed 

or 
Quantity 

104.0 s 
520.0 s 
520.0 s 

132,0 $ 

(d) 

Salaries 
end 
~~~ 

3,266.64 
15,688..40 
15,750.80 

4,499.88 

ObJect Accounts 

(e) (f) 

.. Materials 
and 

Conlr8c1 

Supplies S!lrvh:eo 

Page 1 of1 $ 39,205.72 $ • $ • $ 

FORM 
2A 

2003-2004 

(g) (h) 

Travel Fixed and 
Assets. Training 

• $ 
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I 
Statll Controller's Ofllce 

MANDATED COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

ACTMTY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (02) FISCal Year 
El Camino Community College District 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Cheek only one box per fonn to Identify the activity b&lng ~aimed. 

D. Accounting System E. Annual Report of Progren 
m Develop, Implement & Manlaln S)'slem D Cllk:ulations of Annual Disposal Reduction 

F. Annual Recycled Materials Repoits 0 lnfonnallon on the Changes 

D Annual Report b lhB Boafd D Summery of Progress Made In IWM Plan 

D The Extent of cco;s Use or IWM Plan 

D T1me Extension Surnmaty of Progress 

D Allamatlve Redudlon Summery of Progress 

(04) Description of Expen- Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (I) 

Hourly Hours · Salaries Uale!illls EmplOyee Namte, Jcb Claasificaliona, Rate WO!ked end and 
Conlrlcl 

Func11ons Pe!fonned and Deecription d "-'""" · or or Benafita Supplies 
SeMceo 

Unit~ Quantity 

Developing, lmplemendrG, malnlaimg accounllng S)'Biem to 1rack souroa reduction, recycling, or~ 
Saldana, Joe Opendions Super;isor $40.59 40.0 $ 1,623.60 

(05) Sub!Dial D Page 1 off $ 1,623.60 s $ s 

(g) 

F''"ed 
Assels 

$ 

FORM 
2C 

(h) 

TI'8Yel 
and 

Trakl~ 
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I 
(01) Claimant 

El Camino eommunlty College Dlstrlct 

MAHDATED COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE IWIAGEMUT 

ACTMTY COST DETAIL 

(02) Fiscal Year 

e· 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only ona box per form to Identify thti actlvtly being claimed. 

D. Accounting Syatem E. Annual Report of Progi'IIS 
D Develop, Implement & Maklt*l System D Calculations of Annual Disposal RedUdlon 

F. Annual Recycled Mlterlils Repolts 0 lnloimation on the Changes 

m Annual Report to the lloald D Sumniary of Progress Made n IWM Plan. 

D The Extent of CCD's Use of IWM Plen 

CJ nne Exllm$ion Sumnwy of f'roQI9ss 
, CJ AllematiYe Reduction SummllfY or Progress 

(04) DescrtpUon of l!x!M- Object Accounts 

Employee Names, JOb Classificallonl, 
Funcliona Pedorrnad and Deect1ltiOn of Exponua 

Reporting annuaDy tithe lloald quanlllies oll1lt)'dabla materials oollecled 
. Saldana, Joe ()pellltions $upeNisor 

(05) Tolal Subtotal D 

Hourly 
Rata 
or 

~~n•eoot 

Hours 
Worked 

or 
OUanllty 

Mater181a 
and 

. Suppies 

$40.59 40.0 $ 1,623.60 

Page 1 of' $ 1,623.60 $ $ 

Conlract 
SeM;es 

$ $ 

FORM 
2C 

Traval 
and 

Trailing 
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FY 2004-05 IWM Claim 
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- ,: 
.. r 

c& ltyC II M d tedC stM State C6ntroller's Office n 0 ege an a 0 anua 
- ;:;::::~~~i~(~@.:::;::: ::p,:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT (19) Program Number 00256 ::._:l99~~V:t 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 

. (20) Date File<NARI!J mil 1,·!!!···: INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT ' 
.. 

. (21) LRS Input _j_j_ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number: cc 19140 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name 
El Camino Community College District (22) FORM·1A, (04}(ij 41,755 

Address 
Los Angeles County (23) FORM·1A, (05) 35 

16007 Crenshaw Boulevard (24} FORM-1A, (08} 61,135 

Torrance CA 90506-0002 (25) FORM-1A, (09) 6;137 

Type of Claim :;:;:;:::;:~~~~~:~~~!~:::::::::: Reimbursement Claim (26) FORM-1A, (10} 1,166 

-~?~~~t~~~')!i~:~lll:!~l~~~i~t:!~!l (09) Reimbursement D (27) 

-~Oiij:t!i>mbi~<f·:·:·:·:·QJ·:-: 
:;.:.:·.·=·:-:-:·:·:-:.:-:-:-::::::::::.::::::: .. :::: (10) Combined 0 (28) 

:~¥-M~W~~:u~~)iJYif:: (11) Amended m~- (29} 
:-:-:-:-:·:·:<-:·:·:-:-:·:·:·:<·:·:·:·:·:·:.:-:-:-:· 

Fiscal Year of cost i~~~:::~::::::::::i:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: (12) (30) 
2004-2005 

Total Claimed Amount :~~I{:::::~:::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::: (13) '.(31) 
$ 53,832 

Less: 10% Late Penalty (refarto claiming Instructions) 
(14) (32) 
$ . 

Less: Prior Claim Payment Received (15) (33) 
$ -

Net Claimed Amount (16) (34) 
$ 53,832 

Due from State :~~)::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: (17) (35) 
:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: $ 53832 

Due to State \1}/)\{\({\/}\{ (18) (36) 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 

·1n accordar:~ce with .the provisions of Government Code § 17561, 1 certify that l-am the officer authorized by·the community college 
district to fila mandated cost claims with the State-of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not 
violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, Inclusive. · · · · 

I further certify that there was no appiiceUon other than from the claimant, nor any grant or payment received, for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or Increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting 
savings and reimbursements set forth In the Parameters and Guidelines are Identified, and all coats-claimed are supported by 
source documen~Uon currently maintained by the claimant. 

The amounts for this Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or actual costs set forth 
on the attached statements. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California tl:lat the foreQolng Ia true and 
correct. 

Signature of Authorized Officer (USE BLUE INK) 
,,/~ 

Date ,.,. 

W .~;. SJ,uY 1 / · 
.-' Cfrt~ / ' J..-c.(JJXYi 

-~ 

0 
Janice Ely Business Manager 
Type or Print Name Title 
(36) Name of Contact Person for Claim 

( 

L Fonn FAM-27 (New 12/08) 

----------- -- . 

(858) 514-8605 Telephone Number. 
Six Ten and Associates E-mail Address: kbpsixten@aol.com 
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1-
State Controller's Office 

(01) Claimant: 

El Camino Community College District 

· Direct Costs. 

03) Reimbursable Activities 

A. One· Time Activity 

1. Develop Policies and Procedures 

2. Train District Staff on IWM Plan 

. B. Ongoing Activities -

_ 1. Complete and Submit IWM Plan to Board 

2. Respond to Board Requirements 

3. Consult with Board to Revise Plan 

4 .. Designate Coordinator for Each College 

-- _, __________________ ____ 

MANDATED COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

(02) 

- Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

FORM 
1A 

Fiscal Year . 

2004-2005 

-Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (Q 

Salaries Materials 
Contract Fixed 

Travel 
and and and Total 

Benefits Supplies 
Services Assets - Training- -

$ • $ • $ • $ . $ . $ 

$ . $ • $ • $ . $ . $ 

$ $' $ $ $ $ 

·$ . $ . $ - . $ . $ . $ 

$ . $ . $ . $ . $ . $ 

$ $ $ $ $ $ 

5. Divert Solid Waste/Maintain Required Level _ $ 41,754.52 $ . $ . $ . $ . $ 41,754.52 

(04) Total Direct Costs_- $ 41,754.52 $ . $ . $ . $ . $ 41,754.52 

- Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate {Federally Approved OMB A-21, FAM-29C, or 7%] 35.22% 

(OG) T otallndirect Costs [Line (04)(a) x line (05)] $ 14,705.94 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (04)(n +line (06)] $ .56,460.46 

(08) Total from Forms 1A, 18, and 1C (Add 1A(07) + 18(07) + 1C(07)] $ 61,134.75 

Cost Reduction --
(09) Less: Offsetting Savings 6,137.~D 
(10) Less: Other Reimbursements $ 1,165.50 

1(11) Total Claimed Amount: [Line (07) • {Line (08) +Line (09)}1 $ - 53,832.05 

New 12/08 
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'· 

State Controller's Office Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

:~~r#:~mm: MANDATED COSTS FORM 
::::::256:::::: INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

1C 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~::::;:::;:: ~:: ~ :: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~. CLAIM SUMMARY 

(01) Claimant: (02) Fiscal Year 

El Camino _Community College District 2004·2005 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (0 
.. 

(03) Reimbursable Activities Sa lanes Materials Contract Fixed Travel 
and and Services Assets and Total 

Benefits Supplies Training · 

D. Accounting System Reimbursement begins January 1, 2000 

1. Develop, Implement & Maintain System $ 1,728.40 $ . $ . $ . $ . $ 1,728.40 

E. Annual Report of Progress Reimbursement begins January .1; 2000 

1. Calculations of Annual Disposal Reduction $. . $ . $ . . $ . $ . $ . 

2. Information on the Changes $ . $ . $ . $ . $ . $ . 

3. Summary o.f Progress Made in IWM Plan $ . $ • $ . $ . $ •. $ . 

4. ihe Extent of CCD's Use of IWM Plan $ . $ . . $ . $ . $ . $ . 

5 .. Time Extension Summary of Progress $ . $ . $ . $ . $ . $ . 

6. Alternative Reduction Summary of Progress $ -. $ . $ . $ . $ - $ . 

F. Annual Recycled Material Reports Reimbursement begins July 1, 1999 

1. Annual Report to the Board $ 1,728.40 $ . $ . $ - $ - $ 1,728.40 

(04) Total Direct Costs $ 3,456.80 $ . $ . $ - $ - $ 3,456.80 

Indirect costs 

(05) Indirect Cost·Rate [Federally Approved OMB A-21, FAM-29C, or 7%] 35.22% 
',. -

(06) Total Indirect Costs [Line (04)(a) x line (05)]· $ 1,217.48 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (04)(Q + line (06)). [Forward total to Form-1A, line (08)] $ 4,674.28 

New 12/08 
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I 
State Controller's Office 

:·:-··:-·.·.·.·.· 
(01) Claimant 

El Camino Community Collage Dlsll1ct · 

MANDATED COSTS 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

ACTMTY COST DETAIL 

(02) Fiscal Year 

Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

FORM 
2A 

2004-2005 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per fonn to lclentlfy the activity being claimed. 

A. One-Ttine Acllvlty 

D DeYelop Policies end l'locedures 

D Tlllkl District Staff on IWM Plan 

(04) Description of Expenaes 

(a) 

Employee Narneo~, Jab CISHificaUons, 
FuncUons Performed and Dasc~pUon of Exp.ensas 

Diverting solid waite from landfill disposal or lnlnsfonnatlon faciUUa5. racycllng 
Bennett, Neal Utility Welker 
Pullnl, Samuela Groundakeeper/Gard I 
Tuitibou, Mossese Groundskeeper/Gard 1 

Dlver1fng SOlid waste from landfill disposal or translllirnation facilities • composting 
Gruppette, Anthony Groundskeeper/Gard II 

(05) Total Subtotal D 

.. 

(b) 

Hourly 
Rate 
or 

Unit Cost 

$33.45 
$32.13 
$32.26 

$36.31 

B. Ongoing Activities 

0 CompiBIB and Submit IWM Plan tD Board 

0 · Respond io Board Requirements 

D COnsult Wl1h Board to Revise Plan 

. 0 Designate Coordinator for Each Colege 

Divert Sold WasteMalnlaln Required L8'llll [I] 

(c) 

Houta 
Woll<ed 

or 
auanUty. 

104.0 $ 
520.0 $ 
520.0 $ 

132..0 $ 

(d) 

Salaries 
and 

Benefits 

3,478;80 
16,707.60 
t6.ns.20 

4,792.92 

(a) 

MaterialS 
and 

SuppNea 

ObJect Accounts 

(f) 

Contrllct 
SaNices 

Page 1oft $ 41,754.52 .$ • $ . $ 

(g) 

Fixed 
Assets 

• $ 

(h) 

Travel 
and 

Training 
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state Controller's Offlce Community Colleae Mandatlld Cost Manual 

(01) Claimant 

El Camino Community College District 

-MANDATED COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEIII!NT 

ACTIVITY COST oi!TAU. 

(02) Fiscal Year 

(03) Reimbursable ActlviUes: Check: only one box per fonn to Identify the acUvtty being claimed. 

D. Accounting Syttem E. Annual Report of Prognm 
OJ DeYeloj!, Implement & Mallitail System _ CJ . Calculations of Anmal Olsposai-Rad!K:IIon 

F. Annual Recycled Materials RepOitS _ CJ lllformallon on 1he Changes 

D Annual Report to 1he Board 

(04) DeliGrlptlon of Expense a 

(a) 

Employee Namea, Job ClesslfoeaUons, 
Functlona PS!formed and Deac~tion of Elq)enses 

(b) 

Hourly 
Rete 
cr 

UnHCoel 

CJ 
CJ 
D 
-o 

(c) 

Houl'$ 
Worked 

or 
Quantity 

Developing, Implementing, m'a!ntalnlng aecounting system to tr8Ck sou!Q! reduCtion, recycling, or c:omposling 

Summary of Progress Made In IWII Plan 

The Exlliniorcco'SuseofiWM Plan 

l1l11l! Extension Summary or Progress 

AI!Bmetlve Reduction Summary or Progress 

Object ~counta 

(d) (e) (f) 

Salaries Materials 
and and Contract 

Benefits Supplllltl Slll\'lc:es 

Saldana, Joe Operations Supervisor $43.21 40.0 $ 1,728.40 

(05) iotat [i] Subtotal 0 Paoe 1 or1 $ 1,728.40 $ • $ $ 

(g) 

Fixed 
Assets 

FORM 
2C 

2004-20011 

(tl) 

Travel 
and 

Training _ 

. 

$ 
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I 

( 

I 

State Controller'• Office 

(01) Claimant 
El Camino Community College Olsll1ct 

(04) Description of ex.,.n••• 

- (a) 

Employee Names, Job Clasaiflcaliona, 
Funcllons Pertonned end Dellcrlption Of Expenses 

Reporting annually lo lhe Boll'd quanti11es of recyclable inatarlals oolecled 
Saldana, Joe · Operations Supel'lisor 

(05) Total [j] Subllllal 0 

Commui!!!I_ Coll1111• Mandated Cost Manual 

MANDATED COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE NAHAGEMI!NT 

ACTIVITY CDBT DETAIL· 

(02) Fiscal Year 

o 
c::J 
D Time Eldenslon-summary of Progrvss 

D Allomalfv& ReWclion Summary oi Progress 

ObJ•ct Accounts 
(b) . (c) (d) (e) (f) 

Hourly Houre 
Rate Worked 

or or 
UniiCoal QuanUly 

Salaries Mater1als Conllaet and ond Servtcae Benefits Supplies 

$43.21 40.0 $' 1,728.40 

Page 1 of! $ 1,728.40. $ $ - $ 

(g) 

Flxod 
~·Ills 

FORM 
2C 

2004-2005 

(h) 

Travel 
and 

Training 

$ 
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------------------ -·· 

I 

cc 19140 
... 

El Camino Community College District . 

Los Angeles County 

16007 Crenshaw Boulevard 

Torrani:e CA 90506-0002 

2005-2006 

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code § 17561. I certify that I am the officer authorized by the community college 
district to file mandated cost claims with the State of CaiHornla for tllis program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not 
violated any of the provisiOil$ of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, Inclusive. · · 

- . . . . 

I further certify that there was no application other than fTorn the claimant, nOt' any grant or pa}/IYient received, for reimbursement of 
costa claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or Increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting 
savings and relmburaements set forth in tile Parameters and Guidelines are Identified, and all ~ claimed are supported by 

::::::;.::~~=:::: :;;;ri:ed from the State for ~ent ofeafim~ted a~or ~I costa set forth 
:~:.!t_ attached statements. I certify under pe

7
. ~rjury under the ·laws of the State of California that ttle foregoing Is true and 

Signature of Authorized Officer (1,181: BLUE INtq · . . Date . 

-~ 

or Print Name 
Nam·e of Contact Person for Claim 

SixTen and Associates 
Fonn 12/08) 
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. ' 
State Controller's Office 

(01) Claimant 

El Camino Community College District 

Direct Costs 

03) ReimbursableActivities 

A. One-Time Activity 

1. Develop Policies and Procedures 

-2. · Train District Staff on IWM Plan 

B. Ongoing Activities 

1. Complete and Submit IWM Plan to Board 

2. Respond to Board Requirements 

3. Consult .with Board to Revise Plan 

4. Designate Coordinator for Each COllege 

5. Divert Solid Waste/Maintain ·Required Level 

(04) Total Direct. Costs 

. Indirect Custs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate . 

(06) Totallndi~t Costs 

· (07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs 

· (08) T~tal from Forms 1A, 18, and 1C 

· Cost Reduction 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings 

· (10) ·Less: Other Reimbursements 

(11) Total Claimed Amount: 

New 12/08 

. Community College Mandated Cost Manual. 

MANDATED COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

(02) 

Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) 

Salaries Materials 
Contr.act Fixed 

and and 
Services Assets 

Benefits Supplies 

$ $ .$ $ 

$ 3,025.68 $ • $ . $ 

$ . $ . _$ . $ 

·$ $ $ $ 

$ $ $ $ 

$ . $ - $ . s· 

$ 50,378.36 $ . $ . $ 

$ 53,404.04 $ . $ . $ 

(e) 

Travel 
and 

Training 

$ 

. $ 

. $ 

$ 

$ 

. $. 

. $ 

. $ 

FORM 
1A. 

· Fiscai_Year 

2005-2006 

(f) 

Total 

.$ 

• $ . 3,025.68 

. $ 

$ 

$ 

- $ 

.. $ 50,378.36 

. $ 53,404.04 

(Federally Approved OMB A-21, FAM-29C, or 7%) 34.99% 

[Line (04)(a) x line (05)) $ 18,686.07 

[Line (04)(0 +line (06)) $ 72,090.11 

[Add 1A(07) + 18(07) + 1C(07)} $ 78,034.91 

c -s s.137.;oD ...... r--:.~--~· $ ""&!2.70 

· [line (07) - {Une (08) + Une (09))) $ 71,095.01 
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.. ~ 
State Controller's Office C-ommunity College Mandated Cost Manual 

!P:t~i~~ MANDATED COSTS FORM 
\}25.6:\t INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

1C CLAIM SUMMARY ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::. 
(01) Claimant: ' (02) Fiscal Year 

El Camino Community Collage District . 2005-2006 . 

Direct Costs · Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

(03) Reimbursable Activities Salaries Materials 
Contract Fixed 

Travel 
and and and Total 

· · Benefits Supplies 
Services Assets Training 

.. 

. D. . Accounting System Reimbursement begins January 1, 2000 

1. Develop, Implement & Maintain System $ 2,032.56 s· . $ . $ . . $ . $ 2,032.56. 

E. Annual Report of Progress Reimburs~ment begins January 1, 2000 . -

1. Calci..llations of Annual Disp6sal Reduction $ . $ . $ . . $ . $ . $ . 

2. Information on the Changes:: $ . $ . $ . $. . $ . $ . 

3. Summa!)' of Progress Made in IWM Plan $ . $ . $ . $ . $ . $ .. 

4. The Extent of CCD's Use of IWM Plan ·$ . $ -· ·$ . $ . $ $ . 

5. Time Extension Summary of Progress $ - $ . $ . . $ . $ . $ . 

6. Alternative Reduction Summary of Progress $ . ·$ . $ . $ . $ . $ . 

. F. . Annual Recycled. Material Reports Reimbursement begins July 1, 1999 

1. Annual Report to the Board $ 2,371.32 $ . $ . $ . $ . $ 2,371.32 

(04) Total Direct Costs $ 4,403.88 $ . $ . $ . $ . $ 4,403;88 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate (Federally Approved OMB A-21, FAM-29C, or7%] 34.99% 

(06) Total Indirect Costs [Une {04){a) x line {05)] $ 1,540.92 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line {04)(1) + 6ne (06)] · [F01Ward total to .FOIT!l-1A, fine {08)] $ 5,944.80 

New 12/08 
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(01) Clalmam 

El Camino Community College District 

···- -·------------------------..... 

MANDATED COSTS 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

ACTMTY COST DETAIL. 

(02) Fiscal vear 

Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

FORM 
2A 

. 2005-2006 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per fonn 10 Identify the activity being claimed. 

A. One-ThMActiYII)'· 

D 0eve1op Policies Mel Procedures 

[!] Train IJis1rlct Stall on IWN Plan 

(04) Description of Expen-

(a) 

Employee Nemas. Job CI89Sifications; 
Fundions Performed and Description of Elcpenses 

Training clstrlct Slalf on the requirements and lmplemenlallon Of the pl;rJ 
Saldana, Joe Operations SUpenisOr 
HoemilQ, Bruce . Asslslant Director or Facilities 

(05) Totll Subtotal D 

(b) 

Hourly 
Rate 

Of 
Unit Cost 

$46.50 
$56.46 

B. Ongoing ActMtles 

c::J . ComPft! and Submit IWM Plan tJ Board 

D . Resp)lld tJ Board R,equi~IS 
c:;:::J Consuhith Boartl tJ ReVISe Plan 

CJ . -COoro~b~·~lege 
D Divert .SOlid Wmleh.laillaln Reqllred Level 

(c) 

Hours 
Wofl<ed 

or 
Quantity 

(d) 

Salaries 
. and 

Benelts 

25.0 $ 1,162.50 
33.0 $ . 1,863.18 

Object Accounts 

(e) (f) 

Materials Contract and .·Sarvictis 
SUPI!iles 

Page 1 oil s 3,025.68 $ - $ 

(g) (h} 

Axad 
.. TIII\Iel 

Asiets and 
Training 

$ - $ 
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State Controller's Office 

· (01) Claimant 

El Camino. Community College Distric1 

.MANDATED COSTS 

·INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMEtn 

ACTMTY COST DETAIL · 

(02) Fiscal Year 

Communttv Coleae Mandllt8ct ~ ~ual 

FORM 
2A 

2005-2006 

(03) Reimbursable Activities_: Check only one box per form to ldenUfy the activity being claimed. 

A. o,..Tim• Activity 

D DeYelop Policies and ProoeduJeS . 

D Tnm rAstrictStaffoo IWM.PIIrl 

(04) Description of Expenses 

(a) 

Emplo)lee Nemes, Job Classlflcatlons, 
Functions Perfonned 8nd Descripllon of Expenses 

CWerllng SCilkl waste from landfil disposal or transfoollation faciltle$ • recycNno 
Pulfnl, Samuela Grooods Keeper 11 
Bennett, Neil Operations SupeiVisor 
Tultibou, Mosese GroincJs l<8eper I 

Diverting soli! was1e from landfil disposal or transformali!m facilities • comJIQ5Uno 
.Giuppetla, Anthony . Grounds Keeper II . 

(05) Total Sublotal 0 

.. 

(b) 

Hourly 
Rale 
or 

Unit Cost 

$34.n 
. $35.91 

$34.68 

$39.29 

B. Ongoing Actlvltlw 

D COmplete and Subm~ IWM Plan ID Boanl 

D Respond to Board RequlmmeniS 

·o Consu~ with Boa'd ID ~ Plan 

D Designate Coordinator lllr ~ COII!!Q& 

CD Divert SOlid W~alnlalri Reqlired Level 

·(c) 

Hours 
Worked 

or 
"Quantity 

520.0 $ 
104.0 $ 
520.0 $ 

268.0 $ 

(d) 

Salaries 
and 

BeneftiS 

18,080.40 
3,734.64 

18,033.60 

.10,529.72 

Ob)tet Accoullts 

(e) (I) . 

Materials 
and Conlnld 

Supplies Sefvlces 

Page 1 of1 $ 50,378.36 $ - $ - $ 

(g) . (h) 

Trawl Fixed 
end Assets Training 

- $ 

·· .... 
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.·e Commu__nl1y Coi_~_Mandabtcl Cost Manual 

(01) Claimant 

· El Camino Community College District . 

IIAIIDAT£0 COSTS 
INTEGRATED WAST£ IIIANAGEIIEHT 

ACTMtY COST DeTAIL . 

. (02) Fiscal Year 

(03) Reimbursable Acllvilles: Check only one boK per form to Identify the ICIIvlty being claimed. 

D .. Accounting Syatem E. Annual Report of Progl'IIS 
[!] Develop, Implement & ~ Sy8jem · D Cabllalbns of Annual DEposal Reduction 

F. Annllll Reeycltd Materials RepOI'ts 0 inlormatio~ on lhe Changes 
D Annual Report 111 111e Board D 

CJ 
D 
D 

(04) Description of ExPtiJHII 

summary Of Progress Made 1n IWM Plan 

1he Exlenl of CCD's Use Of iWM Pieri 

Time Ex1ensl0n SumiiiSiy of Progress 

. ARamative Reduction Summay of Progress 

Object Accoui11S 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) .(g) 

Hourly Hours 
~loyeo Names, JOb Clloaificellons. Rale Wori<ed· Salaries 

and 
Benefits 

Functions Pelformed and Oesctfpllon Df Explmes or or 
UnR Coot OuanOy 

DeYaklplng, Implementing, malnllllnilg munting systsm to tradt souroe redudlon. rec\'Cflng, or OO!J1)0Sii1g 
Hoe!ring, Bruce · Assistant ~of Facllties . $56.46 36.0 $ 2,032.56 

(05) Tolal SUbiotai D P;llle 1 of1 $ 2,032.56 $ 

Materials 
and 

Supplies 

. $ $ 

Fbced 
Assets 

$ 

FORM 
2C 

(h) 

Travel 
and 

Training 
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'Stat• Controller's Office Comrnunltv Colleae Mandated COif Manual 

(01) Claimant 

EI'Camlno Community College District 

IIANDATEDCOSTS 
IHTliGRATED WASTE IIANAGEMEHT 

ACTMTY COST OETAIL 

(0~) Fiscal Year 

(03) Reimbursable Activttles: Check Clnly one_ box per form to Identify the activity being claimed. 

D. Accounting 8ystlm E. Annual Repoit of Progren 
_ CJ Develop, ~nt UfalrtaW!Syslem D calcuilllonl of Annual Disposal Reduction 

F. Annual Recycled Materials Reports q _ lnfomlaUononlheChanges 

[!] Annual Report mlhe Boanj . CJ - Surnmaryol Progress Made In IWM Pt8n 

D The Extent ol CCO's Use OIIWM Plan 

CJ Tmi Extension Stmnary of Progress 

CJ Allem8tiw Reduction Sooi{1181'f of Progress 

(04) Description of ExJI:tnses Object_ Account~~ 

Employee Na'lllllll, Job Clasalficatlons. 
F1111C11ons Performed and Description of Expenses 

Reporting annuaAy m lhe Boaid quanllles of~l& materials collected 
~. Bruce Asslslant Dnlclor of Fadlities 

(05) Submlal D 

Hourly 
Rate 
or 

UnMCoit 

$56.46 

Houri 
Worked 

or 
Quantity 

Page 1 of1 

Salarie$ 
and 

llenelits 

42.0 $ 2,371.32 

$ 2,371.32 $ 

Materiab 
and 

Supples 

$ 

Contract 
Services 

$ 

FORM 
2C 

2005-2006 

$ 

Tf8'AII 
and 

Training 

--------------------------·----- -- --- -----~-------------------
198
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. cc 19140 ',' 

· El Camino Community College District 52,681 

LoS Angeles County 36 

16007 Crenshaw Boulevard 77,435 

- Torrance CA 90506-0002 6,1 

1,233 

(09) Reimbursement 

·2006-2007 

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code § 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the community college 
district to file ·mandated cost cJlllms with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of·perjury that I have not 
violated any of the provisions of Government Coda. Sections 1090 to-1098, Inclusive. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grant or payment.recelved, for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or Increasecfleval of services of an existing program. All olfsetting 
savings and reimbursements set forth In the Parameters and Guidelines are Identified, and all costs claimed are supported by 
source documentation currently maintained by the claimant. 

The amounts for this Reimbursement Claim are hereby claiJY!ad from the State for payment of estimated and/or actual costs set forth 
on the attached statements. I certify under penalty of Pf!_rjUry under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing Is true and 
·correct. .. ,. 

i .. 

Signature of Authorized Officer (USE BLUE INK)l//. Date 

or Print Name 
Name of Contact Person for Claim 

Fonn FAM·27 (New 12/08) . 
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-····--·--------------------------

I . . . 
State Controller's Office · 

(01) Claimant: 
. . 

.. El tamhio Community' College· District · ... . . ... - .. 

· . DlrectCosts 

03} Reinlbursable Activities 

A. One-Time Activity 

1. Develop Policies and Procedures· 

2. Train District Staff on IWM Plan· 

B. . Ongoing ActivHies 

1. Complete and Su~mit IWM Plan to Boa~ 

2. Respond ,to Board Requirements . 

3. · Consult with Board to Revise Plan . . 

4. Designate Coordinator for Each College 

e 
Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

MANDATED COSTS 
INTEGRA TED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

' (02)" 
..... 

Object AceountS · . 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

(a) 

Salaries 
and 

Benefits 

$ 

- $ 

- $ 

. $ 

- $ 

$ 

(b) 

Materials 
and 

Supplies 

$ 

- $ 

- $ 

$ 

- $ 

$ 

(c) 

Contract 
Services 

$ 

- $ 

. $ 

$ 

. $ 

$ 

(d) 

Fixed 
Assets. 

. .. · . ' 

.. 
(e) 

Travel 
and 

Training 

$ 

- $ 

. $ 

$. 

. $ 

$ 

FORM 
.1A 

. . F~_l)'ear · .. · 

200S:.2007 

Total 

$ 

• $ . 

. $ 

$ 

. $ 

. $ 

s .. ·Divert Solid Waste/Maintain Required Level·· $ 52,680.84 $ - $ - $ •. $ .. $ 52,680.84 

(04) Totat'Direct Costs $ 52,680.84 $ - $ - $ . s· . $ 52,680.84 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate [Federally Approved OMB A-21; FAM-29C, or 7%] 35.65% 

(06) Total Indirect Costs · [Line (04)(a) x line (05)) $ 18,780.72 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (04Xf) +line (06}) $ '71,461.56 . 

(08) Total from Forms 1A, 18, and 1C · [Add 1A(07) + 1 8(07} + 1 C(07)] $ 77,435.42 

Cost Reduction .-:o--
(09) Less: Offsetting Savings 7. ('"i 6,137.20 ) 

. (10} Less: Other Reimbursements $ 1,232.90 

L(11) Total Claimed Amount: [Llne (07) - {Une (08) + Line (09}}] $ 70,065.32 

New 12/08 
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state Controller's Office Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

:11 MANDATED COSTS FORM 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT· 

1C· CLAIM SUMMARY ' :::::::::::: ::~::::;:: :·:~: :~. ' 

_ (01).Ciaimant (02) Fiscal Year 

. 8 Camino Comin~nliy ~allege Distrt~ _ -- - . -. 2006-2007 .. .. 
.. 

Direct Costs · .. -- Object Accounts 
. ·-

(a) (b) - (c) (d) (e) m 
. (03) Reimbursable ActiVities Salaries Materials 

Contract Fixed,_·;. 
Travel 

and. and 
--and Total 

Services Assets ' 
Benefits Supplies . Training 

D. Accounting System Reimbursement begins January 1, 2000 · 

1. Develop, Implement & Maintain System $ 2,032.56 $ - $ - $ - $ . - $ 2,032.56 

E. Annual Report of Progress · -Reimbursement" b~ins January 1, 2000 

1. ·Calculations of Annual Disposal Reduction $ $ -- $ $ - $ - $ -- - -

2. lnfonnation.on the Chang~s $ - $ - ·$ - s· - $ - $ -

3. Sununary of Pn;~gre$s Made in IWM Plan s· - $ - $ - .$ - $. - $ -
4. The Extent of CCD's Use of ·IWM Plan .$ - $ - $ - $ .. $ - $ -
-5. Time Extension Summary of Progress $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
·6. Alternative Reduction Summary of Progress $ - $ - $ - $ - $ . $ -
F. Annual Recycled Material Reports Reimbursement begins July 1,1999 ·-

1. Annual Report to the Board $ 2,371.32 $ . $ - $ $ - $ 2,371.32 

(04) Total Direct Costs $ 4,403.86 $ . $ . $ .• $ - $ 4,403.68 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate . [Federally Approved OMS A-21, FAM-29C, or 7%] 35.65% 

(06) Total Indirect Costs [Line (04){a) x line (05)] $ 1,569.98 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Une (04)(ij + line (06)] [Forward total to Form-1A. line (08)] $ 5,973.86 

New12/08 
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I 
--··- -··· ·-----------------

State Controller's Oflice Community College Mandlted COlt Manual 

(01) Claimant 

El Cimino Community College Dl&llict- . 

IIANOATED CO!TS 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEIENT 

ACTMTY COST DETAIL 

(02) Fiscal Year 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box perform to lden11fy the activity being claimed. 

A. Orlt-Time Activity B. Ongoing Activities 

CJ · Develop Policies and l'roc:edlns D Complele and Submit IWM Plan to Board 

CJ Train Dis~ SlallooiWM Plan D Respond to Board Requirements 

D Consult v.fllliloa'd ID Rlivlse Plan 

D Desi!JI• ~lor Each College 

C!J Divert Solid Wasle.\lalntaln ~red LMI 

(04) Description of Eltpens. Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (I) 
.. 

Howly Houlll 
Sal arias Materials Emplo)'ee Names. Job Classl~caUons, Rate W011<ed and and Contsact 

FloiiCtions Performed and Description Of Expenses or or llenrils Supplies Services 
Unit Cost Quantity 

Diverting solid was1e from landfill disposal or lransfOnnafon facilities • recycling 
Bennett, Neal Utility Wortcer $36.72 104.0 $ 3,818.88 
PuNni,Sam Grounds Keeper . $35.31 520.0 $ 18,361.20 
Tultubou, Mozeze Grounds ~per $34.86 520.0 $ 18,127.20 

Oivel1ing solid waste from landlil cllspo68l or ~a1ionfaciNtles. oompostfng 
Gruppetta,_ Anlmy Grounds Keeper · .. $39.80 268.0 $ 10,666.40 

Diverting solid waste from Jandfil clsposal or lrir'osloima1ion facilities- soun:e reductioo 
Datm, Michael Stock Clerk $32.83 52.0 $ 1,707.16 

(05) Total Sublotal D Page 1 of 1 $ 52,680.84 $ - $ - $ 

(g) 

Filled 
Aaaels 

FORM 
2A 

2006-2007 

(h) 

TI'IIY8I 
and 

Training 

- $. 
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I 
State Controller's Office Commun_lty_ CoJ~ Manctat.d CQSt Manual 

(01) Claimant 

El Camino Conimunlty College Dlslrlct · 

MANDATED CO&'TS 
~RATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

ACTMTY COST DETAIL 

(02) Fiscal Year 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per fonn to identify the activity being claimed. 

D. Accounting Syateni 
m Develop, I~!& l.lainlalnSyslem 

F. Annual ReCycled Materials Reports 
· -o Annual Report to the Board 

(04) Dni:rtptlon of Expenees 

(a) 

. Emj>IO)lae NamiS,.Job ClassificatioN, 
· FunCiicins PtrfOIIJMid and D.eecription of ~ ·. · 

.) 

(b) 

~ '-Houily 
.Rete 

or 
ll!!IICost. 

E. Annlial Report of Progi'IR 
0 . Cak:ulatlons Of Annual Disposal R&dldon 

D lnlonnalkln on lhe ChangeS 

D Sumi!NWY oli'To!ress Made In IWM 1'1111 

D TheexisntotCCD's UseofiWMPI111· 

q Time Extension SumrtliiiY of Progress 

0 Altemalive R&ducllon Summ;wy of F'rogl8ss 

Hou" 
WOrl<a<j;· 

01 

Quantity 

Salaries 
··and 
Benolits . 

Matwla 
and 

Supplies 

Devoioplng, ~: makllalnlng ~ syslem to track rotiroe raductlon, ~ oroompostilg 
Hoemllg. Bruce Assistant lllr8cklr, Faclifes $56.46 36.0 $ 2,032.56 

(05) Total Sublotal D Page 1 off $ 2,032.56 $ __ • $ • $ .• $ 

FORM 
2C 

(h) 

. "~:ravel 
and. 

Training_ 
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State Controller's Office Commu~Colleae Mandated COet Manual 

(01) Claimant 
El Csmlno Community College Plstrlct 

MANDATED COST$ 
INTEGRATED WASTE IIAHAGEMEHT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(02) Fiscal Year . 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the activity being claimed. 

D. Accounting System E. AMual Report of Progi'IIS 
CJ [)eyelop, I~ & fwlain18in Syslem · r.::J caJculailons ol Annuaf.DispOs!il ~uction 

F. AllnU<II Recycled Mrials Re~ 0 · lnlormalkln on the Chqei; 
[!] .. Annoal Report il the Boald 0 . ~ ol Progress Madli iliWM Plan 

0 The Extent cit CCD's Use oi.IWM Pian 

CJ Tine Exlensbn SUmmary of Progress 

CJ Memative Reduction SUmmary of.Pmg188S 

(04) Desc.ription of Expenses Object Account. 
(e). 

Employee Names, Job Claialficationl, 
Function$ Performed end Desalptlon of Expenses 

Rspcring. annualy to the BoaR! quanOOes Of rucyclallla rnaiBriills ~ 
Hoemlng, BnK:e Assistant Dileclor. Facilities 

(05) Total Sublolat 0 

(b) 

Houi1Y 
Rate 
or 

UnltCoel 

$56.46 

(C) 

Hours 
Work~ 

or 

(d) 

Sala!ieo 
ond. 

Quanllly Benefits 

42.0 $ 2,371.32 

Page 1 ol1 $ 2,371.32 $ 

(e) 

$ 

{f) 

Contract 
SIIIVIceo 

$ 

(g) 

Fixed 
Assets 

FORM 
2C 

2006-2007 

$ 

(h) 

Travel 
and 

Training 
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FY 2007-08 IWM Claim 
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cc 19140 

El Camino Community College District 

Los Angel$ County 

16007 Crenshaw Boulevard 

In accordance with the proVIsions of Government Code § 17561,1 certify that I am the officer authorized by the community cOl lev& 
-dlatrict to file mandated cost claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not 
violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, IncluSive. 

I further certify that there was no appliCation other than from the claim-ant. nor any grant or payment received, ror reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein, and such costs are for a new program or increased level of .services of an existing program. All offsetting 
savings and reimbursements set forth In the Parameters and Guidelines are Identified, and all costs claimed are supported by 
source documentation currently maintained by the c_laimant. 

The amounts for this Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated andlor actual costs set forth 
on the attached statements. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State ofCallfornia that the foregoing Is true and 
correct. 

(USE BLUE INK} Date 

Name 
(38) Name of Contact Person for Claim 

Six Ten and Associates -
Telephone Number: ___ =-=='-="-~:....=.:='----------t 

E-maU Address: 

Form FAM-27 (New 12108) 
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State Contro11er's Office 

(01) Claimant 

El Camino Community College District 

· Direct Costs . 

03) . Reimbursable Activities 

A. One-:Time Activity 

1. Develop Policies and Procedures 

2. Train District Staff on IWM Plan 

B~ Ongoing Activities 

1. Complete and Submit IWM Plan to Board 

2. Respond to Board Requirements 

3. Consult with Board to Revise Plan 

4. Designate Coordinator for Each College 

5. Divert Solid Waste/Maintain Required Level 

(04) Total Direct CostS 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate 

- (06) Total Indirect Costs· 

· (07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs 

(08) .Total from Forms 1A, 1B, and 1C 

Cost Reduction 

(09) Less: ·Offsetting Savings 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements 

1
,11) Total Claimed Amount: 

New 12/08 

Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

MANDATED COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGE~ENT . 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

(02) 

Object Accounts · 

(a) (b) (c) (d) 

salaries Materials 
Contract Fixed 

and and 
Services Assets 

Benefits Supplies 

$ - $ - $ - $ .. - $ 

$ .$ $ $ $ 

$ $ $ $ - $ 

$ . $ $ $ $ 

$ - $ - $ . . $ - $ 

$ f $ $ $ 

$ 57,178.72 $ ~ $ $ . 2,092.48 .$ 

$ 57,178.72 $ $ $ 2,092.48 $ 

[Federally Approved OMB A-21, FAM-29C, or 7%) . 

. (Une (04)(a) x line (05)) . . . 

(Una (04)(1) +line (06)) 

(Add 1A(07) + 18(07) + 1C(07)) 

(Line (07) • [Une (08) + Line (09))) 

{e) 

Travel 
and 

Training 

FORM 
1A 

Fiscal Year 

2007·2008 . 

(Q 

Total 

- $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

. $ 

$ 

. $ 59,271.20 

$··59~271;20 

35.65% . 

$ 20,384.21 

$ 79,655.41 

$ 86,347.71 

__ .. ____ ~ 

c~ 6.137.20 ) • 

$ 1,655.70 

$ 78,554.81 
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State Controller's Office Commu-nity College Mandated Cost Manual 

_:~pf~~~ MANDATED COSTS -FORM~-
}!:256.:{ INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT . : ~ ... · .. ,· . 

CLAIM SUMMARY 1C' 
:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

(01) Claimant: (02) Fiscal Year 

El Camino Community College District . 2007·2008 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c} (d) (e) (f) 

(03) Reimbursable Activities Salaries Materials ·contract- Fixed 
Travel 

and and Services Assets 
and Total 

Benefits SUpplies Training 
. -

D. Accounting-System - Reimbursement begins January 1, 20oo 

1. Develop, Implement & Maintain System $ 2,277.00 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 2,277.00 

E. Annual Report of Progress Reimbursement begins-January 1, 2000-
.. 

1. Calculations of Annual Disposal Reduction -$ . $ . $ - - $ - $ - $ -
2. Information on the Changes $ - $ • $ - $ - $ . $ :.. 

-3. Summary of Progress Made in IWM Plan $ - $ - - $ - $ - $ - $ -

4. The Extent of CCD's Use of IWM Plan $ . $ - $ - $ - $ - ·- $ -
5. Time Extension Summary of Progress $ . $ - $ - $ - s· . $ . 

6. Alternative Reduction Summary of Progress $ . $ . $ - $ - $ . $ -
. F. Annual Recycled_ Material Reports Reimbursement begins July 1, 1999 

1. Ann_ual Report to the Bo_arcl $ 2,656.50 _$ - $ - $ . $ - -$ 2,656.50 

(04) Total Direct Costs $ 4,933.50 _$ - $- - $ - $ - - $ 4,933.50 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate _ [Federally Approved OMB A-21 I FAM-29CI or 7%] 35.65% 

(06) Total Indirect Costs _ [Une (04)(a) x line (05)] $ 1,758.79 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs !Line (04)(0 +line (06)] [Forward total to Form-1A, line (08)) $ 6,692.2S 

New 12/08 
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r. 
~Controller's Ofllce 
·.t.·.·:.·.·.·.· 
::~~~: 
\25Ef 
::::::::::::::;:: 
(01) Claimant 

El Camino Community College Dlstrk:t 

e· 
MANDATED COSTS 

INTEGRATED WASTE IIWtAGEMENT 

ACTMTY COST DETAIL 

(02) Fiscal Year 

(03)" Reimbursable 1\ctlvllles: Check only one box perform 10 Identify the activity being claimed. 

A. One-Tlnee Activity · B. Ongoing Activities 

CJ D8'l8loP Pdlcles and f'roc:llOOres D Complete and Submit IWM PIM to Board 

CJ Train Dlslrlct Stall on IWM Plan D Respond to Board RequtremeniS 

D COnsuH wilh Board 10 Revise Plan 

· CJ Designata Cconrmau for Each cottege 

m Divert Solid WasteiMalnlan Requlled 1.8'181 . 

· (04) Description of Expenses ObJRt Accounts 

(a} (b) . (c) (d) . (a) (f) 

Hourly Hours 
Sala~es Materials Employee Names, Job CI8S$1fica11ons. Rata WOI!<ed 

and llld Conlract 
Functions Performed and DescrlpHon of Elcpenses or or Benefils Supplies Services 

Unit Coat Quantily 

Diveltlng solid wtistem landfill disposal ornnstmnation factRties- recycling 
. Bennet, Neal Ulilty WOlter $37.90 104.0 $ 3,941.60 
Consolldaled Faliric;bs Col Recyclng COntainer sioo.oo 20.9 $ 

. Puln~ Sanuela Grounds Keeper/Galtltner I $38.24 520.0 $ 19,884.80 
Tullibou, Mosese Grounds Keeper/Gardner II $38.26 520.0 $ 19,895.20 

Diverting solid WilSie flan landfill disposal or lnlnsbmaiiOn faclli1les- c:omposttng 
Gruppetla, Antilony ~Keeper/Gardner II $43.10 268.0 $ 11,550.80 

Diverting sold waste flllm IMcffill disposal or hnsfonnatlon facilities- special .wasle 
oatoo. Michael Stocll Clerk $36.66 52.0 $ 1,906.32 

(g) 

Axed 
Assets 

2,092.48 

·FORM 
2A 

2007-2008 

(h) 

TI'IMII 
llld 

Training 

(05} Totll Subfolal D Page1ofl $ . 57,178.72 $ - $ • $ 2.092.48 $ 
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r 
... ··--····---~-----------------------------

• State Controller's Office Coiiii!IUnlty College abrut.t.cl Cost Manuel 

)i~~~: 
<25lV ·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.· 
(01) Claimant 

El camino Community College Dlsirlct 

MANDATED COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE IIAHAGEMEHT 

ACTMI'Y COST DeTAIL 

(02) Fiscal Year 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Clleck only one boK per form 1o identify the actiVIty being claimed, 

D. Accounting System 
[IJ Develop, lmplemefil & ~lain Sys!Bm 

F. Annual 'Recycled Mallrlais llipolti 

. D AnllUIII R8plrt ID llle Board 

E. Annual R~otProgi'IS& 
. c::J Calcuidc?ns of Annual Disposal Reduction · 

. CJ lnfomfon ori the Changes 

' D summary of Progress Made in IWM PlaA 

CJ . Tile Extent of CCD's Use oiiWM Plan 

0 llneEmlsbnSummaryo!Progress · 

c:J . Alternative Reduction Summary of Progress. 

(04) Dftcrlpllon of Expenses ObJect Accounts 
(a) 

Empie)9e·Narnee, Jab Clasailioation8, 
Fundfcq Perfon'ned and !le$aiption ol Expenses 

(b) 

H<U1y 
Rate 

or 
lklKCoat 

HoiJIS 
Wort<ed 

or 
Quantly 

lleYeloJ:*10,1mplemen1tlg, rnaiJiaWng li:COUrlting &yBiem kl track souR:e reduclion,rgcycing, or comporirig 
Hoemlng,I!Juoe Assls1ant lllnlc1llr, Fliclitie~ $63.25 

(05) Tolal . [i] Subtotal D Page 1 ol1 

36.0 $ 2,277.00 

$ 2;277.00 $ 

Materials 
and 

Supplee 

$ 

Contracl 
SIIIYices 

$ 

FORM 
'2C 

2007·2008 

- . $. 

(h) 

Travel 
and 

Trllnlng 
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r. , State Controller's Office Community College Mandated. Cost Man11111 

(01) Claimant . 
El Camino Community College District 

MANDATED COST$ 
INTEGRATED WASTE IIIANA~Eifr 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(02) Fiscal Year 

(03) Reimbursable Activ.llles: Check only one box liar form to Identify the activity being claimed. 

D. Accounting System E. AMual Report of Progrefs 
D ·Devebp, Implement & M8intai1 Systam · c:J · CaloJa1lonc of Amual ~ ~ 

F. Annual Recycled Matarills Reports Q . 1n1ormauon on the~ 

[!] Annual Repon tithe Boad c:J Sunvnary of~ Maden IWM Plan 

c:J· The ~tofCCD's UseofiWMPian 

c:J · rme Extvnsion Stmmary or Progi8SS 

c:J Allemalfve Reduction Summaty of Prog118$ 

(04) Descrlpllon of Expenses Object Aceounts 

(a) 

Emplo)w Names, Job Claa81ficatfons, 
Functions Perfonnecl and Des<:riplion of Elcp8naes 

Reportilg annualy tl the Board quanllties ollec)dallle rnalelia8 ooUacl&d 
Hoemlng, Bruce .' · · Asslslant OlreciDr, Faciltles 

(05) Tolal . SUllo1al D 

(b) 

Hourly 
Rate 

or 
UnHCoot 

Hours 
WO<ked 

or 
Quantity 

· Selarloo 
and 

Benefits 

$63.25 . 42.0 $ 2,656.50 

Page1of1 $ 2,656.50 $ 

Materials 
and 

Supples 

$ - $ 

FORM 
2C 

.2007-201)11 

- $ 

(h) 

Tnt vel 
and 

TreiM\9 
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JOHN CHIANG 5~~~1 40 
11i ~~f N c;-t t fiT t (i 2014/03/26 \!.),.a t urntct :;& a e \!.J,.Utt ro. Wl' 

;IDi&isi.un of ~i\c-tll.t.tnfing ana )l{t:'pm·fi ttg 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
El CAMINO COMM COLL DIST 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
16007 CRENSHAW BLVD 
TORRANCE CA 90506 

DEAR CLAIMANT: 

MARCH 26# 2014 

RE: INTEGRATED WASTE MGT:1ll6/92-C 

WE HAVE REVIEWED YOUR 2000/2001 FISCAL YEAR REIMBURSEMENT CLAIM FOR 
THE MANDATED COST PROGRAM REFERENCED ABOVE. THE RESULTS OF OUR 
REVIEW ARE AS FOLLOWS, . · 

AMOUNT CLAIMED 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS (DETAILS BELOW) 

TOTAL PRIOR PAYMENTS (DETAILS BELOW) 

AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT 

42.203.00 

0.00 

-42.203.00 

0.00 
=========c====== 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASF. CONTACT DENNIS SPECIALE 
AT (916) 324-0254 OR IN WRITING AT THE STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE, 
DIVISION OF ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING, P.O. BOX 942850, SACRAMENTO, 
CA 94250-5875. 
ADJUSTMENT TO ClAIMr 

OVERSTATED/UNDERSTATED OFFSET 8,145.00 
FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS 8,145.00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 0. 00 
PRIOR PAYMENTS, 

SCHEDULE NO. AP00122A 
PAID 01-18-2011 0.00 

TOTAL PRIOR PAYMENTS -42,203.00 

SINCERELY, 

~ 
JAY LAL, MANAGER 

LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 
P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875 214



JOHN CHIANG ijij~~l 40 

Ql.,tlifornia ~hdt> QillntrnH.r.t· 2014103126 

,Ilihision tlf ,A:cc.l1unttng nna 3Rrptlrting 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
El CAMINO COMM COLL DIST 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
16007 CRENSHAW BLVD 
TORRANCE CA 90506 

DEAR CLAIMANT: 

MARCH 26, 2014 

REt INTEGRATED WASTE MGT:lll6/92-C 

WE HAVE REVIEWED YOUR 2003/2004 FISCAL YEAR REIMBURSEMENT CLAIM FOR 
THE MANDATED COST PROGRAM REFERENCED ABOVE. THE RESULTS OF OUR 
REVIEW ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

AMOUNT CLAIMED 47,971.00 

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIM: 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS 35,897.00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 35,897.00 

AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT $ 12,074.00 
=============== 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CONTACT DENNIS SPECIALE . 
AT (916) 324-0254 OR IN WR~TING AT THE STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE, 
DIVISION OF ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING, P.O. BOX. 942&50, SACRAMENTO, 
CA 94250-5875. DUE TO INSUFFICIENT APPROPRIATION, THE BALANCE DUE 
WILL BE FORTHCOMING WHEN ADDITIONAL FUNDS ARE MADE AVAILABLE. 

SINCERELY; &Y-'2___. 
JAY LAL, MANAGER 

LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 
P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875 215



JOHN CHIANG ~ij~n40 
f.(!" [~f ~ c;· t 1-rt' {{ 2014/03/26 
\!1~ t .orntct ~ta e \.tl-llntrn. .e:t~ 

.Jli&ision n.f )\cn1.unftng nub: *eptuthtg 

- BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
El CAMINO COHM COLL DIST 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
16007 CRENSHAW BLVD 
TORRANCE CA 90506 

DEAR CLAIMANT: 

MARCH 26, 2014 

RE: INTEGRATED WASTE HGT:lll6/92-C 

WE HAVE REVIEWED YOUR 2004/2005 FISCAL YEAR REIMBURSEMENT CLAIM FOR 
THE MANDATED COST PROGRAM REFERENCED ABOVE. THE RESULTS OF OUR 
REVIEW ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

AMOUNT CLAIMED 53,832.00 

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIM: 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS 38,654.00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 38,654.00 

AMOUNT DUE ClAIMANT $ 15,178.00 
================= 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CONTACT DENNIS SPECIALE 
AT (916) 324-0254 OR IN WRITING AT THE STATE CONTROLLER•s OFFICE, 
DIVISION OF ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING, P.O. BOX 942850, SACRAMENTO, 
CA 94250-5875. DUE TO INSUFFICIENT APPROPRIATION, THE BALANCE DUE 
Will BE FORTHCOMING WHEN ADDITIONAL FUNDS ARE HADE AVAILABLE. 

- SINCERELY, 

bPz__-
JAY LAL, MANAGER 

LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 
P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875 216
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JOHN CHIANG ij~Ul 40 
/11' l~f + c-;-t t I'« t (( 2014/03/26 
\!J...:.t t. urnm d$ ('.t e ~lln X'll. 1~:r. 

).Bi&ision of ).\ccnunting ana )l{~porftmJ 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
EL CAMINO COMM COLL DIST 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
16007 CRENSHAW BLVD 
TORRANCE CA 90506 

DEAR CLAIMANT1 

MARCH 26, 2014 

REo INTEGRATED WASTE MGT:lll6/92-C 

WE HAVE REVIEWED YOUR 2005/2006 FISCAL YEAR REIMBURSEMENT CLAIM FOR 
THE MANDATED COST PROGRAM REFERENCED ABOVE. THE RESULTS OF OUR 
REVIEW ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

AMOUNT ClAIMED 71,095.00 

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIM: 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS 43,845.00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 43,845.00 

AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT $ 27,250.00 
:;======::::::======= 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CONTACT DENNIS SPECIALE 
AT (916) 324-0254 OR IN WRITING AT THE STATE CONTROLLER"$ OFFICE, 
DIVISION OF ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING, P.O. BOX 942850, SACRAMENTO, 
CA 94250-5875. DUE TO INSUFFICIENT APPROPRIATION, THE BALANCE DUE 
WILL BE FORTHCOMING WHEN ADDITIONAL FUNDS ARE HADE AVAILABLE. 

SINCERELY, 

~-
JAY LAL, MANAGER 

LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 
P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875 217



JOHN CHIANG 55~~140 
t1l' (~f + c;-t .a. .. "J•r t (( 2014/03/26 \L1a t urnta ;$1 a.u> \L1lln rll. .cr 

,!libisinn of r"'~t.Cllttntin~l anil JRrpurHng 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
EL CAMINO COMH COLL DIST 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
16007 CRENSHAW BLVD 
TORRANCE CA 90506 

DEAR CLAIMANT 1 

MARCH 26, 2014 

RE: INTEGRATED WASTE HGTlll16/92-C 

WE HAVE REVIEWED YOUR 2006/2007 FISCAL YEAR REIMBURSEMENT CLAIM FOR 
THE MANDATED COST PROGRAM REFERENCED ABOVE. THE RESUlTS OF OUR 
REVIEW ARE AS FOllOWS: . 

AMOUNT CLAIMED 70,065.00 

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIMz 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS 37.460.00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 37,460.00 

AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT $ 32,605.00 
=============== 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CONTACT DENNIS SPECIALE 
AT (916) 324-0254 OR IN WRITING AT THE STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE, 
DIVISION OF ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING, P.O. BOX 942850, SACRAMENTO, 
CA 94250-5875. DUE TO INSUFFICIENT APPROPRIATION, THE BAlANCE DUE 
Will BE FORTHCOMING WHEN ADDITIONAL FUNDS ARE HADE AVAilABLE. 

SINCERELY, 

~z__ 
JAY LAL, MANAGER 

lOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 
P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875 218



JOHN CHIANG _ ~~~U4° 
((b-lifx.u·nht ,Stab C!IllntrnHe:r 2014103126 

,Iltbisi.on nf ,...~rc~1untin11 arth )R~pndttt11 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
EL CAMINO COMM COLL DIST 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
16007 CRENSHAW BLVD 
TORRANCE CA 90506 

DEAR CLAIMANT: 

MARCH 26, 2014 

RE1 INTEGRATED WASTE MGT;lll6/92-C 

WE HAVE REVIEWED YOUR 2007/2008 FISCAL YEAR REIMBURSEMENT CLAIM FOR 
THE MANDATED COST PROGRAM REFERENCED ABOVE. THE RESULTS OF OUR 
REVIEW ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

AMOUNT CLAIMED 78,555.00 

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIM: 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS 43,190.00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 43,190.00 

AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT $ 35,365.00 
=======:::======= 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CONTACT DENNIS SPECIALE 
AT (916) 324-0254 OR IN WRITING AT THE STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE, 
DIVISION OF ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING, P.O. BOX 942850, SACRAMENTO, 
CA 94250-5875. DUE TO INSUFFICIENT APPROPRIATION, THE BALANCE DUE 
WILL BE FORTHCOMING WHEN ADDITIONAL FUNDS ARE HADE AVAILABLE. 

SINCERELY, 

~ 
JAY lAL, MANAGER 

LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 
P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA_94250-5875 219



May 5, 2015 

Heather Halsey 

BETIYT. YEE 
California State Controller 

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

Re: Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) 
Integrated Waste Management, 14-0007-1-07 
Public Resources Code Sections 40418, 40196.3, and 42920-42928 
Public Contract Code Sections 12167 and 12167.1 
Statutes of 1992, Chapter 1116 (AB 3521); Statutes of 1999, Chapter 764 (AB 75) 
Fiscal Years: 2000-2001, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, 2005-2006, 2006-2007, and 2007-2008 
El Camino Community College District, Claimant 

Dear Ms. Halsey: 

The State Controller's Office is transmitting our response to the above-named IRC. 

If you have any questions, please contact me by telephone at (916) 323-5849. 

Sincere~ 

L. SP ANO, Chief 
Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
Division of Audits 

JLS/ls 

15542 

P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250 + (916) 445-2636 
3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 + (916) 324-8907 

901 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 200, Monterey Park, CA 91754 + (323) 981-6802 

LATE FILING

RECEIVED

Commission on
State Mandates

May 06, 2015

1
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Description 

RESPONSE BY THE STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE 
TO THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM (IRC) BY 

EL CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 

Integrated Waste Management Program 

Table of Contents 

State Controller's Office (SCO) Response to District's Comments 

Declaration ............................................................................................................................................. Tab 1 

SCO Analysis and Response .................................................................................................................. Tab 2 

Sacramento County Superior Court Judgment Granting Petition for 
Writ of Administrative Mandamus, dated June 30, 2008 .... , .............................................................. Tab 3 

SCO email to inform district of review engagement, dated January 17, 2014 ....................................... Tab 4 

SCO remittance advice, dated January 28, 2011 .................................................................................... Tab 5 

District's Waste Management Annual Reports to CalRecycle of diversion .......................................... Tab 6 
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1 OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 
Division of Audits 

2 3301 C Street, Suite 725 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

3 Telephone No.: (916) 324-8907 
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BEFORE THE 

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM (IRC) 
ON: 

Integrated Waste Management Program 

Public Resources Code Sections 40418, 
40196.3,42920,42921,42922,42923,42924, 
42925, 42926, 42927, and 42928; Public 
Contract Code Sections 12167 and 12167.1 

Statutes of 1992, Chapter 1116 (AB 3521); 
Statutes of 1999, Chapter 764 (AB 75) 

EL CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
DISTRICT, Claimant 

No.: IRC 14-0007-I-07 

AFFIDAVIT OF BUREAU CHIEF 

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

1) I am an employee of the State Controller's Office (SCO) and am over the age of 18 
years. 

2) I am 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) I am a California Certified Public Accountant. 

4) I reviewed the work performed by the SCO auditor. 

5) Any attached copies of records are true copies of records, as provided by El Camino 
Community College District, or retained at our place of business. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

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

7) A review of the claims for fiscal year (FY) 2000-01, FY 2003-04, FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, 
FY 2006-07, and FY 2007-08 commenced on January 17, 2014, and was completed on 
March 19, 2014. 

I do declare that the above declarations are made under penalty of perjury and are true and 
6 correct to the best of my knowledge, and that such knowledge is based on personal 

observation, information, or belief. 
7 

8 Date: May 5, 2015 

9 OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 

10 

11 

12 

13 Division of Audits 
State Controller's Office 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE 
TO .THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM BY 

EL CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 

For Fiscal Year (FY) 2000-01, FY 2003-04, FY 2004-05, 
FY 2005-06, FY 2006-07, and FY 2007-08 

Integrated Waste Management Program 
Public Resources Code Sections 40418, 40196.3, 42920, 42921, 42922, 42923, 42924, 42925, 

42926, 42927, and 42928; Public Contract Code Sections 12167 and 12167.1; 
Statutes of 1992, Chapter 1116 (AB 3521); Statutes of 1999, Chapter 764 (AB 75) 

SUMMARY 

The following is the State Controller's Office's (SCO) response to the Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) 
that El Camino Community College District submitted on July 17, 2014. The SCO reviewed the district's 
claims for costs of the legislatively mandated Integrated Waste Management (IWM) Program for the 
period of July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001; and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2008. The SCO issued 
its final report on March 19, 2014 [Exhibit A, page 26 of 219]. 

The district submitted reimbursement claims totaling $363,721-$42,203 for fiscal year (FY) 2000-01 
[Exhibit D, page 171 of 219], $47,971 for FY 2003-04 [Exhibit D, page 178 of 219], $53,832 for 
FY 2004-05 [Exhibit D, page 185 of 219], $71,095 for FY 2005-06 [Exhibit D, page 192 of 219], 
$70,065 for FY 2006-07 [Exhibit D, page 200 of 219], and $78,555 for FY 2007-08 [Exhibit D, 
page 207 of 219]. Subsequently, the SCO reviewed these claims and found that $156,530 is allowable 
and $207,191 is unallowable [Exhibit A, page 26 of 219]. The district understated the offsetting savings 
realized from implementation of its Integrated Waste Management plan. 

The following table summarizes the review results: 

Cost Elements 

July l, 2000. through June 30. 2001 

Direct cos ts: 
Salaries and benefits 
Fb!ed assets 

Total direct costs 
Indirect costs 

Total direct and indirect cos ts 
Less offsetting reinlbursements 
Less offsetting savings 

Total pro gram cos ts 

Less amount paid by the State 
1 

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

-1-

Actual Costs 
Oainled 

$ 30,982 
18,588 

49,570 
11,633 

61,203 
(19,000) 

$ 42,203 

Allowable Review 
per Review Adjustment 

$ 30,982 $ 
18,588 

49,570 
11,633 

61,203 
(19,000) 
{8,145) (8,145) 

34,058 $ (8,1452 

{42,203} 

$ ~8,1452 
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Actual Cos ts Allowable Review 
Cost Elements Oaimed per Review Adjustment 

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004 

Direct cos ts: 
Salaries and benefits $ 42,453 $ 42,453 $ 

Indirect costs 12,354 12,354 

Total direct and indirect cos ts 54,807 54,807 
Less offsetting reimbursements (699) (699) 
Less offsetting savings (6,137) (42,034} {35,89:zl 

Total pro gram cos ts $ 47,971 12,074 $ (35,89:zl 
Less amount paid by the State l 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 12,074 

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 45,211 $ 45,211 $ 

Indirect costs 15,923 15,923 

Total direct and indirect costs 61,134 61,134 
Less offsetting reimbursements (l,165) (1,165) 
Less offsetting savings (6,137) (44,791} {38,654} 

Total program cos ts $ 53,832 15,178 $ (38,654} 
Less amount paid by the State 

l 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 15,178 

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006 

Direct cos ts: 
Salaries and benefits $ 57,808 $ 57,808 $ 

Indirect costs 20,227 20,227 

Total direct and indirect costs 78,035 78,035 
Less offsetting reimbursements (803) (803) 
Less offsetting savings (6,13:zl (49,982} (43,845} 

Total pro gram cos ts $ 71,095 27,250 $ (43,845} 
Less amount paid by the State l 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 27,250 

-2-
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Actual Costs Allowable Review 
Cost Elements Oaimed per Review Adjustment 

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007 

Direct cos ts: 
Salaries and benefits $ 57,085 $ 57,085 $ 

Indirect costs 20,350 20,350 

Total direct and indirect cos ts 77,435 77,435 
Less offsetting reimbursements (1,233) (1,233) 
Less offsetting savings (6,13:z2 (43,59:z2 (37,460} 

Total program cos ts $ 70,065 32,605 $ (37,460} 
Less amount paid by the State 1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of(less than) amount paid $ 32,605 

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 62,112 $ 62,112 $ 
Fixed assets 2,092 2,092 

Total direct costs 64,204 64,204 
Indirect costs 22,144 22,144 

Total direct and indirect costs 86,348 86,348 
Less offsetting reimbursements (1,656) (1,656) 
Less offsetting savings (6,13:z2 (49,32:z2 (43,190} 

Total program cos ts $ 78,555 35,365 $ (43,190} 
Less amount paid by the State 1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 35,365 

Summary: July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001; 
and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2008 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 295,651 $ 295,651 $ 
Fixed assets 20,680 20,680 

Total direct cos ts 316,331 316,331 
Indirect costs 102,631 102,631 

Total direct and indirect cos ts 418,962 418,962 
Less offsetting reimbursements (24,556) (24,556) 
Less offsetting savings (30,685} (237,8762 (207,191} 

Total program cos ts $ 363,721 156,530 $ (207,191} 
Less amount paid by the State l 

(42,203} 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 114,327 

1 
Payment information current as of January 26, 2015. 

-3-
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I. INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM CRITERIA 

Parameters and Guidelines 

On March 30, 2005, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted the parameters and 
guidelines for Chapter 764, Statutes of 1999; and Chapter 1116, Statutes of 1992 [Exhibit B, page 37 
of 219]. The Commission amended the parameters and guidelines on September 26, 2008 
[Exhibit B, page 49 of 219], as directed by the Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento, 
No. 07CS00355 [Tab 3]. 

Section VII. of the amended parameters and guidelines define offsetting cost savings as follows 
[Exhibit B, page 59 of 219]: 

VII. OFFSETTING COST SAVINGS 

Reduced or avoided costs realized from implementation of the community college district's 
Integrated Waste Management plans shall be identified and offset from this claim as cost savings, 
consistent with the directions for revenue in Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1. 
Pursuant to these statutes, community college districts are required to deposit cost savings 
resulting from the Integrated Waste Management plans in the Integrated Waste Management 
Account in the Integrated Waste Management Fund; the funds deposited in the Integrated Waste 
Management Account, upon appropriation by the Legislature, may be expended by the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board for the purpose of offsetting Integrated Waste Management 
plan costs. Subject to the approval of the California Integrated Waste Management Board, cost 
savings by a community college that do not exceed two thousand dollars ($2,000) annually are 
continually appropriated for expenditure by the community college for the purpose of offsetting 
Integrated Waste Management program costs. Cost savings exceeding two thousand dollars 
($2,000) annually may be available for expenditure by the community college only when 
appropriated by the Legislature. To the extent so approved or appropriated and applied to the 
college, these amounts shall be identified and offset from the costs ciaimed for implementing the 
Integrated Waste Management Plan. 

SCO Claiming Instructions 

The SCO annually issues mandated cost claiming instructions, which contain filing instructions for 
mandated cost programs [Exhibit C]. For the purpose of this IRC, the June 2005 claiming 
instructions are substantially similar to the version extant at the time the district filed the subject 
claims. 

II. STATUTE OF LIMITATION~ 

The district asserts that the three-year statute of limitations to start the review had expired for 
FY 2000-01 when the SCO commenced the review. 

SCO's 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 .... 

-4-
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The initial payment of the claim was made on January 28, 2011. The SCO initiated its review by 
sending an email to Janice Ely, Business Manager, on January 17, 2014 [Tab 4]. The SCO sent a 
remittance advice to the district dated January 28, 2011 [Tab 5], notifying the district of payments 
made on that date pursuant to Chapter 724, Statutes 2010 (Assembly Bill No. 1610) totaling 
$364,436. This amount was applied to various mandated cost claims filed by the district. Included 
with the remittance advice was a schedule (Claimant's Account Summary), detailing how the 
payment was applied to the district's claims. Therefore, the SCO complied with Government Code 
section 17558.5, subdivision (a) because the review was initiated within three years of the date of 
initial payment. 

District's Response: 

The district asserts that the three-year statute of limitations to start the audit had expired for 
FY 2000-01 when the Controller commenced the audit. Pursuant to Chapter 724, Statutes of 2010, an 
appropriation was made to the District by January 14, 2011, for FY 2000-01 of $42,203. The date of 
payment is a matter of record not available to the District but that can be produced by the Controller. 

Government Code Section 17558.S (as amended by Statutes of 2004, Chapter 890, Section 18, 
operative January 1, 2005) states: 

(a) A reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to 
this chapter is subject to 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 is 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. 
(Emphasis added) 

The audit commencement date is the date of first contact made by the Controller to the claimant. Jim 
Spano, Bureau Chief, Mandated Cost Audit Bureau, State Controller's Office, in an email (see 
Exhibit A) dated November 22, 2011, to Nancy Patton, Assistant Executive Director of the 
Commission at that time, and Keith Peterson (SixTen and Associates) stated the following: 

At the same meeting, Commission staff asked what we believe constitutes the initiation of an 
audit pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5. We consider the event that initiates an 
audit pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5 to be the date of the initial contact by the 
SCO to the auditee (generally a telephone contact) to inform them and put them on notice of the 
SCO 's intention to perform the audit. In addition, we consider this same date as the event that 
commences the two-year period to complete an audit pursuant to Government Code 
section 17558.S (Emphasis added). 

The Controller's March 19, 2014, audit report transmittal letter states that the first contact the District 
received regarding this audit was January 17, 2014, which is more than three years after the 
January 14, 2011, appropriation for the FY 2000-01 annual claim. Therefore, the Controller did not 
have jurisdiction to audit FY 2000-01. 

SCO's Comment: 

The district acknowledges in its response that it does not know the date the apportionment was made 
to the district pursuant to Assembly Bill No. 1610. The district also states that, in its opinion, the 
district's apportionment was made by January 14, 2011, which is incorrect. As noted in the SCO 
remittance advice provided to the district [Tab 5], the apportionment date for the Assembly Bill 
No. 1610 payment that the district received was dated January 28, 2011. Therefore, the SCO did 
have jurisdiction to review the district's claim for FY 2000-01 by initiating the review on 
January 17, 2014 [Tab 4]. 

-5-
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III. DISTRICT UNDERSTATED OFFSETTING SAVINGS 

For the period of July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001; and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2008, we 
found that the district understated offsetting savings realized as a result of implementing its IWM 
plan by $207,191. 

The district believes that none of the cost savings were realized by the district, as required by the 
parameters and guidelines. 

SCO's Analysis: 

The amended parameters and guidelines require districts to report reduced or avoided costs realized 
from implementation of the community college district's IWM plan, consistent with the directions 
for revenue in Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1 [Exhibit B, page 59of219]. 

This issue of realized offsetting savings has already been decided by the Sacramento County 
Superior Court, which issued a Judgment and Writ of Mandate on June 30, 2008. The court ordered 
the Commission to amend the parameters and guidelines to require community college districts 
claiming reimbursable costs of an IWM plan to identify and offset from their claims (consistent with 
the directions for revenue in Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1) cost savings realized 
as a result of implementing their plan [Tab 3, page 2]. 

Public Contract Code section 12167 requires that revenues received from the IWM plan or any other 
activity involving the collection and sale of recyclable materials in state offices located in state
owned and state-leased buildings be deposited in the IWM Account in the IWM Fund. For the period 
of July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001; and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2008, the district did not 
remit to the State any savings realized from implementation of its IWM plan. However, the failure 
of the district to remit to the State the savings realized from implementation of its IWM plan does 
not preclude it from the requirement to do so. 

Government Code section 17514 defines "costs mandated by the state" as any increased costs that 
either a local agency or school district is required to incur. In addition, Government Code 
section 17556, subdivision ( e ), states that reimbursement is precluded if the statute provides for 
offsetting savings that result in no net costs to the local agency. For purposes of section 6 of 
article XIIIB of the California Constitution and the statutes implementing section 6, California 
Community Colleges are defined as school districts and treated as local governments. To the extent 
that El Camino Community College District realized cost savings, it is not required to incur 
increased costs. 

District's Response: 

A. OFFSETTING COST SAVINGS 

The audit report states that the total claimed costs of $363,721 should have been reduced by 
$237,876 of costs savings calculated by multiplying the tonnage diverted by a statewide average 
landfill fee per ton. However, none of these alleged cost savings were realized by the District as 
required by the parameters and guidelines. The District reported a total of $30,686 [sic] on the 
Controller's Form IWM-1 line 9 for "Offsetting Savings." This offset is an error. This amount 
($6,137 per year for 5 years) represents the cost of a part-time groundskeeper who was laid off as a 
result of the waste diversion program. However, since this potential cost-savings was never 
realized by subsequent state agency action, this reduction should be reinstated to the District. 

-6-
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2. Assumed Cost Savings 

The court presupposes a previous legal requirement for districts to incur landfill disposal fees 
to divert solid waste. Thus, potentially relieved of the need to incur new or additional landfill 
fees for increased waste diversion, a cost savings would occur. There is no finding of fact or 
law in the court decision or from the Commission Statement of Decision for the test claim for 
this assumed duty to use landfills. However, since the court stated that the cost savings from 
avoided landfill costs are only "likely," potential costs savings would be a finding of fact not 
law. There is no evidence in the court decision that these reduced or avoided landfill costs 
occurred at all or to any one district other than the bare assertion that such savings may have 
occurred. Thus, potential landfill cost savings would be a question of fact for each claiming 
district. However, the Controller's audit adjustment erroneously and simply assumes these cost 
savings occurred in the form of avoided landfill fees for the mandated tonnage diverted. The 
audit report merely states that the Controller has "determined that the district had reduced or 
avoided costs" apparently, and only, as a result of increased diversion of solid waste. 

3. Realized Cost Savings 

The parameters and guidelines language does not assume that the cost savings occurred, but 
instead requires that the cost savings be realized. The amended parameters and guidelines, 
relying upon the court decision, state that "(r)educed or avoided costs realized from 
implementation of the community college districts' Integrated Waste Management plans shall 
be identified and offset from this claim as cost savings ... " To be realized, the court states that 
the following string of events must occur: 

Thus, in accordance with section 12167, state agencies, along with California Community 
Colleges which are defined as state agencies for purpose of IWM plan requirements in 
Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq (Pub. Resources Code §§ 40196, 40148), 
must deposit cost savings resulting from IWM plans in the Integrated Waste Management 
Account in the Integrated Waste Management Fund; the funds deposited in the Integrated 
Waste Management Account, upon appropriation by the Legislature, may be expended by 
the Integrated Waste Management Board for the purpose of offsetting IWM plan costs. In 
accordance with section 12167.1 and notwithstanding section 12167, cost savings from the 
IWM plans of the agencies and colleges that do not exceed $2,000 annual are continuously 
appropriated for expenditure by the agencies and colleges for the purpose of offsetting 
IWM plan implementation and administration costs; cost savings resulting from IWM plan 
in excess of $2,000 annually are available for such expenditure by the agencies and 
colleges when appropriated by the Legislature. 

For the cost savings to be realized, the parameters and guidelines further require that "(t)o the 
extent so approved or appropriated and applied to the college, these amounts shall be identified 
and offset from the costs claimed for implementing the Integrated Waste Management Plan." 
Thus, a certain chain of events must occur: the cost savings must exist (avoided landfill costs); 
be converted to cash; amounts in excess of $2,000 per year deposited in the state fund: and 
these deposits by the districts appropriated by the Legislature to districts for the purposes of 
mitigating the cost of implementing the plan. None of these prerequisite events occurred so no 
costs savings were "realized" by the District. Regardless, the adjustment cannot be applied to 
the District since no state appropriation of the cost savings was made to the District. 

4. Calculation of Cost Savings 

The court suggested that "(t)he amount or value of the savings may be determined from the 
calculations of annual solid waste disposal reduction or diversion which California Community 
Colleges must annually report to petitioner Integrated Waste Management Board pursuant to 
subdivision (b)(l) of Public Resources Code section 42926." The parameters and guidelines 
are silent as to how to calculate the avoided costs. The court provided two alternative methods, 
either disposal reduction or diversion reported by districts, and the Controller utilized the 
diversion percentage, which assumes, without findings of fact, that all diversion tonnage is 
landfill disposal tonnage reduction. 

-7-
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a. The Controller's formula is a standard of general application 

The audit adjustment for the assumed landfill cost savings is based on a formula created 
by the Controller and has been consistently used for all 36 audits of this mandate 
published by the Controller (as of the date of this document). The Controller's use of this 
formula for audit purposes is a standard of general application without appropriate state 
agency rulemaking and is therefore unenforceable (Government Code Section 11340.5). 
The formula is not an exempt audit guideline (Government Code Section 11340.9(e)). 
State agencies are prohibited from enforcing underground regulations. If a state agency 
issues, enforces, or attempts to enforce a rule without following the Administrative 
Procedures Act, when it is required to, the rule is called an "underground regulation." 
Further, the audit adjustment is a financial penalty against the District, and since the 
adjustment is based on an underground regulation, the formula cannot be used for the audit 
adjustment (Government Code Section 11425.50). 

b. The Controller's formula assumes facts not in evidence 

The audited offsetting cost savings is the sum of three components: the "allocated" 
diversion percentage, multiplied by the tonnage diverted, multiplied by a landfill disposal 
cost per ton. The Controller's calculation method includes several factual errors that make 
it useless as a basis of determining potential cost savings. 

1. Allocated diversion percentage: The audit report uses the diversion percentage 
reported by the District to the state (CalRecycle) for each year until 2008 at which 
time this statistic was no longer available from CalRecycle. The auditor then uses the 
2007 percentage for all subsequent years. Therefore, the diversion rates used for the 
audit adjustments after 2007 are fiction. 

2. Tonnage diverted: The Controller formula uses the total tonnage reported by the 
District to CalRecycle. The audit report states that this amount includes "solid waste 
that the district recycled, composted, and kept out of a landfill." Next, the audit report 
assumes without findings that all diverted tonnage would have been disposed in a 
landfill and thus additional landfill fees incurred for all additional tonnage diverted. 
Composted material, which likely is a significant amount of the diverted tonnage, 
would not have gone to the landfill. The audit report also assumes without findings 
that all diverted tonnage is within the scope of the mandate. The total tons diverted 
for some fiscal years may include materials that are outside the scope of the mandate 
(e.g. paint). Deducting the compost amount and tonnage unrelated to the mandate 
would reduce both the total tonnage and the diversion percentage. The audit report 
uses the total tonnage diverted reported by the District to the state (CalRecycle) for 
each year until 2008 at which time this statistic was no longer available from 
CalRecycle. The auditor then used the 2007 tonnage for all subsequent years. 
Therefore, the diversion rates used for the audit adjustments after 2007 are fiction. 

3. Landfill disposal fee: Having no District information in the annual claims for landfill 
disposal fees, since it was not required for the annual claims or the CalRecycle report, 
the Controller's method uses a statewide average costs to dispose of waste, ranging 
from $36 to $56 per ton, based on data said to be obtained from CalRecycle. The 
audit report does not include the CalRecycle statewide data used to generate these 
average fee amounts. Thus, the source of the average or actual costs that comprise the 
average is unknown and unsupported by audit findings. 

5. Application of the Formula 

There are several factual errors in the application of this offset. The District did not claim 
landfill costs, so there are none to be offset. The adjustment method does not match or limit 
the landfill costs avoided to landfill costs, if any, actually claimed. Instead, the total 
adjustment amount for avoided landfill costs is applied to the total annual claim amounts and 
thus reduces unrelated salary and benefit costs for: preparing district policies and procedures; 
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training staff who work on the integrated waste management plan; designating a plan 
coordinator; operating the plan accounting system; and, preparing the annual recycling material 
reports. 

The Controller's calculation method prevents this District from receiving full reimbursement of 
its actual increased program costs, contrary to an unfounded expectation by the court. 
Footnote 1 of the court decision states that: 

There is no indication in the administrative record or in the legal authorities provided 
to the court that, as respondent argues, a California Community College might not 
receive the full reimbursement of its actual increased costs required by section 6 if its 
claims for reimbursement of IWM plan costs were offset by realized cost savings and 
all revenues received from plan activities. 

Indeed, it appears from the statewide audit results 2 to date that the application of the formula 
only has arbitrary results. The following table indicates the percentage of total claimed cost 
allowed by the "desk audits" conducted by the Controller on the single issue of the cost savings 
offset: 

Controller's Audits-cost savings Issue only Percentage Audit 
District Allowed Date 

Mira Costa Community College District 0% 10/08/2013 
Citrus Community College District 2.0% 09/11/2013 
Yuba Community College District 3.4% 05/07/2014 
Allan Hancock Joint Community College District 14.8% 06/23/2014 
San Bernardino Community College District 20.3% 06/23/2014 
Grossmont-Cuyamaca Community College District 28.7% 04/30/2013 
State Center Community College District 32.1% 08/30/2013 
Merced Community College District 33.2% 07/09/2013 
North Orange County Community College District 33.6% 08/15/2013 
Solano Community College District 34.4% 06/17/2013 
long Beach Community College District 35.4% 05/22/2014 
Sierra Joint Community College District 41.4% 07/22/2013 
Yosemite Community College District 41.7% 07/10/2013 
El Camino Community College District 43.0% 03/19/2014 
Mt. San Antonio Community College District 43.7% 08/15/2013 
Hartnell Community College District 45.0% 04/09/2014 
Shasta-Tehama-Trinity Jt. Community College District 53.3% 06/17/2014 
Contra Costa Community College District 58.7% 05/29/2013 
Monterey Peninsula Community College District 59.8% 06/05/2014 
Siskiyou Joint Community College District 62.2% 06/03/2014 
San Joaquin Delta Community College District 69.5% 05/07/2014 
Gavilan Joint Community College District 69.6% 04/11/2014 
West Kem Community College District 69.9% 06/03/2014 
Marin Community College District 72.4% 06/03/2014 
Victor Valley Community College District 73.4% 04/09/2014 
Cabrillo Community College District 80.8% 06/18/2014 
Redwood Community College District 83.4% 04/11/2014 

The District agrees that any relevant realized cost savings should be reported, but the offset must 
also by properly matched to relevant costs. 
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SCO's Comments: 

During our review of the district's claims, we found that the district realized total offsetting savings 
of $237,876 from implementation of its IWM plan. However, since the district reported $30,685 in 
offsetting savings, we found that the district understated total offsetting savings by $207,191 
($237,876 less $30,685) [Exhibit A page 33 of 219]. 

The district is requesting a $30,686 reinstatement because it reported this offset in "error." We do 
not agree with any reinstatement because the adjustment of $207,191 taken by the SCO is the 
difference between the offset totaling $30,685 reported by the district and the amount of offsetting 
savings totaling $237,876 we found that the district realized from implementing its IWM plan. Had 
the district not reported the offsetting savings of $30,685, we would have taken a finding for the 
entire offsetting savings determination of $237,876. Further, Government Code section 17568 limits 
the filing of a reimbursement claim to no later than "one-year after the deadline specified in 
Section 17560." As such, the deadline for the district to amend the FY 2003-04 through FY 2007-08 
claims expired on March 31, 2010. 

The district also believes that SCO's offsetting savings adjustment of $237,876 is inappropriate 
because "none of these alleged cost savings were realized by the District as required by the 
parameters and guidelines." The SCO's comments regarding the issue of realized cost savings is 
discussed at great length in Item 3 - Realized Cost Savings, below. 

2. Assumed Cost Savings 

• Presumed Requirement for the District to use Landfills 

The district states, "The court presupposes a previous legal requirement for districts to incur 
landfill disposal fees to divert solid waste" [emphasis added]. We disagree. Landfill fees are 
incurred when solid waste is disposed. "Diversion" is not the same as disposal. Public 
Resources Code section 40192, subsection (b), states: 

. . . solid waste disposal . . . means the management of solid waste through landfill 
disposal.. .at a permitted solid waste facility. 

Therefore, we believe that the district intended to state, "The court presupposes a previous 
legal requirement for districts to incur landfill disposal fees to dispose of solid waste 
[emphasis added]. 

The district states that there is only a presumption for districts to incur landfill disposal fees 
to dispose of solid waste, yet the district does not provide an alternative for how un-diverted 
solid waste would be disposed of if not at a landfill. In addition, the district does not state 
that it disposed of its solid waste at any location other than a landfill or used any other 
methodology to dispose of its waste rather than to contract with a commercial waste hauler. 
Therefore, comments relating to legal requirements regarding alternatives for the disposal of 
solid waste are irrelevant. 

Besides, the district acknowledges its use of landfills for solid waste disposal. In its annual 
waste management report to CalRecycle, the district states the following: 

• "Staff is also getting involved and has identified additional diversion opportunities and 
is diverting previously landfill-bound materials daily" [emphasis added, see Tab 6, 
page 5]. 
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• "Efforts towards donations to local schools and increased monitoring of paper/cardboard 
recycling have also contributed to landfill diversion" [emphasis added, see Tab 6, 
page 9]., 

• "C&D diversion efforts have contributed considerably to our diversion from landfills" 
[emphasis added, see Tab 6, page 18]. 

Also, the district reported to CalRecycle that it disposed of 753.6 tons of trash in calendar 
year 2000 [Tab 6, page 1 ], 717.1 tons in calendar year 2001 [Tab 6, page 4], 1,121.7 tons in 
calendar year 2003 [Tab 6, page 8], 725.0 tons in calendar year 2004 [Tab 6, page 11 ], 
1,020.6 tons in calendar year 2005 [Tab 6, page 14], 721.6 tons in calendar year 2006 
[Tab 6, page 17], 808.8 tons in calendar year 2007 [Tab 6, page 20], and 648.7 tons in 
calendar year 2008 [Tab 6, page 23]. Within the narrative of these reports, the district 
acknowledges its contracts with a "hauler" [Tab 6, page 2]. The district does not indicate in 
these annual reports that it used any other methodology to dispose of solid waste. 

Further, the district's October 20, 2003 Board meeting approved a contract with Cal-Met 
Services to provide "campus refuse removal" in an amount of $68,544 per year from 
November 1, 2003, through June 30, 2005 [Tab 7, page 2]. 

Therefore, the evidence obtained by the SCO supports that the district normally disposes of 
its waste at a landfill through the use of a commercial waste hauler (Cal-Met Services). 

• Assumed Cost Savings 

The district states, " ... the Controller's audit adjustment erroneously and simply assumes 
that these costs savings occurred in the form of avoided landfill fees for the mandated 
tonnage diverted." We disagree. 

Unless the district had an arrangement with its waste hauler (Cal-Met Services) that it did not 
disclose to us, the district did not dispose of its solid waste at a landfill for no cost. For 
example, El Camino College is located in Torrance, CA. An internet search for landfill fees 
revealed that the South Gate Transfer Station in South Gate, California (15 miles from El 
Camino College), currently charges $53.91 per ton to dispose of solid waste [Tab 8, page 2]. 
Therefore, the higher rate of diversion results in less trash that is disposed at a landfill, which 
creates cost savings to the district. 

Therefore, evidence obtained by the SCO supports that the district incurred fees to dispose of 
its waste at a landfill. 

3. Realized Cost Savings 

The district reported that it diverted from landfill disposal a total of 6,798.95 tons of solid waste 
for the period of July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001; and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2008, 
due to implementation of its IWM plan [Tab 9]. The district realized a savings from 
implementation of its IWM plan. The savings is supported when the tonnage diverted is 
multiplied by the cost to dispose of one ton of solid waste at the landfill (e.g., $53.91 per ton at 
the South Gate Transfer Station). 

Public Resources Code section 42925(a) requires that cost savings realized as a result of 
implementing an IWM plan be remitted to the State, in accordance with Public Contract Code 
sections 12167 and 12167.1. We recognize that the district did not remit to the State any savings 
realized from implementation of its IWM plan. However, the failure of the district to remit to the 
State the savings realized from implementation of its IWM plan in compliance with the Public 
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Contract Code or its failure to perform all of what it calls "prerequisite events" does not preclude 
it from the requirement to do so. 

The parameters and guidelines, section VIII (Offsetting Cost Savings) states [Exhibit B, page 59 
of 219]: 

Reduced or avoided costs realized from implementation of the community college districts' 
Integrated Waste Management plans shall be identified and offset from this claim as cost savings, 
consistent with the directions for revenue in Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167,1. 
Pursuant to these statutes, community college districts are required to deposit cost savings 
resulting from their Integrated Waste Management plans into the Integrated Waste Management 
Account in the Integrated Waste management Fund [emphasis added]. 

The Sacramento Superior Court ruled on May 29, 2008, that the cost savings must be used to fund 
IWM plan costs when it stated [Tab 10, page 7]: 

Second, respondent incorrectly interpreted the phrase 'to the extent feasible' in Public Resources 
Code section 42925 to mean that the redirection of cost savings resulting from diversion activities 
by California Community Colleges to fund their IWM plan implementation and administration 
costs was not mandatory and that colleges could direct the cost savings to other programs upon a 
finding of infeasibility. Respondent's interpretation is contrary to the manifest legislative intent 
and purpose of section 42925, that cost savings be used to fund /WM plan costs [emphasis added]. 

Therefore, evidence obtained by the SCO supports that the district realized savings through 
diversion activities that are required to be remitted to the State and that these savings be used to 
fund IWM plan costs. 

4. Calculation of Cost Savings 

a. The Controller's formula is a standard of general application 

The districts states "The Controller's use of this formula for audit purposes is a standard of 
general application without appropriate state agency rulemaking and is therefore 
unenforceable." We disagree. 

We used a "court approved" methodology to determine the required offset, which we believe 
to be both fair and reasonable. In the Superior Court ruling dated May 29, 2008, the court 
stated that "Such reduction or avoidance of landfill fees and costs resulting from solid waste 
diversion activities under §42920 et seq. represent savings which must be offset against the 
costs of diversion activities to determine the reimbursable costs of the IWM plan 
implementation - i.e., the actual increased costs of diversion - under section 6 and 
section 17514" [emphasis added, see Tab 10, page 7]. 

The ruling goes on to state, "The amount or value of the savings may be determined from the 
calculations of annual solid waste disposal reduction or diversion which California 
Community Colleges must annually report to petitioner Integrated Waste Management Board 
pursuant to subdivision (b)(l) of Public Resources Code section 42926." 

On September 26, 2008, the Commission amended the parameters and guidelines to be in 
accordance with the Judgment and Writ of Mandate issued by the court [Exhibit B, page 49 
of 219]. On December 1, 2008, in compliance with Government Code section 17558, the 
SCO issued claiming instructions allowing community college districts to refile their 
FY 1999-2000 through FY 2007-08 claims to report the required offsetting savings. These 
amended claims were to be filed with the SCO on or before March 31, 2009 [Exhibit C, 
page 84 of 219]. 
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The district's IWM claim for FY 2000-01 was filed with the SCO on October 6, 2005. The 
district did not amend this claim to report the required offset. The IWM claims for 
FY 2003-04 through FY 2007-08 were filed with the SCO on March 30, 2009. While the 
district did report offsetting savings totaling $30,685 on these claims, the district 
acknowledges that the amount reported is "in error" and is not in relation to the issue of 
avoided or reduced landfill disposal costs [IRC filing, page 10 of 219]. Therefore, due to the 
district's failure to report the required offset, we used the methodology identified in the 
May 29, 2008 Superior Court ruling to determine the applicable offset amount [see the 
offsetting savings calculation in Tab 9 and Exhibit A, page 31of219]. We believe that this 
"court identified" approach provides a reasonable methodology to identify the applicable 
offsets. 

We informed the district of this adjustment via an email on February 20, 2014 [Tab 11 ]. We 
provided the district an opportunity to provide an alternate methodology. We also offered to 
meet with the district in person to discuss this adjustment in more detail. On March 5, 2014, 
the district's Business Manager responded that, "The El Camino Community College District 
does not agree with the audit finding or the reduced claim amount, due to the audit 
methodology used to derive the unallowable costs" [Tab 12]. The district did not provide an 
alternate methodology to calculate the required offset. 

b. The Controller's formula assumes facts not in evidence 

1. Allocated Diversion Percentage 

Public Resources Code section 42921 states: 

(a) Each state agency and each large state facility shall divert at least 25 percent of all 
solid waste generated by the state agency by January 1, 2002, through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting activities. 

(b) On and after January 1, 2004, each state agency and each large state facility shall 
divert at least 50 percent of all solid waste through source reduction, recycling, and 
composting activities. 

For calendar years 2001, and 2003 through 2007, El Camino Community College District 
diverted above and beyond the requirements of Public Resources Code section 42921 
based on information that the district reported to CalRecycle [Tab 6]. Therefore, we 
"allocated" the offsetting savings so as to not penalize the district by recognizing 
offsetting savings resulting from the additional non-mandated savings realized by the 
district from diverting solid waste above and beyond the applicable requirements of the 
Public Resources Code. 

• Allocated Diversion Percentage for FY 2000-01 and FY 2003-04 through 
FY 2006-07 

For FY 2000-01 and FY 2003-04 through FY 2006-07, we used the diversion 
information exactly as reported annually by the district to CalRecycle. For example, 
in calendar 2007, the district reported to CalRecycle that it diverted 1,184.2 tons of 
solid waste and disposed of 808.8 tons, which results in an overall diversion 
percentage of 59.4% [Tab 6, page 20]. Because the district was required to divert 
50% for that year to meet the mandated requirements and comply with the Public 
Resources Code, it needed to have diverted only 996.5 tons (1,993.0 total tonnage 
generated x 50%) in order to satisfy the 50% requirement. Therefore, we adjusted 
our calculation to compute offsetting savings based on 996.5 tons of diverted solid 
waste rather than 1,184.2 tons. 

-13-
19



As there is no State mandate to exceed solid waste diversion greater than 25% for 
calendar years 2002 and 2003 or greater than 50% for calendar year 2004 and 
beyond, there is no basis for calculating offsetting savings realized for actual 
diversion percentages that exceed the levels set by statute. 

• Allocated Diversion Percentage for FY 2007-08 

With the passage of Senate Bill (SB) 1016 (Chapter 343; Statutes of 2008), 
CalRecycle began focusing on "per capita disposal" instead of a "diversion 
percentage." The shift from diversion to disposal provides more accurate 
measurements, takes less time to calculate, and allows for jurisdictional growth. With 
the original system of a 25% or 50% diversion requirement, if the district diverted 
above its requirement, it was fully implementing its IWM plan. Now, with SB 1016, 
each jurisdiction has "a disposal target that is the equivalent of 50 percent diversion, 
and that target will be expressed on a per capita basis." Therefore, if the district's 
per-capita disposal rate is less than the target, it means that the district is meeting its 
requirement [Tab 13, page 4]. 

As a result of SB 1016, beginning in calendar year 2008, CalRecycle stopped 
requiring the districts to report the actual amount of tonnage diverted. Consequently, 
the annual reports no longer identify either the tonnage diverted or a diversion 
percentage. However, even though community college districts no longer report 
diversion information, they are still required to divert 50% of their solid waste. 

In reviewing the 2008 [Tab 6, page 24] annual report, we found the district's annual 
per-capita disposal rate for both the employee and student populations to be well 
below the target rate. Therefore, the district far surpassed its requirement to divert 
more than 50% of its solid waste. As we did not have either the tonnage diverted or 
diversion percentage for calendar year 2008, we used the 2007 diversion information 
[Tab 6, page 20] to calculate the required offsetting savings for all of FY 2007-08. 

The district did not provide us with any documentation to support its actual diversion 
rates for calendar year 2008. We believe that the 2007 diversion information is a fair 
representation of the 2008 diversion information because the district's recycling 
processes have already been established and committed to. In fact, in the 2008 
annual report, when asked to explain what new waste diversion programs were either 
implemented or discontinued during the year, the district stated ''No new programs 
were implemented, or discontinued" [Tab 6, page 24]. 

2. Tonnage Diverted 

• Composted Material 

The district states that, "Composted material, which likely is a significant amount of 
the diverted tonnage, would not have gone to the landfill." We disagree with the 
notion that composted material is a significant amount of the tonnage diverted. Our 
analysis shows that the composted material represents approximately 19% of the total 
tonnage diverted for calendar years 2000, and 2001through2007[Tab14]. 

The district does not identify where this composted material (e.g., grass, weeds, 
branches, etc.) will be disposed if it were not composted. We believe that the district 
is stating that it would have always composted green waste and would not incur a 
cost to dispose of this waste at the landfill; therefore, to include composted tonnage 
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in the offsetting savings calculation is incorrect. We disagree. As a result of this 
mandated program, the district is claiming over $45,000 in salaries and benefits for 
its gardeners and groundskeeper to "divert solid waste from landfill disposal or 
transformation facilities - composting" [Tab 15]. Therefore, it seems reasonable that 
the correlated landfill fees that the district did not incur for the composted materials 
translate into savings realized by the district. Further, such savings should be 
recognized and appropriately offset against composting costs that the district incurred 
and claimed as part of implementing its IWM plan. 

• Hazardous Waste 

The district states that, "The audit report also assumes without findings that all 
diverted tonnage is within the scope of the mandate. The total tons diverted for some 
fiscal years may include materials that are outside the scope of the mandate (e.g., 
paint)." This comment is irrelevant because hazardous waste is not included in the 
diversion amounts reported to CalRecycle [Tab 6]; therefore, it is not included in our 
offsetting savings calculation [Tab 9]. 

We agree that hazardous waste (e.g., paint) is not a part of the mandate. In fact, 
CalRecycle has specified that hazardous waste is not to be included in the diversion 
information reported annually by the district to CalRecycle. CalRecycle's website 
states that "These following materials are deemed as hazardous, and cannot be 
disposed in a landfill" [Tab 16, page 2]: 

o Universal waste - radios, stereo equipment, printers ... 

o Electronic waste - common electronic devices that are identified as hazardous 
waste, such as computers ... 

o Additional hazardous wastes should be properly managed: antifreeze, asbestos, 
paint, treated wood, used oil, etc." 

In compliance with these instructions, the district's Waste Management Annual 
Reports [Tab 6] sent to CalRecycle did not include information regarding the 
diversion of hazardous waste. 

• Tonnage Diverted after 2007 

The SCO's comments regarding the use of 2007 tonnage information to calculate the 
required offsetting savings for FY 2007-08 are the same as previously addressed with 
regard to the passage of SB 1016. 

3. Landfill Disposal Fee 

The district states, "Having no District information in the annual claims for landfill 
disposal fees, since it was not required for the annual claims or the CalRecycle report, the 
Controller's method uses a statewide average cost to dispose of a ton of waste, ranging 
from $36 to $56 per ton, based on data said to be obtained from CalRecycle." 

To clarify, the statewide average landfill fee we used to calculate the required offset 
varied from $36 to $51, not $56, during a span of nine years. Further, the calendar year 
2002 through 2006 "data said to be obtained from CalRecycle" was provided to the 
Commission by the Chief Counsel for the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board, in an attachment to a letter dated September 21, 2009 [Tab 17, pages 13 to 18]. 
The district's mandated cost consultant was copied on this letter and was privy to the 

-15-

21



"statewide average disposal fees" at that time [Tab 17, page 4]. On March 20, 2012, the 
statewide average landfill fees for calendar years 2007 and 2008 were provided to the 
SCO by the Recycling Program Manager I at CalRecycle (formerly the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board) [Tab 18]. We confirmed with CalRecycle that it 
obtained the "statewide average disposal fees" from a private company, which polled a 
large percentage of the landfills across California to establish the statewide averages. 

As identified earlier, an internet search for landfill fees revealed that the South Gate 
Transfer Station in South Gate, California, currently charges $53.91 per ton to dispose of 
solid waste [Tab 8]. Therefore, we believe that the $36 to $51 "statewide average 
disposal fee" used to calculate the offsetting savings realized by the district is reasonable. 
In addition, the district did not provide any information, such as its contract with or 
invoices received from its commercial waste hauler (Cal-Met Services) to support either 
the landfill fees actually incurred by the district or to confirm that the statewide average 
landfill fee was greater than the actual landfill fees incurred by the district. 

5. Application of the Formula 

• Landfill Costs Not Claimed 

The district states, "The District did not claim landfill costs, so there are none to be offset." 
This statement is contrary to the purpose of the mandated program. While we agree that the 
district did not claim landfill costs, the mandated program does not reimburse claimants for 
landfill costs incurred to dispose of solid waste. Therefore, none of the costs would be 
claimable. Instead, the mandated program reimburses claimants to divert solid waste from 
disposal. By diverting solid waste, the district realizes both a reduction of solid waste going 
to a landfill and the associated cost of having the waste hauled there. The reduction of landfill 
costs incurred creates offsetting savings that the district is required to identify in its mandated 
cost claims. 

The Superior Court ruled on May 29, 2008, [Tab 10, page 7] that: 

... the reduced or avoided costs of landfill disposal are an integral part of the IWM diversion 
mandate under Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. Therefore, respondent's 
conclusion that reduced or avoided disposal costs could not qualify as an offsetting cost 
savings for diversion costs, based on the erroneous premise that reduced or avoided costs 
were not part of the reimbursable mandates of Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq., 
is wrong [emphasis added]. 

• Application of Offsetting Savings to Total Costs Claimed 

The district states, "The adjustment method does not match or limit the landfill costs avoided 
to landfill costs, if any, actually claimed. Instead, the total adjustment amount for avoided 
landfill costs is applied to the total annual claim amounts and thus reduces unrelated salary 
and benefit costs for: preparing district policies and procedures; training staff who work on 
the integrated waste management plan; designating a plan coordinator; operating the plan 
accounting system; and, preparing annual recycling material reports." We disagree. Public 
Resources Code section 42925 states that cost savings realized as a result of the IWM plan be 
redirected to "fund plan implementation and administration costs" [emphasis added]. Also, 
the district did not identify, and we did not find, any statute or provision limiting offsetting 
savings solely to solid waste diversion activities included in the district's IWM claims. 
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Further, the district's statements are contrary to the purpose of the mandated program. The 
parameters and guidelines (Section VIII. Offsetting Cost Savings) state [Exhibit B, page 59 
of 219]: 

Reduced or avoided costs realized from implementation of the community college districts' 
Integrated Waste Management plans shall be identified and offset from the claim as cost 
savings, consistent with the directions for revenue in Public Contract Code sections 12167 
and 12167.1 [emphasis added]. 

When outlining the reimbursable activities, the parameters and guidelines consistently use the 
phrase "implementation of the integrated waste management plan," as follows: 

A One-Time Activities [Exhibit B, page 54 of 219] 

1. · Develop the necessary district policies and procedures for the implementation of the 
integrated waste management plan. [Emphasis added]. 

2. Train district staff on the requirements and implementation of the integrated waste 
management plan (one-time per employee). Training is limited to staff working 
directly on the plan [emphasis added]. 

B. Ongoing Activities [Exhibit B, page 54 of 219] 

4. Designate one solid waste reduction and recycling coordinator for each college in the 
district to perform new duties imposed by chapter 18.5 (Public Resources Code, 
§§42920 - 42928). The coordinator shall implement the integrated waste 
management plan ... . [emphasis added]. 

C. Annual Report [Exhibit B, page 56 of 219] 

3. A summary of progress made in implementing the integrated waste management 
plan . ... [emphasis added]. 

Therefore, we believe it is reasonable that the offsetting savings realized from "implementing 
the plan" be offset against all direct costs incurred to "implement the plan." 

• Statewide Audit Results 

The district provided a table of other engagements conducted by the State Controller's Office 
on the single issue of cost savings. The adjustments made at other community college 
districts are not relevant to the current issue at hand. 

IV. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

The district believes it properly reported $24,555 in recycling revenue as a reduction of total claimed 
costs that is not subject to state appropriation in the form of cost savings. 

SCO's Analysis: 

We agree with the district. 
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District's Response: 

B. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

The District's annual claims reported recycling income as an offset to total reimbursable costs in 
the amount of $24,555: 

Controller Line 9/10 
FormIWM-1 Offsetting 
Fiscal Year Reimbursements 

2000-01 $ 19,000.00 
2003-04 $ 698.66 
2004-05 $ 1,165.50 
2005-06 $ 802.70 
2006-07 $ 1,232.90 
2007-08 $ 1,655.70 
Totals $ 24,555.46 

The audit report correctly states that this District revenue was not deposited into the State IWM 
Account, but there is no such requirement to do so for community colleges. Recycling revenues are not 
offsetting cost savings, but are offsetting revenues generated from implementing the IWM plan. 
Regarding recycling revenues, the court stated: 

Although Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1 apply to California Community 
Colleges for the purpose of offsetting savings pursuant to the terms of Public Resources Code 
section 42925, sections 12167 and 12167.1 do not apply to the colleges for the purpose of 
offsetting revenues or, indeed, any other purpose [emphasis added by district]. Sections 12167 
and 12167.1 apply exclusively to state agencies and institutions; the colleges, which are school 
districts rather than state agencies, are not specifically defined as state agencies for purposes of 
the State Assistance for Recycling Markets Act of which sections 12167 and 12167.1 are a 
part. Therefore, sections 12167 and 12167.1 do not properly govern the revenues generated by 
the colleges' recycling activities pursuant to their IWM plans. The limits and conditions placed 
by sections 12167 and 12167.1 on the expenditure of recycling revenues for the purpose of 
offsetting recycling program costs are simply inapplicable to the revenues generated by the 
colleges' recycling activities [emphasis added by district]. 

The provisions of Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. do not address the use of 
revenues generated by recycling activities of California Community Colleges under IWM plans 
to offset reimbursable plan costs. Thus, use of the revenues to offset reimbursable IWM plan 
costs is governed by the general principles of state mandates, that only the actual increased 
costs of a state-mandated program are reimbursable and, to that end, revenues provided for by 
the state-mandated program must be deducted from program costs [emphasis added by 
district]. (See Cal. Const., art. XII B, § 6; Gov. Code§§ 17154, 17556, subd. (e); County of 
Fresno v. State of California (1991) 51Cal.3d482, 487; County of Sonoma v. Commission on 
State Mandates, (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1284.) These principles are reflected in the 
respondent's regulation which requires, without limitation or exception, the identification of 
offsetting revenues in the parameters and guidelines for reimbursable cost claims. (Cal. Code 
Regs., tit. 2, §1183.l(a)(7)) Emphasis added. 

The amended and retroactive parameters and guidelines adopted September 26, 2008, state: 

VII. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

Reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including but not limited to, service fees 
collected, federal funds, and other state funds allocated to any service provided under this 
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program, shall be identified and offset from this claim. Offsetting revenue shall include all 
revenues generated from implanting the Integrated Waste management Plan. 

Therefore, the district properly reported the recycling income as a reduction of total claimed cost and 
not subject to state appropriation in the form of cost savings. 

SCO's Comment: 

No adjustment was made to the district's claims with regards to offsetting revenues and 
reimbursements; therefore, we are uncertain as to why the district included this argument in its IRC 
filing. 

The district is correct in its statement that recycling revenues are not offsetting savings realized from 
implementation of its IWM plan. Further, we do not disagree with the statement, "the district 
properly reported recycling income as a reduction of total claimed costs and not subject to state 
appropriation in the form of cost savings." 

V. PROCEDURAL ISSUES 

The district asserts that none of the adjustments were because program costs claimed were excessive 
or unreasonable, which is the only mandated cost audit standard in statute. Also, the district states 
that it is the Controller's responsibility to provide evidence of its audit finding. 

SCO's Analysis: 

The SCO did conclude that the district costs claimed were excessive. In addition, the data the SCO 
used to calculate the offset was based on factual information provided by the district and CalRecycle. 

District's Response: 

C.PROCEDURALISSUES 

1. Standard of Review 

None of the adjustments were made because the program costs claimed were excessive or 
unreasonable. The Controller does not assert that the claimed costs were excessive or 
reasonable, which is the only mandated cost audit standard in statute (Government Code 
Section 17561( d)(2)). It would therefore appear that the entire findings are based upon the 
wrong standard for review. If the Controller wishes to enforce other audit standards for 
mandated cost reimbursement, the Controller should comply with the Administrative 
Procedure Act. 

2. Burden of Proof 

Here, the evidentiary issue is the Controller's method for determining the adjustments. In 
many instances in the audit report, the District was invited to provide missing data in lieu of 
fictional data used by auditor, or to disprove the auditor's factual assumptions. This is an 
inappropriate shifting of the burden of proof for an audit. The Controller must first provide 
evidence as to the propriety of its audit finding because it bears the burden of going forward 
and because it is the party with the power to create, maintain, and provide evidence regarding 
its auditing methods and procedures, as well as the specific facts relied upon for its audit 
findings. 
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SCO's Comments: 

1. Standard of Review 

We disagree with the district's conclusion. Government Code section 17558.5 requires the 
district to file a reimbursement claim for actual mandate-related costs. Government Code 
section 17561, subdivision (d)(2), allows the SCO to audit the district's records to verify actual 
mandate-related costs and reduce any claim that the SCO determines is excessive or 
unreasonable. In addition, Government Code section 12410 states, "The Controller shall audit all 
claims against the state, and may audit the disbursement of any state money, for correctness, 
legality, and for sufficient provisions of law for payment." Therefore, the SCO has sufficient 
authority to impose these adjustments. The district's contention that the SCO is only authorized 
to reduce a claim if it determines the claim to be excessive or unreasonable is without merit. 

The SCO did, in fact, conclude that the district's claim was excessive. Excessive is defined as 
"exceeding what is usual, proper, necessary, or normal.. .. Excessive implies an amount or degree 
too great to be reasonable or acceptable ... "1 The district's mandated cost claims exceeded the 
proper amount based on the reimbursable costs allowable per statutory language and the 
program's parameters and guidelines. Therefore, the district's comments regarding the 
Administrative Procedure Act are irrelevant. 

1 Merriam-Webster's Collegiate Dictionary, Tenth Edition,© 2001 

2. Burden of Proof 

The district's statement mentions what it calls "fictional data" and "factual assumptions" used as 
a basis for the adjustments made to the district's claims. However, the data that the SCO used to 
calculate the offsetting savings adjustments were based on information maintained by the district 
and reported by the district to CalRecycle as a result of implementing its IWM plan [Tab 6]. 
The information provided to CalRecycle is based on "weight slips, conversion tables (IWMB), 
logs, inventory list, (and) contractor reports to record recycling activities" [Tab 6, page 24]. In 
addition, we used a statewide average disposal fee for solid waste hauled to a landfill based upon 
information provided by CalRecycle [Tabs 17 and 18]. 

The district is correct when it states that we advised the district of our adjustments to its claims. 
In an email dated February 20, 2014 [Tab 11], we provided the district with the following 
information: 

• Offsetting Savings Calculation [Tab 9] 

• Narrative of Finding (identified as Attachment 3 in the review report) [Exhibit A, page 33 of 
219] 

• Waste Management Annual Report of Diversion [Tab 6] 

• September 10, 2008 Final Staff Analysis (from the Commission on State Mandates) 

• Parameters and Guidelines [Exhibit BJ 

• Fiscal Analysis (Summary of claimed, allowable, and unallowable costs by fiscal year 
(identified as Attachment 1 in the review report [Exhibit A, page 28 of 219] 
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VI. CONCLUSION 

The SCO reviewed the El Camino Community College District's claims for costs of the legislatively 
mandated Integrated Waste Management Program (Chapter 1116, Statutes of 1992; and Chapter 764, 
Statutes of 1999) for the period of July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001; and July 1, 2003, through 
June 30, 2008. The district reported $30,685 in offsetting savings. We found that the district 
realized savings of $237,876. The district understated offsetting savings by $207,191. 

In conclusion, the Commission should find that: (1) the SCO reviewed the district's FY 2000-01 
claim within the timeframe permitted in Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a); (2) the 
SCO correctly reduced the district's FY 2000-01 claim by $8,145; (3) the SCO correctly reduced the 
district's FY 2003-04 claim by $35,897; (4) the SCO correctly reduced the district's FY 2004-05 
claim by $38,654; (5) the SCO correctly reduced the district's FY 2005-06 claim by $43,845; (6) the 
SCO correctly reduced the district's FY 2006-07 claim by $37,460; and, (7) the SCO correctly 
reduced the district's FY 2007-08 claim by $43,190. 

VI. 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 May 5, 2015, at Sacramento, California, by: 

ivision of Audits 
State Controller's Office 

-21-
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1 EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 
Attorney General of the State of California 

2 CHRISTOPHER E. KRUEGER 
Senior Assistant Attorney General 

3 DOUGLAS J. WOODS 
Supervising Deputy Attorney General 

4 JACK WOODSIDE, State Bar No. 189748 
Deputy Attorney General 

5 1300 I Street, Suite 125 
P.O. Box 944255 

6 Sacramento, CA 94244-2550 
Telephone: (916) 324-5138 

7 Fax: (916) 324-8835 
E-mail: Jack.Woodside@doj.ca.gov 

8 Attorneys for Petitioners Department of Finance and 
California Integrated Waste Management Board 

9 

Flb&Q./ ENDORSED 

JUN 3 0 ms 

By Christa Beebout, Deputy Clerk 

10 

11 

12 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 

13 STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
FINANCE, CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED 

14 WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD, 

15 Petitioner, 

16 v. 

17 COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES, 

18 Respondent, 

19 SANTA MONICA COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
DISTRICT, LAKE TAHOE COMMUNITY 

20 COLLEGE DISTRICT, 

21 

22 

Real Parties in Interest. 

Case No: 07CS00355 

(IROFHOBaf JUDGMENT 
GRANTING PETITION FOR 
WRIT OFADMINISTRA TIVE 
MANDAMUS 

Judge: 

Dept: 

The Honorable 
Lloyd G. Connelly 
33 

23 This matter came before this Court on February 29, 2008, for hearing in Department 33 

24 of the above court, the Honorable Lloyd G. Connelly presiding. Eric Feller appeared on behalf of 

25 Respondent Commission on State Mandates, and Ja~k C. Woodside appeared on behalf of 

26 Petitioners California Department of Finance and California Integrated Waste Management 

27 Board. 

28 I I I 
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The Administrative Record having been admitted into evidence and considered by the 

2 Court, and the Court having read and considered the pleadings and files, argument having been 

3 presented and the Court having issued its Ruling on Submitted Matter on May 29, 2008; 

4 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that: 

5 I. The Petition for Writ of Administrative Mandamus is GRANTED; 

6 2. A Peremptory Writ of Mandate shall issue from this Court remanding the matter 

7 to Respondent Commission and commanding Respondent Commission to amend the parameters 

8 and guidelines in Test Claim No. OO-TC-07 to require community college districts claiming 

9 reimbursable costs of an integrated waste management plan under Public Resources Code section 

10 42920, et seq. to identify and offset from their claims, consistent with the directions for revenue 

11 in Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1, cost savings realized as a result of 

12 implementing their plans; and 

13 3. The Writ shall further command Respondent Commission to amend the 

14 parameters and guidelines in Test Claim No. OO-TC-07 to require community college districts 

15 claiming reimbursable costs of an integrated waste management plan under Public Resources 

16 Code section 42920, et seq. to identify and offset from their claims all of the revenue generated 

17 as a result of implementing their plans, without regard to the limitations or conditions described 

18 in sections 12167and12167.1 ofthePublicContractCode. 

19 

20 Dated: JUN 30 2fm U.O\'D G. CONNELLY 
The Honorable Lloyd G. Connelly 

21 Judge of the Sacramento County Superior Court 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY U.S. MAIL 

Case Name: State of California Dept. of Finance, et al. v. Commission on State Mandates 
Sacramento County Superior Court No.: 07CS00355 

I declare: 

I am employed in the Office of the Attorney General, which is the office of a member of the 
California State Bar, at which member's direction this service is made. I am 18 years of age or 
older and not a party to this matter. I am familiar with the business practice at the Office of the 
Attorney General for collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the United 
States Postal Service. In accordance with that practice, correspondence placed in the internal 
mail collection system at the Office of the Attorney General is deposited with the United States 
Postal Service that same day in the ordinary course of business. 

On June 18, 2008, I served the attached [PROPOSED] PEREMPTORY WRIT OF 
MANDATE; by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage thereon 
fully prepaid, in the internal mail collection system at the Office of the Attorney General at 1300 
I Street, Suite 125, P.O. Box 944255, Sacramento, CA 94244-2550, addressed as follows: 

Eric Feller 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 9th Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Respondent Commission on State Mandates 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California the foregoing is true 
and correct and that this declaration was executed on June 18, 2008, at Sacramento, California . 

Christine A. McCartney . l· i • \:• f • ,,_.--'"._ ~ 

Declarant 

30484664. wpd 
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Kurokawa, Lisa 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Ms. Ely, 

Kurokawa, Lisa 
Friday, January 17, 2014 4:13 PM 
'jely@elcamino.edu' 
'dbuerger@elcamino.edu'; Bonezzi, Alexandra L. 
Adjustment to El Camino CCD's Integrated Waste Management Claims for FY 2000-01 
and FY 2003-04 through FY 2007-08 

My name is Lisa Kurokawa and I'm an Audit Manager with the State Controller's Office, Division of Audits, Mandated 
Cost Bureau. I am contacting you because the State Controller's Office will be adjusting the district's Integrated Waste 

Management Claims for FY 2000-01, and FY 2003-04 through FY 2007-08 because the district did not offset any savings 
(e.g. avoided landfill disposal fees) received as a result of implementing the district's IWM Plan. 

I will notify you, via email, of the exact adjustment amount later next week. Also, included in this email, will be 
documentation to support the adjustment. 

If you have any questions at this time, please don't hesitate to ask. 

Thank you, 

Lisa Kurokawa 
Audit Manager 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits I Mandated Cost Bureau 
(916) 327-3138 - Office I (916) 549-2753 - Work Cell 
lkurokawa@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents as well as any attachments may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is 
solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. 

1 
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CONTROLLER OF CALIFORNIA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

P 0 BOX 942850, SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-0001 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TREASURER 
PO BOX 1859 

SACRAMENTO, CA 95812 

Financial Activity 

Additional Description: 

CLAIM SCHEDULE NUMBER: 
PAYMENT ISSUE DATE: 

Part B of chapter1308/71-Apportionments to Public Community Colleges. 

Collection Period: 07/01/2010 To 06/30/2011 

Gross Claim 

Net Claim I Payment Amount 

YTDAmount: 

For assistance, please call: John Herzer at (916) 324-8361 

Remittance Advice - EFT 

REMITTANCE ADVICE 

1000149A 
01/28/2011 

$5,737,526.00 

$5,737,526.00 

$690,403,949.00 

Page 10 of 37 
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STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 

AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 Apportionment Payment for California Community Colleges 
Fiscal Year 2010 -11 

January 2011 
Apportionment Date - January 28 2011 

County District District Amount Description of Payments Net to County 

Alameda Chabot-Las Posftas $ 334,686.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
Oh lone 145,016.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
Peralta 394,054.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

Alameda Total $ 873,756.00 
Butte Butte 206,603.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 206,603.00 

Contra Costa Contra Costa 576,853.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 576,853.00 
El Dorado Lake Tahoe 36,559.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 36,559.00 

Fresno State Center 572,643.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of2010 
West Hills 93,891.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

Fresno Total 666,534.00 

Humboldt Redwoods 101,410.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of2010 101,410.00 
lmoerial lmoerial 130,020.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of2010 130,020.00 

Kern Kern 386,397.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
West Kem 50,886.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of2010 

Kern Total 437,283.00 
Lassen Lassen 31,183.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 31,183.00 

Los Anaeles Antelope Valley 205,709.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
Cerritos 319,307.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
Citrus 208,299.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

Comcton 99,578.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of2010 
[W1<1<~nnl I 10: 
Glendale 321,758.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

Lona Beach 375,531.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
Los Anaeles 1,924,617.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of2010 

Mt. San Antonio 534,429.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
Pasadena Area 418,923.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

Rio Hondo 261,149.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
Santa Clarita 289,860.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
Santa Monica 413,930.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

Los Anoeles Total S:7Gt!A~ 

Marin Marin 90,611.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 90,611.00 
Mendocino Mendocino-Lake 52, 170.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 52,170.00 

Merced Merced 182,700.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 182,700.00 
Monterev Hartnell 133,469.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTESof 2010 

Monterev Peninsula 140,658.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

Monterev total 274,125.00 
Naoa Naoa Vallev 116,209.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 116,209.00 

Oranae Coast 634,760.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
North Oranae Countv 673,877.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

Rancho Santiaoo 539, 128.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
South Oranae Countv 469,342.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

Orange Total 2,317,107.00 
Placer Sierra 274,698.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 274,698.00 
Plumas Feather River 27,799.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 27,799.00 

Riverside Desert 159,291.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
Mt. San Jacinto 231,563.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

Palo Verde 33,988.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
Riverside 548,390.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

Riverside Total 973,232.00 

Sacramento Los Rios 1,051,725.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 1,051,725.00 
San Bernardino Barstow 51,784.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

Chaffev 262,767.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
Copper Mt. 27,541.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

San Bernardino 282,224.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
Victor Vallev 184,660.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of2010 

San Bernardino Total 808,976.00 

San Dieao Grossmont-Cuvamaca 372,267.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of2010 
Mira Costa 182,115.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
Palomar 370,930.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

San Dieao 747,874.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of2010 
Southwestern 286,996.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

San Dieao Total 1,960.182.00 

San Francisco San Francisco 624,469.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 624,469.00 

San Joaauin San Joaauin Delta 299 620.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 299,620.00 
San Luis Obisoo San Luis Oblsoo 172, 104.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of2010 172,104.00 

San Mateo San Mateo 406,102.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 406,102.00 

Santa Barbara Allan Hancock 177,902.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
Santa Barbara 292,908.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of2010 

Santa Barbara Total 470,810.00 
Santa Clara Foothill-Deanza 582,788.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

Gavilan 98,878.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
San Jose-Everareen 264,296.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 
West Vallev-Mission 306,991.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 

Santa Clara Total 1,252,953.00 

Santa Cruz Cabrillo 236,353.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 236,353.00 

Shasta Shasta-Tehama-Trinitv 149.432.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 149,432.00 

Siskivou Siskivou 46,803.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 46,803.00 

Solano Solano 167,121.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 167,121.00 

Sonoma Sonoma 370,177.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 370,177.00 

Stanislaus Yosemite 325,271.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 325,271.00 

Tulare SeQuoias 191,957.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of2010 191,957.00 

Ventura Ventura 520,805.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 520,805.00 

Yuba Yuba 145,762.00 AB 1610 CH 724, STATUTES of 2010 145,762.00 

Total 0.00 $ 22,307,000.00 $ 22,307 ,000.00 
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State Controller's Office 

Division of Accounting and Reporting 

Apportionment Payment Applied to State Mandated Claims 

Claimant's Account Summary 

As of December 1, 2012 

Claimant Name: EL CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 

(A) 

Program Name 

Collective Bargaining 
Collective Bargaining 
Collective Bargaining 
Collective Bargaining 
Collective Bargaining 
Collective Bargaining 
Enrollment Fee Collection and Waivers 
Health Fee Elimination 
Health Fee Elimination 
Health Fee Elimination 
Health Fee Elimination 
Health Fee Elimination 
Integrated Waste Management 
Mandate Reimbursement Process 
Mandate Reimbursement Process 
Mandate Reimbursement Process 
Mandate Reimbursement Process 
Mandate Reimbursement Process 
Open Meetings/ Brown Act Reform 
Open Meetings/ Brown Act Reform 
Open Meetings/ Brown Act Reform 
Open Meetings/ Brown Act Reform 
Open Meetings/ Brown Act Reform 
Open Meetings Act II 
Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights 
Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights 
Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights 
Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights 
Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights 
Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights 

El Camino Community College District Total 

Apportionment Payment Applied to State Mandated Claims 

Claimant's Account Summary 

(B) 
Program 

Number 

232 
232 
232 
232 
232 
232 
267 
234 
234 
234 
234 
234 
256 
237 
237 
237 
237 
237 
238 
238 
238 
238 
238 
254 
239 
239 
239 
239 
239 
239 

(C) (D) 

Legal Fiscal 

Reference Vear 

Ch. 961/75 19941995 
Ch.961/75 20002001 
Ch. 961/75 20012002 
Ch.961/75 20022003 
Ch.961/75 20032004 
Ch.961/75 20042005 

Title 5 20022003 
Ch. 1/84 19971998 
Ch. 1/84 19981999 
Ch.1/84 19992000 
Ch.1/84 20022003 
Ch.1/84 20032004 

Ch. 1116/92 20002001 
Ch. 486/75 20002001 
Ch.486/75 20012002 
Ch. 486/75 20022003 
Ch.486/75 20032004 
Ch.486/75 20042005 
Ch. 641/86 20002001 
Ch. 641/86 20012002 
Ch.641/86 20022003 
Ch.641/86 20032004 
Ch.641/86 20042005 
Ch. 641/86 20002001 
Ch.465/76 19941995 
Ch.465/76 19951996 
Ch.465/76 19971998 
Ch.465/76 19981999 
Ch.465/76 19992000 
Ch.465/76 20012002 

$ 

$ 

Apportionment Amount: $ 364,436 

(E) (F) (G) 
Claim Accrued Apportionment 

Offset Interest Offset 

Offset (E)+(F) 

- $ 8,696 $ 8,696 
- 5,762 5,762 
- 3,260 3,260 
- 12,230 12,230 

87,194 14,979 102,173 
4,776 659 5,435 

147,897 - 147,897 
- 3,173 3,173 
- 8,373 8,373 
- 2,653 2,653 
- 2,997 2,997 
736 126 862 

JBlll 2,602 44,805 
- 306 306 
- 338 338 
- 1,481 1,481 
- 1,338 1,338 
- 490 490 
- 134 134 
- 1,310 1,310 
- 1,542 1,542 
- 1,090 1,090 
- 495 495 
- 1,500 1,500 
- 454 454 
- 280 280 
- 756 756 
- 1,023 1,023 
- 3,475 3,475 
- 108 108 

282,806 $ 81,630 $ 364,436 

Page 1of1 
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Annual Report: SARC Page 1of3 

Cal Recycle 
State Agency Reporting Center: Waste Management Annual Report 

~~~~.~~~.~~~~.~~P.~~; .. ~.~.~~~~~~.~~~~~g~······························································ 
New Search I Agency Detail 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Programs 

Alternative Name(s): 14 El Camino, El Camino Community College District 

Physical Address 
16007 Crenshaw Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90506 

CalRecycle Representative 
Amalia Fernandez 
Amalia.Fernandez@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
(562) 981-8473 x6172 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities: 0 

Recycling Coordinator: Thomas Brown tbrown@elcamino.edu (3106603) 593-6172 

Facilities 

I No Facilities exist for this Agency 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

I 

Diversion Program Summary 

Total Tonnage Diverted: 206.4 -'!> 

'\ '\oo - u\~c.\oo-= lC~. ;;LO 

l \ \\ Do-\?\~\\oo::::.. lo 3. :l-0 c~ ;)CCC -c\) 

Total Tonnage Disposed: 753.6 

Total Tonnage Generated: 960.0 

Overall Diversion Percentage: 21.5% 

Questions 

What is the mission statement of the State agency/large State facility? 

See attached President's Message and Mission of California Community Colleges 

~Ol.t ·\...\0 
~-

Based on the "State Agency Waste Reduction and Recycling Program Worksheet (Part Ill)," briefly describe the 
basic components of the waste stream and where these components are generated. 

· C&D debris - remodeling projects: accounting building & stadium renovation. · Green Waste - various locations 
about campus brought to facilities yard: Shrubbery trimmings, grass clippings, & leaves; · Meal Trash - cafeteria, 
various snack bars & lunch trucks, staff break rooms, theater events. · Paper - child development center, some 

CD 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency/Reporting/AnnualReport.aspx?AgencyID=314&... 1/6/2015 
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Annual Report: SA RC Page 2of3 

offices, classrooms, 
center) not picked up 

and various facility sites (labs). · Cardboard, - various locations (labs -and child development 
regularly.· Wood waste - Tech Arts building area & broken pallets; Special: 113 stadium 
lastic - stretch wrap. (warehouse & store), food wraps (cafeteria & child. development center) benches left to do · P 

Based on the worksh eet (Part Ill), what is currently being done to reduce waste? 

Campus Paper & Ca rdboard Recycling: white ledger, colored paper & cardboard recycling. Online Services & 
ectronic media use including but not limited to: · Online forms: purchase orders, maintenance 
est forms; list servers & other sharing; online & phone registration (95%); directories online, 

Intranet: extensive el 
requests & work requ 
(hard copy down 2x/ yr to 1x/yr); grade requests online & phone (no longer mailed); campus policies update; 
timesheets; all emplo yee lnfonet weekly bulletin; 3-4 committees online; Admin. Codes & Master Plans; files 
digitally imaged direc tly (vs. microfiche); e-mail; student records available to counselors (must meet each 
semester); double-si ded printers. Printing Department Orders: 2-sided copy default - est. 75% of over a million 

ipment, computers, brown Inventory Control -- Reuse & Liquidation: · Facilities (2x/year: images duplexed equ 
goods, etc); Library & Student Store (book sale); Store (donates non-sellable art materials to art dept.); Theater 
Arts (donates & rents *out costumes & sets); Child Development Center (requests donations such as broken 

donates materials not appropriate for center use); Tech Arts (lumber & other, building material 
onated are stripped for parts & used. then salvaged). Tree Trimmings - Mulched and used on 
eed to purchase mulch too! Warehouse Forms Inventory Control: Minimal printing overages 
rations. Various Departments: own. beverage container recycling (warehouse and theater 

keyboards, etc. and 
reuse, automobiles d 
campus (eliminated n 
due to change in ope 
arts). 

Based on the worksh eet (Part Ill), briefly describe the programs to be implemented to meet the 25 percent and 50 
on goals. Please include a program implementation timeline. percent waste diversi 

Increased Cardboard Recycling: coordination of collection, baling-and pick-up procedures (immediate 
campus-wide education & participation outreach. Increased Office, Paper Recycling: implementation) and 

investigate opportuni ty to increase the type of paper materials which can be included in recycling program. 
Currently White Ledg er & Color Ledger. Expand to Color Ledger to Mixed Paper -(newspaper, magazines, 

Green Waste Recycling: Divert compostable green waste to various secure locations on anything that "tears"). 
campus for collection for commercial composting. C&D Recycling Diversion: Direct Contractors to divert and track 

ecycling. Assist with possible recycling of 1/3 of wooden stadium seats (which are being 
ecyclable aluminum seating) left to renovate, Salvaging/Metal Recycling: Monitor & Track 

C&D materials for r 
changed to durable r 
existing metal recycli ng & salvaging (especially of donated cars. Weights & numbers not available at this time). 
Grasscycling: Submit for State Grant for a, mulching mower to use on grass areas campus'-wide. Beverage 

Investigate possibility of reinstating program which failed due to scavenging & contamination. 
ries & new vending area. containers. Food Waste Recycling: Target cafeteria & campus 

Container Recycling: 
Include campus eate 
eateries to include to od donations, grease recycling & food waste recycling (composting). Paper Use Reduction 

Particularly for students in the computer area in the library. Printing of downloaded information 
tically. Waste Exchange Programs: Use of Cal-Max Wish. List online from Child Development 

e Online Bulletin Board Exchange (currently announced via e-mail so postings occur only 

Education Program: 
has increased drama 
Center Campus Wid 
once). Reinstate Rec 
education & promotio 

ycling Committee: include students staff, and use of Intranet to track, Monitor and assist with 
n of materials. Use recycled materials reimbursements, cost savings and possible grants to 
gate Student staff position for recycling coordinator. fund program. lnvesti 

Does the State agenc y/large State facility have a waste reduction policy? If so, what is it? See "Waste Reduction 
es for State Agencies" for a sample waste reduction and recycling policy statement. Policies and Procedur 

NO El Camino Colleg e is dedicated to serving our community both locally and globally. It is our directive to provide 
onal education to students, which includes teaching them to be responsible citizens. We will 
ng programs which will allow us to practice sound environmental management and resource 

academic and vocati 
commit to implementi 
conservation 

Briefly describe what resources (staff and/or funds) the State agency/large State facility plans to commit toward 
rated waste management plan, plus meeting the waste diversion goals outlined in Public 
on 42921. 

implementing its integ 
Resource Code Secti 

Green Waste Recycli 
waste materials will b 

ng: Hauler will provide containers and separate pick-ups. Cost per tonnage of diverted green 
e less than trash hauling fees. Grasscycling: Submit for State Grant for a mulching mower to 
ampus-wide. (Grant Application due August 11, 2000). Recycling Committee, & Various 
Programs: Use recycled materials reimbursements, co9f savings and possible grants to 

use on grass areas C 
Expanded Recycling 

® 
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'

assist with costs related to equipment, labor and outreach associated with program. Facility commitment to be in 
state compliance will request budget from Administration. 

This question applies only for State agencies submitting a modified IWMP: Briefly describe the waste diversion 
program activities currently in place. 

I 

Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding Tons 

Business Source x x 18.4400 Reduction 

Material Exchange x x 1.8500 

Salvage Yards x 0.0000 
Other Sources x x 2.0400 

Beverage Containers x x 5.4000 

Cardboard x x 15.5000 

Glass x 0.0000 

Newspaper x 0.0000 

Office Paper (mixed) x x 7.1600 

Plastics x 0.0000 

Scrap Metal x x 17.1900 

Special Collection 
Events 

x x 0.0000 

Xeriscaping, x 130.0000 grasscycling 

Commercial pickup of x 0.0000 
compostables 

Food waste composting x 0.0000 

Tires x 0.0000 

Wood waste x x 8.8000 

Concrete/asphalt/rubble x x 0.0000 (C&D) 

Rendering x 0.0000 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, http:i/www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency/ 
Recycling Coordinator: SARC@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recycled Campaign: BuyRecycled@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-5199 

Conditions of Use I Privacy Policy 
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Callecycle~ 
State Agency Reporting Center: Waste Management Annual Report 

~~~~ .. ~~~.~~~~.~~P.~~~ .. ~~.~.~~.~~~.~~~~~.g~······························································· 
New Search I Agency Detail 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Programs 

Alternative Name(s): 14 El Camino, El Camino Community College District 

Physical Address 
16007 Crenshaw Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90506 

CalRecycle Representative 
Amalia Fernandez 
Amalia.Fernandez@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
(562) 981-8473 x6172 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities: 1,814 

Recycling Coordinator: Thomas Brown tbrown@elcamino.edu (3106603) 593-6172 

Facilities 

FACILITY NAME NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES Al"\l"\ocss 

El Camino College 1,814 16007 Crenshaw Blvd. 

Total Employees in Facilities: 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

Diversion Program Summary 

Total Tonnage Diverted: 248.0 "":::> 
Total Tonnage Disposed: 717.1 

Total Tonnage Generated: 965.1 

Overall Diversion Percentage: 25. 7% 

Employees 

Total Number of Employees: 1,814 

Non-Employee Population 

Total Number of Non-employees: 23,408 

1,814 

Export To Excel 

\\ ,\o\- u\~o\o\ 
\. \ \ \ (:) \ - \;;;>..\ '3 \\ C> \ .:::=-

Non-employee Population Type: Visitors, Inmates, etc 

Torrance, CA 90506 

Count: 1 

\~"\-0 c~ ~000 a\) 
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Disposal 

Total amount Disposed: 717.10 tons 

Annual Results 

Employee Population 

Target Annual Target Annual 
Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 0.00 2.20 0.00 0.17 

Questions 

Is the mission statement of the State agency/large State facility the same as reported in the Integrated Waste 
Management Plan? 

How has the waste stream, i.e. those materials disposed in landfills, changed since the Integrated Waste 
Management Plan was submitted? 

Thewasre stream has not changed however, the major diversion is due to implementation of grasscycling and 
mulching/chipper program. Increased monitoring and efficiency of cardboard recycling program. Pro-active 
management of future trash (major remodeling project): RFP request to include major recycling and diversion 
activities. Staff is also getting involved and has identified additional diversion opportunities and is diverting 
previously landfill-bound materials daily. Additional campus programs & activities (newly created food/catering 
department) has increased food waste disposal dramatically. 

What waste diversion programs are currently in place and what waste diversion programs were implemented in 
2001 to meet the waste diversion goals? 

Cardboard, paper, pallet, beverage container (by department, not campus-wide), toner, source reduction and 
inventory/surplus programs continue to operate. Three new diversion activities in 2001 include: grasscycling, 
mulching/chipping, and RFP requiring C&D recycling/reuse. 

How were the amounts of materials disposed and diverted, that were entered into the Annual Report, determined 
(e.g. waste assessments, per capita generation and extrapolation, actual disposal weights, or actual recycling 
weights)? 

Documentation available. Determination of disposal and diversion activities based on weight tickets when 
available. Per capita generation and extrapolation used in cases such as decrease in student transcript requests 
(now being requested via online) (80% of student population times the weight of a single piece of paper and 
envelope which were previously sent). Inventory lists, image counts, etc. are also used and diversion tonnages are 
based upon CIWMB, USEPA, & FEECO International conversion factors. 

What types of activities are included in each of the reported programs? For example does your agency Business 
Source Reduction include email, double-sided photocopying, reusing envelopes, etc.? 

Recycling: Cardboard, paper, pallet, beverage containers (by various departments), toner cartridge. Green Waste 
Source Reduction: Grasscycling, mulching & chipp~ness Source Reduction: Online: document sharing, 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency/Reporting/ AnnualReport.aspx? Agency ID=3 l 4&... 11612015 
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online registration, transcript requests, Purchase Orders online, newsletter/lnfoNet Bulletin, directories, service 
requisitions, counseling files, periodicals & exclusive publication s online vs. issues; Double-sided copying (default 

ventory liquidation, surplus, donations, inter-for copy requests), voice mail, packaging reuse, scrap pads; In 
campus donations (student store to art department), book sales & give-aways, computer leasing program, set, 
prop & costume rental/reuse. 

Has the State agency/large State facility adopted or changed it's waste reduction policy? 

A pro-active approach to waste reduction has been implemente d, particularly with the upcoming 
remodeling/renovations planned throughout the campus, includi ng attempts to budget for various diversion 

been a primary focus for 2001 Annual Report. 
planned for 2002. 

programs during the project. Documentation and reporting has 
Awareness through meetings with various department heads is 

What resources (staff and/or funds) did the State agency/large S tate facility commit toward implementing it's 
aste diversion goals? Integrated Waste Management Plan in 2001 to help meet the w 

Matching funds (State Agency Grant) of over $6445 (including I abor). Newly designated Grounds Supervisor to be 
75 activities. Community volunteer assisted in AB in charge of gathering report information and oversight of all AB 

75 report and management of State Agency Grant. 

Programs 

Program Name 

Business Source 
Reduction 

Material Exchange 

Other Sources 

Beverage Containers 

Cardboard 

Newspaper 

Office Paper (white) 

Office Paper (mixed) 

Scrap Metal 

Other Materials 

Xeriscaping, 
grasscycling 

On-site 
composting/mulching 

Food waste composting 

Tires 

White/brown goods 

Scrap Metal 

Wood waste 

Concrete/asphalt/rubble 
(C&D) 

Rendering 

Existing Planned/Expanding 

x x 
x x 
x x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

Ton s 

23.740 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0.500 

2.500 

2.130 

15.290 

0.280 

1.520 

0.810 

0.000 

2.270 

195.000 

4.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

...................................................... ,. .................. ,. .......................................... ,. 
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CalRecycle ~ 
State Agency Reporting Center: Waste Management Annual Report 

.~~~3..~~~.~~~.~~-.~~P.~~.~-~~.~~~~~~-.~~.~~~g~······························································ 
New Search I Agency Detail 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Programs 

Alternative Name(s): 14 El Camino, El Camino Community College District 

Physical Address 
16007 Crenshaw Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90506 

CalRecycle Representative 
Amalia Fernandez 
Amalia. Fernandez@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
(562) 981-8473 x6172 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities: 1,814 

Recycling Coordinator: Thomas Brown tbrown@elcamino.edu (3106603) 593-6172 

Facilities 

FACILITY NAME NUMBER OF EMP!,,OYEES ADDRESS 

El Camino College 1,814 16007 Crenshaw Blvd. 

Total Employees in Facilities: 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

Diversion Program Summary 

Total Tonnage Diverted: 1,869. 7 "> 
Total Tonnage Disposed: 1,121.7 

Total Tonnage Generated: 2,991.4 

Overall Diversion Percentage: 62.5% 

Employees 

Total Number of Employees: 1,814 

Non-Employee Population 

Total Number of Non-employees: 23,408 

Torrance, CA 90506 

1,814 

Export To Excel Count 1 
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Non-employee Population Type: Visitors, Inmates, etc 
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Disposal 

Total amount Disposed: 1, 121.70 tons 

Annual Results 

Employee Population 

Target Annual Target Annual 
Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 0.00 3.40 0.00 0.26 

Questions 

Is the mission statement of the State agency/large State facility the same as reported in the previous year? 

How has the waste stream (i.e. those materials disposed in landfills) changed since the Integrated Waste 
Management Plan was submitted? (Changes include kinds and quantities of materials disposed in landfills.) 

C&D diversion efforts have contributed considerably to our disposal of materials to landfills. Contractor recycling 
participation and daily waste management conscientiousness have supported the impact on our C&D waste 
stream. Efforts towards donations to local schools and increased monitor.ing of paper/cardboard recycling have 
also contributed to landfill diversion. 

Summarize what waste diversion programs were continued or newly implemented during the report year. 

Source Reduction Program Recycling Program Organic Management Program Special Waste Material Program 

How were the tonnages determined for the materials disposed and diverted? (e.g. waste assessments, per capita 
generation and extrapolation, actual disposal weights, or actual recycling weights) 

Weight slips, (IWMB) conversion tables,logs,inventory lists and other documents recording recycling activities. 

What types of activities are included in each of the reported programs? (The following link of category definitions 
may assist you in answering this question.) 

Source Reduction: Paper form reduction.bulletin boards, toner catridges,reusable boxes.electronic media,online 
forms.double-sided copies,nonprofiUschool donations.computers and used book buy back. Recycling: 
Cardboard,paper,pallets,beverage container. Organic Management: Grasscycling,chipping/mulching. Special 
Waste: Scrap metal,wood,C&D. 

Has the State agency/large State facility adopted or changed its waste reduction policy? 

Various diversion programs were implemented to reduce waste reduction in the C&D area. Buildings are 
undergoing renovation and presently efforts to divert materials have been a primary goal. Future projects will be 
monitored to assure proper waste reduction. 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency/Reporting/ AnnualReport.aspx? AgencyID=3 l 4&... 1/6/2015 
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What resources (staff and/or funds) did the State agency/large State facility commit toward implementing its 
Integrated Waste Management Plan during the report year to help meet the waste diversion goals? 

The Grounds/Operations Supervisor was appointed recycling coordinator and to be in communication with various 
departments and contractors throughout the 2003 year so that all documentation was accumulated to support 
reaching our waste diversion goals. 

Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding Tons 

Business Source ...... 

Reduction x 55.8800 

Material Exchange x 4.2000 

Beverage Containers x 2.1300 

Cardboard x 12.8200 
Office Paper (white) x 2.6000 

Xeriscaping, x 195.0000 
grasscycling 
On-site 
composting/mulching x 4.8500 

Scrap Metal x 87.4600 

Wood waste x 5.9100 

Concrete/asphalt/rubble x 1498.8400 
(C&D) 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency/ 
Recycling Coordinator: SARC@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recycled Campaign: BuyRecycled@calrecycle.ca.qov, (916) 341-6199 

Conditions of Use I Privacy Policy 
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Cal Recycle~ 
State Agency Reporting Center: Waste Management Annual Report 

~QQ4.~~~-~P.-.~.~~.~~P.~!.~.;.~~.~~~~~~ .. ~~.~~~S.~ ............................................................. . 
New Search I Agency Detail 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Programs 

Alternative Name(s): 14 El Camino, El Camino Community College District 

Physical Address 
16007 Crenshaw Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90506 

CalRecycle Representative 
Amalia Fernandez 
Amalia.Fernandez@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
(562) 981-8473 x6172 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities: 1,814 

Recycling Coordinator: Thomas Brown tbrown@elcamino.edu (3106603) 593-6172 

Facilities 

FACILITY NAME NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES ADDRESS . 
El Camino College 1,814 16007 Crenshaw Blvd. 

Total Employees in Facilities: 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

Diversion Program Summary 

Total Tonnage Diverted: 783.7--· __ _........._ .. .;;1..., 

Total Tonnage Disposed: 725.0 

Total Tonnage Generated: 1,508.7 

Overall Diversion Percentage: 51.9% 

Employees 

Total Number of Employees: 1,814 

Non-Employee Population 

Total Number of Non-employees: 23,408 

1,814 

Export To Excel 
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Non-employee Population Type: Visitors, Inmates, etc 

Torrance, CA 90506 

Count: 1 
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Disposal 

Total amount Disposed: 725.00 tons 

Annual Results 

Employee Population 

Target Annual Target Annual 
Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 0.00 2.20 0.00 0.17 

Questions 

Is the mission statement of the State agency/large State facility the same as reported in the previous year? 

How has the waste stream (i.e. those materials disposed in landfills) changed since the Integrated Waste 
Management Plan was submitted? (Changes include kinds and quantities of materials disposed in landfills.) 

C&D diversion efforts have contributed considerably to our disposal to landfills. Contractor recycling participation 
and daily waste management conscientiousness have suppoted the impact on our C&D waste stream. Continued 
efforts towards donations to local schools and increased monitoring of paper/cardboard recycling have also 
contributed to landfill diversion. 

Summarize what waste diversion programs were continued or newly implemented during the report year. 

Source Reduction Program, Recycling Program, Organic Management Program and Special Waste Material 
Program still continue. 

How were the tonnages determined for the materials disposed and diverted? (e.g. waste assessments, per capita 
generation and extrapolation, actual disposal weights, or actual recycling weights) 

Weight slips, conversion tables (IWMB), logs, inventory list, contractor reports and other documents recording 
recycling activities. 

What types of activities are included in each of the reported programs? (The following link of category definitions 
may assist you in answering this question.) 

Source Reduction: Paper form reduction, bulletin boards, toner catridges, reusable boxes, eletronic media, on-line 
forms, double-sided copies, non-profit/school donations.computers and used book buy back. Recycling: 
Cardboard, paper, pallets, beverage containers. Organic Management: Grasscycling, chipping/mulching. Special 
Waste: Scrap metal, wood, C&D. 

Has the State agency/large State facility adopted or changed its waste reduction policy? 

What resources (staff and/or funds) did the State agency/large State facility commit toward implementing its 
Integrated Waste Management Plan during the report year to help meet the waste diversion goals? 

@ 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency/Reporting/ AnnualReport.aspx? Agency ID=3 l 4&... 1/6/2015 

50



Annual Report: SARC Page 3of3 

Our recycling coordinator from last year was in charge of gathering report information and oversight of all AB 75 
activities. 

Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding Tons 

Business Source x 37.9600 
Reduction 

Material Exchange x 42.4100 

Beverage Containers x 2.1300 

Cardboard x 27.5200 

Office Paper (mixed) x 8.5900 

Xeriscaping, x 195.0000 grasscycling 

On-site x 17.2500 composting/mulching 

Scrap Metal x 10.7700 

Wood waste x 8.2500 

Concrete/asphalt/rubble x 433.8200 (C&D) 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAqency/ 
Recycling Coordinator: SARC@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recycled Campaign: BuyRecycled@calrecycle.ca.qov, (916) 341-6199 

Conditions of Use I Privacy Policy 
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Cal Recycle~ 
State Agency Rep orting Center: Waste Management Annual Report 

~~~~--~~P..~~-~.~~.~~-~~-~~--~~~~-~g~······························································ ~~~S..~~~··· 
New Search I Agen cy Detail 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Programs 

Alternative Name( s): 14 El Camino, El Camino Community College District 

Physical Address 
16007 Crenshaw B oulevard 

6 Torrance, CA 9050 

CalRecycle Representative 
Amalia Fernandez 
Amalia.Fernandez@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
(562) 981-8473 x6172 

Total Number of E mployees including Facilities: 1,814 

Recycling Coordin ator: Thomas Brown tbrown@elcamino.edu (3106603) 593-6172 

Facilities 

FACILITY NAME NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES ADDRESS 

El Camino College 1,814 16007 Crenshaw Blvd. 

Total Employees in Facilities: 1,814 

Export To Excel 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

Diversion Pro gram Summary 

Total Tonnage Dive 

Total Tonnage Disp 

rted: 2,087.2 

osed: 1,020.6 
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Total Tonnage Gen erated: 3,107.8 

Overall Diversion P ercentage: 67.2% 

Employees 

Total Number of E mployees: 1,814 

Non-Employe e Population 

on-employees: 23,408 Total Number of N 

Non-employee Po pulation Type: Visitors, Inmates, etc 

Torrance, CA 90506 

Count: 1 
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Disposal 

Total amount Disposed: 1,020.60 tons 

Annual Results 

Employee Population 

Target Annual Target Annual 
Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 0.00 3.10 0.00 0.24 

Questions 

Is the mission statement of the State agency/large State facility the same as reported in the previous year? 

How has the waste stream (i.e. those materials disposed in landfills) changed since the Integrated Waste 
Management Plan was submitted? (Changes include kinds and quantities of materials disposed in landfills.) 

C&D diversion efforts have contributed considerably to our disposal to landfills. Contractor recycling participation 
and daily waste management conscientiousness have suppoted the impact on our C&D waste stream. Continued 
efforts towards donations to local schools and increased monitoring of paper/cardboard recycling have also 
contributed to landfill diversion. More desks and furniture have been donated and re-used. 

Summarize what waste diversion programs were continued or newly implemented during the report year. 

Source Reduction Program, Recycling Program, Organic Management Program and Special Waste Material 
Program still continue as well as more communication to the college to help with our recycling efforts. 

How were the tonnages determined for the materials disposed and diverted? (e.g. waste assessments, per capita 
generation and extrapolation, actual disposal weights, or actual recycling weights) 

Weight slips, conversion tables (IWMB), logs, inventory list, contractor reports and other documents recording 
recycling activities. 

What types of activities are included in each of the reported programs? (The following link of category definitions 
may assist you in answering this question.) 

Source Reduction: Paper form reduction, bulletin boards, toner catridges, reusable boxes, eletronic media, on-line 
forms, double-sided copies, non-profit/school donations.computers and used book buy back. Recycling: 
Cardboard, paper, pallets, beverage containers. Organic Management: Grasscycling, chipping/mulching. Special 
Waste: Scrap metal, wood, C&D. 

Has the State agency/large State facility,adopted or changed its waste reduction policy? 

What resources (staff and/or funds) did the State agency/large State facility commit toward implementing its 
Integrated Waste Management Plan during the report year to help meet the waste diversion goals? 

® 
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I 

Our recycling coordinator from last year was in charge of gathering report information and oversight of all AB 75 
activities. He has been assisted by a manager to help with the reporting details. 

' 

Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding Tons 

Business Source x 39.0200 
Reduction 

Material Exchange x 16.5700 

Beverage Containers x 2.1300 

Cardboard x 22.7300 

Office Paper (white) x 11.3600 

Scrap Metal x 85.0000 

Special Collection x 3.7000 
Events 
Xeriscaping, x 195.0000 
grasscycling 

On-site 
composting/mulching x 14.7500 

Tires x 1.0200 

Scrap Metal x 104.4100 

Wood waste x 25.5000 

Concrete/asphalt/rubble x 1566.0000 
(C&D) 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency/ 
Recycling Coordinator: SARC@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recycled Campaign: BuyRecycled@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 

Conditions of Use I Privacy Policy 
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Callecycll ~ 
State Agency Reporting Center: Waste Management Annual Report 

~~~~.~~~.~~~.~ .. ~~P.~!!:~.~~.~~~~~~ .. ~~.~~~g~······························································ 
New Search I Agency Detail 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Programs 

Alternative Name(s): 14 El Camino, El Camino Community College District 

Physical Address 
16007 Crenshaw Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90506 

CalRecycle Representative 
Amalia Fernandez 
Amalia. F ernandez@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
(562) 981-8473 x6172 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities: 1,814 

Recycling Coordinator: Thomas Brown tbrown@elcamino.edu (3106603) 593-6172 

Facilities 

FACILITY NAME NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES ADDRESS 

El Camino College 1,814 16007 Crenshaw Blvd. 
Torrance, CA 90506 

Total Employees in Facilities: 1,814 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

Diversion Program Summary 

Total Tonnage Diverted: 989.7 '"'"""';> 

Total Tonnage Disposed: 721.6 

Total Tonnage Generated: 1,711.3 

Overall Diversion Percentage: 57.8% 

Employees 

Total Number of Employees: 1,814 

Non-Employee Population 

Total Number of Non-employees: 18,200 

Export To Excel Count: 1 
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Disposal 

Total amount Disposed: 721.60 tons 

Annual Results 

Employee Population 

Target Annual Target Annual 
Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 0.00 2.20 0.00 0.22 

Questions 

Is the mission statement of the State agency/large State facility the same as reported in the previous year? 

How has the waste stream (i.e. those materials disposed in landfills) changed since the Integrated Waste 
Management Plan was submitted? (Changes include kinds and quantities of materials disposed in landfills.) 

C&D diversion efforts have contributed considerably to our diversion from landfills. Contractor recycling 
participation and daily waste management conscientiousness have suppoted the impact on our C&D waste 
stream. Continued efforts towards donations to local schools and increased monitoring of paper/cardboard 
recycling have also contributed to landfill diversion. 

Summarize what waste diversion programs were continued or newly implemented during the report year. 

Source Reduction Program, Recycling Program, Organic Management Program and Special Waste Material 
Program still continue as well as more communication to the college to help with our recycling efforts. 

How were the tonnages determined for the materials disposed and diverted? (e.g. waste assessments, per capita 
generation and extrapolation, actual disposal weights, or actual recycling weights) 

Weight slips, conversion tables (IWMB), logs, inventory list, contractor reports and other documents recording 
recycling activities. 

What types of activities are included in each of the reported programs? (The following link of category definitions 
may assist you in answering this question.) 

Source Reduction: Paper form reduction, bulletin boards, toner catridges, reusable boxes, eletronic media, on-line 
forms, double-sided copies, non-profit/school donations.computers and used book buy back. Recycling: 
Cardboard, paper, pallets, beverage containers. Organic Management: Grasscycling, chipping/mulching. Special 
Waste: Scrap metal, wood, C&D. 

Has the State agency/large State facility adopted or changed its waste reduction policy? 

What resources (staff and/or funds) did the State agency/large State facility commit toward implementing its 
Integrated Waste Management Plan during the report year to help meet the waste diversion goals? 

® 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency/Reporting/AnnualReport.aspx?AgencyID=314&... 1/6/2015 
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Our recycling coordinator from last year was in charge of gathering report information and oversight of all AB 75 
activities. 

Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding Tons 

Business Source x 52.2500 '· Reduction 

Beverage Containers x 2.1300 

Cardboard x 24.4100 

Newspaper x 1.9300 

Office Paper (white) x 12.0800 

Office Paper (mixed) x 8.3900 

Scrap Metal x 41.7700 

Xeriscaping, x 188.5000 grasscycling 

On-site x 52.7500 
composting/mulching 

Tires x 0.5900 

Wood waste x 8.2500 

Concrete/asphalUrubble x 596.6000 
(C&D) 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency/ 
Recycling Coordinator: SARC@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recycled Campaign: BuyRecycled@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 

Conditions of Use I Privacy Policy 

C\8C\.GS-
~~ 

D\ vcr--\-e_J 

©1995. 2015 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). All rights reserved. 
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Cal Recycle. 
State Agency Reporting Center: Waste Management Annual Report 

~~~7.~~~.~~~.~~p~~: .. ~~ .. ~~~~~.~.~.~~~~g~······························································ 
New Search I Agency Detail 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Programs 

Alternative Name(s): 14 El Camino, El Camino Community College District 

Physical Address 
16007 Crenshaw Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90506 

CalRecycle Representative 
Amalia Fernandez 
Amalia.Fernandez@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
(562) 981-8473 x6172 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities: 1,814 

Recycling Coordinator: Thomas Brown tbrown@elcamino.edu (3106603) 593-6172 

Facilities 

FACILITY NAME 
I 

NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES ADDRESS 

El Camino College 1,814 16007 Crenshaw Blvd. 
Torrance, CA 90506 

Total Employees in Facilities: 1,814 

Export To Excel Count: 1 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

I 

Diversion Program Summary 

Total Tonnage Diverted: 1, 184.2 ~ 

Total Tonnage Disposed: 808.8 

\ \ 
\ \ c:::::.a ( ~ _::iocu-o 

\ \ Cl - ~ \ ~C:. \cl\ -=- .J 1 ~ • \ D \) \ 

Total Tonnage Generated: 1,993.0 

Overall Diversion Percentage: 59.4% 

Employees 

Total Number of Employees: 1,814 

Non-Employee Population 

Total Number of Non-employees: 18,200 

\.\\\ c·-,- \~\'t>\\cq = ~~.\a (.A ..:l-~1-

\ \ \ gq .-a._ 
;> 

Non-employee Population Type: Visitors, Inmates, etc 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency /Reporting/ AnnualReport.aspx? AgencyID=314&... I /6/2015 
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Disposal 

Total amount Disposed: 808.80 tons 

Annual Results 

Employee Population 

Target Annual Target Annual 
Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 0.00 2.40 0.00 0.24 

Questions 

Is the mission statement of the State agency/large State facility the same as reported in the previous year? 

How has the waste stream (i.e. those materials disposed in landfills) changed since the Integrated Waste 
Management Plan was submitted? (Changes include kinds and quantities of materials disposed in landfills.) 

C&D diversion efforts have contributed considerably to our disposal to landfills. Contractor recycling participation 
and daily waste management by the grounds staff conscientousness have supported the impact on our C&D 
waste stream. Increased monitoring of paper/cardboard recycling have also contributed to landfill diversion. 

Summarize what waste diversion programs were continued or newly implemented during the report year. 

Source reduction program, recycling program, organic management program and special waste material program 
still continue, as well as more communication to the college to help with our recycling efforts. 

How were the tonnages determined for the materials disposed and diverted? (e.g. waste assessments, per capita 
generation and extrapolation, actual disposal weights, or actual recycling weights) 

We use weight slips, conversion tables(IWMB), logs, inventory list, contractor reports to record recycling activities. 

What types of activities are included in each of the reported programs? (The following link of category definitions 
may assist you in answering this question.) 

Source reduction: Paper form reduction, bulletin boards, toner cartidges, reusable boxes, electronic media, on-line 
forms, double sided copies, used book buy back, school newspaper on line. Recycling: Cardboard, paper, pallets, 
newspaper, bevarage containers. Organic Management: Grasscycling, chipping/mulching. Special Waste: Scrap 
metal.wood, C&D 

Has the State agency/large State facility adopted or changed its waste reduction policy? 

What resources (staff and/or funds) did the State agency/large State facility commit toward implementing its 
Integrated Waste Management Plan during the report year to help meet the waste diversion goals? 

Our recycling coordinator is in charge of gatherin report information and the oversight of all AB 75 activities. 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency /Reporting/ AnnualReport.aspx? Agency ID=314&... 1/6/2015 
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Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding Tons 

Business Source x 64.2400 
Reduction 

Beverage Containers x 4.5100 

Cardboard x 28.0400 

Newspaper x 0.3800 

Office Paper (white) x 9.2500 

Office Paper (mixed) x 8.8600 

Plastics x 0.0470 

Scrap Metal x 48.4400 

Xeriscaping, 
grasscycling 

x 189.0000 

On-site x 31.5000 composting/mulching 

Tires x 0.3480 

Wood waste x 8.2500 

Concrete/asphalUrubble x 791.2900 
(C&D) 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency/ 
Recycling Coordinator: SARC@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recycled Campaign: BuyRecycled@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 

Conditions of Use I Privacy Policy 

Page 3of3 

l. \?) 4. \S~ 
--\-en~ 
D\V\.r'\-d 

©1995. 2015 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). All rights reserved. 
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Cal Recycle~ 
State Agency Reporting Center: Waste Management Annual Report 

.~~~~.~~~.~.~~~~.~~P~.~;.~.~.~~~~~~.~~~~~g~······························································ 
New Search I Agency Detail 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Programs 

Alternative Name(s): 14 El Camino, El Camino Community College District 

Physical Address 
16007 Crenshaw Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90506 

CalRecycle Representative 
Amalia Fernandez 
Amalia.Fernandez@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
(562) 981-8473 x6172 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities: 1,814 

Recycling Coordinator: Thomas Brown tbrown@elcamino.edu (3106603) 593-6172 

Facilities 

FACILITY NAME 

El Camino College 

Total Employees in Facilities: 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

Employees 

Total Number of Employees: 1,814 

Non-Employee Population 

Total Number of Non-employees: 18,200 

Non-employee Population Type: Students 

Disposal 

Total amount Disposed: 648.70 tons 

i 
NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES ADDRESS 

1,814 16007 Crenshaw Blvd. 
Torrance, CA 90506 

1,814 

Export To Excel Count: 1 

\\ ~ r \.\ 

t)\ Ve_,r~ ~Cl\ ~~U(\~~ 

l'-~u~~ -Y'\.O \C>"~<V" '° <.~ .\ ('\,~ f\, ~ '-\ \\ Q ~. \;;(.,\..)~ 
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Annual Results 

Employee Population Student Population 
Target Annual Target Annual 

Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 2.60 2.00 0.30 0.20 

Questions 

Is the mission statement of your State agency/large State facility the same as reported in the previous year? 

What changes have there been in the waste generated or disposed by your State agency/large State facility during 
the report year? (For example, changes in types and/or quantities of waste.) Explain, to the best of your ability the 
causes for those changes. 

C&D diversion efforts have contributed considerably to our disposal to landfills. Contractor recycling participation 
and daily waste management by the grounds staff conscientousness have supported the impact on our C&D 
waste stream. Increased monitoring of paper/cardboard recycling have also contributed to landfill diversion. 

Explain any changes to waste diversion programs that were continued from the prior report year. Be sure to indicate 
the reason for making the changes. 

Source reduction program, recycling program, organic management program and special waste material program 
still continue, as well as more communication to the college to help with our recycling efforts. 

Explain any waste diversion programs that were newly implemented or were discontinued during the report year and 
explain why. 

No new programs were implemented, or discontinued. 

What types of activities are included in each of the waste diversion programs you continued or newly implemented 
during the reporting year? 

Source reduction: Paper form reduction, bulletin boards, toner cartidges, reusable boxes, electronic media, on-line 
forms, double sided copies, used book buy back, school newspaper on line. Recycling: Cardboard, paper, pallets, 
newspaper, bevarage containers. Organic Management: Grasscycling, chipping/mulching. Special Waste: Scrap 
metal.wood, C&D 

What resources (staff and/or funds) did your State agency/large State facility commit toward implementing its 
Integrated Waste Management Plan during the report year to help reduce disposal and meet the diversion 
mandate? 

Our recycling coordinator is in charge of gathering report information and the oversight of all AB 75 activities. 

Has your State agency/large State facility adopted or changed its waste reduction policy? 

Explain how you determined the reported tons disposed? (e.g. waste assessments, per capita generation and 

~ I ·:~::~·:::.:~::~:::~::::~:
1

1~M® invemo~ list, comractor reports to recoro recycling aawmes. 
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Please provide a definition of "employee" for your State agency/large State facility. Also, what is the source of the 
reported number of employees and visitors/students/inmates, etc. (as applicable)? 

Any person hired directly to the college or for the college as an representative. Human Resource Dept, and 
enrollment to the school. 

Programs 

Program Name 

Business Source 
Reduction 

Beverage Containers 

Cardboard 

Newspaper 

Office Paper (white) 

Office Paper (mixed) 

Scrap Metal 

Xeriscaping, grasscycling 
On-site 
composting/mulching 

Tires 

Wood waste 

Concrete/asphalUrubble 
(C&D) 

Existing Planned/Expanding 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, htto://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency/ 
Recycling Coordinator: SARC@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recycled Campaign: BuyRecycled@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 

Conditions of Use I Privacy Policy 
©1995, 2015 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). All rights reserved. 
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Any individual with a disability who requires reasonable accommodation to participate in a Board meeting, 
may request assistance by contacting the President's Office, 16007 Crenshaw Blvd., Torrance, CA 90506; 
telephone, (310) 660-3111; fax, (310) 660-6067. 

Agenda, Monday, October 20, 2003 
4:00 p.m. 

I. Roll Call, Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag 

II. Approval of Minutes of the Regular Board Meeting of September 8, 2003 

III. Oath of Office - Celina Luna, Student Representative to the Board of 
Trustees 

IV. Public Hearings - (none) 

V. Consent Agenda - Recommendation of Superintendent/President, Discussion 
and Adoption 
A. Public Comment 
B. Academic Affairs 

See Academic Affairs Agenda, Pages 1-6 
Student and Community Advancement 
See Student & Community Advancement 
Agenda, Pages 1-13 

C. Administrative Services 
\i ~~ee Administrative Services Agenda, Pages 1-14 
-\See Measure "E" Bond Fund Agenda, Pages 1-4 

See Human Resources Agenda, 
Pages 1-14 

D. Superintendent/President 
See Superintendent/President Agenda 
Page 1 

VI. Information 
A. Board of Trustees' Self Evaluation 

VII. Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items 

VIII. Oral Reports 
A. Board of Trustees Report 
B. President's Report 
C. Academic Senate Report 

IX. Closed Session 
A. Personnel Matters, Brown Act Section 54957 

1. Personnel Matters - 1 case 

B. Student Expulsion, Brown Act Section 54954.5 
1. Student Expulsion - 1 case 
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F. BID 2003-03/CAMPUS REFUSE REMOVAL 
It is recommended that the following contractor be awarded the agreement for campus 
refuse removal for the District in accordance with the specifications, terms, and conditions 
of the above named project. Contract period: November 1, 2003 through June 30, 2005 
P.O.# Vendor Amount 
TBD Cal-Met Services [not reported] $68,544.00 est. per year 

Including estimated service 
and rental fees for bins as 
needed for a two-year 
contract period 

Other Bidders: Waste Management, $81,024.00 [4]. 
"No Bid Responses:" None 
Non-Respondents: BFI; Consolidated Disposal Service Inc.; CWS Inc.; Solid 
Waste Recycling and Disposal. Inc. 

Affirmative Action Status Codes: (1) Minority owned/ Disadvantaged Business; (2) Woman-owned business; (3) Small business 
enterprise; (4) Other; (5) None of the above; (8) Disabled Veteran enterprise 

G. PUBLIC WORKS PROJECT - CHANGE ORDERS 

It is recommended that all Natural Science Project change orders shown below be ratified 
in accordance with the Board authorization at the May 19, 2003 meeting. 

Time 
Contractor Extension 

John Jory Corporation (B58186) 0 
Ch. Order 001 COR #021 Door frame & window depth increase for 

added six walls 
COR #021 Change from Type A3 to A6 Walls ... 

Ch. Order 002 0 
• COR#022 Greenboard tile substrate 
• COR#026 Change Type A3 to A6 Walls-Encompass 

column base plates 

Ch. Order 003 0 
o COR#027- Increase wall thickness at Room #C106 
o COR#031 Added wall furring-Rooms C146 & C144 
o COR#039 Widening of walls-Rooms C107, C135, & C140 

Conrod Concrete, Inc. (B58195) 0 
Ch. Order 002 COR#O 13 Re-building of slab at Room B 118 

H. PURCHASE ORDERS 

Amount 

$2,813 

$1,257 
$1,556 

$3,940 
$3,374 

$ 566 

$4,596 
$ 998 
$2,257 
$1,341 

$6,591 
$6,591 

It is recommended that all purchase orders be ratified as shown. 

October 20, 2003 Administrative Services 5 
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LACSD Website - South Gate 

'\_ ~n;-\-o..,~cf\ '\:;,~\'l'\L-\-S d~- Lo~ ~~~\c~ Cauf\~ 

About Us • Residents I Businesses solid Waste & Recyclin<J ' Wostewoter & Sewer Systems Education Environment 

: Search LACSD 

Navigation 
Waste Disposal Origin Reporting 
System 

For More Information 

Sanitation Districts of 
Los Angeles County . 

Public Information 

1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whittler, CA 90601 

(562) 908-4876 
Solid Waste Management 

Department 

Low Graphjcs versjon 

~ > w > Solid Waste Facilities > Materials Reooverv & Transfer Stations > South Gate E-mail J!!I Print 

South Gate Transfer Station 

SOUTH GATE TRANSFER STATrON 
9680 GARFIELD A VENUE 
SOUTH GATE, CA. 90280 

Phone (562} 921-D14" 

The South Gate Transfer Station is located in the City of South Gate, east of the Long Beach Freeway (I-710) at the 
Firestone Boulevard exit. The transfer station accepts only non-hazardous municipal solid and inert waste. The 
acceptance of liquid or hazardous waste is not allowed. 

OPERATION 

Currently, this facility operates from 6:00 AM to 5:00 PM, Monday through Saturday except holidays. Loads will be 
accepted subject to the following conditions: 

• No vehicles that must be unloaded by hand are allowed after 4:30 PM 

• No vehicles that can automatically dump their loads are allowed after 4:45 PM 

• ALL UNLOADING OF VEHICLES MUST BE COMPLETED BY 4:50 PM. Customers not finished 
unloading by this time will need to weigh back with any remaining wast.e in their vehicle and a 
refund will be issued for materials not dumped. 

• NO EXEMPTIONS. Any questions or concerns, please call the Site Supervisor: Cruz 
Guerrero (323) 771-4801 

Payment at the scales must be in cash, credit card (MC, American Express, & Discover Card only), debit card, or by 
ore-arrange9 credit. No checks are accepted. All disposal rates, excluding green waste rates, include state, county, 
and appropriate local fees and taxes. 

Click on the following links for: 

• Tipping Fees for Solid Waste and Recyclables 

Site Powered by, 

http://www.lacsd.org/solidwaste/swfacilities/mrts/south _gate/default.asp 1/28/2015 
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Tipping Fees for Solid Waste and Recyclables 

Payment at the scales must be in cash, credit card (MC, American Express, & 
Discover only), debit card, or by pre-arranged credit. No checks are accepted. 

MATERIAL RECOVERY FACILITIES (MRF) 

Puente Hills Materials Recovery Facility (PHMRF), Whittier (ll 

RATES 
Effective January 21, 2015 

Municipal Solid and Inert Waste $49.25 per ton 
Hard-to-Handle, Bulky Items $59.25 per ton 
Minimum Charge (Municipal Solid and Inert Waste) $41.86 per load 
Minimum Charge (Hard-to-Handle) $51.86 per load 
Segregated Uncontaminated Green Waste (1-ton minimum charge) $39.50 per ton 
Pull-Offs $40.00 each 
Additional Fees: Uncovered Loads Capable of Producing Litter Surcharge ($4.40 min.) $4.40 per ton 
Safety Vests are required at this facility and available at the Scale House at a cost of $4.50 per vest. 

Downey Area Recycling and Transfer Facility (DART), Downey !ll 
Municipal Solid and Inert Waste $53.64 per ton 
Hard-to-Handle Bulky Items $63.64 per ton 
Minimum Charge (Municipal Solid and Inert Waste) $45.59 per load 
Minimum Charge (Hard-to-Handle) $55.59 per load 
Segregated Uncontaminated Green Waste (1-ton minimum charge) $41.50 per ton 
Pull-Offs . $40.00 each 
Additional Fees: Uncovered Loads Capable of Producing Litter Surcharge ($4.40 min.) $4.40 per ton 
Safety Vests are required at this facility and available at the Scale House at a cost of $4.50 per vest . 

.? South Gate Transfer Station, South Gate Ill 

Municipal Solid and Inert Waste 
W-om Hard-to-Handle Bulky Items 

\)\~tel<* 
Minimum Charge (Municipal Solid and Inert Waste) 
Minimum Charge (Hard-to-Handle) 
Pull-Offs 

G.91 per ton ""°) 
$63.91 per ton 
$45.82 per load 
$55.82 per load 

$40.00 each 
$4.40 per ton Additional Fees: Uncovered Loads Capable of Producing Litter Surcharge ($4.40 min.) 

Recyclables Rates paid by Districts (0.25 ton minimum) 
Note: Recyclable Rates are frequently changed. Please check website l9l for current rates. 

The recyclables listed below are accepted at PHMRF and DART 
South Gate Transfer Station accepts only Mixed Rigid Plastics 

Mixed Rigid Plastics 
Cardboard 
Any type of paper 
Mixed recyclables (recycle content of at least 85%)181 

Mixed recyclables (recycle content of at least 75%)181 

REFUSE-TO-ENERGY FACILITIES 

Commerce Refuse-to-Energy Facility (CREF), Commerce <
5
l 

Refuse (minimum charge - $40.00 per load) 
High Energy Refuse16l (minimum charge - $40.00 per load) 
Certified Destruction 

USDA Regulated Waste171 

Additional Fees: Uncovered Loads Capable of Producing Litter 

Southeast Resource Recovery Facility (SERRF), Long Beach 141 

Municipal Solid and Inert Waste (1-ton minimum charge) 

$75.00 per ton 
$82.00 per ton 
$52.48 per ton 
$26.57 per ton 
$24.58 per ton 

$57.00 per ton 
$44.00 per ton 

$120.00 per load plus $130.00 per ton 
or $40.00 minimum 

$160.00 per load plus $180.00 per ton 
or $40.00 minimum 

$6.00 per ton surcharge 
$6.00 minimum 

$57.00 per ton 
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El Camino Community College District 
Legislatively Mandated Integrated Waste Management Program 
OffsettitlgSa;vings Calculiltion 
Review Period: July I, 2000, through June 30, 2001; and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2008 
Review ID#: Sl4-MCC-903 

C D E F G H 

El Cariiinci~!ilfo 
Total l . Actual ~~ >t .. . ... 

'Diversion Allowable · LESS THAN or EQUAL to L, . .. • ~.. . . 
If ~YES",.unlimited off.savings =100% 

<• If.~O,..;Jifaitectoff.savings=(E!.D) I ( ) I 

2000-0l 711100- 12/31100 2000 Tab 6, page 1 103.20 376.80 480.00 21.50% 25.00% YES 100.00% $ 36.39 $ (3,755) 
111101 - 6130101 2001 Tab 6, page 4 124.00 358.55 482.55 25.70% 25.00% NO 97.28% $ 36.39 (4,390) 

227.20 (8,145) 

2003
_
04 

711103 - 12/31/03 2003 Tab 6, page 8 934.85 560.85 1,495.70 62.50% 50.00% NO 80.00% $ 36.83 (27,544) 
111104- 6130104 2004 Tab 6, page 11 391.85 362.50 754.35 51.95% 50.00% NO 96.25% $ 38.42 (14,490) 

1,326.70 (42,034) 

2004
_
05 

711104 - 12/31/04 2004 Tab 6, page 11 391.85 362.50 754.35 51.95% 50.00% NO 96.25% $ 38.42 (14,490) 
111105 -6130105 2005 Tab 6, page 14 1,043.60 510.30 1,553.90 67.16% 50.00% NO 74.45% $ 39.00 (30,301) 

1,435.45 (44,791) 

2005
_
06 

711105 - 12/31/05 2005 Tab 6, page 14 1,043.60 510.30 1,553.90 67.16% 50.00% NO 74.45% $ 39.00 (30,301) 
111106 -6130106 2006 Tab 6, page 17 494.85 360.80 855.65 57.83% 50.00% NO 86.46% $ 46.00 (19,681) 

1,538.45 (49,982) 

2006
_
07 

711106 - 12/31/06 2006 Tab 6, page 17 494.85 360.80 855.65 57.83% 50.00% NO 86.46% $ 46.00 (19,681) 
111107 - 6130107 2007 Tab 6, page 20 592.10 404.40 996.50 59.42% 50.00% NO 84.15% $ 48.00 (23,916) 

1,086.95 (43,597) 

2007
_
08 

711107 - 12/31/07 2007 Tab 6, page 20 592.10 404.40 996.50 59.42% 50.00% NO 84.15% $ 48.00 (23,916) 
111108 -6130108 2008 * Tab 6, page 20 592.10 404.40 996.50 59.42% 50.00% NO 84.15% $ 51.00 (25,411) 

1,184.20 (49,327) 

6,798.95 $ (237,876) 

* Note: In 2008, CalRecycle began focusing on "per-capita disposal" instead of"diversion percentage." Therefore, beginning in 2008, CalRecycle no longer required the districts to report the actual amount of tonnage diverted. As a result, we used the 
tonnage diverted in 2007 to calculate the offsetting savings for FY 2007-08. 
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ENDORSED 

MAY 2 9 2008 

By Christa Beebout, Deputy Clerk 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPARTMENT, 
OF FINANCE, CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED 
WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD, · .. 

Petitioners, 

v. 

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES, 

Respondent. 

SANTA MONICA COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
DISTRICT, LAKE TAHOE COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE DISTRICT, 

Real Parties in Interest. 

Dept. 33 No. 07CS00355 

RULING ON SUBMITTED MATTER 

20 In this mandate proceeding, the court must determine the extent to which the 

21 reimbursement of a California Community College under section 6 of article XIII B of the 

22 California Constitution for the costs that the College incurs in implementing a state-mandated 

23 integrated waste management plan pursuant to Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. is 

24 subject to offset by cost savings realized and revenues received during implementation of the 

25 plan. For the reasons set forth below, the court determines that the college's reimbursement is 

26 subject to such offset. 

27 

28 
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1 BACKGROUND 

2 Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. was enacted to require each state 

3 agency to adopt and implement an integrated waste management plan (IWM plan) that would 

4 reduce solid waste, reuse materials whenever possible, recycle recyclable materials and procure 

5 products with recycled content in all agency offices and facilities. (Pub. Resources Code § 

6 42920, subd. (b). See Stats. 1999, ch. 764 (A.B. 75).) These statutory provisions require that 

7 each state agency, in implementing the plan, divert at least 25 percent of its solid waste from 

8 landfill disposal by January 1, 2002, and divert at least 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill 

9 disposal on and after January 1, 2004. (Pub. Resources Code § 42921.) Each agency must also 

10 submit an annual report to petitioner Integrated Waste Management Board summarizing its 

11 progress in reducing solid waste pursuant to Public Resources Code section 42921 and providing 

12 related infonnation, including calculations of its annual disposal reduction. 

13 Any cost savings realized as a result of the state agency's IWM plan must, to the 

14 extent feasible, be redirected to the plan to fund the implementation and administrative costs of 

15 the plan in accordance with Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1. (Pub. Resources 

16 Code§ 42925, subd. (a).) Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.l are part of the State 

17 Assistance for Recycling Markets Act, which was originally enacted in 1989 for the purpose of 

18 fostering the procurement and use of recycled paper products and other recycled resources in 

19 daily state operations (See Pub. Contract Code§§ 12153, 12160; Stats. 1989, ch. 1094.) As 

20 amended in 1992, sections 12167 and 12167.1 provide for the deposit ofrevenues received from 

21 the collection and sale of recyclable materials in state and legislative offices in specified accounts 

22 for the purpose of offsetting recycling costs; revenues not exceeding $2000 annually are 

23 continuously appropriated without regard to fiscal years for expenditure by state agencies to 

24 offset the recycling costs; and revenues exceeding $2000 annually are available for expenditure 

25 by the state agencies upon appropriation by the Legislature. 

26 The IWM plan requirements under Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. 

27 apply to the California Community Colleges pursuant to Public Resources Code sections 40148 

28 and 40196, which include California Community Colleges and their campuses in the definitions 
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1 of"large state facility" and "state agency'' for purposes oflWM plan requirements. The 

2 provisions of the State Assistance for Recycling Markets Act, including the provisions of Public 

3 Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167 .1, apply to California Community Colleges only to the 

4 limited extent that sections 12167 and 12167.l are referenced in Public Resources Code section 

5 42925; California Community Colleges are not defined as state agencies or otherwise subject to 

6 the Act's provisions for the procurement and use ofrecycled products in daily state operations. 

7 For purposes of section 6 of article XIII B of the California Constitution and the 

8 statutes implementing section 6 (Gov. Code § 17500 et seq.), California Community Colleges are 

9 defined as school districts and treated as local goveriunents eligible for reimbursement of any 

10 state-mandated costs that they incur in carrying out statutory IWM plan requirements. (See Gov. 

11 Code§§ 17514, 17519.) Section 6 and Government Code section 17514 provide forthe 

12 reimbursement of a local government's increased costs of carrying out new programs or higher 

13 levels of service that are mandated by the· state pursuant to a statute enacted on or after January 1, 

14 1975, or an executive order implementing a statute enacted on or after January 1, 1975. Such 

15 reimbursement is precluded pursuant to Government Code section 17556, subdivision ( e), if the 

16 statute or executive order provides for offsetting savings that result in no net costs to the local 

17 government or includes additional revenue specifically intended to fund the costs of the state 

18 mandated program in an amount sufficient to cover the costs. 

19 Real parties in interest Santa Monica Community College District and Tahoe 

20 Community College District sought section 6 reimbursement of their IWM plan costs pursuant to 

21 Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. by filing a test claim with respondent pursuant to in 

22 March 2001. (Administrative Record, pp. 51-74 (AR 51-93). See Gov. Code§ 17550 et seq.) 

23 Respondent adopted a statement of decision granting the test claim in part on March 25, 2004 

24 (AR 1135-1176), after receiving and considering public comments on the test claim, including 

25 comments from petitioners opposing the claim. (AR 351-356, 359-368.) Respondent found that 

26 specified IWM plan requirements under Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. imposes a 

27 reimbursable state-mandated program on California Community Colleges within the meaning of 

28 section 6 and Government Code section 17514. Respondent further found that the requirement 
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1 of Public Resources Code section 42925, that cost savings realized as a result of an IWM plan be 

2 redirected to plan implementation and administrative costs, did not preclude a reimbursable 

3 mandate pursuant to subdivision ( e) of Government Code section 17556 because there was 

4 neither evidence of offsetting savings that would result in "no net costs" to a California 

5 Community College implementing an IWM plan nor evidence of revenues received from plan 

6 implementation "in an amount sufficient to fund" the cost of the state-mandated program. 

7 Respondent noted th_at the $2000 in revenue available annually to a community college pursuant 

8 to Public Contract Code section 12167.1 ~ould be insufficient to offset the college's costs of 

9 plan implementation and that any revenues would be identified as offsets in the parameters and 

10 guidelines to be adopted for reimbursement of claims by California Community Colleges for the 

11 IWM plan mandates imposed by Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. 

12 Thereafter, on March 30, 2005, respondent adopted parameters and guidelines 

13 pursuant to Government Code section 17556 based on a proposal by real parties and public 

14 · comments, including comments by petitioners. (AR 1483-1496.) Section VII of the parameters 

15 and guidelines, concerning offsetting revenu~s and reimbursements, indicates that a claim by a 

16 California Community College for reimbursement of costs incurred in implementing an IWM 

17 plan must identify and deduct from the claim all reimbursement received from any source for the 

18 mandate. Section VII further indicates that the revenues specified in Public Resources Code 

19 section 42925 and Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1 must offset the costs 

20 incurred by a California Community College for the recycling mandated by Public Resources 

21 Code section 42920 et seq. These offsetting revenues include, pursuant to section 12167.1, 

22 revenues up to $2000 annually from the college's sale of recyclable materials which are 

23 continuously appropriated for expenditure by the college to offset its recycling costs and 

24 revenues in excess of $2000 annually when appropriated by the Legislature. 

25 In adopting section VII of the parameters and guidelines, respondent rejected the 

26 position of petitioner Integrated Waste Management Board that the parameters and guidelines 

27 should require California Community Colleges to identify in their reimbursement claims any 

28 offsetting savings in reduced or avoided landfill disposal costs likely to result from their 
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1 diversion of solid waste from landfills pursuant to the mandates of Public Resources Code 

2 section 42921. (AR 1194-1199.) This rejection was based on three grounds: that "cost savings" 

3 in Public Resources Code section 42925 meant "revenues" received and directed "in accordance 

4 with Sections 12167 and 12167.1 of the Public Contract Code"; reduced or avoided disposal 

5 costs could not qualify as offsetting cost savings for the diversion costs because the disposal 

6 costs had not previously been reimbursed by the state and were not included in the reimbursable 

7 mandates of Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq.; and the redirection of cost savings to 

8 IWM plan implementation and administration costs under section 42925 was "only to the extent 

9 feasible" and not mandatory, thus allowing a California Community College to redirect cost 

10 savings to other campus programs upon a finding that it was not feasible to use the savings for 

11 IWM plan. implementation. (AR 98-1199 .) On these grounds, respondent omitted from section 

12 VIl of the parameters and guidelines any language about offsetting savings, including a 

13 boilerplate provision stating "Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences in the same 

14 program as a result of the same statutes or executive orders found to contain the mandate shall be 

15 deducted from the costs claimed." 

15· On October 26, 2006, respondent adopted a statewide cost estimate for the 

17 reimbursement of costs incurred by California Community Colleges in implementing IWM plan 

18 mandates pursuant to Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. (AR 1641-1650.) 

19 Respondent noted comments by petitioners that the lack of a requirement in the parameters and 

20 guidelines for information on offsetting cost savings by the community colleges had resulted in 

21 an inaccurate Statewide Cost Estimate. (AR 1647.) A request by petitioner Integrated Waste 

22 Management Board to amend the parameters and guidelines to include additional information 

23 about offsetting savings was distributed for public comment. (AR 1647-1648, 1859-873.) 

24 ANALYSIS 

25 Section 6 of article XIlI B of the California Constitution, as implemented by 

26 Government Code section 17 514, provides for the reimbursement of actual increased costs 

27 incurred by a local government or school district in implementing a new program or higher level 

28 of service of an existing program mandated by statute, such as the IWM plan requirements of 
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1 Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. (See County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) 

2 51Cal.3d482, 487; County of Sonoma v. Commission on State Mandates, (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 

3 1264, 1283-1284.) Reimbursement is not available under section 6 and section 17514 to the 

4 extent that the local government or school district is able to provide the mandated program or 

5 increased service level without actually incurring increased costs. (Ibid.) For example, 

6 reimbursement is not available if the statute mandating the new program or increased service 

7 level provides for offsetting savings which result in no net costs to the local government or 

8 school district or includes revenues sufficient to fund the state mandate. (See Gov. Code § 

9 17556, subd. (e): See also Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1183.l(a)(7), (a)(8)(requiringparameters 

10 and guidelines for claiming reimbursable costs to identify offsetting revenues and savings 

11 resulting from implementation of state-mandated program).) Because section \in of the IWM 

12 plan parameters and guidelines adopted by respondent do not require a California Community 

13 College to identify and deduct offsetting cost savings from its claimed reimbursable costs and 

14 unduly limit the deduction of offsetting revenues, section VII contravenes the rule of section 6 

15 and section 17 514 that only actual increased costs of a state mandate are reimbursable.1 

16 Cost Savings 

17 In complying with the mandated solid waste diversion requirements of Public 

18 Resources Code section 42921, California Community Colleges are likely to experience cost 

19 savings in the form of reduced or avoided costs oflandfill disposal. The reduced or avoided 

20 costs are a direct result and an integral part of the IWM plan mandates under Public Resources 

21 Code section 42920 et seq.: as solid waste diversion occurs, landfill disposal of the solid waste 

22 and associated landfill disposal costs are reduced or avoided. fudeed, diversion is defined in 

23 terms oflandfill disposal for purposes of the IWM plan mandates. (See Pub. Resources Code§§ 

24 40124 ('"diversion' means activities which reduce or eliminate the amount of solid waste from 

25 solid waste disposal for purposes of this division [i.e., division 30, including§ 42920 et seq.]"), 

26 

27 

28 

0355ruling 

1 There is no indication in the administrative record or in the legal authorities provided to the court that, as 
respondent argues, a California Community College might not receive the full reimbursement of its actual increased 
costs required by section 6 if its claims for reimbursement ofIWM plan costs were offset by realized cost savings 
and all revenues received from plan activities. 
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1 40192, subd. (b) (for purposes of Part 2 (commencing with Section 40900), 'disposal' means the 

2 management of solid waste through landfill disposal or transformation at a permitted solid waste 

3 facility.").) 

4 Such reduction or avoidance oflandfill fees and costs resulting from solid waste 

5 diversion activities under § 42920 et seq. represent savings which must be offset against the costs I _ 
6 . of the diversion activities to determine the reimbursable costs ofIWM plan X""' 
7 implementation -- i.e., the actual increased costs of diversion -- under section 6 and section 

8 17514. Similarly; under Public Resources Code section 42925, such offsetting savings must be 

9 redirected to fund iWM plan implementation and administration costs in accordance with Public 

10 Contract Code section 12167. The amount or value of the savings may be determined from the 

1'1 calculations of annual solid waste disposal reduction or diversion which California Community 

12 Colleges must annually report to petitioner Integrated Waste Management Board pursuant to 

13 subdivision (b)(l) of Public Resources Code section 42926. 

14 Respondent's three grounds for omitting offsetting savings from section VII of the 

15 IWM plan parameters and guidelines are flawed. First, as explained above, the reduced or 

16 avoided costs of landfill disposal are an integral part of the IWM diversion mandates under 

17 Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. Therefore, respondent's conclusion that reduced or 

18 avoided disposal costs could not qualify as offsetting cost savings for diversion costs, based on 

19 the erroneous premise that the reduced or avoided disposal costs were not part of the 

20 reimbursable mandates of Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq., is wrong. 

21 Second, respondent incorrectly interpreted the phrase "to the extent feasible" in 

22 Public Resources Code section 42925 to mean that the redirection of cost savings resulting from 

23 diversion activities by California Community Colleges to fund their IWM plan implementation 

24 and administration costs was not mandatory and that the colleges could direct the cost savings to 

25 other campus programs upon a finding of infeasibility. Respondent's interpretation is contrary t 

26 the manifest legislative intent and purpose of section 42925, that cost savings be used to fund 

27 IWM plan costs. In light of this legislative purpose, the phrase "to the extent feasible" 

28 reasonably refers to situations where, as a practical matter, the reductions in landfill fees and 
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1 costs saved as a result of diversion activities by the colleges may not be available for redirection. 

2 For example, a college may not have budgeted or allocated funds for landfill fees and costs 

3 which they did not expect to incur as a result of their diversion activities. 

4 Third, respondent incorrectly interpreted "cost savings realized as a result of the state 

5 agency integrated waste management plan" in Public Resources Code section 42925 to mean 

6 "revenues received from [a recycling] plan and any other activity involving the collection and 

7 sale ofrecyclable materials" under Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1. This 

8 interpretation, based in tum on a strained interpretation of the phrase "in accordance with 

9 Sections 12167 and 12167.1 of the Public Contract Code" at the end of section 42925, used the 

10 substantive content of sections 12167 and 12167.1 to redefine "cost savings" in a manner directly 

11 contradicting its straightforward description in section 42925. °The consequences of this 

12 redefinition are unreasonable: the interpretation effectively denies the existence of cost savings 

13 resulting from IWM plan implementation and eliminates any possibility of redirecting such cost 

14 savings to fund IWM plan implementation and administration costs, thereby defeating the 

15 express legis_lative purpose of section 42925. 

16 The reference to Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1 in Public 

17 Resources Code section 42925 may be reasonably interpreted in a manner that preserves section 

18 42925 's straightforward description of "cost savings" and legislative purpose. The reference to 

19 sections 12167 and 12167.1 in section 42925 reflects an effort by the Legislature to coordinate 

20 the procedures of two programs involving recycling activities exclusively or primarily by state 

21 agencies, the State Assistance for Recycling Markets Act set forth at Public Contracts Code 

22 section 12150 et seq. and the IWM provisions of Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. 

23 (See Senate Committee on Environmental Quality, Bill Analysis of A.B. 75, 1999-2000 Reg. 

24 Sess., as amended April 27, 1999, p. 6 (need to ensure consistency and avoid conflicts between 

25 A.B. 75 and Public Contract Code provisions relating to state agency reporting on recycling, 

26 depositing revenues from recycled materials etc.).) By requiring the redirection of cost savings 

27 from state agency IWM plans to fund plan implementation and administration costs "in 

28 accordance with Sections 12167 and 12167.1 of the Public Contract Code," section 42925 
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1 assures that cost savings realized from state agencies' IWM plans are handled in a manner 

2 consistent with the handling of revenues received from state agencies' recycling plans under the 

3 State Assistance for Recycling Markets Act. Thus, in accordance with section 12167, state 

4 agencies, along with California Community Colleges which are defined as state agencies for 

5 purposes of IWM plan requirements in Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. (Pub. 

6 Resources Code§§ 40196, 40148), must deposit cost savings resulting from IWM plans in the 

7 Integrated Waste Management Account in the Integrated Waste Management Fund; the funds 

8 deposited in the Integrated Waste Management Account, upon appropriation by the Legislature, 

9 rriay be expended by the Integrated Waste Management Board for the purpose of offsetting IWM 

10 plan costs. In accordance with section 12167.1 and notwithstanding section 12167, cost savings 

11 from the IWM plans of the agencies and colleges that do not exceed $2000 annually are · · 

12 continuously appropriated for expenditure by the agencies and colleges for the purpose of 

13 offsetting IWM plan implementation and administration costs; cost savings resulting from IWM 

14 plans in excess of $2000 annually are available for such expenditure by the agencies and colleges 

15 when appropriated by the Legislature. 

16 Accordingly, respondent had no proper justification for omitting offsetting cost 

17 savings from the parameters and guidelines for claiming reimbursable costs ofIWM plan 

18 implementation under Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. The court will order the 

19 issuance of a writ of mandate requiring respondent to correct this omission through an 

20 amendment of the parameters and guidelines. 

21 Revenues 

22 As indicated previously in this ruling, section VII of the parameters and guidelines 

23 for claiming reimbursement of IWM plan costs provides for offsetting revenues that are governed 

24 by Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.l. Revenues derived from the sale of 

25 recyclable materials by a California Community College are deposited in the Integrated Waste 

26 Management Account. Revenues that do not exceed $2000 annually are continuously 

27 appropriated for expenditure by the college for the purpose of offsetting recycling program costs 

28 upon approval by the Integrated Waste Management Board, and revenues exceeding $2000 
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1 annually are available for such expenditure by the college when appropriated by the Legislature. 

2 To the extent so approved by the board or appropriated by the Legislature, these revenue amounts 

3 offset or reduce the reimbursable costs incurred by the college in implementing an IWM plan 

4 under Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. 

5 Although Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1 apply to California 

6 Community Colleges for the purpose of offsetting savings pursuant to the terms of I>ublic 

7 Resources Code section 42925, sections 12167 and 12167.1 do not apply to the.colleges for the 

8 purpose of offsetting revenues or, indeed, any other purpose. Sections 12167 arid 12167.1 apply 

9 exclusively to state agencies and institutions; the colleges, which are school districts rather than 

10 state agencies, are not specially defined as state agencies for purposes of the State Assistance for 

11 Recycling Markets Act of which sections 12167 and 12167.1 are a part. Therefore, sections 

12 12167 and 12167.1 do not properly govern the revenues generated by the colleges' recycling 

13 activities pursuant to their IWM plans. The limits and conditions placed by sections 12167 and 

14 12167 .1 on the expenditure of recycling revenues for the purpose of offsetting recycling program 

15 costs are simply inapplicable to the revenues generated by the colleges' recycling activities. 

16 The provisions of Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. do not address the 

17 use of revenues generated by recycling activities of California Community Colleges under IWM 

18 plans to offset reimbursable plan costs. Thus, use of the revenues to offset reimbursable IWM 

19 plan costs is governed by the general principles of state mandates, that only the actual increased 

20 costs of a state-mandated program are reimbursable and, to that end, revenues provided for by the 

21 state-mandated program must be deducted from program costs. (See Cal. Const, art. XIII B, § 6; 

22 Gov.Code§§ 17514, 17556, subd. (e); County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) 51 Cal.3d 

23 482, 487; County of Sonoma v. Commission on State Mandates, (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1264, 

24 1284.) These principles are reflected in respondent's regulation which requires, without 

25 limitation or exception, the identification of offsetting revenues in the parameters and guidelines 

26 for reimbursable cost claims. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § l l 83. l(a)(7).) 

27 In sum, respondent erred in adopting parameters and guidelines which, pursuant to 

28 Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1, limited and conditioned the use ofrevenues 
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1 generated by recycling activities of California Community Colleges under IWM plans to offset 

2 the colleges' reimbursable plan costs. Because the use of revenues to offset the reimbursable 

3 costs ofIWM plan are properly governed by section 6 principles without the limitations and 

4 conditions imposed by sections 12167 and 12167 .1, the court will order the issuance of a writ of 

5 mandate requiring respondent to correct its error through an amendment of the parameters and 

6 guidelines. 

7 RELIEF 

8 The petition is granted. Counsel for petitioners is directed to prepare a proposed 

9 judgment and proposed writ of mandate consistent with this ruling, serve it on counsel for 

10 respondent for approval as to form, and then submit it to the court pursuant fo rule 3. 1312 of the 

11 California Rules of Court. 
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Dated: May 29, 2008 
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LLOYD G. CONNELL 'Y 
Judge of the Superior Court 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 

Gordon D Schaber Courthouse 
720 Ninth STREET 
Sacramento, CA 95814-1311 

SHORT TITLE: ST OF CA DEPT OF FINANCE. ETAL VS. COMMISSION ON ST MANDATES 

CASE NUMBER: 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY MAIL 07CS00355 

I certify that I am not a party to this cause. I certify that a true copy of the attached was mailed following standard 
court practices in a sealed envelope with postage fully prepaid, addressed as indicated below. The mailing and 
this certification occurred at Sacramento, California, on 05/30/2008. · 

Leslie R Lopez 
P.O.Box 944255 
Sacramento, CA 94244 

Jack C Woodside 
P.0.Box 944255 
Sacramento, CA 94244 

Eric Feller 
980 9th Street # 300 
Commission on State Mandates 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Is/ C 'Bee6out /1 /1. • . 1 ~ .---
Clerk of the Court, by: _______ .....,....0'_~------, Deputy 

Camille Shelton 
980 Ninth Street # 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Roberta Mason 

Lat.i-rahlie Contrnun.11y Col~ 1>1sf. 
tMe Colle~ "J>r. 
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D Additional names and address attached. 
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Kurokawa, Lisa 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Ms. Ely, 

Kurokawa, Lisa 
Thursday, February 20, 2014 3:29 PM 
'jely@elcamino.edu' 
jhigdon@elcamino.edu; 'tbrown@elcamino.edu'; Alexandra Bonezzi 
(ABonezzi@sco.ca.gov) 
RE: Adjustment to El Camino CCD's Integrated Waste Management Claims for FY 
2000-01 and FY 2003-04 through FY 2007-08 
Offsetting Savings Calculation.xlsx; Narrative of Finding.pdf; Waste Management Annual 
Report of Diversion (from CalRecycle).pdf; 9-10-2008 Final Staff Analysis.pdf; Parameters 
and Guidelines.pdf; Fiscal Analysis.pdf 

This emails is a follow-up to the email I sent you last month regarding the adjustment to the Integrated Waste 
Management claims filed by the district. The reason I am contacting you is because the State Controller's Office will be 
adjusting El Camino CCD's Integrated Waste Management (IWM) claims for FY's 2000-01, 2003-04, 2004-05, 2005-06, 
2006-07, and 2007-08 by $207,191. The district contracted with SixTen and Associates to prepare these claims. 

We are not adjusting the FY 2001-02 or FY 2002-03 claim because the statute of limitations to initiate an adjustment has 
expired. 

In addition, I have included Mr. Thomas Brown as a cc: on this email because he is identified as the district's recycling 
coordinator by CalRecycle. 

Unreported Offsetting Savings 
We are making this adjustment because the district understated the offsetting savings realized as a result of 
implementing its IWM plan. For the fiscal years in the review period, the district realized savings of $237,876, yet only 
reported offsetting savings of $30,685, resulting in an understatement of $207,191. Please see the attached "Offsetting 
Savings Calculation" and the attached "Narrative of Finding" for an explanation of the adjustment. To calculate the 
offsetting savings realized by the district, we used the "tonnage diverted" that the district reported to CalRecycle in 
accordance with Public Resource Code section 42926, subsection (b)(l) (as shown on the attached "Waste Management 
Annual Report of Diversion"). 

Background regarding the Offsetting Savings Adjustment 
Here's some background information regarding the offsetting savings adjustment: 

• In 2007, CalRecycle filed a petition for writ of mandate requesting that the Commission on State Mandates (CSM) 
issue new parameters and guidelines that give full consideration to the cost savings (e.g. avoided landfill disposal 
fees) that a district realizes as a result of implementing an IWM program. On June 30, 2008, the court ruled that the 
CSM was required to amend the parameters and guidelines to require districts to identify and offset form their 
claims, costs savings. 

• In the September 10, 2008 CSM's final staff analysis and proposed amendments to the parameters and guidelines 
(attached - see the 2nd paragraph on page 3/22), the CSM quotes the court ruling that says: "Cost savings may be 
calculated from the calculations of annual solid waste disposal reduction or diversion that community colleges must 
annually report to the Board pursuant to PRC section 42926, subdivision (b)(l)." Furthermore, the amended 
parameters and guidelines apply retroactively to the original period of reimbursement because the court's decision 
interprets the test claim statutes as a question of law (see the middle of page 6/22). 
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Financial Summary 
For the fiscal years in the review period, the district claimed reimbursement of $363,721 for the IWM 
Program. However, because of the offsetting savings adjustment, we have found that $156,530 is allowable and 
$207,191 is unallowable (please see the attached "Fiscal Analysis" for a summary of the claimed, allowable, and 
unallowable costs by fiscal year). The State has paid the district $42,203 for FY 2000-01. Allowable costs claimed exceed 
the amount paid by $114,327. 

Attached Documentation 
I have attached the following documentation for you to review: 

• Offsetting Savings Calculation 

• Narrative of Finding 

• Waste Management Annual Report of Diversion (taken directly from CalRecycle's website) 
• September 10, 2008 Final Staff Analysis (from the Commission on State Mandates) 
• Parameters and Guidelines (See the "Offsetting Savings" section on page 11of12) 
• Fiscal Analysis (Summary of claimed, allowable, and unallowable costs by fiscal year) 

I will attach the IWM Claims for on a separate email because the file size is too large (2 MB). 

Telephone Conference to discuss? 
At this point, we would like for the district to review this documentation and let us know if you have any questions or 
concerns. Also, if you are interested, we are willing to have a telephone conference call to discuss this adjustment in 
more detail. However, if you would prefer to meet in person to discuss this adjustment, we would be OK with coming 
down as well. 

If we don't hear back from the district by Friday, February 28, 2014, we will assume that the district has no questions 
regarding this adjustment and we will proceed with processing a letter report explaining the reason for the adjustment . 

Thank you, 

Lisa Kurokawa 
Audit Manager 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits I Mandated Cost Bureau 
(916) 327-3138 - Office I (916) 549-2753 -Work Cell 
lkurokawa@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents as well as any attachments may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is 
solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. 

From: Kurokawa, Lisa 
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2014 4:13 PM 
To: 'jely@elcamino.edu' 
Cc: 'dbuerger@elcamino.edu'; Bonezzi, Alexandra L. 
Subject: Adjustment to El Camino CCD's Integrated Waste Management Claims for FY 2000-01 and FY 2003-04 through 
FY 2007-08 

Ms. Ely, 

My name is Lisa Kurokawa and I'm an Audit Manager with the State Controller's Office, Division of Audits, Mandated 
Cost Bureau. I am contacting you because the State Controller's Office will be adjusting the district's Integrated Waste 
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Management Claims for FY 2000-01, and FY 2003-04 through FY 2007-08 because the district understated the savings 
(e.g. avoided landfill disposal fees) received as a result of implementing the district's IWM Plan. 

I will notify you, via email, of the exact adjustment amount later next week. Also, included in this email, will be 
documentation to support the adjustment. 

If you have any questions at this time, please don't hesitate to ask. 

Thank you, 

Lisa Kurokawa 
Audit Manager 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits I Mandated Cost Bureau 
(916) 327-3138 - Office I (916) 549-2753 -Work Cell 
lkurokawa@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents as well as any attachments may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is 
solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. 

3 

88



Tab 12 

89



Kurokawa, Lisa 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Lisa, 

Ely, Janice <jely@elcamino.edu> 
Wednesday, March 05, 2014 3:27 PM 
Kurokawa, Lisa 
Higdon, Jo Ann; Brown, Tom; kbpsixten@aol.com; Yatman, Marie 
RE: Adjustment to El Camino CCD's Integrated Waste Management Claims for FY 
2000-01 and FY 2003-04 through FY 2007-08 

We have reviewed your office's response to our integrated Waste Management claims. 
The El Camino Community College District does not agree with the audit finding or the reduced claim amount, due to 
the audit methodology used to derive the unallowable costs. 

A telephone Exit Conference regarding this audit of the claim is not requested at this time. Your office may proceed with 
the audit report. The District may then move forward with an appeal . 

Best Regards, 
Janice Ely 
Business Manager 
El Camino Community College District 
16007 Crenshaw Blvd. 
Torrance, CA 90506 
310-660-3593, ext. 3160 
jely@elcamino.edu 

From: LKurokawa@sco.ca .gov [mailto: LKurokawa@sco.ca .gov] 
Sent: Monday, March 03, 2014 5:39 PM 
To: Ely, Janice 
Cc: Higdon, Jo Ann; Brown, Tom 
Subject: RE: Adjustment to El camino CCD's Integrated Waste Management Claims for FY 2000-01 and FY 2003-04 
through FY 2007-08 

Ms. Ely, 

I have not heard back from the district regarding the State Controller's Office adjustment to the district's Integrated 
Waste Management Claims for FY 2000-01 and FY 2003-04 through FY 2007-08. If the district still has questions 
regarding this adjustment, I am more than willing to conduct a telephone conference call to answer any questions you 
may have. Otherwise, we are in the process of preparing a letter report "officially" informing the district of this 
adjustment. You should receive this letter in the mail next week. 

Thank you, 

Lisa Kurokawa 
Audit Manager 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits I Mandated Cost Bureau 
(916) 327-3138 - Office I (916) 549-2753 -Work Cell 
lkurokawa@sco.ca.gov 
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Intro 

Hello, and thank you for your interest in this quick overview of The Solid Waste Per Capita Disposal 
Measurement Act - also known as SB1016. I am of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board. 

The Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) was revolutionary legislation that changed 
the way California managed its trash, its landfills, and most importantly- its resources. 

Not only did 939 get California to divert a mandated SO percent of its waste, it surpassed that goal 
as California achieved S8 percent diversion in 2007. 

But we are far from finished. While the SO percent target remains unchanged, the passage of SB 
1016 will simplify the way jurisdictions measure their waste stream and put more emphasis on 
successful recycling and diversion program implementation. 

[Slide 1) 

So how does SB 1016 affect your waste management practices? This presentation will provide a 
very brief overview that will answer some frequently asked questions about the legislation and will 
provide resources for additional information. 

Sovrc~ ·. 
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From Diversion ... 
•Diversion Rate: 

•Complex mathematical 
calculations and estimates 

• 18-24 months to determine 
final calculations 

• Focus on 50 percent rather 
than implementing effective 
programs 

The calculation of a jurisdiction's diversion numbers has always played a major role in AB 
939. 

However, [click] it has long been described as an inefficient, overly complex process - one 
that takes [click] between 18 and 24 months to complete. 

[click] It also improperly places focus on achieving satisfactory numbers rather than 
implementing successful waste reduction and recycling programs. 

[next slide] 
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... to Disposal 

• Per Capita Disposal Rate: 
-Simplifies: calculates disposal per person 

within a jurisdiction 

-Six months to determine final calculations 

-Less "bean counting" and more resources 
towards program implementation 

3 

SB 1016 [click] simplifies the measurement process - moving away from the complexities 
of diversion estimates and instead measuring per capita disposal - that is, disposal per 
person within a particular Jurisdiction. 

This shift from diversion to disposal provides much more accurate measurements, [click] 
takes less time to calculate - 6 months vs. 18-24 - and allows jurisdictions [click] to apply 
resources toward building successful programs rather than crunching numbers. 

[next slide] 
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How does this Change 50%? 

• Old system: 50% or MORE Diversion plus program 
implementation equals success 

• New system: 50% or LESS Disposal plus program 
implementation equals success 

• Under SB 1016, lower per capita disposal equal less 
waste 

4 

This change in measurement does change how we look at the numbers, however the intent 
remains the same - reducing our waste disposal. 

Under the old system, [click] if a jurisdiction diverted 50 percent of its waste or MORE, and 
it was fully implementing its recycling and related programs, then it had met its mandate 
and was moving in the right direction. 

Now, under SB 1016, each jurisdiction will have a disposal target that is the equivalent of 
50 percent diversion, and that target will be expressed on a per capita basis. [click] If a 
jurisdiction disposes less than its 50 percent equivalent per capita disposal target AND is 
implementing its recycling and related programs, it has met the mandate. 

You are used to thinking about a diversion rate of over 50 percent as being great news! 
[click] But now, you should be thinking that if your per-capita disposal rate is less than your 
target, then that means you're doing a great job with your programs and now that is great 
news! 

4 
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50% Equivalent Per Capita Disposal Target 

Base Peri-0d Generation 
(All Disposal + All 

Diversion) 

50% per capita disposal 
target =jurisdiction's 
50% diversion rate 
under the old system. 

50% Per capita 
Disposal Target 

(50% of Base Generation) 
5 

Confused? Perhaps this slide will help. 

[click] A jurisdiction with a base waste generation rate of 10 pounds per person per day will 
have a TARGET [click] of getting that rate to S pounds per person per day, or SO percent. As 
you can see, under this new system, a low per capita disposal is a good thing. 

In short, the lower the percentage, the less waste a jurisdiction is generating - thus the 
better it is doing. 

Also, an important point to remember [click] - if your jurisdiction was at SO percent 
diversion under the old system, in most cases, your jurisdiction will remains at SO percent 
under the new system-it is just measured in terms of per capita disposal now. 

[next slide] 

5 
96



•Differing demographics and industrial 
bases within jurisdictions 

•Impossible to compare targets and 
progress to other jurisdictions 

Remember that each jurisdiction is unique! [click] Each one has its own 50 percent 
equivalent disposal target, different demographics and industrial bases. 

You may be used to comparing your diversion rate with other jurisdictions in the region, 
but because the per-capita disposal calculation is unique to each jurisdiction, [click] it is 
impossible to compare targets and disposal rates. 

6 
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Compliance Impacts of SB 1016 

• Compliance remains unchanged 

• Disposal number is a factor to consider, but 
does NOT determine compliance 

• Evaluation focused on how jurisdictions are 
implementing their programs 

•Technical assistance for struggling programs 

7 

SB 1016 does not change AB 939's SO percent requirement-it just measures it differently. 

[click] A jurisdiction's compliance is also the same under the new system as it was under 
the old system. Under both systems, the most important aspect of compliance is program 
implementation. However, the new system further emphasizes the importance of program 
implementation. 

To evaluate compliance, the Board will look at a jurisdiction's per-capita disposal rates as an 
indicator of how well its programs are doing to keep or reduce disposal at or below a 
jurisdiction's unique 50% equivalent disposal target. 

[click] But the numbers are simply one of several factors - as opposed to being the primary 
factor - that the Board uses to determine compliance. 

[click] The priority of the Board is to evaluate that a jurisdiction is continuing to implement 
the programs it chose and is making progress in meeting its target. 

If a jurisdiction is struggling to meet its 50 percent target, [click] the Board will provide increased technical 
assistance to help determine why that may be and work with them to make any necessary program 
modifications. 

[next slide] 
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SB 1016 Recap 
What Stakeholders Asked Forl 

• Simplified, accurate and timely 

•Maintains 50% requirement 

• Emphasis on program implementation 
instead of number crunching 

•Increase CIWMB staff field presence to 
provide technical assistance 

SB 1016 was developed - in response to recommendations from you and the CIWMB -
[click] to create a measurement system that is less complex, more accurate, and more 
timely than it has been in the past. 

[click] 

The shift to a per capita disposal system with [click] continuing emphasis on successful 
program implementation, [click] as well as an increase in technical assistance to 
jurisdictions, is the next step to improving waste management practices in California. 

It creates a clearer picture of where we stand in our waste reduction efforts - but most 
importantly, SB 1016 allows us to better see where improvements are needed and to 
address those areas. 

8 
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Contacts: 

Kaoru Cruz, CIWMB 
(916) 341-6249 

kcruz@ciwmb.ca.gov 

Keir Furey, CIWMB 
(916) 341-6622 

kfurey@ciwmb.ca.gov 

Debra Kustic, CIWMB 
(916) 341-6207 

dkustic@ciwmb.ca.gov 

9 

I'm sure you have plenty of questions regarding the finer points of SB 1016 and the Board 
has a number of staff available to provide any additional information and expertise you 
might need regarding this important piece of legislation. [click] Please do not hesitate to 
contact them if you have any questions. 

[Closing] 

It is my hope that you have found this brief introduction to SB 1016 useful and informative. 
California is a global leader in environmental protection, and it is our work here at the State 
and Local levels that is so vital to that success. 

We at the Board thank you for your efforts thus far, and we look forward to continued 
success working with you 

Thank you very much for your time. 

9 
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El Camino Community College District 
Legislatively Mandated Integrated Waste Management Program 
Percentage of~Dj~~l\al tg Total Tonn~g~J:livlitf~·· (~~1~t~~~1i~~il:~; 
Review Period: July l, 2000, through June 30, 2001; and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2008 

Calendar Year 
Diverted Materials I 2000 I 2001 I 2003 I 2004 I 2005 I 2006 I 2007 I Averal!e 

On-site composting/mulching 

T•r~· 
- mr• 4.00 T••rrn 4.85 T»rU 17.25 

T•T~" 
14.75 T•><r 52.75 T»rll 31.50 

Xeriscaping I grasscycling 130.00 195.00 195.00 195.00 195.00 188.50 189.00 
Total composted materials (A) 130.00 199.00 199.85 212.25 209.75 241.25 220.50 1,412.60 

Total tonnage diverted (B) 206.38 248.04 1,869.69 783.70 2,087.19 989.65 1,184.16 7,368.81 

Percentage of composted material 
to total tonnage diverted (A I B) 63% 80% ll% 27% 10% 24% 19% 
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El Camino Community College District 
Legislatively Mandated Integrated Waste Management Program 
, 't«\', ,'' ,· , , , t)~~:u~\, 'f'"':~:, ~'" n~,' '.

1
", ~jt,/f/f)Jit ,':'<'"~,,,"' • ,,, ,<yi ~r ">~?~",' •, , , /·>:':'':;, 

Snmm$l~"r'1 ~tmo:1+1«ii~11 C1atmel.R1 1~mcti:i1l?i· ,-,.,,:"-~:tM'%!lM~;q""":. 1)!:f,,1':Jl'.'C1', , , '/l,,,'i'i.-~'"·" ... , ~ ,,~ ,~, · ~-· ,, , " 

Review Period: July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001; and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2008 

Reimbursable Component -
Diversion and Maintenance of Approved Level of Reduction 

Salaries & 
Fiscal Benefits 
Year Activity Employee Classification Exhibit D Claimed 

2000-01 Composting Groundskeeper/Gardener II 174/219 $ 3,197.04 
2003-04 Composting Groundskeeper/Gardener II 181/219 4,499.88 
2004-05 Composting Groundskeeper/Gardener II 188/219 4,792.92 
2005-06 Composting Grounds Keeper II 196/219 10,529.72 
2006-07 Composting Grounds Keeper 203/219 10,666.40 
2007-08 Composting Groundskeeper/Gardener II 210/219 11,550.80 

$ 45,236.76 
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Diversion Programs to Report Page 1of4 

Cal Recycle~ 
State Agency Waste Management: Annual Report 

P.~Y.~!.~~.~~ .. ~~~g~~~~.~~ .. ~~P.~~ ................................................................................................. . 
In each reporting year, state agencies must select which diversion programs to report, and describe how programs are 
implemented. This list of materials and program activities is offered to help state agencies prepare for the annual 
report. 

Recycling 

Recycling is the practice of collecting and diverting materials from the waste stream for remanufacturing into new 
products, such as recycled-content paper. The programs listed reflect this practice. 

The annual report will ask you to identify the materials that are collected for recycling at your facility/facilities and 
provide details describing your recycling activites. 

"* Beverage containers 

"* Glass Plastics (#3-7) 

"* Carpet 

"* Cardboard 

"* Newspaper 

... Office paper (white) 

... Office paper (mixed) .. Confidential shredded paper 

... Copier/toner cartridges 

... Scrap metal 

... Wood waste 

... Textiles 

"* Ash Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

"* Tires 

... White goods 

"* Construction materials/debris 

"* Rendering 

"* Other 

"* None 

Information About Hazardous Waste Materials: 

These following materials are deemed as hazardous, and cannot be disposed in a landfill. Proper handling is required 
and does not count as diversion. These hazardous materials are regulated by the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control. Please see the Department's website for their disposal guidelines. 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/stateagency/WMReport/Diversion.htm 4/3/2015 106



Diversion Programs to Report Page 2of4 

'* Universal Waste - radios, stereo equipment, printers, VCR/DVD players, calculators, cell phones, telephones, 
answering machines, microwave ovens, cathode ray tubes, cathode ray glass, all types of batteries, lamps 
(compact fluorescent lightbulbs, commercial fluorescent lights), mercury containing equipment, non-empty aerosol 
cans (containing propane, butane pesticides), and other common electronic devices. 

'* Electronic Waste - common electronic devices that are identified as hazardous waste, such as computers and 
Central Processing Units (CPUs), laptops, monitors and televisions, etc. 

4 Additional hazardous wastes should be properly managed: antifreeze, asbestos, paint, treated wood, used oil, etc. 

Organics Recycling 

Programs that increase diversion of organic materials from landfill disposal for beneficial uses such as compost, 
mulch, and energy production. 

The annual report will ask you to identify the organic materials, how they are diverted by your facility/facilities, and 
provide details describing your organics recycling programs. 

4 Xeriscaping (climate appropriate landscaping) 

4 Grasscycling 

'* Green Waste - On-site composting and mulching 

'* Green Waste - Self-haul 

'* Green Waste - Commercial pickup 

'* Food scraps - On-site composting and mulching 

'* Food scraps - Self-haul 

-f> Food scraps - Commercial pickup 

-f> Other 

Material Exchange 

Programs that promote the exchange and reuse of unwanted or surplus materials. The reuse of materials/products 
results in the conservation of energy, raw resources, landfill space, and the reduction of green house gas emissions, 
purchasing costs, and disposal costs. 

The annual report will ask you to identify your agency/facility's efforts to donate or exchanges materials, supplies, 
equipment, etc., and provide details describing your material exchange activities. 

.... Nonprofit/school donations 

.... Internal property reutilizations 

.... State surplus (accepted by DGS) 

.... Used book exchange/buy backs 

-f> Employee supplies exchange 

-f> Other 

Waste Prevention/Re-use 

Programs in this section support (a) Waste Prevention: actions or choices that reduce waste, and prevent the 
generation of waste in the first place; and (b) Re-use: using an object or material again, either for its original purpose 
or for a similar purpose, without significantly altering the physical form of the object or material. 

The annual report will ask you to select the common waste prevention and reuse activities implemented at your 
facility/facilities, and provide details describing your waste prevention and re-use programs. 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/stateagency/WMReport/Diversion.htm 4/3/2015 
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Diversion Programs to Report 

... Paper forms reduction - online forms 

... Bulletin boards 

... Remanufactured toner cartridges 

'* Retreaded/Recapped tires 

'* Washable/Reusable cups, service ware 

... Reusable boxes 

"* Reusable pallets 

"* Reusable slip sheets 

... Electronic document storage 

... Intranet .. Reuse of office furniture, equipment & supplies 

... Reuse of packing materials .. Reuse of construction/remodeling materials 

... Double-sided copies 

... Email vs. paper memos 

... Food Donation 

"* Electric air hand-dryers 

"* Remanufactured equipment 

'* Rags made from waste cloth or reusable rags 

'* Preventative maintenance 

• Used vehicle parts 

4 Used Tires 

4 Other 

4 None 

Green Procurement 

Page 3of4 

Programs that promote green purchasing practices, including the purchase of goods and materials that are made from 
recycled or less harmful ingredients such as, post-consumer recycled content copy paper or less toxic cleaning 
products. View sample policies and the Department of General Services Buying Green website. 

The annual report will ask you to identify how your agency is closing the recycling loop (such as buying post-consumer 
recycled content products), and provide details describing your procurement programs/policies and the types of green 
products your agency is procuring. View SABRC Report 

4 Recycled Content Product (RCP) procurement policy 

"* Environmentally Preferable Purchasing (EPP) procurement policy 

"* Staff procurement training regarding RCP/EPP practices 

"* RCP/EPP language included in procurement contracts for products and materials 

"* Other green procurement activities 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/stateagency/WMReport/Diversion.htm 4/3/2015 
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Diversion Programs to Report Page 4of4 

Training and Education 

Programs to reduce trash, re-use, recycle, compost, and to buy green products are more effective when employees 
are aware, involved and motivated. How does your agency train and educate employees, and non-employees (if 
applicable) regarding existing waste management and recycling programs? 

The annual report will ask you to identify how your agency trains and educates employees, and non-employees (if 
applicable) regarding efforts to reduce waste, reuse, recycle, compost, and buy green products, and explain how you 
also educate your suppliers, customers, and/or your community about your efforts to reduce, reuse, recycle, compost, 
and buy recycled products. 

4 Web page (intranet or internet) 

4 Signage (signs, posters, including labels for recycling bins) 

4 Brochures, flyers, newsletters, publications, newspaper articles/ads 

'* Office recycling guide, fact sheets 

'* New employee package 

'* Outreach (internal/external) e.g. environmental fairs 

'* Seminars, workshops, special speakers 

'* Employee incentives, competitions/prizes 

-f> Awards program 

-f> Press releases 

'* Employee training 

..- Waste audits, waste evaluations/surveys 

..- Special recycling/reuse events 

4 Other 

Please contact your CalRecycle local assistance representative for individual assistance. 

Last updated: August 31, 2012 
State Agency Waste Management Programs, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency/ 
Recycling Coordinator: SARC@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recycled Campaign: BuyRecycled@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 

Conditions of Use I Privacy Policy 
©1995, 2015 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). All rights reserved. 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/stateagency/WMReport/Diversion.htm 4/3/2015 
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September 21. 2009 

Paula Higashi 
Executive Director 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street. Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95864 

Re: Development Of Revised Statewide Cost Estimate 
Request to Amend Parameters and Guidelines 
Integrated Waste Management Board 05-PGA-l 6 
Public Resources Code Sections 40148, 40196.3. 42920-42928 
Public Contract Code Sections 12167 and 12167.1 
Statutes 1999, Chapter 764; Statutes 1992, Chapter 1116 
State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan (February 2000) 

Dear Ms. Higashi: 

You have requested a ''revised estimate of avoided disposal costs and sales of recyclable materials, 
based on the information reported to the CIWMB by the 45 claimant districts" for use in 
developing an accurate revised statewide cost estimate. Compiling this information required a 
significant effort on the part of a number of our staff and I wanted to express our appreciation for 
the additional time you have allowed us to respond. 

Enclosed you will find summary spreadsheets containing information on each district to the extent 
it was available for the years involved with this claim. These summary sheets were built from a 
number of other spreadsheets detailing disposal reduction amounts for waste, and recovered 
materials by types. such as glass, paper, etc. I have only enclosed the summary sheets in hard copy· 
due to the large amount of paper involved and the inability to fit much of the information on one 
page at a time. I will be separately e-mailing those documents to you so that your staff may review 
them in a more readily useable format. For those parties that are also receiving a copy of this 
letter, if you would like me to e-mail these additional documents to you. please send your e-mail 
address with a request to me at eblock@ciwmb.ca.gov. · 

There are several things I must note about the enclosed information. We could not provide 
information about the years 1999 and 2000 because plaris were first coming in during that period 
and community colleges were not yet reporting their results. Starting in 200 J, the data is based on 
a calendar year, not a fiscal year, as that is the way in which the information was reported to us. 
We have not provided 2008 data as we·have not received and reviewed all of that information yet. 
Districts do not report their reduced disposal costs or sales of recyclable materials per se, they 
report their reduction in disposal and the amounts of recyclable materials they have recovered. We 
then took that data and used average estimated rates for disposal costs and sale ofrecyclable 
commodities for the years involved to develop monetary estimates. 

Finally. you will notice that despite some significant offsets and available revenue, some 
community college districts still show a cost for implementation. I want to make clear that it is the 
CIWMB 's position that these claim amounts are still inaccurate - the amounts claimed far exceed 
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reasonable costs for the programs implemented, particularly when compared to other similar costs 
from other claimants. While the CIWMB understands that a more detailed level of claim review 
will occur at a later date, we still believe that the Commission should not include claims that are 
inaccurate on their face in the calculations of estimated statewide costs. 

Once you have had a chance to review this information, you will see that most of the claimants 
have neglected to provide information to you on offsets and revenues that they reported to us as 
part of their annual reports. As we have previously indicated, we believe once these numbers are 
factored in, and other inaccuracies are corrected - the claimants will in fact be owed nothing from 
the state because the programs that they were required to institute saved them money, rather than 
costing money. 

I realize there is a lot of detail in the information provided and e-mailed separately. Please feel 
free to let me know if you would iike to meet with our staff to obtain any additional information or 
explanations on how this data was derived. I can be reached at 916-341-6080 if you would like to 
make arrangements to discuss this further. Thank you for your consideration. · 

I certify, under penalty of perjury, that I am an authorized representative of the California 
Integrated waste Management Board and that the statements made in this document are true and 
correct to the best of my personal knowledge and belief. 

Executed this 21st day of September, 2009 in Sacramento, California, by: 

Elliot Block 
Chief Counsel 
California Integrated Waste Management Board 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

Development Of Revised Statewide Cost Estimate 
Integrated Waste Management Board 05-PGA-16 

I, the undersigned, declare as follows: 

I am employed in the County of Sacramento, State of California, I am 18 years of age or 
older and not a party to the within-entitled cause; my business address is 1001 I Street, 
23rd floor, Sacramento, California, 95814. · 

On September 21, 2009, I served the attached Letter With Enclosures Regarding The 
Development Of Revised Statewide Cost Estimate to the Commissi6n on State Mandates 
and by placing a true copy thereof to the Commission and to all of those listed on the 
attached mailing list enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage thereon fully prepaid in 
the U.S. Mail at Sacramento, California, in the normal pickup location at 1001 I Street, 
23rd floor, for lnteragency Mail Service, addressed as follows: 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregomg is true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on September 21, 
2009 at Sacramento, California. 

113



•• 

Carol Bingham 
California Department of Education (E-08) 
Fiscal Policy Division 
1430 N Street, Suite 5602 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Steve Shields 
Shields Consulting Group, Inc. 
1536 36tb Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

Robert Miyashiro 
Education Mandated Cost Network 
1121 L Street, Suite 1060 
Sacramento, CA 95 814 

Harmeet Barkschat 
Mandate Resource Services 
5325 Elkhorn ·Blvd., #307 
Sacramento, CA 95842 

Susan Geanacou 
Department of Finance (A-15) 
91 S L Street, Suite 1190 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Allan Burdick 
MAXIMUS 
4320 Auburn BJvd., Suite 2000 
Sacramento, CA 95841 

Steve Smith 
Steve Smith Enterprises, Inc. 
2200 Sunrise Blvd., Suite 220 
Sacramento, CA 95670 

Keith B. Petersen 
SixTen & Associates 
3841 North Freeway ~lvd., Suite 170 
Sacramento, CA 95834 

Beth Hunter 
Centration, Inc. 
8570 Utica Ave., Suite 100 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

Jim Spano 
State Controller's Office (B-08) 
Division of Audits 
300 Capitol Mall, Suite 518 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
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Cheryl Miller 
CLM Financial Consultants, Inc. 
1241 North Fairvale Avenue 
Covina, CA 91722 

Donna Ferebee 
Department of Finance 
915 L Street, 11th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95 814 

Erik Skinner 
California Community Colleges 
Chancellor's Office (G-01) 
1102 Q Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814-6549 

Ginny Brummels 
.State Controller's Office (B-08) 
Divi/ion of Accounting & Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

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

Jeannie Oropeza 
Department of Finance 
Education Systems Unit 
915 L Street, 7th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Douglas R. Brinkley 
State Center Community College District 
1525 EAST Weldon 
Fresno, CA 93704-6398 

Jolene Tollenaar 
MGT of America 
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Michael Johnston 
Clovis Unified School District 
1450 Herndon Ave. 
Clovis, CA 93611-0599 
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Total claimed- Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed -
(offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (°!,sets+ 
avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided a lded 
disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for 

\ ) 
Grand Total For disposal) for 

District I College 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 All Years 
-···-

Allan Hancock CCD i 
··-- - --

Allan Hancock College 

$ (13,459.07) $ (48,899.21) $ (1,185.78) $ (8,674.97) $ (24,695.78) $ {38.54) $ (37,252.08) $ (134,205.44) 

-·· 
Butte CCD 

--
Butte College 

$ (143,534.70) $ (43,154.69) $ (46,261.79) $ (49,695.92) $ (55,239.65) $ (62,209.06) $ (50,768.13) $ (450,863.94) 

Cabrlllo CCD ---
Cabrillo College 

$ (14,118.44) $ (17,179.18) $ {22,818.54) $ (18,143.93) $ (15,381.47) $ (5,411.70) $ (25,913.23) $ (118,966.49) 

r B Chabot-Las Positas CCD 
Chabot College --

... Las Positas College .. 

$ 80,384.42 $ 81,333.13 $ 96,103.70 $ 116,858.89 $ 159,153.07 $ 37,557.42 $ 27,527.32 $ 598,917.94 

CltrusCCD 
Citrus College I 

$ (60,776.76) $ (26,665.64) $ {24,284.47) $ (2,624.48) $ (11,795.19) $ (132,644.25) $ (83,666.70) $ (342,457.49) . -~ 

CoastCCD 
Coastline Community College 
Golden West College 
Orange Coast College 

$ (86,379.58) $ (30,046.73) $ 149.92 $ (29,469.60) $ 21,164.81 $ (49,415.73) $ (148,200.90) $ (322,197.80) 

-
Sequoias CCD 
College of the Sequoias 

$ (10,834.92) $ (10,310.03) $ (20,686.69) $ (22,958.41) $ (2s;o17.19)i $ (33,123.41) $ (42,730.48) $ (168,66i'T2) 
r---···~ -

i 
Contra Costa CCD 
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I Total claimed • Total claimed - Total claimed • Total claimed • Total claimed • Total claimed - Total claimed -

(offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ 
I 
avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided 

disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for Grand Total For 

District I College 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 All Years 
··---~- ··-·· 

Contra Costa College 
' ' ·---· .. 

' Diab lo Valley College I --- -- -------· ---- I Los Medanos College I . -+-
$ (9,721.43) $ (17,093.76) $ (21,268.27) $ (34,617.79) $ (38,088.70) $ (~4,388.20)1 $ (~~.161.02) $ (258,339.1_~) 

I --
El Camino CCO I 

El camino College 
-·· ·-
Compton Community 

Educational Center I 

···-
$ 31,005.91 $ 14,677.70 I $ 3,983.50 $ 13,877.75 $ (46,510.53) $ 8,980.07 $ (8,815.19) $ 17,199.21 

y --
Foothill·DeAnza CCD I 
DeAnza College I v Foothill College I ; 

$ (76,543.42) $ (314,355.47) $ (108,315.26) $ (110,536.86)' $ (236,092.97) $ (181,090.89) $ (153,776.91) $ (1,180,711.77) 

Gavllan Joint CCO 

Gavilan College i 
--

$ 63,323.67 $ 62,091.56 $ 36,358.77 $ 45,61-0.46 $ 43,765.48 $ (408,713.79) $ 38,836.07 $ (118,727.79) 

Glendale CCD 

Glendale Community College I -
$ (34,513.22) $ 18,688.38 $ 72,574.80 $ 46,948.46 $ 56,408.12 $ 54,814.00 $ 80,453.34 $ 295,373.88 

Grossmont-Cuyamaca CCD 

Cuyamaca College -- --
Grossmont College 

-- -
$ (137,664.73) $ 39,437.16 s-·- 39,263.89 . $ (11?_!?_?.0.42~ J_j721,03D_~?! $ 116,609.81 $ (597.11) $ (779,691.67) 

-
- ---

Hartnell CCO 
---·--~~--- ---·--·-

Hartnell Community College 
····· 

$ 30,209.01 $ 43,437.20 $ 18,598.88 $ (12,568.36) $ 5,597.45 $ (20,014. 70) $ (84,752.35) $ (19,492.87) 

.. 

-
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Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed -
(offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ 
avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided 
disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for Grand Total For 

District I College 2001 2002 2003 2004 zoos 2006 2007 All Years 

I 
Lassen cco 

--
Lassen College I 

$ (10,880.06) $ (15,900.70) $ (?,6~_1:..47) $ (15,708.67) $ (13,755.67) I $ (18,911.66) $ (23,146.91) $ (107,995.14) 
--·-·-

long Beach CCD 
Long Beach City .College 

$ 11,682.69 $ 16,676.15 $ 12,275.70 $ (101,090.71) $ 10,735.82 $ (16,139.13) $ (10,663.06) $ (76,522.54} 

I~ 
Los Rios CCD 
American River College i,v Cosumnes River College 
Folsom Lake College I 

Sacramento City College i 
$ (32,892.88) $ (93,854.42) $ (66,912.90) I $ (96,455.32)] $ (1,231,937.81} $ (19,344.10) $ (37,187.40) $ (1,578,584.82) 

I 
MarlnCCD 
College of Marin 

$ (13,631.22) $ (10,468.62) $ (1,086.09) $ 8,419.85 $ 9,879.65 $ 4,744.82 $ (19,837.14) $ (21,978.75) 

Merted CCD 
Merced College 

$ (208,87137) $ 12,812.47 $ 15,089.74 $ 6,851.73 $ 4,494.98 $ 35,310.27 $ 34,030.21 $ {100,281.96} 

MlraCosta CCD 
MiraCosta College 

$ (7,547.86) $ (10,795_.92) $ (38,401.45) $ (16,505.89) $ (55,895.14) $ (77,153.72) $ (41,286.71) $ (247,586.68) 

Monterey CCD • 
Monterey Peninsula College 

$ (12,928.87) $ (18,782.43) $ {20,194.80) $ (28,059.36) $ (25,043.13) $ (29,633.94) .$ (18,153.85) $ (152,796.37) ----·--
. 

118



Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed -
(offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ 
avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided 
disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for Grand Total For 

District I College 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 All Years 
----- .. 

Mt. San Antonio CCD I ----· --· 
Mt. San Antonio College ; 

-· 
$ 3,452.14 I $ (22,145.81) $ $ _(8,624.39) $ $ 38,421.14 I $ $ 5,517.39 23,867.20 34,257.98 74,745.65 -- --

-
North Orange Cty CCD 

Cypress College --
Fullerton College 

$ (3,105.41) 1--(80,224.30) $ (129,370.31) $ (134,735.18) $ (193,425.60) $ (249,952.05) $ (34,409.44) $ (825,222.29) 

Palo Verde CCO 

Palo Verde College 

$ 71,930.00 $ 58,605.46 I_$ 56,129.09 $ 59,374.79 $ 65,6~9.95 I $ 63,553.71 $ 26,730.81 $ 402,013.80 

~ ---·-
PalomarCCD i ' 

_rJ Palomar College 

\_./ $ 65,958.21 $ 72,504.57 $ 101,216.85 $ 58,994.82 $ 40,096.59 $ 40,897.25 $ 65,760.78 $ 445,429.07 

·---
Pasadena CCD 

-
Pasadena City College 

$ 164,564.73 $ 238,657.67 i $ 256,456.32 $ 235,830.32 $ 245;767.58 $ 14,930.51 $ 270,023.24 $ 1,426,230.37 

Rancho Santiago CCD +--
Santa Ana College 

$ 58,373.70 $ 49,973.24 $ 54;125.17 $ 115,919.38 $ 67,374.86 $ 141,308.96 $ 60,312.53 $ 547,387.84 
I 

- ------
Santiago Canyon College 

Redwoods Ceo ' 
-

College of the Redwoods 
-

$ (2,801.78) $ 31,802.33 $ 33,184.43 $ 33,788.47 $ 31,796.19 $ 6,146.67 $ (79,700.05) $ 54,216.27 
----·· 

- - -
San Bernardino CCO 

-·-···----~- ----
Crafton Hills College 
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Total claimed· I Total claimed· Total claimed - Total claimed· Total Claimed • Total claimed· Total claimed -
(offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ 
avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided 
disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for Grand Total For 

District I College 2001 2002 2003 2004 200S 2006 2007 All Years 
----·· -San Bernardino Valley College 

$ (3,452.57) $ {10,621.38) $ (28,228.29) $ (19,861.75) $ (23g-,409.28) $ (322,864.10) $ (995,388.02) $ (1,619,825.40) 

San Joaquin Delta CCD i 

San Joaquin Delta College 
----

$ (22,828.64) $ {16,462.40) $ (28,689.47) $ {38,053.60) $ (42,871.30) $ {38,021.93) $ 19,183.93 $ (167,743.42) 

SanJOse CCD 

Evergreen Valley College 

San Jose City College 

$ (10,767.02) $ 191,233.96 $ 238,555.16 $ 256,890.84 $ 286,824.48 $ 192,184.29 $ 374,162.79 $ 1,529,084.50 

( ~ San Luis Obispo CCO -

0 1 Cuesta College 
·-I $ (23,187.77) $ (17,819.63) $ (19,530.76) $ {18,509.76) $ {20,925.33) $ 37,492.56 $ 38,224.33 $ (24,256.35) 

J 
San Mateo Co CCD 

College of San Mateo 

Skyline College 

$ (29,194.91) $ (9;486.68} $ (11,855.60) $ (128,527.81) $ (4,882.60) $ (97,026.52) $ (89,080.30) $ (370,054.41) 

Santa Clarita CCO 

College of the canyons 

$ (10,541.53) $ {14,971.73) $ (23,555.53) $ (27,139.81) $ {31,272.84) $ (40,175.65) $ (52,109.34) $ (199,766.43) 

. 
Santa Monica CCO 

Santa Monica College 

$ (970,517.06} $ (24,520.06) $ {128,695.11) $ (270,723.06) $ (205,658.62) $ {400,814.98) $ {185,388.10) $ {2,186,316.99) 

r---· 
Shasta Tehama CCO 

Shasta College --
$ (8,132.25} $ (21,651.17) $ (15,267.68) $ (66,984.34) $ (25,203.34) $ (8,982.40) $ (17,649.48) $ (163,870.65) 
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District I College 

Total claimed -
(offsets+ 
avoided 
disposal) for 
2001 

Total claimed -
(offsets+ 
avoided 
disposal) for 
2002 

Total claimed -1 Total claimed - Total claimed -
(offsets + (offsets + (offsets + 
avoided ·avoided avoided 
disposal) for · I disposal) for disposal) for 
2003 2004 200~ 

Total claimed -
(offsets+ 
avoided 
disposal) for 
2006 

Total claimed -
(offsets+ 
avoided 
disposal) for 
2007 

Grand Total For 
All Years 

---- I I !. ! 
!----~----~· 

I 
··~--

Sierra Joint CCD 

Sierra College i 
---- I$ 15,932.10 I $ 19,408.44 I $ 3,580.84 I $ (8,663.27) I $ J11,69S.66) I $ {10,453.94) I $ (il,149:13)!$-- --(3,040.62) 

I I 
I 

Siskiyou CCD 

College of the Siskiyous 

$ ~292.15 i $ (4,206.06)1 $ 20,877.40 I $_ 4,816.741 $ 12,846.77 I$ - (17,859.70)1 $ (18,158.82)1 $ 
I 

5,608.47 

Solano Co CCD I 
Solano Community College 

$ (5,346.21)1 $ (122,573.58)1 $ (13,_~?1'.70)\ $ (18,882.42)\ $ (15,244.51)\ $ (40,396.03)1 $ (28,5?2.29)1 $ (244,186.73) 

I 
State Center CCD 

Fresno City College 

Reedley College 

$ 13,269.73} I s (1,709.91li $ {2,020.77)1 $ (14,798.60)! $ (14,351.89)1 $ (8,247.29)1 $ (21,339.27)1 $ (65,737.47) 

Victor Valley CCD 

Victor Valley College 

$ a6,2as.s1 I s 53,336.44 I $ 56,722.89 I $ 53,200.88 I $ 55,662.05 I $ 17,841.05 I $ 10,432.65 I s_ 283,434.46 

West Kern cco 
Taft College 

1-------- ~~~~~+1s~~-3,-~-1.-ss~l-s~-8-,3-s-9.-09----1--ls,..--~1,-62-9-.3-o+i-s~-5-,4-52-.2-3~1-s~~s,-11-1-.1-2+ls~~10-,1-3-5,-31~l~s~-(1-o-,1-50-.8-1~1l-s~~~-----11 33,515.41 

!west Valley-Mission cco I I - i ·---
Mission College -----!------+--------! 

$ 112,160.61) I $ (5,787.41)1 $ (12,321.50), $ {15,665.07)1 $ (16,507.43)1 $ (7,764.51)1 $ (27,755.78)1 $. (98,562.37) 

!Yosemite CCD I -m~---J I I I --r----+-------1-------l 
West Valley College · --·--t-------+--------l----------1 

I 
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Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed - Total claimed -

(offsets+ (offsets+ (offSets + (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ (offsets+ 

avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided avoided 
disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for disposal) for Grand Total For 

District I College 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 All Years 

$ (105,973.59) $ (91,365.78) $ (106,050.59) $ (96,710.98) $ (39,130.58) $ (123,975.15) $ (117,158.48) $ (680,365.15) 

! 
··-

YubaCCD ! 
-····- -

Yuba College ' ' 
$ (12,880.59) i $ (21,586.25) $ (21,248.02)' $ (41,669.46) $ (182,486.12) $ (56,694.98) $ (26,149.84) $ (362,715E! -

GRAND TOTAL $ (1,454,769.47) $ (109,573.99) $ 207,280.89 $ (509,534.59) $ (2,397,305.81) $ (1,700,533.15) $ (1,514,132.40) $ (7,478,568.53) 

@ 

122



,.,..-- -
( District I College 

"""1dod c-.o.t Avoldod Coot Avoklod Coot Avoldod CO<t A'°lded C°" Awldod Co" Awlded Co<t "- G"od Total Fo• ~· 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 ~II Years 

landfill cost per ton s· ~s ~$ ~s ~$ ~s ~s ~~ 
A" ~ •~,---, •• t: CO rnr ~ t: :::,:;78:9ft $ - .1.:7144~.uv ;> :J<t,L:J.L.l:J ;> L:;,uuJ.UU :;>- ---iJo,574.9!!-
Allan Hancock College $ - $ - $ • $ - $ - $ - $ -

$ 12,898.44 $ 58,686.19 $ 15,678.90 $ 19,224.60 $ 34,251.75 $ 23,809.60 $ 46,574.99 $ 211,124.46 

ButteCCD $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ . -
Butte College $ 140,510.89 $ 39,841.26 $ 40,434.55 $ 42,795.27 $ 43,669.47 $ 50,620.70 $ 53,343.85 

$ 140,510.89 $ 39,841.26 $ 40,434.55 $ 42,795.27 $ 43,669.47 $ 50,620.70 $ 53,343.85 $ 411,215.98 

cabrllloCCD $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - . 
Cabrillo College $ 7,433.75 $ 8,477.52 $ 15,803.75 $ 9,953.09 $ 9,086.22 $ 11,676.64 $ 12,300.96 

$ 7,433.75 $ 8,477.52 $ 15,803.75 $ - 9,953.09 $ 9,086.22 $ 11,676.64 $ 12,300;96 $ 74,731.93 

I"\ 
Chabot-Las Posltas CCD $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

I' Chabot College $ 15,935.18 $ 15,412.04 $ 16,278.86 $ 16,336.18 $ 14,594.19 $ 24,228.20 $ 56,415.17 

I J Las Positas College $ 4,570.58 $ 4,864.87 $ 6,062.22 $ 7,380.48 $ 5,100.42 $ 18,082.60 $ 7,608.97 
I $ 20,505.77 $ 20,276.90 $ 22,341.08 $ 23,716.67 $ 19,694.61 $ 42,310.80 $ 64,024.14 $ 212,869.96 

\ v 
Citn1sCCD $ - $ . $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

··-
Citrus College $ 77,880.02 $ 43,047.73 $ 38,148.88 $ 17,523.78 $ 23,800.18 $ 175,911.77 $ 150,622.33 

$ 77,880.02 $ 43,047.73 $ 38,148.88 $ 17;523.78 $ 23,800.18 $ 175,911.77 $ 150,622.33 $ 526,934.69 

Coast CCD $ 3,042.20 $ 3,616.64 $ 3,347.11 $ 5,758.77 $ 7,845.36 $ 5,196.71 $ 6,346.58 
Coastline Community College $ 3,640.46 $ 3,657.04 $ 5,851.55 $ 5,185.05 $ 8,134.50 $ 13,262.49 $ 6,673.21 .. 
Golden West College $ 16,646.02 $ 17,077.38 $ 21,101.90 $ 40,968.67 $ 28,081.95 $ 84,803.21 $ 34,882.86 
Orange Coast College $ 54,714.91 $ 27,944.44 $ 41,899.10 $ 54,368.14 $ 46,801.17 $ 77,922.16 $ 187,207.44 

$ 78,043.60 $ 52,295.49 $ 72,199.65 $ 106,280.63 $ 90,862.98 $ 181,184.57 $ 235,110.09 $ 815,977.01 

I I 
Sequoias CCD $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
College of the Sequoias $ 11,390.07 $ 12,326.74 $ 12,503.79 $ 12,774.65 $ 16,048.50 $ 18,763.40 $ 19,835.20 

$ 11,390.07 $ 12,326.74 $ 12,503.79 $ 12,774.65 $ 16,048.50 $ 18,763.40 $ 19,835.20 $ 103,642.34 

Contra Costa CCD $ 462.15 $ 453.93 $ 750.96 $ 593.59 $ 649.35 $ 616.40 $ 618.63 
Contra Costa College $ 2,216.15 $ 3,121.47 $ 3,319.86 $ 5,755.32 $ 5,495.10 $ 6,517.74 $ 21,320.39 
Diablo Valley College $ 4,779.10 $ 6,584.75 $ 7,775.55 $ 9,545.45 $ 8,788.65 $ 8,864.20 $ 34,707.68 
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~·="=~~~---·-- ~~--~=----------------
~· 

District/ College 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 )\II Years 
( 

Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost ' ~rand Total For 

Landfill cost per ton . $ 36.39 $ .. 36.17 $ 36.83 $ 38.42 $ 39.00 $ 46.00 $ 49.()(V • ~ 
Los Medanos College $ 2,24f62 $ 3,023:81 $ -3,577.11 $ 6,045.39 $ · · · 5;967.00 S 5,416.50 ~ 23;793.91 -=· $ 9,699.03 I $ 13,183,97 $ 15,423.48 $ 21,93. 9.74. $ 20,900.10 , $ 21,414,84 $ 80,440,61 ~ - 183,001.76 

I 
iac~mino cco ·--1 $ - s - - s - s ---- -::--··s _ s I El Camino college . ! s 9,026.18 $ ~4,298.00 $ . 68,860.68 S 30,109.75 ! $-·· 81,400.41 $ 45,523.90 · $ 58,023:~T. .. 

Compton Community i ' 

s 

Educational Center I $ - S 12,205.93 S 18,442.99 S - I $ 5,296.20 $ 6,459.92 $ 4,975.95 
. s 9,026.18 s 26,503.93 s 87,303.67 s 30,109.15 I s 86,696.61 s 51,983.82 s 62,999.55 ! s 354,623.51 

Foothlll-DeAnzaCCD J$ - S S - $ - $ - 1$ - 1$ - I I 
DeAnza College "" l $ 32,354.35. $ 53,028.84 $ 60,438.03 S 54,560.24 $ 29,246.10 $ 46,469.20 $ 34,848.80 
Foothill College I $ 29,888.93 S 239,980.72 I $ 21,240.23 I $ 25,622.30 ' $ 177,391.50 S 96,991.00 $ 48,637.40 
~- I$ G2,243.28 $ 293,009.55 $ 81,678.26 $ 80,182.54 $ 206,637.60 $ 143,460.20. $ 83,486.20 $ 9S0,697.63 

avilan Joint CCD 

Gavilan College 
$ 4,395.8{1 $ 
s . - s 
$ . 4,395.91 ' $ 

962.12 I$ 
$ 

962.12 $ 

22,934.04 I s 
s 

22,934.04 $ 

9,977.61 I s 
$ 

9,977.67 $ 

13,724.10 I S 
$ 

13,724.10 $ 

12,725.30 462.088.40 I s 
- s 

462,088.40 I $ 12,725.30 I $ 526,807.55 

Glendale CCD I $ - I $ - I $ - I $ - I $ - I S - I $ I I 
Glendale Community College ! $ 67,633.54 f $ 24,092.11 S 20,052.83 $ 18,820.04 $ 19,254.69 $ 20,434.58 I $ 24,842.51 

1 s 67,633.54 I s 24,092.11 I s 20,052.83 I $ 18,820.04 ! $ 19,254.69 ! s 20,434.58 I s 24,842.51 I $ 195,130.30 

Grossmont-Cuyamaca CCD -
1s - Is - Is - Is - Is - Is - Is I I 

Cuyamaca College s 8,082.s8 I s 9,992.69 I s 9,189.82 I s 44,981.75 I s 51,054.08 I s 14,811.08 I s 15,052.31 
Grossmont College s 119,799.35 I s 14,593.87 I s 15,091.29 I s 138,480.66 I s 110.299,14 I s 18,147.46 I s 69,446.72 

s 187,881.93 I s 24,586.56 l $ 25,231.11 I s 183,462.42 I s 821,353,22 I $ 32,958.54 I s 84,499.03 I $ 1,360,02s.81 

I I I ' i ' 

Hartnell CCD ; $ - J $ - S - i $ - ! $ - $ · $ - I 
Hartnell Community College i S 9,850.77 1 $ 11,350.51 $ 11,983.01 $ 30,470.90 $ 13,861.77 S 15,832.28 $ 81,052.86 I 

-- 1 s 9,850.11 1 .. s 11,350.51 s 11,983.01 s 30,410,90 $ 13,861.11 $ 15,832.28 s 81,052.86 s 114,402.10 
: • I 

]Lassen CCD -- l $ - ; S . - $ - · $ • S -- · 
1 

$ - $ _. - . I 
'~""''""'' _ Is 1"'"·" s n,968.ss _s 9,951.47 1 s 13,079.32 ! s 11,591.97 , s 1•,•87.90 Is 14,m.99 , •. 

s 12,649.89 s u,968.85 s 9,951.41 I s 13,019.32 . s u,59t.91 , s 14,887.90 s 14,577.99 i s 90,101.39 

··--·~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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--~-""'- _..,_, ;'~,.-~ "-"-~· 
_,_.__._., 

• _,. .... _- =.=-.. .... ,_ ''-~ 

( A"°"'od eo.t Awldod C..t Awldod c..t ...... ,. eo.t ........ CO•t A"°"'od Cmt Aw"""""" G .. od TotolFo< * 
District I College 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 All Years 
Landfill cost per ton - --- $ .36.39 $ 36.17 $ 36.83 $ 38.42 $ - 39.00 $ 46.oO $ 49.00 ----

- --~-____.----~·---- __ , -~ - ~- . ~~ -- - ~ .. --,.<-.-~ .. ~-, ~~ ... ~~--_,,-·/ 
Long Beach CCD $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - .$ -

Long Beach Qty College $ 8,442.48 $ 11,914.40 $ 12,142.85 $ 190,270.06 $ 15,359.76 $ 28,050.80 $ 17,461.64 
$ 8,442.48 $ 11,914.40 $ 12,142.85 $ 190,270.06 $ 15,359.76 $ 28,050.80 $ 17,461.64 $ 283,641.98 -

Los Rios cco $ 1,676.12 $ 2,536.78 $ 2,386.47 $ 2,548.01 $ 3,563.43 $ 3,013.55 $ 3,358.80 
American River College $ 10,192.11 $ 16,360.41 $ 20,682.99 $ 24,871.96 s 24,963.51 $ 29,823.64 $ 32,529.14 
Cosumnes River College $ 4,919.93 $ 39,787.40 $ 7,275.55 $ 7,805.60 $ 79,703.52 $ 31,698.60 $ 21,073.43 
Fol.som Lake College $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 1,107,929.20 $ 3,039.68 $ 3,390.95 
Sacramento Qty College $ 2,867.17 $ 11,460.46 $ 10,382.75 $ 12,514.55 $ 13,676.52 $ 15,381.94 $ 16,503.20 - f--

$ 19,655.33 $ 70,145.06 $ 40,727.76 $ 47,740.12 $ 1,229,836.18 $ 82,957.41 $ 76,855.52 $ 1,567,917.37 

Marin CCO $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
College of Marin $ 6,328.95 $ 8,319.10 $ 6,279.15 $ 6,689.31 $ 6,134.31 $ 8,623.62 $ 7,396.06 

$ 6,328.95 $ 8,319.10 $ 6,279.15 $ 6,689.31 $ 6,134.31 $ 8,623.62 $ 7,396.06 $ 49,770.49 

MercedCCD $ 96,369.45 $ 479.61 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
... ~ Merced College $ 93,531.03 $ 20,609.67 $ 23,141.03 $ 36,825.19 $ 45,099.21 $ 43,589.60 $ 46,244.24 

-

(i - $ 189,900.49 $ 21,089.28 $ 23,141.03 $ 36,825.19 $ 45,099.21 $ 43,589.60 $ 46,244.24 $ 405,889.03 

~ 
I -· 

MiraCosta CCD $ . $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
.... MiraCosta College $ 4,475.97 $ 7,197.83 $ 30,858.02 $ 15,185.89 $ 53,120.26 $ 71,094.70 $ 53,322.63 

$ 4,475.97 $ 7,197.83 $ 30,858.02 $ 15,185;89 $ 53,120.26 $ 71,094.70 $ 53,322.63 $ 235;255.30 

Monterey CCD $ - $ - $ . $ - $ . $ - $ -
Monterey Peninsula College $ 4,995.62 $ 7,797.53 $ 7,418.67 $ 13,562.26 $ 10,310.43 $ 11,389.60 $ 12,558.70 

$ 4,995.62 $ 7,797.53 $ 7,418.67 $ 13,562.26 $ 10,310.43 $ 11,389.60 $ 12,558.70 $ 68,032.80 

Mt. San Antonio CCD $ 14,546.17 $ 18,580.17 $ 19,429.67 $ 29,518.85 $ 27,925.56 $ 37,847.42 $ 38,030.37 
Mt. San Antonio College $ - $ - $ . $ - $ - $ - $ -

$ 14,546.17 $ 18,580.17 $ 19,429.67 $ 29,518.85 $ 27,925.56 $ 37,847.42 $ 38,030.37 $ 185,878.21 

North Orange cty CCD $ - $ - $ - $ - $ . $ - 1$ -
Cypress College $ 1,146.29 $ 13,146.71 $ 15,485.91 $ 25,016.80 $ 43,624.62 $ 28,653.40 $ 33,754.63 
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Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided cost Avoided Cost Avolde~ Grand Total For . D ~ 

( District I College 2001 2002 2003 2004 ZOOS 2006 2007 """Years r 
l.llndfi11 cost per ton $ 36:39 $ 36.17 $ . 36.83 $ . 38.42 $ 39.00 $ 46.00 $ -- 49.00 / 17 
Fulh>rtnn r,·" - - - ... .i:ou.57 __ . s 17,:Wl.I::> ~ ::>:>,"'+:>.DO "$' -S&,346:89- -+ --'58';599"'1& ·$---191;1tT.10 s 2;914.3Z 

I; 
1,426.85 $ 31,061.46 $ 70,831.57 $ 81,363.69 $ 102,223.80 $ 220,370.50 $ 36,668.95 $ 543,946.81 ... 

.. i 
Pillo Verde CCD - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Palo Verde College - ! $ 2,188.29 i $ 2,265.05 $ 1,085.37 $ 6,405.75 $ 5,014.00 $ 6,529.25 

$ :1 $ 2,188.29 $ 2,265.05 $ 1,085.37 $ 6,405.75 $ s,014.0~. $ 6,529.25 $ 23,487.70 _._, .. _ 

PalomarCCD $ 10,892.01 I $ 19,027.73 $ 12,101.97 $ 27,658.37 $ 60,461.47 $ 26,242.26 $ 30,766.86 
Palomar College 

1---
$ - 1$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 10,892.07 $ 19,027.73 $ 12,1~1.97 $ 27,658.37 $ 60,461.47 $ 26,242.26 $ 30,766.86 $ 187,150.73 

Pasadena CCD $ 5,775.09 $ 8,005.51 $ 13,507.40 $ 28,267.13 $ 29,476.67 $ 206,035.01 $ 23,677.93 
Pasadena City College $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

-........ $ 5,775.09 $ 8,005.51 $ 13,507.40 $ 28,267.13 $ 29,476.67 $ 206,035.01 $ 23,677.93 $ 314,744.74 __ , 
-· 

$ 1,893.19 $ 2,300.05 Is 2,145.35 $ 3,369.82 $ 1,857.57 $ 1,426.00 .$ E) Rancho Santiago CCD 1,567.36 ........,__;_ __ 

$ 1,183.04 : $ 14,755.19 . $ 12,746.86 $ 22,414.19 $ 28,720.81 $ $ Santa Ana College 28,541.62 31,082.66 
$ 3,076.23 $ 17,055.24 $ 14,892.21 $ 25,784.01 $ 30,578.38 $ 29,967.62 $ 32,650.02 $ 154,003.71 

Santiago Canyon College 

Redwoods CCD $ 786.02 $ 1,150.21 $ 2,781.25 $ 4,308.80 $ 4,621.11 $ 7,326.42 $ 14,085.05 
College of the Redwoods $ 42,561.02 $ 13,087.03 $ 10,123.50 $ 10,595.20 $ 8,517.17 $ 9,900.12 $ 20,711.81 

$ 43,347.04 $ 14,237.24 $ 12,904.75 $ 14,904.00 $ 13,138.28 $ 17,226.54 $ 34,796.86 $ 150,554.71 

San Bernardino CCD $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
22,434.44 I $ $ $ $ $ $ 

-
Crafton Hills College $ 23,394.76 24,270.97 25,464.78 25,454.91 18,739.02 29,902.25 
San Bernardino Valley College '$ 13,908.26 $ 19,076.06 $ 35,538.74 $ 18,776.62 $ 241,390.11 $ 344,128.30 $ 990,051.37 

:s 36,342,69 I $ 42,470.81 $ 59,809.71 $ 44,241.40 i $ 266,845.02 . $ 362,867.32 $ 11019,953.62 $ 1,832,530.58 

'--·· 
l 

~ Joaquin Delta CCD I$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
San Joaquin Delta College I$ 16,534.09 $ 11,376.15 $ 21,616.78 $ 24,257.00 $ .. 32,345.00 $ 28,926.36 $ 33,623.31 

1-----·-

l~ 16,534.09 $ 11,376.15 $ .~1,616,78 I $ 24,257.00 $ 32,345.00 $ 28,926.36 $ 33,623.31 $ 168,678.70 .. t---.. -I i i i -
Is $ $ Is $ $ $ 

---
San Jose CCO - - - - - -

- - ·-----·· 
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~ 
Awlded eon • ......, Coot Awldod eon Avoldod eo" • ....,.., eo.t •wld•d eo.t . ~ """" '°""" ~ 

District I College 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 ~II Years 

\... Landfill cost per ton $ 36.39 $ 36.17 .:; 36.83 $ 38.42 $ 39.00 $ 46.00 $ 49.00 ) • 7 
Evergreen va11ey 1...ollege ~ 9,446.84 $ 31,721.81 $ 28,128.99 -S-~191.29 $ 34,14836 r 3ll,656:os s- - 3o,mi~:86 
San Jose City College $ 10,041 .. 82 $ 16,153.16 $ 8,399.93 $ 19,877.85 $ 10,347.64 $ 166,758.97 $ 16,725.42 

$ 19,488.66 $ 47,874.97 $ 36,528.91 $ 49,069.14 $ 44,496.00 $ 201,415.05 $ 47,531.27 $ 446,404.01 

San Luis Obispo CCD $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - . $ - $ -
Cuesta College $ 14,154.84 $ 13,404.96 $ 16,676.26 $ 13,242.22 $ 14,828.00 $ 17,394.90 $ 23,889.46 

$ 14,154.84 $ 13,404.96 $ 16,676.26 $ ll,242.22 $ 14,828.00 $ 17,394.90 $ 23,889.46 $ 113,590.63 

San Mateo Co CCD $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
College of San Mateo $ 6,096.78 $ 17,866.89 $ 21,602.38 $ 139,365.09 $ 19,560.84 $ 29,220.67 $ 22,601.25 
Skyline College $ 13,068.09 $ 10,780.47 $ 10,726.37 $ 12,508.13 $ 12,074.40 $ 57,144.47 $ 49,543.02 

$ 19,164.87 $ 28,647.36 $ 32,328.75 $ 151,873.22 $ 31,635.24 $ 86,365.14 $ 72,144.27 $ 422,158.85 

Santa Clarita CCO $ 10,471.22 ' $ 11,556.32 $ 16,774.22 $ 17,932.54 $ 19,513.65 $ 25,042.40 $ 29,694.00 
College of the canyons $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -t-::: $ 10,471.22 $ 11,556.32 $ 16,774.22 $ 17,932.54 $ 19,513.65 $ 25,042.40 $ 29,694.00 $ 130,984.35 

..J I 
~ Santa Monica CCD $ 994,431.35 $ 97,145.39 $ 217,496.99 $ 346,715.14 $ 290,473.17 $ 488,949.64 $ 327,850.18 - $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 

.. 
Santa Monica College - - - - - - -

$ 994,431.35 $ 97,145.39 $ 217,496.99 i $ 346,715.14 $ 290,473.17 $ 488,949.64 $ 327,850.18 $ 2,763,061.86 

Shasta Tehama CCD $ 5,074.95 $ 17,259.96 $ 7,966.70 $ 57,606.60 $ 15,253.68 $ 19,997.86 $ 18,083.25 
Shasta College $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

$ 5,074.95 $ 17,259.96 $ 7,966.70 $ 57,606.60 $ 15,253.68 $ 19,997.86 $ 18,083.25 $ 141,243.0ci 

Sierra Joint CCD $ 7,441.76 $ 10,422.39 $ 14,958.87 $ 20,504.75 $ 21,989.37 $ 26,471.16 $ 28,738.50 
Sierra College $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - .$ . $ . 

$ 7,441.76 $ 10,422.39 $ 14,958.87 $ 20,504.75 $ 21,989.37 $ 26,471.16 $ 28,738.50 $ 130,526.80 

Siskiyou CCD $ - $ - $ . $ . $ - $ . $ -
College of the Slsklyous $ 7,202.67 $ 17,743.56 $ 5,516.40 $ 17,513.37 $ 15,415.53 $ 16,526.42 $ 16,452.24 

$ 7,202.67 $ 17,743.56 $ 5,516.40 $ 17,513.37 $ 15,415.53 $ 16,526.42 $ 16,452.24 $ 96,370.19 

i 

Solano Co CCD i$ - $ - $ - $ . $ - $ - $ -
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-·· 

-c A""ldod Wt Avoldod (Mt A>•oldod °"' Avoldod Coot A""ldod Coot Awld•d Cmt Awldod Co•t'> G~od Tot31 '°' ~ 
District I College 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 '4,11 Years 

landflll cost per ton $ 36.39 $ 36.17 _t - _36.83 $ . 38.42 $ 39.00 $ 46.00 $ 49.00 1-
Solano Community College s 27,769.21 s 149,566.57 s 30,519.92 s 35,637.85 s 32,687.30 s 35,202.42 s 38,327.75 IJ 

$ 27,769.21 $ 149,~6~.57 $ 30,519.92 $ 35,637.85 $ 32,687.30 $ 35,202.42 $ . 38,327.75 §___ 349,711.02 

" - --1-"-·- -
$ $ $ State Center CCD $ . $ . - - . $ - $ ___ :_.J 

---~---

Fresno City College $ 14,495.59 $ 11,320.12 $ 12,458.48 $ 14,579.24 I $ 14,660.49 I $ 17,456.54 $ 16,964.78 I 
Reedley College $ 13,227.77 $ 14,757.36 $ 14,818.92 $ 24,158.88 $ 25,174.50 $ 29,237.60 $ 28,748.30 

$ 27,723;36 $ 26,077.48 $ 27,277.40 $ 38,738.12 I $ 39,834.99 $ 46,694.14 $ 45,713.08 $ 252,058.5I_ 

--
Victor Valley CCD $ 13,133.51 $ 12,673.06 $ 13,159.36 $ 23,109.63 $ 19,132.62 $ 80,315.54 $ 21,930.15 
-victor Valley College $ . $ - $ . $ . $ - $ . $ -

$ 13,133.51 $ 12,673.06 $ 13,159.36 $ 23,109.63 $ 19,132.62 $ 80,315.54 $ 21,930.15 $ 183,453.87 

8 West Kern CCD $ 2,893.01 $ 3,012.96 $ 3,237.36 $ 3,638.37 $ 3,613.35 $ 14,408.58 $ 9,604.00 
Taft College $ . $ . $ . $ - $ - $ - $ -

I$ 2,893.01 $ 3,012.96 $ 3,237.36 $ 3,638.37 $ 3,613.35 $ 14,408.58 $ 9,604.00 $ 40,407.63 
l 

West Valley-Mission CCD $ - IS . $ . $ . $ - $ - $ -
Mission College $ 10,653.17 l $ 7,476.34 $ 15,092.57 $ 16,286.24 $ 15,892.50 $ 17,504.38 $ 19,429.48 

$ 10,653.17 $ 7,476.34 $ 15,092.57 $ 16,286.24 $ 15,892.50 $ 17,504.38 $ 19,429.48 $ 102,334.68 

Yosemite CCD $ 68,733.80 $ 71,285.64 $ 76,429.62 I $ 57,126.31 $ 37,918.14 $ 137,038.60 $ 43,932.42 
West Valley College $ 10,931.92 $ 14,945.44 $ 23,601.77 $ 24,700.22 $ 20,920.38 $ 19,562.88 $ 193,402.02 

$ 79,665.72 $ 86,231.09 $ 100,031.38 $ 81,826.53 $ 58,838.52 $ 156,601.48 $ 237,334.44 $ 800,529.16 

Columbia College CCD $ - $ - .$ - $ - $ - $ - $ . 
Modesto Junior College $ - $ - $ . $ . $ . $ . $ -

$ - $ . $ . $ - $ . $ . $ - $ --

Yuba CCD $ 18,2~2.31 $ 18,373.49 $ 15,238.08 $ 21,656.36 $ 162,123.39 $ 42,854.89 i $ 37,483.58 
Yuba College $ - $ . $ - $ . $ . 1$ . $ -- ·-

$ $ $ $ 42,854.89 I s j$ 18,242.3! $ 18,373.49 15,238.08 21,656.36 162,123.39 37,483.58 $ 315,972.09 -
1---_ ... 
i 

- I \ . - I -----

-- --
$ 2,335,292. 73 $ 1,480,541.11 . -fi,392,454.20 s 2,103,013.79fs· 4,146,421.15 I s 3,723,284.so 

1 ·s 3,411,1n.20 i s 18,652,184.99 GRAND TOTAL 

.. 
- --------

----
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District I College -
Total Estimated Available ~otal Estlmat.;d AvaUabla Total Estimated Avellable Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total htlmated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available 
Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total 
Materlals / College 2001 Mater~•/ CoHoge 2002 Materials/ Colleae 2003 Materials I College 2004 Materials I Colleae 2005 Materlals I Colleae 2008 Material•/ Collea• 2007 Materials I College for all 

Allan Hancock CCD $ 7,062.63 $ 11,412.03 s 5,880.88 $ 10,759:31 $ 12,127.03 $ 10,984.94 $ 17,070.09 $ 75,296.98 - --Allan Hancock Colleae $ $ $ - s $ - s $ $ -
~-··-

$ 7,062.63 $ 11,412.03 $ 5,880.88 $ 10,759.37 $ 12,127.03 $ 10,984.94 $ 17,070.09 $ 75,296.98 

$ s $ - s - $ - $ $ $ -Butte CCD $ . $ . $ - $ . $ $ - $ $ 
Butte College $ 3,023.82 $ 3,313.43 s 5,827.23 $ 6,900.65 s 11,570.18 s 11,588.36 $ 17,540.28 s 59,763.96 

$ 3,021.82 $ 3,313.43 $ 5,827.23 $ 6,900.65 $ 11,570.18 $ 11,588.36 $ 17,540.28 $ 59,763.96 

$ $ - $ $ $ $ $ . $ 
CabrllloCCD $ - s . s s $ - $ $ - $ 
cabrtllo College $ 6,684.69 $ 8,701.65 $ 7,014.79 $ 8,190.85 $ 6,295.25 $ 8,137.06 $ 13,612.27 $ 58,636.56 

$ 6,684'.69 $ 8,701.65 $ 7,014.79 $ 8,190.85 $ 6,295.25 $ 8,137.06 $ 13,612.27 $ 58,636.56 

$ - $ - $ $ $ - s $ $ 
Chabot-la$ Poslta• CCD $ $ - $ ·- $ - $ $ $ s· 
Chabot College $ 5,087.37 $ 7,479.29 $ 8,299.46 $ 4,440.79 $ 4,343.06 $ 5,439.09 $ 20,058.18 $ 55,147.23 

Las Posltas College $ 1,953.45 $ 2,046.69 $ 2,171.76 $ 646.65 $ 1,748.27 $ 2,294.69 $ 3,320.36 $ 14,181.87 

$ 7,040.82 $ 9,525.97 $ 10,471.23 $ 5,087.44 $ 6,091.32 $ 7,733.78 $ 23,378.54 $ -
$ $ . $ $ - $ - $ $ $ 

atrusCCD $ $ $ - $ - $ $ $ $ 
atrus College $ 1,910.73 $ 3,004.91 $ 2,776.59 $ 4,304.69 $ 3,357.02 $ 13,546.48. $ 17,281.37 $ 46,181.79 

$ 1,910.73 $ 3,004.91 $ 2,776.59 $ 4,304.69 $ 3,357.02 $ 13,546A8 $ 17,281.37 $ 46,181.79 

$ - $ $ - s $ s - $ $ -
CoastCCD $ 742.87 $ 1,263.62 s 1,318.97 $ 1,941.99 $ 2,657.46 $ 8SS.47 $ 1,473,86 $ 10,254.25 

coastline Community College $ 294.98 $ 506.02 $ 718.91 $ 660.08 s 2,267.19 $ 1,643.03 $ 3,595.39 $ 9,685.60 
Go1aen west couege :; 2,5!lll.llb :> 3,.,.,...11::1 ~ 4,895 • .u 5 H,/04.43 :; 10,lHl.55 5 8,083.98 :; 13,uo~.76 5 50,526.62 
Orange coast College $ 16,992.27 $ 12,549.77 $ 16,713.32 $ 21,188.47 $ 19,785.02 s 25,603.69 $ 54,369.79 $ 167,202.32 

$ 20,620.99 $ 17,324.24 $ 23,646.42 $ 32,494.97 $ 34,891.21 $ 36,186.16 $ 72,504.81 $ 237,668.80 

$ - $ $ • $ . $ - s - $ - $ 
Sequoias Ceo $ $ $ . $ $ $ $ - s 

eoHege of the Sequoias $ 5,128.85 $ 6,711.29 $ 8,182.90 $ 10,183.76 $ 11,968.69 $ 14,360.01 $ 22,895,~ $ 79,430.78 

$ 5,128.85 $ 6,711.29 $ 8,182.90 $ 10,183.76 $ 11,968.69 $ 14,360.01 $ 22,895.28 $ 79,430.78 

s - $ . $ - s $ - $ $ - $ 

Contra COsta CCD $ 1,026.27 $ 1,088.23 $ 1,337.46 s 1,734.27 $ 2,304.04 $ 1,770.52 $ 1,491.41 $ 10,752.20 

contra Costa College $ 4,344.51 $ 5,930.25 $ 6,831.49 $ 9,271.61 $ 9,816.57 $ 6,401.14 s 22,010.10 s 64,605.67 

Dlablo Valley College $ 2,282.02 $ 4,169.38 $ 4,726.35 $ 6,732.82 $ 9,046.73 s 8,209.67 $ 10,826.50 $ 45,993.47 

Los Medanos College $ 5,217.60 $ 5,692.94 $ 6,460.48 $ 8,784.35 $ 10,346.26 $ 6,S92.04 $ 6,639.41 $ 49,733.08 

$ 12,870.41 $ 16,880.79 $ 19,355.78 $ 26,523.0S $ 31,S13.60 $ 22,973.36 $ 40,967.42 $ 171,084.41 

$ . $ $ $ s - $ $ $ 
El Camino CCO $ - $ $ - $ s $ - $ $ 

ti Camino College s 2,170.92 $ 3,383.13 $ 2,392.30 $ 3,983.50 $ 9,858.40 $ 8,393.22 $ 15,127.21 $ 45,308.68 

COmpton Community 
Educational Center $ $ 3,115.24 $ 1,010.00 $ $ 3,787.Sl $ 1,737.89 $ 753.44 $ 10,404.08 
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District /College ----
Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Avallabl• Total Estimated Avali.able Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available 
Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Totcil Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total 
Materials / College 2001 Materials/ College 2002 Materials I College 2003 Materials I College 2004 Materials / College 2005 Materials I College 2006 Materials/ College 2007 Materials I College for all 

-·· 
$ 2,170.92 $ 6,498.37 $ 3,402.30 $ 3,983.50 $ 13,645.92 $ . 10,131.11 $ 15,880.65 $ . -55,712.76 

-·- -· ---$ $ . $ $ $ $ $ $ --· .. 
·~··-- -· -·· 

Foothlll·DeAnra CCD $ . $ - $ - s $ $ $ s 
DeAnza College $ 7,843.06 $ 7,694~99 $ 11,661.38 $ 17,909.13 $ 13,802.10 $ 15,483.93 $ 25,990.52 $ 100,385.11 

Foothill College - $ 6,457.09 $ 13,650.92 $ 14,975.62 $ 
··---~ 

17,588.19 $ 27,349.27 $ 26,172.76 $ 44,300.19 $ 150,494.04 
-

$ 14,300.15 $ 21,345.91 $ 26,637.00 $ 35,497.32 $ 41,151.37 $ 41,656.69 $ 70,290.71 $ 250,879.14 
···-

$ $ - $ . $ - $ $ - $ $ 
Gavllan Joint CCD $ 1,487.42 $ 4,286.32 $ 9,508.19 -$ 11,167.87 $ 11;004.42 $ 14,730.39 $ 19,228.63 $ 71,413.24 

-
Gavilan College $ $ - $ $ $ $ $ $ . 

$ l,487A2 $ 4,286.32 $ 9,508.19 $ 11,167.87 $ 11,004.42 $ 14,730.39 $ 19,228.63 $ 71,413.24 

$ $ . $ $ $ - $ s $ 
Glendale CCD $ . $ . $ $ $ $ $ $ -
Glendale Community College $ 4,251.68 $ 2,615.50 $ 1,714.37 $ 3,573.50 $ 3,397.19 $ 1,992.43 $ 4,081.15 $ 21,625.82 

® 
$ 4,251.68 $ 2,615.50 $ 1,714.37 $ 3,573.50 $ 3,397.19 $ 1,992A3 $ 4,081.15 $ 21,625.82 

$ $ - $ - $ $ $ $ s 
Grosimont-tuyamac.o cco $ $ - $ s $ $ s $ 
Cuyamaca College $ 550.53 $ 1,455.20 s 1,012.79 s 1,587.54 $ 730.52 s 652.18 $ 4,913.85 $ 10,902.61 

Grossmont College $ 4,976.27 $ 5,353.08 $ 5,150.20 $ 5,994.47 $ 6,197.52 $ 8,755.47 $ 13,496.23 s 49,923.25 

$ S,526.80 $ 6,808.29 $ 6,163.00 $ 7,582.01 $ 6,928.05 $ 9,407.65 $ 18,410.09 $ 60,825.86 

$ - $ $ $ . $ $ $ $ . 
Hartnell CCO $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 
Hartnell Community College s -

4,024.22 $ 4,629.29 $ 5,648.11 $ - 6,381.46 $ 9,233.78 s 10,510.42 $ 13,728.49 $ 54,155.77 

$ 4,024.22 $ 4,629.29 $ 5,648.11 $ 6,381.46 $ 9,233:78 $ 10,510.42 $ 13,728.49 $ 54,155.77 

$ $ . $ - s $ $ $ $ . 
Lassen CCD $ $ $ $ s $ $ $ 
~sen College $ 2,726.17 $ 1,931.85 $ 1,500.00 $ 2,629.35 $ 2,163.70 $ 4,023.76 $ 8,568.92 $ 23,543.75 

$ 2,726.17 $ 1,931.85 $ 1,500.00 $ 2,629.35 $ 2,163.70 $ 4,023.76 $ 8,568.92 $ 23,543.75 - s $ - $ $ s - $ $ $ 
Long Beath CCD $ $ - $ $ $ - $ - $ $ 

Long Beach City College $ 2,369.83 $ 1,540.45 $ 5,271.45 $ 6,517.66 $ 1,807.42 $ 3,510.33 $ 3,745.42 $ 24,762.56 

$ 2,369.83 $ 1,540.45 $ 5,271.45 $ 6,517.66 $ 1,807.42 $ 3,510.33 $ 3,745A2 $ 24,762.56 

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ -
Los RlosCCD $ 570.11 $ 1,140.59 $ 1,951.34 s 2,932.98 s 3,055.31 $ 309.62 $ 850.07 s 10,810.02 

American River College $ 17,955.75 $ 36,523.96 $ 40,950.75 $ 55,630.70 $ 64,384.00 $ 64,943.62 $ 69,002.43 $ 349,391.21 

Cosumnes River College $ 3,020.27 $ 4,165.53 $ 2,273.05 $ 8,415.41 $ 5,251.28 $ 5,296.95 $ ll,033.52 . $ 39,456.02 
---·· 

Folsom lake College $ $ $ " $ $ 1,144.04 $ 856.50 $ 1,174.86 $ 3,175.40 

Sacramento City College $ 2,119.41 $ 2,553.28 $ - $ 1,197.11 $ . s $ $ 5,869.80 

$ 23,665.54 $ 44,383.36 $ 45,175.14 $ 68,176.20 $ 73,834.63 $ 71,406.69 $ 82,060.88 $ 408,702.45-

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ . $ 
MarlnCCD $ $ - $ $ $ $ $ $ 
College of Marin 

--·-
$ 7,302.27 $ 2,149.52 $ 3,770.94 $ 4,866.84 $ 4,805.04 $ 

... 
8,083.56 $ 12,441.08 $ 43,419.26 
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District I College 
Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Avallable Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available 
Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Rew.nue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total 
Materials / College 2001 Materials I COiiege 2002 Materials I College 2003 Materials / Collea• 2004 Materials /College 2005 Materials I eou.ae 2006 Materlels I Colleae 2007 Materials I Coll- for all -
$ 7,302.27 $ 2,149.52 $ 3,770.94 $ 4,866.84 $ 4,805.04 $ 8,083.56 $ 12,441.08 $ 43A19.26 

$ $ - $ - $ - $ - $ f" - $ ---
MercedCCD $ 10,288.44 $ 77.29 $ .- $ $ $ $. - $ 10,365.73 .. 
Merced College $ 10,288.44 $ S,460.96 $" 5,273.23 $ S,497.08 $ 5,467.81 $ 7,001.13 $ 17,698.SS $ 56,687.20 

$ 20,576.88 $ 5,538.25 $ S,273.23 $ 5A97.08 $ 5A67.81 $ 7,001.13 $ 17,698.55 $ 67,052.93 

$ $ - $ - $ $ $ $ $ 
MlraCosta CCD $ . $ - $ $ $ $ $ . $ 
MlraCosta College $ 3,071.89 $ 3,598.09 $ 7,543.43 $ 1,320.00 $ 2,774.87 $ 6,059.02 $ 9,240.07 $ 33,607.38 

$ 3,071.89 $ 3,598.09 $ 7,543.43 $ 1,320.00 $ 2,774.87 $ 6,059.02 $ 9,240.07 $ 33,607.38 

$ $ . $ . $ . $ $ $ . $ 
MonterayCCD $ $ $ . $ $ - $ $ . - $ 

~v 
Monterey Peninsula College $ 7,933.25 $ 10,984.90 $ 12,776.14 $ 14,497.10 $ 14,732.70 $ 18,244.34 $ 27,144.15 $ 106,312.56 ·--

$ 7,933.25 $ 10,984.90 $ 12,776.14 $ 14,497;10 $ 14,732.70 $ 18,244.34 $ 27,144.15 $ 106,312.56 

$ . $ $ • $ . $ - $ $ . $ . 
Mt. San Antonio CCD $ 2,863.69 $ 5,368.64 $ 4,131.94 $ 4,73254 s 4,457.24 $ 2,876.44 $ 4,483.65 $ 28,914.14 

Mt;.san Antonio College $ . $ . $ $ $ s . $ $ ......... 
$ 2,863.69 $ 5,368.64 $ 4,131.94 $ 4,732.54 $ 4,457.24 $ 2,876.44 $ 4,483.65 $ - 28,914.14 

"--._/ $ $ $ $ $ $ . $ . s -
North Orange Cty CCD s • !S $ . . $ $ $ $ . $ . 
Cypress College $ 1,332.07 $ 18,697.34 $ 19,300.38 $ 6,322.71 $ 39.092.99 $ 5,695.06 $ 13,654.72 $ 104,095.27 

Fullerton College $ 346.49 $ 30,465.51 $ 39,238.36 $ 47,048.79 $ 52,108.81 $ 43,207.50 $ 72,248.76 $ 284,664.22 

$ 1,678.56 $ 49,162.85 $ 58,538.74 $ 53,371.49 $ 91,201.80 $ 48,902.55 $ 85,903.48 $ 388,759.48 

$ s . s - s . $ . $ - $ $ -
PaloVl!l'deCCD $ $ . $ $ . $ - $ $ $ 

Palo Verde College $ $ 1,299.26 $ 1,698.86 $ 1,536.85 $ 2,499.30 $ 3,014.29 $ 5,55L95 $ 15,600.50 

$ . $ 1,299.26 $ 1,698.86 $ 1,536.85 $ 2,499.30 $ 3,014.29 $ S,551.95 $ 15,600.SO 

$ . $ $ $ - $ - s $ $ .. 
PalomarCCD $ 7,897.72 $ 10,315.69 $ 8,601.18 $ 11,312.81 $ 10,151.94 $ U,518.48 $ 17,183.37 $ 76,981.20 

Palomar College $ . $ . $ $ $ $ $ $ . 
$ 7,897.72 $ 10,315.69 $ 8,60L18 $ 11,312.81 $ 10,151.94 $ 11,518.48 $ 17,183.37 $ . 76,981.20 

$ . $ $ $ . $ $ - $ $ 
Pasadena CCD $ 1,157.17 $ 3,969.83 $ 6,853.28 $ 3,561.55 $ 12,146.75 $ 6,933.48 $ 11,056.83 $ 45,678.89 

Pasadena Cty College $ - $ $ $ - $ .-- - $ . $ $ -
$ 1,157.17 $ 3,969.83 $ 6,853.28 $ 3,561.55 $ 12,146.75 $ 6,933.48 $ 11,056.83 $ 45,678.89 

$ $ $ $ - $ . $ - $ $ . 

Rancho Santiago CCD $ 186.25 $ 222.65 $ 697.88 $ 526.34 s 533.72 $ 836.64 $ 1,317.22 $ 4,320.70 

San.ta Ana College s 891.83 s 1,992.87 $ 934.74 $ 2,523.27 $ 4,386.03 $ 4,216.78 s 4,880.2.2 $ 19,825.75 
-·. 

$ 1,978.08 $ 2,215.52 $ 1,632.62 s 3,049.61 $ 4,919.76 $ 5,053.42 $ 6,197.45 $ 24,146.45 

$ . $ $ . $ $ $ $ s 
Santiago Canyon College 
Redwoods CCD $ 1,633.34 $ 2,586.21 $ s,n9.97 s 8,261.74 $ 7,339.16 $ 15,448.46 $ 33,467.86 $ 74,466.74 

.. 
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District I Coll•g• 
Total Estimated Avallable Total Estimated Avallable Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Avallable Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available 
Revenue for Total Revenue for Total . Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total 

Materials I ~!lege 2001 Materlals I College 2002 Materials/ College 2003 Materials I College 2004 Materials I College 2005 Materials / College 2006 Materlals I College 2007 Materials lCollege for all 

College of the Redwoods $ 4,972.39 $ 5,186.22 $ 5,809.84 $ 4,859.79 $ 4,588.37 $ 3,234.32 $ 11,435.33 $ 40,086.27 

$ 6,605.74 $ 7,772.43 $ --· 
11,539.81 $ 13,121.53 $ 11,927.53 $ 18,682.79 $ "44,903.19 $ 114,553.02 

T - $ $ $ $ $ $ $ -· - ·-San Bernardino CCD $ - $ - $ $ $ $ $ $ - ··-Crafton Hills College $ 1,923.05 $ 1,539.12 $ 1,904.95 $ 2,371.13 $ 2,219.52 $ 3,258.08 $ 7,226.46 $ 20,442.31 --
San Bernardino Valley College $ 1,155.83 $ 1,412.45 $ 1,842.64 $ 7,452.23 $ 6,816.74 $ 6,450.70 $ 12,932.94 $ 38,063.52 

$ 3,078.88 $ 2,951.57 $ 3,747.58 $ 9,823.36 $ 9,036.26 $ 9,708.78 $ _20,159.40 $ 58,505.83 

$ $ - $ $ $ $ $ - $ --San Joaquin Delta CCD $ - $ $ - $ $ - $ $ - $ 
-

San Joaquin Delta College $ 6,294.55 $ 5,086.25 $ 7,072.69 $ 13,796.60 $ 10,526.30 $ 9,095.57 $ 12,355.76 $ 64,227.73 

$ 6,294.55 $ 5,086.25 $ 7,072.69 $ 13,796.60 $ 10,526.30 $ 9,095.57 $ 12,355.76 $ 64,227.73 

$ $ - $ $ $ 
... - $ $ - $ 

SanJoseCCD $ - $ $ $ $ $ s $ -
Evergreen Valley College $ 3,963.82 $ 1,615.75 $ 1,787.70 $ 2,189.17 $ 900.68 $ 5,268.50 $ 4,226.24 $ 19,952.46 

San Jose City College $ 3,7n.54 $ 6,056.32 $ 4,735.22 $ 5,141.86 $ 5,647.84 $ 6,861.17 $ 9,358.09 $ 41,578.03 

$ 7,741.36 $ 7,672.07 $ 6,522.92 $ 7,331.02 $ 6,548.52 $ 12,129.66 $ 13,584.93 $ 61,530.49 

$ $ $ - $ - $ - $ - $ $ 
San Luis Obispo CCD $ $ - $ - $ $ $ - $ $ 
Cuesta College $ 9,032.93 $ 4,414.67 $ 2,854.50 $ 5,267.54 $ 6,097.33 $ 5,142.54 $ 11,093.21 $ 43,902.72 

$ 9,032.93 $ 4,414.67 $ 2,854.50 $ 5,267.54 $ 6,097.33 $ 5,142.54 $ 11,093.21 $ 43,902.72 --s - $ - $ - $ s $ $ - $ ·-San Mateo Co CCD $ - $ - $ - $ $ $ $ $ 
College of.San Mateo $ 4,465.86 $ 19,230.20 $ 15,890.63 $ 13,691.14 $ 11,581.45 $ 6,933.74 $ 7,911.47 $ 79,704.48 

Skyline College $ 6,964.18 $ 5,595.11 $ 6,047.22 $ 8,523.45 $ 8,397.91 $ 10,185.64 $ 13,880.56 $ 59,594.09 

$ 11,430.04 $ 24,825.31 $ 21,937.85 $ 22,214.59 $ 19,979.36 $ 17,119.38 $ 21,792.03 $ 139,298.57 

$ - $ $ $ $ - $ $ $ 
Santa Clarita CCD s 2,030.31 $ 3,415.41 $ 8,204.31 $ 10,816.27 $ 11,759.19 $ 15,133.25 $ 22,415.34 $ 73,774.09 

College of the Canyons $ $ $ $ $ - $ $ $ -
$ 2,030.31 $ 3,415.41 $ 8,204.31 $ 10,816.27 $ 11,759.19 $ 15,133.25 $ 22,415.34 $ 73,n4.09 

-
$ - $ $ - $ $ $ - $ $ 

Santa Monica CCD $ 8,804.71 $ 12,628.67 $ 12.866.13 $ 11,045.91 $ 22,883.45 $ 13,431.34 $ 22,553.92 $ 104,214.14 

Santa Monica College $ ' . $ $ $ $ s $ $ 
$ 

.. 
8,804.71 $ 12,628.67 $ 12,866.n $ 11,045.91 $ 22,883.45 $ 13,431.34 $ -

22,553.92 . $ 104,214.14 --
$ $ $ - $ $ - $ $ $ 

Shasta Tehama CCD $ 3,057.30 $ 4,391.20 $ 7,300.98 $ 9,377.74 $ 9,949.66 $ 9,23i.54 $ 15,158.23 $ 58,472.65 

Shasta College $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ -
$ 3,057.30 $ 4,391.20 $ 7,300.98 $ ·- 9,237.54 $ 15,158.H $ 9,3n.14 s 9,949.66 $ 58,472.65 

-· 
$ $ $ $ s - $ $ $ ·-Sierra Joint CCD $ 2,864.14 $ s,n9.17 $ . 6,730.28 $ 13,015.52 $ 17,831.29 $ 20,930.78 $ 35,535.63 $ 102,686.82 

Sierra College $ - $ $ $ $ $ - $ $ 
$ 2,864.14 $ S,779.17 $ 6,730.28 $ 13,015.52 $ 17,831.29 $ 20,930.78 $ 35,535.63 $ 102,686.82 
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District I College 
Total Estimated Avallable TDtal Estimated Avallabla Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Avallable TDtal Estimated Available Total Estlmatad Available Total Estimated Avallabla Total Estimated Available 
Revenue for Total Revenue for TDtal Revenue for Total Revenue for TDtal Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total 
Materlels I College 2001 Materlals I Coll- 2002 Metertals I Col ..... 2003 Matarlals / College 2004 Malarlals / College 2005 Matarlals I CoUelll! 200& Materials I Collep 2007 Materials/ College for all 
$ $ $ . $ $ $ - $ $ . -Siskiyou CCD $ $ $ - $ - $ $ $ $ 

College of the Siskiyous $ 1,039.18 $ 1,131.51 $ 805.21 $ 2,004.89 $ 1,790.70 $ 1,333.28 $ 1,706.58 $ 9,861.34 

$ 1,089.18 $ 1,131.51 $ 805.21 $ 2,004.89 $ 1,790.70 $ 1,333.28 $ 1,706.58 $ 9,861.34 

$ $ $ . $ $ $ . $ $ 
Solano Co CCD $ 550.00 $ 200.00 $ 50.00 $ 90.00 $ 100.00 $ 210.73 $ 363.56 $ 1,564.29 
Solano community College $ $ 4,658.01 $ 3,287.78 $ 3,861.56 $ 3,992.20 $ 4,982.88 $ 9,433.98 $ 30,216.42 

$ 550.00 $ 4,858.01 $ 3,337.78 $ 3,951.56 $ 4,092.20 $ 5,193.61 $ 9,797.54 $ 31,780.71 

$ $ $ $ $ - $ $ $ 
State Center CCD $ $ $ . $ $ $ $ - $ . 

Fre.sno City C~llege $ 3,417.69 $ 5,614.45 $ 7,129.42 $ 10,995.57 $ 10,359.16 $ 13,848.57 $ 11,908.84 $ 63,273.70 
Reedley College $ 4,577.68 s 6,352.98 $ 5,564.95 $ 8,186.92 $ 7,681.74 $ 8,581.58 $ 14,168.35 $ 55,114.20 

$ 7,995.37 $ 11,967.43 $ 12,694.37 $ 19,182.49 $ 18,040.90 $ 22,430-15 $ 26,077.19 $ 118,387.90 

$ $ ·- $ - $ . $ $ $ . $ . 
Victor Valley CCD $ 10,233.98 $ 8,637.50 $ 7,274.75 $ 7,815.49 $ 6,164.33 $ 5,743.41 $ 6,365.21 $ 52,234.66 
Vktor Valley College $ $ . $ - $ - $ $ . $ . $ 

$ 10,233.98 $ 8,637.50 :s 7,274.75 $ 7,815.49 $ 6,164.33 $ 5,743.41 $ 6,365.21 $ 52,234.66 

$ $ - $ $ $ . $ $ $-
West Kern CCD $ 711.42 $ 785.95 $ 78US $ 2,095.40 s 792.93 $ 833.0S $ 2,396.87 $ 8,403.97 
Taft College $ . $ $ $ $ - $ $ $ 

$ 711.42 $ 785.95 $ 788.35 $ 2,095.40 $ 792.93 $ 833.05 $ 2,396.87 $ 8,403.97 

$ $ $ $ - $ $ $ $ 
West valley-Mission CCD $ $ $ $ $ -

$ 
··-· 

$ $ - -
Mission College $ 2,107.50 $ 1,114.07 $ 2,628.94 $ 3,878.83 $ S,294.93 $ 5,299.13 $ 8,326.30 $ 28,649.69 

$ 2,107.50 $ 1,114.07 $ 2,628.94 $ 3,878.83 $ 5,294.93 $ 5,299.U $ 8,32UO· $ 28,649.69 
$ $ $ . $ . $ $ $ $ 

Yosemite CCD $ 23,754.95 $ 3,416.93 $ 4,926.50 $ 6,904.32 $ 5,201.11 $ 5,377.18 $ 9,039.78 $ 58,620.n -West Valley College $ 5,219.92 $ 5,249.76 $ 8,689.71 $ 11,014.13 s 8,353.95 $ 8,279.49 $ 15,489.26 $ 62,296.22 

$ 28,974.87 $ 8,666.70 $ 13,616.21 $ 17,918.45 $ 13,555.06 $ 13,656.67 $ 24,529.04 $ 120,916.99 
$ $ $ . $ . $ . $ $ $ 

Columbia College CCD $ $ $ . $ . $ $ . $ $ . 
Modesto Junior College $ $ $ . $ $ $ $ s . 

$ $ $ . $ - $ . $ $ ' $ -- -
s $ $ - $ - $ - $ $ $ 

VubaCCD $ 4,106.28 $ 5,901.76 $ 9,730.94 $ 22,926.11 $ 31,641.73 $ 27,261.09 $ 4,414.26 $ 105,982.18 
Yuba College $ . $ $ - $ - $ $ $ $ 

$ 4,106.28 $ S,901.76 $ 9,7il0.94 $ 22,926.11 $ 31,641.73 $ 27,261.09 $ 4,414.26 $ 105,982.18 

··-
GRAND TOTAL $ 295,133. 74 $ 387,515.88 $ 438,649.37 $ 549,282.80 $ 642,049.66 $ 622,928.35 $ 961,310.21 $ 3,827,540.90 
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RE: Rancho Santiago CCD IWM Audit Questions 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 
3:14 PM 

From Kustic. Debra 

f TC:_____ Kurokawa, Lisa ....................... -... -......................................................................................................................... . 

l~~-nt Wednesday, April 04, 2012 9:21 AM 

Hi Lisa, 

See the highlighted part of the e-mail below for the 2008 and 2009. We are not able to get the 2011 
data at this time - it has not yet been compiled. We can check later with the external organization that 
does track that info, but they are a private entity, so we never know for sure if they will continue to be 
willing to provide it to us. 

I am out of the office next week, so let's try to connect the week of April 16th. 

Debra 

From: Kustic, Debra ~ 
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2012 2:26 PM 
To: 'Martin, Alexandra L.' -
Cc: Kurokawa, Lisa 
Subject: RE: Rancho Santiago CCD IWM Audit Questions 

Hi, 

I was able to get answers for your questions related to Rancho Santiago CCD. 

There are 3 landfills on Orange County - Bowerman, Prims Desecha, and Olinda Alpha. All three have 
the same rates, and it was $22/ton for haulers that hold franchise agreements from 1997-2010. The 
County entered in a long term contract with cities, franchised waste haulers, and sanitary districts in 
1997 in order to maintain a stable customer base. 

Since 2010, we believe the franchised hauler rate remained about the same, but the County added a 
large surcharge to waste hauled by independent haulers - their rate is around $55/ton. The difference 
between the true landfill rate and this added surcharge is given to cities and public entities as grants. 
The surcharge is supposed to make MRF processing a more appealing option versus bringing the 
material directly to the landfill. 

Here are the disposal numbers for the two colleges in the district (in total tons and 
pounds/person/day). This is useful in seeing the disposal trend over time. The data only goes through 
2010 as they have not yet submitted their annual report with 2011- that reporting period is now open 
and reports are due by May l5t. 

Santa Ana College 

Year Disposal in Tons Lbs/person/day Disposed 
-~~~ -----------] 
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2001 32.5 0.2 

2002 512.7 2.8 
-------!------·· .. ··------ ----.. ·--·--·-...... --·-----.. --............ _ .. 
2003 469 2.4 

2004 579 3.0 

2005 727.4 4.0 
f----+-----·--·---·--.. ····----"-"'"' ................. ___ , ___ ,,, ........... _________ ,_, ___ ........................ . 

2006 378.9 2.0 

2007 284.2 1.5 
f----+---·--~--·--·-----·-.... ----~--·-·---------·----; 
2008 311 2.1 

2009 312.2 2.2 

2010 331 3.2 

Santiago Canyon College 

Year Disposal in Tons Lbs/person/day Disposed 
-----.. ··--···-·----····· .. ___ ,,_._ ·---.. ·····--·-· .. ··--"-"'-·-·- "··-····--·--·-----

2001 105.3 3.0 

2002 98.9 2.6 

2003 87.8 1.7 

2004 100.3 1.8 
-- .. ------·----·---·-·---·-------

2005 97.8 1.7 

;2cot - 1>' Lf-'/S / "trXl 

,9co8 - 1' '51 /-tul 
2006 114.5 1.9 

2007 227.4 3.1 

2008 114.6 1.6 

2009 109.3 1.6 
r-----------·-·- -···---.. ·------·---·------
2010 114.1 1.5 

Let me know if you have questions on that info. 

Regarding the statewide average landfill disposal fee: 

The numbers we provided to you for 2001-2004 were before my tenure - but as far as I am aware, they 
were the most accurate information available to us for those years. 

:l1~~;"1 as;was the cas~ ~J.l~]::.~::,few 6·f th' audits afre~~~l;:\M~T~an also trytp 
I .it:ular area. I k " 'ttat'i~ prefer · 

on loca . have that~ 
;q;~.~uf~.r~+=i11c;ho San ·as:stG~!/>~;,Jt vRu ha~~fii1 

19,01<.1r1te. 
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Regards, 

Debra Xustic 
CalRICyCIB~ 
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery 
debra.kustic@calrecycle.ca.gov 
Phone: 916-341-6207 
Fax: 916-319-8112 · 

General Page 3 
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1 
Integrated Waste Management, 14-0007-I-07 

Draft Proposed Decision 

Hearing Date: January 26, 2018 
J:\MANDATES\IRC\2014\0007 (Integrated Waste Management)\14-0007-I-07\IRC\DraftPD.docx 
 

ITEM _ 
INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM 

DRAFT PROPOSED DECISION 
Public Resources Code Sections 40148, 40196.3, 42920-42928; Public Contract Code Sections 
12167 and 12167.1; Statutes 1992, Chapter 1116 (AB 3521); Statutes 1999, Chapter 764 (AB 

75); State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan (February 2000) 

Integrated Waste Management 
Fiscal Years 2000-2001, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, 2005-2006, 2006-2007, and 2007-2008 

14-0007-I-07 
El Camino Community College District, Claimant 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Overview 
This Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) addresses reductions by the State Controller’s Office 
(Controller) to reimbursement claims of the El Camino Community College District (claimant) 
for fiscal years 2000-2001 and 2003-2004 through 2007-2008 (the audit period) under the 
Integrated Waste Management program, 00-TC-07.  The Controller made the audit reductions 
because the claimant did not identify and deduct from its reimbursement claims offsetting 
savings resulting from solid waste diversion and the associated reduced or avoided landfill 
disposal fees. 
Staff finds that the Controller timely initiated the audit of the fiscal year 2000-2001 
reimbursement claim, and timely completed the audit of all claims.   
Staff further finds, based on the evidence in the record, that the Controller’s calculation of 
offsetting cost savings for all years in the audit period except for the first half of fiscal year 2003-
2004 is correct as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary 
support.   
However, the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 is 
incorrect as a matter of law.  The Controller allocated the diversion rate for 2003-2004, as it did 
for the other fiscal years, because the claimant exceeded the mandate.  However, the Controller 
used a 50 percent rate to calculate the allocated diversion rate, although the test claim statutes 
required only 25 percent diversion in calendar year 2003.1  The requirement to divert 50 percent 
of solid waste did not become operative until January 1, 2004,2 so the calculation of cost savings 
for fiscal year 2003-2004 is incorrect. 

                                                 
1 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 71. 
2 Public Resources Code sections 42921; Exhibit A, IRC, page 91 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
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2 
Integrated Waste Management, 14-0007-I-07 

Draft Proposed Decision 

Applying the Controller’s formula for the calculation of cost savings (using 25 percent to 
calculate the allocated diversion) to the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004, results in offsetting 
savings of $13,772 (25 percent divided by 62.5 percent, multiplied by 934.85 tons diverted, 
multiplied by the statewide average landfill disposal fee of $36.83) rather than $27,544.  Thus, 
the difference of $13,772 has been incorrectly reduced and should be reinstated to the claimant. 
The Integrated Waste Management Program 
The test claim statutes require community college districts3 to adopt and implement, in 
consultation with the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB, now known as 
CalRecycle), an integrated waste management (IWM) plan to govern the district’s efforts to 
reduce solid waste, reuse materials, recycle recyclable materials and procure products with 
recycled content in all agency offices and facilities.  To implement their plans, community 
college districts must divert from landfill disposal at least 25 percent of solid waste by  
January 1, 2002, and at least 50 percent by January 1, 2004.  Public Resources Code section 
42925, as added by the test claim statutes, further provides that “[a]ny cost savings realized as a 
result of the state agency integrated waste management plan shall, to the extent feasible, be 
redirected to the agency’s integrated waste management plan to fund plan implementation and 
administration costs, in accordance with Sections 12167 and 12167.1 of the Public Contract 
Code.” 
On March 24, 2004, the Commission adopted the Test Claim Statement of Decision and found 
that the test claim statutes impose a reimbursable state mandate on community colleges, and that 
cost savings under Public Resources Code section 42925 did not result in a denial of the Test 
Claim because there was no evidence of offsetting savings that would result in no net costs to a 
community college district.  The Parameters and Guidelines were adopted on March 30, 2005, to 
authorize reimbursement for the activities approved in the Statement of Decision, and did not 
require claimants to identify and deduct from their reimbursement claims any cost savings.  After 
the Commission adopted the Parameters and Guidelines, the Department of Finance (Finance) 
and CIWMB challenged the Statement of Decision and Parameters and Guidelines, arguing that 
the Commission did not properly account for all the offsetting cost savings from avoided 
disposal costs, or offsetting revenues from the sale of recyclable materials in the Statement of 
Decision or Parameters and Guidelines.  On May 29, 2008, the Sacramento County Superior 
Court partially agreed with the petitioners and directed the Commission to amend the Parameters 
and Guidelines to: 

1. [R]equire community college districts claiming reimbursable costs of an 
integrated waste management plan under Public Resources Code section 
42920, et seq. to identify and offset from their claims, consistent with the 
directions for revenue in Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1, 
cost savings realized as a result of implementing their plans; and 

2. [R]equire community college districts claiming reimbursable costs of an 
integrated waste management plan under Public Resources Code section 
42920, et seq. to identify and offset from their claims all of the revenue 

                                                 
3 The test claim statutes apply to “state agencies” but defines them to include “the California 
Community Colleges” (Pub. Res. Code, § 40196.3).  Community college districts are the only 
local government to which the test claim statutes apply. 
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Integrated Waste Management, 14-0007-I-07 

Draft Proposed Decision 

generated as a result of implementing their plans, without regard to the 
limitations or conditions described in sections 12167 and 12167.1 of the 
Public Contract Code.4 

In accordance with this court ruling, the Commission amended the Parameters and Guidelines on 
September 26, 2008. 
This program was made optional by Statutes 2010, chapter 724 (AB 1610), section 34, effective 
October 19, 2010, and has remained so since that time.5 

Procedural History 
The claimant filed its fiscal year 2000-2001 reimbursement claim on October 6, 2005.6  The 
claimant filed its fiscal year 2003-2004, 2004-2005, 2005-2006, 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 
reimbursement claims on March 30, 2009.7  The Controller notified the claimant of the pending 
audit adjustment on January 17, 2014.8  The Controller issued the Final Audit Report on  
March 19, 2014.9  The claimant filed the IRC on July 17, 2014.10  The Controller filed late 
comments on the IRC on May 6, 2015.11  The claimant did not file rebuttal comments. 
Commission staff issued the Draft Proposed Decision on November 8, 2017.12   

Commission Responsibilities 
Government Code section 17561(d) authorizes the Controller to audit the claims filed by local 
agencies and school districts and to reduce any claim for reimbursement of state-mandated costs 
if the Controller determines that the claim is excessive or unreasonable. 
Government Code Section 17551(d) requires the Commission to hear and decide a claim that the 
Controller has incorrectly reduced payments to the local agency or school district.  If the 
Commission determines that a reimbursement claim has been incorrectly reduced,  

                                                 
4 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 30 (Judgment Granting Petition for 
Writ of Administrative Mandamus). 
5 See Government Code section 17581.5. 
6 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 171. 
7 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 175, 185, 192, 200, and 207. 
8 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 33. 
9 Exhibit A, IRC, page 26 (Final Audit Report). 
10 Exhibit A, IRC, page 1. 
11 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 1.  Note that Government Code 
section 17553(d) states:  “the Controller shall have no more than 90 days after the claim is 
delivered or mailed to file any rebuttal to an incorrect reduction claim.  The failure of the 
Controller to file a rebuttal to an incorrect reduction claim shall not serve to delay the 
consideration of the claim by the Commission.”  However, in this instance, due to the backlog of 
IRCs, these late comments have not delayed consideration of this item and so have been included 
in the analysis and Proposed Decision. 
12 Exhibit C, Draft Proposed Decision. 
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section 1185.9 of the Commission’s regulations requires the Commission to send the decision to 
the Controller and request that the costs in the claim be reinstated. 
The Commission must review questions of law, including interpretation of parameters and 
guidelines, de novo, without consideration of legal conclusions made by the Controller in the 
context of an audit.  The Commission is vested with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes 
over the existence of state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of 
the California Constitution.13  The Commission must also interpret the Government Code and 
implementing regulations in accordance with the broader constitutional and statutory scheme.  In 
making its decisions, the Commission must strictly construe article XIII B, section 6 and not 
apply it as an “equitable remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting from political 
decisions on funding priorities.”14 
With regard to the Controller’s audit decisions, the Commission must determine whether they 
were arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.  This standard is similar to 
the standard used by the courts when reviewing an alleged abuse of discretion of a state 
agency.15    
The Commission must also review the Controller’s audit in light of the fact that the initial burden 
of providing evidence for a claim of reimbursement lies with the claimant.16  In addition, section 
1185.1(f)(3) and 1185.2(c) of the Commission’s regulations requires that any assertions of fact 
by the parties to an IRC must be supported by documentary evidence.  The Commission’s 
ultimate findings of fact must be supported by substantial evidence in the record.17 

Claims 
The following chart provides a brief summary of the claims and issues raised and staff’s 
recommendation. 

Issue Description Staff Recommendation 
Whether the Controller 
timely initiated the audit 
of the fiscal year 2000-
2001 reimbursement 

The claimant alleges that the 
Controller failed to timely 
initiate the audit of the fiscal 

The audit was timely initiated 
and completed – The record 
shows that the Controller first 
made payment on 2000-2001 

                                                 
13 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Government Code sections 
17551, 17552.  
14 County of Sonoma v. Commission on State Mandates (2000), 84 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1281, 
citing City of San Jose v. State of California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817.  
15 Johnston v. Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District (2002) 100 
Cal.App.4th 973, 983-984; American Bd. of Cosmetic Surgery, Inc. v. Medical Bd. of California 
(2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 534, 547. 
16 Gilbert v. City of Sunnyvale (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1274-1275. 
17 Government Code section 17559(b), which provides that a claimant or the state may 
commence a proceeding in accordance with the provisions of section 1094.5 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure to set aside a decision of the Commission on the ground that the Commission’s 
decision is not supported by substantial evidence in the record. 
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claims, and timely 
completed the audit. 

year 2000-2001 reimbursement 
claim. 
Government Code section 
17558.5 requires an audit to be 
initiated no later than three 
years after the date the 
reimbursement claim is filed or 
last amended, but 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.” 

reimbursement claim on either 
January 18, 2011,18 or  
January 28, 2011,19 within three 
years of the date the audit was 
initiated on January 17, 2014,20 
so the audit was timely 
initiated. 
The audit was complete for all 
reimbursement claims when the 
final audit report was issued 
March 19, 2014,21 well before 
the two-year deadline of  
January 17, 2016. 

Whether the Controller’s 
reductions of costs 
claimed based on 
unreported cost savings 
resulting from 
implementation of the 
IWM plan are correct. 

Pursuant to the ruling and writ 
issued in State of California v. 
Commission on State Mandates, 
(Super. Ct., Sacramento 
County, 2008, No. 
07CS00355), the amended 
Parameters and Guidelines 
require claimants to identify 
and offset from their claims 
cost savings realized as a result 
of implementing their IWM 
plans, and apply the cost 
savings to fund plan 
implementation and 
administration costs. 
The test claim statutes presume 
that by complying with the 
mandate to divert solid waste 
through the IWM program, 
claimants can reduce or avoid 
landfill fees and realize cost 
savings.  As indicated in the 

Partially Incorrect – The 
Controller correctly presumed, 
absent any evidence to the 
contrary, that the claimant 
realized cost savings during the 
audit period equal to the 
avoided landfill fee per ton of 
waste required to be diverted.  
The avoided landfill disposal 
fee was based on the statewide 
average disposal fee provided 
by CIWMB for each year in the 
audit period.  The claimant has 
not filed any evidence to rebut 
the statutory presumption of 
cost savings.  Thus, the 
Controller’s reduction of costs 
claimed for all years in the 
audit period except the first half 
of fiscal year 2003-2004 is 
correct as a matter of law. 

                                                 
18 Exhibit A, IRC, page 214. 
19 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 11, 35. 
20 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 33.  Exhibit A, IRC, page 10. 
21 Exhibit A, IRC, page 26 (Final Audit Report). 
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court’s ruling, cost savings may 
be calculated from the solid 
waste disposal reduction that 
community colleges are 
required to annually report to 
CIWMB.  There is a rebuttable 
statutory presumption of cost 
savings.  To rebut the 
presumption, the claimant has 
the burden to show that cost 
savings were not realized.   
During most years of the audit 
period, the claimant diverted 
more solid waste than required 
by law.  However, the 
Controller’s cost savings 
formula “allocated” the 
diversion by dividing the 
percentage of solid waste 
required to be diverted, either 
25% or 50%, by the actual 
percentage of solid waste 
diverted as reported by the 
claimant to CIWMB.  The 
resulting quotient is then 
multiplied by the tons of solid 
waste diverted multiplied by the 
avoided landfill disposal fee 
(based on the statewide average 
fee).  This formula avoids 
penalizing the claimant for 
diverting more solid waste than 
the state-mandated amount.   
The Controller found that the 
claimant did not achieve the 
mandated “25%” diversion rate 
for the first half of fiscal year 
2000-2001, so instead of 
allocating the diversion rate for 
this year, the Controller used 
100% of the tonnage diverted to 

However, the Controller’s 
reduction for the first half of 
fiscal year 2003-2004 is 
incorrect as a matter of law.  
The Controller applied a 50% 
diversion rate to calculate 
offsetting savings for this 
period, although the mandate 
was 25% in 2003.  The 
requirement to divert 50% of 
solid waste did not become 
operative until  
January 1, 2004.23   
Applying the Controller’s 
formula to calculate cost 
savings (using 25% to calculate 
the allocated diversion) for the 
first half of fiscal year 2003-
2004 results in offsetting cost 
savings of $13,772 (25 percent 
divided by 62.5 percent, 
multiplied by 934.85 tons 
diverted multiplied by the 
statewide average landfill 
disposal fee of $36.83) rather 
than $27,544.  Therefore, the 
difference of $13,772 has been 
incorrectly reduced and should 
be reinstated to the claimant. 

                                                 
23 Public Resources Code sections 42921; Exhibit A, IRC, page 91 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
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calculate the offsetting cost 
savings. 
For the first half of fiscal year 
2003-2004, the Controller used 
a 50% rate to allocate cost 
savings, although 25% was 
mandated during this period.   
The Controller admits that the 
mandated diversion rate is 25% 
during 2003.22   

Staff Analysis 
A. The Controller Timely Initiated and Completed the Audit for Fiscal Year 2000-

2001, and Timely Completed the Audit of All Claims.  
The Controller timely initiated the audit of the fiscal year 2000-2001 reimbursement claim and 
timely completed the audit for all claims pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5.  
Government Code section 17558.5(a) tolls the time to initiate the audit to three years from the 
date of initial payment on the claim, rather than three years from the date the claim was filed, “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 record shows that the Controller first made payment on the 
2000-2001 reimbursement claim on either January 18, 2011,24 or January 28, 2011,25 within 
three years of the date the audit was initiated on January 17, 2014,26 so the audit was timely 
initiated.  The audit was complete for all reimbursement claims when the final audit report was 
issued March 19, 2014,27 well before the two-year deadline of January 17, 2016. 

B. The Controller’s Reduction of Costs Claimed Is Generally Correct as a Matter of 
Law; However, the Reduction for the First Half of Fiscal Year 2003-2004, Based on 
a 50 Percent Mandated Diversion Rate, Is Incorrect as a Matter of Law 

The Controller correctly presumed, consistent with the test claim statutes and the court’s 
interpretation of those statutes, and without evidence to the contrary, that the claimant realized 
cost savings during the audit period equal to the avoided landfill disposal fee per ton of waste 
required to be diverted.   
Staff finds, based on the evidence in the record, that the Controller’s calculation of offsetting 
cost savings for all fiscal years in the audit period except the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 is 
correct as a matter of law and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.  

                                                 
22 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 20. 
24 Exhibit A, IRC, page 214. 
25 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 11, 35. 
26 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 33.  Exhibit A, IRC, page 10. 
27 Exhibit A, IRC, page 26 (Final Audit Report). 
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During the audit period, the claimant exceeded the mandated diversion rate in all years except for 
the first half of fiscal year 2000-2001.28   
For those years the claimant exceeded the mandate, the Controller calculated offsetting savings 
by allocating the diversion to reflect the mandate.  The Controller allocated the diversion by 
dividing the percentage of solid waste required to be diverted by the test claim statute (either 25 
percent or 50 percent) by the actual percentage of solid waste diverted (as annually reported by 
the claimant to CIWMB).  The allocated tonnnage of solid waste diverted was then multiplied by 
the avoided landfill disposal fee (based on the statewide average fee) to calculate the offsetting 
savings realized.29  The formula allocates or reduces cost savings based on the mandated rates of 
diversion, and is intended to avoid penalizing the claimant for diverting more solid waste than 
the amount mandated by law.30 
For the first half of fiscal year 2000-2001, the claimant achieved a 21.5 percent diversion, which 
the Controller correctly determined did not reach the minimum 25 percent diversion mandated 
by the state.  To calculate cost savings for this time period, the Controller did not allocate the 
diversion percentage, but instead multiplied 100 percent of the solid waste that claimant diverted 
for the year by the avoided landfill disposal fee.31 
These formulas are consistent with the statutory presumption of cost savings and correctly 
presume, without any evidence to the contrary, that the percentage of waste required to be 
diverted results in offsetting cost savings in an amount equal to the avoided landfill fee per ton of 
waste required to be diverted.  In years when the claimant exceeded the mandated diversion 
rates, the Controller’s formula limits the offset to the mandated diversion rates. 
However, the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 is 
incorrect as a matter of law.  The claimant achieved an actual diversion rate of 62.5 percent 
during calendar year 2003.32  The Controller allocated the claimant’s diversion rate, as it had 
done for the other fiscal years when the claimant exceeded the mandate, but used a 50 percent 
rate to calculate the allocated diversion rate, when the test claim statutes mandated only 25 
percent diversion in 2003.33  The requirement to divert 50 percent of all solid waste did not 
become operative until January 1, 2004.34  Therefore, the Controller’s calculation of cost 
savings, which applied a 50 percent diversion rate to the period from July 1, 2003, through 
December 31, 2003 instead of the mandated 25 percent diversion rate, is incorrect as a matter of 
law. 

                                                 
28 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 39, 71.   
29 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 34; Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19-20. 
30 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 19. 
31 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 71.  The calculation was only for the 
first half of fiscal year 2000-2001, so the Controller’s calculation was based on half the total 
tonnage diverted (206.8 tons).   
32 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 46 (2003 Annual Report). 
33 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 71. 
34 Public Resources Code sections 42921; Exhibit A, IRC, page 91 (Parameters and Guidelines). 

10



9 
Integrated Waste Management, 14-0007-I-07 

Draft Proposed Decision 

Applying the Controller’s cost savings formula (using the mandated 25 percent rate of diversion) 
to the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004, results in offsetting savings of $13,772 (25 percent 
divided by 62.5 percent, multiplied by 934.85 tons diverted multiplied by the statewide average 
landfill disposal fee of $36.83) rather than $27,544.  Therefore, the difference of $13,772 has 
been incorrectly reduced. 

Conclusion 
Staff finds, based on the evidence in the record, that the Controller’s calculation of offsetting 
cost savings for all calendar years in the audit period except the first half of fiscal year 2003-
2004 is correct as a matter of law and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary 
support.   
Staff also finds that the reduction of costs claimed for the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 is 
incorrect as a matter of law.  The law and the evidence in the record support offsetting cost 
savings for the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 of $13,772, rather than $27,544.  Therefore, the 
difference of $13,772 has been incorrectly reduced and should be reinstated to the claimant. 

Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the Proposed Decision to partially approve the 
IRC and request, pursuant to Government Code section 17551(d) and section 1185.9 of the 
Commission’s regulations, that the Controller reinstate $13,772 to the claimant.  Staff further 
recommends that the Commission authorize staff to make any technical, non-substantive changes 
to the Proposed Decision following the hearing. 
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BEFORE THE 
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN RE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM 
ON: 
Public Resources Code Sections 40148, 
40196.3, 42920-42928; Public Contract Code 
Sections 12167 and 12167.1; Statutes 1992, 
Chapter 1116 (AB 3521); Statutes 1999, 
Chapter 764 (AB 75); State Agency Model 
Integrated Waste Management Plan  
(February 2000) 
Fiscal Years 2000-2001, 2003-2004, 2004-
2005, 2005-2006, 2006-2007, and 2007-2008 
El Camino Community College District, 
Claimant 

Case No.: 14-0007-I-07 
Integrated Waste Management 
DECISION PURSUANT TO 
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION           
17500 ET SEQ.; CALIFORNIA CODE OF  
REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, DIVISION 2,  
CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7 
(Adopted January 26, 2018) 

DECISION 
The Commission on State Mandates (Commission) heard and decided this Incorrect Reduction 
Claim (IRC) during a regularly scheduled hearing on January 26, 2018.  [Witness list will be 
included in the adopted Decision.]   
The law applicable to the Commission’s determination of a reimbursable state-mandated 
program is article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, Government Code  
section 17500 et seq., and related case law. 
The Commission [adopted/modified] the Proposed Decision to [approve/partially approve/deny] 
the IRC by a vote of [vote count will be included in the adopted Decision] as follows:  

Member Vote 

Lee Adams, County Supervisor  

Ken Alex, Director of the Office of Planning and Research  

Richard Chivaro, Representative of the State Controller, Vice Chairperson 
 

Mark Hariri, Representative of the State Treasurer  
 

Sarah Olsen, Public Member 
 

Eraina Ortega, Representative of the Director of the Department of Finance, Chairperson 
 

Carmen Ramirez, City Council Member 
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Summary of the Findings  
This IRC addresses reductions made by the State Controller’s Office (Controller) to 
reimbursement claims of the El Camino Community College District (claimant) for fiscal years 
2000-2001 and 2003-2004 through 2007-2008 (the audit period), under the Integrated Waste 
Management program, 00-TC-07.  The Controller made the audit reductions because the 
claimant did not identify and deduct from its reimbursement claims offsetting cost savings from 
its diversion of solid waste and the associated reduced or avoided landfill disposal costs.   
The Commission finds that the Controller timely initiated the audit of the fiscal year 2000-2001 
reimbursement claim and timely completed the audit for all of the reimbursement claims at issue 
in this matter pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5.  Government Code section 
17558.5(a) tolls the time to initiate the audit to three years from the date of initial payment on the 
claim, rather than three years from the date the claim was filed, “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 record shows that the Controller first made payment on the 2000-2001 reimbursement claim 
on either January 18, 2011,35 or January 28, 2011,36 within three years of the date the audit was 
initiated on January 17, 2014,37 so the audit was timely initiated.  The audit was complete for all 
reimbursement claims when the final audit report was issued March 19, 2014,38 well before the 
two-year deadline of January 17, 2016.  
On the merits, the Commission finds that the audit reductions are partially correct.   
During the audit period, the claimant diverted solid waste, as required by the test claim statutes, 
and exceeded the mandated diversion rate in all years except in the first half of fiscal year 2000-
2001.  The Controller correctly presumed, consistent with the test claim statutes and the court’s 
interpretation of those statutes, and without any evidence to the contrary, that the claimant 
realized cost savings during the audit period equal to the avoided landfill disposal fee per ton of 
waste required to be diverted.   
Based on the evidence in the record, the Commission finds that the Controller’s calculation of 
offsetting cost savings for all years in the audit period except the first half of fiscal year 2003-
2004 is correct as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary 
support.  For those years the claimant exceeded the mandate, the Controller calculated offsetting 
savings by allocating the diversion to reflect the mandate.  The Controller allocated the diversion 
by dividing the percentage of solid waste required to be diverted by the test claim statute (either 
25 percent or 50 percent) by the actual percentage of solid waste diverted (as annually reported 
by the claimant to the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB)).  The 
allocated tonnnage of solid waste diverted was then multiplied by the avoided landfill disposal 
fee (based on the statewide average fee) to calculate the offsetting savings realized.39  The 
formula allocates cost savings based on the mandated rate of diversion, and is intended to avoid 
                                                 
35 Exhibit A, IRC, page 214. 
36 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 11, 35. 
37 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 33.  Exhibit A, IRC, page 10. 
38 Exhibit A, IRC, page 26 (Final Audit Report). 
39 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 34; Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19-20. 
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penalizing the claimant for diverting more solid waste than the amount mandated by law.40  The 
claimant has not filed any evidence to rebut the statutory presumption of cost savings or to show 
that the statewide average disposal fee is incorrect or arbitrary.  Thus, the Controller’s reduction 
of costs claimed for these fiscal years is correct. 
For the first half of fiscal year 2000-2001, the claimant achieved a 21.5 percent diversion, which 
the Controller correctly determined did not reach the minimum 25 percent diversion mandated 
by the state.  To calculate cost savings for this time period, the Controller did not allocate the 
diversion percentage, but instead multiplied 100 percent of the solid waste that claimant diverted 
for the year by the avoided landfill disposal fee.41 
These formulas are consistent with the statutory presumption of cost savings and correctly 
presume, without any evidence to the contrary, that the percentage of waste required to be 
diverted results in offsetting cost savings in an amount equal to the avoided landfill fee per ton of 
waste required to be diverted.  In years when the claimant exceeded the mandated diversion 
rates, the Controller’s formula limits the offset to the mandated levels. 
However, the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 is 
incorrect as a matter of law.  The Controller allocated the diversion rate for 2003-2004, as it did 
for the other fiscal years, because the claimant exceeded the mandate.  However, the Controller 
used a 50 percent rate to calculate the allocated diversion rate although the test claim statutes 
required only 25 percent diversion in calendar year 2003.42  The requirement to divert 50 percent 
of solid waste did not become operative until January 1, 2004,43 so the calculation of cost 
savings for fiscal year 2003-2004 is incorrect as a matter of law. 
Applying the Controller’s cost savings formula (using the mandated 25 percent diversion rate) to 
the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004, results in offsetting savings of $13,772 (25 percent 
divided by 62.5 percent, multiplied by 934.85 tons diverted multiplied by the statewide average 
landfill disposal fee of $36.83) rather than $27,544.  The Commission finds that the difference of 
$13,772 has been incorrectly reduced and should be reinstated to the claimant. 
Therefore, the Commission partially approves this IRC, and requests, pursuant to Government 
Code section 17551(d) and section 1185.9 of the Commission’s regulations, that the Controller 
reinstate $13,772 to the claimant. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
40 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 19. 
41 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 71.  The calculation was only for the 
first half of fiscal year 2000-2001, so the Controller’s calculation was based on half the total 
tonnage diverted (206.8 tons).   
42 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 71. 
43 Public Resources Code sections 42921; Exhibit A, IRC, page 91 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
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COMMISSION FINDINGS 
I. Chronology 
10/06/2005 The claimant filed its 2000-2001 reimbursement claim.44 
03/30/2009 The claimant filed its 2003-2004, 2004-2005, 2005-2006, 2006-2007, and  

2007-2008 reimbursement claim.45 
01/17/2014 The Controller notified the claimant of the audit.46 
03/19/2014 The Controller issued the Final Audit Report.47 
07/17/2014 The claimant filed this IRC.48 
05/06/2015 The Controller filed late comments on the IRC.49  
11/08/2017 Commission staff issued the Draft Proposed Decision.50 

II. Background 
A. The Integrated Waste Management Program 

The test claim statutes require community college districts51 to adopt and implement, in 
consultation with CIWMB (which is now the California Department of Resources Recycling and 
Recovery, or CalRecycle), integrated waste management (IWM) plans to reduce solid waste, 
reuse materials whenever possible, recycle recyclable materials, and procure products with 
recycled content in all agency offices and facilities.52  To implement their plans, districts must 
divert from landfill disposal at least 25 percent of generated solid waste by January 1, 2002, and 

                                                 
44 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 171.  
45 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 175, 185, 192, 200, and 207. 
46 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 33. 
47 Exhibit A, IRC, page 26 (Final Audit Report). 
48 Exhibit A, IRC, page 1. 
49 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 1.  Note that Government Code 
section 17553(d) states:  “the Controller shall have no more than 90 days after the claim is 
delivered or mailed to file any rebuttal to an incorrect reduction claim.  The failure of the 
Controller to file a rebuttal to an incorrect reduction claim shall not serve to delay the 
consideration of the claim by the Commission.”  However, in this instance, due to the backlog of 
IRCs, these late comments have not delayed consideration of this item and so have been included 
in the analysis and Proposed Decision. 
50 Exhibit C, Draft Proposed Decision. 
51 The test claim statutes apply to “state agencies” and define them to include “the California 
Community Colleges” (Pub. Res. Code, § 40196.3).   
52 Public Resources Code section 42920(b). 
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at least 50 percent by January 1, 2004.  To divert means to “reduce or eliminate the amount of 
solid waste from solid waste disposal…”53   
CIWMB developed and adopted a model IWM plan on February 15, 2000, and the test claim 
statutes provide that if a district does not adopt an IWM plan, the CIWMB model plan governs 
the community college.54  Each district is also required to report annually to CIWMB on its 
progress in reducing solid waste; and the reports’ minimum contents are specified in statute.55  
The test claim statutes also require a community college, when entering into or renewing a lease, 
to ensure that adequate areas are provided for and adequate personnel are available to oversee 
collection, storage, and loading of recyclable materials in compliance with CIWMB’s 
requirements.56  Additionally, the test claim statutes added Public Resources Code section 
42925(a), which addressed cost savings from IWM plan implementation: 

Any cost savings realized as a result of the state agency integrated waste 
management plan shall, to the extent feasible, be redirected to the agency’s 
integrated waste management plan to fund plan implementation and 
administration costs, in accordance with Sections 12167 and 12167.1 of the 
Public Contract Code. 

The Public Contract Code sections referenced in section 42925(a) require that revenue received 
as a result of the community college’s IWM plan be deposited in CIWMB’s Integrated Waste 
Management Account.  After July 1, 1994, CIWMB is authorized to spend the revenue upon 
appropriation by the Legislature to offset recycling program costs.  Annual revenue under $2,000 
is to be continuously appropriated for expenditure by the community colleges, whereas annual 
revenue over $2,000 is available for expenditures upon appropriation by the Legislature.57  
On March 24, 2004, the Commission adopted the Integrated Waste Management Statement of 
Decision and determined that the test claim statutes impose a reimbursable state-mandated 
program on community college districts.  The Commission also found that cost savings under 
Public Resources Code section 42925(a) did not preclude a reimbursable mandate under 

                                                 
53 Public Resources Code section 40124. 
54 Public Resources Code section 42920(b)(3). 
55 Public Resources Code section 42926. 
56 Public Resources Code section 42924(b). 
57 Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.l are part of the State Assistance for 
Recycling Markets Act, which was originally enacted in 1989 to foster the procurement and use 
of recycled paper products and other recycled resources in daily state operations (See Pub. 
Contract Code, §§ 12153, 12160; Stats. 1989, ch. 1094).  The Act, including sections 12167 and 
12167.1, applies to California community colleges only to the limited extent that these sections 
are referenced in Public Resources Code section 42925.  Community colleges are not defined as 
state agencies or otherwise subject to the Act's provisions for the procurement and use of 
recycled products in daily state operations.  See Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the 
IRC, pages 88-89 (State of California, Department of Finance, California Integrated Waste 
Management Board v. Commission on State Mandates, et al. (Sacramento County Superior 
Court, Case No. 07CS00355)). 
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Government Code section 17556(e) because there was no evidence that offsetting savings would 
result in no net costs to a community college implementing an IWM plan, nor was there evidence 
that revenues received from plan implementation would be "in an amount sufficient to fund" the 
cost of the state-mandated program.  The Commission found that any revenues received would 
be identified as offsetting revenue in the Parameters and Guidelines. 
The Parameters and Guidelines were adopted on March 30, 2005, and authorize reimbursement 
for the increased costs to perform the following activities: 

A. One-Time Activities (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 
1. Develop the necessary district policies and procedures for the 

implementation of the integrated waste management plan. 
2. Train district staff on the requirements and implementation of the 

integrated waste management plan (one-time per employee).  Training is 
limited to the staff working directly on the plan.   

B. Ongoing Activities (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 
1. Complete and submit to the [Integrated Waste Management] Board the 

following as part of the State Agency Model Integrated Waste 
Management Plan (Pub. Resources Code, § 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State 
Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan, February 2000.):   
a. state agency or large state facility information form;  
b. state agency list of facilities;  
c. state agency waste reduction and recycling program worksheets that 

describe program activities, promotional programs, and procurement 
activities, and other questionnaires; and 

d. state agency integrated waste management plan questions.   
NOTE: Although reporting on promotional programs and procurement 
activities in the model plan is reimbursable, implementing promotional 
programs and procurement activities is not. 

2. Respond to any Board reporting requirements during the approval process.  
(Pub. Resources Code, § 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State Agency Model 
Integrated Waste Management Plan, February 2000.) 

3. Consult with the Board to revise the model plan, if necessary.  (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 42920, subd. (b)(3) & State Agency Model Integrated 
Waste Management Plan, February 2000.) 

4. Designate one solid waste reduction and recycling coordinator for each 
college in the district to perform new duties imposed by chapter 18.5 (Pub. 
Resources Code, §§ 42920 – 42928).  The coordinator shall implement the 
integrated waste management plan.  The coordinator shall act as a liaison 
to other state agencies (as defined by section 40196.3) and coordinators.  
(Pub. Resources Code, § 42920, subd. (c).) 
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5. Divert at least 25 percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal or 
transformation facilities by January 1, 2002, and at least 50 percent of all 
solid waste from landfill disposal or transformation facilities by  
January 1, 2004, through source reduction, recycling, and composting 
activities.  Maintain the required level of reduction, as approved by the 
Board.  (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42921 & 42922, subd. (i).)  

C. Alternative Compliance (Reimbursable from January 1, 2000 –  
December 31, 2005) 
1. Seek either an alternative requirement or time extension if a community 

college is unable to comply with the January 1, 2002 deadline to divert 25 
percent of its solid waste, by doing the following: (Pub. Resources Code, 
§§ 42927 & 42923 subds. (a) & (c).)     
a. Notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for its inability to 

comply. 
b. Request of the Board an alternative to the January 1, 2002 deadline. 
c. Provide evidence to the Board that the college is making a good faith 

effort to implement the source reduction, recycling, and composting 
programs identified in its integrated waste management plan. 

d. Provide information that describes the relevant circumstances that 
contributed to the request for extension, such as lack of markets for 
recycled materials, local efforts to implement source reduction, 
recycling and composting programs, facilities built or planned, waste 
disposal patterns, and the type of waste disposed of by the community 
college. 

e. Submit a plan of correction that demonstrates that the college will 
meet the requirements of Section 42921 [the 25 and 50 percent 
diversion requirements] before the time extension expires, including 
the source reduction, recycling, or composting steps the community 
college will implement, a date prior to the expiration of the time 
extension when the requirements of Section 42921 will be met, the 
existing programs that it will modify, any new programs that will be 
implemented to meet those requirements, and the means by which 
these programs will be funded. 

2. Seek either an alternative requirement or time extension if a community 
college is unable to comply with the January 1, 2004 deadline to divert 50 
percent of its solid waste, by doing the following: (Pub. Resources Code, 
§§ 42927 & 42922, subds. (a) & (b).) 
a. Notify the Board in writing, detailing the reasons for its inability to 

comply. 
b. Request of the Board an alternative to the 50-percent requirement. 
c. Participate in a public hearing on its alternative requirement. 
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d. Provide the Board with information as to:  
(i) the community college’s good faith efforts to implement the 

source reduction, recycling, and composting measures described 
in its integrated waste management plan, and demonstration of 
its progress toward meeting the alternative requirement as 
described in its annual reports to the Board; 

(ii) the community college’s inability to meet the 50 percent 
diversion requirement despite implementing the measures in its 
plan;  

(iii) how the alternative source reduction, recycling, and composting 
requirement represents the greatest diversion amount that the 
community college may reasonably and feasibly achieve; and, 

(iv) the circumstances that support the request for an alternative 
requirement, such as waste disposal patterns and the types of 
waste disposed by the community college.58 

D. Accounting System (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 
Developing, implementing, and maintaining an accounting system to enter 
and track the college’s source reduction, recycling and composting activities, 
the cost of those activities, the proceeds from the sale of any recycled 
materials, and such other accounting systems which will allow it to make its 
annual reports to the state and determine waste reduction.  Note: only the pro-
rata portion of the costs incurred to implement the reimbursable activities can 
be claimed. 

E. Annual Report (Reimbursable starting January 1, 2000) 
Annually prepare and submit, by April 1, 2002, and by April 1 each 
subsequent year, a report to the Board summarizing its progress in reducing 
solid waste.  The information in the report must encompass the previous 
calendar year and shall contain, at a minimum, the following as outlined in 
section 42926, subdivision (b): (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42926, subd. (a) & 
42922, subd. (i).) 
1. calculations of annual disposal reduction; 
2. information on the changes in waste generated or disposed of due to 

increases or decreases in employees, economics, or other factors;  
3. a summary of progress made in implementing the integrated waste 

management plan;  
4. the extent to which the community college intends to use programs or 

facilities established by the local agency for handling, diversion, and 

                                                 
58 These alternative compliance and time extension provisions in part C were sunset on  
January 1, 2006, but were included in the adopted Parameters and Guidelines. 
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disposal of solid waste (If the college does not intend to use those 
established programs or facilities, it must identify sufficient disposal 
capacity for solid waste that is not source reduced, recycled or 
composted.); 

5. for a community college that has been granted a time extension by the 
Board, it shall include a summary of progress made in meeting the 
integrated waste management plan implementation schedule pursuant to 
section 42921, subdivision (b), and complying with the college’s plan of 
correction, before the expiration of the time extension;   

6. for a community college that has been granted an alternative source 
reduction, recycling, and composting requirement by the Board pursuant 
to section 42922, it shall include a summary of progress made towards 
meeting the alternative requirement as well as an explanation of current 
circumstances that support the continuation of the alternative requirement. 

F. Annual Recycled Material Reports (Reimbursable starting July 1, 1999)  
Annually report to the Board on quantities of recyclable materials collected 
for recycling.  (Pub. Contract Code, § 12167.1.)  (See Section VII. regarding 
offsetting revenues from recyclable materials.)59 

The Parameters and Guidelines further require that each claimed reimbursable cost be supported 
by contemporaneous source documentation.60 
And as originally adopted, the Parameters and Guidelines required community college districts 
to identify and deduct from their reimbursement claims all of the offsetting revenues received 
from the sale of recyclable materials, limited by the provisions of Public Resources Code section 
42925 and Public Contract Code section 12167.1.  The original Parameters and Guidelines did 
not require community colleges to identify and deduct from their claims any offsetting cost 
savings resulting from the solid waste diversion activities required by the test claim statutes.61 

B. Superior Court Decision on Cost Savings and Offsets Under the Program 
After the Parameters and Guidelines were adopted, the Department of Finance (Finance) and  
CIWMB filed a petition for writ of mandate requesting the court to direct the Commission to set 
aside the Test Claim Statement of Decision and Parameters and Guidelines and to issue a new 
Decision and Parameters and Guidelines that give full consideration to the cost savings and 
offsetting revenues community college districts will achieve by complying with the test claim 
statutes, including all cost savings realized from avoided landfill disposal fees and revenues 
received from the collection and sale of recyclable materials.  The petitioners further argued that 
Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1 do not require community college districts to 
deposit revenues received from the collection and sale of recyclable materials into the Integrated 
Waste Management Account, as determined by the Commission, but instead allow community 

                                                 
59 Exhibit A, IRC, page 41-44 (Parameters and Guidelines, adopted March 30, 2005).   
60 Exhibit A, IRC, page 41 (Parameters and Guidelines, adopted March 30, 2005).   
61 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 46 (Parameters and Guidelines, adopted March 30, 2005). 
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college districts to retain all revenues received.  The petitioners argued that such revenues must 
be identified as offsetting revenues and applied to the costs of the program, without the 
community college district obtaining the approval of the Legislature or CIWMB.  
On May 29, 2008, the Sacramento County Superior Court granted the petition for writ of 
mandate, finding that the Commission’s treatment of cost savings and revenues in the Parameters 
and Guidelines was erroneous and required that the Parameters and Guidelines be amended.  The 
court said:  

There is no indication in the administrative record or in the legal authorities 
provided to the court that, as respondent [Commission] argues, a California 
Community College might not receive the full reimbursement of its actual 
increased costs required by section 6 if its claims for reimbursement of IWM plan 
costs were offset by realized cost savings and all revenues received from the plan 
activities.62   

Instead, the court recognized that community colleges are “likely to experience costs savings in 
the form of reduced or avoided costs of landfill disposal” as a result of the mandated activities in 
Public Resources Code section 42921 because reduced or avoided costs “are a direct result and 
an integral part of the IWM plan mandated under Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq.: 
as solid waste diversion occurs, landfill disposal of the solid waste and associated landfill 
disposal costs are reduced or avoided.” 63  The court noted that “diversion is defined in terms of 
landfill disposal for purposes of the IWM plan mandates” and cited the statutory definition of 
diversion:  “activities which reduce or eliminate the amount of solid waste from solid waste 
disposal for purposes of this division [i.e., division 30, including§ 42920 et seq.]” as well as the 
statutory definition of disposal:  “the management of solid waste through landfill disposal or 
transformation at a permitted solid waste facility."64  The court explained:  

[R]eduction or avoidance of landfill fees resulting from solid waste diversion 
activities under § 42920 et seq. represent savings which must be offset against the 
costs of the diversion activities to determine the reimbursable costs of the IWM 
plan implementation . . . The amount or value of the savings may be determined 
from the calculations of annual solid waste disposal reduction or diversion which 
California Community Colleges must annually report to petitioner Integrated 
Waste Management Board pursuant to subdivision (b)(l) of Public Resources 
Code section 42926.65   
 

                                                 
62 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 78 (Ruling on Submitted Matter, 
Footnote 1).   
63 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 78 (Ruling on Submitted Matter).  
Emphasis added. 
64 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 78-79 (Ruling on Submitted 
Matter).   
65 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 79 (Ruling on Submitted Matter).  
Emphasis added. 

21



20 
Integrated Waste Management, 14-0007-I-07 

Draft Proposed Decision 

The court harmonized section 42925(a) with Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1: 
By requiring the redirection of cost savings from state agency IWM plans to fund 
plan implementation and administration costs “in accordance with Sections 
12167 and 12167.1 of the Public Contract Code,” section 42925 assures that cost 
savings realized from state agencies’ IWM plans are handled in a manner 
consistent with the handling of revenues received from state agencies’ recycling 
plans under the State Assistance for Recycling Markets Act.  Thus, in accordance 
with section 12167, state agencies, along with California Community Colleges 
which are defined as state agencies for purposes of IWM plan requirements in 
Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. [citations omitted], must deposit 
cost savings resulting from IWM plans in the Integrated Waste Management 
Account in the Integrated Waste Management Fund; the funds deposited in the 
Integrated Waste Management Account, upon appropriation by the Legislature, 
may be expended by the Integrated Waste Management Board for the purpose of 
offsetting IWM plan costs.  In accordance with section 12167.1 and 
notwithstanding section 12167, cost savings from the IWM plans of the agencies 
and colleges that do not exceed $2000 annually are continuously appropriated for 
expenditure by the agencies and colleges for the purpose of offsetting IWM plan 
implementation and administration costs; cost savings resulting from IWM plans 
in excess of $2000 annually are available for such expenditure by the agencies 
and colleges when appropriated by the Legislature.66 

The court issued a writ of mandate directing the Commission to amend the Parameters and 
Guidelines to require community college districts claiming reimbursable costs of an IWM plan 
to: 

1. Identify and offset from their claims, consistent with the directions for 
revenue in Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1, cost savings 
realized as a result of implementing their plans; and  

2. Identify and offset from their claims all of the revenue generated as a result of 
implementing their plans, without regard to the limitations or conditions 
described in sections 12167 and 12167.1 of the Public Contract Code.67 

C. Parameters and Guidelines Amendment Pursuant to the Writ 
In compliance with the writ, the Commission amended the Parameters and Guidelines on 
September 26, 2008 to add section VIII. Offsetting Cost Savings, which states:   

Reduced or avoided costs realized from implementation of the community college 
districts' Integrated Waste Management plans shall be identified and offset from 
this claim as cost savings, consistent with the directions for revenue in Public 
Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1.  Pursuant to these statutes, 

                                                 
66 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 80-81 (Ruling on Submitted 
Matter).    
67 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 30 (Judgment Granting Petition for 
Writ of Administrative Mandamus). 
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community college districts are required to deposit cost savings resulting from 
their Integrated Waste Management plans in the Integrated Waste Management 
Account in the Integrated Waste Management Fund; the funds deposited in the 
Integrated Waste Management Account, upon appropriation by the Legislature, 
may be expended by the California Integrated Waste Management Board for the 
purpose of offsetting Integrated Waste Management plan costs.  Subject to the 
approval of the California Integrated Waste Management Board, cost savings by a 
community college that do not exceed two thousand dollars ($2,000) annually are 
continuously appropriated for expenditure by the community college for the 
purpose of offsetting Integrated Waste Management program costs.  Cost savings 
exceeding two thousand dollars ($2,000) annually may be available for 
expenditure by the community college only when appropriated by the Legislature. 
To the extent so approved or appropriated and applied to the college, these 
amounts shall be identified and offset from the costs claimed for implementing 
the Integrated Waste Management Plan.68 

Section VII. of the Parameters and Guidelines, on Offsetting Revenues, was amended as follows 
(amendments in strikeout and underline): 

Reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including but not limited to, 
services fees collected, federal funds, and other state funds allocated to any 
service provided under this program, shall be identified and deducted offset from 
this claim.  Offsetting revenue shall include all revenues generated from 
implementing the Integrated Waste Management Plan. the revenues cited in 
Public Resources Code section 42925 and Public Contract Code sections 12167 
and 12167.1.  
Subject to the approval of the California Integrated Waste Management Board, 
revenues derived from the sale of recyclable materials by a community college 
that do not exceed two thousand dollars ($2,000) annually are continuously 
appropriated for expenditure by the community college for the purpose of 
offsetting recycling program costs.  Revenues exceeding two thousand dollars 
($2,000) annually may be available for expenditure by the community college 
only when appropriated by the Legislature.  To the extent so approved or 
appropriated and applied to the college, these amounts are a reduction to the 
recycling costs mandated by the state to implement Statutes 1999, chapter 764. 
In addition, revenue from a building-operating fee imposed pursuant to Education 
Code section 76375, subdivision (a) if received by a claimant and the revenue is 
applied to this program, shall be deducted from the costs claimed.69 

All other requirements in the Parameters and Guidelines remained the same. 

                                                 
68 Exhibit A, IRC page 59 (Amended Parameters and Guidelines, adopted Sept. 26, 2008). 
69 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 46, 58-59 (Amended Parameters and Guidelines, adopted  
Sept. 26, 2008). 
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CIWMB requested additional amendments to the Parameters and Guidelines at this 
September 2008 hearing, including a request to alter the offsetting savings provision to 
require community college districts to provide offsetting savings information whether or 
not the offsetting savings generated in a fiscal year exceeded the $2,000 continuous 
appropriation required by Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1.  The 
Commission denied the request because the proposed language went beyond the scope of 
the court’s judgment and writ.70  As the court found: 

By requiring the redirection of cost savings from state agency IWM plans to fund 
plan implementation and administration costs “in accordance with Sections 
12167 and 12167.1 of the Public Contract Code,” section 42925 assures that cost 
savings realized from state agencies’ IWM plans are handled in a manner 
consistent with the handling of revenues received from state agencies’ recycling 
plans under the State Assistance for Recycling Markets Act.  Thus, in accordance 
with section 12167, state agencies, along with California Community Colleges 
which are defined as state agencies for purposes of IWM plan requirements in 
Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. [citations omitted], must deposit 
cost savings resulting from IWM plans in the Integrated Waste Management 
Account in the Integrated Waste Management Fund; the funds deposited in the 
Integrated Waste Management Account, upon appropriation by the Legislature, 
may be expended by the Integrated Waste Management Board for the purpose of 
offsetting IWM plan costs.  In accordance with section 12167.1 and 
notwithstanding section 12167, cost savings from the IWM plans of the agencies 
and colleges that do not exceed $2000 annually are continuously appropriated for 
expenditure by the agencies and colleges for the purpose of offsetting IWM plan 
implementation and administration costs; cost savings resulting from IWM plans 
in excess of $2000 annually are available for such expenditure by the agencies 
and colleges when appropriated by the Legislature.71 

CIWMB also requested adding a requirement for community college districts to analyze 
specified categories of potential cost savings when filing their reimbursement claims.  The 
Commission found that the court determined that the amount or value of cost savings is already 
available from the annual reports the community college districts provide to CIWMB pursuant to 
Public Resources Code section 42926(b).  This report is required to include the district’s 
“calculations of annual disposal reduction” and “information on the changes in waste generated 
or disposed of due to increases or decreases in employees, economics, or other factors.”  Thus, 
the Commission denied CIWMB’s request and adopted the staff analysis finding that the request 
was beyond the scope of the court’s writ and judgment.  The Commission also noted that the 
request was the subject of separate pending request filed by CIWMB to amend the Parameters 
and Guidelines and would therefore be further analyzed for that matter.  

                                                 
70 Exhibit X, Commission on State Mandates, Excerpt from the Minutes for the  
September 26, 2008 Meeting. 
71 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 80-81 (Ruling on Submitted 
Matter).    
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D. Subsequent Request by CIWMB to Amend the Parameters and Guidelines to 
Require Detailed Reports on Cost Savings and Revenues 

CIWMB filed a request to amend the Parameters and Guidelines to require community college 
districts to submit with their reimbursement claims a separate worksheet and report analyzing the 
costs incurred and avoided and any fees received relating to staffing, overhead, materials, 
storage, transportation, equipment, the sale of commodities, avoided disposal fees, and any other 
revenue received relating to the mandated program as specified by CIWMB.  At its  
January 30, 2009 meeting, the Commission denied the request for the following reasons:  there is 
no requirement in statute or regulation that community college districts perform the analysis 
specified by CIWMB; the Commission has no authority to impose additional requirements on 
community college districts regarding this program; the offsetting cost savings paragraph in the 
Parameters and Guidelines already identifies the offsetting savings consistent with the language 
of Public Resources Code section 42925(a), Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1, 
and the court’s judgment and writ; and information on cost savings is already available in the 
community colleges’ annual reports submitted to CIWMB, as required by Public Resources 
Code section 42926(b)(1).72 

E. The Integrated Waste Management Program Made Optional 
This program was made optional by Statutes 2010, chapter 724 (AB 1610), section 34, effective 
October 19, 2010 and has remained so since that time.73 

F. The Controller’s Audit  
The Controller audited the reimbursement claims for fiscal year 2000-2001 and 2003-2004 
through 2007-2008.  Fiscal years 2001-2002 and 2002-2003 were not audited because the 
Controller stated that the statute of limitations to initiate the review had expired for those years.74 
Of the $363,721 claimed during the audit period, the Controller found that $156,530 is allowable 
and $207,191 is unallowable because the claimant did not report offsetting savings from 
implementation of its IWM plan.75  The Controller found that the claimant realized total 
offsetting savings of $237,876 from implementation of its IWM plan but the claimant reported 
$30,685 in offsetting savings, understating total offsetting savings by $207,191.76 
The Controller’s audit finding is based on the court’s ruling, which states, “the amount or value 
of the savings may be determined from the calculations of annual solid waste disposal reduction 
or diversion which California community colleges must annually report to petitioner Integrated 
Waste Management Board pursuant to subdivision (b)(l) of Public Resources Code section 
                                                 
72 Exhibit X, Commission on State Mandates, Item 9, Final Staff Analysis of Proposed 
Amendments to the Parameters and Guidelines for Integrated Waste Management, 05-PGA-16, 
January 30, 2009, pages 2-3.  
73 See Government Code section 17581.5. 
74 Exhibit A, IRC, page 26 (Final Audit Report).   
75 Exhibit A, IRC, page 33 (Final Audit Report).  Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the 
IRC, pages 7 and 27. 
76 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 16. 
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42926,”77 the resulting amendment to the Parameters and Guidelines, and the claimant’s annual 
reports to CIWMB. 
The Controller determined that the claimant diverted more solid waste than the amount mandated 
by the test claim statute each year of the audit period, except for the first half of fiscal year 2000-
2001, when the Controller found that the claimant diverted solid waste, but not to the 25 percent 
mandated diversion rate.78  Thus, the Controller found that the claimant realized cost savings in 
each year of the audit period. 
For the years the claimant exceeded the diversion mandate, the Controller calculated offsetting 
cost savings by allocating the diversion to reflect the mandate.  Instead of using 100 percent of 
the tons of waste diverted to calculate offsetting savings, the Controller allocated the diversion 
by dividing the percentage of solid waste required to be diverted (either 25 or 50 percent) by the 
actual percentage of solid waste diverted (as reported by the claimant to CIWMB).  The allocated 
diversion was then multiplied by the avoided landfill disposal fee (based on the statewide 
average fee) to calculate the offsetting savings realized in those years.79 

 
The Controller provided an example of how the formula works.  For calendar year 2007, the 
claimant reported diversion of 1,184.2 tons of solid waste and disposal of 808.8 tons generated 
that year.  Diverting 1,184.2 tons out of the 1,993 tons of waste generated results in a diversion 
rate of 59.42 percent (exceeding the 50 percent required).80  To avoid penalizing the claimant for 
diverting more solid waste than the amount mandated,81 the Controller allocated the diversion by 
dividing the diversion rate mandated by the test claim statute (50 percent) by the actual diversion 
rate (59.42 percent), which equals 84.15 percent.  The 84.15 allocated diversion rate is then 
multiplied by the 1,184.2 tons diverted that year, which equals 996.5 tons of diverted solid waste, 
instead of the 1,184.2 tons actually diverted.  The allocated 996.5 tons of diverted waste is then 
multiplied by the statewide average disposal fee per ton, which in calendar year 2007 was $48, 
resulting in “offsetting cost savings” for calendar year 2007 of $47,832.82   

                                                 
77 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 79 (Ruling on Submitted Matter).   
78 Exhibit A, IRC, page 32, fn. 2 (Final Audit Report); Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments 
on the IRC, page 71. 
79 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 34 (Final Audit Report). 
80 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 19, 71 (Controller’s calculation of 
offsetting savings). 
81 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19. 
82 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 19, 71 (Controller’s calculations of 
offsetting savings).  Page 19 of the Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC describe the 
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For the first half of fiscal year 2000-2001, the Controller found that the claimant did not achieve 
the mandated 25 percent diversion rate, so the Controller did not allocate the diversion of solid 
waste to the mandated rate.  Instead, the Controller multiplied 100 percent of the solid waste 
diverted by the claimant by the avoided landfill disposal fee (based on the statewide average fee) 
to calculate offsetting savings.83  
In 2008, CIWMB stopped requiring community college districts to report the actual tonnage 
diverted, instead requiring a report based on "per-capita disposal."  Consequently, the Controller 
used the claimant’s reported 2007 percentage of tons diverted to calculate the offsetting savings 
for fiscal year 2007-2008.84   
The Controller pointed out in the audit report that the claimant did not provide documentation 
supporting different diversion rates or disposal fees to calculate offsetting cost savings.85 

III. Positions of the Parties 
A. El Camino Community College District 

The claimant maintains that the audit reductions are incorrect and requests the reinstatement of 
the full amount reduced.   
The claimant first argues that the three-year deadline to initiate the audit had expired for fiscal 
year 2000-2001 when the Controller commenced the audit.  According to the claimant:  

Pursuant to Chapter 724, Statutes of 2010, appropriations were made to the 
District by January 14, 2011, for the following fiscal year 2000-2001 for $42,203. 

                                                 
calculation differently than the formula identified in the audit report, but the result is the same.  
The Controller states that cost savings can be calculated by multiplying the total tonnage 
generated (solid waste diverted + disposed) by the mandated diversion percentage (25 or 50 
percent), times the avoided landfill disposal fee: 

For example, in calendar 2007, the district reported to CalRecycle that it diverted 
1,184.2 tons of solid waste and disposed of 808.8 tons, which results in an overall 
diversion percentage of 59.4% [Tab 6, page 20]. Because the district was 
required to divert 50% for that year to meet the mandated requirements and 
comply with the Public Resources Code, it needed to have diverted only 996.5 
tons (1,993.0 total tonnage generated x 50%) in order to satisfy the 50% 
requirement. Therefore, we adjusted our calculation to compute offsetting savings 
based on 996.5 tons of diverted solid waste rather than 1,184.2 tons. 

Using this formula also results in cost savings for calendar year 2007 of $47,832 (1,993 tons 
generated x 50 percent = 996.5 tons x $48 = $47,832). 
83 Exhibit A, IRC, page 32, fn. 2 (Final Audit Report); Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments 
on the IRC, page 71. 
84 Exhibit A, IRC, page 33 (Final Audit Report).  Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the 
IRC, pages 20, 71. 
85 Exhibit A, IRC, page 35 (Final Audit Report). 
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The exact date of payment is a matter of record not available to the District but 
that can be produced by the Controller.86   

The claimant cites the audit report that states that the claimant was first contacted by the 
Controller on January 17, 2014 regarding the audit, which is more than three years after the  
January 14, 2011 appropriation for the 2000-2001 annual claim, so the Controller did not have 
jurisdiction to audit fiscal year 2000-2001.87 
The claimant next alleges that it did not realize any cost savings as a result of the mandate and 
that it reported $30,686 offsetting savings in error.  The reported offset ($6,137 for five years) 
represented a part-time groundskeeper who was laid off due to the waste diversion program, but 
“since this potential cost-saving was never realized by subsequent state agency action, this 
reduction should be reinstated to the District.”88 
As to cost savings the claimant did not realize, the claimant quotes the Superior Court decision 
(discussed above) that cost savings will “most likely” occur as a result of reduced or avoided 
costs of landfill disposal, arguing:  

The court presupposes a previous legal requirement for districts to incur landfill 
disposal fees to divert solid waste.  Thus, potentially relieved of the need to incur 
new or additional landfill fees for increased waste diversion, a cost savings would 
occur.  There is no finding of fact or law in the court decision or from the 
Commission Statement of Decision for the test claim for this assumed duty to use 
landfills.89   

The claimant further argues that the offsetting savings provision in the Parameters and 
Guidelines does not assume that the cost savings occurred, but instead requires that the cost 
savings be realized.  For the savings to be realized, the claimant contends that the following 
chain of events are required: 

[T]he cost savings must exist (avoided landfill costs); be converted to cash; 
amounts in excess of $2,000 per year deposited in the state fund: and, these 
deposits by the districts appropriated by the Legislature to districts for purposes of 
mitigating the cost of implementing the plan.  None of those prerequisite events 
occurred so no cost savings were "realized" by the District.  Regardless, the 
adjustment cannot be applied to the District since no state appropriation of the 
cost savings was made to the District.90 

The claimant also argues that the Parameters and Guidelines are silent as to how to calculate the 
avoided costs, but that the court provided two alternative methods, either disposal reduction or 
diversion reported by districts.  The Controller used the diversion percentage, which assumes, 
without findings of fact, that all diversion tonnage is landfill disposal tonnage reduction.  The 
                                                 
86 Exhibit A, IRC, page 9. 
87 Exhibit A, IRC, page 10. 
88 Exhibit A, IRC, page 10. 
89 Exhibit A, IRC, page 12. 
90 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 14.  Emphasis in original. 
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claimant contends that the Controller’s calculation of cost savings is wrong because:  (1) the 
formula is a standard of general application that was not adopted pursuant to the Administrative 
Procedure Act and is therefore an unenforceable underground regulation; (2) the Controller’s 
formula assumes facts not in evidence, such as applying the same percentage of waste diverted in 
2007 to 2007-2008 without evidence in the record, and assumes that all tonnage diverted would 
have been disposed in a landfill, although some waste may have been composted or may not 
apply to the mandate (e.g. paint); and (3) the landfill disposal fee, a statewide average calculated 
by CIWMB, does not include the data used to generate the average fee amounts, so the average 
is unknown and unsupported by the audit findings.91 
The claimant contends that application of the formula is incorrect, alleging that it “did not claim 
landfill costs, so there are none to be offset.  The adjustment method does not match or limit the 
landfill costs avoided to landfill costs, if any, actually claimed.”92  Moreover, the Controller's 
calculation method prevents the claimant from receiving full reimbursement for its actual 
increased program costs.  The claimant contends, using audit results for 26 other claimants under 
the Integrated Waste Management program, the application of the Controller’s formula has 
arbitrary results because the percentages of allowed costs for those claimants ranges from zero to 
83.4 percent.93 
Finally, the claimant argues:  (1) the Controller used the wrong standard of review in that the 
claimed costs were not found to be excessive or unreasonable, as required by Government Code 
section 17561(d)(2); and (2) the Controller has the burden of proof as to the propriety of its audit 
findings “because it bears the burden of going forward and because it is the party with the power 
to create, maintain, and provide evidence regarding its auditing methods and procedures, as well 
as the specific facts relied upon for its audit findings.”94 

B. State Controller’s Office  
The Controller maintains that the audit findings are correct.  The Controller first argues that it 
complied with the three-year audit deadline in Government Code section 17558.5, in that it made 
payment to the claimant for the fiscal year 2000-2001 reimbursement claim on January 28, 2011, 
and notified the district of payments made pursuant to Chapter 724, Statutes 2010, totaling 
$364,436.  Because it initiated the audit on January 17, 2014, within the three-year deadline, the 
Controller had jurisdiction to audit the claims for fiscal year 2000-2001.95 
The Controller states that the claimant realized total offsetting savings of $237,876 from 
implementation of its IWM plan. However, since the district reported $30,685 in offsetting 
savings, the Controller found that the district understated total offsetting savings by $207,191.  
The Controller disagrees with the claimant’s request for a $30,686 reinstatement because the 
adjustment of $207,191 is the difference between the offset totaling $30,685 reported by the 
district and the amount of offsetting savings totaling $237,876 that the Controller found the 
                                                 
91 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 14-17. 
92 Exhibit A, IRC, page 17. 
93 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 17-19. 
94 Exhibit A, IRC, page 21. 
95 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 10-11. 
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district realized from implementing its IWM plan. Had the district not reported the offsetting 
savings of $30,685, the Controller states it would have taken a finding for the entire offsetting 
savings determination of $237,876.  The Controller also notes that Government Code section 
17568 limits the filing of a reimbursement claim to no later than "one-year after the deadline 
specified in Section 17560."  As such, the deadline for the district to amend the FY 2003-04 
through FY 2007-08 claims expired on March 31, 2010.96 
Regarding the claimant’s statement that there is only a presumption to incur landfill disposal fees 
to dispose of solid waste, the Controller notes that the claimant does not indicate how solid waste 
that is not diverted would be disposed of if not at a landfill.  Nor does the claimant state that it 
disposed of its solid waste at any location other than a landfill or used other means to dispose of 
its waste than to contract with a commercial waste hauler, so the Controller concludes that the 
claimant’s comments relating to alternatives for the disposal of solid waste are irrelevant.97   
The Controller also cites some of the claimant’s annual reports and its contracts with a waste 
hauler that indicates that the claimant disposed of waste in a landfill.98  According to the 
Controller, the evidence obtained by it “supports that the district normally disposes of its waste at 
a landfill through the use of a commercial waste hauler (Cal-Met Services).”99  The Controller 
states: 

Unless the district had an arrangement with its waste hauler (Cal-Met Services) 
that it did not disclose to us, the district did not dispose of its solid waste at a 
landfill for no cost. For example, El Camino College is located in Torrance, CA. 
An internet search for landfill fees revealed that the South Gate Transfer Station 
in South Gate, California (15 miles from El Camino College), currently charges 
$53.91 per ton to dispose of solid waste [Tab 8, page 2].  Therefore, the higher 
rate of diversion results in less trash that is disposed at a landfill, which creates 
cost savings to the district.100   

The Controller also argues that the claimant realized offsetting cost savings by implementing its 
IWM plan because claimant reported diversion of 6,798.95 tons of solid waste during the audit 
period, given the cost per ton to dispose of solid waste at the landfill.101   
As to the claimant not remitting cost savings from the implementation of its IWM plan into the 
Integrated Waste Management Account in compliance with the Public Contract Code, the 
Controller asserts that the claimant is not precluded from the requirement to do so, as indicated 
in the Parameters and Guidelines and the court ruling.  The Controller says the evidence supports 

                                                 
96 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 16. 
97 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 16. 
98 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 16-17. 
99 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 17. 
100 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 17. 
101 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 17-18. 
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that the claimant realized cost savings that should have been remitted to the State and that must 
be used to fund IWM plan costs.102   
In response to the claimant’s argument that the Controller’s formula is a standard of general 
application that is an underground regulation, the Controller asserts that it used a “court 
approved methodology” to determine the “required offset.”  The Controller also states that the 
claimant did not amend any of its reimbursement claims after the Parameters and Guidelines 
were amended in September 2008.  According to the Controller:  “We believe that this “court- 
identified” approach provides a reasonable methodology to identify the applicable offsets.”103   
The Controller also states that it “allocated” the offsetting savings to avoid penalizing the 
claimant for diverting more than the minimum rate of diversion required in calendar years 2001 
and 2003 through 2007.104  According to the Controller: 

As there is no State mandate to exceed solid waste diversion for amounts in 
excess of 25% for calendar years 2002 and 2003 or greater than 50% for calendar 
year 2004 and beyond, there is no basis for calculating offsetting savings realized 
for actual diversion percentages that exceeded the levels set by statute.105   

The Controller notes that after the passage of Statutes 2008, chapter 343, CIWMB no longer 
required districts to report their tonnage or percentage diverted, but they are still required to 
divert 50 percent of their solid waste.106    
Defending its use of the claimant’s 2007 reported diversion rate to calculate offsetting savings 
for 2007-2008, the Controller calls the 2007 report a “fair representation” of 2008 because the 
Controller found that the “district's annual per-capita disposal rate for both the employee and 
student populations to be well below the target rate, so the district far surpassed its requirement 
to divert more than 50% of its solid waste.”107  The Controller also cites the claimant’s 2008 
annual report, in which the claimant stated, ''[n]o new programs were implemented, or 
discontinued."108   
The Controller also responded to the claimant’s argument against the assumption that all tonnage 
diverted would have been disposed in a landfill, even though some waste may have been 
composted or may not apply to the mandate (e.g. paint).  The Controller states, “Our analysis 
shows that the composted material represents approximately 19% of the total tonnage diverted 
for calendar years 2000, and 2001 through 2007.”109  The Controller also states: 

                                                 
102 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 17-18. 
103 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19. 
104 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19. 
105 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 20. 
106 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 20. 
107 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 20. 
108 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 20. 
109 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 20. 
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As a result of this mandated program, the district is claiming over $45,000 in 
salaries and benefits for its gardeners and groundskeeper to "divert solid waste 
from landfill disposal or transformation facilities - composting" [Tab 15]. 
Therefore, it seems reasonable that the correlated landfill fees that the district did 
not incur for the composted materials translate into savings realized by the 
district.  Further, such savings should be recognized and appropriately offset 
against composting costs that the district incurred and claimed as part of 
implementing its IWM plan.110 

The Controller also states that the claimant’s reference to paint disposal is irrelevant because 
hazardous waste is not included in the diversion amounts that the claimant reported, and 
therefore, are not included in the Controller’s offsetting savings calculation.111   
Regarding the data for the statewide disposal fee, the Controller states the information was 
provided by CIWMB, is included in the record, and is based on private surveys of a large 
percentage of landfills across California.  The Controller also cites its internet search for landfill 
fees that revealed that the South Gate Transfer Station in South Gate, California, currently 
charges $53.91 per ton to dispose of solid waste, so the $36 to $56 "statewide average disposal 
fee" used to calculate the offsetting savings realized by the district is reasonable.  In addition, the 
claimant “did not provide any information, such as its contract with or invoices received from its 
commercial waste hauler (Cal-Met Services) to support either the landfill fees actually incurred 
by the district or to confirm that the statewide average landfill fee was greater than the actual 
landfill fees incurred by the district.”112   
In response to the claimant’s argument that it did not claim landfill costs, so there are none to 
offset, the Controller answers that the mandated program does not reimburse claimants for 
landfill costs incurred to dispose of solid waste, so none would be claimable.  Rather, the 
program reimburses claimants’ costs to divert solid waste from disposal, which according to the 
Controller, results in both a reduction of solid waste going to a landfill and the associated costs 
of having the waste hauled there, which creates offsetting savings that the claimant is required to 
identify in its mandated cost claims.113  
In response to the claimant’s argument that “the adjustment method does not match or limit the 
landfill costs avoided to landfill costs, if any, actually claimed,” the Controller quotes Public 
Resources Code section 42925 which provides that “cost savings realized as a result of the IWM 
plan are to “fund plan implementation and administration costs.”114  The Controller argues that 
offsetting savings applies to the whole program and is not limited to solid waste diversion 
activities.  The Controller also cites the reimbursable activities in the Parameters and Guidelines 
that refer to “implementation of the IWM plan,” concluding that it is reasonable that offsetting 
savings from implementing the plan be offset against direct costs to implement the plan.  The 

                                                 
110 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 21. 
111 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 21. 
112 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 21-22. 
113 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 22. 
114 Public Resources Code section 42925.  Emphasis added. 
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Controller also asserts that the claimant’s reference to other IWM audits is irrelevant to the 
current issue.115 
The Controller also disagrees with claimant’s argument that the Controller used the wrong 
standard of review.  The Controller cites the statute that authorizes it to audit the claimant’s 
records to verify actual mandate-related costs and reduce any claim that is excessive or 
unreasonable.  In this case, the claims were excessive because the claimant’s “mandated cost 
claims exceeded the proper amount based on the reimbursable costs allowable per statutory 
language and the program’s parameters and guidelines.”116  As to the burden of proof, the 
Controller states that it used data from the claimant’s annual reports to CIWMB from 
implementing its IWM program.117  

IV. Discussion 
Government Code section 17561(d) authorizes the Controller to audit the claims filed by local 
agencies and school districts and to reduce any claim for reimbursement of state mandated costs 
if the Controller determines that the claim is excessive or unreasonable.   
Government Code Section 17551(d) requires the Commission to hear and decide a claim that the 
Controller has incorrectly reduced payments to the local agency or school district.  If the 
Commission determines that a reimbursement claim has been incorrectly reduced, section 1185.9 
of the Commission’s regulations requires the Commission to send the decision to the Controller 
and request that the costs in the claim be reinstated. 
The Commission must review questions of law, including interpretation of the parameters and 
guidelines, de novo, without consideration of legal conclusions made by the Controller in the 
context of an audit.  The Commission is vested with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes 
over the existence of state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of 
the California Constitution.118  The Commission must also interpret the Government Code and 
implementing regulations in accordance with the broader constitutional and statutory scheme.  In 
making its decisions, the Commission must strictly construe article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution and not apply it as an “equitable remedy to cure the perceived unfairness 
resulting from political decisions on funding priorities.”119   
With regard to the Controller’s audit decisions, the Commission must determine whether they 
were arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.  This standard is similar to 

                                                 
115 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 22-23. 
116 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 26. 
117 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 26. 
118 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Government Code sections 
17551, 17552. 
119 County of Sonoma v. Commission on State Mandates (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1281, 
citing City of San Jose v. State of California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817. 
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the standard used by the courts when reviewing an alleged abuse of discretion of a state 
agency.120  Under this standard, the courts have found that: 

When reviewing the exercise of discretion, “[t]he scope of review is limited, out 
of deference to the agency’s authority and presumed expertise:  ‘The court may 
not reweigh the evidence or substitute its judgment for that of the agency. 
[Citation.]’” ... “In general ... the inquiry is limited to whether the decision was 
arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support. . . .” [Citations.] 
When making that inquiry, the “ ‘ “court must ensure that an agency has 
adequately considered all relevant factors, and has demonstrated a rational 
connection between those factors, the choice made, and the purposes of the 
enabling statute.” [Citation.]’ ”121 

The Commission must review the Controller’s audit in light of the fact that the initial burden of 
providing evidence for a claim of reimbursement lies with the claimant. 122  In addition, sections 
1185.1(f)(3) and 1185.2(c) of the Commission’s regulations require that any assertions of fact by 
the parties to an IRC must be supported by documentary evidence.  The Commission’s ultimate 
findings of fact must be supported by substantial evidence in the record.123 

A. The Controller Timely Initiated the Audit for Fiscal Years 2000-2001 and Timely 
Completed the Audit of All Claims.  

Government Code section 17558.5 requires an audit to be initiated no later than three years after 
the date the reimbursement claim is filed or last amended.  However, section 17558.5 also 
provides that 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.”124  “In any case,” section 
17558.5 requires the audit to be completed no later than two years after it is commenced.125 

1. The audit of the 2000-2001 reimbursement claim was timely initiated. 

                                                 
120 Johnston v. Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space Dist. (2002) 100 
Cal.App.4th 973, 983-984.  See also American Bd. of Cosmetic Surgery, Inc. v. Medical Bd. of 
California (2008)162 Cal.App.4th 534, 547. 
121 American Bd. of Cosmetic Surgery, Inc. v. Medical Bd. of California (2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 
534, 547-548. 
122 Gilbert v. City of Sunnyvale (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1274-1275. 
123 Government Code section 17559(b), which provides that a claimant or the state may 
commence a proceeding in accordance with the provisions of section 1094.5 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure to set aside a decision of the Commission on the ground that the Commission’s 
decision is not supported by substantial evidence in the record. 
124 Government Code section 17558.5 (as amended, Stats. 2002, ch. 1128 (AB 2834)). 
125 Government Code section 17558.5 (as amended, Stats. 2004, ch. 890 (AB 2856)). 
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The claimant filed its 2000-2001 reimbursement claim on October 6, 2005,126 but the State did 
not pay it until January 2011.  The claimant alleges that appropriations were made to the 
claimant by January 14, 2011 for these years, and that the Controller initiated the audit more than 
three years later on January 17, 2014, according to the final audit report.  Therefore, the claimant 
asserts that the Controller did not timely initiate the audit.127     
Government Code section 17558.5(a) tolls the time to initiate the audit to three years from the 
date of initial payment on the claim, rather than three years from the date the claim was filed, “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,” as follows:   

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.128  

Although the Controller agrees that payment was first made on the 2000-2001 claim in  
January 2011, the parties dispute the date of payment.  The claimant alleges: 

Pursuant to Chapter 724, Statutes of 2010, appropriations were made to the 
District by January 14, 2011, for the following fiscal year 2000-2001 for $42,203. 
The exact date of payment is a matter of record not available to the District but 
that can be produced by the Controller.129   

There is no evidence in the record, however, to support the claimant’s assertion that payment 
was made on January 14, 2011.  Rather, the record supports a finding that payment was first 
made on the 2000-2001 reimbursement claims on either January 18, 2011, or January 28, 2011. 
The claimant filed, as part of its IRC, a copy of a notice from the Controller to the claimant dated 
March 26, 2014 (following the audit), showing the audit adjustment to the 2000-2001 
reimbursement claim, and noting a payment on this reimbursement claim on January 18, 2011 
by “Schedule No. AP00122A” of $42,203.  The letter states in pertinent part: 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS     -    8,145.00 
TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS        -      0.00 
PRIOR PAYMENTS: 
SCHEDULE NO. AP00122A 
PAID 01-18-2011      -         0.00 

                                                 
126 Exhibit A, IRC, page 171. 
127 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 9-10. 
128 Emphasis added.  This is the current version of section 17558.5, and the version in effect 
when these reimbursement claim was filed in October 2005 (Exhibit A, IRC, p. 171). 
129 Exhibit A, IRC, page 9. 
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TOTAL PRIOR PAYMENTS       - 42,203.00130 

The Controller asserts that payment was first made on the reimbursement claims on  
January 28, 2011, pursuant to Statutes of 2010, chapter 724 (AB 1610, eff. Oct. 19, 2010).131  
That statute appropriated funds to offset the outstanding balance of the State’s minimum funding 
obligation under Proposition 98 to school districts and community college districts, and required 
that funds first be paid in satisfaction of any outstanding claims for reimbursement of state-
mandated costs.  The Controller filed a copy of a remittance advice showing payments to the 
claimant under AB 1610 for several state-mandated programs, including $42,203 for the 
Integrated Waste Management program for fiscal year 2000-2001 in “CLAIM SCHEDULE 
NUMBER: 1000149A, PAYMENT ISSUE DATE: 01/28/2011.”132 
The Controller has not explained the discrepancy between the notice indicating payment of 
$42,203 for the 2000-2001 reimbursement claim on January 18, 2011 by “Schedule No. 
AP00122A,” and the remittance advice indicating payment for the 2000-2001 reimbursement 
claims on January 28, 2011 by “Schedule Number: 1000149A.”  Nevertheless, the Controller 
issued both documents that support a finding that payment was first made on the 2000-2001 
reimbursement claim on either January 18, 2011, or January 28, 2011.   
As indicated above, Government Codes section 17558.5(a) tolls the time to initiate the audit of a 
claim “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,” to three years from the date of initial payment on the 
claim.  Therefore, using the earlier of the two dates in documents showing payment on the 2000-
2001 reimbursement claim on January 18, 2011, the Controller had until January 18, 2014 to 
initiate the audit of the 2000-2001 reimbursement claim.   
The Legislature has not specifically defined the event that initiates the audit and, unlike other 
auditing agencies,133 the Controller has not adopted formal regulations (which can be viewed as 
the controlling interpretation of a statute), to clarify when the audit of a mandate reimbursement 
claim begins.  Therefore, the Commission cannot, as a matter of law, state the event that initiates 
an audit in all cases, but must determine when the audit was initiated based on evidence in the 
record.  Initiating an audit requires a unilateral act of the Controller.  In this respect, Government 
Code section 17558.5(a) can be characterized as a statute of repose because it provides a period 
during which an audit has been commenced, and after which claimants may enjoy repose, 
dispose of evidence to support their claims, and assert a defense that the audit is not timely and 

                                                 
130 Exhibit A, IRC, page 214.  Emphasis added. 
131 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 26 (Final Audit Report – “For fiscal year (FY) 2000-01 claim, the State 
paid the district $42,203 from funds appropriated under Chapter 724, Statutes of 2010.”).  
Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 11 (“The SCO sent a remittance advice 
to the district dated January 28, 2011 [Tab 5], notifying the district of payments made on that 
date pursuant to Chapter 724, Statutes 2010 (Assembly Bill No. 1610) totaling $364,436.”). 
132 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 35-37.  
133 See, e.g., regulations adopted by the California Board of Equalization (title 18, section 
1698.5, stating that an “audit engagement letter” is a letter “used by Board staff to confirm the 
start of an audit or establish contact with the taxpayer”).    
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therefore void.134  Since the Controller’s authority to audit must be exercised within a specified 
time, it must be within the Controller’s exclusive control to meet or fail to meet the deadline.  
The Controller has the burden of proof on this issue and must show with evidence in the record 
that the claimant was notified that an audit was being initiated by the statutory deadline to ensure 
that the claimant does not dispose of any evidence or documentation to support its claim for 
reimbursement.  
The Controller asserts that the audit began on January 17, 2014, before the January 18, 2014 
deadline.  In support, the Controller filed a declaration by Jim Spano (Chief, Mandated Cost 
Audits Bureau, Division of Audits), stating under penalty of perjury that “a review of the claims . 
. . commenced on January 17, 2014, . . . .”135  The Controller also filed a copy of an email dated 
January 17, 2014, from an audit manager at the Controller’s Office to the claimant, as evidence 
of the Controller’s initial contact with the claimant about the audit.  The email states in relevant 
part:   

I am contacting you because the State Controller’s Office will be adjusting the 
district’s Integrated Waste Management claims for FY 2000-01and FY 2003-04 
through FY 2007-08 because the district did not offset any savings (e.g. avoided 
landfill disposal fees) received as a result of implementing the districts’ IWM 
Plan.  
I will notify you, via email, of the exact adjustment amount later next week.  
Also, included in this email, will be documentation to support the adjustment.136 

The claimant concurs that the audit was initiated by the Controller’s initial contact on  
January 17, 2014.137 
Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Controller timely initiated the audit, pursuant to 
Government Code section 17558.5(a), on January 17, 2014. 

2. The audit was timely completed. 
Government Code section 17558.5 provides that an audit must be completed:  “In any case, an 
audit shall be completed not later than two years after the date that the audit is commenced.”138  
As indicated above, the audit was initiated on January 17, 2014, the date of the Controller’s 
initial contact with the claimant about the audit and thus, had to be completed no later than 
January 17, 2016.  An audit is completed when the Controller issues the final audit report to the 
claimant.  The final audit report constitutes the Controller’s final determination on the subject 
claims and provides the claimant with written notice of the claim components adjusted, the 
amounts adjusted, and the reasons for the adjustment.139  This notice enables the claimant to file 

                                                 
134 Giest v. Sequoia Ventures, Inc. (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 300, 305.   
135 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 5. 
136 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 33.  Emphasis in original. 
137 Exhibit A, IRC, page 10. 
138 Government Code section 17558.5 (Stats. 2004, ch. 890). 
139 Government Code section 17558(c). 
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an IRC.  Here, the final audit report was issued March 19, 2014, well before the  
January 17, 2016 deadline.140   
Therefore, the Commission finds that the Controller’s audit of all years in the audit period was 
timely completed in accordance with Government Code section 17558.5. 

B. The Controller’s Reduction of Costs Claimed Is Generally Correct as a Matter of 
Law; However, the Reduction for the First Half of Fiscal Year 2003-2004, Based on 
a 50 Percent Mandated Diversion Rate, Is Incorrect as a Matter of Law. 
1. The test claim statutes presume that by complying with the mandate to divert solid 

waste through the IWM program, landfill fees are reduced or avoided and cost 
savings are realized. 

The test claim statute added Public Resources Code section 42925(a), which provides:  “Any 
cost savings realized as a result of the state agency integrated waste management plan shall, to 
the extent feasible, be redirected to the agency’s integrated waste management plan to fund plan 
implementation and administration costs, in accordance with Sections 12167 and 12167.1 of the 
Public Contract Code.” 
The court’s Ruling on Submitted Matter states that community colleges are “likely to experience 
costs savings in the form of reduced or avoided costs of landfill disposal” as a result of the 
mandated activities in Public Resources Code section 42921 because reduced or avoided costs 
“are a direct result and an integral part of the IWM plan mandated under Public Resources Code 
section 42920 et seq.: as solid waste diversion occurs, landfill disposal of the solid waste and 
associated landfill disposal costs are reduced or avoided.”  The court noted that “diversion is 
defined in terms of landfill disposal for purposes of the IWM plan mandates.”  The statutory 
definition of diversion provides that “activities which reduce or eliminate the amount of solid 
waste from solid waste disposal for purposes of this division.”  And the statutory definition of 
disposal is “the management of solid waste through landfill disposal or transformation at a 
permitted solid waste facility."141  The court explained:  

[R]eduction or avoidance of landfill fees resulting from solid waste diversion 
activities under § 42920 et seq. represent savings which must be offset against the 
costs of the diversion activities to determine the reimbursable costs of the IWM 
plan implementation . . . The amount or value of the savings may be determined 
from the calculations of annual solid waste disposal reduction or diversion which 
California Community Colleges must annually report to petitioner Integrated 
Waste Management Board pursuant to subdivision (b)(l) of Public Resources 
Code section 42926.142   

The court harmonized section 42925(a) with Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1: 

                                                 
140 Exhibit A, IRC, page 26 (Final Audit Report). 
141 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 78-79 (Ruling on Submitted 
Matter).   
142 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 79 (Ruling on Submitted Matter).  
Emphasis added. 
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By requiring the redirection of cost savings from state agency IWM plans to fund 
plan implementation and administration costs “in accordance with Sections 
12167 and 12167.1 of the Public Contract Code,” section 42925 assures that cost 
savings realized from state agencies’ IWM plans are handled in a manner 
consistent with the handling of revenues received from state agencies’ recycling 
plans under the State Assistance for Recycling Markets Act.  Thus, in accordance 
with section 12167, state agencies, along with California Community Colleges 
which are defined as state agencies for purposes of IWM plan requirements in 
Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. [citations omitted], must deposit 
cost savings resulting from IWM plans in the Integrated Waste Management 
Account in the Integrated Waste Management Fund; the funds deposited in the 
Integrated Waste Management Account, upon appropriation by the Legislature, 
may be expended by the Integrated Waste Management Board for the purpose of 
offsetting IWM plan costs.  In accordance with section 12167.1 and 
notwithstanding section 12167, cost savings from the IWM plans of the agencies 
and colleges that do not exceed $2000 annually are continuously appropriated for 
expenditure by the agencies and colleges for the purpose of offsetting IWM plan 
implementation and administration costs; cost savings resulting from IWM plans 
in excess of $2000 annually are available for such expenditure by the agencies 
and colleges when appropriated by the Legislature.143 

Thus, the court found that offsetting savings are, by statutory definition, likely to occur as a 
result of implementing the mandated activities.  Reduced or avoided costs “are a direct result and 
an integral part of the IWM plan mandated under Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq.: 
as solid waste diversion occurs, landfill disposal of the solid waste and associated landfill 
disposal costs are reduced or avoided.”144  As the court held, “landfill fees and costs resulting 
from solid waste diversion activities under § 42920 et seq. represent savings which must be offset 
against the costs of the diversion activities to determine the reimbursable costs. . . .”145 
The statutes, therefore, presume that by complying with the mandate to divert solid waste 
through the IWM program, landfill fees are reduced or avoided and cost savings are realized.  As 
indicated in the court’s ruling, the amount or value of the cost savings may be determined from 
the calculations of annual solid waste disposal reduction or diversion, which community colleges 
are required to annually report to CIWMB.  The amount of cost savings realized must be 
identified by the claimant and used to offset the costs incurred to comply with IWM plan 
implementation and administration activities approved for reimbursement in the Parameters and 
Guidelines.  Accordingly, the court’s ruling requires claimants to report in their reimbursement 
claims the costs incurred to comply with the reimbursable activities (which includes the activities 
and costs to divert at least 25 or 50 percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal) and the cost 

                                                 
143 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 80-81 (Ruling on Submitted 
Matter).    
144 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 78 (Ruling on Submitted Matter). 
145 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 79 (Ruling on Submitted Matter).   
Emphasis added. 
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savings from the avoided landfill disposal fees, for a reimbursement claim of the net increased 
costs.   
The Parameters and Guidelines are consistent with the court’s ruling and require in Section IV. 
that “[t]he claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased costs for 
reimbursable activities identified below.  Increased cost is limited to the cost of an activity that 
the claimant is required to incur as a result of the mandate.”146  Section VIII. requires that 
“[r]educed or avoided costs realized from implementation of the community college districts’ 
Integrated Waste Management plans shall be identified and offset from this claim as cost 
savings, consistent with the directions for revenue in Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 
12167.1.”147  The court’s decision and the amended Parameters and Guidelines are binding.148 

2. During the audit period, the claimant diverted solid waste as required by the test 
claim statutes, but has filed no evidence to rebut the presumption that cost savings 
were realized.  Thus, the Controller’s finding that the claimant realized cost savings is 
correct as a matter of law. 

In this case, the claimant asserts that no cost savings were realized, but does not explain why.149   
The record shows that the claimant diverted more solid waste than required by the test claim 
statutes except in the first half of fiscal year 2000-2001.150  The mandate requires community 
colleges to divert at least 25 percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal or transformation 
facilities by January 1, 2002, through source reduction, recycling, and composting activities, and 
at least 50 percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal or transformation facilities by  
January 1, 2004.151  The claimant’s annual report to CIWMB for calendar year 2000 indicates a 
diversion percentage of 21.50 percent.152  The claimant’s annual reports to CIWMB for calendar 
years 2001 through 2003 indicate diversion percentages from 25.7 percent to 62.5 percent of the 
total waste generated, which exceed the mandated diversion requirement of 25 percent.153  The 
claimant’s annual reports to CIWMB for calendar years 2004 through 2008 also report diversion 
percentages that exceed the mandated diversion requirement of 50 percent, and range from 51.95 
percent to 67.16 percent of the total waste generated.154   

                                                 
146 Exhibit A, IRC, page 54 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
147 Exhibit A, IRC, page 59 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
148 California School Boards Association v. State of California (2009) 171 Cal.App.4th 1183, 
1201.  
149 Exhibit A, IRC, page 10. 
150 Exhibit A, IRC, page 32, fn. 2 (Final Audit Report); Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments 
on the IRC, page 71. 
151 Public Resources Code sections 42921.  Exhibit A, IRC, pages 51 and 55 (Parameters and 
Guidelines, section IV.(B)(5)).  
152 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 39 (2000 report). 
153 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 42-48 and 71.  
154 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 49-63 and 71. 
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In 2008, CIWMB stopped requiring community college districts to report the amount and 
percentage of tonnage diverted, and instead required them to report the "per-capita disposal" of 
waste.155  As amended, each community college now has a disposal target that is the equivalent 
to a 50 percent diversion, and is expressed on a per capita basis.  So if the district’s per-capita 
disposal rate is less than the target, it means that the district is meeting the requirement to divert 
50 percent of its solid waste.156   
The claimant, in its report for 2008, reported annual per capita disposal rates for both the 
employee and student populations to be at or below the target rates, thereby satisfying the 
requirement to divert 50 percent of its solid waste.157  Claimant’s 2008 report also shows it had 
waste reduction programs in place, listing the following programs:  Business Source Reduction, 
Beverage Containers, Cardboard, Newspaper, Office Paper (white), Office Paper (mixed), Scrap 
Metal, Xeriscaping, grasscycling, On-site composting/mulching, Tires, Wood waste, 
Concrete/asphalt/rubble (C&D).158  Clamant also reported on changes in 2008 to its waste 
diversion programs that: “Increased monitoring of paper/cardboard recycling have also 
contributed to landfill diversion” and reported “more communication to the college to help with 
our recycling efforts.”159  As to new programs in 2008, claimant reported “No new programs 
were implemented, or discontinued.”160 
The record also shows that the claimant’s solid waste that was not diverted was disposed of at a 
landfill by a waste hauler.  The claimant’s annual reports filed with CIWMB during the audit 
period identify the total tonnage of waste disposed161 and the use of a waste hauler.162  The 
record also includes a district agenda item from 2003 recommending a waste hauling contract.163  
The record also shows the claimant used landfill disposal for the solid waste it did not divert.  
For example, in its 2001 annual report, the claimant states:  “Staff … has identified additional 

                                                 
155 The new requirement was a result of Statutes 2008, chapter 343 (SB 1016). 
156 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 92-100 [“Understanding SB 1016 
Solid Waste Per Capita Disposal Measurement Act”, 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/lgcentral/goalmeasure/Tools/SimplePresen.pdf.] 
157 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 62 (2008 report, showing an 
employee population target of 2.6, and 2.0 was achieved; and a student population target of 0.3, 
and 0.2 was achieved). 
158 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 63 (2008 report). 
159 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 63 (2008 report). 
160 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 63 (2008 report). 
161 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 39 (2000 report), 42 (2001 report) 
46 (2003 report), 49 (2004 report), 52 (2005 report), 55 (2006 report), 58 (2007 report), 61 (2008 
report). 
162 For example, the 2000 annual report states:  “Green Waste Recycling: Hauler will provide 
containers and separate pick-ups.  Cost per tonnage of diverted green waste materials will be less 
than trash hauling fees.”  See Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 41.   
163 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 65-66. 
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diversion opportunities and is diverting previously landfill-bound materials daily.”164  In its 
annual reports for 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008, claimant reports:  “C&D diversion 
efforts have contributed considerably to our disposal of materials to landfills. . . . Efforts towards 
donations to local schools and increased monitoring of paper/cardboard recycling have also 
contributed to landfill diversion.”165  

The avoided landfill disposal fee was based on the statewide average disposal fee provided by 
CIWMB for each fiscal year in the audit period, since the claimant did not provide any 
information to the Controller regarding the landfill fees it was charged.166 
Based on this documentation, the Controller correctly presumed, consistent with the presumption 
in the test claim statutes and the court’s interpretation of those statutes and with no evidence to 
the contrary, that the claimant realized cost savings during the audit period equal to the avoided 
landfill fee per ton of waste required to be diverted.   
The statutory presumption of cost savings controls unless the claimant files evidence to rebut the 
presumption and shows that cost savings were not realized.167  The claimant has the burden of 
proof on this issue.  Under the mandates statutes and regulations, the claimant is required to 
show that it has incurred increased costs mandated by the state when submitting a reimbursement 
claim to the Controller’s Office, and the burden to show that any reduction made by the 
Controller is incorrect.168  The Parameters and Guidelines, as amended pursuant to the court’s 
                                                 
164 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 43 (2001 report). 
165 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 47 (2003 annual report), 50 (2003 
annual report), 53 (2005 annual report), 56 (2006 annual report, which states:  “C&D diversion 
efforts have contributed considerably to our diversion from landfills), 59 (2007 annual report), 
62 (2008 annual report). 
166 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 22, 111-133. 
167 Government Code section 17559, which requires that the Commission’s decisions be 
supported by substantial evidence in the record.  See also, Coffy v. Shiomoto (2015) 60 Cal.4th 
1198, 1209, a case interpreting the rebuttable presumption in Vehicle Code section 23152 that if 
a person had 0.08 percent or more, by weight, of alcohol in the blood at the time of testing, then 
it is presumed by law that he or she had 0.08 percent or more, by weight, of alcohol in the blood 
at the time of driving, unless he or she files evidence to rebut the presumption.  The court states 
that unless and until evidence is introduced that would support a finding that the presumption 
does not exist, the statutory presumption that the person was driving over the legal limit remains 
the finding of fact. 
168 Evidence Code section 500, which states:  “Except as otherwise provided by law, a party has 
the burden of proof as to each fact the existence or nonexistence of which is essential to the 
claim for relief or defense that he is asserting.”  See also, Simpson Strong-Tie Co., Inc. v. Gore 
(2010) 49 Cal.4th 12, 24, where the court recognized that “the general principle of Evidence 
Code 500 is that a party who seeks a court's action in his favor bears the burden of persuasion 
thereon.”  This burden of proof is recognized throughout the architecture of the mandates statutes 
and regulations.  Government Code section 17551(a) requires the Commission to hear and decide 
a claim filed by a local agency or school district that it is entitled to reimbursement under article 
XIII B, section 6.  Section 17551(d) requires the Commission to hear and decide a claim by a 
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writ, also require claimants to show the costs incurred to divert solid waste and to perform the 
administrative activities, and to report and identify the costs saved or avoided by diverting solid 
waste:  “Reduced or avoided costs realized from implementation of the community college 
districts' Integrated Waste Management plans shall be identified and offset from this claim as 
cost savings.”169  Thus, the claimant has the burden to rebut the statutory presumption and to 
show, with substantial evidence in the record, that the costs of complying with the mandate 
exceed any cost savings realized by diverting solid waste. 
Accordingly, the Commission finds that the claimant has not filed any evidence to rebut the 
statutory presumption of cost savings.  Therefore, the Controller’s finding that cost savings have 
been realized is correct as a matter of law. 

3. For all years of the audit period except the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004, the 
Controller’s calculation of cost savings is correct as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, 
capricious or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.   

The Controller correctly determined that during the audit period, the claimant diverted solid 
waste, as mandated by the test claim statute, and exceeded the minimum required diversion rate 
every year except in the first half of fiscal year 2000-2001.170  For years the claimant exceeded 
the mandate, the Controller calculated offsetting savings by allocating the diversion to reflect the 
mandate.  The Controller allocated the diversion by dividing the percentage of solid waste 
required to be diverted by the test claim statute (either 25 percent or 50 percent) by the actual 
percentage of solid waste diverted (as annually reported by the claimant to CIWMB).  The 
allocated diversion was then multiplied by the avoided landfill disposal fee (based on the 

                                                 
local agency or school district that the Controller has incorrectly reduced payments to the local 
agency or school district.  In these claims, the claimant must show that it has incurred increased 
costs mandated by the state.  (Gov. Code, §§ 17514 [defining “costs mandated by the state”], 
17560(a) [“A local agency or school district may . . .  file an annual reimbursement claim that 
details the costs actually incurred for that fiscal year.”]; 17561 [providing that the issuance of the 
Controller’s claiming instructions constitutes a notice of the right of local agencies and school 
districts to file reimbursement claims based upon the parameters and guidelines, and authorizing 
the Controller to audit the records of any local agency or school district to “verify the actual 
amount of the mandated costs.”]; 17558.7(a) [“If the Controller reduces a claim approved by the 
commission, the claimant may file with the commission an incorrect reduction claim pursuant to 
regulations adopted by the commission.”].  By statute, only the local agency or school district 
may bring these claims, and the local entity must present and prove its claim that it is entitled to 
reimbursement.  (See also, Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, §§ 1185.1, et seq., which requires that the IRC 
contain a narrative that describes the alleged incorrect reductions, and be signed under penalty of 
perjury.) 
169 Exhibit A, IRC, page 59 (Amended Parameters and Guidelines).  Emphasis added. 
170 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 71. 
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statewide average fee) to calculate the offsetting savings realized.171  

 
The formula allocates or reduces cost savings based on the mandated rate, and is intended to 
avoid penalizing the claimant for diverting more solid waste than the amount mandated by 
law.172 
For the first half of fiscal year 2000-2001, the claimant achieved a 21.5 percent diversion, which 
the Controller correctly determined did not reach the minimum 25 percent state-mandated 
diversion.  To calculate cost savings for this time period, the Controller did not allocate the 
diversion percentage, but instead multiplied 100 percent of the solid waste diverted by the 
claimant for the year (103.2 tons) by the avoided landfill disposal fee (based on the statewide 
average fee of $36.39), for a total offset of $3,755.173  
These formulas are consistent with the statutory presumption of cost savings, as interpreted by 
the court for this program, and the requirements in the Parameters and Guidelines.  The court 
found that the test claim statutes require that reduced or avoided landfill fees represent savings 
that must be offset against the cost of diversion.  The court stated:  “The amount or value of the 
[offsetting cost] savings may be determined from the calculations of annual solid waste disposal 
reduction or diversion which California Community Colleges must annually report” to 
CIWMB.174  The Parameters and Guidelines state:  “Reduced or avoided costs realized from 
implementation of the community college districts' Integrated Waste Management plans shall be 
identified and offset from this claim as cost savings . . . .”175  Thus, the Controller’s formula 
correctly presumes, based on the record and without any evidence to the contrary, that the 
claimant realized cost savings during the audit period equal to the avoided landfill fee per ton of 
waste required to be diverted.  And when the claimant exceeded the mandated diversion rates, 
the Controller’s formula limited the offset to reflect the mandated rate.   

                                                 
171 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 34; Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19-20. 
172 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 19. 
173 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 71.  The calculation was only for the 
first half of fiscal year 2000-2001, so the Controller’s calculation was based on half the total 
tonnage diverted (206.8 tons).  See Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 39 
(2000 report). 
174 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 79 (Ruling on Submitted Matter).  
Emphasis added. 
175 Exhibit A, IRC page 59 (Amended Parameters and Guidelines, adopted Sept. 26, 2008). 
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The claimant raises several arguments, unsupported by the law or evidence in the record, that the 
Controller’s calculation of cost savings is incorrect.     
The claimant first alleges that cost savings cannot be realized because the chain of events 
required by Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1 did not occur:  that savings 
have to be converted to cash, and amounts in excess of $2,000 per year must be deposited 
in the state fund and appropriated back by the Legislature to mitigate the costs.176  It is 
undisputed that the claimant did not remit to the state any savings realized from the 
implementation of the IWM plan.177  However, as indicated above, cost savings are 
presumed by the statutes and the claimant has not filed evidence to rebut that 
presumption.  Thus, the claimant should have deposited the cost savings into the state’s 
account as required by the test claim statutes, and the claimant’s failure to comply with 
the law does not make the Controller’s calculations of cost savings incorrect as a matter 
of law, or arbitrary or capricious.  Since cost savings are presumed by the statutes, the 
claimant has the burden to show increased costs mandated by the state.  As the court 
stated:  “[r]eimbursement is not available under section 6 and section 17514 to the extent 
that a local government or school district is able to provide the mandated program or 
increased level of service without actually incurring increased costs.”178 
The claimant next asserts that the Controller’s formula is an underground regulation.179  The 
Commission disagrees.  Government Code section 11340.5 provides that no state agency shall 
enforce or attempt to enforce a rule or criterion which is a regulation, as defined in section 
11342.600, unless it has been adopted pursuant to the Administrative Procedures Act.  As 
discussed above, however, the formula is consistent with the statutory presumption of cost 
savings, as interpreted by the court for this program.  Interpretations that arise in the course of 
case-specific adjudications are not regulations.180   
The claimant also argues that using landfill fees in the calculation of offsetting savings is not 
relevant because “[t]he District did not claim landfill costs, so there are none to be offset.”181  
The claimant’s interpretation of the cost savings requirement is not correct.  The cost of 
disposing waste at a landfill is not eligible for reimbursement.  Reimbursement is authorized to 
divert solid waste from the landfill through source reduction, recycling, and composting 
activities.182  As explained by the court:  

In complying with the mandated solid waste diversion requirements of Public 
Resources Code section 42921, California Community Colleges are likely to 
experience cost savings in the form of reduced or avoided costs of landfill 

                                                 
176 Exhibit A, IRC, page 14.   
177 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 12, 17. 
178 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 78 (Ruling on Submitted Matter). 
179 Exhibit A, IRC, page 15.   
180 Tidewater Marine Western, Inc. v. Bradshaw (1996) 14 Cal.4th 557, 571.  
181 Exhibit A, IRC, page 17. 
182 Exhibit A, IRC, page 55 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
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disposal.  The reduced or avoided costs are a direct result and an integral part of 
the mandated IWM plan ....   
Such reduction or avoidance of landfill fees and costs resulting from solid waste 
diversion activities under § 42920 et seq. represent savings which must be offset 
against the costs of the diversion activities to determine the reimbursable costs of 
IWM plan implementation -- i.e., the actual increased costs of diversion -- under 
section 6 and section 17514.183 

The court also noted that diversion is defined as “activities which reduce or eliminate the amount 
of solid waste from solid waste disposal.”184   
In addition, the claimant argues that the formula assumes facts without evidence in the record.  
For example, the claimant questions the Controller’s assumption that the diversion rate achieved 
in 2007 applies equally to 2008, the assumption that all diverted waste would have been disposed 
in a landfill, and that the statewide average cost to dispose of waste at a landfill actually applied 
to the claimant.185   
The Controller’s assumptions, however, are supported by evidence in the record and the claimant 
has filed no evidence to rebut them.  The Controller applied the diversion rate achieved in 2007 
to 2008 because CIWMB stopped requiring community college districts to report the actual 
amount and percent of tonnage diverted in 2008.  As the Controller notes, the claimant’s 
diversion program was well-established by 2007, and the claimant’s report of 2008 shows 
continued diversion.  The claimant’s report for 2008 reveals that the claimant’s annual per capita 
disposal rate for both the employee and student populations were below or near the target rate.186  
Overall, the evidence indicates that the claimant satisfied the requirement to divert 50 percent of 
its solid waste during 2008.187   
The Controller obtained the statewide average cost for landfill disposal fees from CIWMB.  The 
fees were based on private surveys of a large percentage of landfills across California.188  The 

                                                 
183 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 78-79 (Ruling on Submitted 
Matter). 
184 Public Resources Code section 40124.  Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, 
page 78 (Ruling on Submitted Matter). 
185 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 15-17.   
186 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 62 (2008 report) showing an 
employee population target of 2.6, and 2.0 was achieved; and a student population target of 0.3, 
and 0.2 was achieved. 
187 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 63 (2008 report), listing the waste 
reduction programs in place, stating that “Increased monitoring of paper/cardboard recycling 
have also contributed to landfill diversion” and reporting there was “more communication to the 
college to help with our recycling efforts.”  Claimant also reported that in 2008:  “No new 
programs were implemented, or discontinued.” 
188 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 21-22. 
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Controller’s audit report indicates that the claimant did not provide documentation to support a 
different disposal fee.189  In addition, the Controller states:  

The district did not provide any information, such as its contract with or invoices 
received from its commercial waste hauler (Cal-Met Services) to support either 
the landfill fees actually incurred by the district or to confirm that the statewide 
average landfill fee was greater than the actual landfill fees incurred by the 
district.190   

On these audit issues, the Commission may not reweigh the evidence or substitute its judgment 
for that of the Controller.  The Commission must only ensure that the Controller’s decision is not 
arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support, and adequately considered all 
relevant factors.191  There is no evidence that the Controller’s assumptions are wrong or arbitrary 
or capricious with regard to the statewide average landfill fee.   
The claimant also points to the Controller’s audits of other community college districts, arguing 
that the Controller’s audit results in those cases vary and are arbitrary.192  The Controller’s audits 
of other community college district reimbursement claims are not relevant to the Controller’s 
audit here.  Each audit depends on the documentation and evidence provided by the claimant to 
show increased costs mandated by the state. 
Accordingly, the Controller’s calculation of cost savings for all years of the audit period except 
the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 is correct as a matter of law, and is not arbitrary, 
capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support. 

4. The Controller’s calculation of cost savings for the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 is 
incorrect as a matter of law. 

The claimant achieved an actual diversion rate of 62.5 percent in the first half of fiscal year 
2003-2004.193  The Controller allocated the diversion rate, as it did for the other fiscal years, 
because the claimant exceeded the mandate.  However, the Controller used a 50 percent 
mandated rate to calculate the allocated diversion rate although the test claim statutes required 
only 25 percent diversion in calendar year 2003.194  The requirement to divert 50 percent of solid 
waste did not become operative until January 1, 2004,195 so the calculation of cost savings for 
fiscal year 2003-2004 using a 25 percent diversion rate is incorrect. 
As indicated in the Parameters and Guidelines, the mandate is to divert at least 25 percent of all 
solid waste from landfill disposal or transformation facilities by January 1, 2002, and at least 50 
                                                 
189 Exhibit A, IRC, page 35. 
190 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 24. 
191 American Bd. of Cosmetic Surgery, Inc. v. Medical Bd. of California (2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 
534, 547-548. 
192 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 18-19.  
193 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 46 (2003 Annual Report). 
194 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 71. 
195 Public Resources Code sections 42921; Exhibit A, IRC, page 91 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
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percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal or transformation facilities by January 1, 2004, 
through source reduction, recycling, and composting activities.196  Thus, from July 1, 2003, 
through December 31, 2003, community college districts were mandated to achieve diversion 
rates of only 25 percent.  The Controller admits that, “as there is no state mandate to exceed solid 
waste diversion for amounts in excess of 25% for calendar years 2000 through 2003 or 50% for 
calendar year 2004 and later, there is no basis for calculating offsetting savings realized for 
actual diversion percentages that exceed the levels set by statute.”197   
The Controller’s calculation of cost savings, using a 50 percent diversion rate from July 1, 2003 
through December 31, 2003, instead of the mandated 25 percent diversion rate, is incorrect as a 
matter of law.198  As discussed above, the Controller’s formula for offsetting cost savings for 
years in which the claimant exceeded the diversion mandate, which allocates the diversion based 
on the mandated rate, is consistent with the test claim statutes and the court’s decision on this 
program. 
Applying the Controller’s cost savings formula (that allocates cost savings for years the claimant 
exceeded the mandate) to the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004, results in offsetting savings of 
$13,772 (25 percent divided by 62.5 percent, multiplied by 934.85 tons diverted multiplied by 
the statewide average landfill disposal fee of $36.83) rather than $27,544.  Therefore, the 
difference of $13,772 ($27,544 - $13,772) has been incorrectly reduced. 
Accordingly, the Commission finds that the difference of $13,772 ($27,544 - $13,772) reduced 
from costs claimed for the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 is incorrect as a matter of law.   

V. Conclusion 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission concludes that the Controller’s reduction of costs 
claimed for all years in the audit period except the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 is correct as 
a matter of law and is not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support. 
The Commission further concludes that the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for the first 
half of fiscal year 2003-2004 is partially incorrect as a matter of law.  The law and the record 
support offsetting cost savings for this time period of $13,772 rather than $27,544.  Therefore, 
the difference of $13,772 has been incorrectly reduced and should be reinstated to claimant.   
Accordingly, the Commission partially approves this IRC and requests, pursuant to Government 
Code section 17551(d) and section 1185.9 of the Commission’s regulations, that the Controller 
reinstate $13,772 to the claimant. 

                                                 
196 Exhibit A, IRC, page 91 (Parameters and Guidelines).  This is based on Public Resources 
Code sections 42921. 
197 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 20. 
198 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 71. 
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MINUTES 
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

State Capitol, Room 447 
Sacramento, California 

September 26, 2008 

Present: Member Tom Sheehy, Chairperson 
  Representative of the Director of the Department of Finance 
Member Francisco Lujano, Vice Chairperson 
  Representative of the State Treasurer  
Member Richard Chivaro  
  Representative of the State Controller 
Member Anne Schmidt 
  Representative of the Director of the Office of Planning and Research  
Member J. Steven Worthley 
  County Supervisor 
Member Sarah Olsen 
  Public Member 

Absent: Member Paul Glaab 
  City Council Member 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
Chairperson Sheehy called the meeting to order at 9:38 a.m. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Item 1 August 1, 2008 

The August 1, 2008 hearing minutes were adopted by a vote of 5-0.  Ms. Schmidt abstained. 

PROPOSED CONSENT CALENDAR    
INFORMATIONAL HEARING PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS, 
TITLE 2, CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 8 (ACTION) 

A.  PROPOSED PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 
Item 7 Reporting Improper Governmental Activities, 02-TC-24 

Education Code Section 87164 
Statutes 2001, Chapter 416, Statutes 2002, Chapter 81 
Santa Monica Community College District, Claimant  

1

Exhibit E



 5

Mr. Petersen responded that they would not be compelled to do the state portion if they were not 
in the DSPS program.  Ms. Olsen then asked where is the practical compulsion.  Mr. Petersen 
responded that they still have to continue performing the federal mandate which has always been 
funded by the state. 
Ms. Shelton added that it was funded by the state under the state’s vocational rehabilitation 
program, and before enactment of DSPS, students were receiving overlapping services.  
Therefore, the Department of Rehabilitation and the Chancellor’s Office s came to agreement 
that the colleges would perform the services and vocational rehabilitation would not.  There was 
no funding in that agreement. 
Member Olsen stated that she was trying to clarify the practical compulsion allegation and 
whether it was based on the parents of DSPS students going to court if a district did not comply 
with DSPS.  Mr. Petersen clarified that the practical compulsion is that school districts still have 
to continue the federal mandate, which was previously funded by the state.  If a district stops 
participating in the state DSPS program, there would be no funding for providing any service. 
Chairperson Sheehy asked Mr. Petersen if he wished to discuss the next issue on instructional 
materials.  Mr. Petersen stated that he would not, because the Commission must decide the 
threshold issue first. 
Member Chivaro moved to adopt the staff recommendations.  With a second by Member Lujano, 
the Commission adopted the staff recommendation to deny the test claim by a vote of 6-0. 

B.  PROPOSED STATEMENT OF DECISION 
Item 4 Disabled Student Programs and Services, (02-TC-22) 

See Item 3 
Ms. Shelton also presented this item.  She stated that the sole issue before the Commission was 
whether the proposed Statement of Decision accurately reflected the Commission’s decision on 
the Disabled Student Programs and Services test claim.  Staff recommended that the 
Commission adopt the proposed Statement of Decision including minor changes. 
Member Chivaro made a motion to adopt the proposed Statement of Decision.  With a second by 
Member Lujano, the Statement of Decision was adopted by a vote of 6-0. 
Ms. Higashi noted that Items 5 and 6 were postponed at the request of the claimant. 

INFORMATIONAL HEARING PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 8 (ACTION) 

   PROPOSED PARAMENTERS AND GUIDELINES 
Item 8 Integrated Waste Management Board, (00-TC-07)  

Public Resources Code Sections 40148, 40196.3, 42920-42928, Public 
Contract Code Sections 12167 and 12167.1, Statutes 1999, Chapter 764, 
Statutes 1992, Chapter 1116, Manuals of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board 
Santa Monica and South Lake Tahoe Community College Districts,  
Co-Claimants 

Camille Shelton, Chief Legal Counsel, presented this item.  Ms. Shelton explained that this item 
is on remand from the Sacramento County Superior Court on a judgment and writ.  The 
Integrated Waste Management Board program requires community college districts to develop 
and adopt waste management plans to divert solid waste from landfills and to submit annual 
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reports to the Integrated Waste Management Board.  The writ issued by the court requires the 
Commission to amend the parameters and guidelines for this program in two respects:  It 
requires the Commission to amend the offsetting revenue section to require claimants to identify 
and offset from their reimbursement claims, all revenue generated as a result of implementing 
their waste plans, without regard to the limitations described in the Public Contract Code. 
The second amendment requires that the Commission add an offsetting cost savings section to 
the parameters and guidelines to require claimants to identify and offset from their 
reimbursement claims cost savings realized as a result of implementing their plans, consistent 
with the limitations provided in the Public Contract Code. 
Ms. Shelton continued that under the Public Contract Code provisions, community colleges are 
required to deposit all cost savings that result from implementing their waste plans in the 
Integrated Waste Management account.  Upon appropriation by the Legislature, the funds may 
be expended by the Integrated Waste Management Board for the purpose of offsetting plan costs.  
Subject to Board approval, cost savings by a community college that do not exceed $2,000 
annually, are appropriated for expenditure by the community college for the purpose of offsetting 
their costs.  Cost savings exceeding $2,000 annually may be available for expenditure by the 
community college only when appropriated by the Legislature.  The proposed amendments 
contain these changes required by the court. 
Ms. Shelton added that the Integrated Waste Management Board is requesting that the 
Commission add more language to the offsetting cost-savings section to require community 
college districts to: (1) provide information with their reimbursement claims identifying all cost 
savings resulting from the plans, including costs savings that exceed $2,000; and (2) to analyze 
categories of potential cost savings to determine what to include in their claims. 
Staff finds that the Board’s request for additional language goes beyond the scope of the court’s 
judgment and writ.  Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission deny the Board’s request 
and adopt the proposed amendments to the parameters and guidelines as recommended by staff. 
Parties were represented as follows:  Keith Petersen, an interested party having represented the 
claimant many years ago; Elliot Block representing the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board, and Susan Geanacou representing the Department of Finance.   
Mr. Block stated that he disagreed with the staff analysis.  The Board argues that staff is viewing 
the court’s decision more narrowly than is necessary.  The reimbursement claims are difficult to 
review.  The Board is requesting the language to provide additional guidance to help the claims 
be formulated in a way that they are actually reviewable and usable.  He noted that the Board has 
a pending request to amend the parameters and guidelines to add these additional reporting 
requirements, and that the staff analysis suggests that the additional reporting requirements could 
be added prospectively, but not retroactively.  He stated that if the parameters and guidelines 
could have been originally drafted to include this requirement, why can’t the parameters and 
guidelines be amended now to include this guidance.   
Chairperson Sheehy asked Mr. Block to clarify the comment that the claims that are being 
submitted are difficult to review. 
Mr. Block reiterated that the claims were incomplete and difficult to review, and pointed out that 
even Commission staff sought help from the Board when they initially reviewed the claims 
because there were portions of the claims filed that did not make sense and did not seem to align 
with the original parameter and guidelines. 
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Ms. Higashi noted that when the Commission adopted the statewide cost estimate, it requested a 
summary compilation of the amounts claimed by the community college districts filing timely 
reimbursement claims with the State Controller’s Office.  The State Controller’s Office report 
identified the claimant by name, amount claimed and amounts offset and was the basis for the 
Commission’s preparation of the statewide cost estimate. 
Ms. Geanacou stated that the Department of Finance, as a co-petitioner before the court, has 
followed this matter closely.  She observed that the cost savings information required in the 
claims will clearly appear as an offset for reimbursement and is already available in two sources 
of information if the test claim statutes are complied with. 
Ms. Shelton stated that the Commission’s jurisdiction in this matter is really limited to the 
court’s writ and the writ directed two specific changes to the parameters and guidelines.   
She noted that the court found that the information to support cost savings was already provided 
to the Board in their existing annual report.  The court did not indicate that the Board needed 
additional information.  She added that every year, the Board receives a report that describes the 
calculations of annual disposal reduction and information on changes in waste generated or 
disposed.  Also, this issue can be addressed in the Board’s pending request to amend the 
parameters and guidelines. 
Member Worthley moved to adopt the staff recommendations.  With a second by member Olsen, 
the staff recommendation to approve the proposed amendments to the parameters and guidelines 
was adopted by a vote of 6-0. 

STAFF REPORTS 
Item 12 Chief Legal Counsel’s Report (info) 

 
No report was made. 

Item 13 Executive Director’s Report (info) 
 

Ms. Higashi introduced our newest analyst Heidi Palchik. 
Ms. Higashi also recognized staff member Lorenzo Duran who recently participated in a state 
agency sponsored fundraiser for the California State Employees Charitable Campaign.  He 
successfully dunked our Commission Chair, Mr. Genest, in the dunk tank. 
Ms. Higashi reported the adopted State Budget did not make any new changes to the Commission’s 
budget.  Also, the Commission filed the annual workload report with the Director of Finance.  
Ms. Higashi proposed changing the November 6th hearing to an alternate date in December.  It was 
decided to find an agreeable date and report it back to the Commission.  She also noted that work is 
continuing on the proposal for delivery of agenda materials. 
Ms. Higashi reported that Anne Sheehan, Chief Deputy Director of the Department of Finance, was 
appointed Director of Corporate Governance, CALSTRS. 
Ms. Higashi also noted that the Commission will probably be exploring a hiring freeze exemption. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Chairperson Sheehy introduced Deborah Borzelleri and acknowledged her upcoming retirement. 
On behalf of the Commission, Chairperson Sheehy presented Ms. Borzelleri with a Resolution 
recognizing her retirement as a state employee for 35 years and her many accomplishments. 
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ITEM 9 
FINAL STAFF ANALYSIS 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO PARAMETERS AND 
GUIDELINES 

Public Resources Code Sections 40148, 40196.3, 42920-42928 
Public Contract Code Sections 12167 and 12167.1 

Statutes 1999, Chapter 764 (A.B. 75) 
Statutes 1992, Chapter 1116 (A.B. 3521) 

State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan (February 2000) 

Integrated Waste Management 
05-PGA-16 

Integrated Waste Management Board, Requestor 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Background 
This is a request filed by the Integrated Waste Management Board pursuant to 
Government Code section 17557, subdivision (d), to amend the original parameters and 
guidelines for the Integrated Waste Management program.  If the Commission approves 
the Board’s request, the amendments would be effective for costs incurred beginning  
July 1, 2005.   
The Board requests that the parameters and guidelines be amended in Section VIII, 
Offsetting Cost Savings, to include language requiring community college districts to 
analyze avoided disposal costs and other offsetting savings relating to staffing, overhead, 
materials, storage, etc., as a result of the test claim statutes when filing reimbursement 
claims.  A similar request was made by the Board at the Commission’s  
September 26, 2008 hearing, when the Commission amended the parameters and 
guidelines pursuant to the court’s writ and judgment in State of California, Department of 
Finance, California Integrated Waste Management Board v. Commission on State 
Mandates (Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 07CS00355).  The Commission 
denied the Board’s request and found that the request was not consistent with the statutes 
or the court’s judgment and writ.  (See Exhibit G.) 
The Board also requests that the following additional language be included in 
Section IX, State Controller’s Claiming Instructions: 

The claiming instructions shall include sufficient instructions to ensure 
that only additional expenses related to this mandate are included and that 
any offsetting savings, as described above, are not included. 
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The Board contends that the proposed amendments should be made “to more accurately 
capture the information necessary to provide accurate claims and a Statewide Cost 
Estimates [sic].” 
The request to amend the parameters and guidelines was issued for comment on  
April 10, 2006.  No comments were received.  A draft staff analysis recommending that 
the Commission deny the Board’s request was issued on December 8, 2008.  On 
December 30, 2008, the Integrated Waste Management Board filed comments on the 
draft.  No other comments have been received. 

Staff Analysis 
Staff recommends that the Commission deny the request to amend the parameters and 
guidelines to include language requiring community colleges to specifically analyze the 
cost savings information identified by the Board when filing reimbursement claims for 
the following reasons:   

• There is no requirement in statute or Board regulations that community college 
districts perform the analysis specified by the Board.  

• The Commission does not have the authority to impose additional requirements 
on community college districts regarding this program. 

• The current offsetting cost savings paragraph identifies the offsetting savings 
consistent with the language of Public Resources Code section 42925,  
subdivision (a), and Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1, and with 
the court’s judgment and writ in State of California, Department of Finance, 
California Integrated Waste Management Board v. Commission on State 
Mandates, et al. (Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 07CS00355).   

• Information on cost savings is already available to the Board in the community 
colleges’ annual reports submitted to the Board pursuant to Public Resources 
Code section 42926, subdivision (b)(1). 

Staff further recommends that the Commission deny the proposed language to amend 
Section IX of the parameters and guidelines to require that the claiming instructions 
include sufficient instructions to ensure that only additional expenses related to this 
mandate are included and that any offsetting savings are not included, for the following 
reasons: 

• The requirement that only increased costs be claimed is already provided 
in the boilerplate language of Section IV of the parameters and guidelines. 

• The offsetting cost savings are adequately described in Section VIII of the 
parameters and guidelines, the first sentence of which states that 
“[r]educed or avoided costs realized from implementation of the 
community college districts’ Integrated Waste Management plans shall be 
identified and offset from this claim as cost savings, consistent with the 
directions for revenue in Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 
12167.1.”  (Emphasis added.) 
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• The claiming instructions prepared by the State’s Controller’s Office are 
required to be derived from the test claim decision and the adopted 
parameters and guidelines.  (Gov. Code, § 17558, subd. (b).)   

Conclusion and Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Commission deny the request of the Integrated Waste 
Management Board to amend the original parameters and guidelines. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
Requestor 
Integrated Waste Management Board 

Chronology 
03/25/04 Statement of Decision adopted by Commission 
03/30/05 Parameters and guidelines adopted by Commission 
03/30/06 Integrated Waste Management Board files comments to the proposed 

statewide cost estimate and requests that the Commission amend the 
parameters and guidelines 

04/10/06 Integrated Waste Management Board’s request to amend the parameters 
and guidelines is issued for comment 

10/26/06 Commission adopts statewide cost estimate 
03/--/07 Integrated Waste Management Board and Department of Finance file 

petition for writ of mandate challenging the Statement of Decision and 
parameters and guidelines (Sacramento County Superior Court,  
Case No. 07CS00355) 

06/30/08 Sacramento County Superior Court issues judgment and writ of mandate 
in Case No. 07CS00355 ordering Commission to amend the parameters 
and guidelines with respect to offsetting revenue and cost savings 

09/26/08 Commission amends parameters and guidelines in compliance with the 
court’s writ of mandate 

12/08/08 Draft Staff Analysis issued on the request to amend the parameters and 
guidelines by the Integrated Waste Management Board 

12/30/08 Integrated Waste Management Board files comments on the draft staff 
analysis 

Background 
The Board’s Request to Amend the Parameters and Guidelines  

This is a request filed by the Integrated Waste Management Board (hereafter “the 
Board”) pursuant to Government Code section 17557, subdivision (d), to amend the 
parameters and guidelines for the Integrated Waste Management program.1  If the 
Commission approves the Board’s request, the amendments would be effective for costs 
incurred beginning July 1, 2005.   
The Board requests that the parameters and guidelines be amended in Section VIII, 
Offsetting Cost Savings,2 to include the following language requiring community college 

                                                 
1 Exhibit A. 
2 Exhibit B, parameters and guidelines. 
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districts to analyze avoided disposal costs and other offsetting savings as a result of the 
test claim statutes when filing reimbursement claims.   

Only additional expenses related to this mandate may be included in a 
claim and offsetting savings to the same program experienced as a result 
of this same mandate shall be subtracted from the amount of the claim.  
Claimants shall analyze the following items in determining what to 
include in their claims: 
Staffing: 
Through the implementation of the program being claimed a reduction in 
staff hours (PYs) can be achieved.  In order to determine any cost 
increases or decreases the claimant will need to evaluate the total staff 
required to implement the program being claimed prior to AB 75 and the 
staff needed to implement and operate the current program.  All values 
identified must be calculated based on a conversion to the dollar values for 
the particular year being claimed. 
Overhead: 
Costs incurred for overhead, such as benefits, for the PYs identified under 
“staffing.” 
Materials: 
Through the implementation of the program being claimed a reduction or 
elimination of supplies and materials may be have been achieved.  This 
could include, and is not limited to: White office paper, mixed office 
paper, cardboard, printed catalogs, postage, envelopes, and other office 
supplies. 
Storage: 
Through the implementation of this program being claimed a reduction or 
elimination of storage of supplies and materials may have been achieved.  
The elimination of storage is a cost savings that must be allotted to offset 
any costs association to the implementation of the identified program(s) 
being claimed by the claimant. 
Transportation Costs: 
The transportation of supplies and waste materials has a cost.  The 
claimant should determine how many trips staff was making to purchase, 
pick-up and deliver supplies needed for the program being claimed and the 
current level of the activity. 
Claimant should also consider the cost incurred or avoided for the 
collection of waste materials associated with the activity being claimed. 
Equipment: 
Any costs associated with new/replacement equipment, including any 
costs avoided for maintenance of obsolete equipment. 
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Sale of Commodities: 
This would include any and all revenues generated due to the sale of 
materials collected through the implementation of the specific program 
being claimed.  This could include, but is not limited to white office paper, 
mixed office paper, cardboard, beverage containers, ferrous and 
nonferrous metals, glass, plastic, re-sale of used text books, compost, 
mulch, and firewood. 
Avoided disposal fees: 
Through the implementation of the AB 75 program(s) a facility will see a 
direct reduction in the amount of materials that would have been placed 
into a landfill or a trash dumpster on the campus.  These direct savings are 
to be credited to the program based on today’s disposal costs. 
Sale of obsolete equipment: 
Proceeds of any sales of obsolete equipment. 
Other revenue related to program: 
Dependent on the particular program or activity being submitted to the 
Commission for reimbursement several other factors can and will generate 
a cost savings. 

The Board also requests that the following additional language be included in 
Section IX, State Controller’s Claiming Instructions: 

The claiming instructions shall include sufficient instructions to ensure 
that only additional expenses related to this mandate are included and that 
any offsetting savings, as described above, are not included. 

The Board contends that the proposed amendments should be made “to more accurately 
capture the information necessary to provide accurate claims and a Statewide Cost 
Estimates [sic].”   
On December 30, 2008, the Board filed comments on the draft staff analysis, stating that 
“since the Commission has already rejected our arguments, rather than reiterate them, we 
are simply incorporating by reference our earlier comment letter, dated August 26, 2008, 
and asking that they be included in the record, so that the record will reflect our 
arguments in the matter.”3  The Board’s August 26, 2008 letter is in the record under 
Exhibit G, (Item 8, September 26, 2008 Commission Hearing, Adoption of Amendments 
to Parameters and Guidelines, on Remand from the Sacramento County Superior Court in 
Case No. 07CS00355) on page 385, and is summarized in the history and analysis below. 
The Board further states the following: 

In closing, I just want to note that the Board’s position is that the 
Commission views its authority too narrowly in this matter and the result 
will be that it will receive a number of inaccurate claims that it and other 
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state agencies will have to spend unnecessary time and resources 
reviewing.  Furthermore, if those claims are not completely reviewed 
and/or audited, the State may end up paying for claims that it should not. 

History of the Claim 
The Integrated Waste Management program requires community college districts to 
develop and adopt, in consultation with the Integrated Waste Management Board, an 
integrated waste management plan.  Each community college is required to divert from 
landfills at least 25 percent of generated solid waste by January 1, 2002, and at least 50 
percent by January 1, 2004.  Community college districts are also required to submit 
annual reports to the Integrated Waste Management Board describing the calculations of 
annual disposal reduction and information on changes in waste generated or disposed for 
the year.  The Commission approved the test claim and adopted the Statement of 
Decision on March 25, 2004.4 
Parameters and guidelines were adopted in March 2005.5  In comments to the proposed 
parameters and guidelines, the Integrated Waste Management Board argued that the 
program would inevitably result in cost savings as a result of avoided disposal costs and 
recommended that the parameters and guidelines require information on cost savings in 
any claim submitted to the State Controller’s Office.  Similar to the Board’s request in 
this item, the Board proposed that the Commission adopt the following costs/savings 
worksheet to be attached to the parameters and guidelines “as guidance for collecting 
relevant information.”  

Expenses 

• Staffing.  Through the implementation of the program being claimed a 
reduction in staff hours (PYs) can be achieved.  In order to determine any 
cost increases or decreases the claimants will need to evaluate the total 
staff required to implement the program being claimed prior to AB 75 and 
the staff needed to implement and operate the current program.  All values 
identified must be calculated based on a conversion to the dollar values for 
the particular year being claimed. 

• Overhead.  Costs incurred for overhead, such as benefits, for the PYs 
identified under "staffing." 

• Materials.  Through the implementation of the program being claimed a 
reduction or elimination of supplies and materials may have been 
achieved.  This could include, and is not limited to: white office paper, 
mixed office paper, cardboard, printed catalogs, postage, envelopes, and 
other office supplies. 

• Storage.  Through the implementation of the program being claimed a 
reduction or elimination of storage of supplies and materials may have 
been achieved.  The elimination of storage is a cost savings that must be 
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allocated to offset any costs associated to the implementation of the 
identified program(s) being claimed by the claimants. 

• Transportation costs:  The transportation of supplies and waste materials 
has a cost.  The claimants should determine how many trips staff was 
making to purchase, pick-up and deliver supplies needed for the program 
being claimed and the current level of the activity. It should be calculated 
based on a conversion of the previous programs' activities being converted 
to the dollar values for the particular year for which a claim is being 
submitted. 
Claimants should also consider the cost incurred for the collection of 
waste materials associated with the activity being claimed. 

• Equipment.  Any costs associated with new/replacement equipment, 
including any costs avoided for maintenance of obsolete equipment. 

• Disposal fees.  Costs associated to the disposal of materials prior to the 
implementation of the specific program being implemented.  Since the 
intent and impact of the legislation is to divert materials from the landfill, 
a direct savings is seen. 

• Other expenses related to program.  The claimants should take into 
consideration the specific program being claimed for reimbursement and 
identify all areas that have been impacted. 
Revenue 

• Sale of commodities.  This would include any and all revenues generated 
due to the sale of materials collected through the implementation of the 
specific program being claimed. This could include, but is not limited to, 
white office paper, mixed office paper, cardboard, beverage containers, 
ferrous and nonferrous metals, glass, plastic, re-sale of used text books, 
compost, mulch, and firewood. 

• Avoided disposal fees.  Through the implementation of the AB 75 
program(s) a facility will see a direct reduction in the amount of materials 
that would have been placed into a landfill or a trash dumpster on the 
campus.  These direct savings are to be credited to the program based on 
today's disposal costs. 

• Sale of obsolete equipment.  Proceeds of any sales of obsolete equipment. 

• Other revenue related to program.  Dependent on the particular program 
or activity being submitted to the Commission for reimbursement several 
other factors can and will generate a cost savings.  It is suggested that the 
claimants be required to identify all savings associated to the particular 
program or activity as per the findings of the Commission.6 
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In the parameters and guidelines analysis adopted in March 2005, the Commission found 
that community colleges are not required to identify in their reimbursement claims the 
potential costs savings that may result from avoiding disposal costs.  The Commission 
also found that community college districts are not required by law to submit with their 
reimbursement claims a program worksheet recommended by the Board.7   
Thus, the parameters and guidelines did not identify any offsetting cost savings for 
avoided disposal costs as a result of the mandate to divert solid waste.   
In October 2006, the Commission adopted a statewide cost estimate in the amount of 
$10,785,532 (with an average annual cost of $1,198,392), covering fiscal years  
1999-2000 through 2006-2007.  The statewide cost estimate was based on 142 actual, 
unaudited, reimbursement claims filed by 27 community college districts for fiscal years 
1999-2000 through 2004-2005, and estimated costs using the implicit price deflator for 
fiscal years 2005-2006 through 2006-2007.  During the proceedings for the statewide cost 
estimate, the Board contended that the Commission’s failure to include offsetting cost 
savings in the parameters and guidelines resulted in inaccurate cost claims.  The Board 
filed comments arguing that the statewide cost estimate should be set at zero since 
community college districts collectively reported to the Board the diversion of waste in a 
tonnage amount that equaled $22 million in avoided disposal costs.8   
The Integrated Waste Management Board and the Department of Finance then filed a 
petition for writ of mandate in March 2007, asking the court to set aside the 
Commission’s decision granting the test claim and to require the Commission to issue a 
new Statement of Decision and parameters and guidelines that give full consideration to 
the community colleges’ cost savings (e.g. avoided landfill disposal fees) and revenues 
(from recyclables) by complying with the test claim statutes.  They contended that the 
Commission did not properly account for all the offsetting cost savings from avoided 
disposal costs, or offsetting revenues from the sale of recyclable materials in the 
Statement of Decision or parameters and guidelines.  (State of California, Department of 
Finance, California Integrated Waste Management Board v. Commission on State 
Mandates, et al. Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 07CS00355.) 
On May 29, 2008, the Sacramento County Superior Court issued its Ruling on Submitted 
Matter, finding that the Commission’s rationale for the treatment of cost savings and 
revenues in the parameters and guidelines was erroneous and required that the parameters 
and guidelines be amended.9   
With regard to cost savings, the court found that the reduction or avoidance of costs 
resulting from solid waste diversion activities represent savings that must be offset and 
deducted from the claim for costs incurred as a result of the mandated activities in 
accordance with Public Contract Code section 12167 and 12167.1.  Cost savings may be 
determined from the calculations of annual solid waste disposal reduction or diversion 
that community colleges must annually report to the Board pursuant to Public Resources 
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Code section 42926, subdivision (b)(1).10  The court further concluded that offsetting 
savings are limited by Public Contract Code section 12167 and 12167.1, which require 
community colleges to deposit cost savings into the Integrated Waste Management 
Account in the Integrated Waste Management Fund.  These funds may, on appropriation 
by the Legislature, be spent by the Board to offset integrated waste management plan 
implementation costs.  The cost savings that do not exceed $2000 annually are 
continuously appropriated for the colleges to spend to offset implementing and 
administering the costs of the integrated waste management plan.  Cost savings in excess 
of $2000 annually are available for this same purpose when appropriated by the 
Legislature.11  The judgment and writ issued by the court on June 30, 2008, directed the 
Commission to amend the parameters and guidelines with respect to cost savings as 
follows: 

Amend the parameters and guidelines in Test Claim No. 00-TC-07 to 
require community college districts claiming reimbursable costs of an 
integrated waste management plan under Public Resources Code  
section 42920, et seq. to identify and offset from their claims, consistent 
with the directions for revenue in Public Contract Code sections 12167 
and 12167.1, cost savings realized as a result of implementing their 
plans.12 

The hearing on the parameters and guidelines on remand from the court took place on 
September 26, 2008.  In addition to making the changes required by the court’s writ, the 
Board requested that the Commission amend the parameters and guidelines to further 
require community college districts to provide information with their claims identifying 
all cost savings resulting from the plans, including amounts that exceed $2000.  The 
Board also requested that the Commission require community college districts to analyze 
the following categories of potential cost savings in determining what to include in their 
claims: 

Staffing: 
Through the implementation of the program being claimed a reduction in 
staff hours (PYs) can be achieved.  In order to determine any cost 
increases or decreases the claimant will need to evaluate the total staff 
required to implement the program being claimed prior to AB 75 and the 
staff needed to implement and operate the current program.  All values 
identified must be calculated based on a conversion to the dollar values for 
the particular year being claimed. 
Overhead: 
Costs incurred for overhead, such as benefits, for the PYs identified under 
“staffing.” 
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Materials: 
Through the implementation of the program being claimed a reduction or 
elimination of supplies and materials may be have been achieved.  This 
could include, and is not limited to: White office paper, mixed office 
paper, cardboard, printed catalogs, postage, envelopes, and other office 
supplies. 
Storage: 
Through the implementation of this program being claimed a reduction or 
elimination of storage of supplies and materials may have been achieved.  
The elimination of storage is a cost savings that must be allotted to offset 
any costs association to the implementation of the identified program(s) 
being claimed by the claimant. 
Transportation Costs: 
The transportation of supplies and waste materials has a cost.  The 
claimant should determine how many trips staff was making to purchase, 
pick-up and deliver supplies needed for the program being claimed and the 
current level of the activity. 
Claimant should also consider the cost incurred or avoided for the 
collection of waste materials associated with the activity being claimed. 
Equipment: 
Any costs associated with new/replacement equipment, including any 
costs avoided for maintenance of obsolete equipment. 
Sale of Commodities: 
This would include any and all revenues generated due to the sale of 
materials collected through the implementation of the specific program 
being claimed.  This could include, but is not limited to white office paper, 
mixed office paper, cardboard, beverage containers, ferrous and 
nonferrous metals, glass, plastic, re-sale of used text books, compost, 
mulch, and firewood. 
Avoided disposal fees: 
Through the implementation of the AB 75 program(s) a facility will see a 
direct reduction in the amount of materials that would have been placed 
into a landfill or a trash dumpster on the campus.  These direct savings are 
to be credited to the program based on today’s disposal costs. 
Sale of obsolete equipment: 
Proceeds of any sales of obsolete equipment. 
Other revenue related to program: 
Dependent on the particular program or activity being submitted to the 
Commission for reimbursement several other factors can and will generate 
a cost savings. 
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The Board argued that “this change is consistent with the Commission’s statutes which 
provide that the ‘reasonable reimbursement methodology’ used should identify the costs 
to implement the mandate in a cost-efficient manner.”13 
The Commission disagreed with the Board’s argument and denied the request.  The 
Commission found that the request to require community college districts to provide 
offsetting savings information whether or not the offsetting savings generated exceeds the 
$2000 continuous appropriation was not consistent with the statutes or the court’s 
judgment and writ.  Pages 6-8 of the analysis adopted by the Commission makes the 
following findings in this regard: 

Rather, as described below, the court interpreted the plain language of these 
statutes as requiring community college districts to deposit all cost savings 
resulting from their Integrated Waste Management plans in the Integrated 
Waste Management Account in the Integrated Waste Management Fund.  The 
funds deposited in the Integrated Waste Management Account, upon 
appropriation by the Legislature, and approval of the Integrated Waste 
Management Board, may be appropriated for the expenditure by those 
community college districts for the purposes of offsetting program costs. 
Public Resources Code section 42925, subdivision (a), states the following: 

Any cost savings realized as a result of the state agency integrated 
waste management plan shall, to the extent feasible, be redirected to 
the agency’s integrated waste management plan to fund plan 
implementation and administration costs, in accordance with Sections 
12167 and 12167.1 of the Public Contract Code. 

Public Contract Code section 12167 states: 
Revenues received from this plan or any other activity involving the 
collection and sale of recyclable materials in state and legislative 
offices located in state-owned and state-leased buildings, such as the 
sale of waste materials through recycling programs operated by the 
California Integrated Waste Management Board or in agreement with 
the board, shall be deposited in the Integrated Waste Management 
Account in the Integrated Waste Management Fund and are hereby 
continuously appropriated to the board, without regard to fiscal years, 
until June 30, 1994, for the purposes of offsetting recycling program 
costs.  On and after July 1, 1994, the funds in the Integrated Waste 
Management Account may be expended by the board, only upon 
appropriation by the Legislature, for the purpose of offsetting 
recycling program costs. 

Public Contract Code section 12167.1 states: 
Notwithstanding Section 12167, upon approval by the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board, revenues derived from the sale 
of recyclable materials by state agencies and institutions that do not 
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exceed two thousand dollars ($2,000) annually are hereby 
continuously appropriated, without regard to fiscal years, for 
expenditure by those state agencies and institutions for the purposes of 
offsetting recycling program costs.  Revenues that exceed two 
thousand dollars ($2,000) annually shall be available for expenditure 
by those state agencies and institutions when appropriated by the 
Legislature.  Information on the quantities of recyclable materials 
collected for recycling shall be provided to the board on an annual 
basis according to a schedule determined by the board and 
participating agencies.   

The court interpreted these statutes as follows: 
By requiring the redirection of cost savings from state agency IWM 
plans to fund plan implementation and administration costs “in 
accordance with Sections 12167 and 12167.1 of the Public Contract 
Code,” section 42925 assures that cost savings realized from state 
agencies’ IWM plans are handled in a manner consistent with the 
handling of revenues received from state agencies’ recycling plans 
under the State Assistance for Recycling Markets Act.  Thus, in 
accordance with section 12167, state agencies, along with California 
Community Colleges which are defined as state agencies for purposes 
of IWM plan requirements in Public Resources Code section 42920 et 
seq. [citations omitted], must deposit cost savings resulting from IWM 
plans in the Integrated Waste Management Account in the Integrated 
Waste Management Fund; the funds deposited in the Integrated Waste 
Management Account, upon appropriation by the Legislature, may be 
expended by the Integrated Waste Management Board for the purpose 
of offsetting IWM plan costs.  In accordance with section 12167.1 and 
notwithstanding section 12167, cost savings from the IWM plans of 
the agencies and colleges that do not exceed $2000 annually are 
continuously appropriated for expenditure by the agencies and 
colleges for the purpose of offsetting IWM plan implementation and 
administration costs; cost savings resulting from IWM plans in excess 
of $2000 annually are available for such expenditure by the agencies 
and colleges when appropriated by the Legislature.14 

Accordingly, the Board’s request is not consistent with these statutes or the 
court’s judgment and writ.  Thus, the Commission does not have jurisdiction 
to make the changes requested by the Board. 

The Commission also found that the Board’s request to require community college 
districts to analyze specified categories of potential cost savings in staffing, overhead, 
materials, etc., when filing their claims was not required by the test claim statutes and not 
consistent with the court’s ruling, judgment, and writ.  The Commission’s findings are as 
follows: 
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The Commission’s jurisdiction on this item is limited by the court’s judgment 
and writ.  The court’s judgment and writ do not direct the Commission to 
include the additional language requested by the Board in the parameters and 
guidelines.   
The court agreed with the Board that community college districts are required 
by Public Resources Code section 42925, subdivision (a), to redirect any cost 
savings realized as a result of the diversion activities to fund the district’s 
implementation and administration of the integrated waste management plan.  
But the court determined that the amount or value of cost savings is already 
available from the annual report the community colleges provide to the Board 
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 42926, subdivision (b).15  This 
report is required to include the district’s “calculations of annual disposal 
reduction” and “information on the changes in waste generated or disposed of 
due to increases or decreases in employees, economics, or other factors.”  The 
court’s writ requires the Commission to amend the parameters and guidelines 
as follows: 

Amend the parameters and guidelines in Test Claim No. 00-TC-07 to 
require community college districts claiming reimbursable costs of an 
integrated waste management plan under Public Resources Code 
section 42920, et seq. to identify and offset from their claims, 
consistent with the directions for revenue in Public Contract Code 
sections 12167 and 12167.1, cost savings realized as a result of 
implementing their plans. 

The writ does not direct the Commission to amend the parameters and 
guidelines to require community college districts to analyze the potential 
categories of cost savings identified by the Board.  

Thus, the offsetting cost language adopted by the Commission on September 26, 2008, 
tracks the statutory language of Public Resources Code sections 42925 and Public 
Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1.  Section VIII of the parameters and 
guidelines, Offsetting Cost Savings, states the following: 

VIII.  OFFSETTING COST SAVINGS 
Reduced or avoided costs realized from implementation of the community 
college districts’ Integrated Waste Management plans shall be identified 
and offset from this claim as cost savings, consistent with the directions 
for revenue in Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1.  
Pursuant to these statutes, community college districts are required to 
deposit cost savings resulting from their Integrated Waste Management 
plans in the Integrated Waste Management Account in the Integrated 
Waste Management Fund; the funds deposited in the Integrated Waste 
Management Account, upon appropriation by the Legislature, may be 
expended by the California Integrated Waste Management Board for the 
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purpose of offsetting Integrated Waste Management plan costs.  Subject to 
the approval of the California Integrated Waste Management Board, cost 
savings by a community college that do not exceed two thousand dollars 
($2,000) annually are continuously appropriated for expenditure by the 
community college for the purpose of offsetting Integrated Waste 
Management program costs.  Cost savings exceeding two thousand dollars 
($2,000) annually may be available for expenditure by the community 
college only when appropriated by the Legislature.  To the extent so 
approved or appropriated and applied to the college, these amounts shall 
be identified and offset from the costs claimed for implementing the 
Integrated Waste Management Plan.16 

Issue 1: Should the Commission amend Section VIII of the parameters and 
guidelines to require community college districts to analyze specified 
categories of potential cost savings in staffing, overhead, materials, 
etc., when filing their claims? 

The Board requests that the parameters and guidelines be amended in Section VIII, 
Offsetting Cost Savings, to include the following language requiring community college 
districts to analyze avoided disposal costs and other offsetting savings as a result of the 
test claim statutes when filing reimbursement claims.   

Only additional expenses related to this mandate may be included in a 
claim and offsetting savings to the same program experienced as a result 
of this same mandate shall be subtracted from the amount of the claim.  
Claimants shall analyze the following items in determining what to 
include in their claims: 
Staffing: 
Through the implementation of the program being claimed a reduction in 
staff hours (PYs) can be achieved.  In order to determine any cost 
increases or decreases the claimant will need to evaluate the total staff 
required to implement the program being claimed prior to AB 75 and the 
staff needed to implement and operate the current program.  All values 
identified must be calculated based on a conversion to the dollar values for 
the particular year being claimed. 
Overhead: 
Costs incurred for overhead, such as benefits, for the PYs identified under 
“staffing.” 
Materials: 
Through the implementation of the program being claimed a reduction or 
elimination of supplies and materials may be have been achieved.  This 
could include, and is not limited to: White office paper, mixed office 
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paper, cardboard, printed catalogs, postage, envelopes, and other office 
supplies. 
Storage: 
Through the implementation of this program being claimed a reduction or 
elimination of storage of supplies and materials may have been achieved.  
The elimination of storage is a cost savings that must be allotted to offset 
any costs association to the implementation of the identified program(s) 
being claimed by the claimant. 
Transportation Costs: 
The transportation of supplies and waste materials has a cost.  The 
claimant should determine how many trips staff was making to purchase, 
pick-up and deliver supplies needed for the program being claimed and the 
current level of the activity. 
Claimant should also consider the cost incurred or avoided for the 
collection of waste materials associated with the activity being claimed. 
Equipment: 
Any costs associated with new/replacement equipment, including any 
costs avoided for maintenance of obsolete equipment. 
Sale of Commodities: 
This would include any and all revenues generated due to the sale of 
materials collected through the implementation of the specific program 
being claimed.  This could include, but is not limited to white office paper, 
mixed office paper, cardboard, beverage containers, ferrous and 
nonferrous metals, glass, plastic, re-sale of used text books, compost, 
mulch, and firewood. 
Avoided disposal fees: 
Through the implementation of the AB 75 program(s) a facility will see a 
direct reduction in the amount of materials that would have been placed 
into a landfill or a trash dumpster on the campus.  These direct savings are 
to be credited to the program based on today’s disposal costs. 
Sale of obsolete equipment: 
Proceeds of any sales of obsolete equipment. 
Other revenue related to program: 
Dependent on the particular program or activity being submitted to the 
Commission for reimbursement several other factors can and will generate 
a cost savings. 

The Board contends that the proposed amendments should be made “to more 
accurately capture the information necessary to provide accurate claims and a 
Statewide Cost Estimates [sic].”   
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Staff recommends that the Commission deny the request to amend the parameters and 
guidelines by requiring community colleges to specifically analyze the cost savings 
information identified by the Board when filing reimbursement claims.  There is no 
requirement in statute or Board regulations that community college districts perform the 
analysis specified by the Board.  Moreover, the Commission does not have the authority 
to impose additional requirements on community college districts regarding this program.  
Rather, section 1183.1, subdivision (a)(8), of the Commission’s regulations simply 
requires that the parameters and guidelines include an identification of offsetting savings 
in the same program experienced because of the state statutes or executive orders found 
to contain a mandate.  The current offsetting cost savings paragraph identifies the 
offsetting savings consistent with the language of Public Resources Code section 42925, 
subdivision (a), and Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1, and with the 
court’s judgment and writ.  The language is also consistent with Public Resources Code 
section 42927, subdivision (b), which becomes operative and effective on  
January 1, 2009.  (Stats. 2008, ch. 343, Sen. Bill No. 1016.)  Section 42927 is consistent 
with the court’s ruling and judgment, and requires a community college to “expend all 
cost savings that result from implementation of the district’s integrated waste 
management plan pursuant to this chapter to fund the continued implementation of the 
plan consistent with the requirement that revenues from the sale of recyclable materials 
be used to offset recycling program costs, as specified in Sections 12167 and 12167.1 of 
the Public Contract code.” 
Furthermore, the Board incorrectly argues that “this change is consistent with the 
Commission’s statutes which provide that the ‘reasonable reimbursement methodology’ 
used should identify the costs to implement the mandate in a cost-efficient manner.”  A 
reasonable reimbursement methodology is defined in Government Code section 17518.5 
to mean a formula for reimbursing school districts for costs mandated by the state that is 
based on general allocation formulas, uniform cost allowances, and other approximations 
of local costs.  Reasonable reimbursement methodologies are used in lieu of a district 
maintaining detailed documentation of actual local costs and may be developed by the 
Department of Finance, the State Controller’s Office, an affected state agency, a 
claimant, or an interested party.  The Commission has not adopted a reasonable 
reimbursement methodology in this case, and one has not yet been proposed. 
Finally, the Board contends that the proposed amendments are necessary to capture 
information necessary to provide accurate claims.  But the information on cost savings is 
already available to the Board.  The court found that cost savings can be determined from 
the calculations of annual solid waste disposal reduction or diversion included in the 
community colleges’ annual reports to the Board pursuant to Public Resources Code 
section 42926, subdivision (b)(1).17  In comments to the proposed statewide cost 
estimate, the Board was able to determine from this report the dollar amount of cost 
savings for the fiscal years in question and argued that the statewide cost estimate should 
be set at zero “since community college districts collectively reported to the Board the 
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diversion of waste in a tonnage amount that equaled $22 million in avoided disposal 
costs.”18 
Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission deny the Board’s request to amend the 
parameters and guidelines to require community colleges to specifically analyze the cost 
savings information identified by the Board when filing reimbursement claims. 

Issue 2: Should the Commission amend Section IX of the parameters and 
guidelines to add language regarding the State Controller’s claiming 
instructions? 

Section IX of the parameters and guidelines states the following: 
IX.  STATE CONTROLLER’S REVISED CLAIMING 

INSTRUCTIONS 

The Controller shall, within 60 days after receiving amended parameters 
and guidelines prepare and issue revised claiming instructions for 
mandates that require state reimbursement after any decision or order of 
the commission pursuant to section 17558.  The claiming instructions shall 
be derived from the test claim decision and the parameters and guidelines 
adopted by the Commission.  Pursuant to Government Code section 
17561, subdivision (d)(2), issuance of the claiming instructions shall 
constitute a notice of the right of the local agencies and school districts to 
file reimbursement claims, based upon parameters and guidelines adopted 
by the Commission.  In preparing revised claiming instructions, the 
Controller may request the assistance of other state agencies.  (Gov. Code, 
§ 17558, subdivision (c).) 
If revised claiming instructions are issued by the Controller pursuant to 
subdivision (c) of section 17558 between November 15 and February 15, a 
local agency or school district filing an annual reimbursement claim shall 
have 120 days following the issuance date of the revised claiming 
instructions to file a claim. 

The Board requests that the Commission add the following language to  
Section IX: 

The claiming instructions shall include sufficient instructions to ensure 
that only additional expenses related to this mandate are included and that 
any offsetting savings, as described above, are not included. 

Staff recommends that the Commission deny the proposed language.  The requirement 
that only increased costs be claimed is already provided in the boilerplate language of 
Section IV of the parameters and guidelines, Reimbursable Activities, which states that: 

The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased 
costs for reimbursable activities identified below.  Increased cost is limited 
to the cost of an activity that the claimant is required to incur as a result of 
the mandate. 
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Furthermore, staff finds that offsetting cost savings are adequately described in  
Section VIII of the parameters and guidelines, the first sentence of which states that 
“[r]educed or avoided costs realized from implementation of the community college 
districts’ Integrated Waste Management plans shall be identified and offset from this 
claim as cost savings, consistent with the directions for revenue in Public Contract Code  
sections 12167 and 12167.1.”  (Emphasis added.) 
The claiming instructions prepared by the State’s Controller’s Office are required to be 
derived from the test claim decision and the adopted parameters and guidelines.  (Gov. 
Code, § 17558, subd. (b).)   
Accordingly, staff recommends that the Commission deny the proposed amendments to 
Section IX of the parameters and guidelines. 

Conclusion and Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Commission deny the request of the Integrated Waste 
Management Board to amend the parameters and guidelines. 
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