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SixTen and Associates 
Mandate Reimbursement Services 
)EITH B. PETERSEN, President 
P.O. Box 340430 
Sacramento, CA 95834-0430 
Telephone: (916) 419-7093 
Fax:{916)263-9701 

E-Mail: Kbpsixten@aol.com 
5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 900 

San Diego, CA 92117 
Telephone: (858) 514-8605 

Fax: (858) 514-8645 

June 17, 2014 

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

RECEIVED 
JUN 1 9· 2014 

COMMISSION ON 
STATE MANDATES 

RE: 1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 
Sierra Joint Community College District 
Fiscal Years 1999-00 through 2000-01anq2003-04through 2009-10 
Incorrect Reduction Claim · · 

Dear Ms. Halsey: 

Enclosed is the original and two copies of the above referenced incorrect reduction 
claim for Sierra Joint 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: 

Chris Yatooma, Vice President Administrative Services 
Sierra Joint Community College District 
5000 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677-3397 
Voice: 916-660-7601 
Fax: 916-630-4504 
E-Mail: cyatooma@sierracollege.edu 

Sin~~ 
Keith 8. Petersen 

Enclosure: Incorrect Reduction Claim 

C: Chris Yatooma, Vice President Administrative Services 
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDAWECEIVED 

1. INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM TITLE For CSM Use Only 

) 1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste 
Management 

2. CLAIMANT INFORMATION 

~ Sierra Joint Community College District 

Chris Yatooma, Vice President 
Administrative Services 
5000 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677-3397 
Voice: 916-660-7601 
Fax: 916-630-4504 
E-Mail: cyatooma@sierracollege.edu 

3. CLAIMANT REPRESENTATIVE 
INFORMATION 

Claimant designates the following person to 
act as its sole representative in this incorrect 
reduction claim. All correspondence and 
communications regarding this claim shall be 
forwarded to this representative. Any change 
in representation must be authorized by the 
claimant in writing, and sent to the Commission 
on State Mandates. 

Keith B. Petersen, President 
SixTen and Associates 
P.O. Box 340430 
Sacramento, CA 95834-0430 
Voice: (916) 419-7093 
Fax: (916) 263-9701 
E-mail: Kbpsixten@aol.com 

Filing Date: 

IRC#: 

JUN 1.9 2014 
COMMISSION ON 

STATE MA~J~l~S 
4. IDENTIFICATION OF STATUTES OR 

EXECUTIVE ORDERS 
Statutes of 1992, Chapter 1116, 
Statutes of 1999, Chapter 764, 
Public Resources Code 40418, 40196.3, 42920-928 
Public Contract Code 12167 and 12167.1 · 

5. AMOUNT OF •••&~llflUICCORRECT 
REDUCTION 

Fiscal Year 
1999-2000 
2000-2001 
2003-2004 
2004-2005 
2005-2006 
2006-2007 
2007-2008 
2008-2009 
2009-2010 
TOTAL: 

Amount of Reduction 
$ 3,981 
$ 7,250 
$ 17,095 
$ 19,634 
$ 22,011 
$ 23,732 
$ 19,388 
$ 15,046 
$ 11,498 
$ 139,635 

6. NOTICE OF NO INTENT TO CONSOLIDATE 
This claim is not being filed with the intent to 
consolidate on behalf of other claimants. 

Sections 7-12 are attached as follows: 

7. Written Detailed Narrative: 
8. Final SCO Audit Report: 
9. Parameter's and Guidelines: 
10. Claiming Instructions: 
11. Annual Reimbursement Claims: 
12. Controller's Payment Letters: 

13. CLAIM CERTIFICATION 

Pages J__ to .1Q 
Exhibit A 
Exhibit_B_ 
Exhibit_C_ 
Exhibit_D_ 
Exhibit_E_ 

This claim alleges an incorrect reduction of a 
reimbursement claim filed with the State Controller's 
Office pursuant to Government Code section 17561. 
This incorrect reduction claim is filed pursuant to 
Government Code section 17551, subdivision (d). 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 knowledge or 
information or belief. 

Chris Yatooma, Vice President 
Adminis iv 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: ) 
12 ) No. CSM ____ _ 
13 ) 
14 ) Statutes of 1992, Chapter 1116, 
15 ) Statutes of 1999, Chapter 764, 
16 ) Public Resources Code 40418, 
17 ) 40196.3, 42920-928 and 
18 ) Public Contract Code 12167 and 

( ." ) 12167.1. 
"-u SIERRA JOINT ) 
21 ) Integrated Waste Management 
22 Community College District ) 
23 ) Annual Reimbursement Claims: 
24 Claimant. ) 
25 ) Fiscal Year 1999-00 
26 ) Fiscal Year 2000-01 
27 ) Fiscal Year 2003-04 
28 ) Fiscal Year 2004-05 
29 ) Fiscal Year 2005-06 
30 ) Fiscal Year 2006-07 
31 ) Fiscal Year 2007-08 
32 ) Fiscal Year 2008-09 
33 ) Fiscal Year 2009-10 
34 ) 
35 ) 
36 INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM FILING 

37 PART I. AUTHORITY FOR THE CLAIM 

- , The Commission on State Mandates has the authority pursuant to Government 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Sierra Joint Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

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

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

3 reduced payments to the local agency or school district pursuant to paragraph (2) of 

4 subdivision (d) of Section 17561." Sierra Joint Community College District (hereafter 

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

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

7 Commission. 

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

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

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

· 1 claim. A Controller's audit report dated July 22, 2013, has been issued. See Exhibit A. 

12 A Controller's claim action notice letter dated August 4, 2013, has been issued for each 

13 audited annual claim that constitutes notice of the field audit findings that resulted in a 

14 claim payment reduction. See Exhibit E. The audit report and claim action letters each 

15 and both constitute a final adjudication of the claim and notice of payment reduction. 

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

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

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

19 PART II. SUMMARY OF THE CLAIM 

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

21 for Fiscal Years 1999-00 through 2000-01, and 2003-04 through 2009-10 for the cost of 

2 

4



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

1 complying with the legislatively mandated Integrated Waste Management program. As 

2 a result of the audit, the Controller determined that $139,635 of the $238,419 claimed 

3 costs were unallowable: 

4 Fiscal Amount Audit sco Amount Due 
5 Year Claimed Adjustment Payments <State> District 

6 1999-00 $ 23, 194 $ 3,981 $ 0 $ 19,213 

7 2000-01 $ 26,238 $ 7,250 $ 0 $ 18,988 

8 2003-04 $ 24,857 $ 17,095 $ ·O $ 7,762 

9 2004-05 $ 28,125 $ 19,634 $ 0 $ 8,491 

10 2005-06 $ 36,948 $ 22,011 $ 0 $ 14,937 

11 2006-07 $ 53,125 $ 23,732 $ 0 $ 29,393 

.2 2007-08 $ 19,388 $ 19,388 $ 0 $ 0 

13 2008-09 $ 15,046 $ 15,046 $ 0 $ 0 

14 2009-10 $ 11.498 $ 11.498 $ 0 $ 0 

15 Totals $ 238,419 $ 139,635 $ 0 $ 98,784 

16 Since the District did not receive any payments for these claims as of the date of the 

17 audit report, the audit report states that $98,784 is payable to the District. 

18 PART Ill. PREVIOUS INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIMS 

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

20 program. On March28, 2014, the Pasadena Area Community College District filed an 

21 incorrect reduction claim (13-0007-1-01) on this mandate program that includes similar 

22 issues. 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Sierra Joint Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

PART IV. BASIS FOR REIMBURSEMENT 

A. Mandate Legislation 

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

4 and 12167 .1 ·allowing the governing board of each college district, on or after July 1, 

5 1994, to expend funds in the Integrated Waste Management Account, upon 

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

7 recycling program. 

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

9 40196.3 and 42920-42928 to require the governing board of each college district, on or 

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

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

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

13 50 percent of all solid waste from disposal or transformation facilities; submit a report to 

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

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

16 Board. 

17 B. Test Claim 

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

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

20 40196.3, 42920-42928, Public Contract Code sections 12167 and 12167.1, and the 

21 State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan constitute new programs or 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Sierra Joint Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

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

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

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

4 community college districts to: 

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

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

7 (2) Designate a district solid waste reduction and recycling coordinator (Public 

8 Resources Code section 42920 (c)). 

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

10 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 

12 Management Board until December 31, 2005. 

13 (4) Report by April 1 each year to the California Integrated Waste Management 

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

15 42926(a) and 42922(i)). 

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

17 Management Board (Public Contract Code section 12167.1 ). 

18 C. Parameters and Guidelines 

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

5 

7



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

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

2 2008, with retroactive effect. A copy of the original and amended parameters and 

3 guidelines are attached as Exhibit B. 

4 

5 

D. Claiming Instructions 

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

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) 

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. OO-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. OO-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 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Sierra Joint Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

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

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

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

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

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

6 this incorrect reduction claim. 

7 PART V. STATE CONTROLLER CLAIM ADJUDICATION 

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

9 for Fiscal Years 1999-00 through 2000-01, and 2003-04 through 2009-10. The audit 

10 concluded that only $98, 784 (41.4%) of the District's $238,419 costs, as claimed, are 

1 allowable. A copy of the July 22, 2013, audit report is attached as Exhibit A. 

12 PART VI. STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES 

13 Finding - Unreported offsetting savings 

14 A. OFFSETTING COST SAVINGS 

15 The District did not report offsetting cost savings because none were realized. 

16 The audit report states that the total claimed costs of $238,419 should have been 

17 reduced by $139,635 of cost savings calculated by multiplying the tonnage diverted by 

18 a statewide average landfill fee per ton. However, none of these alleged cost savings 

19 were realized by the District as required by the parameters and guidelines. 

20 1. The Legal Requirement 

21 The notion of avoided cost for this mandate is a result of litigation by the 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Sierra Joint Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

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

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

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

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

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 
disposal. The reduced or avoided costs are a direct result and an integral part of 
the IWM plan mandates 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. Indeed, diversion is defined in 
terms of landfill disposal for purposes of the IWM plan mandates. (See Pub. 
Resources Code §§ 40124 ("'diversion' means 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.]"), 40192, subd. (b) (for 
purposes of Part 2 (commencing with Section 40900), 'disposal' means the 
management of solid waste through landfill disposal or transformation at a 
permitted solid waste facility.").) Emphasis added. 

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. Similarly, under Public Resources Code 
section 42925, such offsetting savings must be redirected to fund IWM plan 
implementation and administration costs in accordance with Public Contract 
Code section 12167. 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)(1) of Public Resources 
Code section 42926. Emphasis added. 

The amended and retroactive parameters and guidelines adopted September 

26, 2008, applied the court language as follows: 

\ 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Sierra Joint Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

2. 

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 plc:ms 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 thousqnd 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. 

Assumed Cost Savings 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

30 all or to any one district other than the bare assertion that such savings may have 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Sierra Joint Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

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

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

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

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

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

6 result of increased diversion of solid waste. 

7 3. Realized Cost Savings 

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

9 occurred, but instead requires that the costs savings be realized. The amended 

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

avoided costs realized from implementation of the community college districts' 

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

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

14 must occur: 

15 Thus, in accordance with section 12167, state agencies, along with 
16 California Community Colleges which are defined as state agencies for purposes 
17 of IWM plan requirements in Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. 
18 (Pub. Resources Code §§ 40196, 40148), must deposit cost savings resulting 
19 from IWM plans in the Integrated Waste Management Account in the Integrated 
20 Waste Management Fund; the funds deposited in the Integrated Waste 
21 Management Account, upon appropriation by the Legislature, may be expended 
22 by the Integrated Waste Management Board for the purpose of offsetting IWM 
23 plan costs. In accordance with section 12167.1 and notwithstanding section 
24 12167, cost savings from the IWM plans of the agencies and colleges that do not 
25 exceed $2,000 annually are continuously appropriated for expenditure by the 
26 agencies and colleges for the purpose of offsetting IWM plan implementation 
27 and administration costs; cost savings resulting from IWM plans in excess of 
28 $2,000 annually are available for such expenditure by the agencies and colleges 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Sierra Joint Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

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 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. 

4. Calculation of the Cost Savings 

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

14 from the calcu_lations of annual solid waste disposal reduction or diversion which 

15 California Community Colleges must annually report to petitioner Integrated Waste 

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

17 42926." The parameters and guidelines are silent as to how to calculate the avoided 

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

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

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

21 tonnage reduction. 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Sierra Joint Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

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 28 

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 

cost savings. 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Sierra Joint Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

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 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 CalRecycle. 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. 

Composted material, which 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 s.cope of the mandate (e.g., paint, etc.). 

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

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 ann1..1al 

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. 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 

The audit calculated cost savings of $171,209, of which $139,635 was applied to 

the annual claims: 

Amount Audited Adjustment Adjustment Adjustment 
Fiscal Year Claimed Amount Amount Applied Excess 
FY 1999-00 $ 23,194 $ 19,213 $ 3,981 $ 3,981 $ 0 
FY 2000-01 $ 26,238 $ 18,988 $ 7,250 $ 7,250 $ 0 
FY 2003-04 $ 24,857 $ 7,762 $ 17,095 $ 17,095 $ 0 
FY 2004-05 $ 28,125 $ 8,491 $ 19,634 $ 19,634 $ 0 
FY 2005-06 $ 36,948 $ 14,937 $ 22,011 $ 22,011 $ 0 
FY 2006-07 $ 53,125 $ 29,393 $ 23,732 $ 23,732 $ 0 
FY 2007-08 $ 19,388 $ 0 $ 24,282 $ 19,388 $ 4,894 
FY 2008-09 $ 15,046 $ 0 $ 25,999 $ 15,046 $ 10,953 
FY 2009-10 ~ 11,498 ~ 0 ~ 27,225 ~ 11,498 ~ 15,727 
Totals $238,419 $ 98,784 $171,209 $139,635 $ 31,574 

The "excess" adjustment amount means the adjustment exceeded the amount claimed 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Sierra Joint Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

1 by the District for all program costs for three fiscal years. There are several factual 

2 errors in the application of this offset. The District did not claim landfill costs, so there 

3 are none to be offset. The adjustment method does not match or limit the landfill costs 

4 avoided to landfill costs, if any, actually claimed. Instead, the total adjustment amount 

5 for avoided landfill costs is applied to the total annual claim amounts and thus reduces 

6 unrelated salary and benefit costs for: preparing district policies and procedures; 

7 training staff who work on the integrated waste management plan; designating a plan 

8 coordinator; operating the plan accounting system; and, preparing annual recycling 

9 material reports. 

10 The Controller's calculation method thus prevents this District from receiving full 

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

12 expectation by the court. Footnote 1 of the court decisions states that: 

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

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

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

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

22 issue of the c.osts savings offset: 

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 Sierra Joint Community College District 
1116/92 and 764/99 Integrated Waste Management 

1 Controller's Audits-cost savings Issue only Percentage 
2 District Allowed 

3 Mira Costa Community College District 0% 
4 Citrus Community College District 2.0% 
5 Yuba Community College District 3.4% 
6 Grossmont-Cuyamaca Community College District 28.7% 
7 State Center Community College District 32.1% 
8 Merced Community College District 33.2% 
9 North Orange County Community College District 33.6% 

10 Solano Community College District 34.4% 
11 Long Beach Community College District 35.4% 
12 Sierra Joint Community College District 41.4% 
13 Yosemite Community College District 41.7% 
14 El Camino Community College District 43.0% 
15 Mt. San Antonio Community College District 43.7% 
16 Hartnell Community College District 45.0% 
17 Contra Costa Community College District 58.7% 
... ~ Monterey Peninsula Community College District 59.8% 
. d Siskiyou Joint Community College District 62.2% 
20 San Joaquin Delta Community College District 69.5% 
21 Gavilan Joint Community College District 69.6% 
22 West Kern Community College District 69.9% 
23 Marin Community College District 72.4% 
24 Victor Valley Community College District 73.4% 
25 Redwood Community College District 83.4% 

Audit 
Date 

10/08/2013 
09/11/2013 
05/07/2014 
04/30/2013 
08/30/2013 
07/09/2013 
08/15/2013 
06/17/2013 
05/22/2014 
07/22/2013 
07/10/2013 
03/19/2014 
08/15/2013 
04/09/2014 
05/29/2013 
06/05/2014 
06/03/2014 
05/07/2014 
04/11/2014 
06/03/2014 
06/03/2014 
04/09/2014 
04/11/2014 

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

27 must also be properly matched to relevant costs. 

. 28 8 . OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

29 The District did not report offsetting recycling revenues. The audit report 

30 correctly states that this District did not deposit any revenue into the State IWM 

31 Account, but there is no such requirement to do so for community colleges. Recycling 

~2 revenues are not offsetting cost savings, but are offsetting revenues generated from 
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1 implementing the IWM plan. Regarding recycling revenues, the court stated: 

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

10 are a part. Therefore, sections 12167 and 12167 .1 do not properly govern the 
11 revenues generated by the colleges' recycling activities pursuant to their IWM 
12 plans. The limits and conditions placed by sections 12167 and 12167.1 on the 
13 expenditure of recycling revenues for the purpose of offsetting recycling program 
14 costs are simply inapplicable to the revenues generated by the colleges' 
15 recycling activities. 
16 The provisions of Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. do not 
17 address the use of revenues generated by recycling activities of California 
-1 S3 Community Colleges under IWM plans to offset reimbursable plan costs. Thus, 

J use of the revenues to offset reimbursable /WM plan costs is governed by the 
20 general principles of state mandates, that only the actual increased costs of a 
21 state-mandated program are reimbursable and, to that end, revenues provided 
22 for by the state-mandated program must be deducted from program costs. (See 
23 Cal. Const., art. XIII B, § 6; Gov.Code§§ 17514, 17556, subd. (e); County of 
24 Fresno v. State of California (1991) 51 Cal.3d 482, 487; County of Sonoma v. 
25 · Commission on State Mandates, (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1284.) These 
26 principles are reflected in respondent's regulation which requires, without 
27 limitation or exception, the identification of offsetting revenues in the parameters 
28 and guidelines for reimbursable cost claims. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 
29 1183.1(a)(7).) Emphasis added. 

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

31 state: 

32 VII. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

33 Reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including but not limited to, 
34 services fees collected, federal funds, and other state funds allocated to any 

i service provided under this program, shall be identified and offset from this 
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1 claim. Offsetting revenue shall include all revenues generated ·from implementing 
2 the Integrated Waste Management Plan. 

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

6 Therefore, had the District reported recycling income as a reduction of total claimed 

7 cost it would not have been subject to state appropriation in the form of cost savings. 

8 c. PROCEDURAL ISSUES 

9 1. Standard of Review 

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

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

1 '.2 excessive or reasonable, which is the only mandated cost audit standard in statute 

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

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

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

16 comply with the Administrative Procedure Act. 

17 2. Burden of Proof 

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

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

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

21 assumptions. This is an inappropriate shifting of the burden of proof for an au.dit. The 

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

23 bears the burden of going forward and because it is the party with the power to create, 
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1 maintain, and provide evidence regarding its auditing methods and procedures, as well 

2 as the specific facts relied upon for its audit findings. 

3 PART VIII. RELIEF REQUESTED 

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

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

6 reimbursement of the costs of implementing the Integrated Waste Management 

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

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

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

10 Reimbursement of these costs is required under Article XlllB, Section 6 of the California 

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

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

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

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

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

16 Controller to establish a legal basis for its actions. 

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

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

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

20 findings therefrom. 

21 I 
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Sierra Joint 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 or1 

information or belief, and that the attached do cum en ts are true and correct copies of 
documents received from or sent by the state agency or person who origiq~ted the 
document. • 

Executed on June ....!._J_, 2014, at Rocklin, California, by 

Chris Yatoo a, Vice President 
Sierra Joint Community College District 
5000 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677-3397 
Voice: 916-660-7601 
Fax: 916-630-4504 
E-Mail: cyatooma@sierracollege.edu 

APPOINTMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE 

Sierra Joint Community College District appoints Keith B. Petersen, SixTen and 
Associates, as it representative for this incorrect reduc~n claim. 

~. ~ fl, br 
Chris Yat oma, Vice President Date I I 1 

Sierra J nt Community College District 

Attachments: 

Exhibit "A" 
Exhibit "B" 

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

Controller's Audit Report dated July 22, 2013 
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 August 4, 2013 
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jOHNCHIANG 
Qlalifv:ruht ~tab Qlvut:rvlfo:r 

July 22, 2013 

Chris Y atooma, Vice President of Administration 
Sierra Joint Community College District 
5000 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

Dear Mr. Y atooma: 

The State Controller's Office reviewed the costs claimed by the Sierra Joint Community College 
District for the legislatively mandated Integrated Waste Management Program (Chapter 1116, 
Statutes of 1992; and Chapter 764, Statutes of 1999) for the period of July 1, 1999, through 
June 30, 2001; and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2010. Our review was limited to ensuring that 
offsetting savings were properly reported in accordance with program requirements. 

The district claimed $238,419 for the mandated program. Our review found that $98,784 is 
allowable and $139,635 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the district did not 
report any offsetting savings realized as a result of implementing its integrated waste 
management plan, as described in the attached Suinmary of Program Costs, Summary of 
Offsetting Savings Calculations, and the Finding and Recommendation. 

For the fiscal year (FY) 1999-00 through FY 2000-01, and FY 2003-04 through FY 2009-10 
claims, the State made no payment to the district. Our review found that $98,784 is allowable. 
The State will pay that amount, contingent upon available appropriations. 

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, at 
(916) 323-5849. 

Sincerely, 

Original signed by 

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA 
Chief, Division of Audits 

NB/kw 

Attachments 

RE: S13-MCC-942 

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 24



Chris Y atooma, -2-
Vice President of Administration 

cc: Colin Irwin, Deputy Director of Plant Operations 
Sierra Joint Community College District 

Kerri Hester, Director of Finance 
Sierra Joint Community College District 

Linda Fisher, Finance Manager 
Sierra Joint 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 

July 22, 2013 
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Sierra Joint Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

Attachment 1-
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001; 
and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2010 

Actual Costs Allowable Review 
Cost Elements Claimed QerReview Adjustment 1 

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 14,738 $ 14,738 $ 
Materials and supplies 2,259 2,259 

Total direct costs 16,997 16,997 
Indirect costs 6,197 6,197 

Total direct and indirect costs 23,194 23,194 
Less offsetting savings 2 (3,981) (3,981) 

Total program costs $ 23,194 19,213 $ (3,981) 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 19,213 

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 17,330 $ 17,330 $ 
Materials and supplies 1,743 1,743 

Total direct costs 19,073 19,073 
Indirect costs 7,165 7,165 

Total direct and indirect costs 26,238 26,238 
Less offsetting savings 2 (7,250) (7,250) 

Total program costs $ 26,238 18,988 $ {7,250) 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 18,988 

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 16,342 $ 16,342 $ 

Materials and supplies 2,239 2,239 

Total direct costs 18,581 18,581 
Indirect costs 6,276 6,276 

Total direct and indirect costs 24,857 24,857 
Less offsetting savings 2 (17,095) (17,095) 

Total program costs $ 24,857 7,762 $ {17,095} 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 7,762 
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Sierra Joint Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

Attachment 1 (continued) 

Actual Costs Allowable Review 
Cost Elements Claimed :Qer Review Adjustment 1 

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 18,552 $ 18,552 $ 
Materials and supplies 1,986 1,986 

Total direct costs 20,538 20,538 
Indirect costs 7,587 7,587 

Total direct and indirect costs 28,125 28,125 
Less offsetting savings 2 (19,634) (19,6342 

Total program costs $ 28,125 8,491 $ (19,634) 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 8,491 

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 27,227 $ 27,227 $ 

Total direct costs 27,227 ·27,227 
Indirect costs 9,721 9,721 

Total direct and indirect costs 36,948 36,948 
Less offsetting savings 2 (22,011) (22,011) 

Total program costs $ 36,948 14,937 $ {22,011) 
Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 14,937 

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 20,995 $ 20,995 $ 

Materials and supplies 24,050 24,050 

Total direct costs 45,045 45,045 
Indirect costs 8,080 8,080 

Total direct and indirect costs 53,125 53,125 
Less off setting savings 2 (23,732) (23,732) 

Total program costs $ 53,125 29,393 $ {23,7322 
Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 29,393 
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Sierra Joint Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

Attachment 1 (continued) 

Actual Costs Allowable Review 
Cost Elements Claimed per Review Adjustment 1 

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 14,067 $ 14,067 $ 

Total direct costs 14,067 14,067 
Indirect costs 5,321 5,321 

Total direct and indirect costs 19,388 19,388 
Less offsetting savings 2 (24,282) (24,282) 

Subtotal 19,388 (4,894) (24,282) 
Adjustment to eliminate negative balance 4,894 4,894 

Total program costs $ 19,388 $ (19,388) 

Less amount paid by the State 

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

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 10,219 $ 10,219 $ 

Total direct costs 10,219 10,219 
Indirect costs 4,827 4,827 

Total direct and indirect costs 15,046 15,046 
Less offsetting savings 2 (25,999) (25,999) 

Subtotal 15,046 (10,953) (25,999) 
Adjustment to eliminate negative balance 10,953 10,953 

Total program costs $ 15,046 $ (15,046) 

Less amount paid by the State 

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

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 7,809 $ 7,809 $ 

Total direct costs 7,809 7,809 
Indirect costs 3,689 3,689 

Total direct and indirect costs 11,498 11,498 
Less offsetting savings 2 (27,225) (27,225) 

Subtotal 11,498 (15,727) (27,225) 
Adjustment to eliminate negative balance 15,727 15,727 

Total program costs $ 11,498 $ (11,498) 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 
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Sierra Joint Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

Attachment 1 (continued) 

Actual Costs Allowable Review 
Cost Elements Claimed per Review Adjustment 1 

Summary July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001; 
and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2010 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 147,279 $ 147,279 $ 
Materials and supplies 32,277 32,277 

Total direct costs 179,556 179,556 
Indirect costs 58,863 58,863 

Total direct and indirect costs 238,419 238,419 
Less offsetting savings (171,209) (171,209) 

Subtotal 238,419 67,210 (171,209) 
Adjustment to eliminate negative balance 31,574 31,574 

Total program costs $ 238,419 98,784 $ (139,635) 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 98,784 

See Attachment 3, Finding and Recommendation. 
2 See Attachment 2, Summary of Offsetting Savings Calculations. 
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Sierra Joint Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

Attachment 2-
Summary of Offsetting Savings Calculations 

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001; 
and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2010 

Offsetting 
Savings Offsetting Savings Realized Review 

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

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 25.00% 
Actual diversion percentage 33.39% 

Allocated diversion percentage 74.87% 
Tonnage diverted x - x (146:10) 
Statewide average landfill fee per ton x x $36.39 

Total offsetting savings, FY 1999-2000 $ $ $ {3,9812 $ {3,981) $ {3,981) 

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 25.00% 25.00% 
Actual diversion percentage 33.39% 28.62% 

Allocated diversion percentage 74.87% 87.35% 
Tonnage diverted x (146.10) x (102.85) 
Statewide average landfill fee per ton x $36.39 x $36.39 

Total offsetting savings, FY 2000-01 $ $ (3,9812 $ (3,2692 $ {7,2502 $ {7,250) 

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 50.00% 50.00% 
Actual diversion percentage 45.59% 53.98% 

Allocated diversion percentage 2 100.00% 92.63% 
Tonnage diverted x (204) x (269.25) 
Statewid.e average landfill fee per ton x $36.83 x $38.42 

Total offsetting savings, FY 2003-04 $ $ (7,513). $ (9,5822 $ (17,095) $ (17,095) 

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 50.00% 50.00% 
Actual diversion percentage 53.98% 55.26% 

Allocated diversion percentage 92.63% 90.48% 
Tonnage diverted x (269.25) x (284.85) 
Statewide average landfill fee per ton x $38.42 x $39.00 

Total offsetting savings, FY 2004-05 $ $ (9,582) $ (10,052) $ {19,634) $ (19,634) 

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 50.00% 50.00% 
Actual diversion percentage . 55.26% 55.91% 

Allocated diversion percentage 90.48% 89.43% 
Tonnage diverted x (284.85) x (290.70) 
Statewide average landfill fee per ton x $39.00 x $46.00 

Total offsetting savings, FY 2005-06 $ $ (10,052) $ (11,959) $ (22,011) $ (22,011) 
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Sierra Joint Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

Attachment 2 (continued) 

Offsetting 
Savings Offsetting Savings Realized Review 

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

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 50.00% 50.00% 
Actual diversion percentage 55.91% 60.27% 

Allocated diversion percentage 89.43% 82.96% 
Tonnage diverted x (290.70) x (295.65) 
Statewide average landfill fee per ton x $46.00 x $48.00 

Total offsetting savings, FY 2006-07 $ $ {11,959} $ {11,773} $ {23,732i $ {23,732} 

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 50.00% 50.00% 
Actual diversion percentage 60.27% 60.27% 

Allocated diversion percentage 82.96% 82.96% 
Tonnage diverted x (295.65) x (295.65) 
Statewide average landfill fee per ton x $48.00 x $51.00 

Total offsetting savings, FY 2007-08 $ $ (11,773) $ (12,509) $ (24,282) $ (24,282) 

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 50.00% 50.00% 
Actual diversion percentage 60.27% 60.27% 

Allocated diversion percentage 82.96% 82.96% 
Tonnage diverted x (295.65) x (295.65) 
Statewide average landfill fee per ton x $51.00 x $55.00 

Total offsetting savings, FY 2008-09 $ $ (12,509) $ (13,490) $ (25,999) $ {25,999) 

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010 

Maximum allowable diversion percentage 50.00% 50.00% 
Actual diversion percentage 60.27% 60.27% 

Allocated diversion percentage 82.96% 82.96% 
Tonnage diverted x (295.65) x (295.65) 
Statewide average landfill fee per ton x $55.00 x $56.00 

Total offsetting savings, FY 2009-10 $ $ (13,490) $ (13,735) $ {27,225) $ (27,225) 

Total offsetting savings, July 1, 1999, through 
June 30, 2001; and July l, 2003, through 
June 30, 2010 $ - $ (80,859) $ (90,350) $ (171,209) $ (171,209} 

See Attachment 2, Finding and Recommendation. 
2 Sierra College did not achieve the maximum allowable diversion percentage in calendar year 2003. Therefore, 

100% of the tonnage diverted is offsetting savings realized by the district. 
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Sierra Joint Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

Attachment 3-
Finding and Recommendation 

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001; 
and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2010 

FINDING
Unreported offsetting 
savings 

The district did not report any offsetting savings on its mandated cost 
claims for the review period. We determined that the district realized 
savings of $171,209 from implementation of its integrated waste 
management (IWM) plan. 

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

Offsetting Offsetting 
Savings Savings Review 

Fiscal Year ·Reported Realized Adjustment 

1999-2000 $ $ (3,981) $ (3,981) 

2000-01 (7,250) (7,250) 

2003-04 (17,095) (17,095) 

2004-05 (19,634) (19,634) 

2005-06 (22,011) (22,011) 

2006-07 (23,732) (23,732) 

2007-08 (24,282) (24,282) 

2008-09 (25,999) (25,999) 

2009-10 {27,225} {27,225} 

Total $ $ {171,209} $ {171,209} 

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 paramete~s 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. 
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Sierra Joint Community College District Integrated Waste Management Program 

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 of law. 

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. 

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

Reduced or avoided costs realized from implementation of the 
community college districts' Integrated Waste Management Plan 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, which are 
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. We have 
determined that the district had reduced or avoided costs realized from 
implementation of its IWM plan that it did not identify and offset from 
its claims as cost savings. 

Offsetting Savings Calculations 

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

... 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 by the avoided landfill disposal 
fee, as follows: 

Offsetting 
Savings 
Realized 

Allocated Diversion % 

Maximum Avoided 
Allowable Landfill 

Diversion% x Tonnage x Disposal Fee -------
Actual Dive11ed (per Ton) 

Diversion% 
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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 calculations are 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 used to exceed these state-mandated levels. 
Therefore, we allocated the offsetting savings to be consistent with the 
requirements of the mandated 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)(l). 

In 2008, CalRecycle began focusing on "per-capita disposal" instead of 
"diversion percentage." As a result, 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 to calculate the offsetting savings for FY 2007-08, FY 2008-
09, and FY 2009-10. 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)(l). 

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, FY 2008-09, and FY 2009-10. The 
district did not provide documentation supporting a different tonnage 
amount. 

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. 
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Recommendation 

We recommend that the district offset all savings realized from 
implementation of the community college district's 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. OO-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) 

P ARAlVIETERS 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, AO 196.3,-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 Vlaste Management Plan (February 2000) 

Integrated Waste Management (OO-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 XIlI B, section 6, of the California ~onstitution, and impose c.osts mandated by the state 
pursuant to Government Code section 17514. 

Specifically, the Cominission 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,-"irtcluding -the secti:oris oi1 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 agendes.(_as defined by se.ction 
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 ;equfrenient may instead seek; 
until December 31, 2005, either an alternative requirement or time eXtelisfon(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 SO~percent 
div'i'rsbp_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 SO-percent 
requirement; (3) participate in a public hearing on its alternative requirement; 
(4)provide the Board with inform~tion 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 SO-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, .sucfr·as waste disposai 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 c6mmunity college that is unable to comply witl{tli{Jan11acy 1; 2boi deadline to · 
divert 25 percent of its solid waste, must do the following pursuant 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 
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 mat~rials; 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 thatit will modify, ·any l1ew progiains·that will fre 
implemented to meet those requirements, and the means by which these programs will 
be f\mded. 
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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 I each subs.equent 
year; a report to the Board summarizmg its progress in reducing solid waste .. Th.e· information· 
in the.,repoµ)~ to encompass the previous qalericiar:.year.and shall contain, at a mirtim11m, the 

. fol1owmg as ,.outJine.d in section 42926,. subdivision (b ): ( 1 ). calculations. of filu;iual disp'osal 
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 implementatiOrt 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 cost~ as a result of this mandate are eligible to 
claim reimbursement. 

Ill. 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. IZf67 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 17561, subdivision (d), all claims for reimbursement of initialyears' costs shall be 
submitted within 120 days of the issuance of the .claiming .instructions by the S.tat~ Controller. 

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

If the total costs for a given fiscal.year do !Wt.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 a:ctual costs may be · 
claim~d. Actual costs are· those costs actually incurred'to implement the mandated.activities. · 
Actual costs must be traceable and supportect:·bf kourc.e ·documeritdhat show th~ -v~lidify· of sµch 
costs, when they were incurred, ·and their relationship to the -reii:;nbmsable attiviiib$.-. A soilrce ··. 
document is a documenf creat.ed- at·oi rie_ar,_tb.e same time the'actilalccist was in.clip-ed·forthe - : 
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 plari 
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 la_:ivs 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 othet'Wise in compliance with local, state, and federal government 
requirements. However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents. 

The claimant is only allowed to elairri 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 
requir<;:d to incur a~ a result of the mand~t~... _ . . . . . . . 

For each eligible claimant, the.:following :activities·:a:r-e teimbi.trsable: · 

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

1. Develop the necessary district policies and procedures for the impleniei'.ltation 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 al}d submit. to the.Board the following as part of the State Agency Model 
lntegrated-Waste :rvfanagement ·Plan '(Pub~'Resomces 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 integi-ated waste ·management plan questions. -

NOTE: Although reporting on promotional programs and procurement activiti'es iii the 
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 Gode, '§ · 42920, subd: (b )(3 ):.& :State Agency Model Integrated Waste 

.·Management Plan, February' 2000.) ··' ·. :. : -,.. ·: : · · · 

3. Cori~ult ~ith the Bo~rd to revise. the model plan; if nec~ssacy. l (Pub. Resolirces 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.~) and coordinators. (Pub. Resources Gode, § 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 ~ts splid waste, by 
doing the follo:wing-: (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 descnbes 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 Sectio1142921 will be 
met, the_ existing programs that it will modify, any ne_w programs that will be 

.:_,_ .•-· ' . -

1 Attachment 1, California Integrated Waste Management Board, State Agency Model Integrated 
Waste Management Plan (Febru~ry 2000):· . · · · 
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implemented to meet those requirements, and the means by which these programs 
, will be funded .. 

2. Seek eitner:an alternative requireµ1entot.time extension ifa compmnity college·is unable 
to comply with the January 1, 2004 deadline to divert 50 percent ofits solitl~waste,-·by 
doing the following: (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 42927. & 42922, sub_qs. (a) & (b)J 

a. Notify the Board In writing, detailing the reasons for itdnabilityto .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 comniunify. college may 
reasonably and}easibly a~4iev~;- a.D;d, . . . . . ... _ . . .. _. 

(iv) the circurristances:that supp6rt th~ request for'ai1 alternative requirem·ent, 
... such as:wasie:·Ciispo'sal patterns .. aiidlhe t51)es:of.wastedispdsedhy-the· 
. · ·Corpmunity·college. . : . . . .. . . ... - .. · 

D. Accounting System (Rein1,bursable 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, 2VOO) 

Annually prepare and submit, by April l, 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 section42926,.subdivision (b): (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 42926, subd. (a) & 
42922, subd. (i).) . 

l. calculations of arinual disposal reduction; 

2. information' on .the changes in ~aste generated or. disposed ·of due t6 increases or 
decreases in employees, economics, or other factors; ....... . 

3. a summary of progress made ill implementing the integrated waste management plan; 
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4. the extent to which the community college intends to use programs· or facilities . 
established by the local agency for handling, diversion, and ~isposal of solid waste 
. (If the. college does nqt iptend to use thos.~, ~staqlished pro.grams o.r faqiliti~s, it must. 

' id~ntify s}iffj.cient dispo,sal capac~ty for-.sptid w~:si~ tb.?:t is not source n~chiced,· re.cycled 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 witP. 
the college's plan of correction, before the expiration of the time extension; 

6. for a community coll~ge 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 oftheJollowing cost elements must be.identified fpr.each r~imbursable activity identified 
in.Section N, Reimbursable Activities, .. of tlifa document.• .Each.claimed reimbursable cost.must 
be supported. by source documentation as describediri s·ection N. Addltipnally, each · 
reimbursement claini 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 prp.ductive.houdy 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 . 

Repornhe.name of the contractor and services performed to implement the teimbursable ( 
activities.· Attach a ;opy of th6 corttracr"ro tlle' 'Claim: If the conttacfo~ bills ·for time arid 
.materi~is, report the.n'umber ofhour5§perit\>'i1:the activities ·an:a·an ·cc)Sts~ch~rged.):fthe 
contract is a fixed price, report the dates when services were performed and item·ize 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 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 c6st of training ah efupfoye·e to peff~nn tlfo re{rribursable 'activiti~s~ ~{specifie(l_i~ -
- Section IV of this-document.- Reportttie name aridjob·cla~sification'o'f each 'employee:_: "··· 

preparing for, attending;. and/or conduetfug training necessary_ to 1mplerrient-tb.'e reimbursable 
activities. Provide the title, subjeqt, and·purpose(rdatedto.the mandate of the training··· . 
session), dates attended, and location. If the training encompasses subjects .. broader than the 
reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion can be claimed. Report employee training 
time for each applicable reimbursable activity according to the rules of cost element A.1, 
Salaries and Benefits, and A.2, Materials and Supplies. Report the cost of consultants who 
conduct the training according to the rules of cost element A.3, Contracted Services. 

B. Indirect Cost Rates 

Indire~t costs are-costs that h-ave been·iricutred-for common.orjoint 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, bas been claimed as a direct cost. 

Indirectcosts include: (a) the indirect costs originating in each departmentoragency of the 
governmental unit carrying out 'state mandated programs, and (b)tbe costs· of central 
governmental services distributed through the central service cost alhcationplan and n9t··.- --
otheiwise 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 ofManagement and Budget Circular A-21, 11 Cost 
Principles. of EducationaLinstitutions II;. (2) the rate calculated~on State· Controllds Form --
F AM-29C; or (3) a 7% indirect cost rate. ·, -

VI. RECORD RETENTION 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reiinburseinent 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 ~han 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 t0., 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.l. 

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) ifreceived 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 Governme11t Coc:le section 17561, subdivision (d)O), issuance of the claiming 
instructions shal~ constitUte a not.ice of the right of the local agencies:and school districts to file 
reimburse:r:nent c_laim$, based upon para!1}ete~s. a:t_l;~:guidelines adopted by_the:Comrp.ission., 

IX. REMEDIES BEFORE THE COMMISSION -
·r ... , '·, ,: __ ;. -

Upon request of a local agency or school district, the Commission shall review the cfa!ming 
instructions issued by the State Controller o~ any other authorized state· agency for reimbursement 
of mandated costs pursuant to Government Code section 17571. ff the 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 Gove:i;nment 
Code section 17557, subdivision (d), and Caltfornia 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 (AB. 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. OO-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 Amendments 
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 12167and12167.1 

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 
OO-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 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 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 2S 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 SO 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, 200S, 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 SO-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 SO-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 SO-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 2S 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 ofwa.ste disposed of by the community college. 
(S) The community college must also submit a plan of correction that demonstrates 
that it will meet the requirements of Section 42921 [the 2S and SO 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 1, 2002 and by April l 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. 

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: 

1. amend the parameters and guidelines in Test Claim No. OO-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. OO-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 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 qll;estions. 

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 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 

OO-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 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 
(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 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 
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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 
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 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) ifreceived by a claimant and the revenue is applied to this 
program, shall be deducted from the costs claimed. 

VIII. OFFSETTING COST SA VIN GS 

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 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 
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 of Regulations, 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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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, 200LJo 
Jun~l_Q, 2000, a~d fi"scal years 2000-Ql through ~004-~005 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 F AM-27, line (07). 

However, if the estimated claim exceeds the previous fiscal ye~r'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 wUl 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 l 7564(a) provides that no claim shall be filed pursuant to Sections 17551 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 include, 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 prov1s10ns 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 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 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, or e-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 of the 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 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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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. 3 521) 

State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Plan (February 2000) 

Integrated Waste Management (OO-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.l; 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 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 

1 Integrated Waste Management (OO-TC-07) 

66



composting activities, and divert at least SO 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, 200S, 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 SO-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 SO-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 c'ornrnunity college's inability to meet the SO-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 2S 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. 
(S) The community college must also submit a plan of correction that demonstrates 
that it will meet the requirements of Section 42921 [the 2S and SO 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. 
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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. 

Ill. 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.l (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 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 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. 
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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, if necessary. 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 ofreduction, 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 

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 SO-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 I, 2002, and by April I 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 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.) 

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.1, 
Salaries and Benefits, and A.2, Materials and Supplies. Report the cost of consultants who 
conduct the training according to the rules of cost element A.3, Contracted Services. 

B. Indirect Cost Rates 

Indirect costs are costs that 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. 

8 Integrated Waste Management (OO-TC-07) 
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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 
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 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) ifreceived 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 of Regulations, title 2, section 1183.2. 

X. LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 

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

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

(19) Program Number 256 

(20) Date Filed __ / __ / __ 
(21) LRS Input __ / __ / __ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 
L Reimbursement Claim Data 
: r(~02~)~C~la~1m-a~n~tN~a-m-e~~~~~~~~~~~-,.-~~~~~~~~~~~~-1-~~~~~~~.....,..~~~~~~~~-1 

(22) IWM-1, (03)(A)(1)(1) 
E ~~--,..,.......--,-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-1-~~~~~~~-+~~~~~~~~-1 
L County of Location 

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

H Street Address or P.O. Box Suite 
E (24) IWM-1, (03)(8)(1)(1) 

State Zip Code = City (25) IWM-1, (03)(8)(2)(f) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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 
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 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 

Type or Print Name Title 

(38) Name of Contact Person for Claim 
Telephone Number Ext. 

E-Mail Address 

Form FAM-27 (New 06/05) 
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Commun it 

INTEGRATED 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) lffiling 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 0.1 O (10% 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) Enterthe 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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State Controller's Office Communit Colle e Mandated Cost Manual 
----------------------------------------------""'---..... "---------..---------. 

(01) Claimant 

Direct Costs 

(03) Reimbursable Activities 

A. One-Time Activities 

Development of Policies and 
1 · Procedures 

2. Staff Training 

B. Ongoing Activities 

Completion and Submission of Plan to 
1 · Board 

Response to Board During Approval 
2· Process 

3. Consultation with Board 

Designation of Waste Reduction and 
4· Rec clin Coordinator 

Diversion and Maintenance of Approved 
5· Level of Reduction 

C. Alternative Compliance 

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

Alternative Requirement or Time 
2

· Extension for 1/1/04 for 50% Waste 

D. Accounting System 

E. Annual Report 

F. Annual Recycled Material Reports 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate 

(06) Total Indirect Costs 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs 

Cost Reduction 

(08) Less: Offsetting Savings 

(09) Less: Other Reimbursements 

(10) Total Claimed Amount 

New 06/05 

MANDATED COSTS 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

(a) (b) 

(02) Type of Claim 

Reimbursement c=J 
Estimated c=J 

Object Accounts 

(c) (d) 

Salaries and Materials and Contract Fixed 
Assets Benefits Supplies Services 

[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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INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

Instructions 

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

FORM 

IWM-1 

(02) Type of Claim: Check a box, Reimbursement or Estimated', to identify the type of claim being filed. 
Enter the fiscal 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 110% 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 lndirecl 
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. 

New 06/05 
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State Controller's Office Communit Colle e Mandated Cost Manual 
__ ..................... ______________________________________ "-__ _. __________ ,... ______ -.. 

(01) Claimant 

MANDA TED COSTS 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(02) Fiscal Year 

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

One-Time 
Activites 

r---i Development of Policies and 
L__J Procedures 

D Staff Training 

FORM 

IWM-2 

r---i Completion and Submission of Plan r---i Response to Board During r---i Consultation With Board 
L__J to Board L__J Approval Process - L__J Ongoing 

Activites r---i Designation of Waste Reduction and 
L__J Recycling Coordinator D Maintenance of Approved Level of Reduction 

Alternative 
Compliance 

D Alternative Requirement or Time D Alternative Requirement or Time Extension for 1/1/04 for 50% Waste 
Extension for 1/1/02 for 25% Waste 

D Accounting 
System 

(04) Description of Expenses 

(a) 

Employee Names, Job 
Classifications, Functions Performed 

and Description of Expenses 

{b) 

Hourly 
Rate or 

Unit Cost 

LJAnnualReport 

(c) 

Hours 
Worked or 
Quantity 

(d) 

Salaries 
and 

Benefits 

(05) Total D Subtotal D Page: __ of __ 

New 06/05 

r---i Annual Recycled Material 
L__J Reports 

Object Accounts 

(e) (I) (g) 

Materials 
and 

Supplies 

Contract 
Services 

Fixed 
Assets 

(h) 

Travel and 
Training 
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State Controller's Office Communit Colle e Mandated Cost Manual 
,---------------------------------------------------... ----------..--------. 

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) (d) 

Salaries Employee Hourly Hours 
NamefTitle 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 

Mileage Rate Miles 
Departure and 

Travel Return Date 

Employee 
NamefTitle 

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. 

New 06/05 
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OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 

STATE MANDATED COSTS CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS NO. 2008-21 

INTEGRATED 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, 2004, 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 if the community college is unable 
to comply with the requirements of B.5. (Divert Solid Waste/Maintain Required Level) on Form 
IA, pursuant to Reimbursable Activity C.l. or 2. as listed on page 6 of the P's and G's. 

It is not mandatory to re-file claims 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 be 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. 
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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/local/locreim/index.shtml. 

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 of the 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 
OO-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 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 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. Res-ources 
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 
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] 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 4 2921 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 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 inc;lude 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. 

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: 

1. amend the parameters and guidelines in Test Claim No. OO-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. OO-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.l 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 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. 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. 1 

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. 

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.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 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; 
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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 foran alternative requirement, 
such as waste disposal patterns and the types of waste disposed by the 
community college. 

D. Accounting System (Reimbursable starting January I, 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 itto 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 I, 2002, and by April I 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).) 

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 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) 
necesslilry 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 
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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. I., 
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 c9sts. 

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 
ultimateresolution 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 SA VIN GS 

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 17 561, 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 
instructions issued by the State Controller or any other authorized state agency for 
reimbursement of mandated costs pursuant to Government Code section 17 571. 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 of Regulations, 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 Communit Colle e Mandated Cost Manual 
For State Controller Use Onl 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

(19) Program Number 00256 

(20) Date Filed 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 

(02) Claimant Name 

Address 

Type of Claim 

Fiscal Year of 
Cost 

Total Claimed 
Amount 
Less: Late Penalty 
(refer to claiming instructions) 

Less: Prior Claim Payment Received 

Net Claimed Amount 

Due from State 

Due to State 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 

(21) LRS Input 

Reimbursement Claim Data 

(22) FORM-1, (04)(f) 

(23) FORM-1, (05) 

(24) FORM-1, (08) 

(25) FORM-1, (09) 

Reimbursement Claim (26) FORM-1, (10) 

(09) Reimbursement D (27) 

(10) Combined D (28) 

(11) Amended D (29) 

(12) (30) 

(13) (31) 

(14) {32) 

(15) (33) 

(16) (34) 

(17) (35) 

(18) (36) 

Program 

256 

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) 
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St t C t II ' Off ae on ro er s ice c 't C II ommun1tv o eae M dtdC tM an a e OS anua 

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 (1 O) 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 penalty. Enter zero if the claim was timely filed, otherwise, enter the product of multiplying line (13) by the 
factor 0.1 O (10 % penalty), 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) lfline (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)(f), 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 INTEGRATED 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)(1) + line (07)] 

(08) Total from Forms 1A, 1 B, and 1 C [Add 1A(07) + 18(07) + 1C(07)] 

Cost Reduction 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements 

(11) Total Claimed Amount [Line (08) - {line (09) + line (1 O)}] 

Revised 01/09 
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MANDATED COSTS Program 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

256 
Enter the name of the claimant. 

Enter the fiscal year of costs. 

CLAIM SUMMARY 
INSTRUCTIONS 

M d dC tM an ate 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 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 
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, 1 B 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. 

(10) 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. 

Revised 01/09 

100



s tate c ontro II ' Off er s ice c ommunity C II o ege M an dated C tM OS anua 

Program MANDA TED COSTS FORM 

256 INTEGRATED 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 
& lcH 

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)) 

Revised 01 /09 
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Program FORM 

256 
MANDA TED COSTS 

18 INTEGRATED 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) to 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). 

Revised 01/09 
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Program MANDATED COSTS FORM 

256 INTEGRATED 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 Travel Contract Fixed 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 
oflWM Plan 

5. 
Time Extension Summary 
of Progress 

6. 
Alternative Reduction 
Summary of Progress 

F. Annual Recycled Reimbursement begins July 1, 1999 
Material Reports 

1. 
Annual Report 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 (04)(f) + line (06)] [Forward total to Form-1A, line (08)] 

Revised 01 /09 
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Program MANDA TED COSTS FORM 
INTEGRATED 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). 

Revised 01/09 
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State Controller's Office Commun it e Mandated Cost Manual 

Program 

256 
MANDATED COSTS 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
COMPONENTIACTIVITY 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 

D Development of Policies and Procedures 

D 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 D Subtotal D Page: __ of __ 

Revised 01109 

(d) 
Salaries 

and 
Benefits 

Ongoing Activities 

D Complete and Submit of IWM Plan to Board 

D Respond to Board Requirements 

D Consult with Board to Revise Plan 

D Designate Coordinator for Each College 

D 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 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 2A 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 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 
Name/Tille Rate Worked xHours 

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 Tille 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. 

Revised 01/09 
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State Controller's Office Communit e Mandated Cost Manual 

Program 

256 
(01) Claimant 

MANDA TED COSTS 
INTEGRATED 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 

D Provide Written Notification to the Board 

D Request Alternative from the Board 

D Providie Evidence to the Board 

D Provide Relevant Information 

D 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 D Subtotal D Page: __ of __ 

Revised 01/09 

(d) 
Salaries 

and 
Benefits 

D Provide Written Notification to the Board 

D Request Alternative from the Board 

D Participate in Public Hearing 

D 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 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

256 COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 28 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 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 
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 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. 

Revised 01/09 
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State Controller's Office Commun it e Mandated Cost Manual 

Program 

256 
(01) Claimant 

MANDA TED COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(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 D Subtotal D 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 

D 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 
INTEGRATED 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 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 
xSalaries 

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 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. · 

Revised 01 /09 

110



111



Controller Claiming Instructions "FILING A CLAIM" Revised 12/06 112



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 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. 

Revised 12/06 Filing a Claim, Page 1 

113



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 seNices 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 deflater 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 deflater. The deflater 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 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 [($26,000x(1.3115))+1,800 l = $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. 

• 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 Hourly Rate by Em[!loyee 

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 

(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: 

Employer'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 

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 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 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 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. 

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 (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 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 Commun it 

INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS 
FORM 

FAM 29-C 
(1) Claimant 

'Activit 
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 
IAnciliary Services 
Auxiliary Operations 
Depreciation or Use Allowance - Building 
Depreciation or Use Allowance - Equipment 

Totals 

Indirect Cost Rate (A)/(B) 

Revised 12/06 

EDP 
599 

6000 
6100 
6200 
6300 
6400 
6500 

6720 
6730 

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 

FAM 29-C 
Outlay and Adjusted 

Other Out o Total Indirect 
$ (230,904) $ 51,561,504 

(216,518) 6,665,516 
(9,348) 4,145,747 
(3,824) 2,100,719 
(1,605) 4,569,053 

(41,046) 5,385,464 
(111,743) 8,416,842 

(23,660) 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) 

34.84% 

Direct 
$ 51,561,504 

6,665,516 
4,145,747 
2,100,719 
4,569,053 
5,385,464 

$ 76,795,449 

(8) 
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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 (B)(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 

* CCD 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 50/50 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 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 

** CCD 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, 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 thfs 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 
Sacr;;imento, 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. 

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 niay 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 Deflater (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 cost.s 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 
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 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 deflater 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 deflater. The deflater 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 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 sea 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 sea 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 sea 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 (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 
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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 a$ 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 [($26,000x(1.3115))+1,800 l = $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 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 Hourly: Rate by: Employ: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 

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: 

Employ: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% 
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(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 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 

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 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 10/07 

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 
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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. 

(j) Travel Expenses 

Travel expenses are normally reimbursable in accordance with travel rules and 
regulations of the local jurisdiction. For some programs, however, the P's & G's may 
specify certain 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 originatt;} 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 (OMS) Circular A-21, Cost Principles for 
Educational Institutions; or (2) a flat 7% rate. 

The SCO developed FAM-29C to be consistent with OMS 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 OMB 
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. 

OMS 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 Communit 

INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS 
FORM 

FAM 29-C 
(1) Claimant (02) Period of Claim 

Less: Capital FAM 29-C 
Total Costs Outlay and Adjusted 

Activit EDP Per CCFS-311 Other Out o Total Indirect Direct 

Instructional Activities 599 $ . 51,792,408 $ (230,904) $ 51,561,504 $ 51,561,504 

Instruct. Admin. & Instruct. Governance 6000 6,882,034 (216,518) 6,665,516 6,665,516 

Instructional Support Services 6100 4,155,095 (9,348) 4,145,747 4,145,747 

!Admissions and Records 6200 2,104,543 (3,824) 2,100,719 2,100,719 

Student Counseling and Guidance 6300 4,570,658 (1,605) 4,569,053 4,569,053 

Other Student Services 6400 5,426,510 (41,046) 5,385,464 5,385,464 

Operation and Maintenance of Plant 6500 8,528,585 (111,743) 8,416,842 

Planning, Policy Making, and Coordination 6600 5,015,333 (23,660) 4,991,673 

General Institutional Support Services 6700 Ii\ 

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

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

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

Non-instructional Staff Retirees' Benefits and 
Retirement Incentives 6740 1,011,060 1,011,060 1,011,060 

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

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

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

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

Other General Institutional Support Services 6790 33, 155 (4,435) 28,720 28,720 

Community Services and Economic Development 6800 340,014 340,014 

Anciliary Services 6900 1,148,730 (296) 1,148,434 

uxiliary Operations 7000 
Depreciation or Use Allowance - Building 
Depreciation or Use Allowance - Equipment 

-
Totals $100,687,011 $ ~1,466,612} $ 99,220,399 $26,752,087 $ 76,795,449 

(A) (B) 

Indirect Cost Rate (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 (B)(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 perfotmed. 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 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 

" CCD 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 50/50 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 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 

** CCD 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. Wh.en 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 arid 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 deliverv 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. If the 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 10%, 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 10% 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 Deflater (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 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 proportion 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-Claims (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 LGeC 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 el.ectronic 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/ard/local/lgec/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 information 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 ID'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-Claims, (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 a-re 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 
1ih, 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 nianual. 

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 30th 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 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. 

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 Step 2: Productive Hourly Rate 
of Salary 

Retirement 15.00 % Formula: 

Social Security & 7.65 [(EAS x (1 + FBR)) APH]= 
Medicare PHR 

Health & Dental 5.25 
Insurance 

Workers Compensation 3.25 [($26,000 x (1.3115)) 1,800 l 
= $18.94 

Total 31.15 % 

Description: 

EAS = Employee's Annual Salary APH =Annual Productive Hours 

FBR = Fringe Benefit PHR = Productive Hourly Rate 
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. 

• 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 

(e) 

Revised 02109 

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!}'. 

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 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 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 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 

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 
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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 explained in Section 17 of 
these instructions. 

0) TravelExpenses 

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-Claims 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 

Salaries and 
Benefits per 

EDP CCFS-311 
599 $46,249,931 

6000 5,181,935 
6100 4,361,061 
6200 1,251,539 
6300 3,373,121 
6400 5,511,511 
6500 5, 192,099 
6600 
6700 
6710 
6720 
6730 

6740 1,327,125 
6750 1,295 
6760 449,392 
6770 2,853,609 
6780 2,386,511 
6790 19,635 
6800 963,036 
6900 723,450 
7000 565,859 

$86,819,928 

$ 

$ 

Operating 
Expenses per 

CCFS-311 

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 Direct-Salaries 
Expenses and Benefits onl 

$ 46,249,931 
5,181,935 
4,361,061 
1,251,539 
3,373,121 
5,511,511 

8,384,497 
3,659,742 

Bl!--
674,527 

2,657,335 
1, 159,987 

1,327,125 
36,226 

844,307 
3,208,562 
3,281,196 

'21,314 
963,036 
723,450 
565,859 

2,620,741 
721,097 

$28,596,656 $68,181,443 

(A) (B) 
41.94% 
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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 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 

* CCD 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 50/50 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 

** CCD 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 (OMS) 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 ~anuary 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 convenience, 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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FILING A CLAIM 

1. Introduction 

Government Code (GC) Sections 17500 through 17617 provide for the reimbursement of costs 
incurred by community college districts (CCD) for mandated cost programs 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 (SCO) by a CCD for reimbursement of costs incurred for which an appropriation is made for 
the purpose of paying the claim. Actual claims for the 2008-09 fiscal year will be accepted without 
penalty if postmarked or delivered on or before February 16, 2010. Ongoing reimbursement claims 
filed after the deadline will be reduced by a late penalty of 10%, 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 10% with no limitation. Claims filed more than one year after the deadline will 
not be accepted by the SCO. 

If a claimant is using an indirect cost rate that exceeds 7%, documentation to support the indirect 
cost rate must be included with the submitted claim. A more detailed discussion of the indirect cost 
methods available to CCD's can be found in Section 2, Filing a Claim, page 9, Indirect Costs. 
Documentation to support actual costs must be kept on hand by the claimant and made available to 
the SCO on request as explained in Section 2, Filing a Claim, page 16, Retention of Claim Records 
and Supporting Documentation. 

When a program has been reimbursed for three or more years, the Commission 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 Deflater 
(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 no longer need to file claims for that 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 become available. 

The claiming instructions included in this manual are issued to help claimants prepare manual 
and/or electronic mandated cost claims, for submission to the SCO. These instructions are based 
on the State of California's statutes, regulations, and the parameters and guidelines (P's & G's) 
adopted by the Commission on State Mandates (Commission). Since each mandate is unique, 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-Claims (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. The 
system also incorporates an attachm~nt feature so claimants can electronically attach supporting 
documentation if required. 

In addition, it provides an easy and straightforward approach to the claiming process. Filing claims 
using LGeC eliminates the manual preparation and submission of paper claims by CCD's 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 
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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. 

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 Web site located at 
http://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_lgec.html. 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 information regarding mandated cost claims, payments, 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 
http://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_lgec.html. This Web site provides access to the LGeC system, an 
application for User ID's and passwords, an instructional guide, frequently asked questions (FAQ's) 
and additional help files. Questions may be directed to LRSDAR@sco.ca.gov, or you may call the 
Local Reimbursements Section at (916) 324-5729. 

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 one hundred and 
twenty 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 15th following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred for the program. 

8. Estimated Claims 

Pursuant to AB 8, Chapter 6, Statutes of 2008, the option to file estimated claims has been 
eliminated. Therefore, estimated claims 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, these 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 

Revised 10/09 Section 2, Filing a Claim, Page 2 

171



State of California Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

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 implicit price deflator (IPD) of costs of goods and services to governmental 
agencies, as determined by the State Department of Finance. For programs approved by the 
Commission for inclusion in SMAS, 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 30th of each year. 

4. Minimum Claim Amount 

For initial claims and annual claims, if the total costs for a given year do not exceed $1,000 no 
reimbursement will 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 one hundred and twenty 
days from the date the SCO issues the claiming instructions for the program. 

When paying a timely filed claim for initial reimbursement, the Controller may withhold twenty 
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 will be reduced by ten 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 program 
will be considered as one claim for the purpose of computing any late claim penalty. In no case will 
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 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 may not be filed more than one year after the deadline. 

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 October 15 or sixty 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 
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the amount of approved claims timely filed and on hand at the time of proration. A reasonable 
reimbursement methodology (RRM), which meets certain conditions specified in Government Code 
Section 17518.5, Subdivision (a), can be used as a formula for reimbursing CCD costs mandated 
by the State. 

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 one year after the adoption of the program's statewide cost estimate. 

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, 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 Commission who will include these amounts in its reports 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 become available. 

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 Commission. The 
determination of allowable reimbursable mandated costs for unfunded mandates is made by the 
Commission. The SCO determines allowable reimbursable costs, subject to amendment by the 
Commission, 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 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. 

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 Commission. 

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 any three consecutive fiscal years. 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 Commission'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 
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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 a CCD with the SCO for the sole purpose of establishing a base year entitlement. A 
base year entitlement may 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 Commission. 

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 unless otherwise specified in the 
claiming instructions and made available to the SCO on request 

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. 

Costs typically classified as direct costs are: 

(1) Employee Wages, Salaries, and Benefits 

For each of the mandated activities performed, the claimant must list the names of the 
employees who worked on the mandate, their job classifications, hours worked on the 
mandate, and rate of pay. The claimant may use a productive hourly rate in-lieu of reporting 
actual compensation and 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. 

* 1,800 annual productive hours excludes the following employee time: 

a Paid holidays; 

a Vacation earned; 

a Sick leave taken; 

a Informal time off; 

a Jury duty; 

a Military leave taken. 

(b) Compute a Productive Hourly Rate 

1. Compute a productive hourly rate for salaried employees to include actual benefit 
costs. The methodology for converting a salary to a productive hourly rate is to 
compute the employee's annual salary and benefits and divide by the annual 
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productive hours. 

Table 1: Productive Hourly Rate, Annual Salary+ Benefits Method 

Formula: Description: 

[(EAS + Benefits) + APH] = PHR 

[($26,000 + $8,099)] + 1,800 hrs = 18.94 

EAS = Employee's Annual Salary 

APH =Annual Productive Hours 

PHR =Productive Hourly Rate 

• As illustrated in Table 1, if an employee's compensation was $26,000 and $8,099 for 
annual salary and benefits, respectively, using the Salary + Benefits Method, the 
productive hourly rate would be $18.94. To convert a biweekly salary to Annual Salary, 
multiply the biweekly salary by 26. To convert a monthly salary to Annual Salary, 
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: Benefits as a Percent of Salary Step 2: Productive Hourly Rate 

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 

BR= Benefit Rate 

Formula: 

[(EAS x (1 + BR)) + APH] = 
PHR 

[($26,000 x (1.3115)) + 1,800] 
= $18.94 

APH =Annual Productive Hours 

PHR =Productive Hourly Rate 

• As illustrated in Table 2, 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 benefits. Employee 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; 
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(2) 

• 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 
are not reimbursable. 

(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 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 Benefits Contribution 

A CCD has the option of claiming actual employer's benefit contributions or may 
compute an average 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 
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 benefit is computed, total them. For example: 

Employer's Contribution % of Sala!Y 

Retirement 15.00% 

Social Security 7.65% 

Health and Dental Insurance 5.25% 

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 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 
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withdrawn from inventory and charged to the mandated activity must be based on a 
recognized method of pricing, consistently applied. Purchases must be claimed at the actual 
price after deducting discounts, rebates and allowances received by the CCD. 

(a) 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 100) 

Photocopies ($0.05 per copy) 

Supplies 
Used 

250 Sheets 

10 Folders 

50 Envelopes 

40 Copies 

Unit Cost 
of Supplies 
Per Activit~ 

$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). 

(3) 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 must 
not exceed the rate specified in the P's & G's for the mandated program. The contractor's 
invoice or statement must include an itemized list of costs for activities performed. 

(4) 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 are reimbursable to the extent that 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 of the equipment, the time period for 
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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. 

(5) Capital Outlay 

Capital outlay 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. 

(6) 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 
Department of Personnel Administration (DPA) travel standards. When claiming travel 
expenses, the claimant must maintain documentation to support the purpose of the trip, the 
names and addresses 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. 

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 
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, 
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 OMS Circular A-21 methodology with a base other than 
Salaries and Benefits, the claim cannot be filed using the LGeC as the system does not support 
cost bases other than Salaries and Benefits. Instead, these claims must be filed manually using 
paper forms. 

However, if indirect costs are calculated using the OMS Circular A-21 methodology using Salaries 
and Benefits 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 (usually 
Form 1, line (5)(a) to arrive at the total indirect costs (usually Form 1, line (7). 

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. 
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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. CCD's must use the CCFS-311 report applicable to the fiscal year of the reimbursement 
claim submitted. 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 Commun it 

MANDA TED COST 

I 
FORM 

INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS FAM 29-C 
1) Claimant 

Indirect-Salaries 
Salaries and Operating Benefits, and 
Benefits per Expenses per Operating Direct-Salaries 

Activity EDP CCFS-311 CCFS-311 Exeenses and Benefits onl 
Instructional Activities 599 $ 46,249,931 $ 8,289,190 $ $ 46,249,931 
Instruct. Admin. & Instruct. Governance 6000 5, 181,935 631,615 5, 181,935 
Instructional Support Services 6100 4,361,061 445,196 4,361,061 
Admissions and Records 6200 1,251,539 96,634 1,251,539 
Student Counseling and Guidance 6300 3,373,121 80,201 3,373,121 
Other Student Services 6400 5,511,511 1,116,904 5,511,511 
Operation and Maintenance of Plant 6500 5,192,099 3,192,398 
Planning, Policy Making, and Coordination 6600 2,562,909 1,096,833 
General Institutional Support Services 6700 

Community Relations 6710 446,207 228,320 674,527 
Fiscal Operations 6720 2,342,316 315,019 2,657,335 
Human Resources Management 6730 1,057,387 102,600 1,159,987 
Non-instructional Staff Retirees' Benefits and 
Retirement Incentives 6740 1,327,125 - 1,327,125 
Staff Development 6750 1,295 34,931 36,226 
Staff Diversity 6760 449,392 394,915 844,307 
Logistical Services 6770 2,853,609 354,953 3,208,562 
Management Information Systems 6780 2,386,511 894,685 3,281, 196 
Other General Institutional Support Services 6790 19,635 1,679 21,314 

Community Services and Economic Development 6800 963,036 688,648 963,036 

!Ancillary Services 6900 723,450 224,961 723,450 
Auxiliary Operations 7000 565,859 12, 179 565,859 
Depreciation or Use Allowance - Building 2,620,741 
Depreciation or Use Allowance - Equipment 721,097 

-
Totals $ 86,819,928 $ 18,201,861 $ 28,596,656 $ 68, 181,443 

= 
(A) (B) 

Indirect Cost Rate (A)/(B) 41.94% 
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Two methods are acceptable for documenting employee time charged to mandated cost programs: 
1) Actual Time Reporting and 2) 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 P's and G's define reimbursable activities for the mandated cost program. When 
employees work on multiple activities, a distribution of their salaries or wages must be supported by 
personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation that meets the following standards: 

• They must reflect an after-the-fact 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 plan before the time study is conducted. The claimant must retain the 
time study plan for audit purposes. The plan must identify the following: 

• Time periods 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 to be studied - The time study must separately identify each reimbursable activity 
defined in the mandated program's P's and G's. If a reimbursable activity identifies separate and 
distinct sub-activities, these sub-activities also must be treated as individual activities; 

For example, sub-activities (a) and (b) under reimbursable activity (1) of the Agency Fee 
Arrangements Program relate to salary deduction and payment of fair share and 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 for 
which 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 
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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 when the activity occurs; 

• Report activity on a daily basis; 

• Be sufficiently detailed to reflect all mandated activities 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 variation 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 
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 cost 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. 
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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 

* CCD 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 50/50 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. 

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 the approved 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 

** CCD share is $25,000 of the program cost. 
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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. 

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 Adjustment 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 it has been submitted 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 Commission. If any adjustments are made to a claim, a Notice of Claim 
Adjustment specifying the claim activity adjusted, the amount adjusted, and the reason for the 
adjustment, will be mailed within thirty days after payment of the claim. 

14. Source Documents 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs may be 
claimed. These 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 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 stating: "I certify 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, these documents 
cannot be substituted for source documents . 

. 15. Claim Forms and Instructions 

Unless you are filing electronically, 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 or printed from SCO's Web site 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 direct 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 unless required to be 
submitted with the claim and must be made available to the SCO on 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 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 Reimbursel)'lents Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 700 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

The revised claiming instructions in this package have been arranged in alphabetical order by 
program name. This Manual should be retained 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 _ mancost. html. 

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 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 was filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit will commence to run 
from the date of initial payment of the claim. In any case, an audit will 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 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 must be made available to the sea on request. 
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FILING A CLAIM 

1. Introduction 

Government Code (GC) Sections 17500 through 17617 provide for the reimbursement of costs 
incurred by community college districts (CCD) for mandated cost programs 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 (SCO) by a CCD for reimbursement of costs incurred for which an appropriation is made for 
the purpose of paying the claim. Actual claims for the 2009-10 fiscal year will be accepted without 
penalty if postmarked or delivered on or before February 15, 2011. Ongoing reimbursement claims 
filed after the deadline will be reduced by a late penalty of 10%, 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 10% with no limitation. Claims filed more than one year after the deadline will 
not be accepted by the SCO. 

If a claimant is using an indirect cost rate that exceeds 7%, documentation to support the indirect 
cost rate must be included with the submitted claim. A more detailed discussion of the indirect cost 
methods available to CCD's can be found in Section 2, Filing a Claim, page 9, Indirect Costs. 
Documentation to support actual costs must be kept on hand by the claimant and made available to 
the SCO on request as explained in Section 2, Filing a Claim, page 16, Retention of Claim 
Records and Supporting Documentation. 

When a program has been reimbursed for three or more years, the Commission 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 Deflater 
(IPD). Claimants with an established entitlement receive an annual apportionment adjusted by any 
changes in the IPD. Claimants with an established entitlement no longer need to file claims for that 
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 become available. 

2. Electronic Filing: Local Government e-Claims (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. The 
system also incorporates an attachment feature so claimants can electronically attach supporting 
documentation if required. 

The LGeC 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 CCD's 
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. 
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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 Web site located at 
http://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_lgec.html. 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 information regarding mandated cost claims, payments, guidelines, electronic 
claims, and other news and updates. You also will receive related audit reports and mandate 
information provided by other state agencies. 

You can find more information about LGeC and the email distribution lists at 
http://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_lgec.html. This Web site provides access to the LGeC system, an 
application for User ID's and passwords, an instructional guide, frequently asked questions (FAQ's) 
and additional help files. Questions may be directed to LRSDAR@sco.ca.gov, or you may call the 
Local Reimbursements Section at (916) 324-5729: 

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 one hundred and 
twenty 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 15th following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred for the program. 

Annual ongoing reimbursement claims must be filed by February 15th following the fiscal year 
in which costs were incurred for the program. Claims for fiscal year 2009-10 will be accepted 
without late penalty if postmarked or delivered on before February 15th. 2011. 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. Amended 
claims filed after the deadline will be reduced by 10% of the increased amount not to exceed 
$10,000 for the claim. Claims filed more than one year after the deadline will not be accepted 
for reimbursement. 

B. 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, these 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 
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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 implicit price deflater (IPD) of costs of goods and services to governmental 
agencies, as determined by the State Department of Finance. For programs approved by the 
Commission for inclusion in SMAS, 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 30th of each year. 

4. Minimum Claim Amount 

For initial claims and annual claims, if the total costs for a given year do not exceed $1,000 no 
reimbursement will 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 one hundred and twenty 
days from the date the SCO issues the claiming instructions for the program. When paying a timely 
filed claim for initial reimbursement, the Controller may withhold twenty 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 will be reduced by ten 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 program will be considered as one claim for the purpose of computing 
any late claim penalty. In no case will 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 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 may not be filed 
more than one year after the deadline. 

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 October 15 or sixty 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. 
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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 one year after the adoption of the program's statewide cost estimate. 

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, 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 Commission who will include these amounts in its reports 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 become available. 

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 Commission. The 
determination of allowable reimbursable mandated costs for unfunded mandates is made by the 
Commission. The SCO determines allowable reimbursable costs, subject to amendment by the 
Commission, 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 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. 

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 Commission. 

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 any three consecutive fiscal years. 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 Commission'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 may not include any nonrecurring or initial start-up costs. 
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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 Commission. 

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 unless otherwise specified in the 
claiming instructions and made available to the SCO on request 

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. 

Costs typically classified as direct costs are: 

(1) Employee Wages, Salaries, and Benefits 

For each of the mandated activities performed, the claimant must list the names of the 
employees who worked on the mandate, their job classifications, hours worked on the 
mandate, and rate of pay. The claimant may use a productive hourly rate in-lieu of reporting 
actual compensation and 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. 

* 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 benefit 
costs. The methodology for converting a salary to a productive hourly rate is to 
compute the employee's annual salary and 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 

[($26,000 + $8,099)] + 1,800 hrs= 18.94 

EAS = Employee's Annual Salary 

APH =Annual Productive Hours 

PHR = Productive Hourly Rate 

• As illustrated in Table 1, if an employee's compensation was $26,000 and $8,099 for 
annual salary and benefits, respectively, using the Salary + Benefits Method, the 
productive hourly rate would be $18.94. To convert a biweekly salary to Annual Salary, 
multiply the biweekly salary by 26. To convert a monthly salary to Annual Salary, 
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: Benefits as a Percent of Salary Step 2: Productive Hourly Rate 

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 

BR = Benefit Rate 

Formula: 

[(EAS x (1 + BR)) + APH] = 
PHR 

[($26,000 x (1.3115)) + 1,800 l 
=$18.94 

APH =Annual Productive Hours 

PHR = Productive Hourly Rate 

• As illustrated in Table 2, 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 benefits. Employee 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; 
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(2) 

• 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. 

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 
are not reimbursable. 

(c) Calculating an Average Productive Hourly Rate 

In those instances where the claiming instructions 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 Benefits Contribution 

A CCD has the option of claiming actual employer's benefit contributions or may 
compute an average 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 
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 benefit is computed, total them. For example: 

Retirement 15.00% 

Social Security 7.65% 

Health and Dental Insurance 5.25% 

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 
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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 in 
excess of reasonable ql:lality, 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 must be claimed at the actual 
price after deducting discounts, rebates and allowances received by the CCD. 

(a) 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 
Supplies Used 

Paper ($10.00 for-500 sheet ream) 250 Sheets 

Files ($2.50 for box of 25) 10 Folders 

Envelopes ($3.00 for box of 100) 50 Envelopes 

Photocopies ($0.05 per copy) 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). 

(3) 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 must 

Revised 11/10 Section 2, Filing a Claim, Page 8 

194



State of California Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

not exceed the rate specified in the P's & G's for the mandated program. The contractor's 
invoice or statement must include an itemized list of costs for activities performed. 

(4) 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 are reimbursable to the extent that 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 of 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. 

(5) Capital Outlay 

Capital outlay 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. 

(6) 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 
Department of Personnel Administration (DPA) travel standards. When claiming travel 
expenses, the claimant must maintain documentation to support the purpose of the trip, the 
names and addresses 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. 

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 
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, 
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, the claim cannot be filed using the LGeC as the system does not support 
cost bases other than Salaries and Benefits. 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 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 
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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 (usually 
Form 1, line (5)(a) to arrive at the total indirect costs (usually Form 1, line (7). 

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 coniprised 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. CCD's must use the CCFS-311 report applicable to the fiscal year of the reimbursement 
claim submitted. 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 Communitv Colleaes 
MANDATED COST 

INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS 
1) Claimant 

Salaries and Operating 
Benefits per Expenses per 

IActivitv EDP CCFS-311 CCFS-311 

Instructional Activities 599 $ 46,249,931 $ 8,289,190 
Instruct. Admin. & Instruct. Governance 6000 5,181,935 631,615 
Instructional Support Services 6100 4,361,061 445,196 
!Admissions and Records .6200 1,251,539 96,634 
Student Counseling and Guidance 6300 3,373,121 80,201 
Other Student Services 6400 5,511,511 1,116,904 
Operation and Maintenance of Plant 6500 5,192,099 3,192,398 
Planning, Policy Making, and Coordination 6600 2,562,909 1,096,833 
General Institutional Support Services 6700 

Community Relations 6710 446,207 228,320 
Fiscal Operations 6720 2,342,316 315,019 
Human Resources Management 6730 1,057,387 102,600 
Non-instructional Staff Retirees' Benefits and 

Retirement Incentives 6740 1,327,125 -
Staff Development 6750 1,295 34,931 
Staff Diversity 6760 449,392 394,915 
Logistical Services 6770 2,853,609 354,953 
Management Information Systems 6780 2,386,511 894,685 
Other General Institutional Support Services 6790 19,635 1,679 

Community Services and Economic Development 6800 963,036 688,648 
ncillary Services 6900 723,450 224,961 

!Auxiliary Operations 7000 565,859 12,179 
Depreciation or Use Allowance - Building 
Depreciation or Use Allowance - Equipment 

!Totals $ 86,819,928 $ 18,201,861 

Indirect Cost Rate (A)/(B) 
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$ 

$ 

Indirect-Salaries 
Benefits, and 

Operating 
Ex~enses 

8,384,497 
3,659,742 

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 

27,922,129 

(A) 

40.69% 

$ 

$ 

FORM 
FAM 29-C 

Direct-Salaries 
and Benefits onl 

46,249,931 
5,181,935 
4,361,061 
1,251,539 
3,373, 121 
5,511,511 

446,207 

963,036 
723,450 
565,859 

68,627,650 

(B) 
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Two methods are acceptable for documenting employee time charged to mandated cost programs: 
1) Actual Time Reporting and 2) 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 P's and G's define reimbursable activities for the mandated cost program. When 
employees work on multiple activities, a distribution of their salaries or wages must be supported by 
personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation that meets the following standards: 

•They must reflect an after-the-fact 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 plan before the time study is conducted. The claimant must retain the 
time study plan for audit purposes. The plan must identify the following: 

• Time periods 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 to be studied - The time study must separately identify each reimbursable activity 
defined in the mandated program's P's and G's. If a reimbursable activity identifies separate and 
distinct sub-activities, these sub-activities also must be treated as individual activities; 

For example, sub-activities (a) and (b) under reimbursable activity (1) of the Agency Fee 
Arrangements Program relate to salary deduction and payment of fair share and 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 for 
which 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 
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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 when the activity occurs; 

• Report activity on a daily basis; 

• Be sufficiently detailed to reflect all mandated activities performed during a specific time period; 

• 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 variation 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 
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. Offsets 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 cost payable from CCD funds is eligible for reimbursement 
under the provisions of GC Section 17561. 

A. 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. 

Revised 11/10 Section 2, Filing a Claim, Page 13 

199



State of California Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

Table 5: Offsets 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 

* CCD 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 50/50 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. 

B. 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 the approved 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 

** CCD share is $25,000 of the program cost. 

In (2), the entire program cost was approved. Since the local assistance revenue source covers 
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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. 

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 Adjustment 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 it has been submitted 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 Commission. If any adjustments are made to a claim, a Notice of Claim 
Adjustment specifying the claim activity adjusted, the amount adjusted, and the reason for the 
adjustment, will be mailed within thirty days after payment of the claim. 

14. Source Documents 

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 
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 stating: "I certify 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, these documents 
cannot be substituted for source documents. 

15. Claim Forms and Instructions 

Unless you are filing electronically, 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 or printed from SCO's Web site 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 direct 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 unless required to be 
submitted with the claim and must be made available to the SCO on 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. 

Submit a signed original and one copy of form FAM-27, Claim for Payment. To expedite the 
payment process, please sign the 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 700 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

For your convenience, the revised claiming instructions in this package have been arranged in 
alphabetical order by program name. This Manual should be retained 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_mancost.html. · 

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 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 was filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit will commence to run 
from the date of initial payment of the claim. In any case, an audit will 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 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 must be made available to the SCO on request. 
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Stai~ Controller's omcie 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

(01) Clainart Identification Nll'llber: cc 31090 Reimbursement Claim Data 

A9 ~~~~~Clail~.~ma-m~Neme~----------------------------------+----------.-"-""T-------------t Sierra Joint Community College District 369 (22) IWM-1, (03)(A)(1 )(f) 

Ei--------------------------------___.;.---------1:------------+-----------~ L County of Location Placer (23) IWM-1, (03)(A)(2)(f) 0 

(24) IWM-1, (03)(8){1)(f) 

(25) IWM-1, (03)(8)(2)(f) 

ype m 
(26) IWM-1, (03)(B)(3)(f) 0 

(03) Estimated . D (09) Reimbursement [!] (27) IWM-1, (03)(8)(4)(f) 739 

<04> Combined D c10) Combined D (28) IWM-1, (03)(B)(5)(f) 14,208 

(05) Ameoded D c111 Amended ·o (29) IWM-1, (03)(C)(1)(f) 0 

(06) (12) Fiacal Y• of Cost 1999-2000 . (30) IWM-1, (03)(C)(2)(f) 0 

· Total Claimed Amount (07) (13) 
$ 2a,.194 

(31) IWM-1, (03)(D)(f) 328 . 

Less : 10% Late Penalty (14) 
$ 

(32) IWM-1, (03)(E)(f) 0 

Less : Prior Claim Payment Received (15) 
$ 

(33) (WM..1, (03)(F)(f) 164 

Net Claimed Amount · (16) 
$ 23,194 (34) IWM-1, (06) 6,196 

Due from State (08) (17) 
$ 

Due to State i!i!i!i!i!!!i!i!i!i!il!!l!l!l!i!i!i!illl!!lllllllll (
181 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 

23194 
(35) IWM-1, (OB) 

(36) IWM-1, (09) 

In acccirdMce wilh the provisions of GoYGmment Code Section 17561, .I certify that I am the ollicer 111thorlzed by the canmunity college district 
to file mandated C08t claims with the stats of California tirthis program, and certify underpenatyofperjury that I have not vlolal8d my of the 
provi8ions of Gowmment Code Sectiana 1090 to 1098, Inclusive. · · 

I further certify that there waa no applicallon other than from the claimllflt. nor any grant or payment nioelved. for reimbursement of coets claimed 
herein, axf 8tlCh co8bl are for a !MM program or i1'1Cf118Bed level of aervicee of an exi&ting program. All oft'aetllng 88\/lnga and reimbursements eet 
forth in the Parametera and Guidelinee are Identified, and all coat& claimed are aupported by aource documenlatiorl cunenUy maintained by the 
claim111l · 

The amounts for this EaUmated Clalm and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from Iha State for payment of eatimated and/or actual 
C08la 88t forth on the attached alatsment&. I certify under penalty of perjury under the law8 of the State of CSllfomla that the begoirlg Is true and 
conect. . ' 

Signature of Authorized Officer (USE BLUE INK) Date 

Director of Finance 
Title 

·Telephone Number. 858 51 05 
SlxTen and Associates E-maU Address: kbpsixten@aol.com 
Fonn FAM-27 (New 06105) 

0 

0 
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state controner'1 Olllce 

(01) Claimant: 

Sierra Joint Community College Dlstrld 

Direct co.ti 

'03) Relni>lJrsalje Ac:ivilles 

Community COiiege Mandated COit Manual 

MANDATED COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMOO 

CLAtMiSUMMARY 

: 
i 

(02) Type ()( Clain 

Rei'rbtmmenl 

Eslinated 

(a) (bl I (c:) (d) (e) 

FORM 
IWM-1 

fisca!Yll!ill: 

1m2000 

(I} 

Salaies and Malel'ials ~ Contract rD<ed Travel and Total 

A. One-Time Activities 

1 Development of Policies and Procedll'eS $ 

2 SlalJTraining 

Completion and SU!mission of PIM i> 
8oll'd 

2 
Response to 8oll'd Oiiing Approval 
Process 

3 Consultation with BOll'll 

4 
De$igl1Mion of Waste Reduction and 
Recycling Coonllnatcr 
Diversion and Maintenance of ApprOYed 

5 
Lewi of ReOOction 

C. Alternative Compliance 

Alternative Requlremenls or rme 
Extension for 111102 for 25% Waste 
Altemetive Requirement$ or Time 

2 
Extension for 1/1/04 for 50% waste 

D. Accounting System 

E. Annual Report 

F. Annual Recycled Material Reports 

(04) Tolal Oirac1 COs1s 

Indirect co.ti 

(05) lndrecl c:ost Rate 

(06) TcQI lndreclCOsls 

(07) Tola! Dlred and I~ Costs 

(08) Less: OflselUng 88'1fngs 

(00) Less: 0th« Reililurseinents 

(10) T olal Clained Amount 

New0lil05 

s 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

s 

$ 

$ 

Benefits . Suppliei; Services Assets Tnining 

369.27 $ $ $ • $ • $ 369.27 

$ $ $ • $ • $ 

1,189.87 $ . $ . $ . . $ . $ 1,189.87 

. $ $ $ . $ . $ 

$ $ . $ . $ . $ 

738.54 s $ . $ . $ . $ 738.54 

11,948.40 $ 2.$9.28 $ . $ . $ . $ 14,207.68 

$ $ $ •. $ $ 

. $ . $ . $ . $ $ 

328.24 $ . $ . $ . $ . $ 328.24 

. $ $ . $ . $ $ 

164.12 s . s . $ $ . $ 164.12 

14,738.# $ 2,259.28 s $ $ $ 16,997.72 

42.04% 

$ 6,196.114 

$ 23,193.76 

/ ·~ 

(Line con . (Line (08) +Line (09))( $ 23,193.76 
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State Controller's Office ' .. mmunlrv r...u..... Mandated Coat Manual 
·:·:'::: MANDATED COSTS 

INTEGRATED WA$TE MANAGEMENT 
_FORM 

IWM·2 
ACTIVITY CO~T DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 1999-2000 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the acti~ being claimed. 

One-Tlmt m ~olNciMll'd-F'roc:Pm 
I 

CJ Acllvlllel SlllFTraiq 

CJ Coolpletion and~ ol Plan D lloard CJ Response D Board Duq Apptowl CJ c-Maliol1 Wlh Board 
Ongoing l'rOClll 

Actlvltlel 
CJ Designali:Jn ofWasle RecM:tioll 11111 Reqdng Coonhklr CJ Malnlllnlnce of AfJptMd LM1 of RelU:lion 

Alllmtllvt CJ AlemalMI Requiwnent or line EJdlNiiJll for 111/02 for D ~ Requiemenlof Trne Exllnslon for IMH for~ 1¥1111 
Colllpllance 2S%Waslt 

D Accounting System -D AnnUll Report CJ Annllll Rlcyclld lillllrill 
Rlpoltl 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounta_ 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (a) (f) (g) (Ii} 

E~ Names, Job Hourly Hounl Sekwies MNriala 
Claeelllcations, Fundions Peiformed. Raia Worted 

end end 
Coolract Fixed Travel and 

and~or~ or or llenellls Supples 
Selvlcee A98ela Tlllintlg 

UnitCost Quantity 

OeYeloplnjj the necessav 11s1r1c1 DOlicle8 n1 lll'OC8dtns 
Roath, Jr. Lynn -Enviroment Hdl & S8lely Spec. $41.03 9.0 $ 369.27 

(05) Total [!] Sublolal 0 Page 1 ~1 $ 369.27 $ - $ . s - s . 
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MANDA1 =ocosrs 

FORM 
INTEGRATED WA ~TE MANAGEMENT IWM·2 

ACTIVITY( OST DETAIL 

(01) Clalmant 02) Fiscal Year 
Siena Joint Community College District 11199-2000 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the act vjty being clalmed. 

an.nme CJ Dewlopnent of l'oicies Inf PlllClllns Actlvilltl ' Cl Stall T raklilG 

m CunPell>n alld Submisllon of Piii! lo Boan! CJ Response b) BoW Durilll AlllJIMI CJ ~wilteo.d . Ongoing l'nlcesl 

Actlvilltl 
CJ DesiiJiation of Waste Rnlclion and ~ C'.oonilamt" CJ Mainlenance of~ I.Ml of Reduc.tilJn 

AltlmlllYt D Alamaliwl ~or Tme Exlenal;)n tlr 1N/D2 tlr 
CJ A11ern111iw Rllquillment of Tma Exllnslon t1r V1i'04 tlr 511% Wiiie 

Complllnct MWlllll 

CJ Accounting Syswm CJ Annllll Report CJ Annllll Rqcled Marlll 
Reports 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (9) (h) 

Employee Names, Job Hol.lly Hours Salarles Mllll!rlala 
Classlficalfons, Fooellona Pelfurned, Raia Worked and and 

Conlrac;t Fixed TllMlland 

and Desalpllon of Elcpeneee or or Benellla ~ 
s.;vas AeselS Tratq 

Unit Coet Quantity 

~iltin!I the S1ale ~Model lnfeAralid Wasle Mmlaaement Plai 
Roelh, Jr. Lynn Envlroment Heath & Safety Spec. $41.03 29.0 s 1,189.87 

(05) Total !XI Sublolal D Page 1of1 $ 1,189.87 $ - $ - $ - s . 
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MANDATED COSTS 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
FORM 
IWM-2 

ACTMTY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 19119-2000 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per fonn to identify the activity being claimed. 

OM-Time D llMqmeit ol Pdi:ils .-.ii l'locUJres D Activities Slaff Tlllili>,I 

D Canplelion .-.ii SWnlssbl ol Plan ID lloanl D R8spcnle ti Boan! Dur1tG ApprMI Cl ConS111a11on 11111 eon 
Ongoing Process 
Activities m IJeslgn;lkln of Wa Reduction and Recydilg CooRiair CJ Mainlenanoe ol AppllMd I.Ml ol-Reiluclion 

Alllmlllw D AllmlM Requiwnenl or rme Eldelltion ror 111~ b 
CJ AlemlllWe Requhfnont off me Exll!osiln br 111!04 lot 50% WR Complllnct 25%W.. 

D Accounting System CJ Annuli RIPOil. CJ Annual Recrclld llllbdll 
Rlportl 

(04) bescription of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f} (g) (h) 

Employee Names, Job Howly Houis Salaries MMertels 
Rale Worked ConlJ8ct Fixed Tl'llWlllll1CI Cl11111icallo111, Func:llona Performed, and and SeMqea Aaeel9 TIM*lg eiid~af~ . or or Benefils .~ u .... Coet • Quanllly 

Desillnalklll one solid waste IUiction and lllCYCill!I coonlinalllr b" each oolleQe in dlslJicl 
Roath, Jr. Lynn Enviroment Heallh & Safely Spec. $41.03 18.0 $ 738.54 

-

(05) Total m SUblotal 0 Pagefof 1 $ 738.54 $ - $ - $ - $ . 
NtwOllD5 
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MANDATI:D COSTS 

FORM INTEGRATED WA$TE MANAGEMENT IWM-2 
ACTMTY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 199&-2000 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the acti~ being claimed. 

One-Time D DMiqmento/Poides mid~ D Actlvlllll SIMI Training 

D Compleion nl Sibniaion ol Plan lo~ D Responee IO Boird Dlrfng AjlpoYal CJ Ccirclllllion., Boird 
Ongoing Procea 

Activities 
D Oeslgna6oii of 'Nasle Reduction and Recyclir"(j Coordnaklr m Miin1anlme ol Approved I.Ml ol RellJdion 

Allemltlve D Allemative Requlement or T11111 Exlen&lon tor 1/1Al2 lcif 25% D AllBmaM Rlqlhnenl o/Tme ExlBnsloi1 lcif 1111114 for SO% Waelli 
Complllnc:e WIA 

o Accounting System D Annual Report CJ AnnUll Recydld ...... 
Reports 

(04) Description of EXpenses Object Ac:c:ounta 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (a) (f) (g) (h) 

Emp4oyee Names, Job H<Uly HoUra Salaries Materials 
Claaafflcatlong, Fl.llCllonll Performed, Rate Worked and and Coolracl F1x8d Travel anc1 

end~of~ or er 
8-!h Supplies Servlcee Asaela Trelrq 

UrllCost Qurity 

Diverti1ll solid wasle from landfill disposal a tnr1sfonnallon fadlities. inplerriei 1til 111 pllll 
Roalh, Jr. Lynn Enviromeot Heath & Safely Spec. I $41.03 17.0 $ 697.51 

Diverlilg solid waste from landfill disposal or Ira ISformallon fadllties- SOtJOO redudlon .. 
Roalh, Jr. L}llll Ermment Heellh & Safely Spec. $41.03 44.0 $ 1,805.32 

Diverlilg solid waste tom lllldfil disposal a: balSbmalicrl lacililies- recyc1ng 
Capenler, Ben General Asslslalt II $7.61 25.0 $ 190.25 
Cash.Jelf General Assislart II $7.62 . 88.0 $ 670.56 
~.Mallhew. General Assislat II S7.61t 31.5 $ 239.n 
Roalh, Jr. Lym En.froment Heellh & Safely Spec. $41.03 92.0 $ 3,774.76 
Wilson, Sim General Assl&lll1t II $7.61 255.5 $ 1,944.36 
Recycle Truda; Malllel1alca Expense $100.00 22.6 s 2,25928 

Divelti1g solid waste illln landfill disposal a tralsfonnallon fadltles-
Roalh, Jr. Lym Envlrcment Heellh & Safety Spec. $41.03 8.0 $ 328.24 

Diverlilg sold waste from laldfill disposal a: tral8fon11811on fadlllles -special waslB 
Roalh, Jr. Lym Envlrcment Health & Safety Spec. I $41.03 48.0 s 1,969.44 

Proctrtng mcierialsfeqlipment n&CeSSlfY b mainlalnlng appRMld level of reOOctioo 
Roath, Jr. L)m ErM!anent Heafth & Safety Spec. $41.03 8.0 $ 328.24 

(05) Tota rn SUllolal D Pa(jei1of1 $ 11,948.40 $ 2,259.28 $ - $ $ . 
Newllll06 
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:- ~'.~lfu MANDA~D COSTS 

FORM 
INTEGRATED WA$TE llANAGEMENT IWM-2 

ACTIVITY QOST OET AIL 

(01) Claimant (02) Flscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 1999-2000 

' ' 
(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the activity being claimed. 

One-lime CJ ~oll'olcies and..._._ CJ Slall T ninl'ig Acllvlllel 

CJ Can!llalion and Sulimlssloll 11 Pal ID eo.d CJ ResponselD BoMll Oumg~ CJ Conaullallon will Boan! 
Ongoing . Plocess 

Acll¥ltles 
CJ ~ llWmle R8dudlin llld ~ CoordllalDr. CJ Mau.nanoe ol ~I.Ml" Reduc:tion 

Alttmllivl CJ Alemali"8 Requhmtnt or Tine EXllrllion tlr 1/1/02 for 
r:;::J A11ema1M Requilmentlllinl Ex1en1ion for 111/04 for 5°" Wn 

Compllance 25% Waallt 

co AccounUng System Cl Arinllll Report D Annul! RKycltcl ~ 
RepOltl 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

~Nsnee.Job Houl1y Holn S!llaries Melerills Rale WO!ked Connet Fixed Tnweland Classiticatioll. Funcllonll Performed, and and Services Aeael8 Tl'lllnklg 
and~ ~ElcpaWM 

or or Ber1eft1S Supplee 
Urit Coet OuanClty 

DevaloPl'lll, implemeolilig, mainlailinA accountlnR a'/Slllm ki track source reduction, racycln , or oompostil'lll 
Roath, Jr. Lym Envfromenl Heelth & 8afely Spec. $41.03 8.0 $ 328.24 

' 

' 

... 

. 

'05) Total !XI Subtotal . Cl Page of1 . $ 328.24 $ - $ - $ . $ . 
lilw lll/05 
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.MOffl~ 
! munltu CollAnA Mandated Colt Manual 

MAND~,::.D COSTS ... FORM 
. INTEGRATED W . TE MANAGEMENT IWM-2 

. ACTIVITY qosT DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 1999-2000 

(03) Reimbursable Activ~s: Check only one box per form to Identify the actlvtty being claimed, 

O..Tlmt D DeYebp:nent Of Polcles ..i Proceckns D Actlvllles . SW!Trairlng 

' D Comi*&ii IOI Subilisaion Of Plai ID bd D Response ID BolWd Dl#i1g Appmwl D Cona.lblion will Bomd 
Ongoing Paess 

Activillte 
D ~Of Wa Rm:liDn al'ld Recyclng CoonlinalDr D Mai1lenlllCe °' AjiplOll9d I.Ml Of Radudiln. 

Allemlllv9 D Alemlliwl Aequhmenl er Tine Elltenlion lor 1/tl02 lor D A1amatM RequhmentOf Tinl Elllenlbl for Vtiot for 50% WMle 
Compliance 25'4Wa 

o ' Anllull R&ydld Mlllrlll 
Accounting System D Annual RipOlt m R9poltl 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f)" (g) (h) 

~Nemes.Job Hourly Hotn Salarles Maleriel6 
a.alficallons, Functions Perbmed, Rate W0111ed end end Contnlct FIKed Travel and 

end Descripllon ti Elcpenses or . or Benefits Supples SeMCes AaselB Training 
UnltCoet ; Otwiltty 

ReDOrtilll annually ID lhe Boen! QU8lllitfes of recvclable ~ collecled 
Roelh, Jr. Lynn Enviroment Health & Safety Spec. $41.03: 4.0 $ 164.12 

(05) Total rn Sublotal D Page 1 ol1 s 164.12 s - ·s - s - s 
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State Controller's Office e -Com. Coll e_Mlndated Cost Manual r-... ....... .--..._.;,,;,;;,m ..... -;C;LAl::M;FO~R~P:A:YM:E:N;T--------~~~@:=~1-.:.g.:: .... lj ... w1.:,.1· ·I···· · .. 
Pursuant to Government Cod~ Section 17561 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 1 

(01) Cl8rnant Identification Number: 
L 
~~~~~~Clai~rn~.-m-Neme.,..---~---------------------+---------+------------,.----------1--t71 

cc 31090 Reimbln8fl'lef'lt Claim Data 

Disbict (22) IWM-1, (03)(A)(1)(f) 

Ei-.-------------------------------+----------1--------------+------------t -L County d Location 
Placer (23) IWM-1, (03)(A)(2)(f) 600 

5000 Rocklin Road (24) IWM-1, (03)(B)(1)(f) 343 

Stale 
CA 

Im 

2"Code (25) IWM-1, (Ol)(B)(2)(f) 0 

(26) IWM-1. (03)(B)(3)(f) 0 

(03) Estimated 

(04) Combined 

(05) Amended 

D (09) Reimbursement [!] (27) IWM-1, (03)(B)(4)(f) 2, 142 

D (10) Combined D (28) IWM-1, (03)(B)(5)(f) 14,662 

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

(12) (30) IWM-1, (03)(C)(2)(f) 
2000-2001 

Fiscal Yurof Cost (06) 0 

Total Claimed Amount (07) (13) 
$ 26,238 

557 

Less: 10% Late Penalty (14) 
$ 

(32) IWM-1, (03)(E)(f)- 0 

Less : Prior ctaim Payment Received (15) 
$ 

(33) IWM-1, (03)(F)(f) 600 

Net Claimed Amount (16) 
$ 

26,
238 

(34) IWM-1, (06) 7,164 

Due from state (08) (17) 
$ 

Due to State !!llll!!l!l!l!l!l!l!llll!llllllllll!jlj!!illlJ!iJll (
18

) 
(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 

26238 (35) IWM-1, (08) 

(36) IWM-1, (09) 

In accordallce with the provi8lona of GoYamment Code Section 17561, I certify that I am the officer aulhorizad by the community college district 
to file mlM"ldatad coat c:lalma with the State of e&1romia for thiB program, and certify under penalty of perjUry that I haYe not violated any of the 
provielon8 of GoYamment Code SectionB 1090 to 1098, lnclu8ive. 

I fUrther certify that there WSB no application olll8I' than from the claimant, nor any grant or payment received, lbr mlmbureement of coeta claimed 
herein, and such coets are lbr a ne.v program or lncr88118d level ofeer.ii:ea of an axlatfng program. AU olrsettfng B8Vinga a'ld relmburaemenlB set 
lbrlh in the Parameters and Guklellnea 816 Identified, a'ld all coals claimed are aupported by source documentation currenuy maintained by the -
claimant · 

The amounts lbr lhiB Eatimated Clalm llld/or Reimburaement Clalm ar$ hereby claimed from the State for payment of eetimated aid/or actual 
coelB set b1h on the allach8d atatementa. I certify under penalty of perjl.JIY under the lawB of the State of California that the begolng la true mid 
correct 

Signature of Authorized Officer (USE BLUE INK) Date 

Director of Finance 
Title 

:telephone Number: 858 514-8605 
SixTen and Associates E-mail Address: kbpsixten@aol.com 
Form FAM-27 (New 06I05) 

0 

0 
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(01) Clalmant: 

Sierra Joint Community COiiege District 

A. One-Time Activities 

1 Development rl Policies end Procedlns $ 

2 · StalfTraining 

B. Ongoing Activities 

Con1>1etion and Submission rl Plan ID 
Boll"d 

2 
Response ID B<lll'd Dll'ing Approval 
Process 

a Consultation wi1h Bolld 

Designation of Waste Reduction and 
4 Recycling Coordinaor 

Diversion and Maintenance rl Approved 
5 Level d Reduction 

C. Altemltlve Compliance 

Altemalive Requirements or Time 
Extension for 111I02 for 25% Waste 
Altem8live Requiemenls or T1111e 

2 
Extension for 111/04 for 50% Waste 

D. Accounting Syatem 

E. · Annual Report 

F. Annual Recycled Material Reports 

(04) Tolal Diecl costs 

lndlred Colla 

. (05) lndrecl Cost Rate 

(06) Total lndrec:I Costs 

(07) Total Dired and lndrecl Costs 

COit Reduction 

(08) Less: Offsalllng savings 

(09) Less: Other Reirroulsements 

(10) Tolal Clained Amounl 

New06/05 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

MANDATED COSTS 

INTEGRATED W~STE MANAGEMENT 

Cl.AIMISUMMARY 

(02) Type of Claim 

.Reirltllsement 

Esllnaled 

0 
D 

Object Aceounls 

(a) 

Salaries and 
Benefits 

171.32 $ 

599.62 $ 

342.64 $ 

$ 

$ 

2, 141.50 $ 

12,918.83 $ 

$ 

- $ 

656.79 $ 

$ 

599.62 $ 

17,330.32 $ 

- $ 

- $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

- $ 

1,7~2.98 $ 

$ 

- $ 

- ,. 
- $ 

- $ 

1,742.98 $ 

(c) 

COOtract 
8efvices 

p..n (04Kt) +Int (OQ 

- $ 

- $ 

$ 

$ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

$ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

$ 

(cl) 

rD<ed 
AS$8ls 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

$ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

$ 

$ 

(Line (07)- {Line (08) + une (09))) 

(a) 

Travel and 
Training 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

$ 

- $ 

$ 

. $ 

- $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

FORM 
IWM-1 

(I) 

Tolal 

171.32 

599.62 

342.64 

2, 141.60 

14,661.81 

656.79 

599.62 

19,073.30 

41.34% 

7,164.35 

26,237.65 

r ~ ~ 

\. 
$ "'-

-

$ 26,237.65 

f\ -~ 
) 

ll 
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State Controller'• Office unltv Col'- Mandated Cost Manual 

~f~ MANDAlj:D COSTS 
FORM 

INTEGRATED WA$TE MANAGEMENT IWM·2 
:;. ACTIVITY GoST DETAIL .. 

(01) Claimant 102) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2000-2001 

(03) Reimbursable ActivfUes: Check only one box per form to Identify the actjvtty being claimed. 
On.Time m De'lelopnent ol Polcles and P!oc:ecU'ea D Adlvllles StllfTraini'cl 

D ~Ind &Dni&slon of Pal ID llolnl D R8sponle ID Bolld Mig ~ CJ Consublioll wlll llolld 
Ongoing Process 

Actlvlliel 
CJ Designation of Wasl8 Reductbn Biid Reqdi1g Coonli'oalor o· ...__ ol ~ leY!llolRedui:tion 

AIWmallvl CJ AllllmalM RecJJiwnen1orrmeExlnlonfor1/1!02 lor 
CJ A11ema1Ne RequRment ofTme Exlen&lon for 111/04 lor ~Walle Com pl lance MWu 

D Accounting System CJ AnnUll Report CJ Annuli Recycltcl Mlllrlal 
RtpOdl 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (I) (g) (h) 

~Narn..Job Houlty Hours Salaries M8'ellels 
Cla8siticationa Functions Palformed, Rale Worked . and and Connet Fixed Tl'IMlland 

and Description cf.Elq>enses Off or Benefits ~ 
Services Al8els Tl'llmg . 

Unit CCl8t Ouanllty 

Developi11111he necessary district Policies Md~ 
Roath, Jr. Lynn Erwiroment Health & saty Spec. $42.83 . 4.0 $ 171.32 

' , 

.. . 

(05) Total [!] St.C!total CJ Page tof1 s 171.32 $ - s - s - $ . 
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State ControHer's Office · unity Coiteae Mandated Cost Manual. 

.. MANDATED COSTS 
FORM 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
IWM·2 

ACTIVITY doST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (02) Fisc81 Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2000-2001 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the actMty being claimed. . .. 
Ont-time 

CJ l:lMbprnenl ol Pokies ;nd PnaDns m AcllvltlM Sla«TrWig 

CJ Comi>letlon and SIDnilalon ol Plan lo Board CJ lle$pOllle IO Board During ApplMI CJ Cond1iln wWt Board 
Ongoing Process . 

Actlvltlel 
CJ Designation olWMlt Relllction 11111 Recjdng. Coonhlar CJ MaiiBralc:e ol AppnMd I.Ml ol Reduction 

~ CJ AlllmllMI ~or Tille Eldensiln lor 1/1!02 for CJ A11m111M Requll9ment olline EldBnslon for 1/1/04 lor ~WR Compllwe 2511.Waslt 

CJ Accounting System CJ Anl!llll Report CJ Annuli Rll:JCltd MDrlal 
Rtpoitl 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounta 

{a) (b) (c) {d) (e) {f) (g) (h) 

~~.Job Houtly Hours Salal1es Malerlals TnMillllld Classificallons Functions Parlcrmed, Rale Worked and and Co'*8ct Reed 

and Description of Exper.- or or Benefits Suppha ~ ASaets Trahklg 
Unll Colt Qurity 

Tralnil!I dls1ricl staff on 1he rawi'emenls and inlllementation of Iha lllan 
Roath, Jr. LYM Enviromenl Health & Safely Spec. $42.83 14.0 s 599.62 

- . 

05) Total 00 Subtotal D Page 1 llf1 $ 599.62 $ . $ . $ - $ -
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e I 

• .n~ 
unltv CoHea1 Mandated Coat Manual 

i 
MANDATED COSTS 

FORM 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT IWM·2 

~ ACTIVITY ~OST DETAIL 

(01 ) Clalmant i02) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2000-2001 

' 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the activity being claimed. 
OM-Timi CJ ~ ol Policies Inf Procedunll CJ ~ SllllT~ 

m Ccmflleilon and &bmiaion of Pl;ri '> 8-1 CJ Responee '> Boad Dimg AppOYal -- CJ Consullalion wlh llolrd 
Ongoing Prt>am 

Acllvllltl 
CJ 1JeS9vi1ion ol WR Rld\lction llld Rec)'Clilg Cacrdilalor CJ ......_ol~l.Mloflledudion 

Alternltlvl CJ AllarnllM Requiement 0( nr. Exlnlon i>r 1/1/02 lor 
CJ A11emaM AequiemealofTtme &Inion far 111A>4 b 60%-Wasle 

Conlpllll1CI - 25%W... 

CJ AccounUng System CJ Annuli Report CJ Annual Rec:yded Mlllrlil 
RIPQlll 

(04) Desaiption of Expenses Object Accountl 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Employee Names, Job Hourly Hours . Salarlee Matarlala 
Claslilk:ellons, Funcllons Perfolmed, Raia Worked 

and lllcl 
c.onnct Fixed TnMlland 

lllcl~ afE.xplnes or or 
~ Supplies ~ A..- Tnllring 

UnltCoet Quantily 

CormetinaJsullmittin!l lhe Stale AAerx:Y Model lnleQrated Waste MalaAement Plan 
Roath, Jr. Lynn En'llrolnenl Health & Safety Spec. $42.83 8.0 s 342.64 

I 

(05) Total !II Subtolal D Page 1 of1 $ 342.64 s . $ . $ - s -
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State Controller's Office 
e 

9.nunltv Coll_, Mandated COSt Manual 
·. : MANDATI DCOSTS 

INTEGRATED WA). tTE MANAGEMENT 
FORM 

?. IWM-2 
: ACTMTYC ~ST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant ( P2) Fiscal Year. 
Siena Joint Community College District 2000-2001 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to lderitify the acti\lity being claimed. 

One-Timt CJ DMlopnertol Folciel IWld ProcecMes ! CJ Adlvltlel I Siar( T rai1ilg 

; 
ResponM lo Board Oufilg ~ 

Ongoing 
CJ ~ Sid Sulxnalon al Plan\) Bollll 

' CJ Prooesa . CJ Comubtion wlh llolrd 

Actlvltltl m DesiQnllion of w .. RecM:tiDcl and Reeydilg Coonlilaor CJ ~ olApp!Md I.Ml ol Reducllort 

Allemativl CJ AlorllMMI ~ OI Tine Exllnsion ilr 1/1/02 lor 
CJ AlllmaM Requnment al Tma Exillnslon ror 1/1/04 b' !50!I WIBll! Complllnc:e 25%Wllle. 

CJ Accounting System CJ AnnUlll RtpOrt CJ Mlulll Recyclld ~ 
Rlpoltl 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

~Names.Job Hoully Hom ·- Salarfes Malerl8ls 
Clauificationll, funcllons Perfonned, Rale Worked 

end and 
Cor*8ct Fbced TnMll lllld 

end Oeeaiptiond~ or or Benefttll ~ 
Services Aaaels Tlllinlng 

Unil Coat Quantity 

DeslQnatinn one sold waste raluction 91d recyclinQ coordlnelor b'.each colleoe In cislrict 
Roalh, Jr. Lynn El'lviroment Health & Safely Spec. "$42.83 50.0 s 2,141.50 

.. 

(05) Total CXJ Sublolal D Page 1 Pf1 $ 2,1~1.50 $ - $ - $ - s -
Ntwlll.'00 I 
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State Controller's Office unltY eon- Mandateld Cost Manilal 
MANDA'f!:D COSTS 

FORM 
INTEGRATED WAfTE MANAGEMENT IWM·2 

ACTMTYC OST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant 02) FlscalYear 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2000-2001 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the act llity being claimed. 

0..Tlmt CJ llMlopnent o( Policill and Procecbes CJ Slalf T raililg ActMllta ' 

CJ Compliition nl Sulrni&si>n of Plisl ID 9oartl CJ Response Ii) Board Durilg Apploval CJ Consutaion will Bo8ld 
Ongoing Pnlc:ess 

Actlvtllts 
CJ ~ ol WISl8 Reduction Sid Reqdlg CoORlinalor m Mal!lefWICe of~ Level of~ 

AlllmatlVI CJ AlemalMI Requnmant Ot Tine Exlanililn lor 1/1J02 for CJ Al8matioe RequQmenl of Trne Ellllnllon tor 111104 lor 50% W.. Complilact 25%W;A 

CJ AccounUng System CJ Annull Report. CJ Annul! Rlcydld ......... 
Rlpoltl 

(04) Description of Expenses Objlct Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) . (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Eqlloyee Namee, Job Hou!ty Holn Salaries MMertals 
Classlllcallona, Fundlonl Performed, Rete WOlked 8lld end 

Cornet Fixed Trwelend 

end Deecrlption"' ~ 
or or Benelb Supples Services Auels Tnining 

~Colt Quantity 

DiveltilA solid waste from landfil lisposal « transbmliion faclilles - lmplemenljnQ rJlan 
Roath, Jr. Lynn Enviroment Health & Safely Spec. I $42.83 . 27.0 $ 1,156.41 

~solid waste from landfil lisposal or translormaion faciities -souroe nOJcUon 
Roath, Jr. Lynn Enviroment Health & Safety Spec. I $42.83 32.0 $ 1,370,56 

~ solid waste from landfill lisposal « transbmalon facilities - recyclng 
Roelll, Jr. Lynn Enviroment Health & Safely Spec. $42.83 . 131.0 $ 5,610.73 
Recycle Trucl<s Maintenance Expenses $100.00 17.4 $ 1,742.98 
Nobles-Grimes, Nancy General Asslslant II $7.63 178;5 $ 1,361.96 
Rennia, Jamie General Assislanl II $7.63 37.0 s 282.31 
Schalllenbelg, Jon General Assislanl II $7.63 108.0 $ 824.04 

~ sold waste 1iom llnllill lisposal or transbmation facilities -cctnj)OSting 
Roath, Jr. Lynn Enviroment Heallh & Safety Spec., $42.83 11.0 $ 471.13 

~sold waste Imm landfill clsposal or transbmatlon facilities - special waste 
Roath, Jr. Lynn Envfroment Heallh & Safety Spec. , $42.83 . 30.0 $ 1,284.90 

Proctring mafl3rialslequll necesswy ilr mainlmlg approved leYel of reducUon 
Roath, Jr. Lynn Enviroment Heallh & Safely Spec. $42.83 13.0 $ 556.79 

05) Total m Subtotal D Page 1 of1 s 12,918.83 $ 1,742.98 $ - s . $ . 
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State CDlltroller's Office 
e 

9nunltv Colklaa Mandated Cost Manual 
~.;: MANDA1 :D COSTS ··.-;. 

INTEGRATED WA$Te MANAGEMENT FORM 

ACTMTY OoST DETAIL 
IWM-2 

(01) Claimant (02} Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2000-2001 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per fonn to Identify the aciMty being claimed. 
an.Time CJ Dewqmenlof Poldesllld ~ D 51111 Training Ac:llvlll8I 

D Completion and Sub'nl&sDn of l'lall lo llolld CJ Response lo Board DIWi1g ~ CJ Conlubllon wilh Bolwd 
Ongoing Process 

AdMtlll 
D Designation of WA Reduction nl ~ CooRtinaK CJ Mai11enMC» ol Approwd LM1 ol Redldon 

Altemlllve CJ AJ1emai,oe Requhmentorllne EiolelielQn br 1/tl02br D Alemalive ~ ofTme Elllolsion br 1/t/04 for50% Wa 
Colnpll- 25'Jl.Wa 

m AccounUng System CJ Annul! Report CJ An111111 ~ MDIII 
Rlpol1a 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Account9 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Emplorea Names, Job Hourly Hours Slllsries Malellalll 
Clasllftcatlons, Func:llons Performed, Rale Wolked and and 

Conlract Fbced Tl'llWI and 

and~of~ Ot Ot Berlllfils SUpples SeMces Aeeela Tianiiig 
UnltColt Quantity 

DewlopinQ, iml>lementinit. mainlllnin!l llCCOllltinR avslem kl track S1JU1te reduction, nlCYClnll. «ClllllllOSllnA 
Roalh, Jr. Lym Envlroment Heath & Safely Spec. $42.83 13.0 $ 556.79 

i 
IC05) Total !XI Sublolai D Pllg& 1Pf1 $ 666.79 $ . $ . $ . s . 
NNDl/85 I 
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.nn~ 
e Lnltv CollAnA Mandated Cost Man1181 

MANDA1 ED COSTS 
FORM INTEGRATED WA STE M~GEMENT . IWM-2 

. ACTIVITYC :OST DETAIL 

(01) Clalmant 02) Flscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2000-2001 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the activity being claimed. 
Qne.Ti11!9 D AclMlles De\telopmelll of Plli:ies .-.cl PMedlns D Slall Tnttig 

D Cul'4!letion mid SubrnlsWI of Plml lo !load D Responte lo BOard ~ ApplMll CJ Coosula6:MI ... Boad 
Ongoing Prtlcess 

Acllvlllel 
CJ CJ ~ ofWaalt ~and RecycilQ Coonlilalor Mei1lel-.e of AjlptoYed Lewi of Reduclioll 

Mlmatlvt CJ AllemllMI ~orrme Exllllllion 1or 111m 1or 
CJ A1111n11M ~ ofTrne Exllnslclft for 1/1.ot lor 50% Wiiie Complllncl MW... 

CJ Accounting System CJ Annul! Rlpolt m. AnnUll Recydtd Mlllrlll 
RlpDlb 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Employee Nemes. Job Hoully Hows Salal1ee Malerlals 
Classlficatlons, functions Performed, Rate Worked end end Ccnllct Fixed Travelllld 

end~ dExpenges or or Benefits Supples SeMces Assels Tr1**1g 
UnitCoet Ouenllly 

Reoortil1a an~lv to Ille Board QUMlities cl l8C'tClallle nBllri* coUecled 
_ Roath, Jr. Lynn Enviromenl Health & Sarety Spec. $42.83 14.0 $ 599.62 

.. 

' 

(05) Total IXJ Subtotal D Page 1 of1 $ 699.62 $ . $ . $ . $ . 
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Integrated Waste Management Claim 
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e -
state Controller's Office Community College Mandated Cost Manual 
r-~---~===;-----,a1~:.xl·'·-l, .. ,,19~, .... ;.,,·,·.,,· .. .-

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT (19) PrOQlllOl.tJ..l!mber 00256 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561: (20) Date Fi!MGLQJ~ 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT (21) LRS Input _J_J__ 

(01) Claimant Identification Nllllber: cc 31090 L 
A8 ~(~~)~Claln~.-.-M~Nane:------------~-------------!---------+-------------r-----------t~o Sierra Joint Community Colleg$ District "° 

Reimbursement Claim Dita 

(22) IWM-1, (03){AX1)(f) 

E...,_ __ =-----------------------------------------------------t------------t L County of Location ... 

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

H S1reet Address 
E 5000 Rocklin Road (24) IWM-1, (03)(BX1)(f) 286 

Ri--------------------------------------------a.-------------t------------t E City 
Rocklin (25) IWM-1, (03)(8)(2)(1) State 

CA 
0 

ype m 
(26) IWM-1, (03)(8)(3)(1) 0 

(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement [!] (27) IWM-1, (03)(B)(4)(f) 

(04) Combined D (10) Combin~ D (28) IWM-1, (03){B)(5)(t) 14,431 

(05) Amended D (11) Amended D (29) IWM-1, (03)(C)(1 )(f) 0 

(06) (12) 
2003-2004 

Fiscal Yeir of Cost 0 

'07)" Total Claimed Amount \ (13) 
$ . 24,857 

1, (03)(D)(f) 620 

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

Less: Prior Claiin Payment Received (15) 
$ 

(33) IWM-1, (03)(F)(f) . 525 

Net Claimed Amount 

Due from State 

Due to State 

(08) 

(16) 
$ 
(17) 
$ 

i!!!ll!l!lllllllllllllll!!!l!lll!ll!l!l!i!ll!l!l!I! <
18

> 
(37) CERTIRCATION OF CLAIM 

24857 (34)1WM-1,(06) 

(35) IWM-1, (08) 
24,857 

. (36) IWM-1, (09) 

In accordance with the provillon8 of Government Coda Section 17661, I certify that I am. the ofticer authorfzscl by the community collage district 
to file mandated coat claim& with the Slate of Galifomia for thla program; llld certify Under penalty of perjury that I haw not violated lllY of the 
provlaiona of Government Cod& Sectiona 1090 to 1006, lnclualve. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the clalmiwlt, nor any grant or payment received, for relmburaament oi' ooata claimed 
herein, and liUch eo&la am fora'"""' program orincRlesed level of~ of an existing program. All olf8ettfng savings and relmbunlanenlB 89t 
forth In the Parametera and Guldellnee era Identified, and all coata clalmed am supported by eource documantalfon currenUy mantained by the. 
claimant. · 

The amounta for thla Estimated Claim and/or Reimbu1'88111enl ctainl are hereby claimed from the State for payment of llllllmaled and/or acb.Jal 
coeta set forlh on the attached statement&. I certify under panaty of paijury under the laws of the State of California that the tbragoing la true and 
correct. . 

Signature of Authorized Officer 

SixTen and Associates 
Form FAM-27 (New 06105) 

Date 

Director of FinE1nce 
TiUe 

'Telephdne Number: 858 514-8605 
i E-maH Address: kbpsixten@aol.com 

0 

0 

224



Slate Controller's Ollk:e 

(01) Claimant: 

Siem Joint eommunlty College District 

03) ReirbUrsable Acllvilies 

MANDATED COSTS 
INTEGRA TEO W ~STE MANAGEMENT 

CLAIMiSUMMARY 

I 
(02) Type of aalm 

Reirrbtrsa'nent 

i Estimated 

Object Accounts 

(a) (b) 

· t:oinmunlty College Mandated Colt Manual 

IT] 

D 

FORM 
IW~1 

Fiscal Y&'ill 

2003-200.& 

(I) 

Salaies and Msterlals and 

(c) 

Contract 
Services 

(d) 

FIXed 
Assets 

(e) 

Travel and 
Tnini~ 

Tolal 

A. One-Time Activities 

1 Development cl Pollcles and ProcedlJ'es $ 

2 StalfTraining 

B. Ongoing Activities 
Completion and Submission rlPlan to 
Board 

2 
Response to Board Doo~ Approval 
Proc:ess 

a Consultation with Board 

4 Designation "Waste Reduction end . 
Recycli~ Coordinator 

5 
DIYersion and Maintenance of .Approved 
Level cl Reduction 

C. Altamatlve Compliance 

Allemalive Requirements or Time 
Extension for 1111112 for 25% Waste 
Allemalive Requirements or Time 

2 
Extension for 111/04 for 50% Waste 

D. Accounting 6yltem . 

E. Annual Report 

F. Annual Recycled Material Reports 

(04) Total Dired Co6ls 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Benefits S~lie$ 

47.69 $ - $ 

333.83 $ - $ 

286.14 $ - $ 

$ $ 

$ $ 

2,336.81 $ - $ 

12.192.68 $ 2,238.75 $ 

$ $ 

.$ $ 

619.97 $ - $ 

$ $ 

524.59 $ - $ 

16,341.71 $ 2,238.75 $ 

- $ $ $ 47.f'JiJ 

- $ - $ - $ 333.83 

- $ - $ - $ 286.14 

$ - $ - $ 

$ - $ - s 

- s - $ - $ 2,336.81 

- $ - $ $ 14,431.43 

$ - $ - $ 

$ - $ - $ 

- $ $ - $ 619.97 

$ - $ - $ 

- $ - $ - $ 524.59 

$ $ $ 18,580.~ 

:rnmm:mmmmmmrnmrnmmrnrnmmmrnmmrnrnrnmmrnrnmrnm:mrn:1rnmmrnrnmrnm:rn:mrnrnm1mrnrnrnrnrnrnrnmrnmmmmm:mrnmmmmrnmm:mrn:rnrnrnrn::1::rn::mmw 
Indirect COits 

(05) lndnlcl Cost Rafe 

(06) Total lnclnlctCosls 

ion Total Dlrad and lndrect Costs 

Cost Reduction 

(08) Less: Olfsetling SaWigs 

(09) Less: Other Reirrotrsements 

(10) Total aalmed Amount 

New06ftl5 

µ,e(04)(1)+1nt(Oe!J' 

(line con- (Line (08) + l.fne (09))) 

38.41% 

$ 6,276.85 

$ 24,857.31 

s( - ~ ? 
s~I)' 
$ 24,857.31 
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State Controller'• Office 
MANDATl~D COSTS 

INTEGRATED WA$TE MANAGEMENT 

ACTIVITY cbST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant 

Sierra Joint Community College District 
(~2) Fiscal Year 
I 
I 

(03) Reimbursable Actlllitles: Check only one box per form to Identify the aci~ity being claimed. 

m 

Ongoing CJ Complidlon end SulrnisslJo ol 1'1111 ~ Bod 

AclMlle9 
CJ ~olWilllt Reduclionn ~Cooldilaor 

Altwnlllvt CJ AllamalM Requnment or rme Elllwtln for 111m 1or 
Compllanct . MW• 

CJ Accounting 8y9tem 

(04) Descripuon of Expenses 

(a) 

Employee Hamel, Job 
~ FllllCtionB Perfonnecl, 

IWld Desaiptiarl ol EicpeiiMe 

DeYeloplna the neoessarY dls1rict polcies and procedtns 

(b) 

Houl1y 
Rate. 
or 

Unit CCllt 

Roath Jr .• Lynn Env1rome11ts1 Heellh & Safely Spe $47.69 . 
' 

i 
i 

CJ 

CJ 

CJ 

CJ 

CJ 

(c) 

Hours 
Woilled 

or 
OuantilY 

05) Total 00 Subtotal D Page of1 

(d) 

Salalles 
and 

Benefb 

1.0 $ 47.69 

s 47.611 $ 

.ommunltv Col..._ Mandated Cost Manual 

_ · Object Accounts 

(e} (f) (g) 

• $ • $ . s 

FORM 
IWll-2 

(h) 

Tnwelend 
Tl'lllnlng 
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State Controller's Office i 

MANDATED COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

ACTIVITY cOST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (02) Flscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box perform to Identify the actMty being claimed. 

·One-Time CJ DMl:ipnent ol Poli:ies nl Procem.. Actlvltlel 

Ongoing 
CJ ~n~o1P1111tolloard 

Acllvltlls 
CJ Deeignallon olWlllll Reduciln n ~ Coonli'dDr 

AlllmlliYI CJ AllmalNe Requnment «line Ext1ns1on u 111m ror 
ComplllllC:e 2!i% WaSf8 

CJ Accouritlng System 

(04) Description of Expenses 

(a) 

~ Narnee.Job 
Claalficalions. Funcliona Peifonned, 

end Deeatpllon d i:x.,_. 

Tralnilll dlslrict Slaff on the reQUnments and imc>lemenlaticn of the plan 
Roath Jr., Lynn EnYiromental Health & Safely Spe . 

(b) 

Howty 
Rale 
or 

UnitCoet 

$47.69 

W SlatfTr.irW!g 

(c) (d) 

Hotn Salaries Wor1ced 
and or Benellls 

Quantily 

7.0 $ 333.83 

(05) Total 00 Sublolal D Page1 f>f1 $ 333.83 s 

.ommunltv Col~ Mandated Cost Manual 

Object Account. 

(e) (f) 

Malerials 
end 

Conlract 

Supplies 
SeMces 

• $ $ 

(g) 

F"IXed 
AslGls 

FORM 
IWM-2 

(h) 

TnMll llld 
Training 
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State controller's Office 

... :.:::. 
:-··:·· 

(01) Claimant 
Sierra Joint Community College District 

; 

MANDATED COSTS 
INTEGRATED W~ MANAGEMENT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

~02) Fiscal Year 
I 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the actlvlty being claimed. 

CJ CJ 

.mmunitv Coll11<1111 Mandated Cost Manual 

FORM 
IWM-2 

rn Con1llellon llld Slbnissbl of Plan kl lloW CJ Response lo Board Dumg AflPllMll CJ ConlubliDn wlh 8oMd 
Ongoing_ PrtlC8IS 

Activltitl 
CJ OeslgMlion of Wasle Reduclbn arid Recycilg CoMINb- CJ Mainlenaice of AfllJRMld I.Ml ol ~ 

AlllmlliYI CJ Alematiie AecPwnent orrme EJllnsion for 1/1«12 for CJ A1em11M1llllqulRrNrtofTmtElllanlblfor111/0t lor 50% WR Compllll!Ct ml.WR 

CJ Accounting System CJ Annllll Report CJ Annull Rqdlll Mlllldll 
Rlpolt. 

(04) ·Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c). (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

~Names.Job Hourly Hows Salafles Mal8rlals 
CIMalllclllorm, Funcllonll Performed, Rale Worked end end 

Conlracl Fixed Tnwellnl 

ll1d Descriplloll of Experma or or 
Benefits SuppUes Servlcea AaMll Tl'llkllng 

UnitCoel Qumltity 

ComDletinQ/SubmittinQ Iha Sla1e AQency Model lnle!J'aled Waste ~ Plan 
Roath Jr., L)M EnvilOOlental Health & Safety SpGI $47 .69 6.0 s 200.14 

(05) Total 00 D Page 1 pf1 $ . 286.14 $ $ $ s 
New06l05 
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. State Controller's Office e .ommunltv Colleae Mandated Cost Manual 
::~;-'" MANDATI SD COSTS 

INTEGRATED WAl;TE MANAGEMENT FORM .. 
IWM-2 

ACTIVITY cbsr DETAIL 

(01 ) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District ~2004 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the activity being claimed. 

an.Time CJ Acllvlllel DMloplwil cf Poti!s Md l'rllc:edules CJ StllfTrarq 

c::'.I . Completion and Sibnlsslon of Plan t> llolnl CJ Responsat> lloaRI Dumg ~ CJ Colldailn .W. lload 
Ongoing ; Proceu 

AclMtlel m Deslgnlllon al Wasle Recldloll lllCI Rlc)dr1g Coo!dinalDr ' D t.laDlllallce of Al>lrMd l.eYel cl ReduetiOll 

Marnllhl CJ All9malMl~111nne ~a t/1J02i>r CJ A1Bi1111ivt Requhrnenl of Time Elllenliln a t/W4 lor 60% Wlllll Complllnce 25%\YD 

CJ. Accounting System CJ Annul! R"*1 D Anllual RICYdld 111111111 
Rlporl9 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Ernpqtee ~.Job Hourly Hours Selarle8 Malaialll 
Cl11111ftcations, Func:llons Pafonned, Rale Worked 

111111 
_. Cormc:t Fixed Tl'IMlln 

end Deecrfplloil of Exper.- Ot IW 
B«l8ftls &Jl)IJlea 

Servic88 Aaeels Tralr*ig 
UnltCoet Quenllty 

Desi!tnatill!I one sold wasle reduction nl l9CYClillll coorllinalor b' each collllge In cbtrict 
Roath.Ir,. Lynn Envilomental Health & Safely Spei $47.69 49.0 $ 2,336.81 

' 

.. 

' 
i 
I 

i 
i 
i 

i 
[(05) .. Total ill Sublolal D Page1Pf1 s 2,336.81 s . $ . s . $ . 
Newoe/DS I 
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State Controller's Office e 'mmunltv Col'- Mandated Cost Manual 

1111111"--~~------~--~----INTE~G-RA:_ACTI_~-~-D-~~~~:-~_:_~-~-r.:_:_~_M_E_NT __ . ______________ ....._ _____ _.__~_OR __ :_·-t 
(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form lo Identify the activity being claimed. 

CJ CJ 

CJ Coml)letlon and SutmiBsklrl of 1'1111 lo Qian! CJ Response 1o eon D11tng AWIM!I CJ Consublion will Bolld 
Ongoing Ptoc:ess 

Acllvlllls 
CJ llesQnllion of Wasle ReclJclixl and Rec)ti1g eoomn.r m Malllanne of ApplMd LM of Md:Jn 

AbmlllYI .CJ AllmiilHo Reqinrnerlt or Tme Elllenslon lor IHm for CJ AllernllMI ~ ofTme Eldlnllorl b-1/1Al4 b- 50% Welll Complilncl 25'4W81111 

CJ Accounting System CJ AnnUllRlport CJ Annul! Rlcycltcl llUlal 
Repofll 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Employee Names, Jcb Hoiwly Hours Salaries Malel1llla 
Ral8 WOfked COnb'act Fixed Travel and Classlllcallona, Fmcllons Performed, and Md Services Auell Tllllr*lg 

and~d~ or or BenelMa ~ UnltCoet Quanllty 

Divelti1ll sold waste from landli1 disposal DI' transbmaticn faciities • ~1111 pliri 
RoaUl Jr., Lynn · Enviromental Heallh & Safely 51 $47.69 12.0 s 572.28 

Dlvelling sold waste from IMdfil dispoeal or lransbmalion faciilias -source raducUon 
Roalh Jr., Lynn · Ell'liranenlal Health & safety 81 $47.69 . 45.0 s . 2, 146.05 

Divelting sdkl waste fran la1dfil disposal or tranmrmallon facilities - recycillg '""""'·"'" . --·-1 $47.69 146.0 s 6,962.74 

Recycle TIUCks Mantenance Expenses $100.00. 22.4 $ 2,238;75 

McfNrtry, Josh - General AssislMI $9.31 70.0 s 651.70 

OiYeltlng solid waste from laldfill dispo8al or transbmaticn facillties - composting , 
Roalll Jr., Lynn Enviromental Heallh & Safely 61 $47.69 8.0 $ 381.52 

DiYelting sdkl wasle from l&ndfiU dispoeal or lnllsbmation facilities· special waste 
Roath Jr., Lynn ErMromenlal Heallh & Safely 61 $47.69 24.0 $ 1,144.56 

Procuring materials/equip necessmy b" malntain111g approved leYel of l8duction 
Roeth Jr., Lynn Envircmental He8llh & Safety Spa $47.69 '. 7.0 $ 333.83 

(05) Total [!] Subtotal D Page of1 $ 12. 192.68 s 2,238.76 s • $ . s 
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State Controller's Office mmunltv eo11- Mandat.d Cost Manual 
MANDATED COSTS 

FORM INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT IWM-2 
ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2003-2004 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per fonn to Identify the activity being claimed. 
One-Time CJ DMlojxner1I of Pvicies ;rid Proceduies CJ Acllvltles SlallTrarq 

CJ Canpetiln ;rid SubmiaiOn of Pb! D eOanl CJ Reeponle D Board DllilQ AjlplOYlll CJ Conidatioll wll llolrd 
Ongoing Process 

Actlvltltl 
CJ ~ ol w.- RQldlon and Rec,di'lg Coonlilllor CJ ~ ol AjipMd I.Ml olRAadoll 

Alllmlllve CJ A19ma1ii1a Requnmelll «Tmt Ex1n1on b 1/1/02 lor 
CJ AllemaliYe Raquhrnent olline Eldllnsbl b 111.'04 lor 50% Wllll 

~ 25%Wa 

m Accounting System CJ AnnUll RtPOrt CJ Anllllll Rleycltd 1111111111 
Reporll 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Acc:ounl8 

(a) (b) (c) (d) .(e) (f) (g) (h) 

~Nanes.Job Hoully Hours Salallel Mlllerlels Rate · Waned Conlract Fixed Travel and Clmsltlcalions, Fl.llCllom Pabmed, 
Cf 

9l1d and SetvlceS Aal8la Tniinlng and Desaipllon rl Expensea OJ Benefils Supples Unit Coat Quanllty 

Dewlloriin!I. imrAementina. maintalninll acc:oontinQ SY&lem 1o track &OUR:e reduction: l8C)dn • or~l)OSl!rci 
Roath Jr., Lynn EnYiolnenlal Health & sarety Spe $47.69 13.0 $ 619.97 

. 

I 

! 
' 

(05) Total m Subtotal D PllQ8Hf1 $ 819.97 $ - $ . . $ . $ . 
I 
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State Controller's Office unltv CollAnA Mandated Cost Manual .. .. 
MANDAT~D COSTS 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 
FORM 
IWM-2 

: ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01} Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2003-2004 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the acUvtty being _claimed. 

One-Time CJ Developnent of Policies inl ~ CJ Actl¥ltlM Slal!Tninilg 

CJ Ccrnplelion aid Sulmission of Pia! ID Boanl CJ Response to Bolwd OurW9 flRiroYal D Condalon w111 eon 
Ongoing Process 
Actl¥ltlM 

CJ Designalbn of Wasle Reducb and Recydng Coortiaot" D Malnl8nanoe of AwuYe<i LMI d Radudion 

Allemltlve CJ Allm:ilt.ie Requmietit rinne Elllanllon b' 111m ror 
D A1ernati¥e Requhment of Thill EJlillnllon b' 1/1/04 lor 5°" Wa 

c~ MWa 

CJ Accounting System CJ Annual Report m Annull RIGyclld "'*"" 
Rlports 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Employee Nemee, Job Howly Hours Salaries Melerlels 
... 

· Clasalflcallolw, FIR:licnl Perfonned, Raia Worked 
and and Contrllcl Fixed Travel and 

and~ of Expenses Ill' Ill' Benefits &!PPM ServiCes "-ala Tl'linilg 
Unl!Colt Qu8ltlly 

Re!lorti111111111ualy tl !he Board QUMtitles of~ matellals collecl8d 
Roalh Jr., Lym Enviromental Health & Safety Spe $47.69 11.0 s 524.59 

i 

i 
'06) Total [!] Subtotal D Page1(>f1 s 524.59 s . s . s . $ . 
NtwOll05 
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, ... 

L 

State Controller's Office 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

(01) Clainant ldenlification Nlrnber: cc 31090 Reimbursement Claim Data 
A~(~~)~Cleimant~.---Nan--~-----------------------------------1-------------r-----------t 
B Sierra Joint Commtinity College .District 95 (22) IWM-1, (03)(A)(1)(f) 
Ei------~------------------------------------1-------------+------------t L County of Location 

Placer (23) IWM-1, (03)(A)(2)(f) 381 

(24) IWM-1, (03)(B)(1 )(f) "e Slreet Address 286 5000 Rocklin Road · 

(25) IWM-1, (03)(B){2)(f) 

R 
E~City~.----~----~stal&~------------~Zip-C~ode--------------1-------------+-----------tO 

Rocklin CA 
ype Im 

(26) IWM-1, (03)(B)(3)(f) 0 

(03) Estimated IT1 (09). Reimbun.ement [TI (27) IWM-1, (03)(B)(4)(f) 2,241 

(04) Combined D (10) Combined D (28) IWM-1, (03)(B)(5)(f) . 16,342 

(05) Amended D (11)Amended D (29) IWM-1, (03)(C)( 1 )(f) 0 

(06) Fiscal Yw of Cost 
2()().t.2005 2005-2006 . 0 

Total Claimed Amount (07) 
$ 30, 28,125 

1) IWM-1, (03)(0)(1) 620 

Less: 10% Late Penalty (14) 
$ (32) IWM-1, (03)(E)(f) 0 

L8Ss : Prior Claim Payment Received (15) 
$ 

(33) IWM-1, (03)(F)(f) 572 

Net Claimed Amount (16) 
$ 28, 125 

(34) IWM-1, (06) 7,588 

28,125 
(35)1WM-1, (08) Due from state (08) (17) 

$ 30900 $ 

Due to State l!lll!l!!l!l!ll!l!l!l!l!l!ll!!l!!l!ll!!ll!!!l!!!I!! <
15

> (36) IWM-1, (09) 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 

In accordln:e with the provislon8 cl Government Code Section 17661, I certify lhat I am the officer authorized by the oommunlty college district 
to file mandated coat claims with the State of California for lhia program, and certify under penally of perjury that I haw not vlolated my of the 
prOlll&lons of Government Code Sectlona 1000 to 1098, inclualve. · · 

I further certify that there wae no application other than from the claimant. nor any grant or payment raoelYlld, for relmburaement of coats claimed 
herein, and such coete are for a r.- program or increaaed 1811&1 cl servl(:ee of an exlating program. All offsetllng savings and reimburaemenla iet 
forth In the Parameters and Guidelines are Identified, and all coat& claimed are supported by 8()Urce documentation currently malnfalned by the 
claimant · 

The amount& for thi& Estimated Claim and/or Reimbul'8Glllant Claim ar8 hereby claimed from the State for payment of eetimated and/or actual 
coats set forth on the attached statements. I certify under~ of perjury under the tawa of the State of California that the foregoing 18 true aid 
correct · 

Signature of Authorized Officer (USE BLUE INK) 

SixTen and Associates 
Form FAM-27 (New 06I05) 

Date 

Director of Finance 
Title 

~elephone Number: 858 51 5 

1 E-mail Address: kbpsixten@aol.com 

0 

0 
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state Controller's Olllce 

(01)aainant 

Sierra Joint Community College Dhtrtct 

Direct Costs 

~03) Reirbursable Activities 

A. One-Time Activities 

Development of Policies and Procedtns $ 

2 StalfTraining 

B. Ongoing Activities 
Completion and SOOmission d Plan to 

f Boll1I 

2 Response to Boll1I Oiiing Approval 
Process 

Designation dWaste Reduction and 
4 Recycling Coordinalor 

Diversion and Maintenalce of Appnwed 
6 

Level " Reduction 
c. Altemalive Compliance 

Altemati\'e Requirements or Time 
Extension for 1/1/02 for 25% waste 

2 
Alternative RequirementS or Time 
Extension for 1/1J04 for 50% Waste 

0; Accounting System 

E. Annual Report . 

F. Annual Recycled Material Reports 

(04) Tolal Direct COSls 

(05) lndrect Cost Ra1e 

(06) Total lrdlecl COS1s 

(07) Tolal Oiled and lndrectCOSls 

Cost Reduction 

(08) Less: Oflselting 8avlngs 

(09) Less: Other RelntnrsElments 

(10) Total Clakned Almunt 

New06/05 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

MANDAirEo COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

CLAIMiSUMMARY 

(02) Type of 08lm 

Reirrbllsement 

Estimated 

m 
D 

Object Accounts 

(a) 

Salllies and 
Benefits 

(b) 

Materials~ 
SupplieS 

96.36 $ $ 

381.44 $ - $ 

286.08 $ - $ 

$ $ 

$ $ 

2,240.96 $ - $ 

14,356.93 $ 1,986.00 $ 

$ $ 

$ - $ 

619.64 $ - $ 

$ - $ 

572.16 $ - $ 

16,561.77 $ 1,986.00 $ 

(c) 

Contract 
Services 

- $ 

,. $ 

- $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

$ 

(d) 

FIXed 
Assets 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

$ 

µ,o(O:l)xhl04X•I 

(Line (07) - (Line (08) +Lina (09)}) 

(e) 

Travel and· 
Training 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

s 

- $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

FORM 
IWM-1 

(I) 

Tolal 

95.36 

381.44 

286.08 

2,240.96 

16,341.93 

619.84 

572.16 

'¥J,537.77 

7,$7.01 

28,125.44 

$ \. -
. "-...... ./ 

$ 28,126.44 
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I e Lnltv CollAna Mandated Cost Manual State Controller's Office 
.. ·-;. 

MANDAlED COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT FORM 

ACTIVTTY ~OST DETAIL 
IWM·2 

(01) Claimant !02) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2004-2005 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the acUvity being clalmed. 
OM-Tlmt m AcllvMles DMlopnert dPoicel Md Proc:ecllrM CJ Slal!Traiq 

CJ ~ 11111 Sibnissiln rll'llrl m Board p Responseml!oird Dlmg ~ CJ CondMioll wWi eon 
Ongoing PIWeSI 

Acllvltlte 
CJ ~ rl Wasla Recldion llld Recytfng Cclordlnalllr CJ lliilllnanca "~I.Ml"~ 

Alllmllivl CJ Alamalilt Requhmentorrme Eiilnllon lar 1/1~far CJ ~ RequlremenlrlTmef*nlion lar1/1ill4 llr 511% Walla Complllnce 25%Wi11111 

CJ Accounting System CJ Annull Rlport CJ Annul! Reqdtd......, 
Repolts 

(04) Descriptiond Expenses Objeet Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Ernplaj9& Nemes, Job Howty Hoin Salalies Materlals 
Clasllilic:atior•, Functlona Pedormed, Rate W0111ed and Inf 

Contract Fixed Travel end 

end DeaalpUon d~ or or Benefils &4lPfiee . Services Aseela Tl'llhing 
UnltCoet Qum1tity 

Davelopl1111 the necessay ~ pollcies and lll'OC8CIUl8S 
Roath Jr., Lym Enviromental HUlh & 8alety Speo $47.68 2.0 $ 95.36 

-

.. 

I 

'05) Total !XI Subtotal D Page1911 s 116.36 s . s . s . $ . 
HlwOMIS I 
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State Controller's Office 
MANDA ED COSTS 

INTEGRATED W/ISTE MANAGEMENT 

ACTIVITY ~OST DETAii,. 

(01) Claimant 
Sierra Joint. Communlly College District 

~02) Fiscal Year 

! 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per forin to Identify the activity being claimed. 

CJ 

D 

CJ AlemaM Reqihnerl or rme Exllnsion for 111/02 lor 
25%Wasll 

CJ Acc:ounting System 

(04) Description of Expenses 

(a) 

~Nanes.Job 
Clmslftcations, Funclions Pafonned, 

and Desctlpllon of~ 

TrainklQ distrld s1aff on the raauimments lrld lmolementallon of the plal 
Roalh Jr;, Lynn Enviromental Health & Safety Spe 

(b) 

Hourly 
Rate 
or 

Unlteoat 

$47.68 

Cl 

D 

D 

(c) 

Hom 
Worked 

or 
Quantity 

1<05) Total 00 Sublolal D PaoJe 1lof 1 

I 

(d) 

Salaries 
and 

Ba1llfils 

8.0 $ 381.# 

$ 381.44 $ 

~nitv Colleae Mandated Cost Manual 

FORM 
IWM·2 

Object Accounts 

(e) (f) (g) (h) 

Mal8rial8 
and Conlr8d Fb!ed Tnrieland 

Supples Servlcee AlaelS Tnti'lg 

.. 

• $ $ $ 
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s tate Controller's Office munltv Collaa11 Mandated Cost Manual , 
MANDATED COSTS 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT FORM 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 
· IWM-2· 

.. .... 
(01) Claimant ~02) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Communify CoHege District 2004-2005 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the activity being claimed. 

Ont-Tlmt D DMbpnm'll ol Poicies and~ D Actlvltln Slall T ninlng 

m CanpletiM Md SulmlsUln ol 1'1111 lo &o;.d D . Relplrme lo &o;.d During ApiillMll D Ccn&ubtion will 9ollrd 
Ongoing Procea 

AclMtlee 
CJ ~of Wasle Rsductiol1 Md~ !'.oaRlilaU D ~-" Appr-i l.Mlol Rmdiln 

Alttmlllv9 CJ ~ Requllement or Tme Elllnlm for 1/002 for 
CJ AlllmlM RequQmert of line EJllNion b' 111~ for 50'JI. Wasle . Complll!Ce 25%W.. 

CJ Accounting System 0 Annllll RIPQlt c::I Annuli Recycltd Mleeflll 
Reportl 

(04) Description of Expenses Objecit Accounts 

(e) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

&nplortae Names. Job Houlfy Hours Sllllrlee Malerialll 
Claaeificellore. Functionll Perfonned, Rete Worked 

and and 
Cor*1lct Fixed Tl'llVflland" 

and Desaipltorl fl Eiq>enaeS or or Benell1a ~ 
SeMc:ee Assela Tralr*lg 

UnllCoet QulnUty 

~Iha State~ Model lntegralsdWasle M!wlaQement Plat 
Roath Jr .. Lynn Enviomental Hl8th & S8lely Spe $47.68 6.0 $ 286.08 

' 
(05) Total 00 Sublolal D Page tof1 $ 288.08 $ - ·s - $ . $ . 
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. I 

.~~ 
munltY Coll- Mandated Coat Manual 

MANDATED COSTS 
FORM ~ INTEG.RATED W~E MANAGEMENT ~ IWM·2 

i; ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01 ) Claimant '°2) Flscat Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2004-2005 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the actMty being claimed. 
One.TllH CJ llMlopne!it of Polcles arid Proceckns CJ ActMlill Slat! Tl)iring 

D ~and s.tcnlsAin d 1'1111 to lload CJ ~to lload Duling ApprtMll CJ Conlublioll will Boaid 
Ongoing 

,,_ 
Activities. 

m DeslgnalOO DIW• RQdon and Recycliig Coolllilab' CJ . ~of Aj)plO¥ld l.Mlof Reduclion 

Allemltlve o ~ Requhmelltor nr. EJdln&ion for 1fll02 lor CJ A11em11iw Reqihnert DI Th1e EDnlon b' 1/1/04 b' SO% WA Compllarice 26%WMlt 

CJ AccounUng Sy8tem CJ Annuli RtpOlt CJ Annull RKydld 111111111 
Rtpoltl 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounb 

(a) (b). (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Employee,.._, Job Hol.rty Hours Salaries Materlala 
Claslificatlons, Fllldlons Paibmed, Rate Wcrked and 

Ccr*8d Fixed Trawl and 
Md SeMceB Asaela Trllining 

and~ ol Expenaes or or Benefits Supplee 
UnltCost QulWlllty 

~ one solkl waste r8ductiOn and llicycinA coordinsb' b' each coleAe In dlslriCI 
Roath Jr., Lym Envirornenlal Health & Safely Spe $47.68 47.0 $ 2,240.96 

.. 

(05) Total 00 Subtotal D Page 1Pf1 $ 2,240.96 $ . $ . $ - $ -
NewOMl5 . I 
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. 
State Controller's omce 

(01) Claimant 
Sierra Joint Community College District 

MANDA1 =o COSTS 
INTEGRATED .WASTE MANAGEMENT 

ACTMTY qoST DETAIL 

(o2) Fiscal Year 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the actlVttv being Claimed. 

Stall T lli1ng 

'nvnunltY Coll- Mandated Colt M1nuaJ 

FORM 
IWM-2 

2004-2005 

CJ ~and Sulrnis$bi of l'lml IO Boad CJ PMpolltt IO Bomd Duriflg AppltMli CJ Ccnsubllon will Board 
Ongoing "'-
ActiviUll 

CJ DesfQnallon ofWllAll RecU:1ion .-.ii~ Coonhlor m Mai11enanctof ~Lewi of Reduclbn 
' 

Altlmlllve CJ AlernalNe Rlqlhnent °' rme EJdension ilr 111/02 tir CJ Alamalhle Reqinmert of roni Elllenlion u 1111114 tir 50% Waite Compllance 21i%Waslo 

CJ Accounting System CJ Annual Rtport CJ Annul! RKyded 111111111 
Reportt 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

EIT'lflloyee Names, Job Hculy Hours Salerles Maten* 
Classlftcallonl, Funcllons ~. Rale WO!ked 

and end 
Conlract Fixed TravellDI 

and~ rlEicpensea or or Benellla Supplies SeMces AaelB Trai1*19 
Uril Cost Quanllty 

Olvettlng solid waste from land1il disposal or lransbmallon facllltles. ~ r;m 
Roath Jr., Lynn EnWDmenlal Heal1h & Safely 61 $47.68 10.0 s 476.00 

Diverting sold waste from lanclftll disposal or tra11sb'rnat1011 facllltles • SOllC8 reduction 
Roath Jr., Lynn Ell'liromental Heal1h & Safely 61 $47.68 45.0 $ 2,145.60 

Diverting sold wasle from landfill disposal or lranSfonnation facili6es • recyc1ng ......... --·-1 $47.68 161.0 $ 7,676.48 

Recycle Trucks Maililenance Expenses $100.00 1~.9 s 1,986.00 

llrtMn, Wendy General Assislml IV $9.31 292.6 $ 2,722.01 

Diverting sold wasle from landfill dlsposal or traisb11ialloi1 facilities -composting 
Roal! Jr., Lynn Envilanen1al Heath & Safely 61 $47.68 8.0 $ ~1.44 

Dl'1811lng sold wasle rnxn laildlildsposal or lransbmalloo faciltles -special waste 
. Roalh .h'., Lynn Envlromentat Heath & Safely 61 $47.68 12.0 $ 572.16 

Procuring malerlals/equlpment necessary tr maintaining approved level of reduction 
. Roath Jr., Lynn Enviromen1al Heal1h & Safely Spec $47.68 • 8.0 s 381.44 

(05) Total !XI Subtolal D Page 1 of1 $ 14,355.93 $ 1,986.00 $ • $ - $ 
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State Controller'• Office mmunitv Colleae Mandated Coat Manual 

II MANDA~D COSTS 
FORM INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT IWM-2 

ACTMTY ~ST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (P2) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2004-2005 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the act1f1itY being claimed. 
en.nine CJ DeYelopnent of Polcles rid Piocedwes I CJ StallTramg Adlvllles i 

CJ· CompleHon ...s Sulmilalon of Plan m 11oan1 ! CJ llesponse to llolfd Durk'G AiJlrMI CJ Condlllln wlh llowd 
Ongoing Process 

AclMtiM 
CJ DesVnetion ofWaslt~ aid Reem Cooninat>r D Mainlenance of ApptMd lewl of~ 

AlllmllM CJ Mtmalil'e Rlqljllnent orT11111 ~ for 1/11'02 for 
CJ AlltrnalMI Requlemailt of Tme EJClenlion for 111~ for 50% W• ComplllllCe 25'll.Wa 

m Accounting System CJ AnllUll Rlpolt CJ Annull R«ycled lllllllrlll 
Rllpoltt 

(04) Descripllon of Expenses Obj8ct Accounts 

(a) (b} (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

~Nemet.Job Hollfy HoUls Salaries Materlel8 
Cklulflc:atlonl, Funcllone Performed. Rel& WO!Qd and and 

Contrect Fixed TRM!land 

and ~rlExperma or or Benefits SUpplles Services ,... Tflllr*lg 
UnltCost Quenllly 

Develol>in!I. ~. malnlalninA accooolinll syslem to track source mduction, recycHn , 0rcompostinQ 
Roath Jr., Lym Envlromental Health & Safely Spe $47.68 13.0 $ 619.84 

.. 

' 
(05) Total !XI Subtotal D Pege1 !:>f1 $ 619.84 s . $ . $ . • -
Nlwllll05 I 
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• 
. e ~nttv Col..,,. Mandated eo.t Manual State Controller'• Office 

MANDAl DCOSTS 
FORM 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT IWM-2 
J ACTMTY cpsr DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (p:!) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2004-2005 

(03) Reimbursable ActMUes: Check only one box per fonn to Identify the ac1Mty being claimed. 

Qne.Tlme ' 
Activities CJ DMlopnert ol Pddes Ind l'loc8mll'lls CJ Slall T raiWlQ 

CJ Complati)n and Subnlallon ol Plan b Board CJ Ae5ponse b Boanl During """°"81 CJ Condaion will Boen! 
Ongoing l'loces$ 

ActMllel 
CJ [les9l;lion of ¥18119 Redudlon rod Ret)di1g CoonlinlD CJ MiinllllMce ol Approwed I.Ml of Reduclion 

AltemllMI CJ Abmllille ~orTma Exlanlion for 111~ for CJ Abi1181He Requireo'«ltolTme ElllenliiJn for 111/04 lor 511% Wa 
Compllll!Ce 25%Wlllt 

CJ Accounting System CJ AnnUll Report rn AnMlll ~ Mlillllll 
Rlpollt 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Employee Nemes, Job HOUfly Hows siilanea Malerlals 
Cl8sllllcldlol •, Fllldlanl Performed, Ra1e Worlled end and 

Ccnncl Fixed . Tnwelllld 

and~ol~ or or Benefils &..,.,uee 
Servlc;es Maels Tntilg 

Unll Coat Quanllty 

Reporlilll annually to Iha Board QUantitias rl l9C't'Clallla rnallrlals colecled 
Roath Jr., Lynn E!Mromental Heallh & Safety Spei $47.58 i 12.0 $ 572.16 . 

' ' ; 

! 

l 
t 

; 
i 
' j 
' 

; 

i 
i 

(05) Total IX] Sublo!al D Page • of 1 $ 672.16 $ - $ - $ - s . 
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FY 2005-06 

Integrated Was~e Management Claim 
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. ,,.: II .I' 

. . 
• 1o. ~~· "· 

• . . ·': J Stite Control s Office 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 
PurSuant to Government Code.section 17561 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT I 
i 

(01) Ciainarj ldenllllcaliOn Nllllber: cc 31090 L 
~~(~~)~C~lalrnin~~Name~-----------------------+-~-.stri-.ci------~----------"""T"'----------~ 

~~C-Otrty--ol~Locat--~lon------------------------~,-.--------+------------+-----------~ 
Placer ' 746 (23) IWM·1, (03)(A)(2)(f) 

State 
CA 

5000 Rocklin Road 

~Code 

(24) IWM·1, (03)(8)(1)(f) 0 

(25) IWtvM, (03)(8)(2)(f) 0 

(26) IWM·1, (03)(B)(3)(f) 0 

(03) Estimated . [!] (09) Reirn~rsement 

(04) Combined D (10) Combined 

III (27) IWM·1, (03)(8)(4Xf) 5,616 

D (28) IWM-1, (03)(8)(5)(f) 19,27 

cos> Amended D <11> Amended D (29) IWM·1, (03)(CX1)(f) 0 

2006-2007 
0 Flscal Year of Cost ) IWM· 1, (03)(C)(2)(t) (06) 

Total Claimed Amount (07) 
948 

746 

Less: 10%LatePenalty (32))WM· 1, (03)(E)(f) 

Less: Prior Claim Payment Received (33) IWM· 1, (03)(F)(f) 845 

Net Clalined Amount 
36948 (34) IWM·1, (06) 9,720 

Due from State 
36 (35) IWM·1, (08) 

Due to State (36) IWM·1, (09) 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM . 

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Section 17561, I certify that I am the ollicer authoriied by the community college <istrict to . 
file mMdatecl cost claims with the State of C&lifomla for this program, and certify under peiWty of perjury that I have not viol$ed MY of the 
provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, Inclusive. · 

I further certify that ttiere was no appllcatlon other thal from the claimalit, nor MY grant or payment received, !Or reimbursement of costs claimed 
herein, l¥ld 8UCh costs are for a naw program or Increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting savings and reimbursements set 
b1h In the Parameters and Guidelines n Identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source documentation currently maintained by the 
claimant. · 

The amounts b' this Estimaled Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimaled Mdfor actual 
costs set !Orth oo the attached statements. I certify under penalty Of peljury under the laws of the State of catlfomla that the foregoing Is true and 
correct. 

Signature of Authorized Officer (USE BLUE INK) // · .. 
' 

~rector of Finance 
Tit! 

SixTen.and Associates 
Fonn FAM-27 (New 06/05) 

0 

0 
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'. I 

State Controller'• O!fJce 

Sierra Joint Community College D1ttr1ct 

Direct Com 

03) Reirrllursable Activities 

A.-One-Tlme Activities 
Development of Policies and 
Procedures 

2 Staff Training . 

B. Ongoing Activities 
Completion and Submission of Plan k> 
Board 

2 
Response k> Board During Approval 
Process 

$ 

$ 

3 Consultation ,,,;Ill Board S 

4 Designation of Wasle Reduction and S 
cli Coordinak>r 

5 Diversion and Main1enance of Approved $ 
Level of Reduction · 

C. Alternative Compliance 
Alternative Requirements or Time 

$ Extensiori b 1/1/02 b 25% Waste 

2 Allemative Requirements or r1111e s Extension b 1/1'°4 b 50% Waste 

D. AccounUng System $ 

E. Annual Report $ 

F. Annual Recycled Material Reports $ 

(04) TCUI Direct Costs $ 

Indirect Com 

(05) lndkecl Cost Rate 

(06) TOO!llndkecl Costs 

(07) Total Dlreel and Indirect Costs 

(08) L~ Olfsellflg Savings 

(09) Less: Other Reirrburserrents . 

(10) Total Ctalrred Arrount 

New06/05 

MANDATED COSTS 
INTEGRATEDW' MANAGEMENT 

(a) 

Salaries and 
BenefilS 

$ 

$ 

$ 

5,616.10 $ 

19,275.42 $ 

s 

$ 

74.5.50 $ 

- $ 

844.90 $ 

27,227.42 $ 

(b) 

SUMMARY 
(02) Type or Claim 

Reint>urserrent 

$ 

- $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

(c) 

Contract 
Services 

- $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

- $ 

s 

s 

s 

(d) 

Fbced 
AsselS 

~'l'PfMda.IBA-21, FAM·29C,or~] 

Jlile (04)(~ +Ille (06)1 

COmmuntty College Mandated Cost Manu•I 

$ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

$ 

s 

$ 

$ 

s 

$ 

$ 

(e) 

Travel and 
Training 

s 

- $ 

- $ 

- s 

• $ 

$ 

$ 

• $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

s 

FORM 
IWM-1 

FisealYear 

20116-2006 

(I) 

Total 

5,616.10 

19,275.42 

745.50 

844.90 

27,227.42 

9,720.19 

36,947.61 

· [Lile (07)- (Line (08) +Lile (09)}) $ 36,947.61 
/ 
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.. State Controller's Office 1ltv Col'- Manda1ed C09t Manusl • . . . 
MANDAll"ED COSTS 

FORM 
INTEGRATED W~ MANAGEMENT IWM-2 

ACTIVITY-COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (02) Flscal Year 
Sierra Joint community COiiege Dlslrlcl 2006-2006 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the activity being claimed. 

Ont-Time D DeYelOpmeft al Polclel ard Pmcedne m SlallTrai'iin; . . AclMtlel 

EJ ~ard &Drissblol 1'1111 IO BolJll D ~IO lloGld llUltng Appowal CJ ~ ... Bead 
Ongoing Process 

Acllvltles 
D DesiQnlllorl of Wa8le A«b:lion and Raa,di>.J CcoidrW D t.IU!lnnceol ~lMlal Reclldlon 

Allematlve CJ Allonaliwe lteqtftMri or Tmt &lnloll lor 1/1/02 tor 
CJ Alemllllve AecJ*'-'I of Time &lnlonlor 1/1Al4 lor so.. Waell COlllpllance 25% Walle 

CJ Accounting System D Annllll Report D Annull Alcycled lllllrlal 
RlpGlll 

(04) Descripllon of Ellpenaea Object Accountl 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Emplovee Names, Job Hourtf Hours 
Salaries MalGriala 

. Cla8lilicallons FunCllone Performed, Rate Worked 
and and 

Contract Fixed Travel and 

end Description or Eicpenua or or 
Benefits Supple$ 

Services Aae1S Tralnklg 
UnitCoet Quantity 

Tralr*lg dls!r1ct Slaff on lhe recjJimmenls and~ of Ille plan 
Roalll Jr., Lym env1ronmen1a1 Health a Sate1y $49.70 15.C $ 745.50 

.. 

. 

05) Tolal 00 Sublo!Bl D Page 1•ol 1 s 745.50 $ $ s . $ 
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, . 
State Controller'• Office • • - COi,__ Mandated COllt Man1111I 

MANDATED COSTS 
FORM 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT IWM-2 
ACTIVITY 4<>sT DETAIL 

(01) Clalmant 1~02) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2005-2008 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check onl>j orie box per form to Identify lhe aati\tily being claimed. 

an.nme CJ ~d Pdiclel inl Pioc«kna CJ Acllvlllet Slal!TllH!g 

CJ Coll'Cllelion llld &bnil!ian d Plan ID Boenl CJ Reopcnge to !lolld During~ CJ Condmlon Y!til 8olod 
Ongoing "-
ActlYllles m Deligraliltl dWastl RedlEllon inl Reeyclng ~ • CJ Mainlerlllce d AflpWed I.Ml d Rid.dbl 

Anlmalive CJ M!rnlliwe ~ Ol'IN Elllnolon for 1/1Al2 lor 
CJ Alllll'llllve~OITNExtnlonlor111.o41or!iO'ft Wiiie 

Compliance 25% Walle 

CJ Accounting Syatem CJ. Anrul Report CJ Annul! Alcycled lllellrlal 
flepollf 

(04) Desc;rtpllon of Expenses Obfect Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (I) (g) (h) 

~Names.Job 
Hourly ; Hours Salaries MaleriaB 

Classilcation8, Func11on8 Performed, Rate WOlke<I and and 
Contract Fixed Travel and 

and ~of Expenses or or Benefits Supplies 
Seivlces Aasels TrU!lng 

Un~Cost ' Quantity 

Designating one sold was1e reduction and recydlng coonfnalor lor eachc 118118 In dlstrlcl : 
Roa1h ~ •• L)'llll Environmental Health l Safety $49.71: - 113.0 $ 5,616.10 

: 

; 

I 

05) Total - III Subtotal D Paget ol 1 $ 5,616.10 $ $ . $ . $ . 
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Stale Controller'• Office • - •n•• Coli- Mandated Coat Manual 
MANDI TED COSTS 

FOAM 
INTEGRATED W 'STE MANAGEMENT IWM-2 

ACTIVrTY cOsTDETAIL 

(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2005-2006 

(03) Reimbursable Acttvftles: Check only one box per form to Identify the 1 lctivlty being claimed. 

One-Time D . Developnll'llt1 POllclee.,... ""-U9I . Acliv!llM D Slll!Trai*'ll 

CJ ~ll'd~olf'Mlolloord D Aeepongelo 9oord DOiing >wwal ·CJ Ccindalion wlh Boord 
Ollgolng l'n"*'8 

ActM1lel 
CJ Des9Wion olWaslellmtion MCI ReqtClklg ~ m lilliterm:e d ~ l.""81 ol R8lb:liJn 

Alternative CJ Allr!ml;t~orlme Exinlonlor1/1"'21or I D Alernalt.'9~olline&Inionlor1NA>4 lor 50'1. WR 
Cclmpllance 25% Walla 

CJ Accounting Sy8'llm CJ Annull lllport CJ Alll1llll fl9cyded Mllertal 
lllporll 

(04) DescrlPl!on ol Expel188S Obfllct Accountl 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (I) (g) (h) 

~Names.Job 
Hourly Houra Salarlea Malerlale 
Ra18 WOlked Connet FDCGCI Travel and Classilicallone. Functioos Parlonned. and and Servk:es Assets Training 

and Deecription ol ~ or or Benellla 9uppllea 
t.nlCoet Quantity 

I 

Dlvellilg dd -ia from llWllllill llsposal or banalormallon fdtles - source reclJcllon 
. Ro8th .k. Lynn EiMlonrnenlal Heellh & 8alely I · $49.7ll 9.0 $ 447.30 

Dlvet1lng solid Wasl8 from lllndlll clsposal or lnln8bmallon faclities • iecyclng 
Brokaw, Malle General Asslslant IV $14.~ 157.5 $ 2,268.00 
Brolwl, Wendy General~IV $14.~ 14i.( s 2,116.80 
Feldand, lorlna General Asslslant IV $14.~ 116.! $ 1,677.60 
Pallefson, Pal General Assistant IV $14.4< 12o.: $ 1,732.32 
Roath Jr., Lynn ElMronmenlal H&alh & sa1e1y $49.70 222.0 $ 11,033.40 

l 

~ 

(05) To1al m Sllblolal 0 Page 1ol1 $ 19,276.42 $ $ . $ . $ . 
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\.;:I 

State Controller'• Office • ·-· .... Col..._ Mandated Coat Manual 

MANDA~ COSTS 
FORM lmEGRATED WAS'tE MANAGEMENT · 

ACTIVITY cdsr DETAIL 
IWM-2 

(01) Claimant (Di) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2005-2006 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check or*'! one box per form to Identify the actlliity being claln:ied. 
One-Time D llMklplrelt al Polclol ard Pl!IC8llne ;D Slal!TcalniQ ActMtles 

D ~ ard SiDliltlon al Pion lO llc8Jd ·o ReepcnM lO 9olrd D!mg ~ CJ ConslllaliOn..., Boon! 
Ongoing 

.,_ 
Activities 

D Doslgralioll al Wasl8 RW:tloll ll'd ~ COolllrelor ,CJ MlllMnanCe al AjlJllMd Lwel al RecUllon 

AHemllive D AllenalMI ~orliM Exlnlon tor l/1/021or 
CJ Abmlll<t Reqoi9menl allne 0denllcnlor 1/1.0C lar !iO'S Wiste 

COmplllnce 25%W.. 

D Accountliig System CJ Annual Alpolt m Annull Rlcyded Mlllrlal 
fllporll 

(04) Description of Expenses Obj9ct Accounta 

(a} (b) (c) (d) (e) . (f) (g) (h) 

Employee Names, Job Hourly : Hours Salariel . Maltrlals 
Rate ·WOfkad Contract Fb!ad Travel and Claselllcatlona Functions Perlonned. or and and Senricee A$$8IS . Training 

and~ olExpensee or Benefits Supplla8 Unil:Coet : Qiantily 

Reportllg annualy IO Ille Board quanlilles of recyclable ma1eria1s oo1ec1ec 
Roath Jr. Lynn Envl!Onmental ~ & Safely $49.7! 17.0 $ 844.90 

' 
' 

051 Total !XI Subto1al D Page1 i>l1 $ 844.90 $ $ . $ . $ 
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FY 2006-07 

Integrated Waste Management Claim 
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,, 
. . State c~ntroller's Office . 9 . . cAnity College Mandated Cost Manual 

~.:;.-.,;;,;,;,;;,~~.;.;.:,;:;;:-...~C~LAl~M~FO~R~P;AYM;;ENT;;;---------------11fl!ililililiil 
PUrauant to Government Code Section 17561 ; 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT ! 

cc 31090 
{01) Claimant Identification .Number: Reimbursement Claim Data L 

~~~-2)~Cla-i_ma_m_N_ame ___________ ~-.e-rra-~-i-nt-Co_m_mu_n-~-c-.~-lege--1-D-istrict~.-------1-(2-~-IW-M---1,-~-~-~-)(1-)(-ij ___________ 154-1 

e..,,__ __ ~----------------------------+---------1------------+------------1 
L County of Location Placer (23) IWM-1, (03)(A)(2)(ij 

State 
CA 

(03) Estimated 

(04) Combined 

(05) Amended 

(06) 
2007-2008 

Fiscal Year of Coet 

Total Claimed Amount (07) $ . 

m 

m 
D 
D 

(09) Reimbursement 

(10) Combined . 

(11) Amended 

2006-2007 
(13) 

58,400 $ 

. Less: 10% Late Penalty, not to exceed $10,000 (14) 
$ 

Less : Prior Claim Payment Received (15) 
$ 

[!) (27) IWM-1, (03)(B)(4)(ij 

D (28) IWM-1, (03)(B)(5)(ij 

53,125 (31) IWM-1, (03)(D)(ij 

(32)· IWM-1, (03)(E)(ij 

(33) IWM-1, (03)(F)(ij 

618 

0 

0 

669 

0 . 

412 

Net Claimed Amount (16) 
s· 53,125 (34) IWM-1, (06) 8,081 

53,125 (35) IWM-1, (08) Due from State (08) (17) 
$ 58,400 $ 

Due to State ll!!l!lllllllllllllllllllll!lililllilllllillllllllll <
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 v.ith the State of Callfornla.for this program, and certify under penaJty of perjury that I have not Violated 
any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 lo 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 
reimbur8ementS set forth in the Parameters and Guklellnes are idenlifi~. and all costs claimed are supported by souree 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 Callfomla that the foregoing Is true 
and correct. 

~re of A~Officer (USE BLUE~ 
_..\.~~./ 1 L. .~ '. ) . 

Date 

~pl~pe; Director of F111ance 
T or Print Name Tille 
(38) Name of Contact Person for Claim 

Telephone Number. 858 514-8605 
SixTen and Associates E-mail Address: kbpslxten@aol.com 

Fonn FAM-27 (New 06105) 

0 

0 
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.. 

(01) Claimant: 

Sierra Joint CCmmunlty College District 

Direct Costs 

03) Reimbursable Activities (a) 

- MANDA-rd> COSTS 

INTEGRATED WAsfe MANAGEMENT 

CLAIM sJMMARY 

: (02) Type of Claim 

Reimbursement 

Estimaled 

--
IT] 

D 
Objec:t Accounts 

(b) I (c) (d) (e) 

.Salaries and Materials an~ Contract Fixed Travel and 

· A. One-Time Activities 

Development of Policies and Procedures $ 

2 Staff Training 

B. Ongoing Activities 

1 . Completion and Submission of. Plan to 
Board' 

2 
Response to Board During Approval 
Process 

3 Consultation with Board 

4 
Designation of Waste Reduction and 
Recycling Coordinator 

s 

s 

s 

$ 

s 

5 Diversion and Maintenance of Approved $ 
Level of Reduction 

C. Attematlve Compliance 

Alternative Requirements or Time s Extension for 1/1AJ2 for 25% Waste 

2 
Alternative Requirements or Time s 
~ension for 1/1/04for50% Waste 

D. Accounting System s 

E. Annual Report s 

F. Annual Recycled Material Reports s 

(04) Total Direct Cosls $ 

Indirect Costs 

(05) lndtect Cost Rale 

(06) Total Indirect Cosls 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs 

Benefits 

154.38 $ 

617.52 $ 

- $ 

s 

- $. 

2,573.00 $ 

16,569.03 s 

. $ 

s 

668.98 $ 

s 

411.68 $ 

20,994.59 $ 

_Supplies - Services Assets ·Training 

s s - $ 

- $ - $ - $ 

- $ - . $ - s 

$ $ $ 

- $ - $ - $ 

- $ - $ . s 

24,05().00 $ - s - s 

. $ . s - s 

- $ - $ $. 

. s . - $ - s 

s $ $ 

$ $ $ 

24,050.00 $ $ s 

lfedenlly ~ OMB lr21, F.W.28C, or 7%] 

[Ute (05) x ... (04J(•H 

(lkie (04)(1) +h (Ile]] 

- s 

- s 

- s 

$ 

. s 

- s 

- $ 

- $ 

- s 

. $ 

- $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

FORM 
IWM·1 

Fiscal Year 

2006-2007 

(I) 

Total 

154.38 

617.52 

--

2,573.00 

~.619.03 

668.98 

411.68 

45,044.59 

38.49% 

8,080.82 

53,125.41 

m:rnmm:rnrn:rnmrnrnmw:rn:rnmmmrnmrnmrnmmmrnrnmmmrnrnrnrn:mrnmmrnmrnmmrnmmrnmrnm:rnrnrnrnrnm:rnmmmrnmmrnmmrnrn:rnmmrnmrnmrnmrnmrnmmrnrnrnw 
c~ Reduction 

(08) Less: Ollsetlilg Savings 

(09) Less: Other Reimbulsements 

(10) Total Clalmed Amount 

New06/05 

! 

; 

I(~') f. 
$~ -

ll.iie (07) - (Une (08) + lile (D9))] $ 53,125.41 
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St1lte cOntrotler'll Office unllv Collea Mandated Cost Manual 
ww·+· .. 

MAND~~ CO$TS 
INTEGRATED W . M~AGEMENT FORM 

~f~ IWM.Z 
.>\.:·".} . ACTMTYCO$TDETAIL 

(01) Clalmant (02) F'+cal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2006-2oo7 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box· per form to ldanttfy the activity being claimed. 

One-Tlmt m CJ Activities DwolopnMntol Polcloa llld l'looedllM S111Tlllir*1g 

CJ ~Ind Slalieelon ol "'91" 8olnl cj llolporm "llolnl Dlling .~ Cl ~-8olnl 
Ongoing "-
Activities 

CJ : c::j ~ ol w.i. Rtducllon llld Rworcll'll CoordNlor Mllr1loNriceol ~ '--' ol ~ 

AltemllliYa CJ. ~ "'""*"""'11or1ho Exllnelorl for 111/02 for 
Cl Allomallve Rtql*ll1lll1I ol TIN ElloMlan for 1!1.04 for~ W• Complllnce 25%Wllll 

CJ Acc:Ountlng Sy9Um Cl Annual Report D Annual Rlc1Cltd Mlltrlal 
Reporta 

(04) Desclfptlon of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

~Nemes, Job Houlty Houts Salerits Mat«lela T......ilflil Clalsillcationa, Functions Performed, Rllle Worked end and 
Connel FbaKI 

and Delc!"6on ot ElcpetlS8S or ori Benefits Suppllel SeMoes Allsela Tlllinlng 
UnllCoet ·Oull1tlly 

Developlng the necessay ilslrk:t polcles and proc:edUlllS 
Roath, Lynn Em Hllh and Salely Specialist $51.46 3.0 $ 154.38 

: 
: 

; 

' 

i 

' 
i 

i 

(05) Total UJ Sublolal D Page 1 oj1 I $ 154.38 $ . $ . $ . $ . 
NlwllM)5 ' ! 
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. 
state c0n1ro11er"s·Offlc:e munltv c-.. M1rldac.d Cost Manuel 
..::;:::· MANDATE DCOSTS 

INTEGRATED WAS rE MANAGEMENT FORM 
IWM-2 

ACTMTYCC ST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (0~) Fiscal Year 
Siena Joint Community College District. 2006-2007 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the actMty being clal.med. 

One-Tim• CJ ' [i] Actlvltilt lloYolopnontol PalclM ... PrllolcklM SlallTnfrjng 

CJ CIJll1llolon ... &an.Ion lllPlln lo Bon i CJ 
~loBon~Appn>vll CJ ~·Board 

Ongoing PracM 

Actlvltltl 
CJ ~lllWllloRICb:lonn~Coordnalor I CJ ~ clAfipawd LMllll Redudlon . 

Abn111tlve CJ Alomlht Req.i'llMlll .. Tmo Elllnllon for 111'°2"" CJ ~~c1Tmo-.lorVUMb!O'!l.W• Compliance ~w.. 

CJ Accounting System t:J AnnUll Report CJ Annuli Recydecl llllM'lll 
Repolls 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(8) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Employee Names. Job Hou1y Hows Salaries Materials 
ClasallicatiOna, Functionll l'effonned,. Rate 'wor1<ec1 

8l1d nl Contnlcl Fbclld Travel811d 

arid Desa\11fOn d ElCp8Ma or or Benellls Supplies Servlcel Asseta Tl'lllmg 
UnllCoal Quantily 

Trailing dlslrict 6lalf on the requkements aid implemenlation of the pllrl 
Roal!, Lynn Erw Hllh and Safety Speclaist $51.46 12.0 s 617.52 

' 

i 

I 

05) Tollll [i] SiibkllBI D Page 1 o11 $ 617.52 $ . $ . $ . $ --
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State cOntroller't Office Col'- Mandated Cost M111ual 
. ~~ MANDATE! i>COSTS 

FORM INTEGRATED WA$! rE MANAGEMENT IWM·2 
:;. .. ' 

ACTMTYCC ISTDETAIL 

(01) Claimant (0 I) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College Dlsb'lct 2006-2007 

(03) Reimbursable Acllvltles: Check only one box per fonn to Identify the actlv ty being claimed. 

One-Time CJ ACIMtlel . Dowlopmorit., PolclM 11111 Pr-.- '.CJ -Tflinilg 

CJ COOIPlellon 11111 &anlaion., Pllll ID Boad D Reoporlle to Board Dlrfng Appwal CJ Ca-..lllonwlll eon 
Ongoing "'-
ActlYltltt m ~olW•RUdonlllll~CoonlNb' CJ ........ olApjlfoWd LMI olfte<ldon 

Alter1111tlve CJ ~~crllmo~b"1Nllll.lor 
CJ MinllM ~ollht Elllnolon IClr 1/1.04 b"50!I. Wllll Compllance 25%W .. 

CJ Accounting Symm CJ Annull Report CJ Annllll Rtcycllcl Mlllrlll 
Reports 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Employae Hamel, Job Houriy . HoUls Salaries Matellale 
Claalficallon8, Functiona Performed, Raia .WD<kad 'and end 

Col1tr1lct Fbc8d Tnivel end 

and Deocrlption of !xperllMIS or or Bt!nefits. Supples Services AIMii Traimg 
UnftCost 0-.tlty 

Deslgnalilg one sold wasle reducllon and recycling coordln* for each college In clstrlcl 
Roalh, Lynn Env Hlth and Sallity Specialist $51.46 

i 
50.0 $ 2,573.00 

I 

' 

: 
(05) Total [i] Subtotal D Page 1 o111 $ 2.573.00 $ . $ s - s 
NowOllOS I 
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. 
State controller's Office unltv c..- Mandated COit M1111ual 

MANDATED COSTS. 
FORM INTEGRATED W~ M~EMENT 

ACTIVITY cotr DETAIL 
IWM-2 

(01) Claimant (02~ FJscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2006-2007 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check onfy one box per form to Identify the activity being claimed. 

On•Timt CJ Activities Dowlopnontof Pckloa ond PlooodwM ;c::J SWTnirq 

c::J ~Ind SWl*8lon oll'llnlo llolrd CJ Relpolm to Bod~ Appwli CJ c.n..won""' Baird Ongoing "'-
ActlYltiel 

c::J im o.iglllllon of Wmlt lledudlon nl Rtqdr'o Coordlnllol ........ cl~l.lftlol-

AllelllltlYe CJ· ~~«Trno&llnlionlor111mlor :CJ A111m11vt RequhmelltdTm. EllllnllOn Ill' 1/IAMb !!0% Wlllt Compiianc• 2KW .. 

CJ Accounting System c::J Annuli Reiiort CJ Annllll RM;ycltd llal9rill . 
Rtpolls 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

Emplc1,<ee Nwnes, Job Hourty Hours Sllerfes Materials Rate Worked Contract Fbced Travel •nd ClassWlcallons, Functiona Parbmed, and Ind 
Services A.se8ll TnW!lng . 

•ncl ~lion d E>cpenles Of or Benelita Supjllies 
UnlCast Quantity 

Diverting solid wn lrom landll disposal or lrlKlsfonnation 18cities- inplernen1i1g pla'I 
Roalh, Lynn Env Hlth and Safety Specialist I $51.46 11.0 $ 566.06 

Diverting solid wasle lrom landlill disposal or lraosformalion facilities- source redx:llon 
Roal!J, Lynn Env H1lh and Safely Speclalls1 I $51.46 24.0 s . 1,235.04 

Dlvelllng sold wasla from landlil disposal or translonnation facilities- reC)'dng · ' 
Roalh, Lynn Env Hllll and Safety Specialist $51.46 256.o s 13,173.76 

. Erion, Nalhan General Assistant v $8.50 4.5 s 38.25 
~. NattlM General Assislall v $10.00 32.5 $ 325.00 
Rizzi, Thomas ReqdrJg Asslstail $10.00 '3.8 $ 438.30 . 
Bodnar, Wliam General Assislir1I v $8.50 33.0 $ 280.50 
Bodnar, Wliam General AssislMt v $10.00 38.5 $ 385.00 
Fenland, Lorana General Assls!Ml v $9.68 2.5 $ 24.20 
Grainger Inc Blue Recycle Slin Jm $100.00 240.5 s 24,050.00 

Procuring malellalslequlpr ~for maintaining approwd leYel of l8duction 
Roal!!, Lynn Env Hllh and Safety Speclallst $51.46 2.0 $ 102.92 

(05) Tolai [i] &mtDtal D Paget olj1 s 18,6139.03 s 24,050.00 s . $ - s . 
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State c0ntrol1er's Ofllce e I nttv c..na- Mandlted Cost Manual 
·=·=-=··· . MAND~ COSTS r· ·FORM 

INTEGRATED WAS MANAGEMENT IWM·2 
~ ACTMTYCOST DETAIL 

(01) Cla.lmant (02} Flscal Year 

Sierra Joint Community College Olslrlct 2006-2cio7 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the activity being cla.lmed. 

OR•Tlmt CJ CJ Activities Dwoloprnontd-11111 ~ SW!Trlinilg 

CJ ~ nl&Dnielionall'IM ID Bon CJ Rolpor>et ID Boll'd Do.mg Aj>pMI D Conallllon ~ Boll'd 
Ongoing . PrOCMt 

ActlYttiff 
CJ 0oc9mllondW .. ~ llld Rtqtclllg Coontn* CJ ....._of Appoood I.Ml clRitduclon 

,Abfmtivt CJ Allmllvt~0tnn.~1or11tm10t D ,....,,.. ~ofllme Elilnlcillb' 1i11otf0< 50% Walle 
Compllance :!KW.. 

[jJ .Accounting System D Annual Report CJ Annual Recycltd llmrlll 
Reports 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) 

· Errc>foylle Names, Job Hourly Hours Salaries Maleriala 
Clelllllcatlons, fUlction8 Performed, Rate ·Worlled 'and and 

Conlrac:t Fixed TmellOd 

Ind~ otExpeneee or or Benells Supples Servlcee . AIMl9 Tralnklg 
Unit Cost (luantlly 

llevelojWlg, ~. maintaining accounUng system t> lrack SOll'09 reduction, recydlng, or composting 
Roath, Lynn EnY Hllh and Salely Special!sl $51.46 13.0 s 668.98 

·, 

(05) Total [i] Subtotal D Page 1 of1 s 668.98 s . s . s - s . 
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• e State cOntroller's Ofllce mmunltv Colleott Mandated Cost Ma~I 
MANDA.TEI: COSTS 

INTEGRATED WAST I! MANAGEMENT FORM 
IWM~ 

..... ·~==-~ ACTMTYCO !iTOETNL 

(01) Claimant (0' ) Fiscal Year 
Sierra Joint Community College District 2006-2007 

" 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the ectivl y being claimed. 
0-Tlmt D Adlvttlts DMlopmont olPolcloc onl ProcecllM :o Stll!Trmrq 

CJ Cclmfilflorl ..i &mlalon ol Plln m llolld D Rllpoflli .. 8oird Dwlng ApprrNll D ~·..,Boord 
Ongoing Pi.-

Adlvlllel 
D D Dotlplorl olW• Rmdon 11111 Alcydng Coon** M1t11en1nce ol ApptMd LM1 ol Rtducllon 

Altemllive CJ Alllmelt;o Re<pi"'*ll or Timi~ for 111«12 for 
CJ ~ ~orlinoElllnllonfor t11A14formw... Complllnce MW-

CJ Accountlng.Sysam CJ Annu.i Report [i] AnnUll Rlc:yded llterill 
Reports 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (I) (g) .(h) 

EJ11llo)M Names. Job Hourly . Hours 
SalarieS M*"818 

ClasdicaliOl 18, FuncliorlS Pelfcnned. Rale ·wllfked 
•nd ind Contract Rx8cl Tr111/81 llld 

mnd ~of Elcpenses or or Beneftls Sui>r*M 
SeMces Asaell T~ 

Unit Cost Quantity 

Reporting annually m the Boan! qu1111Mies of recyclable malelials coleclBd 
· Roalh, Lynn Env Hllh and Salely Speclalst $51.46 .. 8.0 $ 411.68 

' 

' 

' 
05) Total · [ii Subkltal 0 Page1111 s 411,68 s . $ . s . s . 

N•ll6/05 
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. FY 2007-08 

Integrated Waste Management Claim 
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(' . l 
'--·-· 

CLAJM!!OR P.AWam' · 
. P-Utsvant:~ Government Oode.'Sedlon 11.561 

lNlEGRAlEI>-WASTE:IWlAGEM!tlT . 

~r~ 

·¢.t}~ 

•(OO}:Amended 

.CERTiffCATJON OF Cl.All 

C03100Cl 

D (QQJ~ 
0·-118}~· 

0 {ft}~:. 

ff2f 

(17) 
f. 
(18} 

.·~-

rn 
D 
0 0 

a 

D 

tn1ICCOlllaalie W11t1 lhe<.~·Qf ~~~'1'75111~ I c:ertll'ylhat I lllni.fhe olllaerllUlhorized byft!llCllll)l'Ot1riliy-~ · 
ll'lsllJ!:t•il--~4;0llt~wilbtllelsmte~'Ot"tliliJXo9ram,aidcer'llfYundel!pl!lfllllyof}lel!jinYM"t·lilliVltl'iot·~aliy 
Qff!e,pDlil$IOns fl.~ Code~ 111111>!o-1Q98. ~. 

~fl!l:lhtlree(llfy~tthere~ ~-~~fhilll thedilmalt, '*'-4!1>¥ pitor PllYl!l«!t receMld. tor rem~.cot!S 
·Cllimodh8'9irund SUCll'coSIS1119·for~~llf'Olll•11.or~i.1!111;1J:~ d•o lllllSllng pqram. All~SllYfi!gl~ 
~fod!'t lntlJ!l"Pnmelel'slnd GuiWl11es~ldenllfteid, 811i:l·all~~are~ ~·lrQIJrl;e ctocunien1idi"o 

: ~.~tJxihe'dMRllll'iL • 

· ~ 11!1111111'11Sfllrthls.~'l!llalm8!,l(for~ClaTinn~~fn:lm·~ ~{Dr~~cif.~aflcl/ot·aeiual · 
~fortll ontflelilladleil.;Slillements. hi8rllfy.un11eq1en1itlydperJury41ndor.thelaws·dtiteSla18afCiillfcirnia1hit._fcl9go!nglslr:!Jlt 
·ani:l .t:ilmlCt. . 

T1lle. 

T~e Number. 858 514-: 605 
SbcTen and Associates E-mail~ kbl>silden.@ao1,corn 
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Developmel!t of PdlicieS and. 
~ 

$ 

"'--"---....,. ..... ~:clfA~ . 5 LIU~-•lllN ":""-~- "'l't"""-. $ 
~Df~ .. 

Alfemallve~Ol"b 
Exlensimfor ft11l12b-S Wl!ste 

. (08) 1.ess: OllsGllllg ~ 

' ., 
I NANDATED 

OOEGRATED·WAsTEtlANAGEMENT 

WWSUiilUARY 

55;84. $. 

&"M14 ... 

- :$-

. $ 

- •• 
~ l' 

·~ ' 
.$ 

·- • 
1;<16fl9& .$ 

$ 

893..f.f ' 
14,o&6i!li $ . 

. 
-

-· 
. 
llf. 

. 

.. 

... 

-
. 

-

( ) Type·d.Clairt 

Reimlxlrsement 

Eslimated 

$ -
$ -

~ . 

•• . 
:$ . 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$. 

$ 

J • ·$ 

~ ·• 
., 

$ . $ 

:• . $ 

;,,_ . $ 

,. • 
.,. . $. - $ 

;$ l 

rn 
D 

. 
-

. 

. 

. 

. 

-· 

-

-

. 

.$ 

$ 

l 

1 

$ 

$ 

i 

... 

$ 

•· 
• 
$ 

·s 

-$ 

- $ 

- i 

- • 
• .. l 

- s 

. ·s 

.: l 

• $ 

$ 

FORM 
NAM 

ti) 

T-Olal 

"5G-M 

t14l4 

2,99.62 

~-
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!GH (;lalmant 
Siena ~'Communll'fCdllega:Orslrlct 

(8) 

~~~ 
d •: ... Allll:lllne l19rfennld, 

•U!Mert;llc11rilfei,-. 

osi ro1a1 m 

li\ANDAlEP CD&' ra 
'.lflllEGRATED WASYE· " ENT 

JICTMl'Y COST'DE '"AIL 

· ~2). F1sc 11 vea:r 

CJ 

CJ 

._._to:._.._,.,_. r-:-. ....... ~ 

u.i.-1111i11 .... u ... a1W-

CJ 

.CJ 

(II) ~) ~~ 
. -·-···ii). 

lkil»IJ HliollS "Silii!m flilil. ~ 
~ lit Cl( 
~ !N;c.· ~ 

. i to ·.$ 51iM, 

1'!19f11.ott .s 

' 

$ ' 

FORM 
IWlW 

'(ti) ... 
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MAN°"TED.¢051[5. 
INTEGRATED:WASTE MAN'lliGllMENT 

ACTIVITY Cf)ST· DS 'Ail 
(01) Cfalmant 

Sll!iN,JOlnJ..coimliunlty:G<llle!le Dlslrlcl 

CJ 

D 

CJ ~~-~~--)/UlllM ..... 
lb) 

~ 
Ralit 
er 

tJnl Cilll 

-··-----

D 

D: 

CJ 

(~ 

Hiiui:I 
-~ ... 
Cblnllly-

05) Page-1 ot1 

A1111uarllepoit 

.. (d) 

~ -· llenelill 

(.-..\ . . 

.munttv·e..ti- Mllndatad'Cost Manll:ll 

CJ ---
CJ ·Annvll ...... 

llepixb· 

Olljlct AllCllUnlt( 

-~l (fl :lDl lh) 

llialllills 
. ""' . :-w:! Pi.a ~': ...... Auii. 

s $ 
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r.i:ANDATED-<:OS"ts 
INTEGRATa>WAln'EMANAGafEN'T' 

~cosrmrrrAll.. 
~01} Clafm!lnt 
Sleh1i-J61ht-Communlt)r College Dl$ttlct 

(;J) 

~.Nomll;.~_ 
c 111111•."Flllldlb~ 

-~"'~ 

111). 
flQoMlf ,_.. 

·Cit 
Ulilc:c.t 

fDMltlnodt11111S9:tiili..._1lli>ciClla'nMo.lllMilll--..•~ · ' 
. RQMll.--qm ~-~ S55.84 

. ~:::---:.--.t~il -~ . ii~ 
EdoA,.'Nlbn ~~ SHUID -.:On ~... . . sq 

. ~~ . Etitiiiliiieiitlllilllll . S55Jl4 

__ lllltlda!r' t ij 1e11t~fDr~..-.llwldllCM:lllln _ 
~~ ~--'1-.s.illr°Sple $!i5,et 

11:1 
l!a&n 

·Wo.il!l!I. 
« 
~ 

·18\01 

~'"$ 
311;0·$ 
~$ 
1WJ s 

·~ s 

(OSY ~1of1 --

.(d) 

~' 
lilll 
~ 

12!92 

~ moo 
ll$).40 

3.-.0 -

,......._ . 

l _.1u;.ao., Co..._ Mlllldated Cclst'Mlinuill 

°'*°' Accouna 
~el (fJ- (9) lh) ..... 
!ll# ~ Rim trM!Md. 

$llllPl!m ~ ~ 
Tnl)!ftg 

$ s $ 
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State Co.ntroller's Office 

(G1) Claimant 
Sfefra Joint eommuntty Colfige Dl$blrrt 

·M~A'fED~$ 
~RATEDWAiSTElt~ENT 

AG'Tl\llTY COST D$'An. 
(02) ~I Year 

CJ 

CJ 

-~~ ... no.~.WllHlr· .... . C:l .. ! 

--

{ii) 

-~ Nilmll,.Jab 
Ol9fl'I lb . FunelloM ~ 
-~.at~ 

·SUblotll D 

o• ~ 
(II) (i:). {d) 

~ HIMi ·a.i.n. II*· Wlldclill 
ai' O'. -UllllC!lll -..,, llelllilila 

Paget lil1 s 2,959;52 s 

~i . 
·- .imun1tv·col"""' M•ndllted-·Cost Manuat 

(., ---.... 

FORM 
IWM.·2 

20074D08 

Cl ~--

~~ 

ID. (D) (h) 

llalnct Filled T-'-'d ........ _.. T~ 

---- --· 

$ s 
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State. ContrDllitr!s Offlc. 

(Ot) Clalmall! 

Sierra . .!ofn!,Cllf'!lmllnllY.Coiege Dls1rict 

D 

D 

,,-~\ 

( i 

llANDATEOCG$1S 
INTEGRATED WASTE! MANAGEMENT 

ACTMT¥ COS'F11E1'AIL 

D. 

L:J 

D ·---11<-~lll'vuRfw 3ftWiolo . ' 

(4)_ ' (b) (cj (!!) 

~=~ 
-~!If~ 

...., Ha!int . ..... fllill . 'wc.l\ed 
fJf ·Ill' 

.. 
' \Wt-cm Dudly sftiit 

05) Tilliil [i) Plgt1ol1 ·S 1,oeo.il&. S 

~~ 

.fa) '° Iii) (1:1') 

,....... 
CariltlC! F.Wll .,.,_,..,... ... 
Ser¥ICa ,,..... 1'1"*111 81""""'9 

- '$ 
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:(01 t. Clalm&llt 
:Siami.Joint C-~Coh;gJDisflk:t 

MANDATED.cill TS 
INTEGRATED WASTE Mii ~AGEMENT 

ACllVIT."t"COSTl'Jl ~Ali. 

(02) Fis :al>fur 

D ~..-WPllil'ID- CJ l::""'Bqri!iu!W,,...... D ~---
Cj ~ ...... !lecllClcnll,'id..,...~ CJ ,,_.....,.,..._..,I(,.._ 

ta} 

~Jab 
Onp• •le~• .f'unCllalll PMorlMd. 
tfti!~d~ 

RlllOlflla-.-ialr•'llBBaiwll ..... _61 ........ l:iallldid 
falh, 4M 8"1111111nelll HeltJ-(-&-aletlSriltc 

l{Ofil Total li'.I 

CJ 

~} io> 
-~ : .. 

:er OI'• 
IMll·Cmt ~ 

Page 1 off 

m 

(cl) (8) 

~ 
Mid 
~ 

$ 

__ ..,clld~ 
Rlplllli 

•. $ • ·.$ 
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FY 2008-09 

Integrated Waste Management Claim 
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State Controller's Office ' ntty College Mandated Post"Manua! 
,• 

:::::::: .. : ... : ::. :.: ..... :.~:.:.:.:. ::::::: 

1~m 
' 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 
(19) Program N~~~ Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed _ 0 

iNTEGRA'l'ED WASTE MANAGEMENT :::::::256::::::: 
(21) LRS·tnput -'~- . ::::::::;::::::::::::::::::::::: 

(01) Claimant lden1iflcation Number. cc 31090 / Reimbunenient Claim Data 

(02) Claimant-Name 
Sierra Joint Community College District 

! v (22) FORM-1, (03) 

Address 
Placer County (23) FORM-1A. (04)(A)(1)(f) 56 

5000 Rocklin Road (24) FORM-1A,.(04)(A}(2)(f) . 614 

Rocklin CA S®n-3397 
(25} FORM-1A. (04)(B}(1}(f) 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~-~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Type of Claim (267M-1A, (04)(B)(2}(f) 

[l~i::[:j:::::::::j:j:::::::::::[:::[:[:[:[:j (09) Relmbutsement .m ~)f0RM-1A, (04}(B)(3)(f) 
. : : : : : : : : : : : : ~=::::::::::::: :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : . ,, 
. J~t:/{:}::}}}}}} (10) Combined D (28) FORM-1A, (04){B)(4)(f). 2,960 

lill:\:\:l:):):):):):\:\:i\)j)j)\)j)\)\)\i:: (1 t} Amended D ~) FORM-1A, (04)(B}(5){f) 4,635 
·:·:-:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:-:::·:·:·:· 

Fiscal Yeir,of cost :w::/\:j:::m:::::::::~:::::::::::::::: '(12) . ,/ (30) FORM-.1A, (06) .. 
3;fo4 

2008·2009 / 

Total Clalmid Amount :F:I~:j:j~j:i:::::::::::::::f ::::::::::::::::: (13) 7FORM-1A, (09} 
$ 15,046 

Less : 10% Late Penalty (refer to c111m1n11 1n.11ruct1o111) 
(14} {32) FORM-1A, (10) 
$ 1,505· 

Less : Prior Claim Paytrient Received (15) (33~RM-1A, (11) 15,048 
$ . 

Net Claimed Amount (16) ~} 
$ 13,541 -

Due from State'. :J~l::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: (17). (35) 
: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : ~::::::::::::::: $ 13,541 

Due to State : : i: i: j:: :: : : ~ i ~ j:: ~i ~ i: i: i :i: i: i: i :~: i:::: ~ ~: i: i (18} (36) 

(37) CERTIFICATION Di:: CLAIM 

In accordance with the provisions ofGovernnient Code Section 17!161, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the community coliege 
district to file mandatad cost claims with the State of Gallfomla for.this ·program, and certify under penalty ·of perjury that I haVe not violated 
any of the provisions of Article 4, Chapter 1 of Division 4 of Tltle 1 Government Code. 

I further c:8rtlfy that there was no-application other than from the cliimaiit, nor any grant or payment received, for reimbursement Of costs 
claimed herein, c;lalmed costs a~ for a new program or Increased level of services of an existing program; and claimed amounts do not 
Include charter sChool cOsts, ilther directly or through a third.party. All offsetting savings and rel.mbunlments set foith In the parameters 
and guidelines are Identified, and an costs c;lalined ·are suPf>orted by source documentation currently maintained by the claimant. · 

The amount for this reimbursement Is hel'eby claimed from the state for payment of actual costs set forth on the attached statements. 

,_,,_,....; .. _.-........ ; .. ··-....... ....,... ............... 
Signature of Authorized Officer (USE BLUE INK) - . . 

·~~ ~~ ,,.._.., . Date Signed 2-~~11 
i~n .Wellsfry, 

, 
~(/) Telephone Number (916) 660-7625 

General ~rvlces Manager E-mail Address kwellsfryca>.sierracollege.edu 
Tvoo or Print Name and Title of Authorized Signatory 
(38) Name of Agency Contact Person for Claim 
Kevin Wellsfry, Telephone Number (916) 660-7625 
General Services Manager E-mail Address kwellsfry@sierracollege.edu 

Name of Consulting Finn/Claim Preparer 
Telephone Number (858) 514-8605 

SixTen -and Associates E-mail AddresS kbpsixten@aol.com 

Fonn FAM-27 (Revised 09/09) 
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• 
state Controller's Office 
....... -..... . 

···~· (01) Claimant: 

Sierra Joint Community College District 

Claim Statistics 

(03) Leave Blank 

Direct Costs 

~04) Reimbursable Activities 

A. Ont-Time Activity . 

1. Devel6p 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 Waste/Maintain Required Level 
5. (Fonn 18 camiotbe URd lfllll11c:tivity II claimed) 

(04) Total· Direct Costs .. · 

Indirect Costs 

(05) -Indirect Cost Rate 

(OS) Total Indirect Costs · 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs 

(08) Total from Forms 1 A, 1 B, and 1 C 

Cost Reduction 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements 

(11) Total Claimed Amount: 

Revlsed.07/09 

• 
i Community College Mandated Cost Manual 
I . 

MANDATt:D COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMEfU 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

(02) 

Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) . 

Salaries MaterialS Contract Fixed 
and and 

ServiceS Assets 
Benefits Supples 

$ ~-84; $ - $ - $· 

$ 614.24 $ . - $ . -· ·$ 

$ - $ - $ . $ 

$ - $ $ $ 

$ . - ·s $ $ 

$ 2,959.52 :s $ $ 
•. 

$ 4,634.72 i $ / - $ •. $ 

$ 8,264.32 :_(· s· - $ 
i 

(Refer to Claiming lns1ructions) 

(Refer to Claiming lnsbucllons) 

· [Line (05XO + lne (07}] 

[Add 1A(D7} + 18(07) + 1C(D7)J 

[Line (00)-{Une (fD) +Une (11)}] 

(e) 

Travel 
and 

Training 

- $ 

- $ 

. -$. 

. $ 

$_ 

$ 

- $ 

$ 

·FORM 
1A 

Fiscal Year 

2008-2009 

(ij 

Total · 

-· $ 55.84 

- $ 614.24 

- $ 

$ 

$ 

-. $ 2,959.52 

- $ 4,634:72 

$ 8,264.32 

47.24% 

$ 3,904.06 

$ 12,168.38 

$ . 15,046.04 

I 
~ I 

~-·> 
$ • ) • '" . 

~~~ 
. $ 15.046.04 "!Jr 
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-· ··-

. • • 
state Controller's Office Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

-~~t-i MANDA1 ED COSTS FORM 
1256.~? INTEGRATED WA $TE MANAGEMENT 

1·C 
: : :: : : : :: : : : :: : : :; :: ::::~ 

(01) Claimant: 

Siem Joint Cc>mmunlty Coitege District 

Direct Costs 

· (03) Reimbursable Activities 

o: Accounting System 
.. 

Develop, Implement & Maintain ·system 
•. 

1. $ .. 

E. Annual Rep0rt of Progress .. 

1. ·Calculations of Annual Disposal. Reduction $ 

2. Information on the Changes $ 

· 3 .. Summary of Progress Made in IW~ 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 

1. Annual Report to the Boarli $ 

(04) Total Direct Costs $ 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate 

(OS) Total Indirect Costs 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs 

New12/08 

CLAIMI ~UMMARY. 
' 
(02} 

.··. Object Accounts 

(aj (b) (c) (d) (e) 

Salaries Materials · · 
C<intract Fixed 

Travel 
and and and 

Benefits SUDDlies 
Services Assets Tralnlna· 

. /Relmbursementbegins Ja_nuary 1, 2000 

1,060.96 ~ - $ . $ - $ 

· . Reimb!Jrsement begins January 1, 2000 
.. 

. $ - $ - $· . $ 

•. $ . $ - $ . $ 

- $ - $ - $ - $ 

- $. . $ - $ ~ $ 

I 

., $ - $ - .$ - $ 

.I $ . $ . $ - $ 

·/ Reimburaement ·b8glns· July 1, .1999 

;II" 
893.44' $ . $ ~ $ -. $ 

1,954.40: ·s - $ . $ - $ 

[Refer to c1a1m1ng Instructions] 

. [Refer to Claiming Instructions) 

{Line (04)(Q + llne (06)) [Forward totaHo Forrn-1A. Une-(09)] 

. ; 

' 

Fiscal Year 

2008-2009 

(f) 

Total 

- $ 1,060.96 

- $ . . 

- $ . 

- $ . 

- $ . 

. $ . 

- $ . 

- $ . 893.44 

. $ -~.954.40 

47.24% 

$ 923.26 

$ . 2,8n.66 

I 

/ 
I 

/" 

I. 
I 
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State Controllllf's Office 
········ ········· 
:>;.~-.:: 

}25iL 
·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.· 
(01) Claimant 

Sierra Joint Community CoHege District 

• 
MAHDATEt COSTS 

INTEGRATED WASTF llAMAGEllEHT 

ACTMTY CO~T DETAIL 

(O: ) Fiscal Year 

COmmunltv Collana Mandated COSt Manual 

FORM 
2A 

. 2008-2009 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box Per form to Identify the activity belngjclalmed .. 

A. ·One-Time Activity 

m Develop Polk:les and Procedures 

c:J Train Distri:t Slaff on IWM Pieri 

(04) Description of Exjienaes .. 

(a) 

Employee Namea, Job Clualficatione, 
Functi0n8 Pelformed and Description of Eicpenses 

Developlng Ille neoessllY district polldes and pruc;edu11!$ 
. Roath, Lynn Envtonment Heallh & Safely Specialist 

(05) Total [i] Subtotal D -..... 

(b) 

. Hourly 
Rate 
. or 

unit Coe! 

$55.84 

B. : oniJolng Activities 

CJ Complele and SubnVt IWM Plan ID BoMI 

CJ Respond ID BoMI Requirements . 

D Consul with Boat! ID Revise Plan 

CJ . Deslgnale cOordk1m' ior Each College 

CJ Divert Solid waslelM8ilitaln Requil9d 1..eW11 

Object Accounts 

(c) (d) (e) (I) 

Houra Salaries Materials , Worked and llld 
Conlnlct 

or Benefits Supplies 
Services 

Quantity 

1.0 $ 55.84 

Page 19f 1 $ 55.84 $ . $ . $ 

' r 

(g) (h). 

Travel Fixed 
and Asiels Training 

- $ -
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• State Controller's Office 

::~:: 

:::2s~v 

(01) Claimant 

Sierra Joint Community College District 

MANDATE! COSTS 

INTEGRATED WAS'I ~ llANAGEllEHT 

ACTMTY CO ST DETAIL 

(0 ) Fiscal Year 
I 

Communltv Col"'- Mandated Cost Manual 

FORM 
2A 

2008-2009 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to ldenllfy .the activity beingi claimed. 

A. One-Time~ 

CJ Develop Policies ar)d Procedures 

m Trai'l Dislrict Stall on IWM Plan 

(04) Description of Expenses 

{a) 

EmpioyM Maines, Job Clasaificatlons, 
FunctJons P1lfformed and~ Of~ 

Training dlstii;t s1alf on the requlremenls end fmplemanla!lon of the plan . 

.. 

Roath, Lynn EnWonmenl Heath & Sdety Spedaisl 

(05) Tolal Subtotal D 

(b) 

Hwty 
Rate 
or 

UnltCoat 

$55.84 

B •. Qngolng Actlvltlu . 

CJ ~and Submit IWM Plan to Board 
CJ Respond ID Board Rsquifemen!S 

D COnQt wi1h Board ID R8'lis& Plan 

D lles9lale CoordinalDr for Ea::h COiiege 

D Divert Soid WastelMalrt*I Requlnld Level 

(c) (ll) (e) {I) (g) 

Hours 
· Worked 

or 
Quentity 

Salaries 
and 

Bel1eflts 

11.0 $ 614.24 

$ 614.24 $ 

Materials 
and 

Supples 

- $ • $ $ 

(h) 

Travel 
Ind 

·Training 
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• •• 
State Controller's Office Communtlv Col...,,;, Mandated Cost Manual ......... 

}ji\\. 
········· ......... 
(01) Claimant 

~lerra Joint Community College District 

llAHDA TE.C COSTS 

iNJEGRATED WASll! .llAHAGEllENT 

ACTMTY CO $T DETAIL 

· (0 ) Fiscal Year 

(03) Reimbursable A~vltles: Check only one box per form to Identify the ec1lvlty beln~ claimed. 

A. Ono•· Time Actlvlt)' 

CJ · Develop POicles and Procedures 

D . Train Dlslricl Slafloo IWM 1'81. 

(04) Description of ExpenMS 

B,: Ongoing ActlYltln 

. D Complele and SUbmlt IWM. Plan to 8oll"d 

D Respond i>Jloard Reql.l"9rnri; 

D eonsuit with Board to Re'llse Plil1 

Deslgna\e Coonlnmr for Eac:ll Colege 

Divert Solid WastaMalnlllil R~ial l.Jwel 

[!] 

d 

(a) (b) (c) _{d) (e) (I) (g) 

Employee Names," Job Claulficalions, 
F~nclloM Performed and Deacription d Expenses 

Hourly 
Raia 

or 
UnilCoet 

~ one sold was'll reduclion and recycling coordinator for each college In distlcil . 
Roalh,Lynn · ~Health & Safely Speclalist $55.84 

. Hours 
Worked 

or 
Quantity 

Sala.lies 
end 

Benefils 

53.0 $ 2,959.52 

(05) Total Subtotal D Page1 Pf1 $ 2,959.52 $ 
-...111111 

Materials 
and 

Supples 

$ • $ $ 

FORM 
2A 

(h) 
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•• • State Controller's Office Comm·unttv ColkMI• Mandated Cost Manual 

(01) Claimant 

Sierra Joint Community College District 

MAHOATEI) COSTS 
I 

.INTEGRATE> WASlJE llANAGEllENT 

ACTMrYC~T DETAIL 

'(02} Fiscal Y~ar 

(03) Relmbursable Actlvlttes: Check only·one box per form to Identify the activity being clalmed. 

A.. One.Timi Actlvfly 8. Ongoing Activities 

CJ Deval9P .POicles and Procedures . D Completll and Silbmlt IWM Plan kl Board 

CJ Train Dlsb'icl staff on IWM Plan D Responci kl Board Requirerrients 

D Consult wtil Board ti Revise ·Plan 

. CJ Designate Coordnamr for Eatf1 COlege 

m .llvert Solid W8SlelMalntaln Reqund Lave! 

(04) Description of Expenses 
.. 

Object Acc:ounb 

.(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (I) 

Hourly Hours Salaries Meleriala Emplo)'lle Namee, Job Clas9ificatlons, Rate Worked and and 
·Contracl . 

Functions Performed and Deacripllon of Expenses Of Of Benefits Supples 
Services 

Uni Cost Quantity 

Olveftlng sold wasle from landfl disposal or lransfonnation laclities • reG'jdlng 
Roalh, Lynn EnWoomenl Health & S8tety Spe(:iallst $55.84 70.0 $ 3,908.80 

Diverting di W8Sle from landfl d'isposal or translonnation faclilles • soUn:a reduction 
Roattl, Lym. EIMroliment Hee1111 & S8fety Spedalst $55.84 13.0 $ . 725.92 

(05) Total Subtolaf D Page 1iof1 
I . 

$ 4,634.72 $ $ • $ 

(g) 

Fixed 
Asa&ls 

$ 

FORM 
2A 

20011-2009 

(h) 

Travel 
Biid 

Trahlng 
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• • State Controller's Office community Colleca Mandated Cost Manual 

::~:: 

i~~®i: 
········· 
(01) Claimant 

Sierra Joint Community College District 

· MAHDATI D COSTS 
INTEGRATED w.urre MANAGEMENT 

ACTMTY C l>sT Dl!TAIL 

(I 2) Fiscal Year 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the activity beln~ claimed. 

b. Accounting System . · E. Anriual Report of Progress 

[!] ~. Implement& Mainlain SY$18m 
F. Annual Recycled Materials Reports 

CJ Anroal Report m 111e Board 

D Calculations of Annuei Olsposal Reductk>n 

I D Information on 1he Changes 

D Summary of ProglllSS Made In IWM Plan 

D 
.CJ 
D 

The Extent of CCD's Use of IWM Plan 

rme &mnsion Summary of ProgJeSS 

AllematiYe Reduction Sunmary or Progress 

(04) DMc:riPtlon of Expenses Object Acc:ounts 

(a) 

E1J1110)'88 Names, Jllb Claulfications, 
Functions Performed and Descrlpllon or Exrientes 

(b) 

Hwty 
Rate 
or 

UnitCoet 

(c} (d) 

Hours .Sallrleg 
Wllfked and or 

8-!M8 Quentity 

.. 

Developlng, lmplementlng, maintaining llOCOUllling s¢enim tracksouroe reducUon, reqciog, oroomposting 
· Roath, Lynn Envlrorvnent Heath & Safety Speclalst $55.84 19.0 $ 1,060.96 

(05) Tolel Sub!Dlal D Page 1 of1 $ 1,060.96 s 
-lllDI 

(e) (I) 

Materials 
end 

Contract 

.Suppliee SeMcea 

.. 

$ $ 

(g) 

Fb<ed 
Assets 

FORM 
2C 

.2008-2009 

(h) 

Travel 
lind 

TrainJnii 

$ 
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• • State Controll1r'11 Office- Communltv CollAnA Mandated Cost Manual 

(01) Claimant 
Sierra Joint Community COiiege District 

MANDATEb COSTS 
INTEGRATED W,\l! tE llANAGEllENT 

AC'.fMTY cclsT DETAIL 

(C!z) FISCBI Year 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the activity bei"!! claimed. 

D. Accounting System E. Annual Report"of Progress 

CJ OeYelop, Implement & Maintain System D Calculations of Annual DEposal Reduction 

F. Anntial Recycled Materials RepMs 0 Information on the Changes' 

m Annual Report lo Ille Boad D summary of Progress Made in IWM l't8n 

D The Exientof CCD's Use of IWM Plan 

D Tkne Exl&n&lon Surmiary of Progress 

CJ Allemative Reduction Summary <1 Progress 

co4> Description °' Exi>e- Objtlct Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

~Names; Job Clas$ilicatione, 
Hourly Hours SalarleS ·Materillla 
Rate WOlked end and 

Contract 
Functions Performed and Description al Expenses or OI'. .Benefits SuPtiles "SeNices 

UnlCoai Quantity. 

RewrtinG annualy lo the Boaltl quan!ltles <I recydable mal!lrials ~ 
Roath, Lynn EnWomlent Heath & Sliletf Spedallst $55.84 . 16.0 $ 

(05) Total Subtotal D . $ 893.44 $ $ • $ --

(g) 

FMd 
As8ets 

FORM 
2C 

. 2008-2009 

(h). 

Tmel 
llld 

. Training . 

$ 
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FY 2009-10 

Integrated Waste Management Claim 
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,, 
State Controller's Office 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

(01) Claimant Identification Number: 
cc 31090 / 

(02) Claimant Name 
Sierra Joint Community College District 

Address Placer County 

5000 Rocklin Road 

Rocklin_ CA 956n-3397 

Reimbursement Claim Data 

(22) FORM-1, (03) 

(23) FORM·1A, (04)(A)(1)(f) 181 

(24) FORM·1A, (04)(A)(2)(f) 499 

(25) FORM·1A, (04)(8)(1)(f) 

:\:}}}){{{:}::}}: Type of Claim (26) FORM·1A, (04)(8)(2)(f) 

:l@::~::::::::j::::::::::·:[jj[[j[[[::::::::: (09) Reimbursement 

:¥.{\[:[\[\:::\:\:l:\:\:\::::::::::~::\~\:\j (10) Commned 

[!] (27) FORM-1A, (04)(B)(3)(f) 

D (28) FORM-1A, (04)(B)(4)(f) 

D (29) FORM-1A, (04)(B)(5)(f) 

2,501 

~~J:~::::::::::::::::::::~::\:::::: :\::::1:: (11) >mended 3,443 

Fiscal Year of cost 

Total Claimed Amount 

Less: 10% Late Penalty (referto c111m1ng 1n11ruc11ona) 

Less: Prior Claim Payment Received 

-Net Claimed Amount 

Due from State 

(14) 
$ 
(15) 
l 
(16) 
$ 

Due to State ::::::::::::;:::;:::::::::::;:::;:::::::::::::::: (18) 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 

·~17 ............ ,,. ._....,-..v 

in accordance with the provisions of Government Code Section 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the community c:ollege 
district to file mandated c:oet claims with the State of Calfomia for this program, and certify under penalty o~perjuiy that I have not violated 
any of the provisions of Artlde 4, Chapter 1 of Division 4offrtle1 Government Code. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the ciai~nt, nor any grant or payment received, for raimbursement of costs 
claimed herein, claimed c:oets ara for a new program or Increased level Of services of an existing program; and claimed amounts do not 
Include charter school costs, either directly or through a third party. All offsetting savings and rehnbu11ements set forth In the parameters 
and guidelines are ldenUfied, and all costs claimed ara supported by source documentation current!Y maintained by the claimant. 

The amount for this relmburSement Is hereby claimed from the State for payment of actual costs set forth on the attached statements. 

I certify under penalty of perjury under the lawa of the State of Call:mi\lfltthe foregoing Is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Officer (USE BLUE INK) I/ 
~:_,7d~ 

Kevin Wellsfry, ~,?? --' 
General Services Manager 
Tvoe or Print Name and Tiiie of Authorized Sionatorv 
(38) Name of Agency Contact Person for Claim 
Kevin Wellsfry, 
General Services Manager 

Name of Consulting Finn/Claim Preparer 

SixTen and Associates 
Form FAM-27 (Revised 09/09) 

Date Signed _ ___,2"""--_-.... ?J'~---,,.,.../~/~=-----1 
Telephone Number __ ....,--~(!--!91-=6~) 000.::---7-::62,....5_-:--_--r 

E-mau Address ___ kw_el_ls_._,fry@"'1s_ie_rra_co_lloo_.._1e_.ed_u ---1 

Telephone Number __ ..,._....,,.....;(._i91-=6...,)660-,__7....,,62,....5_-:-----t 
E-mail Address kwellsfry@sierracollege.edu 

~----'-'..._ _______ --I 

Telephone Number ___ _,..,..(,_1858.,....,...} 5_1.,,,.4-8__,..60_5_. -----1 

E-mail Address kbpsixten@aol.com 
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• 
State Controller's Office 

(01) Claimant' 

Sierra Joint Community College District 

Claim Statistics 

(03) Leave Blank 

Direct Costs 

04) Reimbursable Activities 

A: One-Time Activity 

1. Develop Policies and Procedures 

2. Train District Staff on IWM Plan 

B. Ongoing ActiYities 

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 Waste/Maintain Required Level 5· (Fonn 18 cannot be uted lfthl11CllVlty It claimed) 

(04) Total Direct Costs 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate 

_ (06) Total lndi~t Costs 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs 

(OS) Total from Forms 1A, 18, and 1C 

Cost Reduction 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements 

(11) Total Claimed Amount: 

Re~lsed 07/09 

• 
Community College Mandated Cost Manual 

MANDATEd COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

(O~) 

Object Accounts 

(a) {b) (c) (d) 

Salaries Materials 
Contract FIXed 

and . and 
Services Assets 

Benefits Supplies 

$ 181.49 v - $ - $ 

$ 499.35 ( - $ - $ 

$ - $ - $ - $ 

$ $ $ $ 

$ - $ - $ - $ 

$ 2,501.06 ( - $ - $ 

$ 3,442.71 .( - $ - $ 
, 

$ 6,624.61 $ - $ - $ 

[Refer to Claiming I~] 

[Referto Claimlng Instructions] 

-[Lile (osxn + 11ne (07JJ 

I [Add 1A(07) + 18(07) + 1C(07)] 

i 
[Lile (09)-{Llne (10) +Une (11)}] 

(e) 

- Travel 
and 

Training 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

$ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

FORM 
1A 

Fiscal Year 

2009-2010 

(f) 

Total 

- $ 181.49 

- $ 499.35 

- s 
$ 

- $ 

- $ 2,501.06 

- $ 3,442.71 

- $ 6,624.61 

47.24% 

-$ 3,129.47 

$ 9,754.08 

$ 11,498.13 

,....--........ ,...._ 
....,_ 

( $ -
"\ 

~-·· 

$ 11,498.13 

I{ 

I 
I 

> 
\ ~ / 

J/ 
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• 
State Controller's Office 

[~~ij$.~{ 
·:-:2s1r:-
);;::::::;:;::::::rn: 
(01) Claimant: 

Sierra Joint Community College District 

. Direct Colts 

(03) Reimbursable Activities 

D.· .Accounting System 

1. Develop, Implement & Maintain System 

E. Annual Report of Progress 

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. nme Extension Summary of Progress 

6. Alternative Reduction Summary of Progress 

F. Annual Recycled Material Reports 

1. Annual Report to the Board 

(04) Total Direct Costs 

Indirect Costs 

(05) Indirect Cost Rate 

(06) Total Indirect Costs 

(07) Total Direct and Indirect Costs 

New12/08 

Community Collage Mandated Cost Manual 

MANDATED' COSTS ·FORM 
INTEGRATED WAST! MANAGEMENT 

1C CLAIM SUNIMARY 

(02) Fiscal Year 

2009-2010 

Object Accounts 

(a) ' (b) ., (c) (d) (e) (~ 

salaries Materials 
Contract Fixed 

Travel 
and and 

Services Assets 
and Total 

Benefits iSuoolies .. Training 

' Reimbursement begins January 1, 2000 

$ 1,021.26 $: - $ - $ - $ - $ 1,021.26 

Reimbursement begins January 1, 2000 

$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

$ - $ - $ - $ - $. - $ -

$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

Reimbursement begins July 1, 1999 

$ 163.24 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 163.24 

$ 1,184.50 $ - $ - $ - $ .- .$ 1,184.50 

[Refer to Clalmlng lnslructions] 47.24% 

[Refer to Claiming Instructions] $ 559.56 

(Line (04)10 +line (06)] [FOIWard total to Forril-1A, Dne (09)] . $ 1,744.06 

./ 

I 
./ 
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·. • • State C11ntrollel's Office Communltv Col....,. Mandated Cost Manual 
........ . . . . . . . . 

(01) Claimant 

Sle1T8 Joint Community College District 

. MANDATED Cl.Isl$ 

INTEGRATED WASTE ~GEllENT 
ICrMTY COST ~AIL 

(02) Fiscal Year 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per fonn to Identify the activity being cl8imed. 

A. One-Time Activity B. 0"90lng Activities 

CTI Develop Policies and Procedures D Complete and SUbmil IWM Plan to Boanl 

c:J Train Dislrict Stall on IWM Plan D Respond to Board Requirements 

D eonsutt with Boanl-to Revl6e Plan 

(04) 0eser1pt1on of &pe.,... 
(a) 

E~ Names, Job Cllsslficatlons, 
Functions Performed and Delalption or ~ 

Developing the nea!SS8I)' dlslricl policle$ and procedures 
l.lellett. Amanda Facilies Opera1lons Ass1stsnt 
Roath, Lynn Env Health & Safety Spectalist 

Total . Subtotal D 

(b) 

Hcu!y 
Rate 

Ot 
Unit Cost 

$40.81 
$59.06 

· . CJ .. Designlde coordlni1Dr. 1or Each Colege 

CJ · Divert Solid Waslll/Malnlail Reqund I.awl 

(c) 

Hours 
Worked 

or 
Quantity 

3.0 $ 
1.0 $ 

(d) 

Salaries 
and 

Benelils 

122.43 
59.00 

Object Accounts 

(e) (f) 

Materials 
and 

Contract 

Supplies SeMces 

Page 1 of1 $ 181.49 $ $ $ 

(g) 

Fb1ed 
Assels 

FORM 
2A 

2009-2010 

(h) 

Travel 
and 

Training 

$ 
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.. • • State Controller's Office Communltv co1a-. Mandated Cost Manual 

(01) Claimant 

Sierra Joint Community College Dlstrlct 

lllANDATED.cpsTS 

INTEGRATED WASTE tilAHAGEllENT 

ACTMTYCOSTpETAIL 

co2) Fi$C111 Year 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the activity being clillmiid. 

A. One-Time Activity B. Ongoing Activities 

D Develop Polides and Procedures D Complete and SUbmlt IWM Plll1 k> ~ 

m Train District Slaff on IWM Plan D Respond ii Board Requlr&ments 

(04) Description of Expenses 

(a) 

Employee Names, Job Clnslicatlonl, 
Functlona Pelfonned and Doacriptlon of Expenses 

Training district staff on the requirements and mplemenlallon of the piri 
. Malett. ""'8nda Facililles Operations Assislant 

Roath, L)1111 Env Health & Safely Specialist 

jcos) Total SUb10tal D --

(b) 

Hourly 
Rate 
er 

~Cost 

$40.81 
$59.08 

D ConsUtwt111 eoarc1 m RMe P1111 

CJ Desionale Coorillnator 1or Each Co1eOe 
D ~Solid Waste/Maintain Requked Lewi 

(c) 

Houni 
WOflled 

er 
QuentMy 

5.0 s 
5.0 $ 

(d) 

Salaries 
and 

Benefits 

204.05 
295.30 

Object Accounts 

(e) (f) 

Materials 
and 

Contract 

SupplleS S...lcee 

Page 1 oft $ 499.35 $ $ $ 

(g) 

Fb<ed 
Asl«s 

FORM 
2A 

2009-2010 

(h) 

Travel 
end 

Tl8inlng 

$ 
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• • State Controller's Office Communltv Colleae Mindated Cost Manual 

(01) Claimant 

Sierra Joint Community College District 

llANOATEO I OSTS 

INTEGRATED WASTE !IANAGEllE!NT 

ACTMTY COS'll DETAA. 

(02) •Fiscal Year 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify tile activity being claimed. 

A. One-Time AdlYlty B. Ongoing Activities 

D Develop Policies and Procedures D Comple\e and Submit IWM Plan ID Board 

D Train Disbic1 Staff on IWM Plan D Respond IO Board Requkemenls · 

D Consul wlh Board ID Revise Pm 

m 
D 

Designate CoordlnalOr for Eactl College 

Divert Sol1d WastelMalnlail Requied le'lel 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) 

Employee Names, Job Classlicatlona, 
Functions Performed and ~of Expenses 

(b) 

Hourly 
Rate 

or 
lklft Cost 

Designating one sold WllStB reduction In! reqdng coonlinalOr for each CXJlege In dls1rlct 
Malett, Amanda Facillles Operations Assistant" $40.81 
Roath, Lynn Env Hedlh & Safety Specialist $59.06 

(05) Total Sublolal D __ .... 

(c) (d) 

Hours 
Worked 

or 
Quantity 

Salaries 
and 

&ene!its 

28.0 $ 1, 142-68 
23.0 $ 1,358.38 

$ 2,501.06 $ 

(e) 

Materials 
and 

Suppllas 

$ 

(f) 

• $ 

(g) 

$ 

FORM 
2A 

2009-2010 

(h) 

Travel 
and 

Training 
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• • State Controller's Office CommunltY Coll- Mandated Cost Manual 

::~i~;;:: 

:::2s«s.::: 
(01) Claimant 

Sierra Joint Community College District 

MANDATED qosrs 

INTEGRATED WASTE ~AGEllENT 

ACTIVITY COST'. l>ET AIL 

(02) :Fiscl(ll Year 

(03} Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per fonn to Identify the activity being claimed. 

A. One-Time Acllvttr B. Origolng Activities 

CJ Develop Policies and Procedures D Complele and Submit IWM Ploo lo Board 

CJ Tl'llln Dtstrict S1all on IWM Plan D Respond lo BOMI Requirements 

CJ ConsiJlt wilh Board lo Revise Plan 

CJ Deslgnale Coordil*for Each Colege 

m Divert Solid WaslS/Ualntlin Requked L8wl 

(04} Description of Expenses Object Accounta 

(a} (b) (c) {d) (e) (f) 

Hourly HOUIS Salaries Malarlals ' E~ Names, Job Classilk:atlons, Rate Worked Contract 
Functions P8lformed end Description of Expenoea and and SeMcel or or Banelita s~ . UnltCosl Quanllty 

DiYelting sold wasle from lanQfUI dis!KJsal or tnndormallon facilities• recydi'lg 
Melell,Allllllda . Faclities Operations Assistant $40.81 7.0 $ 285.67 
Roath, Lynn Env Heallh & Safety Spedalsl $59.06 16.0 $ 944.96 
Pierce, Mam Recydlng Asslstmt $9.60 144.0 $ 1,368.00 

Dl'lerting solid WllSle li'om landfill dlsposal or lransformatlon lacllies - source reduction 
Roa1h, LYnn Env Health & Salety Speclallst "$59.06 6.o s 354.36 

Dlvertinll sold w;i;le from landtl disposal or lralsllnna1bn fdies- special wasle 
Melett. Amanda Feciti8s Operations Assistant $40.81 12.0 $ 489.72 

1<05} Total [i] 5ublo1al D Page 1 oft $ 3,442.71 $ - . $ - $ 
.llMNd01/Dll 

(g) 

Filcad 
"Assets 

- s 

FORM 
2A 

2009-2010 

(h) 

Trawl 
end 

TraOlilg 
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• • State Controller's Office Community Col.._ Mandetad Cost Manual 

(01) Claimant 

Siena Joint Community COiiege District 

MANDA~O dOSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE jMNAGEMENT 

ACTMTY COSTIDETAIL 

(02) IFJscel Year 

(03) Reimbursable Activities:· Check only one box per form to Identify the eCtlvily being claimed. 

D. Accounting Systerri E. Annual Report of Progresa 

[!] Develop, lfr4llemen! & Maintain System • CJ Gak:ulation& of Annual Disposal Reduction 

F. Annual ·Recycled Materials Reports CJ lnlonnation on the Changes 

D Annual Report lo lhe Board D Summary of Progress Made in IWM Plan 

(b) 

~ 

' CJ The Exlent of CCD's Use oflWM Plan 

; CJ Time Extension Summary of Progress 

D AJtellllllNe Reduction Summary of Proaress 
I 

(c) 

ttours 
Employee Names, Job CINslicatlons, 

Functions Performed and ~lion al Ellpenses 
Rate 

or 
Worked 

or 

Salaries 
and 

Benefl1a 

Materials 
and 

. Suppllea 

Contract 
S9fViceG 

Unit Coot Quantity 

Developing, Implementing, maintaining mnting sysan to track source reducllon, recyclng, or compos1t1g 
Mel9tl, Amanda Faclltles Operatk>ns Assistant $40.81 
Roath, Lynn Env Health & Safely Specialist $59.06 

(05) Tojal Subkltal D Paget of~ 

12.0 s 
9.0 $ 

489.72 
~.54 

$ 1,021.26 $ - $ - $ 

FORM 
2C 

2009-2010 

- $ 

Travel 
and 

Training 

286



·- - I 

• • State Controller's Office Community Col- Mandated Cost Manuel 

I 

:~~~:: 
}25~[:. 

(01) Claimant 

Sierra Joint Community College Distriet 

MAHDATED COSTS 
INTEGRATED WASTE MAHAGEMEHT 

ACTIVITY COST p!T AIL 

(02). fiscal Year 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per fonn to Identify the ectivlty being ~med. 

D. Accounting System · E. Annual R•port of Progress 
D Develop, Implement & MMllaln System D ~18tions of Annual Dlsposal Reduction 

F. AMuat Recycled Materials. Reports 0 · lnformatkln on the Changes 

m Annual Report to lhe Board • D SUmmay of Progress Made i1 IWM Plan 

D The Extent of CCD's Use ol IWM Plan 

D rmeExtenskmSummayoff'ro!jress . 

D A1tema11ve Reduction Summary ot Progress 

Object AcCOllrdS 

(a) 

Employee Nemes, Job Clas8llicallons, 
Fu~ Pe<lormed end Descripllon cl-=--

Reporting annually IO lhe Boaro qUll1tilies of recyclable rnalerials collecled 
Me1e1t. Amanda Faclities Operations Asslslalt . 

(05) Tola! Subto1al D 

(b) (c) 

Hourly l;ioUl1 
R.1!18 Worked 
or or 

Unll Cost Quantity 

$40.81 

Page 1 oft 

(d) (e) (I) 

Salaries Materials 
and and Contract 

Benefitg Supplies 
S.Vk:es 

4.0 $ 163.24 

$ 163.24 $ $ $ 

(g) 

FD<ed 
Aaaata 

FORM 
2C 

2009-2010 

(h) 

travel 
end 

Tralnilg 

$ 

287
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JOHN CHIANG ~~H290 

'1I~lif.ornht ,State CO:nntroHcr 2013108104 

.lli&i~i.un nf )\rc.1.tunting anl:r )Reµnrting 
AUGUST 4, 2013 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
SIERRA JOINT COMM COLL DIST 
PLACER COUNTY 
5000 ROCKLIN RD 
ROCKLIN CA 95677 

DEAR CLAIMANT: 

RE: INTEGRATED WASTE MGT:lll6/92-C 

WE HAVE REVIEWED YOUR 1999/2000 FISCAL YEAR ~EIMBURSEMENT CLAIM FOR 
THE MANQATED COST PROGRAM REFERENCED ABOVE~ THE RESULTS OF OUR 
REVIEW ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

AMOUNT CLAIMED 

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIM: 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS 3,981. 00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 

AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT 

23,194.00 

.... - 3,981. 00 

$ 19,213.00 
'#1'°/#~ji\'~~~l#.~l:"#f#: 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CONTACT DENNIS SPECIALE 
AT C916) 324-0254-0R IN WRITING AT THE STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE, 
DIVISION OF ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING, P.O. BOX 9428SO, SACRAMENTO, 
CA 94250-5875. DUE TO INSUFFICIENT APPROPRIATION, THE BALANCE DUE 
WILL BE FORTHCOMING WHEN ADDITIONAL FUNDS ARE MADE AVAILABLE. 

SINCERELY, 

_.A."11 .@12 
~~;~ 

JAY LAL, MANAGER 
LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 

P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875 289



JOHN CHIANG 55~U90 

Qt~lif11rnia ~tab l!Innb:nll1~r 2013/
08

/
04 

)fiibisiun uf )\rcttttnting ano li{eµurting 
AUGUST 4, 2013 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
SIERRA JOINT COMM COLL DIST 
PLACER COUNTY 
5000 ROCKLIN RD 
ROCKLIN CA 95677 

DEAR CLAIMANT1 

RE: INTEGRATED WASTE MGT:lll6/92-C 

WE HAVE REVIEWED YOUR 2000/2001 FISCAL YEAR REIMBURSEMENT CLAIM FDR 
THE MANDATED COST PROGRAM REFERENCED ABOVE. THE RESULTS OF OUR 
REVIEW ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

AMOUNT CLAIMED 26,238.00 

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIM: 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS 7,250.00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 7,250.00 

AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT .$ 18,988.00 
=====-========= 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CONTACT DENNIS SPECIALE 
AT C916) 324-0254 OR IN WRITING AT THE STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE, 
DIVISION OF ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING, P.O. nox 942850, SACRAMENTO, 
CA 94250-5875. DUE TO INSUFFICIENT APPROPRIATION, THE BALANCE DUE 
WILL BE FORTHCOMING WHEN ADDITIONAL FUNDS ARE MADE AVAILABLE. 

JAY LAL, MANAGER 
LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 

P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875 290



JOHN CHIANG ~ij~~po 
(1T l"'f .. ~;-f f N'r t (( 2013/08/04 
\l..1.-4.'l t .urnt a ,$' .a r \!.J,lllt rn. 1~r 

,lti&isinn of .1\.rc~1unting anO- .3Rrµortin~1 
AUGUST 4, 2013 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
SIERRA JOINT COMM COLL DIST 
PLACER COUNTY 
5000 ROCKLIN·RD 
ROCKLIN CA 95677 

DEAR CLAIMANT1 

RE1 INTEGRATED WASTE MGT11116/92-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 FOLLOWS1 

AMOUNT CLAIMED 24,857.00 

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIM: 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS 17,095.00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS - 17,095.00 

AMO.UNT DUE CLAIMANT $ 7,762.00 
========i======·· 

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 MADE AVAILABLE. 

JAY LAL, MANAGER 
LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 

P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875 291



JOHN CHIANG S~H290 

f1T [•f .. ~t t (If t (( 2013/08/04 
\LJ..~ t urnt a ~ a ~ \!J,llU rn. .er 

;IDi&isi.nn of ~rci;unting ana lRrµl1rthtg 
AUGUST 4, 2013 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
SIERRA JOINT COMM COLL DIST 
PLACER COUNTY 

.5000 ROCKLIN RD 
ROCKLIN CA 95677 

DEAR CLAIMANT: 

RE: INTEGRATED WASTE MGT: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 28,125.00 

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIM: 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS ~: 19,634.00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 19,634.00 

AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CONTACT DENNIS SPECIALE 
AT C916) 324-0254 DR 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 MADE AVAILABLE. 

~ 
JAY LAL, MANAGER 

LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 
P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875 292



JOHN CHIANG ~~~!290 
I.rt' {~ f + c;. J. t trt' t [ ( 2013/08/04 \U-a 1 urnut ~.1a r \U-lln rn. i~r 

~iftisiun l.1.f t"'l\rc11utding au()- llteµurtiug 
AUGUST 4, 2013 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
SIERRA JOINT COMM COLL DIST 
PLAGER COUNTY 
SOOD ROCKLIN RD 
ROCKLIN CA 9S677 

DEAR CLAIMANT: 

RE: INTEGRATED WASTE MGT:lll6/92-C 

WE HAVE REVIEWED YOUR 2005/2006 FISCAL YEAR REIMBURSEMENT CLAIM FOR 
THE MANDATED COST PROGRAM REFERENCED ABOVE. fHE RESULTS OF OUR 
REVIEW ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

AMOUNT CLAIMED 36,948.00 

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIM: 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS 22,011. 00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 

AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT 

-~; 22,011. 00 

:~;~+:~~+:~-~~~~:~~.~~ 
$ 14,937.00 
:===-===:::;===1="¢::=;;1;=~ 

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 MADE AVAILABLE. 

SINCERELY, 

~~ 
JAY LAL, MANAGER 

LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 
P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875 293



JOHN CHIANG ~8~!R9° 
f1i {+f + C!.:·f t NT (( 2013/08/04 
\!.J..l:l 1 urnut ~ a r \!.J..llttirtT , 1~:r 

.IH&ist.on t1.f ,Arcnunting ana )l{r pllrttng 
AUGUST 4, 2013 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
SIERRA JOINT COMM COLL DIST 
PLACER COUNTY. 
5000 ROCKLIN RD 
ROCKLIN CA 95677 

DEAR CLAIMANT1 

RE: INTEGRATED WASTE MGT:lll6/92-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 53,125.00 

ADJUSTM~NT TO CLAIM: 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS 23,732.00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 

AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT 

23,732.00 

$ 29,393.00 
'.'~#;9~~~ .. ~~~#;~~~f~~ 

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. 0. B.OX 942850, SACRAMENTO, 
CA 94250-5875. DUE TO INSUFFICIENT APPROPRIATION, THE BALANCE DUE 
WILL BE FORTHCOMING 'WHEN ADDITIONAL FUNDS ARE MADE AVAILABLE. 

SINCERELY, 
.. )")·, 

.~Q>l.I"' ... · .. · .. <:_.z····~-;. 
JAY LAL, MANAGER 

LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 
P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875 294



JOHN CHIANG CC3l090 
00256 
2013/08/04 illzi lifornia ,Shtfo C!Inntni-H.i~x 

~i&isinn uf J\rc11unting anl'.r lRepm·finH 
AUGUST 4, 2013 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
SIERRA JOINT COMM COLL DIST 
PLAGER COUNTY 
5000 ROCKLIN RD 
ROCkLIN CA 95677 

DEAR CLAIMANT1 

RE: INTEGRATED WASTE' MGT: 1116/9Z-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 

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIM: 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 

AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT 

19,388.00 

19,388.00 

19,388.00 

.'~+~-~~-~~-:~~-7:-f._·~~ 
$ o. 00 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CONTACT DENNIS SPECIALE 
AT C916) 324-0254 OR IN WRITING AT THE STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE, 
DIVISION OF ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING, P.O. BOX 942850, SACRAMENTO, 
CA 94250-587 5. 

~~ 
JAY LAL, MANAGER 

LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 
P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875 295



JOHN CHIANG 66~~290 
(-fi' 1~£ ... c;.f t /.fr ({ 2013/08/04 \LJ..a t i11·n1a ~ a i.>. wontrn l~r 

.JEH&ishnt llf )\.rc11utding antt lRrpllrtinl1 
' AUGUST 4, 2013 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
SIERRA JOINT COMM COLL DIST 
PLACER COUNTY 
5000 ROCKLIN RD 
ROCKLIN CA 9 56 77 

DEAR CLAIMANT: 

RE1 INTEGRATED WASTE MGT:lll6/92-C 

WE HAVE REVIEWED YOUR 2008/2009 FISCAL YEAR REIMBURSEMENT CLAIM FOR 
THE MANDATED COST PROGRAM REFERENCED ABOVE. THE RESULTS OF OUR 
REVIEW ARE AS FOLLOWS: . 

AMOUNT CLAIMED 15,046.00 

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIM: 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS 15,046.00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 15,046.00 

AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT $ 0.00 

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. 

SINCERELY, 

d~·· .... ·''.~;"' ... :'.' 
~ ~.-. ·''' ...... - ,_ ·-~·" ~ 

' 

JAY LAL, MANAGER 
LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 

P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875 296
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AUGUST 4, 2013 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
SIERRA JOINT COMM COLL DIST 
PLACER COUNTY 
5000 ROCKLIN RD 
ROCKLIN CA 95677 

DEAR CLAINANT1 

RE: INTEGRATED WASTE MGT: 1116/92-C 

WE HAVE REVIEWED YOUR 2009/2010 FISCAL YEAR 
THE MANDATED COST PROGRAM REFERENCED ABOVE. 
REVIEW ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

REIMBURSEMENT CLAIM FOR 
THE RESULTS OF OUR 

AMOUNT CLAIMED 11,498. 00 

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIM1 

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS 11,498. 00 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS 11,498. 00 

AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT $ o.oo 

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. 

JAY LAL, MANAGER 
LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION 

P.O. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875 

.• 
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October 30, 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, 13-0007-1-02 
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: 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, 2005-2006, 
2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-09, and 2009-10 
Sierra Joint 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!~ 

~SPANO, Chief 
/ ~~~~ted Cost Audits Bureau 

Division of Audits 

JS/ls 

16164 

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

October 30, 2015

Exhibit B
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Description 

RESPONSE BY THE STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE 
TO THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM (IRC) BY 
SIERRA JOINT COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 

Integrated Waste Management Program 

Table of Contents 

State Controller's Office (SCO) Response to District's Comments 

Affidavit ................................................................................................................................................. 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 

District's Waste Management Annual Reports of Diversion to CalRecycle .......................................... Tab 4 

Disposal Fee for General Refuse, Western Placer Waste Management Authority ................................ Tab 5 

Sacramento County Superior Court Ruling, Dated May 29, 2008 ......................................................... Tab 6 

SCO Offsetting Savings Calculation ...................................................................................................... Tab 7 

SCO Email to Inform District of Review Finding, Dated May 10, 2013 ............................................... Tab 8 

CalRecycle's "Understanding SB 1016 Solid Waste Per Capita Disposal Measurement Act" ............. Tab 9 

CalRecycle Web Site Information Regarding Hazardous Waste Materials ......................................... Tab 10 

California Integrated Waste Management Board Letter on Statewide Average Disposal 
Fees for Solid Waste Hauled to a Landfill, Dated September 21, 2009 ............................................ Tab 11 

CalRecycle Provides Landfill Disposal Fees for Calendar Years 2007 and 2008 ............................... Tab 12 

CalRecycle Provides Landfill Disposal Fees for Calendar Years 2009 and 2010 ............................... Tab 13 

Exhibits relate to the district's IRC filed on June 19, 2014: 
• Exhibit A- PDF pages 24, 26, 30, 31, and 32 

• Exhibit B - PDF pages 37, 49, 50, 52, 54, 56, and 59 
• Exhibit C - PDF pages 62, 83, and 84 

• Exhibit D - PDF pages 205, 214, 224, 234, 244, 251, 260, 269, and 279 
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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 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

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) 

SIERRA JOINT COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
DISTRICT, Claimant 

No.: IRC 13-0007-1-02 

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 Sierra Joint 
Community College District, CalRecycle, or retained at our place of business. 

1 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

6) The records include claims for reimbursement, and attached supporting documentation, 
explanatory letters, or other documents relating to the above-entitled IRC. 

7) A review of the claims for fiscal year (FY) 1999-2000, FY 2000-01, FY 2003-04, FY 2004-05, 
FY 2005-06, FY 2006-07, FY 2007-08, FY 2008-09, and FY 2009-10 commenced on May 10, 
2013 (initial contact date) and was completed on July 22, 2013 (issuance of review report). 

I do declare that the above declarations are made under penalty of perjury and are true and 
correct to the best of my knowledge, and that such knowledge is based on personal 
observation, information, or belief. 

Date: October 30, 2015 

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 

11 By: ---i!-=.£.::...__--+-:>""'S~~""'"~~~~~ 

12 
Division of Audits 

13 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 

SIERRA JOINT COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 

For Fiscal Year (FY) 1999-2000, FY 2000-01, FY 2003-04, FY 2004-05, 
FY 2005-06, FY 2006-07, FY 2007-08, FY 2008-09, and FY 2009-10 

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 Sierra Joint Community College District filed on June 19, 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, 1999, through June 30, 2001; and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2010. The SCO issued its final 
report on July 22, 2013 [Exhibit A, page 24]. 

The district submitted reimbursement claims totaling $238,419-$23,194 for fiscal year (FY) 1999-2000 
[Exhibit D, page 205], $26,238 for FY 2000-01 [Exhibit D, page 214], $24,857 for FY 2003-04 
[Exhibit D, page 224], $28,125 for FY 2004-05 [Exhibit D, page 234], $36,948 for FY 2005-06 
[Exhibit D, page 244], $53,125 for FY 2006-07 [Exhibit D, page 251 ], $19,388 for FY 2007-08 
[Exhibit D, page 260], $15,046 for FY 2008-09 [Exhibit D, page 269], $11,498 for FY 2009-10 
[Exhibit D, page 279]. Subsequently, the SCO reviewed these claims and found that $98,784 is allowable 
and $139,635 is unallowable [Exhibit A, page 24] because the district did not report any offsetting savings 
realized from implementation of its IWM plan. 

The following table summarizes the review results: 

Cost Elements 

July 1. 1999, through June 30, 2000 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits 
Materials and supplies 

Total direct costs 
Indirect costs 

Total direct and indirect costs 
Less offsetting savings 

Total program costs 

Less amount paid by the State 
1 

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

-1-

Actual Cos ts 
Oaimed 

$ 14,738 
2,259 

16,997 
6,197 

23,194 

$ 23,194 

Allowable Review 
per Review Adjustment 

$ 14,738 $ 
2,259 

16,997 
6,197 

23,194 
{3,9812 (3,981) 

19,213 $ (3,981) 

{19,2132 

$ 

7



Actual Cos ts Allowable Review 
Cost Elements Oaimed per Review Adjustment 

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 17,330 $ 17,330 $ 
Materials and supplies 1,743 1,743 

Total direct costs 19,073 19,073 
Indirect costs 7,165 7,165 

Total direct and indirect cos ts 26,238 26,238 
Less offsetting savings {7,250} {7,250} 

Total program costs $ 26,238 18,988 $ {7,250} 
Less amount paid by the State 

1 
{18,988} 

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

Julx 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004 

Direct cos ts: 
Salaries and benefits $ 16,342 $ 16,342 $ 
Materials and supplies 2,239 2,239 

Total direct costs 18,581 18,581 
Indirect cos ts 6,276 6,276 

Total direct and indirect costs 24,857 24,857 
Less offsetting savings {17,095} {17,095} 
Total program cos ts $ 24,857 7,762 $ {17,095} 
Less amount paid by the State {7,762} 

Allowable cos ts claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 18,552 $ 18,552 $ 
Materials and supplies 1,986 1,986 

Total direct costs 20,538 20,538 
Indirect costs 7,587 7,587 

Total direct and indirect costs 28,125 28,125 
Less offsetting savings {19,634} {19,634} 
Total program costs $ 28,125 8,491 $ {19,634} 
Less amount paid by the State 1 

{8,491} 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 

-2-

8



Actual Cos ts Allowable Review 
Cost Elements Oaimed per Review Adjustment 

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 27,227 $ 27,227 $ 

Indirect cos ts 9,721 9,721 

Total direct and indirect costs 36,948 36,948 
Less offsetting savings (22,011) {22,011) 

Total program cos ts $ 36,948 14,937 $ ~22,0112 
Less amount paid by the State 

1 
(14,937) 

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

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 20,995 $ 20,995 $ 
Materials and supplies 24,050 24,050 

Total direct costs 45,045 45,045 
Indirect costs 8,080 8,080 

Total direct and indirect savings 53,125 53,125 
Less offsetting savings (23,732) {23,7322 
Total program costs $ 53,125 29,393 $ {23,732} 
Less amount paid by the State 

1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 29,393 

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008 

Direct costs: 
Salaries and benefits $ 14,067 $ 14,067 $ 

Indirect costs 5,321 5,321 

Total direct and indirect costs 19,388 19,388 
Less offsetting savings (24,282) (24,2822 
Subtotal 19,388 (4,894) (24,282) 
Adjustment to eliminate negative balance 4,894 4,894 
Total program costs $ 19,388 $ ~19,388} 
Less amount paid by the State 

1 

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

-3-
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Actual Costs Allowable Review 
Cost Elements Oaimed per Review Adjustment 

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009 

Direct cos ts: 
Salaries and benefits $ 10,219 $ 10,219 $ 

Indirect cos ts 4,827 4,827 

Total direct and indirect costs 15,046 15,046 
Less offsetting savings {25,999} {25,999} 

Subtotal 15,046 (10,953) (25,999) 
Adjustment to eliminate negative balance 10,953 10,953 

Total program costs $ 15,046 $ {15,046} 
Less amount paid by the State 

1 

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

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010 

Direct cos ts: 
Salaries and benefits $ 7,809 $ 7,809 $ 

Indirect cos ts 3,689 3,689 

Total direct and indirect costs 11,498 11,498 
Less offsetting savings {27,225) {27,225) 

Subtotal 11,498 (15,727) (27,225) 
Adjustment to eliminate negative balance 15,727 15,727 

Total program costs $ 11,498 $ {11,498} 
Less amount paid by the State 1 

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

Summaa: July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2010 

Direct cos ts: 
Salaries and benefits $ 147,279 $ 147,279 $ 
Materials and supplies 32,277 32,277 

Total direct costs 179,556 179,556 
Indirect cos ts 58,863 58,863 

Total direct and indirect costs 238,419 238,419 
Less offsetting savings {171,209} {171,209} 

Subtotal 238,419 67,210 (171,209) 
Adjustment to eliminate negative balance 31,574 31,574 

Total program costs $ 238,419 98,784 $ {139,635) 
Less amount paid by the State 1 

{69,391} 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 29,393 

Payment information current as of October 14, 2015. 

-4-
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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]. 
The Commission amended the parameters and guidelines on September 26, 2008 [Exhibit B, page 49], 
as directed by the Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento, No. 07CS00355 [Tab 3]. 

Section VIII of the amended parameters and guidelines define offsetting cost savings as follows 
[Exhibit B, page 59]: 

VII. OFFSETIING 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 claimed 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]. On June 6, 2005, the SCO issued the IWM claiming instructions 
[Exhibit C, page 62]. On December 1, 2008, the SCO amended the IWM claiming instructions to be 
consistent with the amended parameters and guidelines [Exhibit C, page 83]. The amended claiming 
instructions provided community college districts the ability to refile its FY 1999-2000 through 
FY 2007-08 claims to report the required offsetting savings. 

II. DISTRICT UNREPORTED OFFSETTING SAVINGS 

For the period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001; and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2010, the 
district did not report any offsetting savings on its mandated costs claims. We found that the district 
realized savings of $171,209 from implementation of its IWM plan. 

The district believes that none of the cost savings were realized by the district, as required by the 
parameters and guidelines. 

-5-
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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 59]. 

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 [Tab 3]. 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, 1999, through June 30, 2001; and July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2010, 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 17 514 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 Sierra Joint Community College District realized cost savings, it is not required to incur increased 
costs. 

District's Response: 

A. OFFSE'ITING COST SAVINGS 

The District did not report offsetting cost savings because none were realized. The audit report states 
that the total claimed costs of $238,419 should have been reduced by $139,635 of cost 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. 

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. 

-6-
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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 purposes 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 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 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 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. 

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 28 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). 

-7-
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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 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 CalRecycle. The audit report states that this total 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 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, etc.). 
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 cost to dispose of a ton 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 

The audit calculated cost savings of $171,209, of which $139,635 was applied to the annual 
claims: 

Amount Audited Adjustment Adjustment Adjustment 
Fiscal Year Claimed Amount Amount Applied Excess 

FY 1999-00 $ 23,194 $ 19,213 $ 3,981 $ 3,981 $ 

FY2000-01 $ 26,238 $ 18,988 $ 7,250 $ 7,250 $ 

FY2003-04 $ 24,857 $ 7,762 $ 17,095 $ 17,095 $ 
FY2004-05 $ 28,125 $ 8,491 $ 19,634 $ 19,634 $ 

FY2005-06 $ 36,948 $ 14,937 $ 22,011 $ 22,011 $ 

FY2006-07 $ 53,125 $ 29,393 $ 23,732 $ 23,732 $ 

FY2007-08 $ 19,388 $ $ 24,282 $ 19,388 $ 4,894 
FY2008-09 $ 15,046 $ $ 25,999 $ 15,046 $ 10,953 
FY2009-10 $ 11,498 $ $ 27,225 $ 11,498 $ 15,727 
Totals $ 238,419 $ 98,784 $ 171,209 $ 139,635 $ 31,574 

-8-
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The "excess" adjustment amount means the adjustment exceeded the amount claimed by the 
District for all program costs for three fiscal years. 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; 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. 

The Controller's calculation method thus 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 
has only 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 
Grossmont-Cuyamaca Community College District '253.7% 4/30/2013 
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 
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 Kern 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 
Redwoods 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 
be properly matched to relevant costs. 

-9-

15



SCO's Comments: 

During our review of the district's claims, we found that the district realized total offsetting savings 
of $171,209 from implementation of its IWM plan [Exhibit A, page 32]. 

The district believes that the SCO's offsetting savings adjustment is inappropriate because "none of 
these alleged cost savings were realized by the District as required by the parameters and guidelines." 

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 non-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 other than to contract with a commercial waste hauler. Therefore, 
comments relating to legal requirements regarding alternatives for the disposal of solid waste 
are irrelevant. 

In addition, the district acknowledges its use of landfills for solid waste disposal. In its annual 
waste management report to CalRecycle, the district states the following: 

o "The waste stream disposed at the landfill has decreased while the recycling and diversion 
programs volume has increased." [Tab 4, page 4] 

o "Our solid waste to the landfill has decreased significantly. Due to reuse, recycling, the 
CalMax exchange program other diversion options, several hundred tons of materials are 
being diverted from the landfill...." [Tab 4, page 6] 

o "The District has continued its commitment towards providing staff that will work towards 
diverting its solid wastes from the landfills .... " [Tab 4, page 8]. 

o "We continue to education our students and staff on the importance of diverting wastes to 
our landfills .... Overall, our diversion has gone up and our disposal to landfills has been 
reduced." [Tab 4, page 10] 

o "Although our student and staff numbers have grown, we continue to reduce the solid waste 
to our landfills." [Tab 4, page 12] 
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Further, the district reported to CalRecycle that it disposed of 583.0 tons of trash in calendar 
year 2000 [Tab 4, page 1], 513.0 tons in calendar year 2001 [Tab 4, page 3], 487.0 tons in 
calendar year 2003 [Tab 4, page 5], 459.0 tons in calendar year 2004 [Tab 4, page 7], 461.3 
tons in calendar year 2005 [Tab 4, page 9], 458.5 tons in calendar year 2006 [Tab 4, page 11 ], 
389.8 tons in calendar year 2007 [Tab 4, page 13], 383.0 tons in calendar year 2008 [Tab 4, 
page 15], 387.0 tons in calendar year 2009 [Tab 4, page 17], and 358.0 tons in calendar year 
2010 [Tab 4, page 20]. Within the narrative of these reports the district acknowledges the use 
of a waste hauler [Tab 4, page 2, 18, and 21]. The district does not indicate in these annual 
reports that it used any other methodology to dispose of solid waste other than in the landfill. 

• Assumed Cost Savings 

The district states," ... the Controller's audit adjustment erroneously and simply assumes 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 that it did not disclose to us or 
CalRecycle, the district did not dispose of its solid waste at a landfill for no cost. Sierra Joint 
Community College is located in Rocklin, California. An internet search for landfill fees 
revealed that the Western Placer Waste Management Authority in Lincoln, California (12 miles 
from Sierra Joint Community College), currently charges $69.00 per ton to dispose of solid 
waste [Tab 5]. Thus, the higher the rate of diversion results in less trash that is disposed of at 
a landfill, which creates cost savings for the district. 

Further, by the district's own admission, it recognizes that savings have occurred. In its 2000 
annual report to CalRecycle, the district states, "From an economical standpoint, waste 
reduction and recycling was advantageous to the District. Minimizing solid wastes required 
smaller dumpsters, and therefore reduced our costs" [Tab 4, page 1]. 

3. Realized Cost Savings 

The district reported that it diverted from landfill disposal 292.2 tons in calendar year 2000 [Tab 4, 
page l], 205.7 tons in calendar year 2001 [Tab 4, page 3], 408.0 tons in calendar year 2003 
[Tab 4, page 5], 538.5 tons in calendar year 2004 [Tab 4, page 7], 569.7 tons in calendar year 
2005 [Tab 4, page 9], 581.4 tons in calendar year 2006 [Tab 4, page 11 ], and 591.3 tons in 
calendar year 2007 [Tab 4, page 13], due to implementation of its IWM plan. 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., $69.00 
per ton at the Western Placer Waste Management Authority [Tab 5]). 

Public Resources Code section 42925(a) .requires that cost savings realized as a result of 
implementing an IWM plan be redirected to fund IWM plan implementation and administration 
costs 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 Contract Code and its failure to perform all of what 
it calls "prerequisite events" does not preclude it from the requirement to do so. 

The amended parameters and guidelines, section VIII (Offsetting Cost Savings) state [Exhibit B, 
page 59]: 

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. 
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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 6, 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 reviewed by the SCO supports that the district realized savings through 
diversion activities, and the savings are required to be remitted to the State and are to be used to 
fund IWM plan costs. 

4. Calculation of Cost Savings 

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

The district 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 oflandfill 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 IWM plan implementation - i.e., the 
actual increased costs of diversion - under section 6 and section 17514 [emphasis added]." 
[Tab 6, 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 52]. 
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 re-filed with the SCO on or before March 31, 2009 [Exhibit C, page 84]. 

The district's IWM claims for FY 1999-2000 through FY 2004-05 were filed with the SCO on 
October 6, 2005. The IWM claim for FY 2005-06 was filed with the SCO on January 16, 2007, 
the IWM claim for FY 2006-07 was filed with the SCO on January 22, 2008, and the IWM 
claim for FY 2007-08 was filed with the SCO on February 10, 2009. The district did not amend 
any of these claims to report the required offset identified in the amended parameters and 
guidelines. Further, neither the FY 2008-09 or FY 2009-10 IWM claims reported the required 
offset. 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 7 and Exhibit A, pages 30 and 
31]. We believe that this "court-identified" approach provides a reasonable methodology to 
identify the required offset. 
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We informed the district of the adjustment via an email on May 10, 2013 [Tab 8]. Included in 
the email were various attachments, including background information regarding the 
adjustment and the offsetting savings calculation. On June 24, 2013, we conducted a meeting 
with the district. During the meeting, we explained the reason for the adjustment and provided 
a walk-through of the offsetting savings calculation. In addition, we requested that the district 
provide us with the amount of tonnage diverted for 2008, 2009, and 2010. The district 
informed us that as CalRecycle does not require this information to be reported, the district 
does not keep any records to support its diversion percentage. We also requested that the district 
provide us with the actual landfill disposal fee. The district stated that it is not charged landfill 
disposal fees so it has no "actual" disposal fee amounts to provide. We responded that this 
comment is illogical, as the district contracts with a waste hauler that disposes of the district's 
solid waste at a landfill. At the conclusion of the meeting, the district and the SCO "agreed to 
disagree." 

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 every calendar year except 2003, Sierra Joint 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 4]. 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 1999-00 through FY 2006-07 

For calendar years 2000 through 2007, we used the diversion information exactly as 
reported annually by the district to CalRecycle. However, we "allocated" the diversion 
percentage to the mandated level. For example, in calendar year 2007, the district 
reported to CalRecycle that it diverted 591.3 tons of solid waste and disposed of 
389.8 tons, which results in an overall diversion percentage of 60.3% [Tab 4, 
page 13]. 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 divert 
only 490.55 tons (981.1 total tonnage generated x 50%) in order to satisfy the 50% 
requirement. Therefore, we adjusted our calculation· to compute offsetting savings 
based on 490.55 tons of diverted solid waste rather than a total of 591.3 tons diverted. 

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. 
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• Allocated Diversion Percentage for FY 2007-08 through FY 2009-10 

The district is correct when it states, "The auditor then used the 2007 percentage for 
all subsequent years." 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." As a result of SB 1016, beginning in calendar year 2008, 
CalRecycle stopped requiring 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. 

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 to divert 50% of its solid 
waste [Tab 9, page 4]. 

In reviewing the 2008 [Tab 4, page 15], 2009 [Tab 4, page 17], and 2010 [Tab 4, 
page 20] annual reports, we found the district's annual per capita disposal rate for both 
the employee and student populations to be equivalent or below the target rate. 
Therefore, the district met its requirement to divert 50% of its solid waste. As the 
district was unable to provide either the tonnage diverted or the diversion percentage 
for calendar years 2008, 2009, and 2010, we used the 2007 diversion information 
(which is identified on Tab 4, page 13) to calculate the required offsetting savings for 
FY 2007-08 through FY 2009-10. 

We believe that the 2007 diversion information is a fair representation of the 2008 
through 2010 diversion information because the district's recycling processes have 
already been established and committed to. Further, in the 2008 annual report, when 
asked to explain what significant changes were made to the waste programs during the 
year, the district stated: 

There has been less waste disposed of in 2008. We have been more proactive in 
increasing awareness of what materials can be recycled and therefore not placed in our 
solid waste stream. Our cardboard, metals and wood pallet recycling increased in 
2008. [Tab 4, page 16] 

Therefore, it is entirely possible that the district's diversion percentages increased since 
2007 with these expanded programs, and that the offsetting savings calculations we 
determined for FY 2007-08 through FY 2009-10, which were based on the 2007 
diversion information, possibly may be understated. 

2. Tonnage Diverted 

• Composted Material 

The district states, "Composted material, which is a significant amount of the diverted 
tonnage, would not have gone to the landfill." However, the district does not identify 
where this material (e.g. grass, weeds, branches, etc.) will be disposed of it were not 
composted. 
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Further, we do not believe composted material is a significant amount of the tonnage 
diverted. In its 2010 annual report to CalRecycle, the district states, "We are now 
composting the grass clippings" [Tab 4, page 21 ]. This statement indicates that 
composting did not begin at the district until 2010, which is the last year of the review 
period. Also, none of the narratives in the annual reports from 2000 to 2009 mention 
any composting performed by the district. 

• Hazardous Waste 

The district states, "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, etc.)." This 
comment is irrelevant because hazardous waste is not included in the diversion 
amounts reported to CalRecycle [Tab 4]; therefore, it is not included in our offsetting 
savings calculation [Tab 7 or Exhibit A, page 30]. 

We agree that hazardous waste (e.g., paint) is not a part of the mandate. In fact, 
CalRecycle has specified that hazardous waste requires proper handling and does not 
count as diversion and is not to be included in the diversion information reported 
annually by the district to CalRecycle. CalRecycle's website states: 

These following materials are deemed as hazardous, and cannot be disposed in a 
landfill ... [Tab 10, pages 1and2]: 

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 4] sent to CalRecycle did not include information regarding the diversion 
of hazardous waste. 

• Tonnage Diverted After Calendar Year 2007 

The SCO' s comments regarding the use of 2007 tonnage information to calculate the 
required offsetting savings for 2008 through 2010 are the same as previously addressed 
with regards 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." 

The calendar year 2001 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 11, 
pages 13 through 18]. The district's mandated cost consultant was copied on this letter 
and was privy to the "statewide average disposal fees" at that time [Tab 11, 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 
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California Integrated Waste Management Board) [Tab 12]. On May 31, 2012, the 
statewide average landfill fees for calendar years 2009 and 2010 were provided to the SCO 
by the same employee at CalRecycle [Tab 13]. 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 Western Placer 
Waste Management Authority in Lincoln, California, currently charges $69.00 per ton to 
dispose of solid waste [Tab 5]. Therefore, we believe that the $36 to $56 "statewide 
average disposal fee" used to calculate the offsetting savings realized by the district is 
reasonable. The district did not provide any information, such as its contract with or 
invoices received from its commercial waste hauler, 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 

The district states, "The District did not claim landfill costs, so there are none to be offset." This 
comment is irrelevant because the mandated program does not reimburse claimants for landfill 
costs incurred to dispose of solid waste. Instead, the mandated program reimburses claimants to 
divert solid waste from landfill 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 6, page 7] that: 

... the reduced or avoided costs oflandfill 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]. 

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. 

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]: 

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]. 
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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] 

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] 

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] 

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." 

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. 

III. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

The district did not deposit any revenue into the State IWM Account. In addition, had the district 
reported recycling income as a reduction of total claimed costs, it would not have been subject to 
appropriation in the form of cost savings because recycling revenues are not offsetting costs savings. 

SCO's Analysis: 

We agree with the district. 

District's Response: 

B. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

The District did not report offsetting recycling revenues. The audit report correctly states that this 
District did not deposit and revenue 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 
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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 lWM 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. XIII B, § 6; Gov. Code §§ 17514, 17556, subd. ( e ); County of Fresno v. State of 
California (1991) 51 Cal.3d 482, 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. OFFSEITING 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 
program, shall be identified and offset from this claim. Offsetting revenue shall include all 
revenues generated from implanting 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. 

Therefore, had the District reported recycling income as a reduction of total claimed costs it would not 
have been subject to state appropriation in the form of cost savings. 

SCO' s Comment: 

No adjustment was made to the district's claims with regard to offsetting revenues and reimbursements; 
therefore, we are uncertain as to why the district included this argument in its IRC filing. 

IV. 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 solely by the district and 
CalRecycle. 
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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. 

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 4]. 
Further, the tonnage amounts reported to CalRecycle are hardly "fictional." When questioned by 
CalRecycle as to how the reported tonnage amounts were determined, the district stated the 
following: 
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Business Source Reduction were calculated based on per capita generation and extrapolation. 
Recycling tonnages were determined based on the actual volume diverted and converted using 
CIWMB conversion tables. Shredded paper and wood pallets were determined by actual weight 
tickets. Organic Management materials were calculated using the dormant season weights for 
pruning wastes and the growing season weights for grasscycling by volume generated and converted 
to tons. Special Wastes were determined by estimated weight per item/container and the number of 
items/containers diverted from waste streams .... [Tab 4, page 6] 

In addition, we used a statewide average disposal fee based on information provided by 
CalRecycle [Tabs 11, 12 and 13]. We confirmed that these statewide averages are "in line" with 
the actual disposal fee charged by the Western Placer Waste Management Authority of $69 per 
ton (which is only 12 miles away from the district) [Tab 5]. 

The district is correct when it states that we advised the district of our adjustments to its claims. 
In an email dated May 10, 2013 [Tab 8], we provided the district with the following information: 

• Offsetting Savings Calculation [Tab 7] 

• Narrative of Finding (identified as Attachment 3 in the review report) [Exhibit A, page 32] 

• Waste Management Annual Reports of Diversion [Tab 4] 

• September 10, 2008 Final Staff Analysis (from the Commission on State Mandates) 

• Amended Parameters and Guidelines [Exhibit B, page 50] 

• Fiscal Analysis (Summary of claimed, allowable, and unallowable costs by fiscal year 
(identified as Attachment 1 in the review report [Exhibit A, page 26] 

As mentioned earlier, on June 24, 2013, we conducted a meeting with the district. During the 
meeting, we explained the reason for the adjustment and provided a walk-through of the offsetting 
savings calculation. In addition, we requested that the district provide us with the amount of 
tonnage diverted for 2008, 2009, and 2010. The district informed us that as CalRecycle does not 
require this information be reported, the district does not keep any records to support its diversion 
percentage. We also requested that the district provide us with the actual landfill disposal fee. The 
district stated that it is not charged landfill disposal fees so it has no "actual" disposal fee amounts 
to provide. We responded that this comment is illogical, as the district contracts with a waste hauler 
that disposes of the district's solid waste at a landfill. At the conclusion of the meeting, the district 
and the SCO "agreed to disagree." 

V. CONCLUSION 

The SCO reviewed Sierra Joint 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, 1999, through June 30, 2001; and July 1, 2003, through 
June 30, 2010. The district reported no offsetting savings. We found that the district realized savings 
of $171,209 from implementation of its IWM plan. However, because the offsetting savings 
adjustment exceeded the amount claimed for FY 2007-08 through FY 2009-10, we found that of the 
$238,419 claimed, $98,784 is allowable and $139,635 is unallowable. 

In conclusion, the Commission should find that the SCO: (1) correctly reduced the district's FY 1999-
2000 claim by $3,981; (2) correctly reduced the district's FY 2000-01 claim by $7,250; (3) correctly 
reduced the district's FY 2003-04 claim by $17,095; (4) correctly reduced the district's FY 2004-05 
claim by $19,634; (5) correctly reduced the district's FY 2005-06 claim by $22,011; (6) correctly 
reduced the district's FY 2006-07 claim by $23,732; (7) correctly reduced the district's FY 2007-08 
claim by $19,388; (8) correctly reduced the district's FY 2008-09 claim by $15,046; and (9) correctly 
reduced the district's FY 2009-10 claim by $11,498. 
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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 October 30, 2015, at Sacramento, California, by: 

Jim L. Spano, Chief 
Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
Division of Audits 
State Controller's Office 
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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 

• Fl~'Qn{ ENDORSED 

JUN303XI 

By Christa Beebout, Deputy Clerk 

10 

11 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 

12 

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 

11• 0 F 8 OllBJ JUDGMENT 
GRANTING PETITION FOR 
WRIT OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
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 1. 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 

IO 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 12167 and 12167.1 of the Public Contract Code. 

19 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

JUN 30 31! . ltOYD G. CONNELLY 
The Honorable Lloyd G. Connelly 
Judge of the Sacramento County Superior Court 
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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 
Declarant 

30484664.wpd 
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Cal Recycle 

New Search I Agency Detail 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Programs 

Alternative Name(s): 59 Sierra Joint, Sierra College 

Physical Address 
5000 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

CalRecycle Representative 
Kerry Wicker 
Kerry.Wicker@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
(916) 341-6267 x 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities:O 
Recycling Coordinator: Colin Irwin cirwin@sierracollege.edu (916) 660-7655 

Facilities 

j No Facilities exist for this Agency 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

Questions 

~--7> I /1 I oo 
7 (r /oo 

lo/?o/oo 
12/1/1 I oo: 

What is the mission statement of the State agency/large State facility? 

J4((J. I 

I LI~. I 

The mission of Sierra College is to provide a supportive learning environment enriched by diversity, which promotes personal and professional success, 
leadership, innovation, and a sense of community and global participation and responsibility. We are committed to helping students participate 
successfully in a complex global community. Sierra accepts the responsibility to be a model of excellence in education. We strive to encourage the full 
development of human potential within the framework of California's rapid population growth, the pressures on the environment, and the dynamic changes 
in technology that are taking place. We recognize these changes, and plan for them, while at the same time fostering ecological awareness and individual 
responsibility. 

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. 

The basic components in the Sierra College waste stream are: office paper, CRV glass, CRV aluminum and CRV plastic beverage containers, cardboard, 
glass, newspaper, magazines, plastic, scrap metal, cafeteria wastes, yard trimmings, tires, pallets, grass clippings, oil filters and confidential shredded 
documents. The students primarily generate the CRV beverage containers, cafeteria waste, oil filters, and tires. The office paper, cardboard, newspapers, 
magazines, plastic, scrap metal, pallets, grass clippings, yard wastes and confidential shredded documents are generated by the operational support 
staff. 

Based on the worksheet (Part Ill), what is currently being done to reduce waste? 

With the passage of AB 939, the Sierra Joint Community College District expanded our solid waste reduction and recycling programs to assist Placer 
County with the mandated reductions. Although not specifically required to reduce our wastes, Sierra College was committed to developing a model waste 
reduction and recycling program. From an economical sta!]QEoint, wa.~te r~duction and recycling was advantageous to the District. Minimizing soljd 
Y'astes required sm~r dumpsters. and therefore reduced oyr costs. The District contracted with Project GO, a local non-profit recycling company to take 
all our CRV containers, office paper and cardboard. All proceeds from these recyclable materials were kept by Project GO and the money was used to 
support weatherization projects for low-income housing projects within our local community. This was a win/win situation for both of us until 1997 when 
Project GO left the recycling business. In early 1998, the College developed bid specifications for solid waste disposal and recognized an opportunity to 
expand our recycling programs. The resulting contract tripled our recycling programs and reduced our solid waste disposal costs by two-thirds. Both our 
campus in Rocklin and our Roseville Gateway satellite facility in Roseville are located within Placer County. All solid wasted generated in Placer County is 

(i) 

I 
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c?ooo 
I processed at the Nor tech Material Recovery Facility (MRF) at Lincoln. At this facility, the Districts solid wastes are again processed to recover additional recyclable materials prior to being landfilled. As a customer and participant, the District shall accept the additional 16% credit for recycling through the MRF. 

Based on the worksheet (Part Ill), briefly describe the programs to be implemented to meet the 25 percent and 50 percent waste diversion goals. Please include a program implementation timeline. 

Sierra College proposes to implement grass, concrete and asphalt recycling programs by the end of 2001. In addition, we shall increase the use of electronic forms, double sided copies and utilize Ca IMAX for the acquisition and/or diversion of reusable materials beginning in 2001. Due to new legislation, we will be recycling all florescent lighting tubes immediately. The Recycling Coordinator at Sierra College shall implement an intensive training program, using numerous methods and media, to educate the 1,500 plus staff and 17,000 plus students as to opportunities for source reduction, reuse and recycling at all facilities within the District. The College shall utilize the CIWMB for grant assistance and for supplying collection containers to expand our current recycling programs to all facilities. We will continue to work closely with our local waste haulers to further reduce our solid wastes. "71 

Does the State agency/large State facility have a waste reduction policy? If so, what is it? See 'Waste Reduction Policies and Procedures for State u 
Agencies" for a sample waste reduction and recycling policy statement. 

Sierra Joint Community College District does not have a waste reduction policy. We do have, as goals #1, to "Enhance cooperation and involvement of the District with external agencies and individuals, an increase the Districts contributions to the educational, cultural, environmental, and economic well being of the local communities." In addition, goal #8 is to "Manage physical resources effectively to support the educational programs and provide a safe, healthy, and aesthetically stimulating learning and working environment in all District facilities." We feel these goals clearly support a waste reduction philosophy throughout the District. 

Briefly describe what resources (staff and/or funds) the State agency/large State facility plans to commit toward implementing its integrated waste management plan, plus meeting the waste diversion goals outlined in Public Resource Code Section 42921. 

Due to financial constraints, the District is not in a position to increase its budget to purchase additional equipment or add staff to implement this program. Our Environmental Health & Safety Specialist shall serve as the Recycling Coordinator and that person will supervise the student help needed to accomplish the diversion goals. CIWMB grants will be used to purchase additional equipment and containers needed to collect and process the increased volume of recyclable materials. 

This question applies only for State agencies submitting a modified IWMP: Briefly describe the waste diversion program activities currently in place. 

Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding Tons 
Business Source Reduction x x 7.6000 
Material Exchange x x 5.0000 
Beverage Containers x 1.5000 
Cardboard x 10.0000 
Glass x 3.0000 
Newspaper x 1.5000 
Office Paper (mixed) x 9.3000 
Plastics x 0.2500 
Scrap Metal x 1.0000 
Special Collection Events x 93.3000 
Xeriscaping, grasscycling x 152.0000 
Commercial pickup of x 4.0000 compostables 
Tires x 0.5000 
White/brown goods x 0.5000 
Wood waste x 2.0000 
Concrete/asphalUrubble (C&D) x x 0.2000 
Rendering x 0.5000 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, http://www.calrecvcie.ca.gov/StateAgency/ 
Recycling Coordinator: SARC@calrecycle.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recycled Campaign: BuyRecycled@calrecvcie.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 

Conditions of Use I Privacy Policy 
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t/t v e1Z n~ D, 06G 

PAG!b 

©1995, 2013 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). All rights reserved. 

~ 

34



Cat Recycle 

New Search I Agency Detail 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Programs 

Alternative Name(s): 59 Sierra Joint, Sierra College 

Physical Address 
5000 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

CalRecycle Representative 
Kerry Wicker 
Kerrv. Wicker@CalRecycle.ca.aov 
(916) 341-6267 x 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities:1,775 
Recycling Coordinator: Colin Irwin cirwin@sierracollege.edu (916) 660-7655 

I Facilities 

FACILITY MME 

Sierra College (Rocklin Campus) 

Sierra College (Nevada County Campus) 

Sierra College (Roseville Gateway Site) 

Sierra College (Economic Development) 

Sierrra College (Tahoe-Truckee Ext.) 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

Employees 

Total Number of Employees:1,775 

Non-Employee Population 

Total Employees in Facilities: 

7 lft/01 

7/1 /01 

Export To Excel 

lc/f?o /o I 

l~/"'71/01 

Total Number of Non-employees:17,361 

Non-employee Population Type:Visitors, Inmates, etc 

Disposal 

Total amount Disposed:513.00 tons 

Annual Results 

... ,.,., ..... ~ 

N!JMBER QF EMP!,,OYEE§ 

1,500 

100 

50 

75 

50 

1,775 

ADQBE§§ 

5000 Rocklin Rd 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

250 Sierra College Dr. 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 
333 Sunrise Ave. 
Roseville, CA 95661 

3322 Swetzer Rd. 
Loomis, CA 95650 

PO Box2467 
Truckee, CA 96160 

Count: 5 
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Taraet Annual Target Annual 
Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 0.00 1.60 0.00 0.16 

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? -l The waste stream disposed at the landfill has decreased while the recycling and diversion programs volume has increased. '-~ 
What waste diversion programs are currently in place and what waste diversion programs were implemented in 2001 to meet the waste diversion goals? 

r 1 

I Source reduction Recycling Composting Special Waste 

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)? 

A combination of waste assessments, disposal weights based on volume and estimated recycling weights based on volume. 

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.? 

Source Reduction: Business Source Reduction Material Exchange Recycling: Beverage Containers Cardboard Glass Newspapers Office paper (mixed) Plastics Scrap Metal Composting: Xeriscapinglgrasscycling On-site composting Commercial Pickup of Waste Special Waste: Tires White/brown goods Scrap metal Wood waste Concrete/asphalt/rubble (C&D) Rendering 

Has the State agency/large State facility adopted or changed it's waste reduction policy? 

What resources (staff and/or funds) did the State agency/large State facility commit toward implementing it's Integrated Waste Management Plan in 2001 to help meet the waste diversion goals? 

The district committed $13,000 in Capital Outlay funding to purchase 20 large Rubbermaid Paper collection containers. These containers will be placed throughout district facilities for the collection of mixed office paper. The containers can be wheeled or hauled to our central collection container for recyling. 

!Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding Tons 
Business Source Reduction x 8.2000 
Material Exchange x 5.1000 
Beverage Containers x 3.8000 
Cardboard x 5.6000 
Glass x 1.8000 
Newspaper x 1.4000 
Office Paper (mixed) x 13.2000 
Plastics x 0.6000 
Scrap Metal x 2.1000 
Xeriscaping, grasscycling x 154.0000 
On-site composting/mulching x 1.3000 
Commercial pickup of compostables x 4.1000 
Tires x 0.5000 
White/brown goods x 0.5500 
Scrap Metal x 0.3000 
Wood waste x 2.4000 
Concretetasphaltlrubble (C&D) x 0.1000 
Rendering x 0.6000 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, htto:ilwww.calrecvcle.ca.gov/StateAgencyJ 
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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~lW .......................................................................................................... . 
New Search I Agency Detail 

Alternative Name(s): 59 Sierra Joint, Sierra College 

Physical Address 
5000 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities:1,188 

Facilities I Annual Per Caprta Disposal I~ 

CalRecycle Representative 
Kerry Wicker 
Kerrv.Wicker@CalRecyde.ca.gov 
(916) 341-6267 x 

Recycling Coordinator: Colin Irwin cirwin@sierracolleoe.edu (916) 660-7655 

!Facilities 

FACILITY NAME NUMBER OF EMP!,QYEE§ ADDRESS 
Sierra College (Rocklin Campus) 

Sierra College (Nevada County Campus) 

Sierra College (Roseville Gateway) 

Sierrra College (Tahoe-Truckee) 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

ali~1'.11la;1 

Rlt51~!::1Ji 
-)1MJ1:1::UJll: 
a1a::11111Jlll!1a,..: 
Employees 

Total Number of Employees: 1, 188 

Non-Employee Population 

Total Employees in Facilities: 

Export To Excel 

l/1/0I/ IP/?o/o? 
1/1/01; - J:J, /1;1 /07.J: 

Total Number of Non-employees:17,900 

Non-employee Population Type:Visitors, Inmates, etc 

Disposal 

Total amount Disposed:487.00 tons 

Annual Results 

Employee Population 

Il!9!1 Annual 
Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 0.00 2.20 

Questions 

~Annual 

0.00 0.15 

@ 

1,009 5000 Rocklin Rd 
Rocklin. CA 95677 

77 250 Sierra College Dr. 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

50 333 Sunrise Ave. 
Roseville, CA 

52 PO Box 2467 
Truckee, CA 

1,188 

:)o~ I 0 

80Lf-.O 

400.0 

95661 

96160 

Coun1: 4 
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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.) 

Our solid waste to the landfill has decreased significantly. Due to reuse, recycling, the CalMax exchange program other diversion options, several hundred tons of materials are bein~ diverted from the landfill. Materials that we do not capture are diverted at the Placer County MRF operated by Nortech. 

Summarize what waste diversion 12rggrams were continued or newly implemented during the report year. ( 

Solid waste diversion programs continued are: 1) Using the CalMax Exchange, 2)CRV container recycling, 3)Plastic and metal recycling, 4)Mixed office paper, newspaper, magazine & telephone books, 5)cardboard, 6)wood pallet reuse/recycling, ?)yard wood and grass recycling, 8)tires, batteries, antifreeze, motor oil and oil filter recycling, 9)cafeteria oil/grease recycling, and 10)paint and photography fixer/developer recycling. Newly implemented programs include: 1) collection of parking lot sweepings, 2) recycling of electronic wastes and 3) increased utilization of confidential document shredding. 

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) 

Business Source Reduction were calculated based on per capita generation and extrapolation. Recycling tonnages were determined based on the actual volume diverted and converted using CIWMB conversion tables. Shredded paper and wood pallets were determined by actual weight tickets. Organic Management materials were calculated using the dormant season weights for pruning wastes and the growing season weights for grasscycling by volume generated and converted to tons. Special Wastes were determined by estimated weight per Item/container and the number of items/containers diverted from the waste stream. Hazardous Wastes were calculated using the Hazardous Waste Manifests or Bills of Lading to identify the volume and then multiplied by the estimated weight per unit of volume. 

What types of activities are included in each of the reported programs? (The following link of categoty definitions may assist you in answering this question.) 

I. Business Source Reduction *Paper form reduction by adding additional electronic forms *Collecting and recycling toner cartridges *Reusing boxes *Using electronic media *Placed additional forms online *Purchasing printer that have two sided printing option *Rolled paper towels in restrooms with 30% recycle content *Contracted to have shop rags laundered II. Material Exchange *Donating materials to other schools and non-profits *Utilizing CalMax to receive and reuse items *Reutilizing property by other departments/divisions *Surplusing old equipment Ill. Recycling *Collecting CRV beverage containers *Collecting cardboard, glass, plastic, newspaper.mixed paper, scrap metal, magazines and telephone books *Wood pallets IV. Organic Management *Continue to compost grass clippings *Mulching around trees to re<juce water requirements *Collect and recycle parking lot sweeping debris V. Special Waste Materials *Recycle tires *Recycle white and brown metal appliances *Utilize concrete & asphalt for fill *Recycle grease and oil from cafeteria VI. Facility Recovery• All of our solid wastes are taken to the MRF facillty on Athens Road operated by Nortech VII. Hazardous Waste Materials *All CRTs and CED's are recycled *All light tubes are recycled *All batteries, oil, oil filters, antifreeze and paint is recycled *All other hazardous wastes are lab packed and properly disposed of through reuse, recycle, incineration or neutralization. llX. Promotional Programs• Promote through news updates, publications on the website, labeling of containers for proper sorting of recyclables discussing the District's recycling program at new employee orientations. 

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? 

Due to budget cuts, student help was eliminated during the last 9 months of 2003. Due to these cuts, the Recycling Coordinator was directed to pick up the 13.5 hours per week that previously students worked on picking up the recyclables. The diversion goal is a priority and the program continues. In March of 2004, 8.5 student hours have been restored. 

!Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding 
Business Source Reduction x 
Material Exchange x 
Beverage Containers x 
Cardboard x 
Glass x 
Newspaper x 
Office Paper (mixed) x 
Plastics x 
Scrap Metal x 
Special Collection Events x 
Xeriscaping, grasscycling x 
On-site composting/mulching x 
Commercial pickup of compostables x 
Tires x 
White/brown goods x 
Wood waste x 
Concrete/asphalt/rubble (C&D) x 
Rendering x 
MRF x 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, http:/twww calrecycle ca gov/StateAgencyl 
Recycling Coordinator. SARC@calrecycie.ca.gov (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recycled Campaign: ByyRecycied@cairecyclepa.gov (916) 341-6199 

Tons 
31.2000 

28.3000 

6.9000 

22.5000 

4.8000 

4.1000 

22.3000 

1.9000 

8.0000 

1.0000 

154.0000 

5.5000 

10.2000 

1.4000 

0.5000 

6.6000 

1.1000 

1.3000 

96.3600 
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New Search I Agency Detail 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Programs 

Alternative Name(s): 59 Sierra Joint, Sierra College 

Physical Address 
5000 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

CalRecycle Representative 
Kerry Wicker 
Kerry. \Mcker@CalRecycle.ca. gov 
(916) 341-6267 x 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities:1,399 
Recycling Coordinator: Colin Irwin cirwin@sierracollege.edu (916) 660-7655 

!Facilities 

FACILl1Y NAME 

Sierra College (Rocklin Campus) 

Sierra College (Nevada County Campus) 

Sierra College (Roseville Gateway) 

Sierrra College (Tahoe-Truckee) 

Total Employees in Facilities: 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

~:wm;rHr·~~~-~\Bl\!fl-
:::::;:;;r ~~WWW::.~ ---) I I 1 Io Lf-

==~ 7/J /O'f 

Employees 

Total Number of Employees:1,399 

Non-Employee Population 

Total Number of Non-employees:20,034 

Non-employee Population Type:Visitors, Inmates, etc 

Disposal 

Total amount Disposed:459.00 tons 

Annual Results 

Employee Population 
Taraet Annual 

Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 0.00 1.80 

Questions 

Export To Excel 

~l~o/04 
l!Ji l?1 I o4 

Ia!9l1 Annual 
0.00 0.13 

NUMBER OF EMPLQYE!iS ADDRESS 

1,220 5000 Rocklin Rd 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

77 250 Sierra College Dr. 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

50 333 Sunrise Ave. 
Roseville, CA 95661 

52 PO Box 2467 
Truckee, CA 96160 

1,399 

----= 

Count: 4 
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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.) 

Solid waste diversion at all District sites has increased this past year. Diversion increases were due to increased awareness, recyding, donations of reusable/recydable equipment 
and implementation of a sensitive document shredding program. Materials not captured at District sites are being recovered by MRF facilities utilized by both Placer and Nevada 
Counties. 

Summarize what waste diversion J<!3lQrams were continued or newly implemented during the report year. 

Solid waste diversion programs continued are: 1)use ofthe CalMax Exchange, 2)Business Source Reduction, 3)recycling of beverage containers, 4) cardboard, 5)glass, 6) 
newspapers, telephone books and magazines, ?)mixed office paper, 8) plastic and metal containers and special event collections. Our organic material program indudes grasscyding 
onsite and collecting all pruning and wood wastes for composting. Special wastes that we continue to divert include white/brown goods, wood pallets, concrete & asphalt demolition 
and rendering oils and grease. We continue to utilize the services provided by County MRF's to further recover recyclable solid wastes not recovered at our sites. We have greatly 
expanded our electronic waste recyding and sensative data document shredding programs this past year. Hazardous materials such as batteries, photography wastes, paint, 
universal wastes and hazardous wastes are properly managed and recyded/treated and properly disposed of according to State and Federal laws and regulations. 

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 
recyding weights) 

Business Source Reduction tons were calculated based on per capita generation and extrapolation. Recyding tonnages were determined based on the actual volume diverted and 
converted using CIWMB conversion tables. Shredded paper and wood pallets were determined by extrapolation using the information provided by the vendor. Organic Management 
materials were calculated using the dormant season weights for pruning wastes and the growing season weights for grasscyding by volume generated and converted to tons. Special 
Wastes were determined by estimated weight per item/container and the number of items/containers diverted from the waste stream. Hazardous Wastes were calculated using the 
Hazardous Waste Manifests or Bills of Lading to identify the volume and then multiplied by the estimated weight per unit of volume. 

What types of activities are induded in each of the reported programs? (The following link of catego01 definitions may assist you in answering this question.) 

I. Business Source Reduction *Paper form reduction by encouraging electronic forms *Collecting and recycling toner cartridges *Reusing boxes *Using electronic media *Encouraging 
the purchasing of printers that have two sided printing option *Rolled paper towels in restrooms with 30% recyde content *Contracted to have shop rags laundered II. Material 
Exchange *Donating materials to other schools and non-profrts *Utilizing CalMax to receive and reuse items *Reutilizing property by other departments/divisions *Surplusing old 
equipment to recycling vendor Ill. Recycling *Collecting CRV beverage containers *Collecting cardboard, glass, plastic, newspaper, mixed office paper, scrap metal, magazines and 
telephone books *Wood pallets IV. Organic Management *Continue to compost grass clippings *Mulching around trees to reduce watering requirements *Collect and recyde parking 
lot sweeping debris *Collect pruning wastes for composting V. Special Waste Materials *Recycle tires *Recyde wood pallets *Recyde white and brown metal appliances *Utilize 
concrete & asphalt for fill *Recyde grease and oil from cafeteria VI. Facility Recovery *All of our solid wastes are taken to MRF facilities in both Placer and Nevada Counties. VII. 
Hazardous Waste Materials *All CRT's and CED's are recycled *All light tubes and bulbs are recycled *All batteries, oil, oil filters, antifreeze and paint is recyded *All hazardous 
wastes are lab packed and properly disposed of through reuse, recyde, incineration or neutralization. llX. Promotional Programs • Promote through news updates, publications on the 
website, labeling of containers for proper sorting of recydables discussing the District's recycling program at new employee orientations. 

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? 

The District has continued its commitment towards providing staff that will work towards diverting it's solid wastes from the landfills. Limited funds play a vital role in the expansion of 
the program. 

!Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding 
Business Source Reduction x 
Material Exchange x x 
Beverage Containers x 
Cardboard x 
Glass x 
Newspaper x 
Office Paper (mixed) x 
Plastics x 
Scrap Metal x 
Special Collection Events x 
Xeriscaping, grasscycling x 
Commercial pickup of compostables x 
Tires x 
White/brown goods x 
Wood waste x 
Concrete/asphalt/rubble (C&D) x 
Rendering x 
MRF x 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, ht•p:llwww.calrecycie.ca.gov/StateAgency/ 
Recycling Coordinator: SARC@calrecvge ca gov, (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recycled Campaign: BuyRecyged@cairecycle.ca.qov (916) 341-6199 

Tons 
42.3000 

39.6000 

9.3000 

39.5000 

10.2500 

9.0000 

37.5000 

2.2500 

23.0000 

18.0000 

155.0000 

13.5000 

1.5000 

2.2500 

11.5000 

5.5000 

2.5000 

116.0000 
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Cal Recycle 

llliiiiJlallifli .......................................................................................................... . 
New Search I Agency Detail 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disoosal I Proarams 

Alternative Name(s): 59 Sierra Joint, Sierra College 

Physical Address 
5000 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

CalRecycle Representative 
Kerry Wicker 
Kerry. Wicker@CalRecyde.ca.gov 
(916) 341-6267 x 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities:1,387 
Recycling Coordinator: Colin Irwin cirwinililsierracollege.edy (916) 660-7655 

!Facilities 

F8CILIIY NAME 

Sierra College (Rocklin Campus) 

Sierra College (Nevada County Campus) 

Sierra College (Roseville Gateway) 

Sierrra College (Tahoe-Truckee) 

Total Employees in Facilities: 

. 

Annual Per Capita Disposal -----·Jiiii i«IJt'""F ... llllll• 

--~ 

Employees 

Total Number of Employees:1,387 

Non-Employee Population 

f/l /DS 

7I1 / oG 

Total Number of Non-employees:20,413 

Non-employee Population Type:Visitors, Inmates, etc 

Disposal 

Total amount Disposed:461.30 tons 

Annual Results 

Employee Population 
Taroet Annual 

Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 0.00 1.80 

Questions 

Export To Excel 

0/t;o/00 

19-,/171/oc; 

TumnAnnual 
0.00 0.12 

® 

N!,!MBEB QF EMP!,QY!iE§ ADDRESS 

1,210 5000 Rocklin Rd 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

73 250 Sierra College Dr. 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

52 333 Sunrise Ave. 
Roseville, CA 95661 

52 PO Box 2467 
Truckee, CA 96160 

1,387 

Count: 4 
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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.) 

The solid waste diversion has increased or decreased in some areas but, overll diversion has increased slightly. We continue to educate our students and staff on the importance of J 
diverting wastes to our landfills. We are fortunate to have MRF's that can divert non-captured materials from our Nevada and Placer County sites. Overall, our diversion has gone up 
and our disposal to landfills has been reduced. 

Summarize what waste diversion QrQgrams were continued or newly implemented during the report year. 

Diversion Programs continued include: 1)use ofthe CalMax Exchange, 2)Business Source Reduction, 3)recycling of all CRVand non-CRV beverage containers, 4)cardboard, 5)glass, 
6)newspapers, magazines and telephone books, 7)mixed office paper 8)pallet recycling and 9)CRV beverage containers at special events throughout the academic year. We continue 
to utilize grasscycling onsite and collecting all landscape wood wastes for offsite grinding. Special wastes we continue divert include white/brown metals, concrete and asphalt 
demolition, and rendering oil/grease. Our electronic and sensative data paper recycling programs were increased this past year and will continue to grow. We will be implementing a 
Universal Waste collection program beginning in 2005 to collect household batteries and mercury containing products such as light tubes, thermostats and switches. 

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) 

The tonnages were derived using past practices. The Business Source Reduction tons were calculated based on per capita generation and extrapolation. Recycling tonnages were 
determined based on the actual volume diverted and converted using the CIWMB conversion tables. Shredded paper and wood pallets were determined by extrapolation using the 
information provided by our vendors. Organic Management materials were calculated using the dormant season weights from pruning wastes and the growing season weights for 
grasscycling by the volume generated and converted to tons. Special wastes were determined by estimated weight per item/container and the number of items/containers diverted 
from the waste stream. Hazardous wastes were calculated using Hazardous Waste Manifests or Bills of Lading to identify the volume and the multiplied by the estimated weight per 
unit of volume. 

What types of activities are included in each of the reported programs? (The following link of catego!Y d~initions may assist you in answering this question.) 

I. Business Source Reduction *Paper forms reduction by encouraging electronic forms *Collecting and recycling toner cartridges *Reusing boxes *Using electronic media 
*Encouraging the purchasing of printers that have two sided printing option *Rolled paper towels in restrooms with 30% recycle content *Contracted to have shop rags laundered II. 
Material Exchange *Donating materials to other schools and non-profits *Utilizing CalMax to receive and reuse items *Reutilizing property by other departments/divisions *Surplusing 
old equipment to recycling vendor Ill. Recycling *Collecting CRV beverage containers *Collecting cardboard, glass, plastic, newspaper.mixed office paper, scrap metal, magazines 
and telephone books *Wood pallets IV. Organic Management *Continue to compost grass clippings *Mulching around trees to reduce watering requirements *Collect and recycle 
parking lot sweeping debris *Collect pruning wastes for composting V. Special Waste Materials *Recycle tires *Recycle wood pallets *Recycle white and brown metal appliances 
*Utilize concrete & asphalt tor fill *Recycle grease and oil from cafeteria VI. Facility Recovery *All of our solid wastes are taken to MRF facilities for both Placer and Nevada Counties. 
VII. Hazardous Waste Materials *All CRTs and CED's are recycled *All light tubes and bulbs are recycled *All batteries, oil, oil filters, antifreeze and paint is recycled *All hazardous 
wastes are lab packed and properly disposed of through reuse, recycle, incineration or neutralization. llX. Promotional Programs• Promote through news updates, publications on the 
website, labeling of containers for proper sorting of recyclables discussing the District's recycling program at each new employee orientation. 

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? 

The District has continued its commitment to providing staff that will work towards diverting our solid wastes from the landfills. Limited funding plays a key role in expanding the curre~ 
program. 

!Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding 
Business Source Reduction x 
Material Exchange x 
Beverage Containers x 
Cardboard x 
Glass x 
Newspaper x 
Office Paper (white) x 
Office Paper (mixed) x 
Plastics x 
Scrap Metal x 
Special Collection Events x 
Xeriscaping, grasscycling x 
Commercial pickup of compostables x 
Tires x 
White/brown goods x 
Wood waste x 
Concrete/asphalt/rubble (C&D) x 
Rendering x 
MRF x 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, http:!lwww cal'ecyde.ca.gov/StateAgency/ 
Recycling Coordinator: SARC@calrecyc!e ca gov (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recycled Campaign: BuyRecycied@cairecycleca.gov (916) 341-6199 

Tons 
42.5000 

37.0000 

11.7500 

42.0000 

10.5000 

14.7500 

16.5000 

39.5000 

3.0000 

25.3300 

16.5000 

156.0000 

15.5000 

2.2500 

2.5000 

11.0000 

7.7500 

3.3300 

112.0000 

Conditions of Use I Privacy Policy 
©1995 2013 California Department of RQ0ecycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). All rights reserved. 

\ 

?? 
) 

p 

42



New Search I Agency Detail 

Alternative Name(s): 59 Sierra Joint, Sierra College 

Physical Address 
5000 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities:1,397 

Facilities J Annual Per Capita Disposal J Programs 

CalRecycle Representative 
Kerry Wicker 
Kerry. Wicker@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
(916) 341-6267 x 

Recycling Coordinator: Colin Irwin cirwin@sierracollege.edu (916) 660-7655 

I Facilities 

fAClblTY NAME N!,!MBER OF EMPLOYEES ADDRESS 

Sierra College (Rocklin Campus) 

Sierra College (Nevada County Campus) 

Sierra College (Roseville Gateway) 

Sierrra College (Tahoe-Truckee) 

Total Employees in Facilities: 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

--~~ I /0\ /Oto 

7 /01 /oi.o 

Employees 

Total Number of Employees:1,397 

Non-Employee Population 

Total Number of Non-employees:21,047 

Non-employee Population Type:Visitors, Inmates, etc 

Disposal 

Total amount Disposed:458.50 tons 

Annual Results 

Employee Population 

!.i!.r9!ll Annual 
Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 0.00 1.80 

Questions 

Export To Excel 

1p /00/oep 
I 'd-/-& l I O(o 

Taraet Annual 

0.00 0.12 

1,215 5000 Rocklin Rd 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

73 250 Sierra College Dr. 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

52 333 Sunrise Ave. 
Roseville, CA 95661 

57 PO Box2467 
Truckee, CA 96160 

1,397 

':hqv. 7 
~qo.7 

r;01.4 -

Count: 4 
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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.) 

The waste stream has decreased. We continue to educate our students and staff on the benefits of recycling and diverting reusable items from our waste stream. The recyclable and 
reusable items have increased yearly since the Plan was adopted. Although our student and staff numbers have grown, we continue to reduce the solid waste to our landfills. 

-
Summarize what waste diversion 12rggrams were continued or newly implemented during the report year. 

' Waste diversion programs continued include Business Source Reduction, Material Exchange, Beverage containers, Cardboard, Glass, Newspaper, White Office Paper, Mixed Office 
Paper, Plastics, Scrap Metal, Special Collection Events, Grasscycling, Commercial pickup of compostables, Tires, White/brown goods, wood waste, Concrete/asphalt demolition, oil 
rendering and utilizing the Placer County MRF. Programs newly plandded/expanded include more beverage collection containers, increased collection of non CRV glass, expanded 
collection of Pete 1-7 plastics and additional collection sites for Earth Day Activities. Due to changes in the regulations regarding Universal Wastes, our batteries, light tubes and 
mercury containg bulbs/switches has increased. 

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) 

The tonnages were derived using past practices. The Business Source Reduction tons were calculated based on per capita generation and extrapolation. Recycling tonnages were 
determined based on the actual volume diverted and converted using the CIWMB conversion tables. Shredded paper and wood pallets were determined by extrapolation using the 
information provided by our vendors. Organic Management materials were calculated using the dormant season weights from pruning wastes and the growing season weights for 
grasscycling by the volume generated and converted to tons. Special wastes were determined by estimated weight per item/container and the number of items/containers diverted 
from the waste stream. Hazardous wastes were calculated using Hazardous Waste Manifests or Bills of Lading to identify the volume and then multiplied by the estimated weight per 
unit of volume. 

What types of activities are included in each of the reported programs? (The following link of catego!Y definitions may assist you in answering this question.) 

I. Business Source Reduction: Paper forms reduction by encouraging electronic forms; Collecting and recycling toner cartridges; Reusing boxes; Using electronic media; Encouraging 
the purchasing of printers that have two sided printing option; Rolled paper towels in restrooms with 30% recycle content; Contracted to have shop rags laundered; All white paper 
purchased for printing contains 30% recycled content II. Material Exchange: Donating materials to other schools and non-profits; Utilizing CalMax to receive and reuse items; 
Reutilizing property by other departments/divisions; Surplusing old equipment to recycling vendor Ill. Recycling: Collecting CRV beverage containers; Collecting cardboard, glass, 
plastic, newspaper, mixed office paper, scrap metal, magazines and telephone books; Wood pallets; Recycle grease and oil from cafeteria IV. Organic Management: Continue to 
compost grass clippings; Mulching around trees to reduce watering requirements; Collect and recycle parking lot sweeping debris; Collect pruning wastes for composting V. Special 
Waste Materials: Recycle tires; Recycle white and brown metal appliances; Utilize concrete & asphalt for fill; Recycle batteries and flourscent light tubes VI. Facility Recovery: All of 
our solid wastes in Placer County are taken to the MRF facility. VII. Hazardous Waste Materials: All auto batteries, oil, oil filters, antifreeze and paint are recycled; All hazardous 
wastes are lab packed and properly disposed of through reuse, recycle, incineration or neutralization. *All CRrs and CED's are recycled llX. Promotional Programs: Promote through 
news updates, publications on the website, labeling of containers for proper sorting of recyclables and discussing the District's recycling program at each new employee orientation. 

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? 

The District has continued its commitment to providing staff that will work towards diverting our solid wastes from the landfills. Limited funding plays a key role in expanding the curre1 
program. 

!Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding 
Business Source Reduction x 
Material Exchange x 
Beverage Containers x x 
Cardboard x 
Glass x x 
Newspaper x 
Office Paper (white) x 
Office Paper (mixed) x 
Plastics x x 
Scrap Metal x 
Special Collection Events x x 
Xeriscaping, grasscycling x 
Commercial pickup of compostables x 
Tires x 
White/brown goods x 
Wood waste x 
Concrete/asphalt/rubble (C&D) x 
Rendering x 
MRF x 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, http://www.calrecycleca.gov/StateAgencyl 
Recycling Coordinator. SARC@calrecyc!e.ca.goy, (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recyded Campaign: BuyRecycied@cairecycle.ca.gov (916) 341-6199 

Tons 
43.3000 
35.8100 

13.1000 
42.6000 

10.5100 
14.8300 

19.8000 
39.8700 

3.2100 
24.9000 
16.6000 

158.2000 
15.4700 

2.2100 

2.5600 
12.1300 

7.6200 
3.3500 

115.3000 
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Cal Recycle 

New Search I Agency Detail 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Programs 

Alternative Name(s): 59 Sierra Joint, Sierra College 

Physical Address 
5000 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities:1,397 

CalRecycle Representative 
Kerry Wicker 
Kerry.Wicker@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
(916) 341-6267 x 

Recycling Coordinator: Colin Irwin cirwin@sierracolleae.edu (916) 660-7655 

I Facilities 

FACILITY NAME NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES ADDRESS 

Sierra College (Rocklin Campus) 

Sierra College (Nevada County Campus) 

Sierra College (Roseville Gateway) 

Sierrra College (Tahoe-Truckee) 

Total Employees in Facilities: 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

---) 1/1/01 

7 /1 /0·7 

Employees 

Total Number of Employees:1,397 

Non-Employee Population 

Total Number of Non-employees:20,839 

Non-employee Population Type:Visitors, Inmates, etc 

Disposal 

Total amount Disposed:389.BO tons 

Annual Results 

Employee Population 

Taraet Annual 

Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 0.00 1.50 

Questions 

Export To Excel 

1p /1:J() Io 1 

l'd-/6i)o7 

Tumti Annual 
0.00 0.10 

1,215 5000 Rocklin Rd 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

73 250 Sierra College Dr. 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

52 333 Sunrise Ave. 
Roseville, CA 95661 

57 PO Box 2467 
Truckee, CA 96160 

1,397 

;2q7.&? 

~-5.loS 

--------

Count: 4 

45



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.) 

The waste stream has decreased. We continue to educate our students and staff on the benifits of recycling and diverting reusable items from our waste stream. Although our student 
and staff numbers have decreased, our facility square footage has increased. With assistance from Nevada County, we have increased the recycling program at our Nevada County 
Campus in Grass Valley. 

Summarize what waste diversion QrQgrams were continued or newly implemented during the report year. 

Waste diversion programs continued include Business Source Reduction, Material Exchange, Beverage containers, Cardboard, Glass, Newspaper, White Office Paper, Mixed Office 
Paper, Plastics, Scrap Metal, Special Collection Events, Grasscycling, Commercial pickup of compostables, Tires, White/brown goods, wood waste, Concrete/asphalt demolition, oil 
rendering and utilizing the Placer County MRF. Programs newly expanded include more beverage collection containers, increased collection of non CRV glass and expanded 
collection of Pete 1-7 plastics at our Nevada County site. Due to changes in the regulations regarding Universal Wastes, our batteries, light tubes and mercury containg bulbs/switches 
have increased. 

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) 

The tonnages were derived using past practices. The Business Source Reduction tons were calculated based on per capita generation and extrapolation. Recycling tonnages were 
determined based on the actual volume diverted and converted using the CIWMB conversion tables. Shredded paper and wood pallets were determined by extrapolation using the 
information provided by our vendors. Organic Management materials were calculated using the dormant season weights from pruning wastes and the growing season weights for 
grasscycling by the volume generated and converted to tons. Hazardous wastes were calculated using Hazardous Waste Manifests or Bills of Lading to identify the volume and then 
multiplied by the estimated weight per unit of volume. 

What types of activities are included in each of the reported programs? (The following link of catego!Y definitions may assist you in answering this question.) 

I. Business Source Reduction: Paper forms reduction by encouraging electronic forms; Collecting and recycling toner cartridges; Reusing boxes; Using electronic media; Encouraging 
the purchasing of printers that have two sided printing option; Rolled paper towels in restrooms with 30% recycle content; Contracted to have shop rags laundered; All white paper 
purchased for printing contains 30% recycled content II. Material Exchange: Donating materials to other schools and non-profits; Utilizing CalMax to receive and reuse items; 
Reutilizing property by other departments/divisions; Surplusing old equipment to recycling vendor Ill. Recycling: Collecting CRV beverage containers; Collecting cardboard, glass, 
plastic, newspaper, mixed office paper, scrap metal, magazines and telephone books; Wood pallets; Recycle grease and oil from cafeteria IV. Organic Management: Continue to 
compost grass clippings; Mulching around trees to reduce watering requirements; Collect and recycle parking lot sweeping debris; Collect pruning wastes for composting V. Special 
Waste Materials: Recycle tires; Recycle white and brown metal appliances; Utilize concrete & asphalt for fill; Recycle batteries and flourscent light tubes VI. Facility Recovery: All of 
our solid wastes in Placer County are taken to the MRF facility. All the comingled materials collected at our Nevada County site are hauled by Waste Management to a sorting facility 
in Lodi. VII. Hazardous Waste Materials: All auto batteries, oil, oil filters, antifreeze and paint are recycled; All hazardous wastes are lab packed and properly disposed of through 
reuse, recycle, incineration or neutralization. *All CRTs and CED's are recycled llX. Promotional Programs: Promote through news updates, information via e-mail, labeling of 
containers for proper sorting of recyclables and discussing the District's recycling program at each new employee orientation. 

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? 

The District has continued its commitment towards creating a sustainable environment looks for new ways to divert our solid wastes from the landfills. Limited funding for staffing an~ 
equipment plays a key role in expanding the current program. 

:Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding 

Business Source Reduction x 
Material Exchange x 
Beverage Containers x 
Cardboard x 
Glass x 
Newspaper x 
Office Paper (white) x 
Office Paper (mixed) x 
Plastics x x 
Scrap Metal x 
Special Collection Events x x 
Xeriscaping, grasscycling x 
Commercial pickup of compostables x 
Tires x 
White/brown goods x 
Wood waste x 
Concrete/asphalt/rubble (C&D) x 
Rendering x 
MRF x 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, http:!/wwvt ca!recycie.ca.gov/StateAgency/ 
Recycling Coordinator. SARC@calrncyc!e.ca.gov (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recycled Campaign: BuyRecycied@cairecycle.ca.qov (916) 341-6199 

. 

Tons 

42.8000 

17.4000 

44.2000 

11.2500 

14.5000 

21.5000 

39.0000 

5lll .~ \DN0 4.2500 

31.6000 

14.7500 

i)1Y0RT0D-i 06G 159.2500 

15.5000 

2.0000 VlA61b ''?! 2.2500 

14.7500 

3.0000 

2.5000 

119.2500 

.,P 
' 
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Cal Recycle 

New Search I Agency Detail 

Alternative Name(s): 59 Sierra Joint, Sierra College 

Physical Address 
5000 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities:1,524 

~006 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Proorams 

CalRecycle Representative 
Kerry \l\llcker 
Kerrv. Wicker@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
(916) 341-6267 x 

Recycling Coordinator: Colin Irwin cirwin@sierracollege.edu (916) 660-7655 

I Facilities 

FACILITY NAME NUMBER OF EMPLQYEE§ ADDB!i§§ 

Sierra College (Rocklin Campus) 

Sierra College (Nevada County Campus) 

Sierra College (Roseville Gateway) 

Sierrra College (Tahoe-Truckee) 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

Employees 

Total Number of Employees:1,524 

Non-Employee Population 

Total Number of Non-employees:21, 162 

Non-employee Population Type:Students 

Disposal 

Total amount Disposed:383.00 tons 

Annual Results 

Total Employees in Facilities: 

Export To Excel 

N 0 v \ v 8-R ~' 0 N 

Employee Population Student Population 

Target Annual Taraet Annual 

Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 2.00 1.40 0.10 0.10 

Questions 

Is the mission statement of your State agency/large State facility the same as reported in the previous year? 

1,316 5000 Rocklin Rd 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

91 250 Sierra College Dr. 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

62 333 Sunrise Ave. 
Roseville, CA 95661 

55 10725 Pioneer Trail 
Truckee, CA 96161 

1,524 

) N FORMAT lON 

Count: 4 

\/Vhat 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. 
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There has been less waste disposed of in 2008. We have been more proactive in increasing awareness of what materials can be recycled and therefore not placed in our solid 
waste stream. Our cardboard, metals and wood pallet recycling increased in 2008. Shredded paper recycling decreased to zero as the MRF no longer accepts it as recycled 
paper. The shredded paper is now in our solid waste to the landfill. Also, our food wastes from the cafeteria in Rocklin go directly to the landfill and not through the MRF. The ( 
ability to comingle our recyclables at the Nevada County Campus has greatly increased our recycling at that campus. With our new campus opening at Tahoe-Truckee, we 
now have our own site and building so we increased our recycling at that site as well. 

Explain any changes to ~S!Sl!l diversion i;irograms that were continued from the prior report year. Be sure to indicate the reason for making the changes. 

The major change from prior years is the ability to collect comingled recyclables at our Nevada County Campus. We also added a metal recycling roll-off bin at our Rocklin 
campus and that has enabled us to increase our metal recycling. We are also capturing additional cardboard and wood pallets throughout all District sites. 

Explain any waste diversion i;irograms that were newly implemented or were discontinued during the report year and explain why. 

With assistance from the County of Nevada, we were able to obtain new collection containers for our Nevada County campus and we are able to comingle a lot of our 
recyclable materials. Also, the types of materials acceptable for recycling was increased at that campus. 

What types of activities are included in each of the waste diversion i;irograms you continued or newly implemented during the reporting year? 

Waste diversion programs continued include: Business Source Reduction, Material Exchange, CRV beverage containers, cardboard, glass, newspaper, mixed office paper, 
scrap metal, collection at special events, grasscycling, commercial pickup of compostable yard wastes, tires, white/brown goods, wood waste, concrete/asphalt demolition, oil 
rendering and utilizing the Placer County MRF. We also continue to collect and recycle electronic wastes, batteries, CFL's/light tubes and mercury containing bulbs/switches. 
Newly implemented were collection of all plastics PETE 1-7, pressed board, non CRV glass and tin cans at the Nevada County Campus. 

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? 

The District has continued to work towards creating a sustainable environment and looks for opportunities to divert more of it's solid wastes from the landfill. Limited funding for 
staff and equipment creates a challenge for maintaining and/or expanding the current program. 

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 extrapolation, actual disposal weights, etc.) 

The Rocklin tonnage was received from our waste hauler.Using this information, we determined an average weight per cubic yard of waste. Since all sites generate similar 
solid wastes, we used these calculations to extrapolate the solid waste generated from the other three smaller sites. 

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)? 

Employee is defined by us as a person who gets a payroll check from the college. Because we have student employees, part-time employees and full time employees, the 
number of employees reported by our Human Resource Manager was extrapolated using the 2007 and 2009 data to determine full-time equivalenies. The District implemented 
a new accounting and human resource system beginning in late 2008 and early 2009 so we now have actual hard numbers. 

Programs 

Program Name 
Business Source Reduction 
Material Exchange 
Beverage Containers 
Cardboard 
Glass 
Newspaper 
Office Paper (mixed) 
Plastics 
Scrap Metal 
Special Collection Events 
Xeriscaping, grasscycling 
Commercial pickup of compostables 
Tires 
White/brown goods 
Wood waste 
Concrete/asphalt/rubble (C&D) 
Rendering 
MRF 

Existing 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

Planned/Expanding 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, http:l!wvm.calrecycle.ca gov/StateAgency/ 
Recyding Coordinator SARC@calrecycle.ca.gov (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recyded Campaign: BuyRecvded@calrecyeie.ca.gov, (916) 341-6199 

NO TDNNAbt &-
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RsPoRTGD ~y \HG 

1/ 1 ~nz ' a. 

Conditions of Use I Privacy Policy 
©1995 2013 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). All rights reserved. 
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C&IRecycla~ 

New Search I Agency Detail 

Alternative Name(s): 59 Sierra Joint, Sierra College 

Physical Address 
5000 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Programs 

CalRecycle Representative 
Kerry Wicker 
Kerry.Wicker@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
(916) 341-6267 x 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities:2,435 

Recycling Coordinator: Colin Irwin cirwin@sierracollege.edu (916) 660-7655 

Facilities 

FACILITY NAME NUMBER OF EMPLO 

Sierra College (Rocklin Campus) 

Sierra College (Nevada County Campus) 

Sierra College (Roseville Gateway) 

Sierrra College (Tahoe-Truckee) 

Total Employees in Facilities: 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

Employees 

Total Number of Employees:2,435 

Non-Employee Population 

Total Number of Non-employees:21, 162 

Non-employee Population Type:Students 

Disposal 

Total amount Disposed:387.00 tons 

Annual Results 

Export To Excel 

Employee Population Student Population 

~ Annual Ifilrull Annual 

Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 2.00 0.90 0.10 0.10 

@ 

1,956 

255 

142 

82 

2,435 

5000 Rocklin Rd 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

250 Sierra College Dr. 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

333 Sunrise Ave. 
Roseville, CA 95661 

10725 Pioneer Trail 
Truckee, CA 96161 

Count: 4 
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Questions 

IN THE TEXT BOX BELOW, PLEASE PROVIDE ANSWERS TO A AND B. 

(A) What are the major types of waste materials that your agency/facility currently disposes (not currently diverting), e.g., waste of significant weight and/or 

volume? If there are major waste materials that are being disposed, what is your agency/facility doing to find ways to divert these materials? 

(B) Please explain any difficulties or obstacles your agency/facility encountered in trying to implement recycling or other programs to reduce the amount of 

waste disposed. Summarize any efforts your agency/facility made to resolve difficulties or overcome obstacles and if they were successful or not. 

(A)(B) The district is constantly striving to reduce the amount of waste that is not diverted. The difficulty is that staff disposes of waste that could be 

diverted. We have added many more recycling containers to help increase the recycled materials. 

Waste generation includes both materials disposed in the trash as well as materials recycled or otherwise diverted from landfill. There are many reasons 

why the type or amount of waste generated by your agency/facility may have changed. 

SELECT YES OR NO FROM THE DROP DOWN LIST BELOW. IF YOU SELECT YES, YOU MUST PROVIDE AN EXPLANATION IN THE TEXT BOX 

BELOW. 

Do the types or amounts of wastes generated in the last calendar year significantly differ from those that were generated by your agency/facility in the prior 

report year? If yes, please explain. 

The reason why, the type, or amount of waste generated by your agency/facility either may have increased or decreased. For example, construction 

activities at your agency or facility may increase construction-related wastes; budget cuts may result in cuts to the services your agency provides and, 

therefore, the related wastes are no longer generated; or a shift in how you do business may create a new type of waste. 

If you had changes in the types or amounts of waste generated, then that may have affected the waste diversion programs you implemented. You will be 

asked in Question #3 about how your waste diversion programs may have changed. 

SELECT YES OR NO FROM THE DROP DOWN LIST BELOW. IF YOU SELECT YES, YOU MUST PROVIDE AN EXPLANATION IN THE TEXT BOX 

BELOW. 

Did you make any significant changes (during the report year) to the waste diversion programs implemented by your agency/facility (such as programs to 

reduce waste, reuse, recycle, compost, etc.)? For example, did you start new programs, discontinue prior programs, or make significant modifications to 

existing programs? If yes, in the text box below,' please explain why you made the change(s). 

Having an accurate and consistent measurement of trash disposal is important. The annual amount of trash disposed is one factor in the calculation to 

determine the annual per capita disposal for your agency/facility. CalRecycle considers this calculation, in addition to the waste reduction, recycling, and 

other waste diversion programs your agency/facility implemented, in determining compliance with statutory mandates. 

IN THE TEXT BOX BELOW, PLEASE PROVIDE ANSWERS TO A AND B. 

(A) Explain how you determined the annual tons disposed by your agency for the report year (e.g. did you use actual disposal weights provided by a trash 

hauler, conduct a waste generation study, estimate using weight-to-volume conversions, etc.) 

(B) Indicate if this is the same method used to determine tons disposed that was used for the prior report year. If not, please also explain the reason for the 

change. 

(A) The tonnage number was received from our waste hauler. (B) This is the same method used previously. 

Having an accurate and consistent method to count employees is also important. The number of employees is one factor in the calculation to determine the 

annual per capita disposal for your agency/facility .. (If your agency submits a modified report, per capita disposal is not calculated, but the number of 

employees is important in verifying your eligibility to submit a modified report). 

IN THE TEXT BOX BELOW, PLEASE PROVIDE ANSWERS TO A AND B. 

(A) Please explain how you determined the number of employees working for your agency (e.g. total number of full time employees; full time equivalents; 

total number of full and part time employees; etc.). This information is usually available from your human resources or payroll department. 

(B) Indicate if you used the same method to determine the number of employees that was used for the prior report year. If not, please explain the reason 

for the change. 

(A) This is the total number of employees (B)The same method wa 50



If your agency/facility also has a non-employee population (such as students, visitors, inmates, residents, patients) that significantly contributes to waste generated, then there is a space provided to report that information in Part I - Facility Information. This information is in addition to your employee information - it does not replace it. 

IN THE TEXT BOX BELOW, PLEASE PROVIDE ANSWERS TO A AND B. 

(A) If you reported a number for a non-employee population, please explain how you determined that number (e.g. full time equivalent students; average number of patients during the report year; etc.) 

(B) Indicate if you used the same method that was used for the prior report year. If not, please explain the reason for the change. 
If you are not given the option in Part 1 - Facility Information to report an additional population, but believe doing so would be valuable, or if you provided this in the past, but no longer wish to do so, please contact your Cal Recycle representative to discuss the merits of adding or deleting this option from your report. 

I (A) This is the total student headcount. (B) The same method was used as last report. 

For your agency/facility, if the annual per capita disposal for the current report year is more than the per capita disposal from the previous report year, then, to the best of your ability, please explain why there was an increase. (To find these numbers, click on "Current Year" under "Previous Year" under 'View Report" in the left menu bar. These links display the report summary.) 

There was a decrease in the per capita disposal. 

Additional information you wish to provide in your annual report. 

Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding 
Business Source Reduction x 
Material Exchange x 
Beverage Containers x 
Cardboard x 
Glass x 
Newspaper x 
Office Paper (mixed) x 
Plastics x 
Scrap Metal x 
Special Collection Events x 
Xeriscaping, grasscycling x 
On-site composting/mulching x 
Commercial pickup of compostables x 
Tires x 
White/brown goods x 
Scrap Metal x 
Wood waste x 
MRF x 

NO TONNA[q~ AMOUNTS. 

t>f= 9 l v&-Rs tOl"-4 AR& 

R&i7CRTf;D 1?./Y Tl-\ ~ 

1/10112., \ Uf. 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, http://www.calrecycle.ca.goy!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. 2013 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). All rights reserved. 
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~010 

CalRecycle ~ 

New Search I Agency Detail 

Facilities I Annual Per Capita Disposal I Programs 

Alternative Name(s): 59 Sierra Joint, Sierra College 

Physical Address 
5000 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

CalRecycle Representative 
Kerry Wicker 
Kerry.Wicker@CalRecycle.ca.gov 
(916) 341-6267 x 

Total Number of Employees including Facilities:1,507 

Recycling Coordinator: Colin Irwin cirwin@sierracollege edu (916) 660-7655 

Facilities 

FACILITY NAME NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES 

Sierra College (Rocklin Campus) 

Sierra College (Nevada County Campus) 

Sierra College (Roseville Gateway) 

Sierrra College (Tahoe-Truckee) 

Total Employees in Facilities: 

Annual Per Capita Disposal 

Employees 

Total Number of Employees:1,507 

Non-Employee Population 

Total Number of Non-employees:20,792 

Non-employee Population Type:Students 

Disposal 

Total amount Disposed:358.00 tons 

Annual Results 

Export To Excel 

Employee Population Student Population 

(j§) 

1,149 

148 

134 

76 

1,507 

ADDRESS 

5000 Rocklin Rd 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

250 Sierra College Dr. 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

333 Sunrise Ave. 
Roseville, CA 95661 

11001 College Trail 
Truckee, CA 96161 

Count: 4 
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Target Annual Target Annual 

Per Capita Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 2.00 1.30 0.10 0.09 

Questions 

IN THE TEXT BOX BELOW, PLEASE PROVIDE ANSWERS TO A and B. 

We would like to understand what is still being thrown away and help you find ways to increase recycling. 

A. Please describe the types of waste that are thrown away. 

B. What difficulties or obstacles have you had with finding ways to recycle these wastes? 

A/B. A large portion of our waste comes from the cafeterias. This is mixed waste that is difficult to separate. We tried a voluntary waste 

separation program that met with little success. 

SELECT YES OR NO FROM THE DROP DOWN LIST BELOW. IF YOU SELECT YES, YOU MUST DESCRIBE IN THE TEXT BOX BELOW. 

Were there any changes in your recycling/waste reduction programs during the report year? For example, did you start, discontinue, or make 

significant changes to your recycling/waste reduction programs? 

We are now composting the grass clippings. 

IN THE TEXT BOX BELOW, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTION. 

If the per capita disposal for the current report year is greater than the per capita disposal from the previous report year, then, to the best of your 

ability, explain why there was an increase. (To find these numbers, look for 'View Report" in the left menu and click either "Current Year" or 

"Previous Year" to display a report summary.) 

Our tonnage was reduced but the number of employeses and students have been reduced. 

IN THE TEXT BOX BELOW, PLEASE PROVIDE ANSWERS TO A AND B. 

In Section Ill, you entered total tons disposed (thrown away at a landfill) by your agency/facility during the report year. Having an accurate method 

to consistently calculate this number each year is important because it is used in the calculation to determine the report year per capita disposal for 

your agency/facility. 

Examples of types of methods that may be used include, but are not limited to, conducting a waste generation study, using actual disposal weights 

provided by a trash hauler, or estimating using weight-to-volume conversions. 

A. Explain the method you, or the person that provided you with this number, used to calculate the total tons disposed. Please provide a 

detailed explanation of the method so that it could be used in the event someone else from your agency/facility had to produce the same 

number. 

B. Is this the same method used for last year's report? If not, explain the reason for the change. 

A. The tonnage number was received from our waste haulers. B. This is the same method used last year. 

IN THE TEXT BOX BELOW, PLEASE PROVIDE ANSWERS TO A AND B. 

In Part I of this report, you entered the number of employees for your agency/facility. This information is usually available from your human 

resources or payroll department. Having an accurate method to consistently calculate this number each year is important because it is used in the 

calculation to determine the report year per capita disposal for your agency/facility. 

(Note: If your agency submits a modified report, per capita disposal is not calculated, but the number of employees is important in verifying your 

continued eligibility to submit a modified report). 

IN THE TEXT BOX BELOW, PLEASE PROVIDE ANSWERS TO A AND B. 

A. Explain the method you, or the person that provided you with this number, used to calculate the number of employees (e.g. total number of 

full time employees, full time equivalents, total number of full and part time employees, etc.). Please provide a detailed explanation of the 

method"' that.'°"~ be""'''" the ewot wmeooewyo"' •geocy/faoility hod to•""""' the "me ""mbe<. 53



v?oio 
B. Is this the same method used for last year's report? If not. explain the reason for the change. 

A.This is the total number of employees B, This is the same method used last year. 

IN THE TEXT BOX BELOW, PLEASE PROVIDE ANSWERS TO A AND B. (Skip to the next question if you did not enter a non-employee 
population in Part I.) 

NOTE: If there was not an option in Part I to report an additional population, but you believe doing so would be valuable, or if you provided this in 
the past, but no longer wish to do so, please contact your Cal Recycle representative to discuss the merits of adding or deleting this option for 
future reports. 

If your agency/facility also has a non-employee population (such as students, visitors, inmates, residents, patients, etc.) that significantly 
contributes to the waste your agency/facility creates, Part I of this report asks you for a number for that population. This information is in addition to 
your employee information - it does not replace it. 

A. Explain the method you (or the person that provided you with this number) used to calculate that number (e.g. full time equivalent students, 
average number of patients during the report year, etc.). Please provide a detailed explanation of the method so that it could be used in the 
event someone else from your agency/facility had to produce the same number. 

B. Is this the same method you used for last year's report? If not, explain the reason for the change. 

A. We received the number from our research dept. B. This is the same method used last year. 

Additional information you wish to provide in your annual report. 

Programs 

Program Name Existing Planned/Expanding 

Business Source Reduction x 
Material Exchange x 
Beverage Containers x 
Cardboard x 
Glass x 
Newspaper x 
Office Paper (mixed) x 
Plastics x 
Scrap Metal x 
Special Collection Events x 
Xeriscaping, grasscycling x 
On-site composting/mulching x 
Tires x 
White/brown. goods x 
Scrap Metal x 
Wood waste x 
Concrete/asphalUrubble (C&D) x 
MRF x 

State Agency Waste Management Programs, http:/!www.calrecycle.ca.gov/StateAgency/ 
Recycling Coordinator: SARC@calrecycle.ca.qov, (916) 341-6199 
Buy Recycled Campaign: BuyRecycled@calrecycle.ca.qov, (916) 341-6199 

NO TO N'Nk0J0 P<Mt71faNT~ 

or- D\VS-R010N At<G 
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Conditions of Use I Privacy Policy 
©1995. 2013 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). All rights reserved. 
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Disposal Fees - Western Placer Waste Management Authority 

WESTERN PLACER 

Communttv Wodsshop Summarv and 

~ 

Online Odor Notifjcatjon Fonn 

Board Agenda 
WPVVMA Board of Directors meetings are 
held, as necessary, on the second 
Thursday of each month. The agenda \WI 
be posted here approximately one week 
prior to each meeting. 
Download the latest Board Aaend@. 

a GO GREEN! 
Sign up to receive the WPWMA 
Newsletter by e-mail. 

* indlcat9S requirad field 

Email Address:• 

First Name: 

Last Name: [ ·--·-·----··1 

Subscribe 

.)OUR CE: 
http://www.wpwma.com/fees.html 

Search 

HCVCLtNQ ANC DlSPOSAi... MADI'. II.A.SY 

->;! OOME ABOIJT "tlMIA 
,~'l-~ " "~,,.~~"' 

61.0Lm!:S 'llASJUCUPTA!lCU f'R(ING 
'''/W$M.l,k1d-=-:.~ i:Pi>' ''>< """ 

Disposal Fees 

Greenwaste"' $36.50/ton 
$7.00/yard 

............................... 

Wood Waste-

Inert Materials*-

Construction and Demolition Waste 

Appliances 

Refrigerated Appliances (Includes air 
conditioners, water coolers, refrigerators, & 
freezers) 

$26.00/ton 
$7.00/yard 

$16.00/ton 

$47.00/ton 

$30. DO/each 

Other Appliances (Includes microwaves, water $5.00/each 
heaters, stoves, washers & dryers ) 

Electronic Waste 

Electronic Waste such as computers, monitors, televisions, video 
and stereo record and play equipment. telephones, answering 
devices, and calculators are accepted any day of the week from 
Placer County residents FREE of charge; please note that fees 
apply for businesses. 

TI res 
Car and Light Truck Tires 

Semi Trailer Truck Tires 

Tractor Tires 

Euclid Tires 

Commercial Tire Hauler 

$3.00/each 

$17.50/each 

$70.00/each 

$175/ton 

$175/ton 

• Applies to separated loads of greenwaste, including; grass clippings. 
leaves and brush and tree limbs 1 inch in diameter or less. Bamboo, 
palm. and cattails are considered MSW and will be charged at that rate. 

" Applies to separated loads of wood, including; lumber, plywood, 
particle board, and tree trunks and limbs less than 24 inches in length and 
greater than one inch in diameter. Loads can contain no more than 1 % of 
contaminants. Contaminants include treated or painted wood. Treated 
wood waste will be charged at the C&D rate. Includes railroad ties, phone 
poles and painted wood. Treated wood is defines as wood that has been 
treated with a chemical preservative for purposes of protecting the wood 
against attacks from insects, microorganisms, fungi and other 
environmental conditions. 

••• Applies to separated loads of uncontaminated dirt, rock, asphalt and 
concrete if free from re-bar or mesh and broken into pieces less than 
2'x2' x4" . 

Page 1 of I 
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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 futerest. 

Dept. 33 No. 07CS00355 

RULING ON SUBMITTED MATTER 

20 fu this mandate proceeding, the court must detennine 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 

0355ruling 
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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 l, 2004. (Pub. Resol.lrces 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 information, 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 ofIWM 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 Xill 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 for the 

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 l, 

14 197 5, or an executive order implementing a statute enacted on or after January 1, 197 5. 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 ofrevenues received from plan 

6 implementation "in an amount sufficient to fund" the cost of the state-mandated program. 

7 Respondent noted that the $2000 in revenue available annually to a community college pursuant 

8. to Public Contract Code section l2167.l ~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 Cominunity 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 revenues 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 ofrecyclable 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 admiriistration 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 froni section 

12 VII 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 XIII 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 51 Cal.3d 48i, 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, § l 183.l{a){7), {a){8) {requiring parameters 

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 VIl 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. Indeed, 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. 

63



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 

6 . of the diversion activities to determine the reimbursable costs ofIWM plan 

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 twM plan implementation and administration costs in accordance with Public 

10 Contract Code section 12167. The amount or value of the savings maybe determined from the 

1·1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

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. 

Respondent's three grounds for omitting offsetting savings from section VII of the 

IWM plan parameters and guidelines are flawed. First, as explained above, the reduced or 

avoided costs of landfill disposal are an integral part of the IWM diversion mandates under 

Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. Therefore, respondent's conclusion that reduced or 
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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 arid 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 legislative 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.l 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 9fIWM 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.l 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 pwpose 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 of IWM 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 12167.1. 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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annually are available for such expenditure by the college when appropriated by the Legislature. 

To the extent so approved by the board or appropriated by the Legislature, these revenue amounts 

offset or reduce the reimbursable costs incurred by the college in implementing an IWM plan 

under Public Resources Code section 42920 et seq. 

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 {>ublic 

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. Sections 12167 and 12167 .1 apply 

exclusively to state agencies and institutions; the colleges, which are school districts rather than 

state agencies, are not specially 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. 

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. (See Cal. Const., art. XIII B, § 6; 

Gov.Code§§ 17514, 17556, subd. (e); County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) 51 Cal.3d 

482, 487; County of Sonoma v. Commission on State Mandates, (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1264, 

1284.) These principles are reflected in 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, § 1183.1 (a)(7).) 

In sum, respondent erred in adopting parameters and guidelines which, pursuant to 

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 to rule 3. 1312 of the 

11 California Rules of Court. 
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Dated: May 29, 2008 

LLOYD G. CONNELLY 
Judge of the Superior Court 
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Sierra Joint Community College District 
Legislatively Mandated Integrated Waste Management Program 
Qffsetti!is Savings ··· ··· 
FY's 1999-00 through 2009-10, excluding FY's 2001-02 and 2002-03 
Review ID#: S 13-MCC-942 

1999-00 I I I 100 - 6130100 2000 Tab 4, page 1 

2000-01 7I1100 - 1213 1100 2000 Tab 4, page 1 
111101 - 6130101 2001 Tab 4, page 3 

2003-04 711103 - 12/31103 2003 Tab4, page5 
111104 - 6130104 2004 Tab4, page? 

2004-05 7/1/04 - 12/31/04 2004 Tab 4, page 7 
111105 - 6130105 2005 Tab4, page9 

2005-06 711105 - 12/31105 2005 Tab4, page9 
111106 - 6130106 2006 Tab 4, page 11 

2006-07 711106 - 12131106 2006 Tab 4, page 11 
1/1/07 - 6130107 2007 Tab 4, page 13 

2007-08 711107 - 12/31/07 2007 Tab 4, page 13 
111108 - 6/30/08 2008. Tab 4, page 13 

2008-09 711108 - 12131108 2008. Tab 4, page 13 
111109 - 6130109 2009. Tab 4, page 13 

2009-10 711109- 12131109 2009. Tab 4, page 13 
111110 - 6/30/10 2010. Tab 4, page 13 

A 

146.10 

146.10 
102.85 

204.00 
269.25 

269.25 
284.85 

284.85 
290.70 

290.70 
295.65 

295.65 
295.65 

295.65 
295.65 

295.65 
295.65 

291.50 437.60 33.39% 25.00% NO 74.87% $ 36.39 (3,981) 
(3,981) 

291.50 437.60 33.39% 25.00% NO 74.87% $ 36.39 (3,981) 
256.50 359.35 28.62% 25.00% NO 87.35% $ 36.39 (3,269) 

(7,250) 

243.50 447.50 45.59% 50.00% YES 100.00% $ 36.83 (7,513) 
229.50 498.75 53.98% 50.00% NO 92.63% $ 38.42 (9,582) 

(17,095) 

229.50 498.75 53.98% 50.00% NO 92.63% $ 38.42 (9,582) 
230.65 515.50 55.26% 50.00% NO 90.48% $ 39.00 (10,052) 

(19,634) 

230.65 515.50 55.26% 50.00% NO 90.48% $ 39.00 (10,052) 
229.25 519.95 55.91% 50.00% NO 89.43% $ 46.00 (11,959) 

(22,011) 

229.25 519.95 55.91% 50.00% NO 89.43% $ 46.00 (11,959) 
194.90 490.55 60.27% 50.00% NO 82.96% $ 48.00 (11,773) 

(23,732) 

194.90 490.55 60.27% 50.00% NO 82.96% $ 48.00 (11,773) 
194.90 490.55 60.27% 50.00% NO 82.96% $ 51.00 (12,509) 

---- (24,282) 

194.90 490.55 60.27% 50.00% NO 82.96% $ 51.00 (12,509) 
194.90 490.55 60.27% 50.00% NO 82.96% $ 55.00 (13,490) 

(25,999) 

194.90 490.55 60.27% 50.00% NO 82.96% $ 55.00 (13,490) 
194.90 490.55 60.27% 50.00% NO 82.96% $ 56.00 (13,735) 

(27,225) 

··s~Ti~:i[,: . · ~m.209~ 

• 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's 2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10. If the district is able to support a lower amount of tonnage diverted for either 2008, 2009, or 2010, we will revise the amounts 
accordingly. 
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Kurokawa, Lisa 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Mr. Vatooma, 

Kurokawa, Lisa 
Friday, May 10, 2013 1:26 PM 
'cyatooma@sierracollege.edu' 
'cirwin@sierracollege.edu'; 'jahlquist@sierracollege.edu'; 'khester@sierracollege.edu' 
Adjustment to Integrated Waste Management Mandated Cost Claims filed by Sierra 
Joint CCD 
Offsetting Savings Calculation.xlsx; Narrative of Adjustment.pdf; Waste Management 
Annual Report of Diversion.pdf; Summary of Program Costs.pdf; Amended Parameters 
and Guidelines.pdf 

My name is Lisa Kurokawa and I'm an Audit Manager with the State Controller's Office, Division of Audits, Mandated 
Cost Claim Bureau. The reason I am contacting you is because the State Controller's Office will be adjusting Sierra Joint 
CCD's Integrated Waste Management (IWM) claims for FY's 1999-00, 2000-01, 2003-04, 2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07, 
2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10 by $116,605. The district contracted with SixTen and Associates to prepare these 
claims. 

At this point, I am not sure who the appropriate district contact would be regarding these claims? If you are not the 
appropriate contact, please forward this email to the correct person. I have included Colin Irwin as a cc: on this email 
because he is listed as the district's Recycling Coordinator on CalRecycle's website. 

Unreported Offsetting Savings 
We are making this adjustment because the district did not offset any savings realized as a result of implementing the 
district's IWM Plan. For FV's 1999-00, 2000-01, 2003-04, 2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10 the 
district realized savings of $171,209. Please see the attached "Offsetting Savings Calculation" and the attached 
"Narrative of Review Adjustment" for an explanation of the adjustment and the calculation. To calculate the offsetting 
savings realized by the district, we used the "tonnage diverted" that the district reported to Cal Recycle in accordance 
with Public Resource Code section 42926, subsection (b)(l) (as shown on the attached "Waste Management Annual 
Report of Diversion"). 

Financial Summary 
For FV's 1999-00, 2000-01, 2003-04, 2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10, the district claimed 
reimbursement of $236,914 ($238,419 less a $1,505 penalty for filing a late claim) for the IWM Program. However, 
because of the offsetting savings adjustment, we have determined that $120,309 ($121,131 less a $822 penalty for filing 
a late claim) is allowable and $116,605 is unallowable (please see the attached "Summary of Program Costs" for a 
summary of the claimed, allowable, and review adjustment by fiscal year). The State has made no payments to the 
district; therefore, the State will pay the district $120,309 contingent upon available appropriations. 

Attached Documentation 
I have attached the following documentation for you to review: 

• Offsetting Savings Calculation 
• Narrative of Review Adjustment 
• Waste Management Report of Diversion (from CalRecycle's website) 
• Summary of Program Costs 
• Amended Parameters and Guidelines (See the "Offsetting Savings" section on page 11 of 12) 
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----- --------------------

On a separate email, I will attach the IWM claims because the file size is too large (3 MB). 

May 21. 2013 meeting to discuss this adjustment? 
At this point, we would like to have a meeting with the district to discuss this adjustment. During this meeting, we can 
discuss the background regarding this adjustment, explain further how the calculation was made, and answer any 
questions you may have. 

We are available anytime on Wednesday, May 21, 2013. If this date does not work for you, please provide an alternate 
date and time. Alternatively, if the district agrees with this adjustment, we can forgo the meeting and just issue a letter 
report. 

Please let me know how you wish to proceed? 

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. 
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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. 

SouRC6« 
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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 SO 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 
SO percent diversion, and that target will be expressed on a per capita basis. [click] If a 
jurisdiction disposes less than its SO percent equivalent per capita disposal target AND is k 
implementing its recycling and related programs, it has met the mandate. 

You are used to thinking about a diversion rate of over SO 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! 

79



50% Equivalent Per Capita Disposal Target 

Base Period Generation 
(AH 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 5 pounds per person per day, or 50 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 50 percent 
diversion under the old system, in most cases, your jurisdiction will remains at 50 percent 
under the new system-it is just measured in terms of per capita disposal now. 

[next slide] 
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Each Jurisdictien is U,nique 

•Differing demographics and industrial 
bases within jurisdictions 

• tmpossible to compare targets and 
progress to other jurisdictions 

Remember that each jurisdiction is unique! [click] Each one has its own SO 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. 
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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 

' 

SB 1016 does not change AB 939's 50 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 a.ta 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] 

82



SB 1016 Recap 
What Stakeholders Asked For! 

• Simplified, accurate and timely 

• Maintains 50% requirement 

• Emphasis on program implementation 
instead of number crunching 

•Increase CIWMB staff field presence to 
provide technical assistance 

8 

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. 
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Contacts: 

Kaoru Cruz, CIWMB 
(916} 341-6249 

kc:ruz@ciwmb.c:a.gov 

Keir Furey, CIWMB 
(916) 341-6622 

kfurey@ciwmb.c:a.gov 

Debra Kustic, CIWMB 
(916) 341-6207 

dkustic@ciwmb.c:a.gov 

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. 
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Diversion Programs to Report Page I of 4 

Callecycle ~ 
State Agency Waste Management: Annual Report 

~~.Y.~.~~~~~ .. ~~~~~~.~~ .. ~~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 activities. 

··:>> Beverage containers 

-l>> Glass Plastics (#3-7) 

··:>> Carpet 

··l>> Cardboard 

··:>> Newspaper 

··l>> Office paper (white) 

··l>> Office paper (mixed) 

·->» Confidential shredded paper 

··i'>> Copier/toner cartridges 

··i'>> Scrap metal 

··i'>> Wood waste 

··i'>> Textiles 

··1>> Ash Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

··l>> Tires 

··?> White goods 

··1>> 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 q?? 
and@oes not count as diversion) These hazardous materials are regulated by the California Department of Toxic j~ 
Substances Control (DTSC). Please see the DTSC website for their disposal guidelines. 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/stateagency/WMReport/Diversion.htm 10/6/2015 
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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 (CPU), laptops, monitors and televisions, etc. 

··l>> Additional hazardous wastes should be properly managed: antifreeze, asbestos, paint, treated wood, used oil, 
etc. ~· 

Organics Recycling 

In October of 2014 Governor Brown signed AB 1826 Chesbro (Chapter 727. Statutes of 2014 ). requiring businesses, 
including State Agencies, to recycle their organic waste on and after April 1, 2016, depending on the amount of 
organic waste they generate per week. This law also requires that on and after January 1, 2016, local jurisdictions 
across the state implement an organic waste recycling program to divert organic waste generated by businesses, 
including State Agencies that meet the progressive thresholds. Learn more about AB 1826 and Mandatory 
Commercial 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. 

··l>> Xeriscaping (climate appropriate landscaping) 

·+> Grasscycling 

··>> Green Waste-On-site composting and mulching 

··l>> Green Waste-Self-haul 

··» Green Waste-Commercial pickup 

··i» Food scraps-On-site composting and mulching 

··» Food scraps-Self-haul 

··>> Food scraps-Commercial pickup 

··:>> 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. 

··>» NonprofiUschool donations 

··:>> Internal property reutilizations 

··>> State surplus (accepted by DGS) 

··>'> Used book exchange/buy backs 

··i:l> Employee supplies exchange 

·-~:> Other 

® 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/ stateagency /WMReport/Diversion.htm 10/6/2015 
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Diversion Programs to Report Page 3of4 

Waste Prevention/Reuse 

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) reuse: 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 reuse programs. 

··)> 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 

··l>> Rags made from waste cloth or reusable rags 

··;>> Preventative maintenance 

··»> Used vehicle parts 

··l>> Used Tires 

··l>> Other 

··l>> None 

Green Procurement 

Programs that promote green purchasing practices, including the purchase of goods and materials that are made from 
recycled or less harmful ingredients such as, postconsumer 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 

·->» Recycled Content Product (RCP) procurement policy 

(j) 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/stateagency/WMReport/Diversion.htm 101612015 
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Diversion Programs to Report 

··l>> Environmentally Preferable Purchasing (EPP) procurement policy 

··l>> Staff procurement training regarding RCP/EPP practices 

··l>> RCP/EPP language included in procurement contracts for products and materials 

··:>> Other green procurement activities 

Training and Education 

Page 4of4 

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. 

··:>> Web page (intranet or internet) 

··i>> Signage (signs, posters, including labels for recycling bins) 

··»> Brochures, flyers, newsletters, publications, newspaper articles/ads 

··l>> Office recycling guide, fact sheets 

··i>> New employee package 

.. ,,.> Outreach (internal/external) e.g. environmental fairs 

··»> Seminars, workshops, special speakers 

··l>> Employee incentives, competitions/prizes 

··»> Awards program 

··l>> Press releases 

··l>> Employee training 

··?> Waste audits, waste evaluations/surveys 

··l>> Special recycling/reuse events 

··l>> Other 

Please contact your CalRecycle local assistance representative for individual assistance. 

Last updated: July 30, 2015 
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 I Language Complaint Form 
©1995. 2015 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). All rights reserved. 

@ 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/stateagency/WMReport/Diversion.htm 101612015 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED 

WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
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(916) 341-6000 • WWW.CIWMB.CA.GOV 

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-16 
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 infonnation 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 fmd summary spreadsheets containing information on each di.strict 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 tit 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 fonnat. 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 l, the data is based on 

a calendar year, not a fiscal year, as that is the way in which the infonnation 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 ofrecyclable materials they have recovered. We 

then took that data and used average estimated rates for disposal costs and sale of recyclable 

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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September 21, 2009 
Paula Higashi 
Page2 

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 wou,ld 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 Commission 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 Interagency Mail Service, addressed as follows: 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoirig is true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on September 21, 
2009 at Sacramento, California. 
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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 95814 

Hanneet Barkschat 
Mandate Resource Services 
5325 Elkhorn ·Blvd., #307 
Sacramento, CA 95842 

Susan Geanacou 
Department of Finance (A-15) 
915 L Street, Suite 1190 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Allan Burdick 
MAXIMUS 
4320 Auburn Blvd., 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 95814 

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) 
Division 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, th 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 9:3611-0599 
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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 \l~ed 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 

··-Allan Hancock CCO 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) 
I 

CabrllloCCD 

·-Cabrillo College 

$ . (14,118.44) $ (17,179.18) $ (22,818.54) $ (18,143.93) $ (15,381.47) $ (S,411.70) $ (25,913.23) $ (118,966.49) 

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 <D'· 
-~ 

Citrus cco 
Citrus College 

$ (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 CCO 

College of the Sequoias 
··-$ (10,834.92) $ (10,310.03! $ (20,686.69) $ (22,958.41) $ (28~017.19)i $ (33,123.41) $ (42,730.48) $ (168,661.12) -····~ 

i -···---
Contra Costa CCD 
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Total claimed • Total claimed - Total claimed • Total clalmed • 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 ---- ... ·-
Contra Costa College 

' ·--- .. 
Diablo Valley College --~-----· -·· Los Medanos College I 

$ (9,721.43) $ (17,093.76) $ (21,268.27) $ (34,617.79) $ (38,088.70) $ (44,388.20) I $ (~~,161.02) $ (258,339.1_~) 

--
El Camino CCD 

El camino College 
-· -
Compton Community 

Educational Center 
--··-

$ 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 

-Foothill·OeAnza CCD I 
DeAnza College I 
Foothill College 

' 

G) $ (76,543.42) $ (314;355.47) $ (108,315.26) $ (110,536.86) ' $ (236,092.97) $ (181,090.89) I $ (153,776.91) $ (1,180,711.77) 

Gavilan Joint CCD 
Gavilan College i 

$ 63,323.67 $ 62,091.56 $ 36,358.77 $ 45,610.46 $ 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.i6 T- 39,263.89 . $ (11?210.42l ...L. (721,030.2?! $ 116,609.81 $ (597.11) $ (779,691.67) --
-· ·-Hartnell CCD -- ------- - ---·~ 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/ College 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 All Years 

-Lassen CCD 

--Lassen College I 

$ (10,880.06) $ (15,900.70) $ (~,6~_1.47) $ (15,708.67) $ (13,755.67) $ (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) 

Los Rios CCD 

American River College 
Cosumnes River College 

~ Folsom Lake College 

\~ \Sacramento City College . 

~ 
I $ (32,892.88) $ (93,854.42) $ (66,912.90) $ (96,455.32) $ (1,231,937.81) $ (19,344.10) $ (37,187.40) $ (1,578,584.82) 

MarlnCCO 

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) -
MercedCCO 
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) $ (10,79~.92) $ (38,401.45) $ (16,505.89) $ (55,895.14) $ (77,153.72) $ (41,286.71) $ (247,586.68) 

Monterey cco • 
Monterey Peninsula College 

$ (12,928.87) _t_ (18,782.43) $ (20,194.80) $ (28,059.36) $ (25,043.13) $ (29,633..94) .$ (18,153.85) $ (152,796.37) 

. 
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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 ------ -Mt. San Antonio CCD 

i ·-I--

' 
-· Mt. San Antonio College 

' --···· 
-·· $ 3,452.14 I $ (22,145.81) $ 5,517.39 $ (8,624.39) $ 23,867.20 $ 38,421.14 ! $ 34,257.98 $ 74,745.65 --

-North Orange Cty CCD 
Cypress College 

-
~---Fullerton College 

$ (3,105.41) $ (80,224.30) s (129,370.31) $ (134,735.18) $ (193,425.60) $ (249,952.05) s (34,409.44) $ (825,222.29) 

Palo Verde Ceo 
-Palo Verde College 

$ 71,930.00 $ 58,605.46 ,_$ 56,129.09 $ 59,374.79 $ 65,689.95 $ 63,553.71 $ 26,730.81 $ 402,013.80 

- -s PalomarCCD ' 
I 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 ' $ 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 s 141,308.96 $ 60,312.53 $ 547,387.84 
I 

- -~---Santiago canyon College 
Redwoods cco ' 
College of the Redwoods 

-· $ (2,801.78) $ 3J.,802.33 $ 33,184.43 $ 33,788.47 $ 31,796.19 $ 6,146.67 $ (79,700.05) $ 54,216.27 ----··· .. 

- -San Bernardino CCD 
·-·--···-·--· 

,_____ __ 
Crafton Hills College 
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Total claimed· 1 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) ·$-(19,861.7S) $ (239,409.28) $ (322,864.10) $ (995,388.02) $ (1,619,82S.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) 

San Jose 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 Ceo 

~ Cuesta College 

0 $ (23,187.77) $ (17,819.63) $ (19,530.76) $ (18,509.76) $ (20,925.33) $ 37,492.56 $ 38,224.33 $ (24,256.35) 
.__/ 

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 CCD 

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 CCD 

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) 

--· 
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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Total claimed- Total claimed - Total claimed -1 Total claimed - Total clalmed - 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 200~ 2006 2007 All Years ---·--
' Sierra Joint CCD ! 

-----· ·-· Sierra College 
-----

$ $ $ (10,453.94) $ (11,149:1311 $-··-(3,040.62) $ 15,932.10 $ 19,408.44 3,580.84 $ {8,663.27) Jll,695.66) 
: I 

' Siskiyou CCD 
College of the Siskiyous 

$ 7,292.15 $ (4,206.06) $ 20,877.40 $ 4,816.74 $ 12,846.77 $ (17,859.70) $ (18,158.82) $ 5,608.47 
l 

Solano Co CCD I -
Solano Community College 

$ (5,346.21) $ (122,573.58) $ (13,_~?1~ 70) $ (18,882.42) $ (15,244.51) $ (40,396.03) $ (28,5?2.29) $ (244,186. 73) 

State Center CCD I 

:§) 
Fresno City College 
Reedley College 

$ (3,269.73) $ (1,709.91) $ (2,020.77) $ (14,798.60) $ (14,351.89) $ (8,247.29) $ (21,339.27) $ (65,737.47) 

Victor Valley CCD 
Victor Valley College 

$ 36,238.51 $ 53;336.44 $ 56,722.89 $ 53,200.88 $ 55,662.0S $ 17,841.05 $ 10,432.65 $ 283,434.46 

West Kern CCD 
Taft College ------

$ 3,941.58 $ 8,389.09 $ 7,629.30 $ 5,452.23 $ 8,117.72 $ 10,136.37 $ (10,150.87) $ 33,515.41 

West Valley-Mission CCD 
Mission College 

$ (12,760.67) $ (5,787.41) $ (12,321.50) $ (15,665.07} $ (16,507.43) $ (7,764.51) $ (27,755.78} $ (98,562.37) 

- ... Yosemite CCO 
·~-----. 

West Valley College 

-------
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Total claimed· Total claimed· Total claimed • Total claimed • Total claimed • Total claimed - To.ta! 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) 

i •.. 

YubaCCD ! 
···--

Yuba College 
' 

$ (12,880.591 I $ (21,586.25) $ (21,248.02) $ (41,669.46) $ (182,486.12) $ (56,694.98) $ (26,149.84) $ (362,715.27) . 

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) 
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.,. 
~ 

~ 
Avolded~st Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost ~vo:)(t Grand Total For 

District I College 2.001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 007 All Years 
landfill cost per ton $ 36.39 $ 36.17 $ 36.83 $ 38.42 $ 39.00 $ 46.00 ~/ 4~0 
Allan Hancock CCO ~ - .. .. ...... --- """"" .. .... ,,.. ... "' .... ,.,. t!- 1n ...... A #Al't. .. 

46,574.!19 ;> 
__ , 

T 

__ , ·-- T T - , .. .., ... 'J ;> ll..J1---·"""' 

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 

Cabrlllo CCD $ . $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - . 
cabrlflo 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 

Chabot-las Posltas CCD $ . $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Chabot College $ 15,935.18 $ 15,412.04 $ 16,278.86 $ 16,336.18 $ 14,594.19 $ 24,228.20 $ 56,415.17 
las Positas College $ 4,570.58 $ 4,864.87 $ 6,062.22 $ 7,380.48 $ 5,100.42 $ 18,082.60 $ 7,608.97 

$ 20,505.77 $ 20,276.90 $ 22,341.08 $ 23,716.67 $ 19,694.61 $ 42,310.80 $ 64,024.14 $ 212,869.96 

~ Citn1sCCD $ - $ . $ - $ - $ . $ . s -

-~ 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 $ 150,62.2.33 $ 526,934.69 

Coast CCO $ 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 

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 $ 12,32.6.74 $ 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 $ 61'8.63 
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 

103



-···---···· 

f \ 

Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost 'liolded ~ Grand Total For 
District/ College I 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2 >07 J\. All Years 
Landfill cost per ton l ,.. ""' .. n ~ -·. 36.17 $ 36.83 $ 38.42 $ 39.00 $ 46.00 J ,/ 49~ 
Los Medanos College $ 2;241.62 $ 3,w.;,.oi .., "'•"' "-- ~ v,- ·-·:>" ;;i :>,->v. ·-- .,, ::, . .::.:: $ 23,793.!ft ~ 
-- $ 91699.03 I $ 13,183.97 $ 15,423.48 $ 21,939.74 $ 20,900.10 $ 21,414.84 $ 80,440.61 f 183,001.76 
-- I -
'Elcamino cco · 1 $ - $ - - $ . s -------.--··$ . s . S 

El Camino College ! $ 9,026.18 $ 14,298.00 $ 68,860.68 $ 30,109.75 ; $-··-Sl,400.41 $ 45,523.90 i $ 58,023.60 r-
1--- . . --t-'- ·+-------! 

Compton Community l ; 
Educational Center I $ - $ 12,205.93 $ 18,442.99 $ - I $ 5,296.20 $ 6,459.92 I$ 4,975.95 

s 9,026.18 $ 26,503.93 $ 87,303.67 s 30,109.15 I $ 86,696.61 s 51,983.82 I $ 62,999.55 ! $ 354,623.51 

Foothill-DeAnza CCD J $ - $ $ • $ • 
1 

$ • I $ - I $ - I I 
DeAnza College -- , $ 32,354.35. $ 53,028.84 $ 60,438.03 $ 54,560.24 $ 29,246.10 $ 46,469.20 $ 34,848.80 
Foothill College I $ 29,888.93 $ 239,980.72 $ 21,240.23 I $ 25,622.30 ' $ 177,391.50 $ 96,991.00 $ 48,637.40 

. $ 62,243.28 s 293,009,55 $ 81,618.26 s 80,182.54 s 206,631.60 s 143,460.20 s 83,486.20 $ 9so,697.63 

>------····· I 
Gavilan Joint CCD J $ 4,395.91 $ 962.12 $ 22,934.04 $ 9,977.67 $ 13,724.10 $ 462,088.40 $ 12,725.30 

- $ . $ • $ • $ • $ . $ • $ I 
- ~ 

$ 4,395,91 $ 962,12 $ 22,934.04 I $ 9,977.67 $ 13,724.10 $ 462,088,40 $ 
Gavilan College 

12,125.30 I $ 526,807.55 

$ • '$ • '$ - •$ - ' $ • '$ • '$ 
Glendale Community College $ 67,633.54 I $ 24,092.11 I $ 20,052.83 I $ 18,820.04 I $ 19,254.69 I $ 20.434.58 I $ 24,842.51 

!$ 67,633.54 I $ 24,092.11 I $ 20,052.83 I $ 18,820.04 ! $ 19,254.69 ! $ 20,434.58 I $ 24,842.51 I $ 195,130.30 

Grossmont-Cuyamaca CCO . \ $ · I $ · I $ - I S - I $ · I $ - I $ - \ I 
Cuyamaca College I $ 8,082.58 J $ 9,992.69 I $ 9,189.82 I $ 44,981.75 I $ 51,054.08 I $ 14,811.08 J $ 15,052.31 
Grossmont College I $ 179,799.35 I $ 14,593.87 I $ 16,097.29 I S 138,480.66 I $ 770,299.14 l $ 18,147.46 J $ 69,446.72 

s 187,881.93 I $ 24,586.56 I $ 25,281.11 I $ 183,46<?.42 I s 321,353.22 I $ 32,958.54 I $ 84,499.03 I $ 1,360,028.81 

Hartnell cco 1 $ I $ $ • l $ - ! $ • $ • $ 
Hartnell Community College $ 9,850.77 ; .$ 11,350.51 $ ii,983.01 $ 30,470.90 $ 13,861.77·..--$--1-5,-8-32-.2-8-+-$--8-1,-05-2-.8-6-+-------< 

i $ 9,850.77 I $ 11,350.51 $ 11,983.01 $ 30,470.90 I $ 13,861.77 I $ 15,832.28 ' $ 81,052.86 $ 174,402.10 

j Lassen CCO ---1 $ S . $ • ! $ • $ • $ • $ ____ _.... _____ __., 
Lassen College I $ 12,649.89 . $ 13,968.8. 5 S 9,951.47 $ 13,079.32 i_. $ 11,591.97 

1 

$ 14,887.90

1 

· $ 14,577.991 
$ 12,649.89 ! $ 13,968.85 $ 9,951.47 I $ 13,079.32 : $ 11,591.97 ' $ 14,887.90 $ 14,577.99 I $ 90,707.39 

.. ···-- -------------------------------------------------------------------------
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\ " I 
Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost \ Avo:~Cost Grand Total For District I College 2001 2002 2003 2004 zoos 2006 2007 All Years 

Sf 
. "--·-

$ \$ / ~.00 
Landflll cost per ton 36.39 $ 36.17 $ 36.83 $ 38.42 $ 39.00 $ 46.00 

\ 
-··----

Long Beach CCD $ - $ - $ - $ - ~ - ~ - ';. --Long Beach City 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 CCD $ 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 
Folsom Lake College $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 1,107,929.20 $ 3,039.68 $ 3,390.95 
Sacramento City College $. 2,867.17 $ 11,460.46 $ 10,382.75 $ 12,514.55 $ 13,676.52 $ 15,381.94 $ 16,503;20 

$ 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 

MarfnCCO $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -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 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -....... 
,fS\ )Merced College $ 93,531.03 $ 20,609.67 $ 23,141.03 $ 36,825.19 $ 45,099.21 $ 43,589.60 $ 46,244.24 ' 

$ ' 189,900.49 $ $ 
-

$ $ $ $ r:-- $ 21,089.28 23,141.03 36,825.19 45,099.21 43,589.60 46,244.24 405,889.03 

MlraCosta 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;!6 $ 71,091i.70 $ 53,322.63 $ 2351255.30 

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 Avoided~ Grand Total For 

~ 
District I College 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 ~007 All Years --

$ $ $ $ Landfill cost per ton $ 36.39 $ 36.17 36.83 38.42 39.00 46.00 $ / 4~00 
Fullerton College • ~p ... roro ... ar 1:1:. C Pr - •- ftt"ll. <!: r:;.11 cnn 1ll ~ 1<l1 717.10 $ , 2,914.~2 .;> ~l!U.:>/ _.;> 4 ,. 

•·· 

$ l,426.85 $ 31,061.46 $ 70,831.57 $ 81,363.69 $ 102,223.80 $ 220,370.50 $ 36,668.95 $ 543,946.81 
I .. 

Palo Verde CCD $ - $ - $ . $ - $ . $ . $ . 
Palo Verde College $ - $ 2,188.29. $ 2,265.05 $ 1,085.37 $ 6,405.75 $ 5,014.00 $ 6,529.25 -

$ . $ 2,188.29 $ 2,265.05 $ 1,085.37 
··-

$ 6,405.75 $ 5,014.00_ $ 6,529.25 $ 23,487.70 

PalomarCCD $ 10,892.07 I $ 19,027.73 $ 12,101.97 $ 27,658.37 $ 60,461.47 $ 26,242.26 $ 30,766.86 
Palomar College $ - $ - $ . $ - $ - $ . $ -~-

$ 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 

-
Rancho Santiago CCD $ 1,893.19 $ 2,300.05' $ 2,145.35 $ 3,369.82 $ 1,857.57 $ 1,426.00 $ 1,567.36 

\~ 
Santa-Ana College $ 1,183.04 ' $ 14,755.19 $ 12,746.86 $ 22,414.19 $ 28,720.81 $ 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 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Crafton Hills COiiege $ 22,434.44 I $ 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 1 $ 266,845.02 $ 362,867.32 $ 11019,953.62 $ 1,832,530.58 

1---· ! 
San Joaquin Delta CCD J$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Sa.n Joaquin Delta College J$ 16,534.09 $ 11,376.15 $ 21,616.78 $ 24,257.00 $ 32,345.00 $ 28,926.36 $ 33,623.31 Lo.----·-'"' 

I$ 16,534.09 $ 11,376.15 $ -~1,616.78 $ 24,257.00 $ 32,345.00 $ 28,926.36 $ $ 168,678.70 33,623.31 ··- r---· -I ·-
San Jose CCD 1$ $ - $ - $ . -·~-

$ - $ - $ -

-
·-·····---· 
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Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avolded Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoid~ Grand Total For 
District I College I 2001 2002 2003 2004 20os· 2006 2007 All Years 

~ landfill cost per ton i $ 36.39 $ 36.17 $ 36.83 $ 38.42 $ 39.00 $ 46.00 $ 7-.00 
Evergreen Valley College 

......._ ... n ••r RA ~ :l• -- n• ... ""'"' ......... -- A -.n ·-· -.n t :lA 1 48.36 s 34 656.08 $ 
1

30,80~6 " ·-· ·--
San Jose City College $ 10,041.82 $ 16,153.16 $ 8,399.9.3 $ 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,S:U.27 $ 446,404.01 

San Luis Obispo CCD 1$ . $ - $ - $ . $ - ' $ . $ 
Cuesta College 1$ 14,154.84 $ 13,404.96 s 16,676.26 $ 13,242.22 $ 14,828.00 $ 17,394.90 $ 23,889.46 

$ 14,154.84 $ 13,404.96 $ 16,676.26 $ 13,242.22 $ 14,828.00 $ 17,394.90 $ 23,889.46 I s 113,590.63 

San Mateo Co CCD $ . $ - s . $ - $ . $ - $ 
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 
Skyllne College $ 13,068.09 $ 10,780.47 $ 10,726.37 $ 12,5'08.13 $ 12,074.40 $ 57,144.47 s 49;543.02 

$ 19,164.87 $ 28,647.36 $ 32,328.75 $ 151,873.22 $ 31,635.24 $ 86,365.14 $ 72,144.27 l $ 422,158.85 

Santa Clarita cco ls 10,471.22 I S 11,556.32 $ 16,774.22 $ 17,932.54 $ 19,513.65 s 25,042.40 s 29,694.00 
College of the Canyons IS - $ - s . $ - $ - $ - $ 

$ 10,411.22 I s . 11,556.32 $ 15,n4.22 $ 17,932.54 $ 19,513.65 $ 25,042.40 $ 29,694.00 l $ 130,984.35 

Santa Monica CCD Is 994,431.35 $ 97,145.39 s 217,496.99 $ 346,715.14 $ 290,473.17 s 488,949~64 $ 327,850.18 
Santa Moni~a College Is - s . $ - $ . $ - $ . $ 

$ 994,431.35 $ 97,145.39 $ 217,496.99 i $ 346,715.14 $ 290,473.17 $ 488,949.64 $ 327,850.181 $ 2,763,061.86 
. 

Shasta Tehama CCD l$ 5,074.95 s 17,259.96 $ 7,966.70 $ 57,606.60 $ 15,253.68 $ 19,997.86 $ 18,083.25 
Shasta College Is . $ . $ . $ . $ - $ - s 

$ 5,074.95 $ 17,259.96 $ 7,966.70 $ 57,606.60 $ 15,253.68 $ 19,997.86 $ 18,083.25 l $ 141,243.00 

Sierra Joint CCD Is 7,441.76 $ 10,422.39 $ 14,958.87 $ 20,504.75 $ 21,989.37 $ 26,471.16 $ - _2~!738.50 
Sierra College 1$ . $ - $ . $ - $ - .$ - $ 

$ 7,441 .• 76 $ 10,422.39 $ 14,958.87 $ 20,504.75 $ 21,989.37 $ 26,471.16 $ 28,138.50 I s 130,526.80 

Siskiyou CCD 1$ - $ - $ . $ - $ - $ . $ 
College of the Slsklyous Is 7,202.67 $ 17,743.56 $ 5,516.40 s 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 l $ 96,370.19 
i----

i I I Is Solano Co CCD l$ - . $ - $ - $ - $ - Is 
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..... 

,\ 
Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoided Cost Avoid\/ Grand Total For 

District I College 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 All Years t Landfill cost per ton j $ 36.39 $ 36.17 $ 36.83 $ 38.42 $ 39.00 $ 46.00 $ /\49.00 
... c 1AQ .-rr C"7 C :in c1n n-. ... '.lC 1':'1"7 D°' ... "'.] ............ - .... l'O> ~ -- ... $ _/38,3l7.75 

--Solano Community College ~ ... ,. 
y 

__ , 
$ 27,769.21 $ 149,~66.57 $ 30,519.92 $ 35,637.85 $ 32,687.30 $ 35,202.42 $ 38,3~7.75 $ 349,711.02 

-
State Center CCD $ - -$-- - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ --· Fresno City College $ 14,495.59 $ 11,320.12 $ 12,458.48 $ 14,579.24 $ 14,660.49 I $ 17,456.54 $ 16,964.78 

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 $" 252,058.57 

-
Victor Valley CCO $ 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 

-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 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

$ 2,893.01 $ 3,012.96 $ 3,237.36 $ 3,638.37 $ 3,613.35 $ 14,408.58 $ 9,604.00 $ 40,407.63 

..---.....,_ ' 

( s; West Valley-Mission CCD $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Mission College $ 10,653.17 $ 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 . $ 37,483.58 

Yuba College $ - $ . $ . $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 18,242.31 $ 18,373.49 $ 15,238.08 $ 21,656.36 $ 162,123.39 $ 42,854.891 $ 37,483.58 $ 315,972.09 -

-·· - ---
\ \ ! -· --

$ 2,335,292.73 $ 1,480,541.11 . -fi,392,454.20 $ 2,103,013.79 $ 4,146,421.15 ! $ 3,723,284.80 $ 3,471,177.20 ! $ 18,652,184.99 GRAND TOTAL 

•· 
- ---··--
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District I College 
Total Estimated Available Total Estimated AvaUable Total Estimated Avellable Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available 
Revenue lot Total Revenue for Total Revenue far Total Rovenua far Total Revenue far Total Revenue for Total Revenue far Total Revenue for Total 
Meterlals I Colle&e 2001 Meterla!s / Coll ... 2002 Materlllls I College 2003 Matarlalc I Collea• 2004 Mai.rials I eoueae 2005 Materials I Colleae 2006 Materials / Colleaa 2007 Materials I College far all 

Allan Hancock CCD $ 7,062.63 $ 11,412.03 $ 5,880.88 $ 10,759.37 $ 12,127.03 $ 10,984.94 $ 17,070.09 $ 75,296.98 
Allan Hancock College $ $ - $ $ - $ - $ - $ $ -... 

$ 7,062.63 $ 11,412.03 $ S,880.88 $ 10,759.37 $ 12,127.03 $ 10,984.94 $ 17,070.09 $ 75,296.98 
$ - $ . $ . $ . $ - $ $ . $ -ButteCCD $ $ . $ $ . $ $ $ $ . 

Butte College $ 3,023.82 $ 3,313.43 $ 5,827.23 $ 6,900.65 $ 11,570.18 $ 11,588.36 $ 17,540.28 $ 59,763.96 
$ 3,02U2 $ 3,313.43. 5 S,827.23 $ &,900.65 $ 11,570.18 5 11,588.36 $ 17,540.28 $ 59,763.96 ·---$ - $ - $ . $ $ $ $ . $ 

CabrllloCCD $ - $ . $ $ . $ $ $ . $ 
Cabrlllo 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 $ 8,701.85 $ 7,014.79 $ 8,1!I0.8S $ 6,295.25 $ 8,137.06' $ 13,612.27 $ S8,636.S6 
$ . $ $ . $ $ $ $ . $ 

Chabot-las Posltas CCD $ . $ . $ .. $ . $ $ $ . . s· 
Chabot College $ S,D87.37 $ 7,479.29 $ 8,299.46 $ 4,440.79 $ 4,343.06 $ 5,439.09 $ 20,058.iB $ 55,147.23 
Las Posltas College $ 1,9S3.45 $ 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 $ 1,091.32 $ 7,733.78 $ U,378.54 $ -
$ $ $ . $ . $ . $ $ $ 

Citrus CCD $ . $ . $ $ . $ $ $ . $ 
Citrus College $ 1,910.73 $ 3,004.91 $ 2,n6.59 s 4.304.69 $ 3,357.02 $ 13,546A8. $ 17,281.37 $ 46,181.79 

$ 1,910.73 $ 3,004..,1 $ 2,776.59 $ 4,304.69 $ S,!157..ol $ 13,546.48 $ 17,ZBU7 $ 46,181.79 
$ - $ $ . $ . $ . $ $ $ . 

I CoastCCD $ 742.87 $ 1,263.62 $ 1,318.97 $ 1,941.99 $ 2,657.46 $ 855.47 $ 1,473,86 $ 10,254.25 
Coastline Community College $ 294.98 $ 506.02 $ 718.91 $ 660.08 $ 2,267.19 $ 1,643.03 $ 3,595.39 s 9,685.60 
Golden west College ,. ~ •• ov.llb 11> s, ........ 113 :; •,1:195.a :; 11,, ..... 4:1 ;:; lU,1111,:>5 '> s.~.911,. 13,uu~.fb ~ 50,52b.6l 
Orange Coast College $ 16,992.27 $ 12,549.77 $ 16,713.32 .$ 21,188.47 $ 19,785.02 $ 25,603.69 $ 54,369.79 $ 167,202.32 

$ 20,620.99 $ 17,324.24 $ 23,646.42 $ 32,494.97 $ 34,891.21 $ 3&,186.16 $ 72,504.8i $ 237,668.80 
$ $ $ • $ $ - $ . $ - $ 

sequoias cco $ $ $ . $ . $ $ $ . $ 
College of the sequoias $ 5,128.85 $ 6,711.29 $ 8,182.90 $ 10,183.76 $ 11,968.69 $ 14,360.01 $ 22,895,:ijl $ 79,430.78 

$ 5,128.85 $ 6,711.29 $ 8,182.90 $ 10,18U6 $ 11,968.69 $ 14,360.01 $ 22,895.28 $ 79,430.78 
$ $ - $ . $ $ . $ . $ . $ 

Contra Costa CCD $ 1,026.27 $ 1,088.23 $ 1,337.46 $ 1,734.27 $ 2,304.04 $ 1,770.52 $ 1,491.41 $ 10,752.20 
Contra Costa Collese $ 4,344.51 $ 5,930.25 $ 6,831.49 $ 9,271.61 $ 9,816.57 $ 6,401.14 $ 22,010.10 s 64,605.67 
Olablo Valley College $ 2,282.02 $ 4,169.38 $ 4,726.35 $ 6,732.62 $ 9,046.73 $ 8,209.67 $ 10,826.50 $ 45,993.47 
tos Medanos College $ 5,217.60 $ 5,692.94 $ 6,460.48 $ 8,784.35 $ 10,346.26 $ 6,592.04 $ 6,639.41 $ 49,733.08 

$ 12,870.41 $ 16,880.79 $ 19,355.78 $ 26,523.05 $ 31,513.llO $ 22,973.36 $ 40,967.41 $ 171,084.41 
$ . $ $ $ . $ . $ $ $ 

El Camino CCO $ . $ s $ - s - $ . $ s 
El Camino College $ 2,170.92 $ 3,383.13 s 2,392.30 $ 3,983.50 $ 9,858.40 $ 8,393.22 $ 15,127.21 $ 45,308.68 
Compton Community 

Educarional Center $ $ 3,115.24 $ 1,010.00 $ $ 3,787.51 $ 1,737.89 $ 753.44 s 10,404.08 
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OlstrlC1 /College ---- Total E1tlmated Available Total Estimated AvaH-;,blo Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Avallabl• Total Estimated Avallable Total htlmated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available 
Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total R~venue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total 

Materials / Q:Jllege 2001 Materials/ college 2002 Materials/ Q:Jllege 2003 Materials I College 2004 Materials I College 2005 Materials I College 2006 Materials I College 2007 Materials I College for all -- $ 
.. 

2,170.92 $ 6,498.37 $ 3,402.30 $ 3,983.SO $ 13,64s:~2 $ 10,131.11 $ 15,880.65 $ --
55'.~12.76 -- --s s s $ $ $ $ s --- $ s 

...... __ 
$ s -· $ $ -· $ Foothlll-DeAnza CCD . . . $ . -DeAnza College $ 7,843.06 $ 7,694.99 $ 11,661.38 $ 17,909.13 s 13,802.10 $ 15,483.93 s 25,990.52 s 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 

$ 14,1100.15 $ 21,345.91 $ 26,637.00 $ 35,497.32 $ .. _41,151.37 $ 41,656.69 $ 70,290.71 $ 250,879.14 

$ . s . $ - $ - $ - $ - $ s 
Gavllan Joint CCD s 1,487.42 $ 4,286.32 $ 9,508.19 $ 11,167.87 s 11,004.42 $ 14,730.39 $ 19,228.63 $ 71.413.24 -
Gavilan College $ - $ •. $ $ s $ $ $ -

$ 1,487.42 $ 4,286.32 $ 9,508.19 $ 11,167.87 $ 11,004.42 $ 14,730.39 $ 19,22M3 $ 71,413.24 

s $ - $ $ $ $ $ - $ 
Glendale CCD $ - $ . $ - $ - 1$ $ $ $ 

-
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 $ .2,61S.SO $ 1,714.37 $ 3,573.50 $ 3,397.19 $ 1,992.43 $ 4,081.15 $ 21,625.82 

$ $ . $ $ $ $ - $ $ 

Grossmont-Cuyamaai CCD $ $ - $ s . $ . $ $ $ ,__ __ 
Cuyamaca College $ 550.53 $ 1,455.:10 $ 1,012.79 $ 1,587.54 $ 730.52 $ 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 $ 49,923.25 

$ S,526.80 $ 6,BoB.29 $ 6,163.00 $ 7,582.01 $ 6,928.05 $ 9,407.65 $ 18,410.0I $ 60,825.86 

® $ - $ . $ $ $ $ - $ $ 
HartnellCCD $ $ - $ . $ $ $ - $ $ 
Hartnell Community College $ 

-
4,024.22 $ 4,629.29 $ 5,648.11 $ - 6,381.46 $ 9,233.78 $ 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,SlQ.42 $ 13,728.49 $ 54,155.77 

$ $ - $ - $ s $ $ $ 
Lassan CCO $ $ . $ $ $ - $ $ $ 

Lassen CoHege $ 2,726.17 $ 1,931.85 $ 1,500.00 $ 2,629.35 $ 2,163.70 $ 4,023.76 $ 8,568.92 $ 23,543.7S 

$ 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 

Lona. Beach 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 $ 3,745.42 $ 24,762.56 

$ $ $ $ $ - $ - $ - $ 
Los RlosCCD $ 570.11 $ 1,140.59 $ 1,951.34 $ 2,932.98 $ 3,055.31 $ 309.62 $ 850.07 $ 10,810.02 

American River College $ 17,955.75 s 36,523.96 $ 40,950.75 $ 55,630.70 $ 64.384.00 $ 64,943.62 s 69,002.43 $ 349,391.21 

Cosumnes River College $ 3,020.27 $ 4,165.53 $ 2,273.0S $ 8,415.41 $ 5,251.28 $ 5,296.95 $ 11,033.52 $ 39,456.02 - . 
Folsom Lake CoRege $ $ $ - s $ 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 $ 408,102.45-

$ . $ s $ $ $ $ . s 
MarlnCCO $ $ - $ $ $ $ - $ s .. 
College of Marin $ 7,'302.27 s 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 Estlmated Avallabl• Total Estimated Available · Total Estimated Available Total Estlmatad AvaUable Total Estlm1ted Avallable Total Estimated Avallable Totll Estimated Avallable TotAll 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 
Materlats I Collep 2001 Matertels I COiiege 2002 M-1als I Colleae 200J Materllols / Coll ... 2004 Ma1eri.ts / Collap 2005 Materials I eou.p 2006 Materials I Co11e1e 2007 Matarlals J Coll- for all 
$ 7,302.27 $ 2,149.52 $ 3,770.94 $ 4,866.84 $ 4,805.04 $ 8,083.56 $ 12,441.08 $ 43.419.26 
$ $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 4·-- -MercedCCO $ 10,288.44 $ 77.29 $ .- $ - $ $ $. - $ 10,365.73 -· Merced College $ 10,288.44 $ 5,460.96 $' 5;273.23 $ 5,497.08 $ 5,467.81 $ 7,001.13 $ 17,698.55 $ 56,687.20 
$ 20,576.88 $ 5,538.25 $ S,273.23 $ 5,497.08 $ 5,467.81 $ 7,001.13 $ 17,698.55 $ 67,052.93 
$ - $ $ - $ $ $ $ $ 

MlroCosta 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 
$ - $ - $ - $ - $ $ $ - $ 

Monterey CCD $ - $ $ . $ $ - $ $ - - $ 
Monterey Peninsula Collese $ 7,933.25 $ 10,984.90 $ 12,776.14 $ 14,497.lD $ 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 $ 1011,312.56 
$ - !$ $ $ - $ - $ $ .. $ . 

Mt. san Antonio CCD $ 2,863.69 $ 5,368.64 $ 4,131.94 $ 4,732.54 $ 4,457.24 $ 2,876.44 $ 4,483.65 $ 28,914.14 
Mt.: San Antonio College $ $ - $ $ $ - $ - $ $ --$ 2,863.691$ 5,368.64 $ 4,131.94 $ 4,732.54 $ 4,457.24 $ Z,876.44 $ 4,483.65 $ 28,914.14 

$ $ $ - $ $ . $ . $ - $ -
North Oran1e Cty CCD $ • 1$ - $ . . $ - $ . $ $ . $ . 
cypress College $ 1,332.07 $ 18,697.34 $ 19,300.38 s 6,322.71 $ 39,092.99 $ 5,695.06 $ 13,654.72 $ 104,095.27 
Fullerton College $ 346.49 $ 30,465.Sl $ 39,238.36 $ 47,048.79 $ 52,108.81 $ 43,207.50 $ 72,248.76 $ 284,664.22 

I $ 1,678.56 $ 49,162.85 $ 58,Sa&.74 $ 53,371-49 $ 91,201.80 $ 48,902.SS $ 85,903.48 $ 388,759.48 

$ $ - $ - $ - $ . $ - $ - $ -
Palo Verda CCD $ $ . $ . $ . $ - $ $ $ -

Palo Verde COiiege $ - $ 1,299.26 $ 1,698.86 $ 1,536.85 $ 2,499.30 $ 3,014.29 $ 5,551.95 $ 15,600.SO 
$ . $ 1,299.26 $ 1,698.86 $ 1,536.85 $ Z,499.30 $ 3,014.29 $ 5,551.95 $ 15,600.50 
$ . $ $ $ - $ - $ . $ . $ ... 

Palomar Ceo $ 7,897.72 $ 10,315.69 $ 8,601.18 $ 11,312.81 $ 10,151.94 $ 11;518.48 $ 17,183.37 $ 76,981.20 
Palomar College $ . $ - $ . $ $ $ $ . $ 

$ 7,897.72 $ 10,315.69 $ 8,601.18 $ U,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 City College $ $ $ . $ - $ .- - s - $ $ -

$ 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 $ 533.72 $ 836.64 $ 1,317.22 $ 4,320.70 
San.ta Ana COiiege $ 891.83 $ 1,992.87 $ 934.74 $ 2,523.27 $ 4,386.03 $ 4,216.78 $ 4,880.2.2 $ 19,825.75 

-····-
$ 1,078.08 $ Z,215.52 I$ 1,692.62 $ 3,049.H $ 4,919.76 $ S,053.42 $ 6,197.45 $ 24,146.45 
$ . $ . $ . $ - $ $ $ . $ 

Santiago Canyon College 
lledwoods CCD $ 1,633.34 $ 2,586.21 $ s,n9.91 s 8,261.74 $ 7,339.16 $ 15,448.46 $ 33,467.86 $ 74,466.74 
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District I College 
Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Avariabi~ Tot•I Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Totai Estimated Available Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Available 

Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Rev1nue for Total Revenua for Total Revanue for Total Revenue for Total Ravenue for Total 

Materlals I <:'~l~ce 2001 Materlals / College 2002 Materl~ls /Collage 2003 Materials I College 2004 Materials I College 2005 Materlals / Collqa 2006 Materlals / College 2007 Materlals I College for all 

College of the Redwoods $ 4,972.39 $ 5,186.22 $ 5,809.84 s 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 $ s $ $ . $ $ - s 

San Bernardino CCD $ 
-· 

$ $ $ 
- $ $ $ - $ - - - -

Crafton Hills College $ -
1,923-05 $ 1,539.12 $ - 1,904.95 $ 2,371.13 $ 2,219.52 $ 3,258.08 $ 1;226.46 $ 20,442.31 

San Bernardino Valley College $ 1,155.83 $ 1,412.45 s 1,842.64 $ 7,452.23 $ 6,816.74 $ 6,450.70 $ 12,932.94 $ 38,063.52 

$ 3,078.88 $ Z,951.57 $ 3,747.58 $ 9,823.36 $ 9,036.26 $ 9,708.78 $ :0,159.40 $ 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 $ - $ $ $ . $ $ $ $ -
Evergreen Valley College $ 3,963.82 $ 1,615.75 $ 1,787.70 $ 2,189.17 $ 900.68 $ 5,268.50 S 4,226.1!4 $ 19,952.46 

San Jose City College $ 3,777.54 $ 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 $ 1,aa1.02 s 6,548.52 $ 12,129.66 $ 13,584.93 $ 61,530.49 

$ . $ $ - $ - $ - $ - s s 

San Luis Obispo cco $ - $ - $ . $ - $ $ - s $ --

® 
Cuesta Colleae $ 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 

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 
-~ 

- - - -
$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 

---
5an Mateo Co CCD . - . - - . 
College of San Mateo $ 4,465.86 $ 19,230.20 $ lS,890.63 $ 13,691.14 $ 11,581.45 $ 6,933.74 $ 7,911.47 $ 79,704.48 

Skyline College $ 6,964.18 s 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 Clarlta CCD $ 2,030.31 $ 3,415.41 s 8,204.31 $ 10,816.27 $ 11,759.19 $ 15,133.25 $ 22,415.34 $ 73,774.09 

College of the Canyons $ s - $ - $ $ - $ $ $ -
$ Z,030-31 $ 3,415.41 $ 8,204.31 $ 10,816.27 $ 11,759.19 $ lS,133.25 $ 22,415.34 $ 73,774.09 

.. 
$ . $. $ . $ $ $ . $ $ 

Santa Monica CCD $ 8,804.71 $ 12,628.67 $ 12,866.13 $ 11,045.91 s 22,883.45 $ 13,431.34 $ 22,553.92 $ 104,214.14 

Santa Monica College $ '. $ $ $ - $ - $ $ s .. 
$ 8,804.71 $ 12,628.67 $ 12,866.13 $ 11,045.91 $ 22,883.45 $ 13,43L34 $ 22,553.92 $ 104,214.14 

- $ $ $ - $ - $ - $ $ $ 

Shasta Tehama CCO $ 3,057.30 $ 4,391.20 $ 7,300.98 $ 9,377.74 $ 9,949.66 $ 9,237.54 $ 15,158.23 $ 58,472.65 

Shasta College $ $ s $ - ·-$ $ $ $ -- .•. 
$ 3,057.30 $ 4,391.20 $ 7,300.98 $ 9,377.74 $ 9,949.66 $ 9,237.54 $ 15,158.23 $ 58,472.65 

$ $ $ $ $ $ . $ - $ .. 
Sierra Joint CCD $ 2,864.14 $ 5,779.17 $ . 6,730.28 $ 13,015.52 $ 17,831.29 $ 20,930.78 $ 35,535.63 $ 102,686.82 

Sierra College $ . $ $ - $ -· $ $ - $ $ 

$ 2,864.14 $ 5,779.17 $ 6,7JO.Z8 $ 13,015.52 $ 17,831.29 $ 20,930.78 $ 35,535.63 $ 102,686.82 

112



District I College 

Total Estimated Available Total Estimated Avallabla Total Estimated AV11ll1ble Total Estimated AV11llable Total Estimated Avallable Total Estlm•ted Available Total Estimated Av1U1ble Total Estimated Available 
Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total Revenue for Total RHanua for Total Revenue for Total Revanua for Total Revenue for Total 
-.mis I College 1001 MMerWt I eo11 ... 2002 Metertats I eo1i.ge 2003 Metarlels / COiiege 2004 Malerial• / CoUep 2005 Matarials I eo11ep 200& Matarlals I Colleae 2001 Materials I 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 $ 1,004.89 $ 1,790.70 $ 1,333.28 $ 1,706.58 $ 9,861.34 
$ $ . $ . $ $ $ . $ $ . 

Solano Co CCD $ 550.00 $ 200.00 $ S0.00 $ 90.00 $ 100.00 $ 210.73 $ 363.56 $ 1,564.29 
Solano Community College $ $ 4,658.01 $ 3,287.78 $ 3,861.56 s 3,992.20 $ 4,982.88 $ 9,433.98 $ 30,216.42 

$ 550.00 $ 4,858.01 $ 3,337.78 $ i,951.H $ 4,1192.20 $ 5,193.61 $ 9,797.54 $ 31,780.71 
$ $ $ $ $ . $ $ $ 

State Center CCD $ $ $ . $ $ $ . $ . $ 
Fresno aty College $ 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,Sn.68 $ 6,352.98 . $ 5,564.95 $ 8.186.92 $ 7,681.74 $ 8,581.58 $ 14,168.35 $ SS,114.20 

$ 7,995.37 $ 11,967.43 $ U,694.37 $ 19,182.49 $ 18,040.90 $ 22,430.15 $ 26,077.19 $ 118,387.90 
$ . $ .. $ . $ . $ $ $ - $ -

Victor VaHey CCD $ 10,233.98 $ 8,6'17.50 $ 7,274.75 $ 7,815.49 $ 6,164.33 $ 5,743.41 $ 6,365.21 $ 52,234.66 
Vk:tor Valley College $ . $ . $ . $ . $ $ $ . s . 

$ 10,233.98 $ 8,637.50 $ 7,274.75 $ 7,815.4!1 $ 6,16U3 $ S,743A1 $ 6.365.21 $ SZ,234.66 
$ $ . $ . $ . $ . $ $ . $- -

West Kern CCD $ 711.42 $ 785.95 $ 78US $ 2,095.40 $ 792.93 $ 833.05 $ 2,396.87 $ 8,403.97 
Taft College $ . $ . $ . $ $ - $ $ $ 

$ 711A2 $. 785.95 $ 788.35 $ 2,095.40 $ 792.93 $ 833.05 $ 2,396.87. $ 8,403.97 

\. $ $ $ . $ . $ $ . $ . $ - ··-west Valley-Mission CCD $ $ . $ . $ - $ . $ $ $ 
,I Mission College $ 2,107.50 $ 1,114.07 $ 2.628.94 $ 3,878.83 $ 5,294.93 $ 5,299.13 $ 8,326.30 s 28,649.69 

$ 2,107.SO $ 1,114.07 $ 2,628.94 $ 3,878.83 $ 5,294.93 $ 5,299.U $ 8,324.30- $ 28,649.69 
$ $ . $ . $ $ . $ $ $ . 

YosemlteCCD $ 23,754.95 $ 3,416.93 $ 4,926.50 $ 6,904.32 $ 5,201.11 $ 5,377.18 $ 9,()39.78 $ 58,620.77 . 
west Valley College $ 5,219.92 $ 5,249.76 $ 8,689.71 $ 11,014.13 $ 8,353.95 $ 8,279.49 $ 15,489.26 $ 62.296.22 

$ 28,974.87 $ B,666.70 $ U,616.21 $ 17,91BAS $ U,555.0li $ U,656.67 $ 24,529.04 $ 120,916.99 
$ $ . $ . $ - $ . $ . $ $ . 

Columbia College CCD $ . $ $ $ - $ $ . $ s -
Modesto Junior College $ $ . $ - $ . $ . $ $ $ . 

$ . $ . $ . $ - $ . $ $ ' $ -s s . $ . $ . $ . $ $ $ 
YubaCCD $ 4,106.28 $ 5,901.76 $ 9,730.94 $ 22.926.11 $ 31,641.73 $ 27,261.09 s 4,414.26 s 105,982.18 
Yuba College s . $ $ . $ . $ . $ s $ 

$ 4,106.28 $ S,901.76 $ 9,730.94 $ 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.e& $ 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 
3:14PM 

Subject RE: Rancho Slntlap CCD IWM Audit Questions 

From Kustk,DllD 
To Kutolcawa, usa 
Sent Wednesday, Aprtl 04, 2012 9:21 AM 

HI Lisa, 

See the highlighted part of the e-mall 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, s0 we never know for sure If they wlll continue to be 
wllllns to provide It to us. 

I am out af the office next ~k. so let's try to connect the week of Aprll 16"'. 

Debra 

Fram: Kust:lc, Debra 
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2012 2:26 PM 
To: 'Martin, Alexandra L' 
Cc: Kurokawa, Usa 
5llbjec:t: RE: Rancho Santiago CCD IWM Audit Questjons 

HI, 

I was able to set answers fur your questions related to Rancho SMtlago 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 asreements from 1997-2010. The 
County entered In a long tenn 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 
lal'le surcharge to waste hauled by Independent haulers - their rate Is around $55/ton. The difference 

. between the true landfiD rate and this added surcharge Is given to cities and public entitles as grants. 
The sun:harge Is supposed to make MRF processlns 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 1st. 

Santa Ana College 

j Year I Disposal in Tons I Lbs/person/day Disposed J 
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2001 32.S 0.2 

2002 512.7 2.8 

2003 469 2.4 

2004 579 3.0 

2005 727.4 4.0 

2006 378.9 2.0 

2007 284.2 1.5 

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 

2006 114.5 1.9 

2007 227.4 3.1 

2008 114.6 1.6 

2009 109.3 1.6 

2010 114.1 1.S 

Let me know If you have questions on that Info. 

Reprclng the statewide average landftll 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. . . 

We do not track landfill fees. The numbers we gave you for 2005-2007 we got In Sept 2009 from a third 
party that tracks this Information. us with Information apln In Feb 2011 and the 2007 

ure was revised to $48/ton, 
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Regards, 

'Defrra Xustic 

1r1·1•9 
C8lfomla Deparlment of Reaourcee Recydlng and Recovery 
debr8.kyet'*9ft!recycle.C1.goy 
Phone: 918-341-8207 
Fax: 916-319-8112 
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Lanflll Disposal Fees 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 
3:12 PM 

SubjllCt ...... Dlsposal Fees 

Fram Kustlc. Debra 

To Kurobwa, Lisa 

Sent lhursdly, May 31. 2012 1:19 PM 

HIUsa, 

I finally got updated landfill disposal fee Information! When the organization from which we get this 
data provided us with the 2010 and 2011 fees, they also provided us with an updated 2009 fee. I think 
this happens because they have had additlonal time to gather a more complete data set. We saw this 
with another year for which I had provided you with a landflU cost and when they provided us with 
updated figures, It had decreased. 

. 2009: $55/ton (previously was noted at $54/ton) it. 
2010: $56/ton 1' 
2011: $56/ton 

If you have any questions, please let me know. 

Regards, 

'De6ra Xustic 

lll•Qlll• 
C8llfomia Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery 
debr&kulllcOca!racyc.qov 
Phone: 916-341-6207 
Fax: 916-319-8112 

General Page 1 
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http://www.csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 1/3

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 10/29/15

Claim Number: 130007I02

Matter: Integrated Waste Management

Claimant: Sierra Joint Community College District

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

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3227522
SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3224320
mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Eric Feller, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 3233562
eric.feller@csm.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4453274
donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov

Linda Fisher, Director of Finance, Sierra Joint Community College District
5000 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA 95677
Phone: (916) 6607605
lfisher@sierracollege.edu

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4453274
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susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov

Paul Golaszewski, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 3198341
Paul.Golaszewski@lao.ca.gov

Rebecca Hamilton, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4450328
Rebecca.Hamilton@dof.ca.gov

Ed Hanson, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4450328
ed.hanson@dof.ca.gov

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3229891
jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Dan Kaplan, Fiscal & Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office 
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 3198353
Dan.Kaplan@lao.ca.gov

Jay Lal, State Controller's Office (B08)
Division of Accounting & Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3240256
JLal@sco.ca.gov

Yazmin Meza, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4450328
Yazmin.meza@dof.ca.gov

Robert Miyashiro, Education Mandated Cost Network
1121 L Street, Suite 1060, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4467517
robertm@sscal.com

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 4553939
andy@nicholsconsulting.com

Christian Osmena, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 4450328
christian.osmena@dof.ca.gov

Arthur Palkowitz, Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz
2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200, San Diego, CA 92106
Phone: (619) 2323122
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apalkowitz@sashlaw.com

Keith Petersen, SixTen & Associates
P.O. Box 340430, Sacramento, CA 958340430
Phone: (916) 4197093
kbpsixten@aol.com

Sandra Reynolds, Reynolds Consulting Group,Inc.
P.O. Box 894059, Temecula, CA 92589
Phone: (951) 3033034
sandrareynolds_30@msn.com

David Scribner, The Law Office of David E. Scribner, Esq
11347 Folsom Blvd, Suite D, Rancho Cordova, CA 95742
Phone: (916) 2072848
david@deslawoffice.com

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3235849
jspano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 3240254
DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov

Chris Yatooma, Vice President, Sierra Joint Community College District
Claimant Representative
Administrative Services, 5000 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA 956773397
Phone: (916) 6607601
cyatooma@sierracollege.edu
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Integrated Waste Management, 13-0007-I-02 

Draft Proposed Decision 

Hearing Date:  July 28, 2017 
J:\MANDATES\IRC\2013\0007 (Integrated Waste Management)\13-0007-I-02\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 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, 2005-2006,  

2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 

13-0007-I-02 
Sierra Joint Community College District, Claimant  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Overview 
This Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) addresses the State Controller’s Office’s (Controller’s) 
reductions to reimbursement claims of the Sierra Joint Community College District (claimant) 
for fiscal years 1999-2000, 2000-2001, and 2003-2004 through 2009-2010 under the Integrated 
Waste Management program, 00-TC-07.  The reductions were made because the claimant did not 
identify and deduct from its reimbursement claims offsetting savings resulting from the 
claimant’s diversion of solid waste and the associated reduction or avoidance of costs for landfill 
disposal fees. 

Staff finds that the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for fiscal years 1999-2000, 2000-
2001, the second half of fiscal year 2003-2004, and fiscal years 2004-2005 through 2009-2010, 
is correct as a matter of law and is 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 
(July 1, 2003, through Dec. 31, 2003) is incorrect as a matter of law because the Controller found 
that the claimant did not achieve the mandated “50 percent” diversion for the first half of fiscal 
year 2003-2004 and therefore did not allocate the diversion percentage to reflect the mandate, 
but instead used 100 percent of the tonnage diverted by the claimant to calculate offsetting cost 
savings.  The claimant, during that time period, was only mandated to divert 25 percent of solid 
waste, and the claimant achieved a diversion level of 45.59 percent, exceeding the mandate, and 
under the Controller’s formula should have deducted avoided costs based on the diversion rate 
mandated by the state.  Therefore, the Controller’s calculation of $7,513 as an offset of costs 
claimed for the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 is incorrect as a matter of law.   

Applying the Controller’s cost savings formula for years when the claimant exceeds the mandate, 
to the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004, results in a finding of offsetting costs savings of $4,120 
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2 
Integrated Waste Management, 13-0007-I-02 

Draft Proposed Decision 

(25 percent mandated diversion rate divided by 45.59 percent actual diversion rate, multiplied by 
204 tons diverted, multiplied by the avoided statewide average landfill disposal fee of $36.83) 
rather than the $7,513 calculated by the Controller who used a 50 percent mandated diversion 
rate.  Accordingly, staff finds that $3,393 has been incorrectly offset and should be reinstated to 
the claimant. 

Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) partially 
approve this IRC and request that the Controller reinstate $3,393 to the claimant. 

The Integrated Waste Management Program 

The test claim statutes require community college districts1 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 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 the 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 

                                                 
1 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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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 
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.2 

In accordance with this court ruling, the Commission amended the Parameters and Guidelines on 
September 26, 2008. 

Procedural History 
The claimant signed its 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 2003-2004, and 2004-2005 reimbursement 
claims on September 28, 2005.3  The claimant signed its 2005-2006 reimbursement claim on 
January 9, 2007,4 its 2006-2007 reimbursement claim on January 9, 2008,5 its 2007-2008 
reimbursement claim on December 5, 2008,6 its 2008-2009 reimbursement claim on 
February 8, 2011,7 and its 2009-2010 reimbursement claim on February 8, 2011.8  As of 
August 4, 2013, no payments had been made to the claimant on these reimbursement claims.9  
The Controller issued the final audit report on July 22, 2013.10  The claimant filed this IRC on  
June 19, 2014.11 The Controller filed late comments on the IRC on October 30, 2015.12  
Commission staff issued the Draft Proposed Decision on May 19, 2017.13 

 

                                                 
2 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 30 (Judgment Granting Petition for 
Writ of Administrative Mandamus). 
3 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 205, 214, 224, and 234. 
4 Exhibit A, IRC, page 244. 
5 Exhibit A, IRC, page 251. 
6 Exhibit A, IRC, page 260. 
7 Exhibit A, IRC, page 269. 
8 Exhibit A, IRC, page 279. 
9 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 5, 289-297,  
10 Exhibit A, IRC, page 24 (Final Audit Report). 
11 Exhibit A, IRC. 
12 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC.  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. 
13 Exhibit C, Draft Proposed Decision. 
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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 
that the Controller determines 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 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 6.14  
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.”15 

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.16    

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.17  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.18 

 

                                                 
14 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Government Code sections 
17551, 17552.  
15 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.  
16 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. 
17 Gilbert v. City of Sunnyvale (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1274-1275. 
18 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 
The following chart provides a brief summary of the claims and issues raised and staff’s 
recommendation. 

Issue Description Staff Recommendation 

The Controller’s 
reduction of costs 
claimed based on 
unreported cost savings 
resulting from 
implementation of the 
IWM plan. 

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, 
consistent with the directions 
for revenue in Public Contract 
Code sections 12167 and 
12167.1, 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 reduce and divert 
solid waste through the IWM 
program, claimants can reduce 
or avoid landfill fees and realize 
cost savings.  As indicated in 
the court’s ruling, the amount of 
the cost savings may be 
determined from calculations of 
annual solid waste disposal 
reduction or diversion that 
community colleges are 
required to annually report to 
the CIWMB.  There is a 
rebuttable statutory 
presumption of cost savings. 
However, the claimant has not 
filed any evidence to rebut the 
presumption and show that cost 
savings were not realized.  The 

Partially Incorrect – The 
Controller correctly presumed, 
consistent with the test claim 
statutes and the court’s 
interpretation of those statutes 
and absent any evidence to the 
contrary, that the allocated 
percentage of waste required to 
be diverted resulted in 
offsetting savings equal to the 
avoided landfill fee per ton of 
waste diverted.  The Controller 
did not use the actual 
percentage of waste diverted by 
the claimant, which exceeded 
the amount mandated by the 
state, so that the claimant would 
not be penalized.  The avoided 
landfill disposal fee was based 
on the statewide average 
disposal fee provided by the 
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 is correct as a matter of 
law. 

Moreover, there is no evidence 
that the Controller’s 
calculations of cost savings for 
fiscal years 1999-2000, 2000-
2001, the second half of fiscal 
year 2003-2004, and fiscal 
years 2004-2005 through 2009-
2010 from avoided landfill fees 
are incorrect as a matter of law, 
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claimant has the burden of 
proof on this issue.   

However, for the first half of 
fiscal year 2003-2004 the 
Controller applied a 50% 
mandated diversion rate, rather 
than the 25% diversion rate that 
was mandated by law at that 
time, to reduce costs claimed 
for that period. 

or are arbitrary, capricious, or 
without evidentiary support. 

However, the Controller 
applied the wrong mandated 
diversion rate (i.e., 50% when 
the mandate was 25% in 2003) 
when calculating the offsetting 
savings for the first half of 
fiscal year 2003-2004, resulting 
in an incorrect reduction of 
$3,393.  Applying the 
Controller’s formula using the 
25% diversion rate results in a 
finding of offsetting costs 
savings of $4,120 (25% 
mandated diversion rate divided 
by 45.59% actual diversion 
rate, multiplied by 204 tons 
diverted, multiplied by the 
avoided statewide average 
landfill disposal fee of $36.83) 
rather than $7,513 as calculated 
by the Controller.  The 
Controller’s comments agree 
with this reading of the 
mandate.19  Accordingly, the 
Commission finds that the law 
and the record support 
offsetting cost savings for the 
first half of fiscal year 2003-
2004 of $4,120, rather than 
$7,513, and that the difference 
of $3,393 has been incorrectly 
reduced and should be 
reinstated to the claimant. 

Staff Analysis 

The Controller’s Reduction of Costs Is Partially Incorrect as a Matter of Law. 
The IWM program requires community college districts to reduce solid waste, reuse materials 
whenever possible, recycle recyclable materials, and procure products with recycled content in 
all agency offices and facilities.  To implement their IWM plans, community college districts 
must divert from landfill disposal at least 25 percent of generated solid waste by January 1, 2002, 

                                                 
19 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19. 
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and at least 50 percent by January 1, 2004.  Public Resources Code section 42925(a), 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.” 

The Test Claim Statement of Decision and Parameters and Guidelines were challenged by 
Finance and CIWMB on the ground that the Commission failed to identify cost savings from the 
program from reduced or avoided landfill disposal fees.20  The court granted the petition for writ 
of mandate, finding 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.”  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. . . .”21  The writ directed 
the Commission to amend the Parameters and Guidelines to require claimants 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 
apply the cost savings to fund plan implementation and administration costs.22 

The test claim statutes, therefore, presume that by complying with the mandate to reduce and 
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 the CIWMB.23  The statutory 
presumption of cost savings controls unless the claimant files evidence to rebut the presumption 
and shows that cost savings were not realized.  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.  The claimant has the burden to show that any reduction made by the 
Controller is incorrect.24  

In this case, the claimant argues that no cost savings were realized.25  However, based on the 
claimant’s annual reports to the CIWMB showing that the claimant diverted more solid waste 
than the state mandated every year,26 the Controller correctly presumed, consistent with the test 
                                                 
20 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 58-68. 
21 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 64.  Emphasis added. 
22 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC (Judgment Granting Petition for Writ of 
Administrative Mandamus). 
23 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 64. 
24 Evidence Code section 500; Government Code sections 17514, 17551, 17558.7, 17560. 
25 Exhibit A, IRC, page 9. 
26 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 33-54. 
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claim statutes and the court’s interpretation of those statutes and without any evidence to the 
contrary, that the allocated percentage of waste required to be diverted results in offsetting 
savings that are equal to the avoided landfill fee per ton of waste diverted.  The Controller did 
not use the actual percentage of waste diverted by the claimant, which exceeded the amount 
mandated by the state, so that the claimant would not be penalized.27  The avoided landfill 
disposal fee was based on the statewide average disposal fee provided by the CIWMB for each 
fiscal year in the audit period, and the claimant has not filed any evidence to support a finding 
that the statewide average disposal fee is incorrect, or arbitrary, or capricious.  Nor has the 
claimant filed any evidence to rebut the statutory presumption of cost savings.  Thus, the 
Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for fiscal years 1999-2000, 2000-2001, the second half of 
fiscal year 2003-2004, and fiscal years 2004-2005 through 2009-2010, is correct as a matter of 
law and is 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 
(July 1, 2003, through Dec. 31, 2003) is not correct because the Controller found that the 
claimant did not achieve the mandated “50 percent” diversion for the first half of fiscal year 
2003-2004 and therefore did not allocate the diversion percentage to reflect the mandate, but 
instead used 100 percent of the tonnage diverted by the claimant to calculate offsetting cost 
savings.  Claimant was only required by law to divert 25 percent of solid waste during this 
period, and claimant achieved a diversion level of 45.59 percent, so the Controller’s calculation 
of $7,513 as an offset of costs claimed for the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 is incorrect as a 
matter of law.  In its Late Comments on the IRC, the Controller agrees with this reading of the 
mandate and states that “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 . . 
.”28   

Applying the Controller’s formula for cost savings (for years when the claimant exceeded the 
mandate) to the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004, results in a finding of offsetting costs savings 
of $4,120 (25 percent mandated diversion rate divided by 45.59 percent actual diversion rate, 
multiplied by 204 tons diverted, multiplied by the avoided statewide average landfill disposal fee 
of $36.83) rather than the $7,513 calculated by the Controller.  Accordingly, staff finds that the 
law and the record support offsetting cost savings for the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 of 
$4,120, rather than $7,513, and that the difference of $3,393 has been incorrectly offset and 
should be reinstated to claimant. 

Conclusion 
Staff finds that the audit reductions are partially incorrect as a matter of law.  While the 
Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for fiscal years 1999-2000, 2000-2001, the second half of 
fiscal year 2003-2004, and fiscal years 2004-2005 through 2009-2010, is correct as a matter of 
law and is not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support, staff finds that the 
law and the record support offsetting cost savings for the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 of 
$4,120, rather than $7,513, and that the difference of $3,393 has been incorrectly reduced and 
should be reinstated to claimant. 

                                                 
27 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19. 
28 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19. 
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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 $3,393 to the claimant.  Staff further 
recommends that the Commission authorize staff to make any technical, non-substantive changes 
to 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 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 2003-
2004, 2004-2005, 2005-2006, 2006-2007, 
2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 

Sierra Joint Community College District, 
Claimant 

Case No.: 13-0007-I-02 

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 July 28, 2017) 

 

DECISION 
The Commission on State Mandates (Commission) heard and decided this Incorrect Reduction 
Claim (IRC) during a regularly scheduled hearing on July 28, 2017.  [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 
 

Mark Hariri, Representative of the State Treasurer, Vice Chairperson 
 

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 the State Controller’s Office’s (Controller’s) reductions to reimbursement 
claims of the Sierra Joint Community College District (claimant) for fiscal years 1999-2000, 
2000-2001, and 2003-2004 through 2009-2010 under the Integrated Waste Management 
program, 00-TC-07.  The reductions were made because the claimant did not identify and deduct 
from its claims offsetting savings from its diversion of solid waste and the associated reduced or 
avoided costs of landfill disposal fees.  The Commission finds that the audit reductions are 
partially 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 any evidence to the contrary, that cost savings, 
resulting from the diversion of waste from landfills, were realized by the claimant during the 
audit period.  Therefore, the finding of cost savings and the associated reduction of costs claimed 
is correct as a matter of law.  The Commission further finds, based on the evidence in the record, 
that the Controller’s calculation of offsetting cost savings for fiscal years 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 
the second half of fiscal year 2003-2004, and fiscal years 2004-2005 through 2009-2010 is not 
arbitrary, capricious, or without evidentiary support.  To calculate cost savings, the Controller 
allocated the diversion percentage to the mandated level 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 California Integrated Waste Management Board 
(CIWMB).  The resulting quotient is then multiplied by the tons of solid waste diverted, as 
annually reported by the claimant to the CIWMB, multiplied by the avoided landfill disposal fee 
(based on the statewide average fee).29  The formula works to reduce cost savings to the 
mandated levels of diversion, and is intended to prevent the claimant from being penalized for 
diverting more solid waste than the amount mandated by law.30  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. 

However, the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004  
(July 1, 2003, through Dec. 31, 2003) is incorrect as a matter of law.  The Controller found that 
the claimant did not achieve the mandated “50 percent” diversion for the first half of fiscal year 
2003-2004 when the mandated diversion rate for all of 2003 was in fact 25 percent, which the 
claimant exceeded.  The mandate is to divert at least 25 percent of all solid waste by  
January 1, 2002, and at least 50 percent of all solid waste by January 1, 2004, through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting activities.31  As a result of applying the wrong mandated 
diversion rate, the Controller used 100 percent of the tonnage diverted by the claimant to 
calculate offsetting cost savings, resulting in a reduction of $7,513 (204 tons of diverted waste 

                                                 
29 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 33-35; Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 19 
and 20. 
30 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19. 
31 Exhibit A, IRC, page 42 (Parameters and Guidelines, adopted March 30, 2005).   
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multiplied by the avoided statewide average landfill disposal fee of $36.83).32   In its late 
comments on the IRC, the Controller agrees with this reading of the mandate and states that 
“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 . . .”33   

Applying the Controller’s calculation of cost savings for years when the claimant exceeds the 
mandate to the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004, results in a finding of offsetting costs savings 
of $4,120 (25 percent mandated diversion rate divided by 45.59 percent actual diversion rate, 
multiplied by 204 tons diverted, multiplied by the avoided statewide average landfill disposal fee 
of $36.83),34 rather than the $7,513 calculated by the Controller.  Accordingly, the Commission 
finds that the law and the record support offsetting cost savings for the first half of fiscal year 
2003-2004 of $4,120, rather than $7,513, and that the difference of $3,393 has been incorrectly 
reduced. 

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 $3,393 to the claimant. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
I. Chronology 
09/28/2005 Claimant signed its 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 2003-2004, and 2004-2005 

reimbursement claims.35 

01/09/2007 Claimant signed its 2005-2006 reimbursement claim.36 

01/09/2008 Claimant signed its 2006-2007 reimbursement claim.37 

12/05/2008 Claimant signed its 2007-2008 reimbursement claim.38 

02/08/2011 Claimant signed its 2008-2009 reimbursement claim.39 

                                                 
32 Exhibit A, IRC, page 31, footnote 2 (Final Audit Report); Exhibit B, Controller’s Late 
Comments on the IRC, page 71. 
33 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19. 
34 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 37 and 71. 
35 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 205, 214, 224, and 234.  Though these reimbursement claims were filed 
in 2005, as of August 4, 2013, the Controller had not yet issued any payment on them and 
therefore the audit was timely initiated in May 2013, when the claimant was notified of the audit.  
(Exhibit B, p. 73).    
36 Exhibit A, IRC, page 244. 
37 Exhibit A, IRC, page 251. 
38 Exhibit A, IRC, page 260. 
39 Exhibit A, IRC, page 269. 
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02/08/2011 Claimant signed its 2009-2010 reimbursement claim.40 

05/10/2013 The claimant was notified of the audit.41 

07/22/2013 Controller issued the Final Audit Report.42 

06/19/2014 Claimant filed this IRC.43 

10/30/2015 Controller filed late comments on the IRC.44 

05/19/2017 Commission staff issued the Draft Proposed Decision.45 

II. Background 
A. The Integrated Waste Management Program 

The test claim statutes require community college districts46 to adopt and implement, in 
consultation with the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB), 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.47  To implement their plans, districts must divert from landfill disposal at least 25 
percent of generated solid waste by January 1, 2002, and at least 50 percent by January 1, 2004.  
To divert means to “reduce or eliminate the amount of solid waste from solid waste 
disposal…”48   

The 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 

                                                 
40 Exhibit A, IRC, page 279. 
41 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 73 (E-mail from Controller to 
claimant). 
42 Exhibit A, IRC, page 24 (Final Audit Report). 
43 Exhibit A, IRC. 
44 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC.  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. 
45 Exhibit C, Draft Proposed Decision. 
46 The test claim statutes apply to “state agencies” and define them to include “the California 
Community Colleges” (Pub. Res. Code, § 40196.3).   
47 Public Resources Code section 42920(b). 
48 Public Resources Code section 40124. 
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the community college.49  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.50  
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.51  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.52  

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 
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. 

                                                 
49 Public Resources Code section 42920(b)(3). 
50 Public Resources Code section 42926. 
51 Public Resources Code section 42924(b). 
52 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, page 105 (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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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).) 

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).)  
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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. 

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; 
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(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.53 

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 (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 

                                                 
53 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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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.) 

The Parameters and Guidelines further require that each claimed reimbursable cost be supported 
by contemporaneous source documentation.54 

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.55 

B. Superior Court Decision Regarding Cost Savings and Offsets Under the Program 
After the Parameters and Guidelines were adopted, the Department of Finance (Finance) and the 
CIWMB filed a petition for a 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 
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 the 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:  

                                                 
54 Exhibit A, IRC, page 41 (Parameters and Guidelines, adopted March 30, 2005).   
55 Exhibit A, IRC, page 41-47 (Parameters and Guidelines, adopted March 30, 2005). 
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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.56   

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.” 57  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."58  The court explained that:  

[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 42926.59   

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 

                                                 
56 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 63 (Ruling on Submitted Matter).   
57 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 63 (Ruling on Submitted Matter).  
Emphasis added. 
58 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 63-64 (Ruling on Submitted 
Matter).   
59 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 64 (Ruling on Submitted Matter).  
Emphasis added. 
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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.60 

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 integrated 
waste management 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.61 

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, 
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 

                                                 
60 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 65-66 (Ruling on Submitted 
Matter).    
61 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 30 (Judgment Granting Petition for 
Writ of Administrative Mandamus). 
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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.62 

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.63 

All other requirements in the Parameters and Guidelines remained the same. 

The 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.64  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 

                                                 
62 Exhibit A, IRC page 59 (Amended Parameters and Guidelines, adopted Sept. 26, 2008). 
63 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 58-59 (Amended Parameters and Guidelines, adopted Sept. 26, 2008). 
64 Exhibit X, Commission on State Mandates, Excerpt from the Minutes for the  
September 26, 2008 Meeting. 
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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.65 

The 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 the 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 the 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.   

D. Subsequent Request by the CIWMB to Amend the Parameters and Guidelines to 
Require Detailed Reports on Cost Savings and Revenues 

The 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 the 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 the CIWMB; the Commission has no authority to impose additional requirements on 
community college districts regarding this program; the offsetting cost savings paragraph in the 

                                                 
65 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 65-66 (Ruling on Submitted 
Matter).    
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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).66 

E. The Controller’s Audit  
The Controller audited the reimbursement claims for the 1999-2000, 2000- 2001, and 2003-2004 
through 2009-2010 fiscal years (the audit period).  Of the $238,419 claimed for the mandated 
program, the Controller found that $98,784 is allowable and $139,635 is unallowable because the 
claimant did not report offsetting savings of $171,209 related to implementation of its IWM 
plan.67  

The Controller’s audit finding is based on the court’s ruling, which states that “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,”68 and the resulting amendment to the Parameters and Guidelines. 

The Controller determined that for every year except the first half of fiscal year 2003, the 
claimant diverted more solid waste than the amount mandated by the test claim statute.69  
Therefore, for those years when the claimant exceeded the mandate, the Controller allocated the 
diversion percentage to the mandated level and used the following formula to calculate offsetting 
cost savings: 

 
This formula divides the percentage of solid waste required to be diverted (the Controller used 
25 percent for fiscal years 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 and 50 percent for fiscal years 2003-2004, 
through 2010-2011) 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 (as 

                                                 
66 Exhibit X, 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.  
67 Because the audit adjustment exceeded the amount claimed in three fiscal years (2007 – 2010) 
an excess of $31,574 was subtracted from the offset amount, leaving a net audit adjustment of 
$139,635.  Exhibit A, IRC, pages 16-17, 24, 29 (Final Audit Report).  Exhibit B, Controller’s 
Late Comments on the IRC, page 26. 
68 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 64 (Ruling on Submitted Matter).   
69 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 33-34.  Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 71. 

25



24 
Integrated Waste Management, 13-0007-I-02 

Draft Proposed Decision 

annually reported by the claimant to the CIWMB), multiplied by the avoided landfill disposal fee 
(based on the statewide average fee).  The Controller states that “[t]his calculation determines the 
cost that the district did not incur for solid waste disposal as a result of implementing its IWM 
plan.”70   

The Controller provided an example of how this formula works.  In calendar year 2007, the 
claimant reported that it diverted 591.3 tons of solid waste and disposed of 389.8 tons, which 
totals 981.1 tons of solid waste generated for that year.  Diverting 591.3.3 tons out of the 981.1 
tons of total waste generated results in a diversion rate of 60.3 percent (more than the 50 percent 
required).71  The Controller did not want to penalize the claimant for diverting more solid waste 
than the amount mandated72 and thus, allocated the diversion percentage by dividing the 
mandated diversion percentage (50 percent) by the actual diversion percentage (60.27 percent), 
which equals 82.96 percent.  The allocated diversion percentage of 82.96 percent is then 
multiplied by the 591.3 tons diverted that year, which equals 490.5 tons of diverted solid waste, 
instead of the 591.3 tons actually diverted.  The allocated 490.5 tons of diverted waste is then 
multiplied by the statewide average disposal fee per ton, which in calendar year 2007 was $48, 
for “offsetting cost savings” for calendar year 2007 of $23,546.73  The audit report states that the 
claimant did not provide documentation supporting a different disposal fee.74   

For the first half of fiscal year 2003, the Controller found that the claimant did not achieve the 
mandated percentage of diversion and therefore, the Controller did not allocate the diversion 
percentage, but used 100 percent of the tonnage diverted to calculate offsetting savings from  
July 1, 2003, through December 31, 2003.75 

In 2008, the CIWMB stopped requiring community college districts to report the actual amount 
of tonnage diverted (CIWMB changed focus to "per-capita disposal" instead of a "diversion 
percentage").  Consequently, the Controller used the claimant’s reported 2007 diversion 
percentage to calculate the offsetting savings for the last half of fiscal year 2007-2008, as well as 
for fiscal years 2008-2009 and 2009-2010.  According to the Controller, the claimant did not 
provide documentation supporting a different diversion percentage.76 

                                                 
70 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 33 - 34 (Final Audit Report). 
71 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 19-20, 71 (Controller’s calculations 
of offsetting savings for the audit period). 
72 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19. 
73 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 19, 71 (Controller’s calculations of 
offsetting savings for the audit period). 
74 Exhibit A, IRC, page 34 (Final Audit Report).  Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the 
IRC, page 19. 
75 Exhibit A, IRC, page 31, footnote 2 (Final Audit Report); Exhibit B, Controller’s Late 
Comments on the IRC, page 71. 
76 Exhibit A, IRC, page 34 (Final Audit Report). 
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The Controller calculated total offsetting savings for the audit period at $171,209,77 but because 
the adjustment exceeded the amount claimed for three fiscal years (2007- 2008 through 2009-
2010) an excess of $31,574 was subtracted from the offset amount, leaving a net audit 
adjustment of $139,635.78  

III. Positions of the Parties 
A. Sierra Joint Community College District 

The claimant maintains that the audit reductions are incorrect and requests the reinstatement of 
the full amount reduced.  The claimant alleges that it did not realize any cost savings as a result 
of the mandate and 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.  Claimant argues 
that:  

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.79   

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: 

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 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.80 

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 
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 

                                                 
77 Exhibit A, IRC, page 32 (Final Audit Report). 
78 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 16-17, 24, 29 (Final Audit Report).  Exhibit B, Controller’s Late 
Comments on the IRC, page 26. 
79 Exhibit A, IRC, page 11. 
80 Exhibit A, IRC, page 13.  Emphasis in original. 
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formula assumes facts not in evidence, such as applying the same percentage of waste diverted in 
2007 to all subsequent years 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 the CIWMB, does not include the data used to generate the average fee amounts, 
so the average is unknown and unsupported by the audit findings.81 

Claimant also argues that application of the formula is incorrect.  Since no landfill costs were 
claimed, none can be offset, so the offsets are not properly matched to relevant costs.  Moreover, 
the Controller's calculation method prevents the claimant from receiving full reimbursement for 
its actual increased program costs.  Claimant contends, using audit results for 23 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.82 

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.”83 

B. State Controller’s Office  
The Controller maintains that the audit findings are correct and that the offsetting savings were 
correctly deducted from the costs claimed.  The Controller notes that the claimant does not 
indicate how undiverted solid waste would be disposed of if not at a landfill.  In addition, the 
claimant does not state that it disposed of its solid waste at any location other than a landfill or 
used any other means to dispose of its waste rather than to contract with a commercial waste 
hauler.84   

The Controller concludes that the claimant’s comments relating to alternatives for the disposal of 
solid waste are irrelevant.  The Controller cites the claimant’s annual reports of tonnage disposed 
for each year of the audit period, and argues that the claimant “does not indicate in these annual 
reports that it used any other methodology to dispose of solid waste.”85  The Controller also cites 
the narrative in some of the claimant’s annual reports that indicates that the claimant disposed of 
waste in a landfill.86  According to the Controller: 

Unless the district had an arrangement with its waste hauler that it did not disclose 
to us or CalRecycle, the district did not dispose of its solid waste at a landfill for 

                                                 
81 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 14-16. 
82 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 16-18. 
83 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 20-21. 
84 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 16. 
85 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 17. 
86 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 16-17. 
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no cost.  Sierra Joint Community College is located in Rocklin, California.  An 
internet search for landfill fees revealed that the Western Placer Waste 
Management Authority in Lincoln, California (12 miles from Sierra Joint 
Community College), currently charges $69.00 per ton to dispose of solid waste 
[citation omitted]. Thus, the higher rate of diversion results in less trash that is 
disposed at a landfill, which creates cost savings for the district.87   

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 
that the claimant realized cost savings that should have been remitted to the state and that must 
be used to fund IWM plan costs.88   

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 responds that the calculation is 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 required offset.”89   

The Controller also states that it “allocated” the offsetting savings to avoid penalizing the 
claimant for diverting more than the minimum percentage of diversion required.  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 through 2003 or 50% for calendar year 
2004 and later, there is no basis for calculating offsetting savings realized for 
actual diversion percentages that exceeded the levels set by statute.90   

The Controller notes that after the passage of Statutes 2008, chapter 343, the 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.    

Defending its use of the claimant’s 2007 reported diversion to calculate claimant’s offsets for 
2007-2008 through 2009-2010, the Controller calls the 2007 report a “fair representation” of 
2008 -2010 “because the district’s recycling processes have already been established and 
committed to.”  The Controller notes that the claimant’s reported per-capita disposal rate is well 
below the target rate for 2008, 2009, and 2010, so “the district is meeting its requirement to 
divert 50% of its solid waste.”91  The Controller also cites the claimant’s 2008 report that states: 
“There has been less waste disposed of in 2008. We have been more proactive in increasing 

                                                 
87 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 17. 
88 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 17-18. 
89 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 18. 
90 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19. 
91 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 20. 
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awareness of what materials can be recycled and therefore not placed in our solid waste stream. 
Our cardboard, metals and wood pallet recycling increased in 2008.”92  Based on these claimant 
statements, the Controller states that its savings calculations for 2007-2008 through 2009-2010 
may be understated.93 

The Controller also responded to 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).  Noting that it was not until 2010 (the 
last year of the audit period) that claimant reported that it was composting grass clippings, and 
that none of the narratives in the annual reports for 2000 through 2009 mention composting 
performed by the claimant, the Controller concludes that composted material was not a 
significant amount of the tonnage diverted.  The Controller also states that claimant’s reference 
to paint disposal is irrelevant because hazardous waste is not included in the diversion amounts 
that claimant reported, and therefore, are not included in the Controller’s offsetting savings 
calculation.94   

Regarding the data for the statewide disposal fee, the Controller states the information was 
provided by the CIWMB, is included in the record, and is based on private surveys of a large 
percentage of landfills across California.  In addition, claimant “did not provide any information, 
such as its contract with or invoices received from its commercial waste hauler 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.”95   

In response to the claimant’s argument that it “did not claim landfill costs, so there are none to be 
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 
claimant’s costs to divert solid waste from disposal are reimbursable, which according to the 
Controller, results in both a reduction of solid waste going to a landfill in compliance with its 
IWM plan, and the associated costs of having the waste hauled there, which are required to offset 
reimbursement claims.96  

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 that “cost savings realized as a result of the IWM plan are to 
“fund plan implementation and administration costs.”  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 Controller also 

                                                 
92 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 20 and 48.   
93 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 20. 
94 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 21. 
95 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 22. 
96 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 22. 
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asserts, in response to claimant’s reference to other IWM audits, that other audits are irrelevant 
to the current issue.97 

The Controller also disagrees with claimant’s assertion that the Controller used the wrong 
standard of review because it did conclude that the claims were excessive.  As to the burden of 
proof, the Controller states that it used data from the claimant’s annual reports from 
implementing its IWM program.98 

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 
that the Controller determines 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.99  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.”100   

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.101  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 

                                                 
97 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 22-23. 
98 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 25-26. 
99 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Government Code sections 
17551, 17552. 
100 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. 
101 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. 
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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.]’ ”102 

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. 103  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.104 

The Controller’s Reduction of Costs Is Partially Incorrect as a Matter of Law.  
A. The test claim statutes define cost savings as avoided landfill fees and, thus, presume that 

by complying with the mandate to reduce and 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 that “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."105  The court explained that:  

                                                 
102 American Bd. of Cosmetic Surgery, Inc. v. Medical Bd. of California (2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 
534, 547-548. 
103 Gilbert v. City of Sunnyvale (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1274-1275. 
104 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. 
105 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 63 (Ruling on Submitted Matter).   
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[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 42926.106   

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.107 

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.”108  As the court held, “landfill fees resulting from solid 

                                                 
106 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 64 (Ruling on Submitted Matter).  
Emphasis added. 
107 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 65-66 (Ruling on Submitted 
Matter).    
108 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 63 (Ruling on Submitted Matter). 
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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. . . .”109 

The statutes, therefore, presume that by complying with the mandate to reduce and 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 the 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 savings from the avoided landfill disposal fees, for a bottom line request 
for reimbursement 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.”110  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.”111  The court’s decision and the amended Parameters and Guidelines are binding.112 

B. During the audit period, the claimant exceeded the mandated diversion rate for solid 
waste, but has filed no evidence to rebut the presumption that cost savings were realized. 

In this case, the claimant reported no cost savings in its reimbursement claims and asserts that no 
cost savings were realized, but does not explain why.113   

The record shows that the claimant complied with the mandate and diverted more solid waste 
during the audit period than the amount mandated by the state.  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 
divert at least 50 percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal or transformation facilities by 

                                                 
109 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 64 (Ruling on Submitted Matter).   
Emphasis added. 
110 Exhibit A, IRC, page 54 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
111 Exhibit A, IRC, page 59 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
112 California School Boards Association v. State of California (2009) 171 Cal.App.4th 1183, 
1201.  
113 Exhibit A, IRC, page 7. 
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January 1, 2004.114  The claimant’s annual reports to the CIWMB for calendar years 2000, 2001, 
and 2003 report diversion percentages from 28.62 percent to 45.59 percent of the total tonnage of 
waste generated, which exceeds the mandated diversion requirement of 25 percent.115  The 
claimant’s annual reports to the CIWMB for calendar years 2004 through 2007 also report 
diversion percentages that exceed the mandated diversion requirement of 50 percent, and range 
from 53.98 percent to 60.27 percent of the total tonnage of waste generated.116 

In 2008, the CIWMB stopped requiring community college districts to report the actual amount 
and percentage of tonnage diverted, and instead required community colleges to report the "per-
capita disposal" of waste as a result of 2008 legislation.117  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.  Thus, 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.118   

In this case, the reports for 2008, 2009, and 2010 show that the claimant’s annual per capita 
disposal rate for both the employee and student populations to be equivalent to, or below the 
target rate and thus, the claimant satisfied the requirement to divert 50 percent of its solid waste 
during these years.119  In addition, the claimant’s 2008, 2009, and 2010 reports continue to show 
that the claimant had solid waste reduction programs in place, such as the following programs 
reported in 2008: 

Business Source Reduction, Material Exchange, CRV beverage containers, 
cardboard, glass, newspaper, mixed office paper, scrap metal, collection at special 
events, grasscycling, commercial pickup of compostable yard wastes, tires, 
white/brown goods, wood waste, concrete/asphalt demolition, oil rendering and 
utilizing the Placer County MRF [material recovery facility].  We also continue to 
collect and recycle electronic wastes, batteries, CFL's/light tubes and mercury 
containing bulbs/switches.  Newly implemented were collection of all plastics 

                                                 
114 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 51 and 55 (Parameters and Guidelines, section IV.(B)(5)); Public 
Resources Code sections 42921 and 42922(i). 
115 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 33-37 and 71.  
116 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 38-54 and 71. 
117 Statutes 2008, chapter 343 (SB 1016). 
118 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 79 [“Understanding SB 1016 Solid 
Waste Per Capita Disposal Measurement Act”, 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/lgcentral/goalmeasure/Tools/SimplePresen.pdf.] 
119 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 47 (2008 report, showing an 
employee population target of 2.00, and 1.40 was achieved; and a student population target of 
.10, which the claimant met); 49 (2009 report, showing an employee population target of 2.00, 
and .90 was achieved; and a student population target of .10, which the claimant met); and 52-53 
(2010 report, showing an employee population target of 2.00, and 1.30 was achieved; and a 
student population target of .10, and .09 was achieved). 
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PETE 1-7, pressed board, non CRV glass and tin cans at the Nevada County 
Campus.120 

The 2008 report also states: “The District has continued to work towards creating a sustainable 
environment and looks for opportunities to divert more of it's [sic] solid wastes from the  
landfill. . . .”121   

The record also shows that the tonnage of solid waste that was not diverted was disposed at a 
landfill.  The annual reports filed by the claimant with the CIWMB during the audit period 
identify the total tonnage of waste disposed and the use of a disposal waste hauler.122  Moreover, 
there are statements in the claimant’s 2001, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006 annual reports regarding 
decreased landfill disposal, indicating that the claimant used a landfill.123  The avoided landfill 
disposal fee was based on the statewide average disposal fee provided by the CIWMB for each 
fiscal year in the audit period, since the claimant did not provide any information about the 
landfill fees it was charged.124 

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 without any evidence 
to the contrary, that the percentage of waste diverted results in offsetting savings in an amount 
equal to the avoided landfill fee per ton of waste 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.125  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 
                                                 
120 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 48; 51 (2009 report); and 54 (2010 
report).  
121 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 48. 
122 The 2000 report to CIWMB states:  “We will continue to work closely with our local waste 
haulers to further reduce our solid wastes.”  See Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the 
IRC, page 34.  The 2009 and 2010 reports state, in response to the question regarding how the 
annual tons disposed was calculated:  “The tonnage number was received from our waste 
hauler.”  See Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 50 and 53.   
123 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 36, 38, 40, 42, and 44. 
124 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 22, 91-103, 115 – 119. 
125 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. 
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Controller is incorrect.126  The Parameters and Guidelines, as amended pursuant to the court’s 
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.”127  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. 

An example of when cost savings may not have been realized is the claimant’s costs to divert 
waste through a material recovery facility (MRF).  The record shows that beginning in 2000, the 
claimant reported that:  

All solid waste generated in Placer County is processed at the Nor tech Material 
Recovery Facility (MRF) at Lincoln.  At this facility, the Districts solid wastes are 
again processed to recover additional recyclable materials prior to being 
landfilled.  As a customer and participant, the District shall accept the additional 
16% credit for recycling through the MRF.128 

                                                 
126 Evidence Code section 500, which states the following:  “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 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.) 
127 Exhibit A, IRC, page 95.  Emphasis added. 
128 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 33-34.   
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A MRF is a “permitted solid waste facility where solid wastes or recyclable materials are sorted 
or separated, by hand or by use of machinery, for the purposes of recycling or composting.”129  
Information in a CalRecycle report on landfill tipping fees indicates a higher cost to dispose of 
waste at a MRF ($61 statewide average per ton) than in a landfill ($45 per ton), probably due to 
higher costs to process and transport waste at a MRF.130   

Although the claimant’s annual reports identify tonnage diverted to the MRF in calendar years 
2003, 2004, 2005, 2006 and 2007,131 the claimant did not identify any costs incurred to divert 

                                                 
129 California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 18720(a)(36).  Another definition of MRF (in 
and limited to Pub. Res. Code, § 50000(a)(4)) is “a transfer station that is designed to, and, as a 
condition of its permit, shall, recover for reuse or recycling at least 15 percent of the total volume 
of material received by the facility.”  MRF is also defined as “An intermediate processing facility 
that accepts source-separated recyclables from an initial collector and processes them for 
wholesale distribution. The recyclable material is accumulated for shipment to brokers or 
recycled content manufacturers, or for export out of state.”  See California Department of 
Resources Recycling and Recovery, “Landfill Tipping Fees in California” February 2015, page 
44. 
130 Exhibit X, California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, “Landfill Tipping 
Fees in California” February 2015, pages 12-13.  MRFs and transfer stations were treated 
together in the survey.  According to the report (page 14):  

Transfer stations charge a median fee of $61 per ton for MSW [municipal solid 
waste], which is $16 more per ton than the median that landfills charge for MSW.  
This higher fee may be a result of transportation costs as well as tipping fees 
incurred by the transfer station for final disposal at the landfill. The range of 
transfer station tipping fees, from $0 to $178, is higher than all other facility types 
surveyed. The maximum of the transfer station tipping fee data set is $50 higher 
than any other facility. This suggests that transfer stations have additional costs 
that lead to higher tipping fees.   

The report also states:  

Most landfills have more than one tipping fee.  They usually have a publicly 
posted fee for individuals or businesses “self-hauling” waste, but they also 
negotiate rates with solid waste haulers, cities, counties, and other facility 
operators.  This is an important distinction because in California, only about 20 
percent of disposal is self-hauled waste.  The other 80 percent of disposal is 
transported to landfills by solid waste haulers and thus would be more likely to be 
subject to negotiated disposal rates. . . . Disposal tipping fees in California are as 
complex and varied as the state itself.  Tipping fees vary due to the unique 
circumstances at each landfill, such as location, owner, size, proximity to other 
landfills, and other operational factors.   

The range for tipping fees in the report was $0 to $125 per ton, with a $45 per ton median.  (Id., 
page 3).   
131 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 38, 40, 42, 44, and 46. 
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waste to the MRF (which is expressly allowed as a reimbursable cost under Section IV.(B)(5) of 
the Parameters and Guidelines);132 nor has claimant identified any costs avoided if it had 
disposed of the waste in a landfill instead of a MRF.   

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the claimant has not filed any evidence to rebut the 
statutory presumption of cost savings.  Therefore, the Controller’s presumption of cost savings is 
correct as a matter of law. 

C. For fiscal years 1999-2000, 2000-2001, the second half of fiscal year 2003-2004, and 
fiscal years 2004-2005 through 2009-2010, there is no evidence that the Controller’s 
calculation of cost savings is incorrect as a matter of law, or is arbitrary, capricious or 
without evidentiary support.   

The Controller determined that for every year except the first half of fiscal year 2003, the 
claimant diverted more solid waste than the amount mandated by the test claim statute.  
Therefore, for those years where the claimant exceeded the mandate, the Controller allocated the 
diversion percentage to the mandated level and used a formula to calculate offsetting savings  
that divides the percentage of solid waste required to be diverted (either 25 percent or 50 percent) 
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 (as annually reported by 
the claimant to the CIWMB), multiplied by the avoided landfill disposal fee (based on the 
statewide average fee).133  The formula works to allocate or reduce cost savings to the mandated 
levels, and is intended to prevent the claimant from being penalized for diverting more solid 
waste than the amount mandated by law.134 

The claimant raises several arguments to assert that the Controller’s calculation of cost savings is 
incorrect.  These arguments, however, are not supported by the law or evidence in the record.   

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 $2000 per year must be deposited in the state 
fund and appropriated back by the Legislature to mitigate the costs.135  Because the Controller 
agrees that the claimant did not remit to the state any savings realized from the implementation 
of the IWM plan, this fact is undisputed.136  However, as indicated above, cost savings are 
presumed by the statutes and the claimant has not filed evidence to rebut that presumption.  
                                                 
132 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 223 – 258 (reimbursement claims).  See also page 91.  The Parameters 
and Guidelines authorize reimbursement to:  “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 (i).)” 
133 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 33-35; Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 19 
and 20. 
134 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19. 
135 Exhibit A, IRC, page 13.  
136 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 17. 
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Thus, based on the evidence in the record, the claimant should have deposited the cost savings 
into the state’s account as required by the test claim statutes, but failed to do so.  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 
determined, “[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.”137 

The claimant next asserts that the Controller’s formula is an underground regulation.138  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 
indicated 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 adjudication are not regulations.139   

The claimant also contends 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.”140  
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.141  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 
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 17514.142 

                                                 
137 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 63 (Ruling on Submitted Matter). 
138 Exhibit A, IRC, page 14. 
139 Tidewater Marine Western, Inc. v. Bradshaw (1996) 14 Cal.4th 557, 571.  
140 Exhibit A, IRC, page 17. 
141 Exhibit A, IRC, page 55 (Parameters and Guidelines). 
142 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 63-64 (Ruling on Submitted 
Matter). 

40



39 
Integrated Waste Management, 13-0007-I-02 

Draft Proposed Decision 

The court also noted that diversion “means activities which reduce or eliminate the amount of 
solid waste from solid waste disposal.”143   

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 percentage 
achieved in 2007 applies equally to subsequent years, 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.144  However, the Controller’s assumption is in fact supported by 
evidence in the record.  The Controller applied the diversion percentage achieved in 2007 to 
subsequent years because the CIWMB stopped requiring community college districts to report 
the actual amount and percentage of tonnage diverted in 2008.  As the Controller notes, the 
claimant’s diversion program was well-established by 2007, and the claimant’s reports of 
subsequent years reflect increased diversion.  For example, the 2008 report notes that:  

There has been less waste disposed of in 2008.  We have been more proactive in 
increasing awareness of what materials can be recycled and therefore not placed 
in our solid waste stream.  . . . [And in describing new programs for 2008] … we 
were able to obtain new collection containers for our Nevada County campus and 
we are able to comingle a lot of our recyclable materials.  Also, the types of 
materials acceptable for recycling was increased at that campus.145 

Likewise, the 2009 report states: “We have added many more recycling containers to help 
increase the recycled materials,”146 and “There was a decrease in the per capita disposal.”147  
Additionally, the 2010 report states, in response to a question about changes in waste reduction 
programs during the report year: “We are now composting the grass clippings.”148  Thus, there is 
evidence in the record that for 2008-2010 claimant exceeded the diversion rates recorded in 
2007. 

The Controller obtained the statewide average cost for landfill disposal fees from the CIWMB, 
which was based on private surveys of a large percentage of landfills across California.149  The 
Controller’s audit report indicates that the claimant did not provide documentation to support a 
different disposal fee.150  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, to support either the landfill fees 

                                                 
143 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 63 (Ruling on Submitted Matter). 
144 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 15-16.  
145 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 48, emphasis added. 
146 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 50. 
147 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 51, emphasis added. 
148 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 53, emphasis added. 
149 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 21-22. 
150 Exhibit A, IRC, page 34. 
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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.151   

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, but adequately considered all 
relevant factors.152  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 costs allowed by the Controller in those cases vary and are arbitrary.153  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 fiscal years 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 
the second half of fiscal year 2003-2004, and fiscal years 2004-2005 through 2009-2010 is 
correct as a matter of law, and is not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary 
support. 

D. The Controller’s finding that the claimant’s diversion of solid waste for the first half of 
fiscal year 2003-2004 (July 1, 2003 through December 31, 2003) did not achieve the 
mandated diversion percentage, and its recalculation of cost savings for that time period 
using 100 percent of the tonnage diverted rather than the allocated diversion percentage 
to reflect the mandate, is incorrect as a matter of law. 

The Controller found that the claimant did not achieve the mandated “50 percent” diversion in 
the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 (July 1, 2003, through December 31, 2003).  Therefore, the 
Controller did not allocate the diversion percentage to reflect the mandate, but used 100 percent 
of the tonnage diverted by the claimant to calculate offsetting savings, which resulted in a 
reduction of $7,513 for this time period (204 tons of diverted waste multiplied by the avoided 
statewide average landfill disposal fee of $36.83).154 

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 
percent of all solid waste from landfill disposal or transformation facilities by January 1, 2004, 
through source reduction, recycling, and composting activities.155  Thus, from July 1, 2003, 
through December 31, 2003, community college districts were mandated to achieve diversion 

                                                 
151 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 22. 
152 American Bd. of Cosmetic Surgery, Inc. v. Medical Bd. of California (2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 
534, 547-548. 
153 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 17-18.  
154 Exhibit A, IRC, page 31, footnote 2 (Final Audit Report); Exhibit B, Controller’s Late 
Comments on the IRC, page 71. 
155 Exhibit A, IRC, page 91 (Parameters and Guidelines).  This is based on Public Resources 
Code sections 42921. 
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levels of only 25 percent.  The Controller’s comments agree with this reading of the mandate and 
state that “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 . . .”156   

However, the Controller’s calculation of cost savings incorrectly applied a 50 percent diversion 
level to July 1, 2003, through December 31, 2003, instead of the mandated 25 percent diversion 
level.157  The claimant’s 2003 report to the CIWMB shows a diversion percentage of 45.6 
percent, and the Controller’s calculation for July 1, 2003, through December 31, 2003 shows 
“the actual diversion percentage” of 45.59 percent.158  This percentage not only achieves, but 
exceeds the mandated diversion level of 25 percent.  Therefore, the Controller’s finding that the 
claimant’s diversion of solid waste for the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 did not achieve the 
mandated diversion percentage is incorrect as a matter of law.  Moreover, the Controller’s 
calculation of offsetting savings, which did not reduce cost savings by allocating the diversion 
percentage to reflect the mandate as it did for other years when the claimant exceeded the 
mandate, is arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.  As the Controller 
concedes, “there is no state mandate to exceed solid waste diversion for amounts in excess of 
25% for calendar years 2000 through 2003.”  Thus, the reduction of $7,513 in costs is incorrect.   

As indicated above, the Controller’s formula for cost savings for years where the claimant 
exceeded the mandate, which allocates the diversion percentage to the mandated level, is 
consistent with the test claim statutes and the court’s decision on this program.  That calculation 
is the percentage of solid waste required to be diverted (either 25 percent or 50 percent) divided 
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 (as annually reported by 
the claimant to the CIWMB), multiplied by the avoided landfill disposal fee (based on the 
statewide average fee).159  Applying that formula to the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004, 
results in a finding of offsetting costs savings of $4,120, rather than $7,513 (25 percent divided 
by 45.59 percent, multiplied by 204 tons diverted, multiplied by the avoided statewide average 
landfill disposal fee of $36.83).160   

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the law and the record support offsetting cost savings 
for the first half of fiscal year 2003-2004 of $4,120, rather than $7,513, and that the difference of 
$3,393 has been incorrectly reduced. 

V. Conclusion 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission concludes that the Controller’s reduction of costs 
claimed for fiscal years 1999-2000, 2000-2001, the second half of fiscal year 2003-2004, and 

                                                 
156 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 19. 
157 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, page 71. 
158 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 37 and 71. 
159 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 33 - 34 (Final Audit Report).  Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments 
on the IRC, page 71. 
160 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC, pages 37 and 71. 
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fiscal years 2004-2005 through 2009-2010 is correct as a matter of law and is not arbitrary, 
capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.  

However, the reduction of costs claimed for the first half of fiscal year 2003 is incorrect as a 
matter of law.   

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 $3,393 to the claimant. 
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Executive Summary
  
For  California to reach  the statewide goal of 75  percent  recycling (source reduction, recycling,  

and composting)  in 2020, more waste must  go to its highest and best use while minimizing  

greenhouse gas emissions. California must maximize source reduction, recycling, and composting  

while reducing disposal. Solid waste landfills compete for  the same resources and wastes, so the 

cost  of  landfill  disposal affects the flow  of  these materials. While high disposal ( tipping)  fees 

could push material away from landfills, disposal  fees that are too low essentially incentivize 

disposal. In order  to provide a broad basis for  future policy development, this study explores  

California landfill tipping fees.  

Through websites and phone surveys, CalRecycle staff  gathered the publicly posted tipping fees, 

or gate fees, paid by “self-haul” customers delivering  municipal  solid waste (MSW)  to all 98 

active California landfills that accept waste from the public. Included in the analysis are tipping  

fees for MSW at transfer stations, landfills located out  of state, and transformation facilities. 

Green waste tipping fees at  landfills, transfer stations, chipping and grinding facilities, compost  

facilities, and biomass conversion  facilities were also surveyed.  

Most landfills have more than one  tipping fee. They usually have a  publicly posted fee  for  

individuals or  businesses  “self-hauling” waste, but  they  also negotiate rates with  solid waste 

haulers, cities, counties, an d other facility  operators. This  is an important distinction because in 

California, only about  20  percent  of disposal  is self-hauled waste. The other 80  percent  of  

disposal  is transported to landfills by solid waste  haulers1  and thus would be more likely to be 

subject  to negotiated disposal rates. A census, or  statistical sampling, of negotiated rates  is not  

included in this report, because these rates are often considered  to be proprietary information  and 

thus are not  readily available. Some negotiated rates were obtained and included to provide an 

anecdotal narrative to help complete California’s overall  tipping fee picture.  

Disposal  tipping fees  in California are as complex and varied as the state itself. Tipping  fees vary  

due to the unique circumstances at each landfill, such as  location, owner, size, proximity to other  

landfills, and other operational  factors. Using a single number (average or median)  to describe the  

enormous variation in California is challenging, but  it  does  allow for comparisons  to other entities 

inside and outside of the state.  

 The tipping fee data was analyzed and the main findings were:   

 The median “self-haul” tipping fee  in California for MSW disposal at  landfills was $45

per  ton, with a range of  $0 to $125 per  ton. S taff found the median to be a more

meaningful representation of landfill  tipping fees  than a simple average  because  the range

included such extremes and  the distribution  was asymmetrical. A majority of landfills

charged $36  to $50 per ton (Figure 1,  Table 1). 

 Based  on a small  sample of negotiated rates  among  22 landfills and various haulers,

negotiated rates  for  MSW disposal  at  landfills were discounted at 20 of the landfills. The

median discount for negotiated tipping fee  was  $25 per ton less  than their  publicly posted

counterparts. If this is accurate, the $45 per  ton median tipping fee  is a high estimate for 

most landfill disposal in California. If the negotiated fees are as low as suggested by this

preliminary anecdotal  research, landfills are likely the cheapest path for materials to flow 
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down. If true, this makes building a competitive recycling and composting infrastructure  

very challenging.   

 	 The median green waste tipping fee  at  landfills in California was $39 per ton. More than 

half of  landfills (58  percent) charge less for green waste than MSW, while only 16  

percent  charge more for green waste (Figure 4).  

 	 California’s per  ton landfill tipping fee data had pronounced regional fee differences. The 

Bay Area and Coastal  Area median tipping fees were $68 and $64. The Southern region 

median tipping fee was $56. The Central  Valley median tipping fee was $43, with only  

four  landfills with fees above the statewide median. The Mountain region appeared to 

have the lowest median  of  $42, but this data set is split with half of  the fees below $42 

and the other half above $70, so the median does not  describe this data well (Table 6).  

 	 The 27 private landfills had a much narrower  range in tipping fees, w ith a median of $57  

per  ton, which was well above the $45 median of  the more variable 71 public landfills 

(Table 8).  

 	 Tipping fees vary most at  smaller landfills  (less than 200,000  tons per year), w hile there 

is less variation in tipping fees at medium (from 200,000 tons to 1,000,000  tons per year)  

and larger  landfills (more than 1,000,000  tons per year). Lower  fees were also more 

common at these medium and larger landfills (Table 10).  

 	 Areas with many nearby landfills tend to have lower  tipping fees than landfills without  

other landfills  nearby (Table 11).  

 	 When comparing  California tipping fee data to other entities  that use  averaged data, it is  

necessary to use  the  California average tipping fee as  a more comparable metric rather  

than the median.   

o 	 In the United States, the average tipping fee at  landfills was $49 in 2013, $5 less  

than California’s average  tipping fee  of $54 per ton (Figure 12).  

o 	 In the European Union, the average tipping fee at landfills was $100 in 2012, 

nearly double California’s average tipping fee of  $54 per  ton (Figure 16).  

 	 In both the United States and the European Union, states or countries  that landfill  more of  

their waste have lower average tipping fees compared to states or  countries  that  landfill  

less of  their waste. When viewed in this  context, California charges slightly less than 

expected given our high percentage of waste diverted from landfills. (Figure 13  and 

Figure 18).  

Some general conclusions can be drawn from these finding:  

 	 Tipping fees in California are complex and have a  lot  of local variation.  

 	 California has  lower landfill tipping fees compared with other environmentally  

progressive areas such as  the Northeastern  and Northwestern regions of  the United  

States and the European Union.  With some exceptions,  the higher the tipping f ee, the 

lower  percentage of waste a region landfills.  
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 	 California has  lower landfill tipping fees than would be expected given its  percentage 

of waste landfilled.   

 	 California’s low landfill  tipping fees likely present  the lowest cost option for  the 

disposition of  most of the materials that make up MSW.  

 	 California’s low landfill  tipping fees do little to drive materials to higher and better  

uses, and may  make it more difficult to reach the 75  percent  statewide recycling goal  

by 2020. Unlike the European Union, California has not pursued policy directives  

that increase tipping fees or landfill  taxes  to dis-incentivize landfilling.  

 	 As California moves toward its  75 p ercent  statewide recycling  goal, the resulting  

reduction in waste disposal  will  cause a sharp decline in disposal, tipping fee  revenue 

for  landfills, an d governmental  fee revenue for both local governments and the state. 

That decline in tipping fee revenue, both for landfills and agencies that charge taxes  

on disposal  tonnages, could make it difficult to meet  all statutory obligations.  

Imposing (or increasing) the governmental fees on landfill disposal could dis-

incentivize disposal and raise needed revenue. However, with landfills projected to  

play a diminishing role in solid waste and materials management, disposal  and 

diversion program funding  options should be explored that are not solely reliant  on 

landfill  fees.  
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Introduction
  
A comprehensive and sustainable waste management system  in  California must  maximize source 

reduction, recycling, and composting  while reducing disposal. As California moves toward 

reducing, recycling, and composting 75  percent  of waste generated in the state  by 2020, 

CalRecycle  wants to  ensure that waste generated in California goes to its highest  and best use 

while  minimizing greenhouse gas emissions. A s noted in the ARB 2014 Scoping Plan Update,2  

recycling can help minimize  disposal and reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  Disposal  fees play an 

important  role by influencing the flow of materials.  High tipping fees could  encourage waste 

reduction, f acilitate the recovery of materials,  and allow for more expensive recycling  

technologies, while low tipping fees could incentivize more disposal.  

In 2013, a  significant amount of green material was landfilled as waste  (about 2 million  tons) and  

as alternative daily cover, alternative intermediate cover, or   beneficial  reuse  (about 2 million  

tons). Differentials in green waste tipping fees  between disposal and recycling facilities likely  

impact  the flow of  green waste  to these  facilities.   

In past years, CalRecycle surveyed landfill operators regarding tipping fees, but  this practice  

ended almost 15 years ago. Articles published by BioCycle,3  Columbia University (EEC),4  the  

Environmental Protection  Agency (EPA),5  and the National Solid Wastes Management  

Association (NSWMA)6  have discussed landfill tipping fees at a country or state level for  

publicly posted MSW rates,  but  these reports are not  current,  do not discuss California  in depth,  

and do not  include materials other  than  MSW. Additionally, t he data is only collected from the 

largest landfills in each state. No data source exists that adequately addresses California landfill  

tipping  fees.  

The purpose  of  this study was to explore landfill  tipping fees in California. The scope of  this 

study was to conduct a census of  the publicly posted tipping fees, or gate fees, paid by “self-haul” 

customers delivering  municipal  solid waste to landfills. Included in the analysis are similar  

tipping fees for MSW at  transfer stations, landfills located out of state, and transformation 

facilities.  Some data on green waste tipping fees at landfills, transfer stations, chipping and 

grinding facilities, compost facilities, and biomass conversion facilities were also collected. In 

order to provide a broad basis for  future policy development, this study  explores  California 

landfill  tipping fees and compares  them to fees in  the United States and the European Union.  

The publicly posted fees researched in this study are generally accepted as an indicator of the 

local cost of  landfilling and are also the basis for most tipping fee  analyses in the current  

literature.  The NSWMA article7  describes these fees as the “spot market” value and  explains that  

fees accepted under  long-term contracts, discounts, and special waste fees could be higher or  

lower  than the spot market  price described by tipping fees.   

In most cases, landfills do not have just one tipping fee. Fees vary by types of material, types  of  

delivery vehicle, volume delivered, and, m ost  importantly, con tractual  relationships. This study  

focuses on the publicly posted fees for “self-haul” disposal  of waste  (described by NSWMA as 

the “spot market” value). S ome anecdotal  information is included on negotiated rates between the 

landfill operators and solid waste haulers, cities, or  counties and other  facility  operators.  This 

distinction between public rates and negotiated rates is important because in California 80  percent  

of the waste stream  is transported to landfills by solid waste haulers,8  who are more likely to have 

a negotiated rate with a landfill. Currently it  is unknown how much of the waste stream is actually  
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charged a  negotiated rate, but for the purposes of this study it  is assumed, based on research from  

CalRecycle’s 2008 waste characterization study9, that 20  percent  of  loads, at a minimum, are 

charged the public rate, and  80 per cent  or less are subject to negotiated rates. Some negotiated 

rates were obtained to provide a more complete picture of California’s overall  tipping fee, and  

this area will be the subject  of future research  if additional data can be obtained.  A  census (or  

statistical sampling) of negotiated rates is outside the scope of this research. These data were not  

readily available during the data collection portion of  this study and are considered proprietary  

business information by many in the solid waste industry.  

This study also explores  some of the factors that might influence  tipping fees on a local level in 

California:  region, landfill  owner, county, l ocation, landfill disposal  amount, and landfill  

proximity (how close landfills are to each other). The factors that could be more easily quantified 

were explored in detail, but it  is important to acknowledge that many other  factors influence  

tipping fees, including demographics, economics, recycling rates, operating and transportation 

costs, land values, land acquisition costs, climate, geography, and local  policies  and/or  

regulations.  

Data collected from the United States and the European Union were compared to California’s 

average MSW tipping fee  to provide a broader context and to compare policy strategies in the  

context of tipping fees. While there is no country-wide landfill  policy in the United States, there 

is in the European Union. The European Union’s Landfill Directive requires that by 2016, ea ch 

member  state landfill 35  percent  or less  than what  they landfilled in 1995.10  This difference in 

mandate  makes comparisons to the European Union valuable as California’s progressive policies  

may  align more closely with the European Union than with the United States as a whole. The 

European Union has also done more research on the effect  that  tipping fees and other factors have 

on the amount of waste landfilled.  
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Methodology
  
Data Collection  

Information on public fees  for  self-haulers was collected in this study. Solid waste haulers that  

negotiated special agreements with individual landfills  may pay different fees and are not  

reflected in the survey portion of  this study. A small sample of negotiated fees was collected, and 

these are discussed briefly in comparison to the public fees in the results. Publicly  posted fees are 

generally accepted  as  indicators of landfilling costs locally and are used in the mentioned 

literature.  

Data was gathered for  facilities  and operations  through  facility websites or by telephone if the 

facility did not have a website. As a  result of  these surveys, facilities were categorized into one of  

three groups:  facilities  that  were surveyed (accepted MSW or green waste from the public), 

facilities  that did not accept disposal from the public, and facilities that were not  surveyed. All 98  

landfills that  accepted waste from the public for  disposal  were surveyed. More detail  is provided 

in Appendix A.  

Data for  each facility surveyed included  the  following, and is presented in Table 2:  

• 		 Minimum Charge: User-based fee  that is  a base  line  fee  for loads  that fall under a certain 

weight threshold (76  percent  of  the sample).  

• 		 Per  Ton: Unit-based fee (weight)  that is  the charge for  1 ton of waste (79  percent  of the 

sample).  

•		 Per Cubic Yard: Unit-based fee  (volume) that is  the charge for 1 cubic yard  of waste 

(approximately the size of  a washing machine) (7  percent  of  the sample).  

•		 Per  Vehicle:  User  based fee  that is  divided into subcategories:   

o	  Per Car:  User-based fee  for  one  passenger  car or SUV  (17  percent  of the sample).  

o	  Per  Truck (pick-up):  User-based fee  for  a small to large pickup truck  (definition 

varies by landfill)  (21  percent  of  sample).  

o	  Per  Truck Loaded Over Cab:  User-based fee  for  a pickup truck with waste 

stacked higher  than the cab of the truck (~4-5 ft. high) (10  percent  of  the sample).  

o	  Per Generic Vehicle:  User-based fee  for  a “vehicle,” which usually indicates that  

the landfill  used the word “vehicle” or  another vague term (auto, load)  to 

describe  its tipping fee. These definitions vary  the most by landfill.   

 

•		 Standardized  Tipping Fee:  For all  98 landfills  (100  percent  of sample), CalRecycle staff  

converted other  fees to “$ per ton.”   The individual  conversion factors used to determine 

these fees are discussed in the analysis section.  

The standardized tipping fee is the basis for  most of the analyses below, because  it allows for  

comparisons between facilities and for data aggregation and analyses.  Unless otherwise indicated, 

tipping fee  dollar amounts are given for one ton (2,000 pounds) of material.  
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Data Analysis   

Data on disposal tonnages for landfills and counties were obtained from CalRecycle’s Disposal 

Reporting System (DRS),11  and facility information was obtained from CalRecycle’s Solid Waste 

Information System (SWIS).12  Disposal data from 2012 was used in this study’s analysis because  

at the time of the original surveys, t his was the current finalized year  (DRS finalizes the previous 

year’s disposal data every  June). Disposal  only  increased by 1 per cent  from 2012 to 2013, so  

2012 data should accurately represent  current  disposal in California for  the purposes of this study.  

Median,  Average, Weighted Average,  and Range  

In order to provide the most useful analysis, staff looked  for an indicator that correctly expresses 

the central tendency of the tipping fee  data points. Averages have traditionally been the most  

popular because  they are  mathematically easy to calculate. However, averages have the 

disadvantage of being affected by  high or  low  outliers. For a skewed distribution with outliers, 

medians  can be a  better measure of  the central  tendency. The median finds the middle point in a 

set of data, with an equal number of values  higher  and lower  than the median. Averages are the 

totaling of a list of values and dividing by the total number of values. Weighted averages, in this 

study, take into account  how much waste each  landfill disposed to calculate an average.   

Because of  the skewed distribution of California’s tipping fee data (Figure 1), medians  should be 

the most representative of the three measurement methods, and therefore provide the best  

summary.  Averages are  used in this study  to compare  fees in California  with  other studies from  

the United States and the European Union.  

Conversion  Factors  

Conversion factors were used to create  a standardized  fee  (in dollars per  ton)  for all  facilities  to 

facilitate comparisons. The conversion factors used  were  landfill-specific and reported to 

CalRecycle  by the landfill  in 2012 D RS annual  or quarterly reports. Site-specific conversion  

factors  were used  because  MSW has a wide range of  conversion factors to convert from cubic  

yards  to tons, and landfills  are more aware of the type  and consistency  of waste they receive.   

All green waste values were converted using a standard conversion factor  from CalRecycle.13  For 

green waste received at  chipping and grinding facilities, biomass conversion facilities, and  

landfills, staff use the green waste conversion factor because these operations collect more 

lightweight yard waste materials. A food waste conversion factor  was used for  compost facilities,  

which could receive more dense materials such as  food or other organic materials.  

 

Spatial  Analysis  

ArcGIS software was utilized to spatially analyze  the standardized  tipping fees in California  

(Figures 6-11). Staff  investigated and looked for correlations between tipping fees and:   

  Geographic region
   
  Public and private ownership
   
  Location  in the state  (by region and  county) 
 
  Facility disposal amount
   
  Landfill proximity to other  landfills 
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Results
  
Posted  Landfill  Tipping  Fees  for  Municipal  Solid  Waste (MSW)  

Publicly posted tipping fees  for  MSW at  landfills  in California  were found to  vary from   

$0 t o $125 per ton. The median of this data set was $45  per  ton, which was  the most meaningful  

representation of  publicly posted  landfill tipping fees in California. The average, $54  per ton, was  

higher than 60  percent  of landfills  in the state, making  it  less useful  as  an overall representation of  

tipping fees in California. The  frequency chart  (Figure 1) of  all  the  tipping fees at landfills in 

California illustrates  these  results.  The standardized  posted  tipping  fees were grouped in $1  

increments. One  dollar was a small enough increment to show detail without  losing the 

granularity of the frequency distribution.  

Here,  the  median  and average  posted tipping fee in California can be compared with the 

frequency  distribution. D ue to numerous outliers  and non-normal distribution, t he median value is  

thought to be  most  representative of  the central tendency of this data set.  

Figure 1:  Posted  tipping  fee frequency.  All landfills accepting public disposal in California,  
by tipping fee. The yellow  dashed line represents the median  of the data set, and the green  
line represents the average of the  data set.  
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Tipping fee (dollars per ton) 

Posted Tipping Fee Frequency 

The data presented in Table 1 summarizes the frequency chart in Figure 1. Almost half of 

California’s landfills charge between $36 and $50 per ton, supporting the use of a median value 

to represent the central tendency of the data set. Another frequently used statistical measure is the 

mode, or the most frequently observed value, which in this case is also $45 per ton. Table 1 was 

also used as the basis to classify data in the map section of this study into groups of data points 

between $36 and $50, between $51 and $75, the low outliers ($0 to $35) and the high outliers 

($76 to $125). 
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Table 1: Frequency from Figure 1 divided into ranges of posted tipping fee data (used in 
mapped data section) 

Range 
(Per Ton) 

Number of Landfills Percentage of 
Landfills 

$0-$35 12 12% 

$36-$50 45 46% 

$51-$75 28 29% 

$76-$125 13 13% 

Table 1 uses  the  “standardized  tipping fees”  based on tonnage.  Table 2 summarizes all the landfill  

data collected and provides calculations for  the  medians, averages, and weighted averages.  

Posted landfill tipping fees are generally a user-based or  a  unit-based fee:  

 	 The “user-based fee” (minimum or per vehicle fee)  does not vary based on the amount of  

waste discarded and is a  standard value  per user or  per  vehicle.  

 	 The “unit-based fee” or variable pricing (per ton, per cubic  yard,  standardized fee) does  

vary based on the amount of waste disposed; as  disposal  increases, the tipping fee 

increases. Unit-based pricing creates an incentive to reduce  the amount of waste 

discarded.  

Landfills have different resources available for gatehouse staff  to use in order  to decide how  

much to charge a  customer (e.g.  operational  scales, other estimation tools), but  the vast majority  

of landfills surveyed charge a minimum fee (90 landfills) and a per  ton fee  (82 landfills). Less  

common charges were volume estimations or vehicle type charges, with less than one-third of the 

landfills surveyed using these charges.  

The difference between the weighted and  unweighted averages in Table 2  shows  that, on average, 

landfills that receive more waste charge more for minimum fees, for  a cubic yard,  for  pickup 

truck  loads  and for  “vehicle”  loads, while charging less by weight  for  car  and truck loads  stacked 

higher than the cab.  

Finally, the “standardized"  tipping fee  calculated by CalRecycle staff is included in Table 2. 

Many landfills charge both per  ton fees and per  cubic yard fees, but some  charge only per cubic  

yard fees. The 16 landfills that charge only  volume fees were converted to tonnage fees for  the 

rest of  the analysis in this paper. This standardized fee  allows all 98 landfills to be  analyzed in 

one group.  

The most meaningful indicator for  posted landfill tipping fees is the median of  $45 per  ton  of  

MSW.  
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Table 2: Posted landfill MSW tipping fees. 

Fee Category Number of 
Landfills 

that 
Reported 
the Fee 

Median Fee Average Fee Average Fee 
Weighted by Annual 

Disposal 

Minimum Charge 90 $13 $17 $27 

Per Ton 82 $48 $54 $50 

Per Cubic Yard 22 $13 $15 $27 

Type of Vehicle 

Car 19 $9 $11 $9 

Truck 
(Pickup) 

29 $20 $22 $24 

Truck 
Loaded 
Over Cab 

14 $34 $31 $29 

Vehicle 13 $15 $22 $36 

Standardized 
Tipping Fee (Per 
Ton) 

98 $45 $54 $51 

Posted  Landfill  MSW  Tipping  Fees  Compared  to  Other  Facilities  

Landfill tipping fees in California were also compared to other solid waste management activities  

in the state. While the vast  majority of waste disposed in California during 2012 was landfilled in 

state (96  percent), waste was also exported to landfills in Nevada and Oregon (1  percent) and sent  

to one of  three  transformation facilities (3  percent). Transfer stations also accept  waste in the state 

for processing and transportation to landfills.  Table 3 and Figure 2  summarize tipping fee survey  

results  by facility type, material  type, median, average,  and range.  

Table 3: Median, average, and range of  posted  tipping fees for  each disposal facility  
surveyed in dollars per ton. All landfills and transformation facilities were surveyed in this 
study;  data for other facilities  are from a sampling  of facilities (Appendix A).  

Facility Median MSW Average 
MSW 

Range 
MSW 

Landfill $45 $54 $0- $126 

Transfer Station $61 $74 $0-$178 

Exported Waste $16 per cubic 
yard NV 
$26 per ton OR 

N/A N/A 

Transformation $52 $52 $50-$53 
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Figure 2: Median posted tipping fees for MSW. The blue line is the landfill median. All 
landfills and transformation facilities were surveyed in this study; for other facilities, a 
portion of facilities was sampled (Appendix A). 
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Exports  

Waste from California was exported to Lockwood Regional Landfill in Nevada  and Dry Creek  

Landfill in Oregon in 2012. Lockwood Regional Landfill charged $15.50 per cubic yard 

(California Median:  $13 per cubic yard) and Dry Creek Landfill charged $26 per  ton  (California 

Median: $45 per  ton). While the tipping fees in Nevada were  comparable to California, the 

Oregon tipping fee was lower than the California median. This might help explain why some 

border counties  choose to send their waste to Oregon or Nevada  rather  than pay higher  

transportation and disposal  costs at a neighboring county’s landfill. For some communities, the 

out-of-state landfills are closer  than landfills in California.  

Transformation  Facilities  

Transformation facilities  are CalRecycle-permitted waste-to-energy facilities. Three permitted 

transformation facilities were in operation in California during 2012, located in Stanislaus County  

in the Central  Valley and in  Los Angeles County. These transformation facilities  charge between 

$50 and $53 per ton of waste, a median (and average) of $51.50 per ton, which is higher than the 

statewide landfill  tipping fee median of  $45 per ton. Around the Central  Valley transformation 

facility, f our of the five landfills within 35 miles of  the facility charge between $33 and $45, with 

only one facility charging  more than the state median, at $88. Around the Los Angeles County  

facilities,  half of the landfills charge $38  to $41, while the other half  charge between $49 and $59 

within 35 miles. This local  data again affirms why the median values are so important. When 

using the statewide  average ($54), t ransformation appears less expensive than landfilling, while 

transformation is actually a more expensive alternative to landfilling in California when 

compared to the statewide  median as well  as the surrounding landfills.  Negotiated rates  at  the 

transformation facilities may also differ significantly from the public “self-haul” rates.  
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Transfer Stations  

Waste can also be taken to a transfer station.  There, it  is  either transported directly to a landfill for  

disposal, or   the recyclables  are sorted and processed for end users and recyclables  markets prior  

to the transport of the residuals to a landfill. This consolidated waste is usually  transported longer  

distances in fewer vehicles  to a landfill.  These added steps (transportation and sorting) may also 

play a role in the tipping fees charged at these facilities. In many counties without landfills, 

transfer stations are the only self-haul option for the public.  

Transfer stations charge a  median fee  of $61 per ton for MSW, which is $16 more per  ton than 

the median that  landfills charge for MSW. This higher  fee may be a result of  transportation costs 

as well as tipping fees incurred by the transfer station for final disposal  at  the landfill. The range 

of transfer station tipping fees, from  $0 t o $178, is higher than all other  facility types surveyed. 

The maximum of the transfer station tipping fee data set is $50 higher  than any other facility. This 

suggests that  transfer stations have additional costs that lead to higher tipping fees.  

Posted  Landfill  Tipping  Fees  for  Green  Waste  

Landfills often charge  different  fees based on material  type  disposed, so the  tipping fees for  MSW 

discussed in the previous section will now  be  compared to green waste tipping fees at California’s 

landfills. M any landfills charge different  fees for  green waste,  construction waste, and hard-to-

handle items  such as  appliances and carpet.  

CalRecycle does not  directly  track how much green waste is disposed at  landfills or how much 

green waste is sent  to diversion facilities. However, CalRecycle does  conduct periodic waste 

characterization studies, w hich provide estimates  for  the waste stream composition in California. 

Based on these studies, CalRecycle estimates  that  7.1  percent  of  the waste disposed at  landfills 

was green waste and 15  percent  was food waste  in 2008.14  Green waste landfill disposal  is 

estimated to be about 2 million tons annually.  

Landfills are required to report green waste tonnages if they are used as alternative daily  cover  

(ADC) or  alternative intermediate cover  (AIC) on site. For t he purposes of local  jurisdiction 

diversion mandates,  this tonnage is not considered disposal  until 2020 (and would be in addition 

to the 7.1  percent  of  the waste stream*).15  Green waste ADC and AIC accounted for  about  2 

million tons  annually.16   

Most tipping fee studies, particularly those cited in this study,  focus primarily on MSW at  

landfills. In California, the 4 million tons of green waste  going to landfills annually could go to 

higher and better uses. Recent  legislation expands  organics recycling,17  and the California Air  

Resources  Board  (ARB)  2014 Scoping Plan Update18  has noted green waste recycling’s potential  

to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.19  Redirecting  this recyclable material  away from the landfill  

can play  a key role in determining whether California  meets waste recycling  and greenhouse gas  

reduction goals  in the future. Given this background, it is important to understand how the fees 

charged for green waste vary by facility type.  Twenty-two landfills (about 15 percent of landfills)  

are co-located with compost facilities.  

*  Due to passage of AB 1594 (Williams, Chapter 719, Statutes of 2014), green waste ADC will no longer  

be considered diversion as  of 2020.  
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The median public tipping fee for green waste at landfills was $39 per ton, $6 less than the MSW 

public tipping fee. The complexity in how landfills charge customers for MSW is similar for 

green waste material, as noted in Table 4. The median is likely a more accurate representation of 

green waste tipping fees, but the average is only $1 higher. 

Table 4: Posted landfill green waste tipping fees from survey in detail. 

Fee Category Number of 
Landfills that 
Reported the 

Fee 

Median Fee Average Fee 

Minimum Charge 88 $11 $15 

Per Ton 78 $42 $41 

Per Cubic Yard 25 $7 $10 

Standardized Tipping 
Fee (Per Ton) 

97 $39 $40 

Figure 3: Frequency of posted green waste tipping fees. Chart of all landfills accepting 
green waste from the public in California by tipping fee. 
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Frequency of Posted Green Waste Tipping Fees 

Green waste  was  less expensive to send to  a landfill than MSW  by $6 per  ton, but  not all  landfills 

charge less for  green waste.  Staff found that while most facilities  (58  percent) charge less for  

green waste than MSW, there were  16 p ercent  that  charged more for green waste than for  MSW 

(Figure 4).  

Landfills might charge less for green waste  than for  MSW bec ause:  

  Green waste may be  easier  to handle.  

  Green waste  may be  a resource when used as ADC  or  other  purposes on-site.  

  Landfills do  not  pay the $1.40 state disposal  fee  on green waste ADC.  

 

Landfills might charge more for green waste than for  MSW to discourage green waste disposal.  
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Figure 4: Posted green waste cost compared to MSW at the same landfill. Chart compares 
the green waste fees and MSW fees at the same landfill. 

Green Waste Cost Compared to MSW at the Same Landfill 

More than MSW 
16% 

Same as MSW 
26% 

Less than MSW 
58% 

Posted  Landfill  Green  Waste Tipping  Fees Compared  to  Other  
Facilities  

This section discusses  tipping fees at facilities  that dispose of MSW and green waste, and 

facilities  that divert green waste.  Table 5 and Figure 5  show the  medians, averages, and  ranges for  

green waste tipping fees  by facility type.  

Landfills and transfer stations (usually associated with the “disposal”  of waste) charge the most  

per  ton for green waste received compared to the other  facilities  surveyed in this study. Landfills 

and transfer stations might have the benefit of  being the culturally accepted means of dealing with 

waste in the United States, as noted in the Columbia University  study,20  requiring other facilities  

to compete with landfills for business. It is also important  to note that public fees  are not paid by  

solid waste haulers with negotiated rates, so the dynamics  of the fees actually charged by  landfills  

or other  facilities may be complex.  
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Table 5: Posted green waste tipping fees at disposal and diversion facilities that accept 
green waste in California. 

Facility Median Green 
Waste 

Average Green 
Waste 

Range Green Waste 

Landfill $39 $40 $9-$126 

Transfer Station $41 $49 $0-$178 

Compost $30 $30 $0-$127 

Chipping and 
Grinding 

$36 $40 $0-$128 

Biomass $13 $16 $0-$47 

Figure 5: Median posted tipping fees for green waste. The green line is the landfill median. 
All landfills were surveyed in this study; other facilities have a portion of facilities 
sampled. 
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A substantial amount of green waste generated in California goes to facilities other than landfills. 

In California, disposal is tracked in CalRecycle’s DRS, but for the most part diverted materials 

are not directly tracked. Green waste materials can be recovered for recycling at some transfer 

stations (those that act as material recovery facilities), converted into energy at a biomass 

conversion facility, processed at a chipping and grinding facility for future use, or composted at a 

composting facility (includes anaerobic digestion). Compost, chipping and grinding facilities, and 

biomass conversion facilities capture organic material and process or convert the material for a 

more beneficial use. The products from these facilities are sold to agricultural and horticultural 

consumers as soil amendment and mulch or to public utilities as electricity from biomass 

conversion. There are more than 350 of these facilities in California. 
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Compost, chipping and grinding facilities, and biomass conversion facilities that accept green 

waste on average charge less than disposal facilities accepting green waste. As an incentive to 

secure feedstock, green waste diversion facilities may take green waste for free, which 

significantly lowers the median fee of this data set. The pricing contrasts at green waste facilities 

plays out at the local level between facilities directly competing for feedstock, rather than at the 

statewide level. Chipping and grinding facilities charged the most per ton of green waste ($36), 

which was slightly less than landfills. Compost facilities and biomass conversion facilities had 

lower medians than other green waste diversion facilities ($30 and $13 per ton respectively). 

Some of the difference may be attributed to the fact that green waste is not subject to the $1.40 

per ton state fee. Green waste can also be turned into a product (compost or energy) at these 

facilities, creating a source of revenue that could offset tipping fees. More work is needed to 

understand the financial complexities related to green waste handling in California. 

Negotiated  Tipping  Fees in  California  

When discussing tipping fees, one must take into account the fee  structures at  landfills.  In 

addition to the  public “self-haul” tipping fee, landfills can have negotiated rates. Negotiated fees 

are tipping fees agreed  to  between  the landfill and  a city, county, hauler, o r other facility. T he 

negotiated fees are usually for a given time period and can be renegotiated once  they expire.  In  

California,  solid waste haulers, which are most  likely to have a negotiated fee,  transport about 80  

percent  of  the waste received  at  landfills.21  So, up to 80  percent  of loads  are charged a negotiated 

rate.  

Negotiated fees may be lower or higher  than the “self-haul” fee on a case-by-case basis. Based on 

a small sample size of  22 negotiated tipping fees  at a handful of different  landfills  across  the state, 

the  majority of  negotiated tipping fees were much lower than the public tipping fees. When taking  

the difference between the two, the median difference  was $25. The discount  from the public fee  

to the negotiated fee  ranged from an 11  percent  discount to a 76  percent  discount. Only two 

negotiated fees in our  sample were higher than the publicly posted tipping fees, each being about  

20 per cent  higher.  

So while the public tipping fees in California have a median of $45  per ton disposed, about  80  

percent  of  loads at landfills in California could be charged much less in tipping fees.  This lowers  

an already low statewide tipping fee. While this sample of negotiated rates  is small, not  

statistically representative, and doesn’t capture every nuance of  the state, the results suggest that  

the effective median landfill tipping fee  for  most  waste in California could be as low as $20 per  

ton.  
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†  All of the maps in this section present  tipping fee data as $ per  ton, except for  the disposal tonnage and 

landfill proximity comparison maps (these maps use a  low, mid, high scale). The frequency graph (Figure 

1) was used to choose appropriate classifications (ranges) of tipping fee  data when mapping, and the 

classifications remain constant  throughout the mapped analysis (Table 1).  

Mapped  Landfill MSW Tipping Fee Data
  
There are major differences between landfills in terms of demographics, ownership, scale, 

population, material bans, volume, types of materials handled, capacity, local regulatory policies  

or fees, as well  as site specific factors such as terrain, climate, and accessibility. These  are just a 

few of the ways that landfill tipping fees can be influenced. Look ing at  the data for the state as a 

whole  can lead one to easily  miss the nuances of local  data.  While not  every variable that could 

influence how  a landfill sets its tipping fee  was quantified, some descriptive factors that  may  

differentiate landfills  are explored in the following maps.†  They include:   

  Regional  location  

  Rural  or  urban county  location  

  Public or  private ownership  

  2012 disposal  tonnage amounts  

  Landfill  proximity  to other  landfills  
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Overall  Data
  
Figure 6  presents the tipping fees for all  the landfills surveyed in this study. The darker colors  

(higher  tipping fees) occur  primarily in the Bay Area and Sierra (mountainous) regions, while 

lighter colors fall in the Central  Valley.  

The detail presented on this general map emphasizes  the complexity of data within the state of  

California, while also revealing certain patterns or data clusters. California, as a state, has  a wide  

range of market types, communities, climates, county sizes, population centers, and concerns  

(environmental, business, etc.), which are just  as  important to understanding tipping fee data as  

the landfill  factors stated in the previous section. California is a complex state, so, naturally, data 

concerning California’s landfills will also be  complex.  
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Figure 6: Overall data. Map of all landfills with tipping fees. The tipping fees are $ per ton. 
See Table 1 for a breakdown of the tipping fee data. 
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Regional  Data  

Figure 7  divides  the state into five regions based upon certain shared characteristics (i.e. 

demographics, climate, economics, and industry) that  impact waste management practices. These 

regions are identical to  those used in  CalRecycle’s  2008 w aste characterization study.22  

Table 6:  Regional Data.  Median  fees for facilities  in regions as drawn in Figure 7.  

California 
Regions 

Median Fee Number of 
Landfills 

Range of 
Fees 

Percentage of 
Waste Disposed in 

CA 

Bay Area $68 11 $37 - $115 15.5% 

Coastal $64 12 $45 - $82 5% 

Southern $56 34 $12 - $126 61% 

Central Valley $43 30 $23 - $75 18% 

Mountain $42 11 $0 - $121 0.5% 

 	 Bay Area:  These are urban counties in the San Francisco Bay Area.  They  are metropolitan 

and have strong industrial  components. Most  landfills in this region are privately owned. The 

median tipping fee in the Bay Area region, $68  per  ton, i s the highest  in the state.  

 	 Coastal:  These are northern and central coastal  counties (not  in the Bay Area  or Southern 

regions). The coastal region is more populated than the rural mountain region and has a large 

agricultural component  similar to the Central  Valley. The central  coast has a mix of public 

and private landfills. The tipping fee median in this region is  $64 pe r ton, with all fees in the 

data set  at, or  above, t he statewide median (data range:  $45 t o $82).  

 	 Southern:  These southern counties are strongly industrial with large populations and some 

agricultural influences. This region has  the most  landfills in the state (34)  and a mix of  

landfill owners. The median tipping fee in this region was $56  per  ton, $11 above the state 

median.  

 	 Central Valley:  These counties between the Mountain and the Coastal regions  have a major  

agricultural base, some important population centers, and some manufacturing.  The median 

tipping fee  is $43 per  ton and is just  below  the state median. The range of  tipping  fees has  the 

lowest maximum in the state ($75). Only  four  tipping  fees in the Central  Valley region are 

above the state median.  

 	 Mountain:  These are rural  counties with strong agricultural economies, a low population 

density, and a  low  industrial base. All landfills are publicly owned. The median  of  $42 pe r  

ton  is below the state median, but  the data set  is the only one with a clear  division in fees:  

Half  the data set is $42 and below, the other half  is $70 and above. More counties  in this 

region have no tipping fees  ($0)  and use other methods (e.g. property taxes) to fund their  

landfills.  

There are clear regional differences in California’s tipping fees. The Bay Area and Coastal  

regions have the highest median tipping fees,  $20 above the statewide median, but  with different  

distributions.  The Southern region has a  lower  median fee  than these  two regions at $56, but  it  is 

still  above the statewide median. The Mountain and Central  Valley regions  both fall below  the 

statewide median.  
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Figure 7: Regional data. Regions are shaded to show the geographic extent. Medians are 
presented in Table 6. Region borders were determined using CalRecycle’s waste characterization 
study regions. 
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Owner  Data  

In Figure 8, t ipping fees are mapped with private landfills in purple and public  landfills  in green.  

Privately owned landfills are owned by a private company, while public landfills are owned by a 

city, county, or  federal entity (i.e. military base). L andfills owned by a public entity but operated 

by a private company were considered publicly owned for  this analysis.  Table 7  breaks down this 

data by the overall  category, public or private, and by specific owner. In the public category only  

counties and cities are considered, but  there are other types of public owners in California. The 

data presented in Table 7  shows that  landfill  owner  has a strong correlation to tipping fees.  

Table 7: Median landfill tipping fee based on owner.  

Owner Median Number of 
Facilities 

Range of Fees 

Public $45 71 $0-$125 
City $49 11 $38-$125 

County $45 56 $0-$121 

Private $57 27 $31-$88 
Recology $40 1 $39.50 

Republic $64 8 $31-$72 

Waste 
Connections 

$60 4 $40-$72 

Waste 
Management 

$56 10 $35-$88 

Other 
Independent 

$45 4 $35-$69 

Public and private landfills have considerably  different median fees. Public landfills have  a 

median fee  of $45  per ton  (the same as the state); private landfills have a much higher median fee  

of  $57 p er  ton. Public landfill tipping fees range from $0  to $125, while private landfill  tipping  

fees only vary from $31  to $88.  

Private landfills are predominately located in  the larger metropolitan areas of  Southern California 

and the Bay Area, w here they are more likely to be able to take advantage of economies of scale  

(large production of waste)  to contain costs.23  There are only a few  private landfills outside of  

high-population areas. C onversely, public landfills are distributed throughout the state but are 

uncommon in the Bay Area. More than two-thirds  of California’s  98 landfills  that  accept waste 

from the public  are owned by a public entity  (71).  

Public landfills rely on both public taxes and tipping fees, w hile private landfills rely only on 

tipping fees as a source of  revenue.24  According to national data on public landfills,  30  percent  of  

landfills receive all their revenue from tip fees, 35  percent  receive all  revenue  from local taxes,  

and 35  percent  cover the costs through a combination of tip fees and local  taxes.25  Public entities  

are also responsible for  an entire solid waste management program  (i.e. special waste pick-up, 

recycling, outreach), not  just the landfill.  These fundamentally different funding  structures based 

on landfill ownership likely  have an impact on tipping fees.   
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Figure 8: Owner data. Tipping fees at public and private landfills in California. Medians and ranges 
are presented in Table 7. Some public landfills may be operated by private companies; these are 
considered public. 

Staff Report 25 

27



     

 

    

      

     

     

      

     

     

 

 

 

                                                      

Rural  and  Urban  Data
   
California is often considered an urban state, and  the majority of  landfills are located in urban  

areas. However,  more than half of  the state’s counties (34) are considered rural.‡  During  2012, 20 

rural counties had landfills. Figure 9  splits landfills into four separate categories (Table 8) and 

symbolizes each facility by tipping fee, owner, and county location. As a group, the 34 rural  

counties disposed 2,201,142 tons (7.6  percent  of total  disposal)  in 2012, with the landfills in these  

rural counties making up 5.8  percent  of California’s  total in-state disposal. (Some rural counties  

export  their waste to Oregon or Nevada.)  

Urban landfills have a median  tipping  fee of $45  per  ton, the same as the statewide median  

tipping  fee. Rural  landfills have a median  tipping  fee  that  is only $2 more than this  ($47  per  ton), 

so it would seem that rural  and urban landfills charge fairly similar rates. The maximum  values  

between rural and urban are  also similar, but  the minimums are not. In fact, 4 of the lowest  

tipping fees are in rural counties.  

Table 8:  Median landfill tipping fees by  rural and urban county and owner.  

Category Median Fee Number of Landfills Tipping Fee Range 

Rural $47 32 $0 - $121 

Public $47 26 $0 - $121 

Private $53 6 $38 - $75 

Urban $45 66 $23 - $125 

Public $45 45 $23 - $125 

Private $57 21 $31 - $88 

Building on the previous section, rural landfills are also predominately owned by a public entity. 

Of the 32 rural  landfills, more than 80%  were owned by  a  public entity, while only  6 w ere owned 

by a private entity. Further, the 6 pr ivately owned landfills  in rural  counties  are located in either  

the more populated areas of the Central  Valley or Central Coast,  or along  a major  transportation 

corridor.  

The most common type of landfills are publicly owned urban landfills, and these landfills charge 

the lowest median tipping fee  ($45 per ton). This all suggests that rural or urban county location 

does not  influence  tipping  fee price as much as landfill  owner.  

‡  According to Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 40183-4 rev. 2008, a rural county is defined as only  

disposing of 200,000 tons in a given year.  Table included in Appendix B with rural counties, their  

disposal, and if  they have a  landfill or not.  
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Figure 9: Rural and urban owner data: Rural and urban owner tipping fees. 
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Disposal  Tonnage and  Tipping  Fee  Data  

The amount of waste disposed at a landfill  annually  also appears to impact  tipping fees. In Figure 

10, each landfill was  categorized (Table 10)  based on tipping fee  and  amount disposed  using  

criteria from Table 9.   

Table 9: Definitions for low, mid-range, and high fees and disposal tonnages  

Disposal Category Fee Category 

Low Disposal Low Fee <$35 
<200,000 

Mid-Range Disposal Mid Fee $35-$75 
200,000-1,000,000 

High Disposal High Fee >$75 
>1,000,000 

Two-thirds of  landfills fall  into the “low disposal” category and their fees span the full range from  

low to high. The most common  combination  (28 pe rcent)  was  low  tipping fee  and  low disposal  

landfills. One quarter of  landfills are mid-range  disposal and are more likely to charge low or  

mid-range tipping fees. The very small percentage of landfills with high disposal also charge a  

low or mid-range fee. Landfills taking in a high volume of waste do not appear to require  as  high 

tipping fees to support their operations. The variability in fees charged at  public landfills with  low  

volumes  may suggest that  some of  these landfills may have a variety of funding sources other  

than just the tipping fee.   

  

Table 10: Facilities that fall into each category, as defined in Table 9  (the organization of  
this table correlates to the key in Figure 10).  

Low Fee, 
High Disposal 2 
(2%) 

Mid-Range Fee, 
High Disposal 2 
(2%) 

High Fee, 
High Disposal 0 

4% 

Low Fee, 
Mid-Range Disposal 
10 (10%) 

Mid-Range Fee, 
Mid-Range Disposal 
13 (13%) 

High Fee, 
Mid-Range 
Disposal 5 (5%) 

28% 

Low Fee, 
Low Disposal 27 
(28%) 

Mid-Range Fee, 

Low Disposal 18 
(18%) 

High Fee, 
Low Disposal 21 
(22%) 

68% 

40% 33% 27% 100% 
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Figure 10: Disposal tonnage data: Map ranking disposal tonnages and tipping fees. Each point is 
symbolized based on its disposal rank and fee rank (Table 9 and Table 10). 
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Landfill  Proximity  and  Tipping  Fee Data  

In Figure 11, t ipping fees were clustered into low, mid-range, and high categories  (same criteria 

as  Table 9), an d landfill proximity  was similarly categorized  using an ArcMap contouring  tool.§  

The number of  landfills in a given geographic area  (landfill  proximity)  appears to have some 

impact on  the tipping fees at landfills. T he number  of facilities charging  within  each fee  category  

was  recorded by  each density range in Table 11.   

Table 11:  Landfill proximity  and  tipping fee distribution.  

Low Fee Mid Fee High Fee 

Low Density 16 14 14 

Mid-Range Density 10 13 8 

High Density 13 6 4 

In areas  with only a few landfills, there is no relationship between proximity  and tipping fees.  A  

landfill  in these low-proximity  areas  is as  likely to charge a high or l ow  fee, suggesting that  other  

factors besides landfill proximity  are more significant in terms of setting tipping fees.  

Mid-density  landfill  areas  follow  a similar pattern. Mid-density  landfill  areas are most  likely to 

charge a mid-range fee, but there is only a slight difference between those  likely to charge a low  

or high fee. This difference is so low  that it suggests the same concepts as  for  the low density  

areas;  there is more freedom in setting prices when a landfill is  low  to mid proximity  areas.  

Differences in tipping fees  emerge in  high density locations  where there are more landfills located 

near  each other.  These landfills are twice  as likely to charge a low fee over a mid-fee, and three 

times as  likely to charge a low fee over  a high fee. This suggests  that  competition  between nearby  

landfills  may result  in lower  tipping fees.  

§ Contours were created by first turning the landfill points into a heat or density map, with hot spots or 

darker areas containing more landfills than lighter areas. The contouring tool then took this raster heat-

map and created contour lines, which were numbered .0002 through .0012. These contour lines were then 

divided by staff into regions of high density, medium-range density, and low density. (These lines are 

included in Figure 11). 
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Figure 11: Landfill proximity analysis: Tipping fees and landfill proximity (Table 11). Landfill 
proximity was determined using an ArcMap contouring tool, with the contours displayed here. 
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California Tipping Fees Compared to the 
United States and the European Union  
U.S.  Tipping  Fees  

To understand how  tipping  fees may impact  waste management decision making, this study  

reviewed national data compiled by BioCycle26  and Columbia University (EEC)27  detailing  

landfill  tipping fee data and  other MSW data. Columbia University’s and BioCycle’s  bi-annual  

survey, State  of Garbage  in the United States, is  considered the authority on waste management  

practices in the United States. In 2011, Columbia University  took  over  the research and replaced  

this bi-annual report  with a more comprehensive study of waste management practices in the 

United States.  The data collected by both BioCycle and Columbia rely on state-reported statistics, 

and for  this section the latest data28  from 2011 is used  and presented in Figure 12. Due to the fact  

that Columbia and BioCycle used averages in their analysis, this section will use  California’s 

average rather  than median value for comparison. It is important  to note that California’s average  

($54 per  ton)  is inflated  due to skewed data, the median ($45  per  ton) is more representative, and 

California’s predominance  of  negotiated tipping fees most likely drives  this price even further  

down. Because  these surveys looked at a few of the largest facilities in each state rather than a  

census of  all facilities, the results may not be directly or completely comparable to the data  

gathered for this report. As in California, each state’s full  set of  landfill tipping fees may show 

characteristics that would suggest that  the averages for the limited samples may or may not be the 

best  representation of their  fees. As a  result, these comparisons, w hile illustrative,  should not be 

considered conclusive.  

Figure 12  compares statewide average tipping fees in the United States  to California’s average 

tipping fee. Average tipping fees in the Northeast  and West regions are the highest in the United 

States and are higher than California’s tipping fee average. Columbia University reported an 

average U.S. tipping fee of  $49 for 2011.   

The average tipping fee  in a region generally correlates with the percentage of waste landfilled in 

that region (Table 12). With some exceptions, the higher the tipping fee, the lower percentage of  

waste a region landfills. In the Northeast  and Mid-Atlantic, a g reater percentage of waste is sent  

to waste-to-energy  facilities rather  than to landfills,  the West sends more generated waste to be 

either  recycled or composted, and all  of  these regions have the highest  tipping fees in the United  

States. Higher landfill  tipping fees may  make other  alternatives  like transformation or recycling  

competitive economically. The Southern and Midwestern states  charge well  below California’s 

average tipping fee, and they  landfill a majority (up to 75  percent) of their waste. Higher tipping  

fees appear  to be discouraging landfilling but may not spur recycling unless this option is 

specified as a priority by state-level policy, as  it  is in the Western states.  

Figure 13  plots this  information but with the added detail  of each state’s data and a trend line that  

shows the relationship between tipping fees and percentage landfilled. Based on the national data, 

California charges less per  ton than expected based on the percentage landfilled in each state.  
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Figure 12:  California tipping fee average compared to tipping fees in the United States.  
Average tipping fees for each state in 2011  (Columbia University)  compared to California’s 
average landfill tipping fee of $54.29  Dataset provided in Appendix C.   

Table 12:  Average tipping fees  and percentage of waste landfilled (based on tonnage  and  
tipping fees  reported by  Columbia University)30  and using BioCycle’s regions.31  A 
complete table is provided in  Appendix  C.  

United States 
Regions 

Tipping Fee Average Percentage 
Landfilled 

New England $77 24% 

West $51 46% 

Mid-Atlantic $72 49% 

South $39 73% 

Midwest $36 75% 

Great Lakes $45 76% 

Rocky Mountains $39 84% 

When comparing other states to California, it  is imporant  to consider  factors outside of  the 

amount landfilled that could affect tipping fees. First, landfills in  each state have various 

operational  needs  and concerns. Among others, these concerns could include  operating  
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conditions,  land value,  climate, demographics, and the cost  to implement technologies that protect 

the environment. There is also the policy side of  landfilling, with  jurisdictions, counties, and 

states  across  the United States  regulating  landfill behavior  to different levels. Many states have  

bottle bills, landfill bans, and other policies  that limit landfilling, encourage waste-to-energy  

projects,  or incentivize recycling. While higher tipping fees may disincentivize landfilling, other  

programs, policies,  or economic instruments likely contribute to  lowering the percentage of  

generated waste landfilled in a state.  

California appears to have a low tipping fee when compared to the United States, especially when 

compared to other  regions that  have similar  environmental policies.  

Figure 13: State tipping fees and landfilled percentage. Trend of landfill tipping fees and 
percentage of generation landfilled (recycled + composted + combusted + landfilled = 
generation, according to Columbia University)32 
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Historic Tipping  Fees in  the United  States  and  California  

As was mentioned in the introduction, tipping fees have been the subject of research for many 

years. The NSWMA relied on information from the Solid Waste Digest to record tipping fees 

from 1995-2004 for seven regions of the United States and the national average. The national 

average and tipping fees in general stayed relatively consistent between 1995 and 2004, but 

between 2004 and 2010 tipping fees rose $1.62 per year, which NSWMA has attributed, in part, 

to rising fuel costs (Figure 14).33 

Figure 14: Posted tipping fee trends in the United States from 1995-2010. Data from 1995-
2004 for the nation’s regions and the national average for all years are from NSWMA’s 
article,34 and data from 2006-2010 are from BioCycle and Columbia University’s statewide 

surveys.35,36,37 Regions on this graph are from NSWMA’s publication and are slightly 
different from BioCycle’s regions used in the previous section. 
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Northeast: CT, ME, MA, NH, NY, RI, VT Mid-Atlantic: DE, MD, NJ, PA, VA, WV 
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South Central: AZ, AR, LA, NM, OK, TX West Central: CO, KS, MT, NE, ND, SD, UT, WY 

West: CA, ID, NV, OR, WA National 

With limited data  for California for  the years between 1995 and 2013, w e are able to piece  

together how California’s tipping fee  has  increased in the last 20 years. Between 1995 and 2000, 

when the last CalRecycle tipping fee  surveys were conducted, the tipping fee  average varied 

between $30 and $35  per ton. Between 2010 and 2013 the average was $52 to $54  per  ton. For  

the years between 2000 and 2010, C alifornia-specific data  is not available, NSWMA’s article 

only provided data by region, and in the BioCycle surveys California did not supply an average 

tipping fee. Therefore, as a  general  trend, in the 10 years between 2000 and 2010,  California’s 

average tipping fee increased $17, an average of  $1.70 per year, which is comparable to the 
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national trend  of  $1.62 per  ton increase  per year, but the exact  increases and trends are not known  

(Figure 15).  

Figure 15: California’s average posted tipping fee 1995-2013: Data prior to 2000 was 
collected by the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB, CalRecycle’s 
predecessor), 2010 data is from Columbia University’s study, and 2013 data is from this 
study. 
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European  Union  Tipping  Fees  

Given the higher rates of recycling and the  ambitious  policy directives that  focus on moving  

waste away from landfilling in the European Union, landfill  tipping fees in  the European Union  

may be more relevant  for understanding how landfill  tipping fees could  impact future policy  

development in California.  Tipping fees for  the European Union member  states are displayed in 

Figure 16.  The average  “typical”  tipping fee  in  member  states of the European Union was  $100  

per  ton in 2012,  with  a range of $0-$215.38  California’s average MSW tipping fee  at  landfills, $54  

per  ton, is much lower than the European Union’s average MSW tipping fee  at  landfills, and  the  

European Union’s range is almost double that of California’s ($0-$125).  

When comparing the European Union  and California, it is important  to consider  the differences in 

policy priorities. In the European Union’s Landfill Directive states that by 2016 each member  

state should be landfilling only 35  percent  of what  they landfilled in 1995.39  California 

jurisdictions are required to divert 50  percent  of their generated waste  by meeting a disposal  

target measured as “per  capita disposal.”40  In addition, jurisdictions may receive diversion credit  

for using waste as a  feedstock for energy, which lowers a  jurisdiction’s per capita disposal.  

Transformation  accounts for  approximately 3  percent  of  solid waste disposed  statewide. Further, 

California has not promoted the use of waste as a feedstock for energy in the last  decade.  In the 
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European Union, w aste-to-energy (WTE)  is considered a benificial  way to limit  waste reaching  

the landfill  and promote energy independence. This  is a difference  in approach to the issue of  

waste management:  California has concentrated its efforts  more on reduction, reuse, recycling,  

and composting  of waste,  while the European Union has considerable reliance on WTE.   

The range of  average  tipping fees in the United States  is both lower and smaller ($24  to $91)  than 

the European Union average tipping fee range ($4  to $215). The higher average  landfill  tipping  

fee  in the European Union  may  be partially  attributed  to its landfill directive (the United States 

does not  have a  nationwide landfill goal or directive). The wider range in the European Union 

may be due to the fact  that  newer  member  states do not have to meet  the landfill directive  (or  are 

newly forming waste management strategies)  and therefore  have  lower  fees.   

Figure 16: Tipping fees in the European Union. European Union averages (converted from 
euros to dollars)41 compared to California’s average tipping fee of $54.42 Fees below 
California’s average are light and dark purple, and those above California’s average are 
light and dark orange. Dataset provided in Appendix D. 

The  European Enviornmental Agency (EEA)  analysis of European Union tipping fees noted that  

the landfill  directive requires that gate fees cover  all costs associated with operating a landfill, 

including siting, closure, and after-care for  up to 30 years, and that  this requirement may have led 

to higher tipping fee costs.43  Another important  factor to consider when contextualizing European 

Union landfill data is  that  the data set used in Figure 16  combines  landfill gate fees (charged by  

the operator, the focus  of  this study) and landfill taxes (charged by public entities). European 
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Union landfill  taxes average $35  per  ton  but vary greatly, as  shown in Figure 17. California’s 

$1.40 per ton state fee on each ton of waste landfilled hardly compares to these  larger fees, 

although some local  jurisdictions in California do charge landfill taxes that were not researched in 

this study. Due to these high landfill taxes, the authors of the EEA calculated a “typical landfill  

fee,” which included both the average tipping fee and the landfill tax of each member state.   

Figure 17: Landfill tipping fees and  landfill taxes in the European Union, based on EEA  
44 data. Country abbreviations and dataset provided in Appendix D. 
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Due to these landfill  taxes, the authors from the European Environment Agency (EEA)  noted that  

member  states  fell  into one of three groups45  (plotted in Figure 18):  

  high “typical  landfill  fee” and low  landfill percentage  

  mid-range  to high “typical  landfill fee” and mid-range  landfill percentage  

  low “typical landfill fee” and high landfill percentage  

 The same correlation was  also observed for landfill  fees and the amount of waste recycled and 

composted.46  The authors concluded that as  an economic instrument for behavior change, 

increased landfill gate fees  and taxes can lower  the amounts landfilled, and specifically landfill  

taxes can change consumer  behavior  if  the customer believes  the taxes are  high.47   
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Figure 18: Typical tipping fees and percentage landfilled in European Union member 
states. European Union member state “typical tipping fees” (which include landfill taxes 
presented in Figure 17) and percentage landfilled.48 Country abbreviations are provided in 
the Appendix. 
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Further, in their  research, the authors found that  while  increasing fees at  the landfill moves  some  

waste up the waste heirarchy (i.e. to incineration,  recycling, or  composting), other  programs and 

policies were used in countries that  achieved the lowest percentages of landfilling. Germany, for  

example, has one of the lowest  landfilling percentages, one of the highest  landfill fees, but also 

has a landfill ban in place. The EEA authors concluded that while landfill taxes  disincentivize  

landfilling, other programs or economic instruments must be used to achieve a  low landfilled 

percentage.49, 50 
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Conclusion
  
Landfill  Tipping  Fees Are  Complex  and  Varied  

Tipping fees in California are as complex as the state itself. Tipping fees vary by the unique 

circumstances at each landfill, which can include, among other  factors, their regional  location, 

rural or urban location, ownership, annual disposal tonnage, proximity to other  landfills, and 

operational factors. California is a  large state with many different demographics, climates, 

political subdivisions, and environmental concerns that could also lead to diverse  landfill  tipping  

fees.  Generalizing about California landfill tipping fees can be difficult  and is perhaps more 

illustrative than decisively  conclusive in many cases. Even with these limitations, some 

interesting findings and conclusions from this preliminary research are included below:   

 	 Larger (more annual disposal)  landfills tend to have lower fees  than smaller landfills.  

 	 Landfills with  other landfills nearby tend to have lower fees than remote landfills.  

 	 Privately owned landfills tend to charge more than government-owned landfills.   

 	 Privately owned landfills are more likely to operate in urban areas, w hile government-

owned landfills are more evenly distributed throughout  California (with the exception of  

the Bay Area).   

 	 Based on a comparison within the United States and with the European Union, landfill  

tipping fees in California are lower than would be expected  based on the percentage of  

MSW that is landfilled in the state.  

Low Landfill  Tipping  Fees for  MSW  

This report  supports the general conclusion that  tipping fees in California are lower than would be  

expected in a progressive state with effective programs and ambitious waste management goals. 

The cost of landfilling solid waste may be too low to promote the behavioral  changes needed to 

push materials to higher and better uses. In relation to  the statewide goal of 75  percent  recycling  

by 2020, low landfilling costs do little to help  drive the changes  that are needed to reach the goal.  

Data presented in this report for both the United States and the European U nion show a  

correlation between tipping fees and the amount of waste landfilled. In countries that landfill very  

little waste, tipping fees were higher than in countries that  landfill  a majority of  their waste, and  

California’s data fell below the expected level given its  moderate level of landfill disposal.  

Further, the policy directives of  the European Union include economic instruments like increased 

tipping fees and landfill taxes to act as  disincentives  to landfilling  while they simultaneously  

promote producer responsibility, environmentally responsible packaging, recycling, and 

composting. While raising  tipping fees is not  the only method  to change behavior  and reduce  

disposal, it has been  an effective strategy  in other  localities  and could be a policy option  to 

explore.  

Although the posted  “self-haul” tipping fees analyzed in this report only reflect about 20  percent  

of overall disposal, the limited data for solid waste haulers suggest that  the negotiated tipping fees  

are up to 30  percent  (or $20  per  ton)  lower than the already low tipping fees  in California. These 

commercial  rates  should be more thoroughly researched and analyzed in future work, cons idering  

that solid waste haulers make up approximately 80  percent  of  the waste stream in California. If  
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the negotiated fees are as low as suggested by this preliminary anecdotal  research, landfills are 

likely the cheapest path for  materials to flow down. If true, this makes building a competitive 

recycling and composting infrastructure very challenging.   

Regardless of  its relative cheapness  in California,  solid waste disposal is big business in  

California. If 20  percent  of  the landfilled waste in 2013 (6 million tons) had a landfill tipping fee  

of $45 per  ton and 80  percent  of  the waste had a landfill tipping fee of $25 per  ton (24 million 

tons), the total would be almost  $900 million. This is an extremely rough calculation  with 

oversimplified assumptions and is only meant to be  illustrative, but  it  does  show the order of  

magnitude of landfill  tipping fees in California.  

Lack of Disincentive for  Green  Waste Going  to  Landfills  

Diverting green waste and other organics  away  from landfills  is a  priority for both greenhouse gas  

reduction and to meet CalRecycle’s 75  percent  statewide recycling goal. However, current tipping  

fees for green waste, bot h within landfills and at other facilities, do no t appear to  significantly  

incentivize diversion and drive materials to their highest and best use. As noted in the European 

Union study, a perceived high fee influences consumer behavior,51  but  currently a majority of  

landfills do not have high green waste fees  that would be likely to significantly change consumer  

behavior.  

If tipping fees for green waste are going to send appropriate market signals to the consumer, it  

should be considerably less  expensive to divert the material  than to dispose of  it. Currently, the 

$15 difference between  landfills and green waste diversion facilities may not be  enough to drive 

consumer behavior; this may be  especially  true at landfills where consumers see  it  is cheaper  to 

send green waste to the landfill  than MSW. If  landfills are negotiating  even lower  prices  that  

compete for these resources (for use as ADC, AIC, or  beneficial reuse), t hese materials  will be 

even less  available  for higher and better uses. Further,  if  green waste continues to flow  into  

landfills due  to convenience, price,  or habit,  it will  continue to draw feedstock away from other  

green waste diversion facilities;  this will  hamper efforts to site more green waste diversion 

facilities  and build the infrastructure needed to appropriately handle these materials.  

Tipping  Fees  and  Landfill  Capacity  

Based on  the European Union and United States data, when landfills play a more limited role in 

waste management,  tipping fees  are usually higher.  Currently, California’s tipping fees  are not as  

high as expected in relation to our level of  landfilling. Given the ample amount of  total  landfill  

capacity in California (approximately 1.7 billion tons),  it  is unlikely that  landfill tipping fees will  

rise quickly due to supply  constraints.  In addition, as recycling increases, there will be less  

disposal, so d emand is likely to decrease over time.  In 2013, 30 m illion tons of waste were 

disposed at  landfills. Only  16 million tons are projected to be landfilled in 2020  if the 75  percent  

goal is achieved. Ev en with increases in population over time, it may be many  years before there 

are significant  shortages  in statewide landfill  capacity. ( This may not always be true at  the local  

or regional  levels.)  

As California moves toward its  75 p ercent  statewide recycling  goal, the resulting reduction in 

waste disposal will  cause a sharp decline in disposal, tipping fee  revenue  for landfills,  and 

governmental  fee  revenue  for both local governments and the state.  That decline in tipping fee  

revenue, both for  landfills and agencies that charge taxes on disposal tonnages, could make it  

difficult to meet all statutory obligations.  Imposing (or  increasing)  the governmental fees on 
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landfill disposal could dis-incentivize disposal and raise needed revenue. However, with landfills 

projected to play a diminishing role in solid waste and materials management, disposal and 

diversion program funding  options should be explored that  are not solely reliant  on landfill fees.  

Future Research   
This study  began research into  the  field of tipping fees in  California. There are additional  

questions that  could be answered and additional  areas  to explore:  

 	 The tipping fees researched in this study are for  a minority of waste hauled in the state of  

California. Self-haul makes up about  20 p ercent  of  the disposal  at Californian landfills.  

Future research could seek to understand the negotiated tipping fees  that apply to the 

other 80  percent  of  disposal. Only limited anecdotal  information was available for  

negotiated fees, but in the future there could be a more methodical and representative 

approach to collecting and analyzing negotiated tipping fee data for solid waste haulers at  

landfills. However, challenges related to proprietary data may hamper this effort  unless 

some solid waste industry sources are willing to provide this data.  

 	 Further  research could more comprehensively compare tipping fees  at  facilities using  

green waste for ADC, compost, biomass, anaerobic digestion, and other alternatives for  

recycling organics.  

 	 National, state, and  local  fees and/or taxes on landfill disposal  have a direct monetary  

impact on tipping fees. A more comprehensive and complete comparison (currently  

underway) with other localities, states, and nations could help illuminate the relative 

impact and magnitude of  these fees.  

 	 As part of  a broader exploration of  total available landfill capacity in California, 

additional  research could be done on the relationship between  landfill  capacity and 

tipping fees.  

Data Limitations  
As discussed above, this report is based on research with some limitations: 

 The data represents a census of landfills of tipping fees on waste accepted from the public 

but does not contain tipping fee information on waste accepted from solid waste haulers. 

 Data sets for facilities other than landfills were not censuses or even statistically 

representative due to difficulties in contacting or obtaining information from them. 

 Negotiated agreements between haulers and landfills were not thoroughly researched in 

this report because of proprietary concerns. 

 More robust statistical tools (beyond averages and medians) could be used to further 

explore the data, particularly if a more robust data set can be gathered. 

 Tipping fees change over time; this report only contains a snapshot in time. 
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Abbreviations and Acronyms
  
ADC – Alternative Daily Cover 

DRS – Disposal Reporting System 

EEA – European Environment Agency 

EEC – Earth Engineering Center (Columbia University) 

FacIT – Facility Information Toolbox 

MRF – Material Recovery Facility 

MSW – Municipal Solid Waste 

NSWMA – National Solid Wastes Management Association 

PRC – Public Resources Code 

SWIS – Solid Waste Information System 

WTE – Waste-to-Energy 
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Glossary of Terms 
 
Biomass  conversion:  The process of using controlled combustion of specified types of  organic 

materials (essentially wood, lawn or crop residue) to produce  electricity. Biomass conversion 

facilities  are not permitted as solid waste facilities  or  regulated by CalRecycle. See PRC 40106 

(a).  

Chipping  and  grinding:  The process that  separates, grades, and  resizes woody green wastes or  

used lumber to be sent  to a composting facility, a landfill  to be used for ADC, or   miscellaneous 

end markets such as  feedstock at biomass to energy plants.  

Commercial  composting:  The process of  taking organic materials such as green waste, manure, 

food waste and other organics and transforming them through controlled biological  

decomposition for  sale as an end product, usually in the form of home or  farm soil amendments.  

Disposal Reporting System (DRS):  The system used to track disposal  information in California. 

For more information go to:  http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/DRS/default.htm   

Disposal:  The process of collecting municipal solid waste and transferring it to a transfer station, 

landfill,  or  transformation facility.  

Exported waste:  Waste that is sent out of the state of  California for disposal.  

Facility Information Toolbox (FacIT):  Informational database on disposal and recycling  

activities  in the state of California. For more information go to:  

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/FacIT/   

Food waste:  All surplus food scraps. The term has fallen out  of  favor with some composters, who  

prefer  to view this material  as a resource rather  than as  waste material. However, this term is 

interchangeable with food scraps.  

Green waste:  A  term used to refer to urban landscape waste generally consisting  of leaves, grass  

clippings, weeds, yard trimmings, wood waste, branches and stumps, home garden residues, and 

other miscellaneous  organic materials.  

Green waste diversion facilities:  The term used in this study to describe compost facilities, chip 

and grind facilities, and biomass conversion facilities.   

Landfill:  A permitted facility that  provides a  legal site for  final disposal of materials including  

mixed solid waste, beneficial materials used for  landfill construction, ADC, and specialized 

material sites such as waste tires  and construction and demolition waste.  

Material  recovery facility (MRF):  An intermediate processing facility that  accepts source-

separated recyclables from an initial collector and processes them for wholesale distribution. The 

recyclable material  is accumulated for shipment to brokers or  recycled content manufacturers, or  

for export out of state.  

Municipal  solid waste (MSW):  Garbage. Refuse that  may be mixed with or contain nonorganic  

material, processed industrial materials, plastics, or other recyclables with the potential  for  

recovery. It includes  residential, commercial, and institutional wastes.  
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Rural:  According to Public Resources Code (PRC) section 40183-4 rev. 2008,52  a rural county is 

defined as  one that disposes  200,000 tons or  less MSW in a given year.  

Self-hauler:  A person who hauls  their residential or business waste themselves to a solid waste 

facility.  

Solid waste hauler:  A waste hauler that collects residential or business waste for a fee  and 

transports  that waste to a solid waste facility. These haulers may be contracted or  franchised and 

might have a negotiated fee with a landfill.  

Solid Waste Information System (SWIS):  The database that tracks solid waste facilities  in 

California. For more information go to:  

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/Default.htm   

Tipping fee:  As defined in this study, a tipping fee  is the amount of money per  ton of waste 

charged at  the gate of a landfill  for  a self-hauler and is publicly  disclosed  either online or by  

phone.  

Transfer station:  Receives, temporarily stores, an d ships unprocessed waste/recyclables.  The 

ones we considered in this study accepted MSW, green waste, or  both.   

Transformation facility:  The use  of  incineration, pyrolysis, distillation, or biological conversion 

(other  than composting)  to combust unprocessed or minimally processed solid waste to produce 

electricity. See PRC 40201.  
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Appendix A: Survey Information
  
During the course of  this study, every active, permitted landfill  that accepts disposal  from self-

haulers (the general public)  in California was contacted and provided staff with a tipping fee.   

Lists for  landfills, compost  facilities, and transfer  stations were pulled from CalRecycle’s SWIS 

database, as these facilities  are permitted. Unpermitted facilities  (facilities  that have special  

permits or are regulated by other agencies) were pulled from the FacIT database. Due to the 

nature of the permits, and how facilities are stored in the SWIS and FacIT databases, staff had to 

make sure that each facility was only counted once in the survey process. Facilities can house  

more than one operation, and Table A1 shows the complication of the SWIS database: Some 

facilities  showed up on the lists more than once. Therefore, staff weighted the operations. 

Landfills had first priority (so all  landfills on the SWIS list are considered “landfills” in our  study, 

regardless of  whether  they have transfer or compost  facilities  co-located).  The second priority  

was compost facilities, because the “transfer” permit is most likely there to allow  the compost  

facility to house  and use green material. Transfer  stations had final priority in the  survey, mostly  

because  there were so many and also because  at other  facilities  they are often secondary  

operations.  

The FacIT lists only show operations, so these would be in addition to the SWIS lists. Chip and 

grind and biomass conversion facilities are not  in the SWIS database and are entirely operations. 

Some transfer  stations and compost facilities are considered operations in the state and are 

considered separately in Table A2 but averaged with the overall survey data.  

Due to the smaller  nature of most green waste  diversion  facilities (compost, chipping and 

grinding, and biomass)  and transfer stations, not all facilities or operations were contacted or  

participated. Chip and grind facilities and biomass conversion facilities were the hardest  to 

contact  because many did not have current  contact information in CalRecycle’s FacIT database or  

were pilot projects (biomass).  

As a result of these surveys, facilities were categorized into one of  three groups:  

 	 Surveyed. T he facility fell into the scope  of our research (accepted MSW or green waste 

from the public)  and was surveyed.  

 	 No public disposal.  The facility:  

o 	 Exclusively processed materials that did not fall under  the purview of this study  

(i.e. construction material, recyclables, etc.)  or  

o  Was  not open to the public, so no fee  information was  collected.  

 	 Not surveyed. T he facility fell  under the scope of research but could not be contacted 

(had no website and did not r espond to at least two phone calls) or refused to provide 

CalRecycle staff with tipping fee information.  
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Table A1: Due to the way SWIS pulls data, it is important to note that some facilities fall 
into more than one category because more than one activity may be permitted at a facility. 

Facility Number of 
Facilities 

Landfills Only 112 

Landfill and Transfer 7 

Landfill and Compost 13 

Landfill, Transfer, and 6 
Compost 

Total Landfills 138 

Compost Only 56 

Compost and 26 
Transfer 

Total Compost 82 
Facilities 

Transfer Station 271 
Only (Total) 

To determine how a facility was defined in this survey, we considered landfills first, compost 

facilties second, and transfer stations third, meaning that if a facility was a landfill and a compost 

facility or a transfer station, or all three, its tipping fees were in the “landfill” survey. Compost 

and compost/transfer stations were on the compost list, and transfer stations only are on the 

transfer station list. This is primarily because the study focused on what the facility is primarily 

doing: A landfill is usually a landfill that homes other operations, and transfer stations that are 

“with” landfills or compost facilities are usually not the main focus of the operation. 
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Table A2: Survey information. Breakdown of the facilities surveyed, facilities not accepting 
public disposal, and facilities that were not surveyed. Landfills were the only facility type 
of which all facilities were either surveyed or did not have public disposal. Some transfer 
station and compost operations were also surveyed in addition to the permitted facilities 
and are therefore not counted in the totals. 

Information 
Obtained 

Number of 
Facilities 

Percentage of 
Facilities 

Landfills 
Surveyed 98 70% 

No Public Disposal 42 30% 

Total 140** 100% 

Transfer Stations 
Surveyed (Facility) 74 28% 

Surveyed (Operation) 55 (not included) 

No Public Disposal 69 25% 

Not Surveyed 127 47% 

Total 271 100% 

Compost Facilities 
Surveyed (Facility) 35 43% 

Surveyed (Operation) 29 (not included) 

No Public Disposal 12 14% 

Not Surveyed 35 43% 

Total 82 100% 

Chipping and 
Grinding Operations 
Surveyed (Operation) 47 30% 

No Public Disposal 12 8% 

Not Surveyed 100 62% 

Total 159 100% 

Biomass Conversion 
Facilities 
Surveyed (Operation) 8 26.7% 

No Public Disposal 8 26.7% 

Not Surveyed 14 46.6% 

Total 30 100% 

**  Two landfills have closed between the time of this survey and now.  
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Appendix B: Rural Counties in California
  
Table A3: Rural counties   

Tons Disposed County Landfill in County? 
1,652 Alpine No 

27,455 Amador No 

197,203 Butte Yes 
32,695 Calaveras Yes 
22,037 Colusa No 

18,590 Del Norte No 

133,245 El Dorado No 

19,203 Glenn Yes 
84,491 Humboldt No 

178,915 Imperial Yes 
21,213 Inyo Yes 
94,750 Kings Yes 
35,628 Lake Yes 
17,979 Lassen Yes 
117,354 Madera Yes 
180,704 Marin Yes 
11,362 Mariposa Yes 
51,224 Mendocino No 

5,318 Modoc No 

22,530 Mono Yes 
99,518 Napa Yes 
50,324 Nevada No 

16,424 Plumas No 

55,803 San Benito Yes 
163,579 Santa Cruz Yes 
145,343 Shasta Yes 
2,376 Sierra Yes 
29,458 Siskiyou No 

62,506 Sutter No 

41,921 Tehama Yes 
7,473 Trinity No 

35,481 Tuolumne No 

154,882 Yolo Yes 
62,506 Yuba Yes 
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Appendix C: United States Data53  
 

Table A4: United States data 

States, by Region Tipping Fee Average 
(dollars per ton) 

Percentage 
Landfilled†† 

New England $77 24% 
Connecticut $57 8% 

Maine $91 15% 

Massachusetts $79 20% 

New Hampshire $78 35% 

Rhode Island $75 86% 

Vermont $82 71% 

West $51 46% 
California $52‡‡ 45% 

Nevada $25 69% 

Oregon $56 49% 

Washington $70 47% 

Mid-Atlantic $72 49% 
Delaware $84 68% 

Maryland $63 38% 

New Jersey $72 40% 

New York $86 59% 

Pennsylvania $76 42% 

West Virginia $49 84% 

South $39 73% 
Alabama $38 88% 

Florida $44 51% 

Georgia $38 93% 

Kentucky $45 67% 

Louisiana $27 89% 

††  Percentage landfilled for each region was  calculated by totaling the generated waste from each state in 

the region and the total landfilled tonnage from each state in the region, not by averaging the percentage 

landfilled. This is due to the fact  that smaller states would skew the true percentage landfilled.  

‡‡  The tipping fee  referenced  for California in this table is from the Columbia University study  and is not  

the same as the median or tipping fee  found in this study. This is most  likely due to inflation (the data  

collected at Columbia University and for  this study were collected in different years).  
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States, by Region Tipping Fee Average 
(dollars per ton) 

Percentage 
Landfilled†† 

Mississippi $26 95% 

North Carolina $42 84% 

South Carolina $43 75% 

Tennessee $41 79% 

Virginia $46 66% 

Midwest $36 75% 
Arkansas $37 57% 

Iowa $34 69% 

Kansas $37 69% 

Missouri $38 80% 

Nebraska $31 87% 

North Dakota $39 72% 

Oklahoma $38 92% 

South Dakota $42 75% 

Texas $29 76% 

Great Lakes $45 76% 
Illinois $43 89% 

Indiana $44 76% 

Michigan $47 87% 

Minnesota $47 31% 

Ohio $40 72% 

Wisconsin $50 74% 

Rocky Mountains $39 84% 
Arizona $33 94% 

Colorado $50 76% 

Idaho $44 91% 

Montana $26 81% 

New Mexico $34 83% 

Utah $24 81% 

Wyoming $60 84% 
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Appendix D: European Union Data54
  
Table A5: European Union data 

Full Member 
State Name 

Abbreviation Converted 
Tipping Fee 

(dollars per ton) 

Converted 
Typical Fee 
(includes 

Landfill Taxes, 
in dollars per 

ton) 

Percentage 
Landfilled 

Austria AT $97 $132 1% 

Belgium, Flanders BE-Fl $69 $182 5% 

Belgium, Wallonia BE-Wal $69 $159 5% 

Bulgaria BG $0 $4 96% 

Cyprus CY $77 $0 86% 

Czech Republic CZ $22 $50 72% 

Denmark DK $61 $148 4% 

Estonia EE $55 $72 62% 

Finland FI† $82 $123 46% 

France FR $83 $111 32% 

Germany DE† $193 $193 0% 

Greece GR† $32 $32 81% 

Hungary HU $48 $48 74% 

Ireland IE† $97 $166 61% 

Italy IT† $124 $166 49% 

Latvia LV $41 $52 92% 

Lithuania LT $22 $22 91% 

Luxembourg LU† $206 $206 17% 

Malta MT $28 $28 95% 

Netherlands NL† $35 $183 1% 

Poland PL $96 $133 65% 

Portugal PT $14 19.32 62% 

Romania RO $5 $5 77% 

Sweden SE† $147 $215 1% 

Slovakia SK $9 $9 75% 

Slovenia SI $146 $161 69% 

Spain, Catalonia ES-Cat $45 $62 52% 

United Kingdom UK $37 $126 49% 
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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  
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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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Hearing Date:  January 30, 2009 
j:\Mandates\2005\PGA\05-PGA-16\DSA 

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. 

65



 2

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 

                                                 
3 Exhibit H. 
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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 

                                                 
4 Exhibit C. 
5 Exhibit D. 
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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 

                                                 
6 Exhibit D. 
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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 

                                                 
7 Exhibit D. 
8 Exhibit E. 
9 Exhibit F. 
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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.” 

                                                 
10 Exhibit F, Ruling, page 7. 
11 Exhibit F, Ruling, pages 8-9. 
12 Exhibit F. 
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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 

                                                 
13 Exhibit G. 
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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: 

                                                 
14 Exhibit F, Ruling, page 9. 
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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 

                                                 
17 Exhibit F, Ruling, page 7. 
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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. 

                                                 
18 Exhibit E. 
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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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