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State of California Exhibit A

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

INCORRECT REDUCTION.CLAIM FORM

ClaimNo. ()5~ 7p9/33 - 7-

Local Agency or School District Submitting Claim

Los Angeles Unified School District -

Contact Person Telephone No,

Ruben Rojas (213 ) 241-3859

Address
333 So. Beaudry Avenue
27th Floor, Suite 114
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Representative Organization to be Notified

Same as above
Additional Notification: Lozano Smith, Attorneys at Law

Attn: Trevin E. Sims; 2800 28th St., Suite 240, Santa Monica, CA
904

This claim alleges an incorrect reduction of a reimbursement claim filed with the State Controller's Office pursuant to section 17561 of
the Government Code. This incorrect reduction claim is filed pursuant to section 17551(b) of the Government Code.

CLAIM IDENTIFICATION: Specify Statute or Executive Order
Notification of Truancy - Chapter 498, Statues of 1983

Fiscal Year" Amount of the Incorrect Reduction
98-99 $712,167.
99-00 $915,904.
00-01 $724,436.

*More than one fiscal year may be claimed.
IMPORTANT: PLEASE SEE INSTRUCTIONS AND FILING REQUIREMENTS FOR COMPLETING AN

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM ON THE REVERSE SIDE.

Name and Titie of Authorized Representative

Telephone No,

Ruben Rojas '
Director, Revenue Enhancement
Signature of Authorized Representative

( 213) 241.3859
o Date

“ >i}\ ' |
\ 12=12~ 05

05




State Controller’s Office : : School Mandated Cost Manual

NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY

1. Summary of Chapter 498/83

On November 29, 1984, the State Board of Control (successor agency is the Commission On
State Mandates) determined that Education Code Section 48260.5, as added by Chapter 498,
statutes of 1983, constitutes a State mandate because it requires school districts to perform
an increased level of service. Education Code 48260.5 requires school districts, upon a
pupil’s initial classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s parent or guardian by first-class
mail or other reasonable means of (1) the pupil’s truancy; (2) that the parent or guardian is
obligated to compel the attendance of the pupil at school; and (3) that parents or guardians
who fall to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and subject to prosecution pur-
suant to Article 6 (commencing with section 48290) of Chapter 2 of Part 27.

Additionally, the district must inform parents and guardians of: (1) alternative educational
programs available in the district, and (2) the right to meet with appropriate school personnel
to discuss solutions to the pupil’s truancy.

e A truancy occurs when a student is absent from school without valid excuse three 3)
days or is tardy in excess of thirty (30) minutes on each of more than three (3) days in
one school year. (Definition from Education Code Section 48260.)

e A student shall be initially classified as truant upon the third unexcused absence, and
the school must at that time perform the requirements mandated in Education Code
48260.5 as enacted by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983.

2. Eligible Claimants

Any school district or county office of education which incurs increased costs as a resuit of
this mandate is eligible to claim reimbursement of those costs.

3. Appropriations

Claims may only be filed with the State Controller’s Office for programs that have been
funded in the state budget or in special legislation. To determine funding availability for the
current fiscal year, refer to the schedule "Appropriations for State Mandated Cost Programs"
in the "Annual Claiming Instructions for State Mandated Costs" issued in mid-September of
each year to superintendents of schools.

4, Types of Claims

A. Reimbursement and Estimate Claims

An eligible claimant may file a reimbursement claim or an estimated claim as specified
below. A reimbursement claim detalils the costs actually incurred for the previous fiscal
year. An estimated claim shows the costs to be incurred for the current fiscal year.

e A claim for reimbursement or an estimate must exceed $200 per fiscal year. However,
a county superintendent of schools, as fiscal agent for the school district, may submit
a combined claim in excess of $200 on behalf of school districts within the county even
if the individual district's claim does not exceed $200. A combined claim must show
the individual claim costs for each school district. Once a combined claim is filed, all
subsequent claims for the same mandate must be filed in the combined form. A school
district may withdraw from the combined claim form by providing a written notice to the
county superintendent of schools and to the Controller, at least 180 days prior to the
deadline for filing the claim, of its intent to file a separate claim.

Revised 10/95 Chapter 498/83, Page 1 0f 3
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Filing Deadline

Refer to item 3 "Appropriations" to determine if the program is funded for the current fis-
cal year. If funding is avallable, an estimated claim may be flled as follows:

o An estimated claim must be filed with the State Controller's Office and postmarked by
November 30 of the fiscal year in which costs are to be incurred. Timely filed estimated
claims will be paid before late claims.

After having received payment for an estimated claim, the claimant must file a reimbur-
sement claim by November 30 of the following fiscal year. If the district fails to file a
reimbursement claim, monies received must be returned to the State. If no estimate
claim was filed, the district may file a reimbursement claim detailing the actual costs in-
curred for the fiscal year, provided there was an appropriation for the program for that
fiscal year. See item 3 above.

o Areimbursement claim must be filed with the State Controller's Office and postmarked
by November 30 following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred. if the claim is
filed after the deadline but by November 30 of the succeeding fiscal year, the approved
claim will be reduced by 10% but not to exceed $1,000. If the claim is filed more than
one year after the deadline, the claim cannot be accepted.

5. Reimbursable Components

Eligible claimants will be reimbursed on a unit cost basis for an initial notice to the parents or
guardian regarding the pupil's truancy. For the 1994/95 fiscal year the unit rate is $10.83 per
an initial notice. The unit rate is adjusted annually by the changes in the implicit price

B.
C.
D
E

deflator and covers all direct and indirect costs of the following on-going activities:
A :

Identifying the truant pupil,

Prepare and mail the truancy notice to the parents or guardian,
Print additional forms,

Recording and

“Filing.

6. Reimbursement Limitations

A

This program does not provide reimbursement for activities related to resolving truancy
problems (i.e., referrals to attendance review board, meetings with parents or guardian
to discuss the pupil’s truancy problems and/or discuss alternative educational
programs, eic.).

Reimbursements the claimant received from any source (i.e., federal, other State
programs, foundations, etc.) as a result of this mandate, must be deducted from the
amount claimed.

7.  Claiming Forms and Instructions

A.

{llustration of Claim Forms

The diagram entitled, "Illustration of Claim Forms", provides a graphical presentation of
forms required to be filed with a claim. A claimant may submit computer generated
reports in substitution of form FAM-27 and form NOT-1, provided the format of the
report and data flelds contained within the report are identical to the claim forms in-
cluded in this chapter. The claim forms provided in this chapter should be duplicated
and used by the claimant to file an estimated or reimbursement claim. The State

Chapter 498/83, Page 2 of 3 : Revised 10/95
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Controtler's Office will revise the manual and claim forms as necessary. In such
instances, new replacement forms will be mailed to claimants.

For audit purposes, all supporting documents must be retained for a period of two years
after the end of the calendar year in which the reimbursement claim was filed or last
amended, whichever is later. Such documents shall be made available to the State
Controller's Office on request.

B. Form NOT-1, Claim Summary

This form is used to compute the amount of claimable costs based on the number of
reports forwarded to the goveming board with the recommendation not to expel the
student. The claimant must give the number of truant notifications. The cost data on
this form is carried forward to form FAM-27.

C: Form FAM-27, Claim for Payment

Form FAM-27 contains a certification that must be signed by an authorized
representative of the district. All applicable information from form NOT-1 must be
carried forward to this form for the State Controller’s Office to process the claim for
payment.

IHlustration of Claim Forms

Form NOT-1
Claim Summary

FAM-27

Claim
for Payment

Chapter 498/83, Page 3 of 3 Revised 10/96
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rm;urn:: rmw>»r

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT For State Controlier Use Only Program
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program Number 00048
20) DateFiled __ /[ ___ 048
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY |@ baere
. @) LRSInput /1 ___ :
(01} Claimant Identification Number . \ Reimbursement Claim Data
(02) Claimant Name
(22) NOT-1, (03)
County of Location 23)
Street Address or P.O. Box Suite
(24)
City State Zip Code ) (25)
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim | (26)
(03) Estimated [1 |9 Reimbursement [ {@n
{04) Combined [ 1o Combined [ |
5 Amended 3 a1y Amended O e
Fiscal Year of Cost e 20___j20___ jua  20___[20___ {60
Total Claimed Amount | (07) '(13) 31)
Less: 10% Late Penalty, not to exceed $1,000 (14) ’ (32)
Less: Prior Claim Payment Received (15) (33)
Net Claimed Amount (16) (34)
Due to Claimant (08) 17 (35)
Due to State (18) (36)

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code § 17561, | certify that | am the officer authorized by the local agency to file claims
with the State of California for costs mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and certify under penalty of perjury that | have not
violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1096, 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 leve! of services of an existing program mandated by Chapter
498, Statutes of 1983.

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or actual
costs for the mandated program of Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, set forth on the attached statements.

Signature of Authorized Officer Date

Type or Print Name ‘ Tiie
-(38) Name of Contact Person for Claim

Telephone Number  ( ) - , Ext.

E-Mail Address
Form FAM-27 (Revised 9/01) : ~ Chapter 498/83
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Program NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY
pr o . FORM
Certification Claim Form
R FAM-27
Instructions
(01) Leave blank.
(02) A set of mailing labels with the claimant's L.D. number and address was enclosed with the letter regarding the claiming

instructions. The mailing labels are designed to speed processing and prevent common errors that delay payment. Affix a label in
the space shown on form FAM-27. Cross out any errors and print the correct information on the label. Add any missing address
items, except county of location and a person’s name. If you did not receive labels, print or type your agency's mailing address.

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

(04) If filing an original estimated claim on behalf of districts within the county, enter an "X" in the box on line {04) Combined. -

(05) If filing an amended or combined claim, enter an "X" in the box on line (05) Amended. Leave boxes (03) and (04) blank.

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

(07) Enter the amount of estimated claim. If the estimate exceeds the previous year's actual costs by more than 10%, complete form
NOT-1 and enter the amount from line (08).

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

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

(10) If filing an original reimbursement claim on behalf of districts within the couniy, enter an "X" in the box on line (10) Combined.

(11) If filing an amended or a combined claim on behalf of districts within the county, 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 reimbursement claim from form NOT-1, line (08).

(14) 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 penaity. Enter either the product of multiplying fine (13) by the factor 0.10 (10% penalty) or $1,000, whichever
is less.

(15) If filing a reimbursement claim and a claim was previously filed for the same fiscal year, enter the amount received for the claim.
Otherwise, enter & zero. .

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

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

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

(19) to (21) Leave biank. .

(22) 10 (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., NOT-1, (03), means the information is located on form NOT-1, line (3). 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 titte, typed or printed. Claims cannot be paid unless accompanied by a signed
certification.

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

SUBMIT A SIGNED, ORIGINAL FORM FAM-27 WITH ALL OTHER FORMS AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS (NO COPIES
NECESSARY) TO:
Address, if delivered by U.S. Postal Service: Address, if delivered by other delivery service:
OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER
ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section
Division of Accounting and Reporting Division of Accounting and Reporting
P.0. Box 942850 3301 C Street, Suite 500
Sacramento, CA 94250 Sacramento, CA 95816
Form FAM-27 (Revised 9/01) : Chapter 498/83
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Program ' MANDATED COSTS FORM
0 4 8 NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year
Reimbursement. [
Estimated 3 2020

Claim Statistics

(03) Number of truant notifications

Cost

(04) Unit Cost per an initial truancy notification

[$12.73 for the 2000-01 fiscal year]

(05) Total Costs

{Line (03) x line (04)]

Cost Reduction

(06) Less: Offsetting Savings

(07) Less: Other Reimbursements

(08) Total Claimed Amount

[Line (05) — {line (06) + line (07)}]

Revised 9/01

Chapter 498/83
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Program NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY

0 4 8 CLAIM SUI\.IIMARY NOT-1
_ . Instructions

FORM

(01)
(02)

(05)
(06)

(07)

(08)

Enter the name of the claimant.

Type of Claim. Check a box, Reimbursement or Estimated, to identify the type of claim being filed.
Enter the fiscal year of costs. -

Form NOT-1 must filed for a reimbursement claim. Do not complete form NOT-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 ciaim exceeds the previous fiscal year's actual costs by more than 10%, form NOT-1 must
be completed and a statement attached explaining the increased costs. Without this information the
high estimated claim will automatically be reduced to 110% of the previous fiscal year's actual costs.

Number of truant notifications. Enter the number of initial notifications sent upon the student's fourth
unexcused absence to inform the parent or guardian of their child’s absence from school without a valid
excuse or is tardy in excess of thirty (30) minutes for more than three days in one school year.

Unit cost rate for the 2000-01 fiscal year is $12.73 per initial notification. This cost rate will be updated
yearly and listed in the annual updates to claiming instructions mailed to school districts in September.

Total Costs. Multiply line (03) by the unit cost rate, line (04).

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.

Less: Other Reimbursements. If applicable, enter the amount of other reimbursements received from
any source (i.e., service fees collected, federal funds, other state funds etc.,) which reimbursed any
portion of the mandated program. Submit a detailed schedule of the reimbursement sources and
amounits. ) ’

Total Claimed Amount. Subtract the sum of Offsetting Savings, line (06), and Other Reimbursements,
fline (07), from Total Costs, line (05). Enter the remainder of this line and carry the amount forward to
form FAM-27, line (07) for the Estimated Claim or line (13) for the Reimbursement Claim.

Revised 9/01 ' . Chapter 498/83
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KATHLEEN CONNELL
Tontroller of the State of California
December 13, 2002

Ray Romér. Superintendent

Los Angeles Unified School District
533 South Beaudry, Avenue, 24" Floor
Los.Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr: Romer:,

The State Controller’s C)fﬁce (%0) has completad an‘auditof the claim filed by the Los Angeles
Unified School District for costs of the legislatively mandated Natification of Truaney Progmm
{Chapter 498, Stanntes of 1983) for the period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999.

The distriet elaimed and was paid §712.167 for the mandared program. The $CO audit disclosed
that none ol the claimed costs are allowable because the district did not provide any documetitation
to support the claimed nuimber of niotification of truancy forms distributed to the pupil's parent or
guardian, Consequently, the total amount should be returned to the State.

The SCO has established-an informal auditreview. process 1o resolve a dispute of facts. The auditee
shouild submit, in wntmg, arequest for areview and all information pertment to the disputed issues
within 60 days after receivitig the final reporf. The request and supporting documentation should be
submitted to: Richard J. Chivaro, Chief Counsel, State C‘nntrollcr s Office, Post Office Box
942850, Sacramento CA 94250—0()01

If you have any questions, please a.ontact Walter Barnes, Chief Deputy State (‘cmtroile:r Finance, at
(916) 445-3028.

Rincem!v

;?ffzq/m/mx/ |

KATHLEEN CONNELL
State Controller

1 SACRAMENTO 300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1830, Sacramento, CA 95814 (116) 4452636
: EL' Malim‘ Add!‘t:‘ﬁ PO Box 94"%0 'Sacmmz,nm CA 94250

10



Roy Romer, Superintendent -2-

KC:jj/ams

cc: Joseph Zeronian, Ed.D.

Chief Financial Officer

Los Angeles Unified School District
Yoshiko Fong, Controller

Los Angeles Unified School District
Darlene P. Robles, Ph.D.

County Superintendent of Schools

Los Angeles County Office of Education

11
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

Audit Report

Summary

Background

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) has completed an audit of the claim
filed by the Los Angeles Unified School District for costs of the
legislatively mandated Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498,
Statutes of 1983), for the period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999.
The last day of fieldwork was September 30, 2002.

The district claimed and was paid $712,167 for the mandated program.
The SCO audit disclosed that none of the claimed costs are allowable
because the district did not provide any supporting documentation to
support the claimed nurmber of notification of truancy forms distributed
to the pupil’s parent or guardian. Consequently, the total amount should
be returmed to the State.

In 1983, the State enacted Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, requiring that
special notifications be sent to the parents or guardians of pupils upon
initial classification of truancy.

The legislation requires school districts, upon a pupil’s initial
classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s parent or guardian by
first-class mail or other reasonable means of: (1) the pupil’s truancy; (2)
the parent’s or guardian’s obligation to compel the attendance of the
pupil at school; and (3) a waming that parents or guardians who fail to
meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and subject to
prosecution. :

In addition, the legislation requires the district to inform parents and
guardians of: (1) alternative educational programs available in the
district; and (2) the right to meet with appropriate school personnel to
discuss solutions to the pupil’s truancy. A truancy occurs when a student
is absent from school without a valid excuse for more than three days or
is tardy in excess of 30 minutes on each of more than three days in one
school year. '

On November 29, 1984, the State Board of Control (now the
Commission on State Mandates) ruled that Chapter 498, Statutes of
1983, imposed a state mandated upon school districts and county offices
of education reimbursable under Government Code Section 17561.

Parameters and Guidelines, adopted by the Commission on State
Mandates, establishes the state mandate and defines criteria for
reimbursement. In compliance with Government Code Section 17558,
the SCO issues claiming instructions for each mandate requiring state
reimbursement to assist school districts and local agencies in claiming
reimbursable costs.

Eathleen Comndll « California State Controller -1
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

Objective,
Scope, and
Methodology

Conclusion

Views of
Responsible
Official

The objective of the audit was to determine whether costs claimed are
increased costs incurred as a result of the legislatively mandated
Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983), for the
period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999.

The auditors performed the following procedures:

e Reviewed the costs claimed to determine if they were increased costs
resulting from the mandated program,

o Traced the costs claimed to the supporting documentation to determine
whether the costs were properly supported;

o Confirmed that the costs claimed were not funded by another Source; and

e Reviewed the costs claimed to determine that the costs were not
unreasonable and/or excessive.

The SCO conducted the audit in accordance with Government Auditing
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. The
SCO did not audit the district’s financial statements. The scope was limited
to planning and performing audit procedures necessary to obtain reasonable
assurance concerning the allowability of expenditures claimed for
reimbursement. Accordingly, transactions were examined, on a test basis, to
determine whether the amounts claimed for reimbursement were supported.

Review of the district’s management controls was limited to gaining an
understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as
necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures.

The SCO audit disclosed an instance of noncompliance with the
requirements ouflined above. This instance is described in the Finding and
Recommendation section of this report and in the accompanying Surnmary
of Program Costs (Schedule 1).

For fiscal year 1998-99, the district was paid $712,167 by the State. The

audit disclosed that none of the claimed costs are allowable. The total
amount paid should be returned to the State.

The SCO issued a draft report on November 1, 2002. Joseph Zeronian, -

‘Chief Financial Officer, responded by attached letter dated
~ November 25, 2002, disagreeing with the audit results. The district’s

response is included as an attachment to this final audit report.

Kathleen Conneli + Ca!b?)mia State Controller 2

14




Los Angeles Unified School District Notification of Truancy Program

Restricted Use This report is solely for the information and use of the Los Angeles Unified
: School District, the Los Angeles County Office of Education, and the SCO;
it is not intended fo be and should not be used by anyone other than these
specified parties. This restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this
report, which is a matter of public record.

WALTER BARNES
Chief Deputy State Controller, Finance

Kathieen Conndl + California State Controller 3
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Los Angeles Unified School District Notification of Truancy Program

Finding and Recommendation

FINDING — The district did not provide documentation to substantiate any of the
claimed costs for initial truancy notifications, totaling $712,167, for the
period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999.

Overclaimed
number of initial
truancy notification

forms distributed The SCO auditors randomily sampled 79 of the 163 school sites that claimed

initial truancy notification, representing 48% of the population. The sampled
school sites claimed that 27,702 initial truancy notifications were distributed
to the pupil’s parent or guardian. The district did not provide any
documentation fo support the claimed number of initial truancy notifications
distributed for all the 79 schools sampled. Consequently, the entire claimed
number of initial truancy notification is unsupported and, therefore,
unallowable.

The Pupil Service Attendance (PSA) coordinator of the school sites
sampled indicated that the district implemented the notification forms for
truancy in February 2001. The coordinator advised that prior to that
month, PSA counselors contacted parents or guardians through other
means such as telephone logs, attendance records, and permits to return
to classroom (PRC). The district did not notify pupils’ parents or
guardians of initial truancy via a letter or any other official documents as
required by Parameters and Guidelines.

Though not reimbursable, the SCO reviewed telephone logs, attendance
records, and PRCs to gain an understanding of the district’s process of
notifying a pupil’s parent or guardian of the required five specific
elements. These record did not supportt that the required elements were
discussed with the pupil’s parent or guardian. Furthermore, Parameters
and Guidelines tequires the district to document the five specific
elements on a form that is distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian.
Other reasonable means identified in Parameters and Guidelines relate to
the means of distributing the form (letter) other than by first-class mail,
such as certified mail, overnight mail, etc.

Parameters and Guidelines, adopted by the State Board of Control (now
the Commission on State Mandates) on November 29, 1984, allows the
district to be reimbursed for claimed costs by a uniform cost allowance if
the initial truancy notification forms distributed to the pupil’s parent or
guardian contain five specific elements. Education Code Section
48260.5 was amended by Chapter 1023, Status of 1984, (effective
January 1, 1995) to require eight specific elements. However, since
DParameters and Guidelines has not been amended, the claimant
continues to be reimbursed if it complies with the five specific elements
in the guidelines.

Parameters and Guidelines, Section I, requires, “ .. school districts,
upon the pupil’s initial classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s
parent or guardian, by first-class mail or other reasonable means, of (1)
the pupil truancy; (2) that the parent or guardian is obligated to cormpel
the attendance of the pupil at school; and (3) that parents or guardians

Kathleen Comnéll+ California State Controller 4
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

who fail to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and
subject to prosecution pursuant to Article 6 (commencing with Section
48290) of Chapter 2 of part 27.” Furthermore, the guidelines state,
“ ..district must inform parents and guardians of (1) alternative
educational programs available in the district; and (2) the right to mest
with appropriate school personnel to discuss solutions to the pupil’s
truancy.”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.A., states, “ The eligible claimant
shall be reimbursed for only those costs incurred for . . . the printing and
distribution of notification forms. . . .”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.B.1,, states that the claimant shall
be reimbursed for “Planning the method of implementation, revising
school district policies, and designing and printing the forms.”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.B.2., states that the claimant shall
be reimbursed for “Identifying the truant pupils to receive the
notification, preparing and distributing by mail or other method the
forms to parents/guardians. .. .”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.C., states, “The uniform cost
allowance is based on the number of initial notifications of truancy
distributed pursuant to Education Code Section 48260.5, Chapter 498,
Statues of 1983. For fiscal year 1992-93, the uniform cost allowance is
$10.21 per initial notification of truancy distributed. The cost allowance
shall be adjusted each subsequent year by the Implicit Price Deflator.

Parameters and Guidelines, Section VII., states, “For audit purpose,
documents must be kept on file for a period of 3 years from the date of
final payment by the State Controller. . . .”

A summary of the unallowable costs is as follows:

FY 1998-
99
Number of notifications claimed 60,869
Uniform costs allowance $ 11.70
Total costs $712,167

Recommendation

The district should develop and implement an adequate accounting and
reporting system to ensure that it claims only initial notification of
truancy letters distributed to pupils’ parents or guardians that contain all
required elements. Although Parameters and Guidelines requires only
five specific elements to be subject to reimbursement, Education Code
Section 48260.5 requires eight specific elements for the district to
comply with statutory requirements.

In addition, the district should establish policies and procedures to ensure
that all costs claimed are supported.

Kathleen Connell+ California State Controller 5
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Auditee’s Response

The letter confirming the 1998-99 audit for NOT was dated August 13,
2002, 3 years and 2 months after the end of the 1998-99 fiscal year.
The audits for NOT for the two later fiscal years 1999-2000 and 2000-
2001 were requested on January 10, 2002, seven months earlier. The

. school district has a retention policy of 3 years; therefore, the
documentation requested for the 1998-99 fiscal year was beyond the
record retention policy for the District and had been destroyed. If the
request for the documentation had been received earlier, the
documentation may have been made available.

" We questioned why the 1998-99 NOT documentation was not
originally requested along with the other two years. Stephanie Woo,
auditor for the SCO, responded during the entrance conference on
Aungust 13,2002, that she had forgotten to include the 1998-99 year.

During the course of this andit there have been discussions between the
SCO and District staff regarding the parameters and guidelines of the
Notification of Truancy (NOT) mandate. There are major differences
between the SCO and the LAUSD with regard to the appropriate
method of notifying the pupils’ guardians and the elements required in
this notification. '

The auditors only wanted to see letters for NOT. No other
documentation was acceptable to them. However, the following
sections of the Parameters and Guidelines relate to - acceptable
documentation:

VIT A. Uniform Allowance Reimbursement

Documentation which indicates the total number of initial
notifications of truancy distributed.

VII B. Reimbursement of Unigque Costs

In addition to maintaining the same documentation as requived for
uniform cost allowance reimbursement, all costs claimed must be
traceable lo source documents gndior worksheets that show
evidence of the validity of such costs.

Worksheets were not considered an acceptable sowce of
documentation by the auditors, only letters with the five elements.

The District does not agree with any portion of this draft andit report
and plans to appeal the SCO’s decision to disallow the entire claim.

SCO Comments
The finding and recommendation remain unchanged.
The SCO comments are presented in the order presented by the district. The

district did not provide any additional documentation to support the
unallowable costs.

Kathleen Connel + California State Controller 6
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The FY 1998-99 claim was filed January 14, 2000. Parameters and
Guidelines states that documents must be maintained in accordance with
statutory provisions. The SCO commenced the audit within two years
after the end of the calendar year in which the reimbursement claim was
filed as required by Government Code Section 17558.5. The district is
responsible to ensure documentation is maintained to support claimed
costs. Per discussion with one of the district’s PSA coordinators, letters
were not distributed to pupils’ parents or guardians until January 2001.

The SCO initiated an audit of the reimbursement claim for FY 1998-99
because of the results of the SCO audit for FY 1999-2000 and FY
2000-01. In that audit, most of the claimed costs were not supported.

The SCO followed the Parameters and Guidelines in determining
allowable costs. Section 1, Summary of Mandate, allows notification of
an initial truancy by first-class mail or other reasonable means (such as
certified mail, overnight mail, etc.). Sections V.A.,, V.B.1,, and V.B.2.
allow a district to be reimbursed a specified amount for every initial
truancy notification form (letter) distributed to a pupil’s parent or
guardian that contains five specified elements identified in the
Parameters and Guidelines.

The only support provided by the district for FY 1998-99 claimed costs
was the filed claim. The district did not provide the SCO with any other
information supporting the nurmber of notifications claimed by schools or
that those notifications were distributed to the schools. Though not
reimbursable, the SCO auditors reviewed telephone logs, attendance
records, and other records during the course of the audit for FY

- 1999-2000 and FY 2000-01 to determine if the five required elements

were discussed. The review of these records did not support that the
required elements were discussed. The finding has been updated to
clarify this point. :

The district’s reference to worksheets relates to reimbursement of any
unique costs the claimant incurred in excess of the uniform cost
allowance it receives for every initial truancy noftification form
distributed to a pupil’s parent or guardian. The district did not request
reimbursement of unique costs. Even if worksheets are provided, the
district would still need to validate the information.

Kathleen Connell + California State Controller T
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Schedule 1—

Summary of Program Costs
July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999

Cost Elements

July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999

Number of notifications
Uniform cost allowance

Total costs
Less amount paid by the State

Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed

! See the Finding and Recommendation section.

20

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit Adjustment !
60,869 — (60,869)
$ 1170 $ 1170 § 11.70
$ 712,167 —  $(712167)
(712,167)
$ 712167
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Los Angeles Unified School District
Office of the Chief Financial Officer

ROV ROMER JOSERE P, ZERONIAN

© Superinteident of Schouls CHigf Fimamelal Offices

November 25,.2002

M Jimn L. Spario, Chief”
Compliance Audits Bureau
Stare Controlier's Office
Dwx onof Audm@

RE AUDIT OF LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
ELAIMFOR COSTS OF THE NOTICE OF TRUANCY PROGRAM
FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY'Y, 1998, THROUGH JUNE 30, 1999,

Dear Mr. Spano:

"This Jetter is in response 1o the deaft audit teport; dated Noverber 1, 2002; for the.
‘Notification of Truancy Program (NOT] mandated-cost claim for %99&99 filed by.
‘the Los Angeles Unified School District ( (LAUSD):

: 0y $:dists ' parents or.
Cons;:quentl y the 5CO bdwves the fotal amousit: shouldzbe returmed 1 the Suite:

The »leiter wnﬁmmglh&*i‘)g&‘)‘)«ﬂudlt for N()T was dtued? August 13 ’002 Yoyears:

seven moﬂths earl mr T‘he gchmi distm has a reteﬂtwn pcsiwy of3 years. therefore,
the documentation requested for the 1998-99 fiscal year was-heyond. the record
retention policy for the District ‘and had been destroyed. If the request for ‘the
documentation had Lewn. receivid eatlier, the documénistion may have been made
dvailatile

<INTBRI BUSNESS BREVICE TRNTIR, 358 8 Giiind Avic. Lok Anavfon: X 00071 ¥ Walligr Adiads B £ULAM, 10h Anolon; S 008143674 Tabaghans (3135 6330456 # Py (13) 338328
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¥

M. Jim Spano

Page2
Novernber 25, 2002

We questioned why the 1998-99 NOT documentation was not originally requested
along with the other two years. Stéphanie Woo, auditor for the SCO, responded
during the entrance onference-on-August 13, 2002, that she had fcrgotten torinclisde
the 1998-99 yenr,

During the cowrse of this audit there have been discussions between the SCO and
District staff regarding the parameters and guidelines of the Notification of Truancy
(NOT) mandate. There are major differences between the SCO and the LAUSD with
regard to the appropriate method of notifying the puplls parents or guardians and the
cimncnts required in this mtxﬁcauon

The auditors only wanted to scc_lcllms for NOT. Nu other documentation was
acceptable to them. However, the following ‘sections of the Parameters and
Cuidelines relate o acceptable documeniation:

VI 4. Uniform dilowance Reimbursement

Documeniation which indicates the total number of initial nofifications of
traaney distribiited,

VII B. Reimbursement of Unigue Costs
In addition to maimaining the same documentation as required for uniforn

. cost allowance rexmbursemem all costs clazmed must be z:mceabie io source
documents and/or wor.

Worksheets were not considered an acceptable source of documentation by the
auditors, only letters with the five elements,

The District does not agree with any portion of this draft audit report and plans to
appeal the 8CO’s decision to disallow the entire claim.

We appreciate your giving us the opportunity to res;:{md to this draft audit roport, If
you have any questions, please call Yoshi Fong at (213) 633-7801.

Sincerely,

m&@xp. Zetonian

N

c; Yoshiko Forig
Eileen Okazaki
Aurora Costales
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KATHLEEN CONNELL
@ontroller of the Stide of California
December 13, 2002

Roy Romer. Superintendent

Los Angeles Unified School Dnsmct
333 South Beandry Avenue, 24" Floor
Loz Angeles, GA 90017

Dear My, Romer:

The State Controfler's Office {SCO) has completed an dudit of the claims filed by the Los Angeles
Unified School District fo of the Jegislatively mandated Notification of Troancy Program
{(Chapter 498, Statules 6£1983):for the period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001.

“The district claimed $1,895,489 for the mandated program. The SCO audit diselosed that $18.408
isallowable and $1.877.083 is wiallowable. The unallowable costs occurred because the distrivt
significantly overstated the number of notification of truancy forms distributed 1 the pupil's
parent or guardian. The distriet was paid $1,658,746: Consequenily, theamount paid in'exeess of
allowable costs claimed, totaling $1,640,340, should be returned torthe Stéte.

The SCO has established an informal audit teview process o tesolvea dispute of facts, The aiditee
should submit, in wntmj, areyuest fora review and all information pertinent 1 the disputed issues
within 60 days after receiving the final report. The request and supporting documentation should be
submitted to: Richard J. Chivaro, Chiet Counsel, State Controller’s Office. Post Oftfice Box
942850, Sacramento, CA 94230-0001.

If you have any questions, please contact Walter Barnes, Chief Deputy State Controller, Finance, at
(916) 445-3028,

Sincerely,

KATHLEEN CONNELL
‘Stare Controller

Madmo Adrlrt‘ss PO B(}k 94”85' S.u,ramento CA 94.50
2 LOS A)\GELF‘; 600 ("nfpumte Pointe, QuuL 1130, Culver City, CA 90230 (?10) 342567
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Roy Romer, Superintendent -2-

KC:jj/ams

cc:  Joseph Zeronian, EA.D

Chief Financial Officer

Los Angeles Unified School District
Yoshiko Fong, Controller

Los Angeles Unified School District
Darline P. Robles, Ph.D,

County Superintendent of Schools

Los Angeles County Office of Education
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

Audit Report

Summary

Backgrdund

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) has completed an audit of the claims
filed by the Los Angeles Unified School District, for costs of the
legislatively mandated Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498,
Statutes of 1983) for the period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001. The
last day of fieldwork was July 25, 2002.

The district claimed $1,895,489 for the mandated program. The SCO audit
disclosed that $18,406 is allowable and $1,877,083 is unallowable. The
unallowable costs occwrred primarily because the district significantly
overstated the number of notification of truancy forms distributed to the
pupil’s parent or guardian. The district was paid $1,658,746.
Consequently, the amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed,
totaling $1,640,340, should be returned to the State.

In 1983, the State enacted Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, requiring that
special notifications be sent to the parents or guardians of pupils upon initial
classification of trnancy.

The legislation requires school districts, upon a pupil’s initial classification
as a truant, to notify the pupil’s parent or guardian by first-class mail or
other reasonable means of: (1) the pupil’s truancy; (2) the parent’s or
guardian’s obligation to compel the attendance of the pupil at school; and
(3) a warning that parents or guardians who fail to meet this obligation may
be guilty of an infraction and be subject to prosecution.

 In addition, the legislation requires the district to inform parents and

guardians of: (1) alternative educational programs available in the district;
and (2) the right to meet with appropriate school persomnel to discuss
solutions to the pupil’s truancy. A truancy occurs when a student is absent
from school without a valid excuse for more than three days or is tardy in
excess of 30 minutes on each of more than three days in one school year.

On November 29, 1984, the State Board of Control (now the Commission
on State Mandates) ruled that Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983 imposed a state
mandate upon school districts and county offices of education reimbursable
under Government Code Section 17561.

Parameters and Guidelines, adopted by the Commission on State

‘Mandates, establishes the state mandate and defines criteria for

reimbursement. In compliance with Government Code Section 17558,
the SCO issues claiming instructions for each mandate requiring state
reimbursement to assist school districts and local agencies in claiming
reimbursable costs.

Kathleen Comnell + California State Controlier 1
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Notification of Truancy Program

Objective,
Scope, and
Methodology

Conclusion

The objective of the audit was to determine whether costs claimed are
increased costs incurred as a result of the legislatively mandated
Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983) for the
period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001.

The auditors performed the following procedurés:

o Reviewed the costs claimed to determine if they were increased costs
resulting from the mandated program;

o Traced the costs claimed to the supporting documentation to determine
whether the costs were properly supported;

o Confirmed that the costs claimed were not funded by another source; and

o Reviewed the costs claimed to determine that the costs were mot
unreasonable and/or excessive.

The SCO conducted the audit in accordance with Government Auditing
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. The
SCO did not audit the district’s financial statements. The scope was limited
to planming and performing audit procedures necessary to obtain reasonable

‘assurance concemning the allowability of expenditures claimed for

reimbursement. Accordingly, transactions were examined, on a test basis, to
determine whether the amounts claimed for reimbursement were supported.”

-~ Review of the district’s management controls was limited to gaining an

understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as
necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures.

The SCO audit disclosed an instance of noncompliance with the
requirements outlined above. The instance is described in the Finding and
Recommendation section of this report.and in the accompanying Summary
of Program Costs (Schedule 1).

For the audit period, the Los Angeles Unified School Disfrict claimed
$1,895,489 for costs of the legislatively mandated Notification of Truancy
Program. The SCO audit disclosed that $18406 is allowable and
$1,877,083 is unallowable.

For fiscal year (F Y) 1999-2000, the district was paid $921,249 by the State.
The audit disclosed that $5,345 is allowable. The amount paid in excess of
allowable costs claimed, totaling $915,904, should be returned to the State.

For FY 2000-01, the district was paid $737,497 by the State. The audit

disclosed that $13,061 is allowable. The amount paid in excess of allowable
costs claimed, totaling $724,436, should be returned to the State.

Eathleen Conndl+ Colifornia State Controller 2
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Views of The SCO issued a draft report on October 3, 2002. Joseph Zeronian,
Responsible Chief Financial Officer, responded by letter dated November 14, 2002,
Official disagreeing with the audit results. The district’s response is included as

an attachment to this final audit report.

Restricted Use This report is solely for the information and use of the Los Angeles Unified
School District, the Los Angeles County Office of Education, and the SCO;
it is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these
specified parties. This restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this
report, which is a matter of public record.

Y-

WALTER BARNES
Chief Deputy State Controller, Finance

Kathleen Connell + Clifornia State Controller 3
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Finding and Recommendation

FINDING — The district did not provide documentation to substantiate a significant
Overclaimed - portion of claimed costs for initial truancy notifications. A summary of

number of initial the variance in claimed costs is as follows:

truancy notification

. . FY 1999-2000 FY 2000-01 Total
forms distributed
» Claimed costs o $921,249 $974240 $1,895,489
Supported costs - (5,345) (13,061) (18,406)
Unsupported costs $ 215,904 $961,179 $1,877,083

For FY 1999-2000, the SCO auditors randomly sampled 67 of the 120
school sites that claimed initial truancy notifications, representing 56%
of the population. The sampled school sites claimed that 49,480 initial
truancy notifications were distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian.
The district did not provide any documentation to support the claimed
number of initial truancy notifications distributed at 55 of the 67 schools
sampled. Por the remaining 12 schools sampled, the district provided 286
letters that contained the required elements identified in Parameters and
Guidelines. Consequently, the percentage of supported notifications
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian by the district was 0.58%
(286 divided by 49,480). The percentage of initial truancy notifications
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian that was not supported by the
district was 99.42%.

For FY 19992000, the district claimed that 75,327 initial truancy
notifications at the 120 schools were distributed to the pupil’s parent or
guardian. Based on the results of the SCO sample, the district supported that
only 437 notifications were distributed, a difference of 74,890. For FY
1999-2000, Parameters and Guidelines allows the district to be reimbursed
$12.23 for every form distributed. Consequently, unallowable costs total
- $915,904 (74,890 multiplied by $12.23).

For FY 2000-01, the SCO auditors randomly sampled 67 of the 120
school sites that claimed initial truancy notifications, representing 56%
of the population. The sampled school sites claimed that 44,676 initial
truancy notifications were distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian.
The district did not provide any documentation to support the claimed
notifications distributed at 41 of the 67 schools sampled. For the
remaining 26 schools sampled, the district provided 598 letters that
contained the required elements identified in Parameters and Guidelines.
Consequently, the percentage of supported notifications distributed to the
pupil’s parent or guardian by the district was 1.34% (598 divided by
44,676). The percentage of initial truancy notifications distributed to the
pupil’s parent or guardian that was not supported by the district was
98.66%.

Eathieen Conndl» Colifornia State Controller 4
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For FY 2000-01, the district claimed that 76,531 initial truancy notifications
at the 120 schools were distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian. Based
on the results of the SCO sample, the district supported that only 1,026
notifications were distributed, leaving a difference of 75,505. For FY 2000-
01, Parameters and Guidelines allows the district to be reimbursed $12.73
for every form distributed. Consequently, unallowable costs total $961,179
(75,505 multiplied by $12.73).

The SCO computed the unallowable costs by multiplying the total
claimed initial truancy notifications by the unsupported percentage and
by applying that number to the uniform cost allowance as follows:

FY 19992000 FY 2000-01 Total
* Number of notifications claimed 75,327 76,531
Percentage of unsupported number of '
notifications 99.42% 98.66%
Unsupported number of notifications (74,890) (75,505)
Uniform costs allowance $ 1223 § 12.73
Audit adjustment $(915,904) $(961,179) $(1,877,083)

Pupil Services and Attendance (PSA) counselors and administrators of
the school sites sampled identified various reasons for not distributing
initial truancy notification forms containing the five required elements
identified in Parameters and Guidelines. PSA counselors stated that:

o They were not aware of the existence of the mandate or proper
guidelines for reporting initial truancy notifications;

o They did not work for the district during the review periods and thus
were not able to locate the records;

¢ The notification records had been destroyed (they were not informed
to retain any records);

o At some school sites, the PSA counselors were not on duty daily and
were available only one day a week. In these instances, the school
administrative staff notified parents or guardians of the initial truancy
and did not retain any records; administrative staff claimed they were
not told to retain the records; and :

o They contacted parents or guardians through other reasonable means
such as telephone logs, attendance records, and permits to return to
classroom (PRC) rather than notification letters sent to the pupil’s
parent or guardian.

Though not reimbursable, the SCO reviewed telephone logs, attendance
records, and PRCs to gain an understanding of the district’s process of
notifying a pupil’s parent or guardian of the required five elements. These
records did not support that the required elements were discussed with the
pupil’s parent or guardian. Furthermore, Parametiers and Guidelines
requires the district to document the five specified elements on a form that is
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian. Other reasonable means

Kathleen Connell « California State Controller 5
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identified in Parameters and Guidelines relate to the means of distributing
the form (letter) other than by first-class mail, such as certified mail,
overnight mail, etc. ;

Parameters and Guidelines, adopted by the State Board of Control on
November 29, 1984, allows the district to be reimbursed for claimed
costs if the initial truancy notification forms distributed to the pupil’s
parent or guardian contain five specified elements. Education Code
Section 48260.5 was amended by Chapter 1023, Statutes of 1984,
(effective January 1, 1993) to require eight specified elements. However,
since Parameters and Guidelines has not been amended, the claimant
continues to be reimbursed ifit complies with the five specified elements
in the guidelines.

Parameters and Guidelines, Section I, tequires “...school districts,
upon the pupil’s initial classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s
parent or guardian, by first-class mail or other reasonable means, of (1)
the pupil truancy; (2) that the parent or guardian is obligated to cormnpel
the attendance of the pupil at school; and (3) that parents or guardians
who fail to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and
subject to prosecution pursuant to Article 6 (commencing with section
48290) of Chapter 2 of Part 27.” Purthermore, the guidelines state,
“. .. district must inform parents and guardians of (1) altemative
educational programs available in the district; and (2) the right to meet
with appropriate school personnel to discuss solutions to the pupil’s
truancy.”

Parameters.and Guidelines, Section V.A,, states, “The eligible claimant
shall be reimbursed for only those costs incurred for . .. the printing and
distribution of notification forms. . . .”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.B.1., states that the claimant shall
be reimbursed for “Planning the method of implementation, revising
school district policies, and designing and printing the forms.” :

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.B.2., states that the claimant shall
be teimbursed for “Identifying the - truant pupils -to 1eceive the
notification, preparing and distributing by mail or other method the
forms to parents/guardians. . . .”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.C., states, “The uniform cost
allowance is based on the number of initial notifications of truancy
distributed pursuant to Education Code Section 48260.5, Chapter 498,
Statutes of 1983. For fiscal year 1992-93, the uniform cost allowance is
$10.21 per initial notification of truancy distributed. The cost allowance
shall be adjusted each subsequent year by the Implicit Price Deflator.”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section VIL, states, ‘For audit purpose,

documents must be kept on file for a period of 3 years from the date of
final payment by the State Controller. .. .”

Kathleen Conndll + California State Controller 6
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Recommendation

The district should develop and implement an adequate accounting and
reporting system to ensure that it claims only inifial notification truancy
letters distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian that contain all required
clements. Although Parametérs and Guidelines requires only five specified
elements to be subject to reimbursements, Education Code Section 48260.5
requires eight specified elements for the district to comply with statutory
Tequirements.

In addition, the district should establish policies and procedures to ensure
that all costs claimed are supported.

Auditee’s Response

There are major differences between the SCO and LAUSD with regard
to the method of notifying the pupil’s parent or guardian and the
required elements involved with this notification. SCO limits the
notification method to first-class mail, only.

Since the parameters and guidelines state that notification is to be by
first-class mail or other reasonable means, the district has mostly used
other reasonable means, which includes the use of felephone or
individual contact.

In review of the detail records of the auditors it was dbvious that only
letters were being accepted, even though it was explained to the
auditors that phone calls and personal contact were also used and are
believed to be an acceptable means per the parameter and guidelines.
With the size of LAUSD, it is unreasonable to expect that only letters
would be used for notification of truancies. The population and
demographics of LAUSD, (e.g., homeless, transitory and migrant
students, number of languages spoken) have made it necessary for staff
to pursue other means to communicate with parents and guardians
about compulsory school attendance.

There is also disagreement on the elements in the letters that were
reviewed. There are several letters used by the district depending on
the specific location or school site. Not all elements of the mandate
may have been available, especially the element described as
“alternative educations program available.” If any element was not
available to that school, it was not included in the letter.

At the school sites the auditors came into contact with PSA counselors.
Many of these counselors would not have been able to assist the
auditor during the review because either they are new employees of the
district or that they were not assigned to the school site during the audit
period under review. If the counselor was not able to assist the auditor
it appeared the claim for that site was not allowed. In our opinion, the
situation listed in the draft report on page 5 are not valid reasons for
disallowing the claimed amounts.

Eathieen Conndl + Colifornia State Controller T
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SCO Comiments
The finding and recommendation remain unchanged.

The SCO comments are presented in the order presented by the district.
The district did not provide any additional documentation to support the
unallowable costs.

The SCO did not limit the notification method to first-class mail. Instead,
the SCO allowed notification forms (letters) distributed by other
reasonable means, such as certified mail, overnight mail, etc.

Parameters and Guidelines, Sections V.A.,, VB.1,, and VB .2, allows a
district to be reimbursed a specificed amount for every initial truancy
notification form (letter) distributed to a pupil’s parent or guardian that
contains five specified elements identified in the Parameters and
Guidelines. Telephone calls and individual contacts are not reimbursable
activities.

Though not reimbursable, the SCO auditors reviewed telephone logs,
attendance records, and other records to gain an understanding of the
district’s process of notifying a pupil’s parent or guardian of the five
required elements. The review of these records did not support that the
required elements were discussed. The finding has been updated to
clarify this point. ‘

Parameters and Guidelines states that one of the five elements required
to be included in the initial truancy notification form is the district’s
responsibility of informing parents and guardians of alternative education
programs available in the district. Even though all school sites may not
offer alternative education programs, the district does offer such
programs at various locations. The district is responsible for ensuring
that the parent or guardian know that the child can participate at those

locations. ‘

Claimed initial truancy notifications were not determined to be
unallowable because PSA counselors were unable to assist the auditors.
SCO auditors worked with individuals identified as the primary contact
at each school site, typically a PSA counselor. Subsequent to visiting an
individual school site, SCO auditors scheduled a meeting with district
staff. On July 11, 2002, SCO auditors met with a district PSA
coordinator, members of the district’s Controller’s staff, and the district’s
consulting firm, which assisted in preparing the filed claims, to discuss
the results of the preliminary review and provide copies of schedules that
identified the schools visited and the number of notifications claimed,
allowed, and unallowed by school site. The SCO requested that the
district review the accuracy of the information presented in the
schedules. A formal exit conference was conducted on July 25, 2002,
with Aurora Costales, Principal Accountant, and representatives from the
district’s consulting firm. The draft report was issued October 3, 2002.

Kathleen Conndl « Cdlifornia Stote Controller 8
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LosAﬁgeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

" Schedule 1—
Summary of Program Costs
July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001

Summary: July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001

Total costs
Less amount paid by the State

Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed

! See Finding and Recommendation section.

37

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustments !

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000

Number of initial truancy notifications 75,327 437 (74,890)

Uniform cost allowance $ 1223 & 1223 § 12.23

Total costs $ 921,249 5345 § (915,904)
- Less amount paid by the State (921,249)

Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed $ 915904

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001

Number of initial truancy notifications 76,531 1,026 (75,505)

Uniform cost allowance $ 1273  § 1273 § 12.73

Total costs $ 974,240 13,061 § (961,179)

Less amount paid by the State (737497)

Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed $ 724436

$ 1895480 $ 18406  $(1,877,083)

(1,658,746)
$ 1,640,340

Eathieen Connell + California State Controller 9




Los Angeles Unified School District ) Notification of Truarncy Program

Attachment—
Auditee’s Response to
Draft Audit Report

Kathleen Connell + California State Controller
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Los Angeles Unified School District
Office of the Chief Financial Officer

ROYROMER : ORERR B ZERONIAN
ERIPHME N Sebicoly Chief. Fhixnsial Offfcer

Neovernbier 14, 2002

Jim L. Spania, Chief
Compliance Audits Bureau
. State Controller’s Office

Division o 15
P.O. Box 942850

Sacramento, CA 942503874

SUBJECT:  NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY - DRAFT'AUDIT REPORT FOR THE
PERI JULY:1,1999 THROUGH.JUNE 30,2001

- Dear Mr, Spano:

This:is in response to your sudit létter, dated Ottober 3, 2002, of the Notification of Truaricy:
‘programifiled by the Los Angeles Uriified School Distriet (LAUSD), '

“The district claimed $1,805,489 for this mandated program. “The draft audit report issued by
5CQ disclosed thut S18,406 was allowable and $1,877,083 was unallowable due to the district
overstating the numbet of riotifieation of truanoy forms distributed to the pupil’s parent or
guardian. The disirict does not agree with the SCO regarding the unallowable costs due to the
following: .

There are major differences between the SCO and LAUSD with regard to the method of
notifying the pupil’s parent or guardian and the required elements involved with this
notification. SCO limits the notification method to first-class mail, only,

Since the parameters and guidelines state that notification is to be by first-class mail or other
reasonable means, the district has mostly used other reasomble emeans, which includes the use
of telephone orindividual contect, :

In review of the detail records of the auditors it was obvious that only letters were being
accepted, even though it was explained to the auditors that phone calls and personal contact

were also used and are believed to be an acceptable means per the parameter and gnidelines.
With the size of LAUSD, it is unreasonable to expect that only letters would be used for

INTERIM BUSINRSS 38RVICE CENTER: 33 4. Grird A6, Las Angeies, CA 50071 « Mailizg Addrasy: Box STTIR, Low Angeies, A 200511367 » Teleghons (5123 $33-8450 « Fax (312) 812629
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notification of truancies. The population and demographics of LAUSD, (e/g., homeless,
transitory and migraat students, number of languages spoken) have made it necessary for staff

‘attendance.

eans 1o communicate with prents and guardians sbout compulsory school

;)l'hére.!égéisgﬂ'isagr@emﬁﬁt@ﬂf the elements it 'the letters that were reviewed. There are
several letters used by the digirict dependingon‘the specific location or school site. Nat all
elements of the mandate may have been available, especially the element described as -
“alternative edications program available” If ‘any elemont was not available to that school, it
was not inctuded in the letter, .

At the achool sites the auditors came inwo contact with PSA counselors. Many of these
counselors would net have been able o assist the auditor during the review because cither
they ar¢ new employees of the district or that they were not assigned to the school site during
the audit period under review, If the counselor was not sble to assist the auditor it appaared
the claim for that site was not allowed. In our opinion, the situation listed in the draft report
on page 5 are not valid reasons for disallowing the claimed amounts.

For the tecord, the exit conference field on July 25, 2002, was not only discussed with Aurora
Costales, but others as well. We would appreciate having those individuals’ names bo included
in the report, : '

We appreciate your giving us the opportunity to respond to this drafl report.

Sincerely,

v Yoshiks Fong
Ken Funiya
Avrora Costales
Chiris Prasad
John ‘Cornshafier
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State Controller’s Office
Division of Audits
Post Office Box 942850
Sacramento, California 94250-5874

http://www.sco.ca.gov

S02-MCC-006
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Novemher 23, 2002

e Jim L Spano, Chiet
Compliance A wlite Bureau
Siate Controlier’s Office
[Hvision of Audits
F.O. Box 942850
Sacramento, CA #4250-3874

Qe AUDIT OF LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
LI,JYEH‘}\(OSTC_‘HF THE NOTICE JANCY PROGRAM
(R THE PERIOD OF JULY 1, 1998, THROUGH JUNE 30, 1993,

Dear Mr. Spano:

This leier i3 0 responae o the (‘kﬂﬁ‘ audit report. dated WNovember |, 2007, bx
Notfication of Truasey Program (NOT) wandated cost claim for 199599 "‘1<“
the Los Angelest P Dsemet (LALSDY

The distric? claimed $717,167 for this mandated program. The State Conwolier’s
Office {SCO) draft audit report disciosed that none of this amount iz allowashle
because the distriot did npot provide sny documentation to support the claimed
number of fruancy notification forms distributed to the pupis’ parents or guardians,
Consequently the SCO belisves the total amount should be returned o the Stare,

0% audis for NOT was dared Aagust 13, 2002, 3 ve

vear. The audits for NOT for the
two later fiscal vears 1999-2000 and 200G-2001 were z'eeue%‘f&"‘ on January 10, 28G2,
seven months earhisr. The school \l‘ alriet has a retention pobov of 3 vears: therefore,
the documentation reguested for sthe 199%.99 fiscal year was beyond the record
retention policy tor the District and had been destro 'tzc.%, If the request for the
documentation had been recetved eartier, the documentation may have been mads
avaiiahie

The letter confirming i

AR

and 2 months after the end ot the .‘Jv% 02 fis

RIA SUSINESS SERACE TENTER 383 8. frmnd Ave, Law drgir, T4 Y07} o Maiiing Kaom: Bex SITI08. Loa Angekm, TR W51 1307 o Telagtms (433 BILUHI0 o Fax (213} 33328
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W pusstioned why the [998.99 NOT docuimentation was not onginally requested
-'-u‘orlé with the other iwo Et&ﬂmniﬁ Woo, auditor for the SCC, responsded

during the antrance conference on August 13, 2002, that she had forgensn o include

the 1948-99 year.

squrse of this audit there have beon discussions bebween the 3CO and
¥ regarding the parameters and guidelines of the Nou#h

Dunng the
[District st ] o .
(NOT) mandate. Th T We m ajor differences between the SCO and the LALISD with
N 1., .

regard 10 the appropriate method of aotifving the pupils’ parents or guardians and the
siements requurad in ?h% aotifization.

b

The auditors only wanted to see letiers for NOT. No other decumentation was
acceptable 1o -'1*&1 1 I-{nww'm' the foilowing sections of the Parameters and
Guidelines relate 1o acceptable documentation:

ET A g £ 7 RO . JAF S Y
VIF 4 Uhiform Allowance Reimbursement

[T A 35 vy 2en e s aafead 1o PR B
which indicaies the total member of initial QGRS

Osoumend

U NS AR
fruaney distribured,
FIPR. Reimbursement of Unigue L0883

in addivon o mal

[RRY {i[’ W RODZ .”r’

I')L;J?“;l" andior we rishee

Workshests were not considerad an
auditors, only leters with the five elements,

The [Hstrict does not agree with any portion of this draft audit report and plans w
appral the SCO’s decision 1o disallow the entire claim.

jate vour giving us the opportunity 1o respond m thes drafl audit report, If
Ay quest ons please call Yoshi Fong at (2133 633-73801

<!
s
-
3
'\
".‘.
o
£ f"J

I(»mph i’ Zeronian

N |
Yazhiko Fong
Eileen Ukuak;
Aurora Costal

Ea)
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November 14, 2002

2 Jim L. Spano, Chief

{ Complisnes Audits Bureau
# State Controller's Office
Dw ston of Audits

P.O BU\ i} 3%:‘3“

T

G Mcﬁmmwma%mwm&mm

v

),;"é‘."

;]
B
*-.
'i SUBIECT:  NOTIFICATION OF TRUANDY ~ DRAFT AUDIT REPORT FOR |

SN

PRRIOD OF JULY 1, 1999 THROUGH JUNE 30, 200

Dear Mr. Spanoe;

This is in responss jo your audit fetfer, c““-‘f'“d October 3 7i)t” o‘ m- \ut fleatron of Truancy
.Pm“mmim, by the Los \:zclc~ Unified Sehool District (LAl

‘,

Hihe district climed $1,895,438 for this mandated program. The d
£5C0 disclosad that $18,406 was aliowable and 51,877

i audit report issued by
L83 was us uuuwab[c due io the disuict

eerstaiing til-‘ prrpber of notification of truancy forms distributed 1o the pupil™s parent or
sguardian. The '11 ariet does not agree wish the SCO regarding the unallowable cosis due w the
'.*folla;x\-x-'ing: .

There are major differences between the ST and LAUSD wirh mc*ard o the method of
notifying the pupil’s parent or tIJJ.uh.l‘) and the reg i ed elements involved with this

{—

l

i
potification. SCO limits the nodfication method 1o -class mail, ondy.

Sines the parameters and guidelines siate that potificestion is to be by first-class mail or othey
ressonab IL means, the disinet has wosty used other reasonable means, which

ncicdes the use
of ielephove or individual contact,

In review of the detail records of the auditors 1was obvious that only e

v leters were ang
accepted, even though it was explained to the auditors that phone calls ud personai contact
were alzo nsed and are belleved o be an acrepiable means per ihe 1‘-"1 & -ncb-~r and guideh
With the size of LAURD, it is wnreasonable to expees that only letlers

R A R R

>

AN« Mashing Address B

1398 e Angeinn CA NS0 & Vedegduon 12135 430-8500 < For ol

SRR O W
:
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There ts also disagreement on the elements in the letters that were reviewed. There are
several letters used by the disuiot depending on the speetfic location or schood stz Not ali
elements of the mandate may have been avaiiable, especially the element described as
“alemative educations program available” I any slement was not avaiiable © that school, it
was not included in the lefter,

Atthe school sites the audifors eame into contact with PSA counseiors. Many of these
counselors would not have been able to assist the audiior during the review becacse either

g they are new employees of the district or that they were not assigoed to the sohool sie during

% the audit period under review, If the ¢o ms"lm was nat able to assist the avduor it appeared

the slam for that stie was not allowed. In ouwr opiniog, the situation listed i the drafl report
on page § are not valid reasons fo

g

y disatiowing Lc claimed amounts.

-8 For the record, the exit conterence held on July 23, 2002, was potonly discussed with Aurgra
Costales, but others as well. We would appreciate hﬂ ving those individuals’ names be mcludes
& in the report.

& Weappreciate your giving us the s I)"‘:f ity o respond o this draft report,

4 Sinceraly,
.\ . (\"-\.‘ ) ~

'nbepg.a‘ii\ Zetorian
Chisf Masheial Offic

¢ Yoshiko Fong
4 Eileen Ckaz
Ken Furava
Anrora Costales
Chris Prasad
Joln Coushafter

aki
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State of California

CLAIM FOR PA JENT

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561

(19) Program Number 00048

School Mandated Cost Manual

NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY (20) Date Filed / /
(21) Signature Present D
- {01) Claimant [dentification Number: » Y Reimbursement Claim Data
L $19265
A {02) Mailing Address (22) NOT-1 ,(03) 60,869
B Claimant Name
E | L0S ANGELES UNIFIED SD (23)
L County Of Location
H | LOS ANGELES (24)
E Street Address or P.O. Box
R 355 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE SUITE 807 (25)
E Cily ~State Zip Code
L LOS ANGELES cA 90071 (26)
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim a7
(28)
(03) Estimated ‘I] (09) Reimbursement [E
(04) Combined [ ] (10) Combined ] 29
(05) Amended I:I (11) Amended [:l (30)
Fiscal Yearof 1) 1999 2000 [(2 1998 , 1999
Cost / / (€2))
Total Claimed () (13)
Amount S 783,384 [ 712,167 | (32)
Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to exceed | (14) 13
$1000 (if applicable) (33)
Less: Estimate Payment Received (1) $ 744,629 | (34)
Net Claimed Amount (16) 3 -32,462 | (35)
(08) (17
Due From State 8 783,384 (36)
S (18)
Due to State i $ 32,462 | (37)

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I am the person authorized by the local
agency to file claims with the State of California for costs mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983; and certify under
penalty of perjury that I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1096, inclusive.

1 further certify that there were no applications for nor any grant or payments received, other than from the claimant, for
reimbursement of costs claimed herein; and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing

program mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983.

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of
estimated and/or actual costs for the mandated program of Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, set forth on the attached

statements.
Signat f Auth d resentative Date
4 v/l ‘i‘/ 2000
OLONZO OBFIN CON‘l{ROLLER
Type or Pri ame Title

39y Name of Contact Person For Clam
Steve Smith, Mandated Cost Systems

—Telephone Number
916-487-4435

Ext.

Form FAM-27 (Revised 10/95)
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NC FICATION OF TRUANCY FORM
CLAIM SUMMARY
INSTRUCTIONS

(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim:
819265

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD

Fiscal Year:

Reimbursement ] 1998 ‘11999

Estimated ]

Claim Statistics

(03) Number of truant notifications 60,869

Cost

(04) Unit Cost per an initial truancy notification [$11.70 for the 1998/99 fiscal year] 11.70

(05) Total Costs:  [Line (03) x line(04)] 712,167

Cost Reduction

(06) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable

(07) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable

(08) Total Claimed Amount: {Line(05) - [Line(06) + line(07)]}
Revised 10/98

712,167
Chapter 496/83
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DAL LUNHLTUIIET 3 VITIve SCNOOI Mmanaatea LOost manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 Reimbursement [X7 1998 71999
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(@) @
Name of School
Notifications
32ND/USC PER ART MAG 1
54TH ST EL 18
ADAMS MS 44
AGGELER HS 64
ALTA LOMA EL . 59
ANGELES MESA EL 20
ARAGON EL 40
ARCO IRIS PRIMRY CTR 8
ARROYO SECO ALTERN 17
AUDUBON MS ' 1,342
BANCROFT MS 55
BANCROFT PER ART MAG 12
BANNING SH 1,442
BASSETT EL 24
BEETHOVEN EL 10
BELL SH 916
BELLAGIO NEWCOMR CTR 4
BELMONT NEWCOMR CTR 4
BELMONT SH 1,035
BELVEDERE MS 375
BERENDO MS 184
BETHUNE MS 589
BIRMINGHAM SH 709
BRAVO MEDICAL MAG 97
BURBANK MS 852
BURROUGHS MS 529
BYRD MS 21
CANOGA PARK SH 510
CARNEGIE MS 41
CAROLDALE LRNG CMTY 4
CARSON SH 2,839
11,865
Chapter 498/83 48 New 9/98
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| MANDATED COSTS FORM |
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A i
CLAIM SUMMARY i
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year: |

819265 Reimbursement X]
LLOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated 3 1998 11993 :
Claim Statistics '

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications
(a) (d)
Name of School
Notifications

CARVER MS 98
CHATSWORTH SH 1,558
CLAY MS 443!
CLEVELAND SH 323
COHASSET EL 45;
COLUMBUS MS 58
COOPER HS 127
CRENSHAW SH 1,079
CURTISS MS 30
DANA MS 720
DARBY EL 10
DODSON MS 32
DORSEY LAW/GOV MAG 24/
DORSEY SH 940;
DOWNTOWN BUSINESS MG 63
DREW MS 271
EAGLE ROCK SH 4975
EDISON MS 167
EL CAMINO REAL SH 1,061
EL DORADO EL 12,
EL SERENO MS 159
ELIZABETH LC 45!
EMERSON MS 386
FAIR EL 60
FAIRFAX SH 775!
FLEMING MS 125
FORD BLVD EL 50;
FOSHAY LC 264
FRANKLIN SH §27
FREMONT SH 644
FROST MS 10
22,568
Chapter 498/83 49 New 9/98
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MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
S$19265 Reimbursement X7 1998 /1999
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]

Claim Statistics

(03) For each schoo! in the district, enter the number of Notifications

@ (d)
Name of School
Notifications
FULTON MS 103
GAGE MsS 210
GARDENA SH 1,568
GARFIELD SH 901
GOMPERS MS 89
GRANADA HILLS SH 898
GRANT SH 520
GRIFFITH MS 192
HALE MS 37
HAMILTON MUS ACA MAG 434
HAMILTON SH-COMPLEX 1,112
HARRISON EL 16
HARTE PREP MS 67
HENRY MS 45
HOLLENBECK MS 146
HOLLYWOOD SH 631
HOLMES MS 278
HUNTINGTON PARK SH 793
IRVING MS 56
JEFFERSON NEW MS #1 518
JEFFERSON SH 833
JOHNSON HS 59
JORDAN SH 335
KENNEDY SH 1,571
KING MsS 116
KING-DREW MED MAG 292
LACES MAG ' 106
LAUSD/USC MTH/SC MAG 13
LAWRENCE MS 82
LE CONTE MS 189
LINCOLN SH 507
35,285
Chapter 498/83

New 9/98
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MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 Reimbursement X] 1998 ;1999
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(@ (d
Name of School
Notifications
LOCKE SH 2,445
LOS ANGELES SH 1,937
MACLAY MS 47
MADISON MS 71
MANN MS 166
MANUAL ARTS SH 738
MARINA DEL REY P/A 136
MARK TWAIN MS 131
MARKHAM MS 232
MARLTON SCHOOL 4
MARSHALL SH 735
MID-CITY MAGNET 14
MIDDLE COLLEGE HS 8
MILLER HS 1
MILLIKAN MS 639
MONROE SH 462
MOUNT GLEASON MS 86
MOUNT VERNON MS 648
MUIR MS 1,441
MULHOLLAND MS 346
NARBONNE MATH/SC MAG 1
NARBONNE SH 159
NIGHTINGALE MS 120
NIMITZ MS 188
NO HOLLYWOOD SH 1,450
NOBEL MS 28
NORTHRIDGE MS 161
OLIVE VISTA MS 97
PACOIMA MS 56
PALISADES CHARTR HS 235
PALMS MS 37
48,104
Chapter 498/83 51 New 9/98
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MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:

519265 Reimbursement B 1998 1999
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ' i
Claim Statistics '

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications
@) (d)
Name of School
Notifications

PARKMAN MS 51
PEARY MS 91
PIO PICO EL 30
POLYTECHNIC SH 1,120
PORTER MS 21
PORTOLA MS 36
RAMONA HS 154;
REED MS 127
RESEDA SH 1,169
REVERE MS 20
ROOSEVELT SH 337
SAN FERNANDO MS 2255
SAN FERNANDO SH 2085
SAN PEDRO SH 1, 150§
SEPULVEDA G/HA MAG 4
SEPULVEDA MS 254,
SHERMAN OAKS EL 36
SOUTH GATE MsS 689
SOUTH GATE SH 765
STEVENSON MS 219
SUN VALLEY MS 78
SUTTER MS 115
SYLMAR SH 253;
TAFT SH 362
UNIVERSITY SH 117
VALLEY ALTERNATIVE 9
VAN NUYS MS 69
VAN NUYS SH 1,673
VENICE SH 273
VERDUGO HILLS SH 811
VIRGIL MS 134
58,704
Chapter 498/83 52 New 9/98
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MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
819265 Rel.mbursement x] 1998 /1999
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated
Claim Statistics
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications
(a) G
Name of School
Notifications
WASHINGTON PREP SH 359
WEBSTER MS 69
WEST HOLLYWOOD EL 38
WESTCHESTER SH 124
WESTSIDE LDRSHIP MAG 15
WHITE MS 105
WILMINGTON MS 148
WILSON SH 1,182
WRIGHT MS 67
YOUTH OPPOR 58
60,869
Chapter 498/83 53 New 9/98




State ‘o't; California School Mandated Cost Manual

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT o i e For State Controlier Uss Only .~ .
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program Number 00048
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY (20) Date Filed / /
(21) Signature Present D
( (on Clgi]f-"snz}s'gmiﬁcaﬁon Number: | Reimbursement Claim Data
L -
A {02) Mailing Address (22) NOT-l,(03) 75,327
B Claimant Name
E LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD (23)
L County Of Location
H | LOS ANGELES (24)
E Street Address or P.O. Box ,
R 355 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE STE 1171 (25)
E City State Zip Code
L LOS ANGELES CA 90071 (26)
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim @7
(28)

(03) Estimated (09) Reimbursement
(04) Combined [ ] (10) Combined 1129

(05) Amended D (11) Amended [_—_“] (30)

Fiscal Year of (06) 2000 2001 |12 1999 2000

Cost / / (31

Total Claimed 07) 13)

Amount $ 921,249 S 921,249|(32)

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to exceed | (14) 13

$1000 (if applicable) (33)

1

Less: Estimate Payment Received 9 (3%

Net Claimed Amount 16 S 921,249 [ (35)
08) an

Due From State S 921,249 $, 921,249 {(36)

(18)

Due to State 37

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM _

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I am the person authorized by the local
agency to file claims with the State of California for costs mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983; and certify under
penalty of perjury that I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1096, inclusive.

I further certify that there were no applications for nor any grant or payments received, other than from the claimant, for
reimbursement of costs claimed herein; and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing
program mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983.

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of
estimated and/or actual costs for the mandated program of Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, set forth on the attached
statements.

Signature of Authorized Representative Date
Lo shige e WIS
YOSIHIKO FONG - ACTING CONTROLLER
Type or Print Name Title
(39) Name of Contact Person For Claim Telephone Number
Steve Smith, Mandated Cost Systems 916~-487-4435

Ext.

Form FAM-27 (Revised 10/95) Chapter 498/83
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State Controller's Office

School Mand ost Manual
NO (IFICATION OF TRUANCY FORM
CLAIM SUMMARY NOT-1
INSTRUCTIONS
(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
§19265 Reimbursement 1999 /2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]
Claim Statistics
(03) Number of truant notifications 75,327
Cost
(04) Unit Cost per an initial truancy notification [$12.23 for the 1999/00 fiscal year] 12.23
(05) Total Costs:  [Line (03) x line(04)] 921,249
Cost Reduction
(06) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable
(07) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable
(08) Total Claimed Amount: {Line(05) - [Line(06) + line(07)]} 921,249
Revised 10/98 Chapter 498/83
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State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year: |
519265 Reimbursement (X7} 1999 /2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(a) (d
Name of School
Notifications

ADAMS MS 298
AUDUBON M 718
BANCROFT 212
BANNING S 1,074
BELL SH 838
BELMONT S 1,433
BELVEDERE 344
BERENDO M 728
BETHUNE M 690
BIRMINGHA 900
BRAVO MED 213
BURBANK M : 418
BURROUGHS 358
BYRD MS 59
CANOGA PA 550
CARNEGIE 408
CARSON SH 1,389
CARVER MS 389
CHATSWORT 1,113
CLAY MS 464
CLEVELAND 695
COLUMBUS 202
CRENSHAW 922
CURTISS M 254
DANA MS 454
DODSON MS 263
DORSEY SH ' 693
DOWNTOWN 202
DREW MS 603
EAGLE ROC ) 800
EDISON MS 434

R§ : 18,118

Chapter 498/83 New 9/98



“State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Clamant; (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 Reimbursement [X] 1999 /2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]

Claim Statistics
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(@) ' (d)
Name of School
Notifications
EL CAMINO 1,205
EL SERENO 299
EMERSON M 334
FAIRFAX S 606
FLEMING M 298
FRANKLIN 1,739
FREMONT S 2,067
FROST MS 225
FULTON MS 423
GAGE MS 446
GARDENA S 1,257
GARFIELD 1,480
'GOMPERS M 503
GRANADA H 678
GRANT SH 1,344
GRIFFITH 345
HALE MS 352
HAMILTON 718
HARTE PRE 395
HENRY MS 194
HOLLENBEC 333
HOLLYWOOD 808
HOLMES MS 275
HUNTINGTO 1,112
IRVING MS 197
JEFFERSON 1,065
JORDAN SH 993
KENNEDY 5 1,047
KING MS 305
KING-DREW 268
LAWRENCE 407
5'L 39,836

Chapter 498/83 New 9/98




State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
819265 Reimbursement [X7] 1999 /2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(a) (d)
Name of School
Notifications

LE CONTE 371
LINCOLN S 706
LOCKE SH 899
LOS ANGEL 1,676
MACLAY MS 282
MADISON M 390
MANN MS 509
MANUAL AR 1,296
MARINA DE ' 149
MARK TWAI 343
MARKHAM M 500
MARSHALL 1,489
MILLIKAN 364
MONROE SH 1,191
MOUNT GLE 444
MOUNT VER 614
MUIR MS 800
MULHOLLAN 321
NARBONNE ' 727
NIGHTINGA 252
NIMITZ MS : 464
NO HOLLYW 1,161
NOBEL MS 139
NORTHRIDG 276
OLIVE VIS 390
PACOIMA M 289
PALISADES 664
PALMS MS 237
PARKMAN M 272
PEARY MS : 517
POLYTECHN 1,264

5 8 58,832

Chapter 498/83 New 9/98




- -State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
819265 Reimbursement [X7] 1999 /2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated |

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(a) (d)
Name of School
Notifications

PORTER MS 225
PORTOLA M 353
REED MS 293
RESEDA SH 726
REVERE MS 260
ROOSEVELT 1,295
SAN FERNA 753
SAN PEDRO 781
SEPULVEDA 466
SOUTH GAT 1,053
STEVENSON 300
SUN VALLE 476
SUTTER MS 218
SYLMAR SH 834
TAFT SH 922
UNIVERSIT ' 641
VAN NUYS : 929
VENICE SH 681
VERDUGO H .597
VIRGIL MS 628
WASHINGTO 1,409
WEBSTER M 290
WESTCHEST 785
WHITE MS 318
WILMINGTO 423
WILSON SH 618
WRIGHT MS - 221

75,327

Chabter 498/33 59 New 9/98




State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT For State Controller Use Only | Program
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program Number 00048
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY (20)Date Filed __ / __ /__ 048
(@1)LRSInput __ 7 __ /__
( |(01) Claimant Identification Number
L 819265 Reimbursement Claim Data
A |(02) Claimant N
s | }..o:m?NC:EEEs UNIFIED SD (22) LEAN-1. (03) 76,531
E County of Location 23)
LOS ANGELES
H Streel Address or P.O. Box
E 355 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE STE 1171 (24)
R City State Zip Code (25)
\ E LOS ANGELES CA 90071
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (26)
(03) Estimated (09) Reimbursement (27)
(04) Combined [ ] | (10) Combined [ 1les
(05) Amended D (11) Amended l:l 29)
Fiscal Year of Cost (06) 2001 / 2002 |12 2000 / 2001 | @O)
Total Claimed Amount|(©7) $ 974,240 (13 5 974,240 |G
Less: 10% Late Penalty, not to exceed $1000 (14) (32)
Less: Prior Claim Payment Received (15 5 737,497 (33)
Net Claimed Amount (16) $ 236,743 (34)
Due From State ©8) § 974,240 7§ 236,743 {35)
Due to State - (18) (36)

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, | certify that | am the officer authorized by the local agency to file claims

with the State of California for costs mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and certify under penalty of perjury that | have not
violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1086, inclusive.

| 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 mandated by Chapter
498, Statutes of 1983.

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or
actual costs for the mandated program of Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, set forth on the attached statements.

Signature of Authorized Officer Date

Ao “Fras /2 faofor
YOSI—M(O FONG 9] CONTROLLER
Type ot Print Name Title

{38) Name of Contact Person For Claim Telephone Number ( 916 ) 487-4435 Ext.
Steve Smith, Mandated Cost Systems E-mall Address scohelp@mandated.com
Form FAM-27 (Revised 9/01) Chapters 498/83

(/V\}\\‘\\o\ (e 12--13-01 ,7//7,4/0,
\
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Program’ NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY FORM
048 CLAIM SUMMARY NOT-1
INSTRUCTIONS
(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim; Fiscal Year:
519265 Reimbursement
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ] 2,000 f 200

Claim Statistics

(03) Number of truant notifications

76,531

Cost

(04) Unit Cost per an initial truancy notification [$12.73 for the 2000/01 fiscal year]

12.73

(05) Total Costs:  [Line (03) x line(04)]

974,240

Cost Reduction

(06) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable

(07) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable

(08) Total Claimed Amount:

{Line(05) - [Line(06) + line(07)}} 974,240

Revised 9/01

Chapter 498/83
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State Controller's Office : School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
819265 Reimbursement 2000 /2001
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]

Claim Statistics
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(a) (d)
Name of School
Notifications
ADAMS MS 329
AUDUBON MS ' 738
BANCROFT MS 280
BANNING SH 1,144
BELL SH 829
BELVEDERE MS 387
BERENDO MS 408
BETHUNE MS 716
BIRMINGHAM SH 771
BRAVO MEDICAL MAG 226
BURBANK MS 409
BURROUGHS G/HA MAG 50
BURROUGHS MS ' 372
BYRD MS 92
CANOGA PARK SH 787
CBRNEGIE MS 377
CARSON SH 1,329
CARVER MS 512
CHATSWORTH SH ‘ 754
CLAY MS ’ 574
CLEVELAND SH , 762
COLUMBUS MS 219
CRENSHAW SH 893
CURTISS MS 301
DANA MS 458
DODSON MS 192
DORSEY SH 761
DOWNTOWN BUSINESS M 224
DREW MS 699
EAGLE ROCK SH 562
EDISON MS 528
on 16,683

Chapter 498/83 ve New 9/98




State Controller's Office

Schooi Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 Reimbursement [X]

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated — 2900 7200%
Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(@ ()
Name of School
Notifications
EL CAMINO REAL SH 1,080
EL SERENO MS 400
EMERSON MS 347
FAIRFAX SH 775
FLEMING MS 204
FRANKLIN SH 917
FREMONT SH 2,214
FROST MS 225
FULTON MS 470
GAGE MS 553
GARDENA SH 1,252
GARFIELD SH 1,480
GOMPERS MS 565
GRANADA HILLS SH 604
GRANT SH 1,265
GRIFFITH MS 309
HALE MS 356
HAMILTON SH-COMPLEX 609
HARTE PREP MS 432
HENRY MS 219
HOLLENBECK MS 307
HOLLYWOOD SH 825
HOLMES MS 253
HUNTINGTON PARK SH 1,038
IRVING MS 165
JEFFERSON SH 1,081
JORDAN SH 1,062
KENNEDY SH 813
KING MS 366
KING-DREW MED MAG 351
LAWRENCE MS 459
37,679
Chapter 498/83 [} New 9/98




Statp Controller's Office

School Mandated Cost Manual

| MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:

819265 Reimbursement [X]
. 2000 /2001

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated —d

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(d)
Name of School
Notifications
LE CONTE MS 399
LINCOLN SH 655
LOCKE SH 1,130
LOS ANGELES ACAD MS 694
LOS BANGELES SH 1,859
MACLAY MS 310
MADISON MS 454
MANN MS 576
MANUAL ARTS SH 1,424
MARINA DEL REY MS 183
MARK TWAIN MS 380
MARKHAM MS 560
MARSHALL SH 1,616
MILLIKAN MS 363
MONROE SH 1,154
MOUNT GLEASON MS 410
MOUNT VERNON MS 642
MUIR MS 720
MULHOLLAND MS 360
NARBONNE SH 908
NIGHTINGALE MS 267
NIMITZ MS 476
NO HOLLYWOOD SH 1,449
NOBEL MS 130
NORTHRIDGE MS 290
OLIVE VISTA MS 85
PACOIMA MS 271
PALISADES CHARTR HS 637
PALMS MS 244
PARKMAN MS 295
PEARY MS 548
. 57,168
Chapter 498/83 64 New 9/98




State Controller's Office

School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY . NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
819265 Reimbursement [X] 2000 2001
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated |:] /

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

@ (d)
Name of School
Notifications

POLYTECHNIC SH 1,361
PORTER MS 209
PORTOLA HG MAG 59
PORTOLA MS 377
REED MS 312
RESEDA SH 559
REVERE MS 263
ROOSEVELT MTH/SC MA 98
ROOSEVELT SH 1,396
SAN FERNANDO MS 287
SAN FERNANDO SH 810
SAN PEDRO SH 761
SEPULVEDA MS 578
SOUTH GATE MS 572
SOUTH GATE SH 1,281
STEVENSON MS 307
SUN VALLEY MS 464
SUTTER MS 246
SYLMAR SH 709
TAFT SH 1,007
UNIVERSITY SH 765
VAN NUYS MS 161
VAN NUYS SH 7285
VENICE SH 719
VERDUGO HILLS SH 528
VIRGIL MS 582
WASHINGTON PREP SH 1,441
WEBSTER MS 302
WESTCHESTER SH 783
WHITE MS 294
WILMINGTON MS 457
75,581

Chapter 498/83 65 New 9/98




State Controller's Office

School Mandated Cost Manual
JMANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 Relrnbursement X] 2000 /2001
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ] -
Claim Statistics
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications
(a {d)
Name of School
Notifications
WILSON SH 647
WRIGHT M/SC AER MAG 38
WRIGHT MS 265
76,531
Chapter 498/83 00

New 9/98




G:\PGLNOTL.PG
ndopted: 8/27/87
amended: 7728788
amended: 7/22/33

PARMMETERS ARD GUIDELINES
chapter 498, Statutes of 1983
Education Code Section 48260:5

ohifigetion of AZ48 iy

I.

Chapter 498, statutas of 1983, added pducation Code
gaeckion 48260.5 which reguires school districta, upon 8
pupil’s initial glassification as a truant, to notlfy the
gpupilfs parsnt or guardian hy firat-class mail or other
reasonable means of (1) the pupil’s truancy; (2} that the
parent oKX guardian is ebligated to compel the attandance of
+he pupil at school; and (3) that parents or guesrdians who
fail to meet this chligation may be guilty of an infraction
and subject te prosecution pursuant to article & (commencing
with section 48250} of Chapter 2 of Part 27.

ndditionally, the district must {nform parents and guardians
of {1) alternative educational pr@graﬁs,aﬂaiiablm in tha
districkt, and (2) the right to mneat with appropciate school
personnal to discuss solutions to the pupil’s truancy.

A truaney ocours when & gstudent is absent from #chool
without wvalld excuse more than three (3} days or i{s tardy in
excegs of thirty {(30) minutes on sach ¢f more +han three (3]
days in one school yesar. tpefinition from gducation Code
gection 48260.) -

a student shall ba initially classified as truant upsn the
fourth upexcused absance, apd the schoeol must at that tims
perform the raguiremnents mandated in Education Code

saction 48260.5 as enacted by Chapter 458, Statutes of 1583.

1I. BOARD QF ) )| ECLE
on Novenmber 29, 1984, tha gtate Board of Qqntral‘&etefniﬁ&d

that Bducatien Cods gection 43260.5, a8 added by

chapter 458, gtatutes of 1983, constitutas a state mandated

progran pegause it reguires Bn increased level of sarvice by
ragquiring spacified notifications be sent to the parents or
guardisna of pupils upon initial clagsification of tryancy:
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IIT. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS

Iv.

The claimants are all school districts and county offices of
education of the state of California, except a community
college district, as defined by Government Code

Section 17519 (formerly Revenue and Taxation Code 2208.5),
that incur increased costs as a result of implementing the
program activities of Education Code Section 48260.5,
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983.

PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT

Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, became effective July 28,
1983. Section 17557 of the Government Code provides that a
test claim must be submitted on or before December 31
following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for
thdat fiscal year. The test claim for Education Code Section
48260.5, Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, was initially filed
on August 25, 1984, therefore the reimbursable costs to the
school dlstrlcts are all such permitted costs 1ncurred on or

_after July 28, 1983.

RETMBURSABLE COSTS
A. ‘Scope 'of Mandate

The eligible claimant shall be reimbursed for only those
costs incurred for planning the notification process,
revising district procedures, the printing and distribution
of notification forms, and associated record keeping.

B. Reimbursable Activities

For each eligible school district the direct and indirect
costs of labor, supplies, and services incurred for the

-following mandated program activities are reimbursable:

1. Planning and Preparation -- One~time

Planning the method of implementation, revising'school
district policies, and designing and printing the forms.

2. Notification process -- On-going

“Identifying the truant pupils to receive the notification,

* : preparing and distributing by mail or other method the forms
" to parents/guardians, and associated recordkeeping.
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VI.

C. Uniform Cost Allowance

Pursuant to Government Code section 17557, the Commission on
State Mandates has adopted a uniform cost allowance for
reimbursement in lieu of payment of total actual costs
.incurred. The uniform cost allowance is based on the number
of initial notifications of truancy distributed pursuant to
Education Code Section 48260.5, Chapter 498, Statutes of

1983.

For fiscal year 1992-93, the uniform cost allowance is
$10.21 per initial notification of truancy distributed. The
cost allowance shall be adjusted each subsequent year by the

Implicit Price Deflator.

D. Unigue Costs

School districts incurring unique costs within the scope of
the reimbursable mandated activities may submit a .request to
amend the parameters and guidelines to the commission for
the unigue costs to be approved for reimbursement. Pursuant
to Section 1185.3, Title 2,.California Code of Regulations,
such requests must be made by November 30 immediately
following the fiscal year of the reimbursement claim in
which reimbursement for the costs is requested.

" CLAIM PREPARATION

Each claim for reimbursement pursuant .to Education Code

Section 48260.5, Chapter 498, statutes of 1983, must be

timely filed and provide documentation in support of the
reimbursement claimed for this mandated program.

_A.V-Uniform Cost Allowance Reimbursement

’Réport the number of initial notifications of truancy

distributed during the year. Do not include in that count
the number of notifications or other contacts which may
result from the initial notification to the parent or

,gpardian.
"B, "Recognized Unique Costs

As of fiscal year 1992-95, the Commission has not -identified
any circumstances which would cause a school district to

- incur additional costs to implement this mandate which have
not already been incorporated in the uniform cost allowance.

1f and when the Commission recognizes any unique
circumstances which can cause the school district to incur
additional reasonable costs to implement this mandated

69




VII.

program, these unique implementation costs will be
reimbursed for specified fiscal years in addition to the

uniform cost allowance.

School districts which incur these recognized unique costs
will be required to support those actual costs in the

following manner:

1. Narrative statement of Unigue Costs Incurred

Provide a detailed written explanation of the costs
associated with the unique circumstances recognized by the

Commission.
2. Employee Salaries and Benefits

Identify the employee(s) and their job classification,
describe the mandated functions performed, and specify the
actual number of hours devoted to each function, the
productive hourly rate, and the related benefits. The staff
time claimed must be supported by source documentation, such
as time reports, however, the average number of hours
devoted to each function may be claimed if supported by a

documented time study.
3.. Services and Supplies

orily expenditures which can be identified as a direct cost
as a result of the mandated program can be claimed. List
cost of materials which have been consumed or expended
specifically for the purposes of this mandated program.

4. Allowable Overhead Costs

School districts must use the J-380 (or subsequent
replacement) non-restrictive indirect cost rate
provisionally approved by the california Department of
Education. County offices of education must use the J-73A
(or subseguent replacement) non-restrictive indirect cost
rate provisionally approved by the State Department of

Education.

SUPPORTING DATA

For auditing purposes, documents must be kept on file for a
period of 3 years from the date of final payment by the

State Controller, unless otherwise specified by statute and
be made available at the request of the State Controller or

his agent.
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l . A. Uniform Allowance Reimbursement

Documentation which indicates the total number of initial
notifications of truancy distributed.

B. Reimbursement of Unique Costs

In addition to maintaining the same documentation as
required for uniform cost allowance reimbursement, all costs
claimed must be traceable to source documents and/or
worksheets that show evidence of the validity of such costs.

VII. OFFSETTING SAVINGS AND OTHER REIMBURSEMENT . .

Any offsetting savings the claimants experience as a direct
result of this statute must be deducted from the uniform
cost allowance and actual cost reimbursement for unique
circumstances claimed. 1In addition, reimbursement for this
mandated program-received from any source, e.9., federal,
state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this

claim. '

VIII. . REQUIRED CERTIFICATION

An -authorized representative of the claimant will be
required to provide a certification of claim, as specified
in the State Controller’s. claiming instructions, for those
costs mandated by the state contained herein.
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Exhibit B
L.OS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT  Roy Romer

Superintendent of Schools

Office of the Controller Charles A. Burbridge
Revenue Enhancement Unit Chief Financial Officer
333 S. Beaudry Ave. 27" Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017 Betty Ng
Controller

Telephone: (213) 241-3992 Fax: (213) 241-8911

Ruben J. Rojas
Director, Revenue Enhancement

January 20, 2006

Commission on State Mandates : )
Attention: Nancy Patton, Assistant Executive Director | @‘”’ O t?
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

R,

o

LS.

I
¥

FRUUR A

Re: Detailed Narrative of Claim COMMISSION ON
Claimant: Los Angeles Unified School District CYATF MEMNATES -
Claim: Notification of Truancy, Statutes 1983, Chapter 498
Claim Years: Fiscal Years 1998-1999, 1999-2000 and 2000-2001

Dear Ms. Patton:

Enclosed, pursuant to your December 22, 2005 letter to Trevin E. Sims, is the District’s supplement to the Incorrect
Reduction Claim filed on December 12, 2005. The enclosed claim includes the following documents:

1)  Incorrect Reduction Claim form;

2)  State Controller’s Claiming Instructions;

3) A written detailed narrative signed under penalty of perjury;

4)  State Controllers December 2002 Final Audit Report for the 1998-1999 fiscal year;

5)  The State Controllers December 2002 Final Audit Report for the 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 fiscal years;

6)  The District’s November 25, 2002 letter to the State Controller regarding the 1998-1999 draft audit
report;

7)  The District’s November 14, 2002 letter to the State Controller regarding the 1999-2000 and 2000-2001
draft audit reports;

8)  The District’s Claim for Payment for the 1998-1999 fiscal yea;

9)  The District’s Claim for Payment for the 1999-2000 fiscal year;

10) The District’s Claim for Payment for the 2000-2001 fiscal year; and

11) The Notice of Truancy Parameters and Guidelines, as amended June 22, 1993.

One (1) original and two (2) copies of the entire claim are enclosed.

If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Ruben Roj
Director of Revenue Enhancement
Los Angeles Unified School District
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LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of the Controller

Revenue Enhancement Unit
333 S. Beaudry Ave. 27" Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017
Telephone: (213) 241-3992 Fax: (213) 241-8911

January 20, 2006

Commission on State Mandates

Attention: Nancy Patton, Assistant Executive Director
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Detailed Narrative of Claim
Claimant: Los Angeles Unified School District
Claim: Notification of Truancy, Statutes 1983, Chapter 498
Claim Years: Fiscal Years 1998-1999, 1999-2000 and 2000-2001

Dear Ms. Patton:

Roy Romer
Superintendent of Schools

Charles A. Burbridge
Chief Financial Officer

Betty Ng
Controller

Ruben J. Rojas
Director, Revenue Enhancemen

The letter constitutes the Los Angeles Unified School District’s (“District”) detailed narrative
pursuant to Title 2, Section 1185, subdivision (€)(2) of the California Code of Regulations in support

of the above-referenced claims.

The State Controller’s Office (“SCO”) incorrectly reduced the District’s 1998-1999, 1999-2000, and
2000-2001 claims totaling $2,602,311 by $2,352,507 thus allowing only $249,804. As set forth
below, the District complied with law and presented sufficient evidence to support the claimed
amounts. The District requests the Commission on State Mandates to reverse the audit findings and

award the District the correct claim amount of $2,602,311.

BACKGROUND

In 1983, the Legislature enacted Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, codified in Education Code section
48260.5, requiring notification to parents or guardians of pupils upon initial classification of truancy.

Specifically, the statute (as amended in 1994) provides:

Upon a pupil’s initial classification as a truant, the school district shall notify the
pupil’s parent or guardian, by first-class mail or other reasonable means, of the

following:

(a) That the pupil is truant.
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January 20, 2006
Notice of Truancy Claim Narrative
Page 2 of 6

(b)  That the parent or guardian is obligated to compel the attendance of the
pupil at school.

(c) That parents or guardians who fail to meet this obligation may be guilty of
an infraction and subject to prosecution pursuant to Article 6
(commencing with Section 48290) of Chapter 2 of Part 27.

(d)  That alternative educational programs are available in the district.

(e) That the parent or guardian has the right to meet with appropriate school
personnel to discuss solutions to the pupil’s truancy.

® That the pupil may be subject to prosecution under Section 48264.

(g  That the pupil may be subject to suspension, restriction, or delay of the
pupil’s driving privilege pursuant to Section 13202.7 of the Vehicle Code.

(h)  That it is recommended that the parent or guardian accompany the pupil to
school and attend classes with the pupil for one day. '

The State Board of Control ruled that this legislation constituted a reimbursable mandate under
Government Code section 17561. Accordingly, the Commission on State Mandates adopted
Parameters and Guidelines establishing the criteria for reimbursement. The Parameters and
Guidelines provide that a claimant “shall be reimbursed for only those costs incurred for planning the
notification process, revising district procedures, the printing and distribution of notification forms,
and associated record keeping.” Further, the Parameters and Guidelines provides “the Commission
on State Mandates has adopted a uniform cost allowance for reimbursement in lieu of payment of
total actual costs incurred. The uniform cost allowance is based on the number of initial notifications
of truancy distributed pursuant to Education Code Section 48260.5. .. .”

Pursuant to the Parameters and Guidelines, the District filed its claim for the 1998-1999 fiscal year on
January 4, 2000, for the 1999-2000 fiscal year on January 12, 2001, and for the 2000-2001 fiscal year
on December 20, 2001. The SCO issued its final audit report for the 1998-1999 claim on December
13, 2002. The SCO also issued its final audit report for the 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 claims on
December 13, 2002.

The District timely submitted its Incorrect Reduction Claim for each of the three fiscal years on
December 12, 2005. '

! The statute as originally enacted in 1983 only required that the notification to parents include five (5) elements. The
1994 amended added three (3) more required elements. However, for purposes of the claims at issue, as conceded by the
SCO in its final audit reports, the District was only required to notify parents or guardians of the original five (5) elements.
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SUMMARY OF CLAIMS AND SCO FINDINGS
1998-1999 CLAIM PERIOD
District Claim

The District submitted a claim for reimbursement in the amount of $712,167 based on 60,869 truancy
notifications.

SCO Findings

The SCO, in the December 2002 final audit report, concluded that none of the District’s $712,167
claim was allowable and stated that the entire amount should be returned to the State. The SCO found
that the District did not provide any documentation to substantiate any of the claim amounts.
Specifically, the SCO explained:

“The SCO auditors randomly sampled 79 of the 165 school sites that claimed
initial truancy notifications, representing 48% of the population. The sampled
school sites claimed that 27,702 initial truancy notifications were distributed to
the pupil’s parent or guardian. The district did not provide any documentation to
support the claimed number of initial truancy notifications distributed for all the
79 schools sampled. Consequently, the entire claimed number of initial truancy
notification is unsupported and, therefore, unallowable.

The Pupil Service Attendance (PSA) coordinator of the school sites sampled
indicated that the district implemented the notification forms for truancy in
February 2001. The coordinator advised that prior to that month, PSA counselors
contacted parents or guardians through other means such as telephone logs,
attendance records, and the permits to return to classroom (PRC). The district
did not notify pupil’s parents or guardians in initial truancy via_a_letter or
any other official documents as required by Parameters and _Guidelines.
(Emphasis added.)

1999-2000 AND 2000-2001 CLAIM PERIODS

District Claim

The District submitted a claim for reimbursement for the 1999-2000 fiscal year in the amount of
$921,249, based on 75,327 truancy notifications; it submitted a claim for reimbursement for the 2000-

2001 fiscal year in the amount of $974,240, based on 76,531 truancy notifications. The combined
total claim for the two fiscal years was $1,895,489.
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SCO Findings

In its December 2002 final audit report, the SCO concluded $1,877,083 of the claim was unallowable.
The SCO stated that the District had been paid $1,658,746 and should return $1,640,340 to the State.

With regard to the 1999-2000 fiscal year, the SCO stated that it randomly sampled 67 of the 120
school sites that claimed initial truancy notifications, constituting 49,480 distributed notifications.
The SCO found that:

“The district did not provide any documentation to support the claimed number of
initial truancy notifications distributed at 55 of the 67 schools sampled. For the
remaining 12 schools sampled, the district provided 286 letters that contained the
required elements identified in Parameters and Guidelines. Consequently, the
percentage of supported notifications distributed to pupil’s parent or guardian by
the district was 0.58% (286 divided by 49,480).”

With regard to the 2000-2001 fiscal year, the SCO stated that he randomiy sampled 67 of the 120
school sites that claimed initial truancy notifications, constituting 44,676 disttibuted notifications.
The SCO found that:

“The district did not provide any documentation to support the claimed
notifications distributed at 41 of the 67 schools sampled. For the remaining 26
schools sampled, the district provided 598 letters that that contained the required
clements identified in Parameters and Guidelines. Consequently, the percentage
of supported notification distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian by the
district was 1.34% (598 divided by 44,676).”

With regard to both claim years, the SCO further explained:

Pupil Services and Attendance (PSA) counselors and administrators of the school
sites sampled identified various reasons for not distributing initial truancy
notification forms containing the five required elements identified in Parameters
and Guidelines. . . .

Though not reimbursable, the SCO reviewed telephone logs, attendance records,
and PRCs to gain an understanding of the district’s process of notifying a pupil’s
parent or guardian of the required five elements. These records did not support
that the required elements were discussed with the pupil’s parent or guardian.
Furthermore, Parameters and Guidelines require the district to document the five
specified elements on a form that is distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian.
Other reasonable means identified in Parameters and Guidelines relate to the
means of distributing the form (letter) other than by first-class mail, such as
certified mail, overnight mail, etc.”
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DISTRICT POSITION RE INCORRECT REDUCTION

In short, the SCO reduced the District’s claims because the District did not produce a copy of a letter
or other written document provided to the parent or guardian on each instance a parent or guardian
was notified of the pupil’s truancy pursuant to Section 48260.5. The District contends that the
reduction for each of the three claims was incorrect because the SCO failed to appropriately consider
evidence of the District’s compliance with the requirements of Section 48260.5 either a letter or other
written document to the parent or guardian.

The statute does not explicitly require that the notification be by letter or other written document.
Section 48260.5 provides: “Upon a pupil’s initial classification as a truant, the school district shall
notify the pupil’s parent or guardian, by first-class mail or other reasonable means, of the
following: . . .” (Emphasis added.) The Parameters and Guidelines arguably presume that the
notification will be effected through a written form. For example, the Parameters and Guidelines
provide:

V. REIMBURSABLE COSTS

A. Scope of Mandate
The eligible claimant shall be reimbursed for only those costs incurred for planning the
notification process, revising district procedures, the printing and distribution of notification
forms, and associated record keeping.

B. Reimbursable Activities

For each eligible school district the direct and indirect costs of labor, supplies, and services
incurred for the following mandated program activities are reimbursable:

1. Planning and Preparation — One-time

Planning the method of implementation, revising school district policies, and designing
and printing the forms. (Emphasis added.)

However, the Parameters and Guidelines also do not explicitly state that the notification must be by
letter or other written document. Nevertheless, the SCO, relying on the foregoing language in-the
Parameters and Guidelines, takes the position that the notification can only be effected and supported
by a letter or other written form.

The District contends the SCO’s interpretation is inconsistent with the language of the statute. If the

Legislature had intended to limit the means of notification to a letter or other “writing” it could have
done so. The District believes that the SCO’s limited interpretation is inconsistent with the intent of
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the statute and would in fact frustrate the Legislature’s goal in enacting the statute, i.e., to ensure
parents or guardians receive effective notice of the pupil’s attendance issues.

As a result of its limited and incorrect interpretation of the statute, the SCO effectively disregarded all
evidence the District presented to demonstrate it had satisfied the requirements of the statute by
means other than a letter or other writing to the parent or guardian. Specifically, the District
submitted phone logs, attendance records and other documentation in support of the claims. While
the SCO indicates it “reviewed” this evidence, the audit reports suggest that the SCO wholly
disregarded and rejected this evidence.

For these reasons, the District requests the Commission on State Mandates to reverse the audit
findings and award the District the correct claim amount of $2,602,311.

The District does not waive its right to assert any other fact, argument or position in support of the
claims made in this incorrect reduction claim.

The foregoing facts are known to me personally and if so required, I could and would testify to the
statements made herein. 1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California
that the statements made in this document are true and complete to the best of my personal knowledge
and as to all matters, I believe them to be true.

Executed this 20th day of January, 2006, at Los Angeles, California, by:

Ruben Roj
Director of Revenue Enhancement
Los Angeles Unified School District
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Appendix E

State of California

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95814

(916)323-3562

For O#icial Use Only

COMMGWON
LSTATE wanDareS |

Claim No. /)5 — T09/33-T-

INCORRECT REDUCTION.CLAIM FORM

Local Agency or School District Submitting Claim

Los Angeles Unified School District -

Contact Person

Telephone No,

-~

Ruben Rojas

Address
333 So. Beaudry Avenue
27th Floor, Suite 114
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Represantative Qrganization to be Notified O R IG' N A L

Same as above
Additional Notification: Lozano Smith, At

Attn: Trevin E. ta Monica, CA
————— 00405

This claim alleges an incorrect reduction of a reimbursement claim rea witn the state Controlier's Office pursuant to section 17661 of
the Government Code. This incorrect reduction claim is filed pursuant to section 17551(b) of the Government Code.

CLAIM IDENTIFICATION: Specify Statute or Executive Order

Notifigcation of Truancy - Chapter 498. Statues of 1983
Fiscal Year* Amount of the Incorrect Reduction
98-99 $712,167.
99-00 $915,904.
00-01 $724,436.

*More than one fiscal year may be claimed.
IMPORTANT: PLEASE SEE INSTRUCTIONS AND FILING REQUIREMENTS FOR COMPLETING AN

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM ON THE REVERSE SIDE,

Name and Title of Authorized Representative

Telephone No.

Ruben Rojas o -
Director, Revenue Enhancement { 213) 241-3859
o Dale

Signature of Authorized Representative

‘/_j Ez(iiz\ . |
12212105

\ -8l -
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NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY

1. Summary of Chapter 498/83

On November 29, 1984, the State Board of Control (successor agency is the Commission On
State Mandates) determined that Education Code Section 48260.5, as added by Chapter 498,
statutes of 1983, constitutes a State mandate because it requires school districts to perform
an increased level of service. Education Code 48260.5 requires school districts, upona
pupil’s initial classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s parent or guardian by first-class
mail or other reasonable means of (1) the pupil’s truancy; (2) that the parent or guardian is
obligated to compel the attendance of the pupil at school; and (3) that parents or guardians
who fall to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and subject to prosecution pur-
suant to Article 6 (commencing with section 48290) of Chapter 2 of Part 27.

Additionally, the district must inform parents and guardians of: (1) alternative educational
programs available in the district, and (2) the right to meet with appropriate school personnel
to discuss solutions to the pupil’s truancy.

e A truancy occurs when a student is absent from school without valid excuse three (3)
days or is tardy in excess of thirty (30) minutes on each of more than three (3) days in
one school year. (Definition from Education Code Section 48260.)

e A student shall be initially classified as truant upon the third unexcused absence, and
the school must at that time perform the requirements mandated in Education Code
48260.5 as enacted by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983.

2. Eligible Claimants

Any school district or county office of education which incurs increased costs as a result of
this mandate is eligible to claim reimbursement of those costs.

3.  Appropriations

Claims may only be filed with the State Controller's Office for programs that have been
funded in the state budget or in special legislation. To determine funding availability for the
current fiscal year, refer to the schedule "Appropriations for State Mandated Cost Programs"
in the "Annual Claiming Instructions for State Mandated Costs" issued in mid-September of
each year to superintendents of schools.

4, Types of Claims

A. Reimbursement and Estimate Claims

An eligible claimant may file a reimbursement claim or an estimated claim as specified
below. A reimbursement claim detalls the costs actually incurred for the previous fiscal
year. An estimated claim shows the costs to be incurred for the current fiscal year.

e A claim for reimbursement or an estimate must exceed $200 per fiscal year. However,
a county superintendent of schools, as fiscal agent for the school district, may submit
a combined claim in excess of $200 on behalf of school districts within the county even
if the individual district's claim does not exceed $200. A combined claim must show
the individual claim costs for each school district. Once a combined claim is filed, all
subsequent claims for the same mandate must be filed in the combined form. A schoo!
district may withdraw from the combined claim form by providing a written notice to the
county superintendent of schools and to the Controller, at least 180 days prior to the
deadline for filing the claim, of its intent to file a separate claim.

Revised 10/95 Chapter 498/83, Page 1 of 3
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Filing Deadline

Refer to item 3 "Appropriations" to determine if the program is funded for the current fis-
cal year. If funding is available, an estimated claim may be flled as follows:

e An estimated claim must be filed with the State Controll'er's Office and postmarked by
November 30 of the fiscal year in which costs are to be incurred. Timely filed estimated
claims will be paid before late claims.

After having received payment for an estimated claim, the claimant must file a reimbur-
sement claim by November 30 of the following fiscal year. if the district fails to file a
reimbursement claim, monies received must be returned to the State. If no estimate
claim was filed, the district may file a reimbursement claim detailing the actual costs in-
curred for the fiscal year, provided there was an appropriation for the program for that
fiscal year. See item3 above.

e A reimbursement claim must be filed with the State Controller's Office and postmarked
by November 30 following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred. If the claim is
filed after the deadiine but by November 30 of the succeeding fiscal year, the approved
claim will be reduced by 10% but not to exceed $1,000. If the claimis filed more than
one year after the deadline, the claim cannot be accepted.

5.  Reimbursable Components

Eligible claimants will be reimbursed on a unit cost basis for an initial notice to the parents or
guardian regarding the pupil's truancy. For the 1994/85 fiscal year the unit rate is $10.83 per
an initial notice. The unit rate is adjusted annually by the changes in the implicit price

B.
C.
D

E.

deflator and covers all direct and Indirect costs of the following on-going activities:
A. :

Identifying the truant pupil,

Prepare and mail the truancy notice to the parents or guardian,
Print additional forms,

Recording and

Filing.

6. Reimbursement Limitations

A

This program does not provide reimbursement for activities related to resolving truancy
problems (i.e., referrals to attendance review board, meetings with parents or guardian
to discuss the pupil’s truancy problems and/or discuss alternative educational
programs, etc.).

Reimbursements the claimant received from any source (i.e., federal, other State
programs, foundations, etc.) as a result of this mandate, must be deducted from the
amount claimed.

7. Claiming Forms and Instructions

A.

Hlustration of Claim Forms

The diagram entitled, "lllustration of Claim Forms', provides a graphical presentation of
forms required to be filed with a claim. A claimant may submit computer generated
reports in substitution of form FAM-27 and form NOT-1, provided the format of the
report and data fields contained within the report are identical to the claim forms in-
cluded in this chapter. The claim forms provided in this chapter should be duplicated
and used by the claimant to file an estimated or reimbursement claim. The State

Chapter 498/83, Page 2 of 3 Revised 10/95
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Controller's Office will revise the manual and claim forms as necessary. 1n such
instances, new replacement forms will be mailed to claimants.

For audit purposes, all supporting documents must be retained for a period of two years
after the end of the calendar year in which the reimbursement claim was filed or last
amended, whichever is later. Such documents shall be made available to the State
Controller's Office on request.

B. Form NOT-1, Claim Summary

This form is used to compute the amount of claimable costs based on the number of
reports forwarded to the govemning board with the recommendation not to expel the
student. The claimant must give the number of truant notifications. The cost data on
this form is carried forward to form FAM-27.

C. Form FAM-27, Claim for Payment

Form FAM-27 contains a certification that must be signed by an authorized
representative of the district. All applicable information from form NOT-1 must be
carried forward to this form for the State Controller's Office to process the claim for
payment.

lllustration of Claim Forms

Form NOT-1
Claim Summary

A

FAM-27
Claim
for Payment

Chapter 498/83, Page 3 of 3 Revised 10/96
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frmm rmeen)

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT For State Controller Use Only Program
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program Number 00048
20) Date Filed ____/ I 48
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY |70 Daterie 0
. () LRSInput /[ ___ :
{01) Claimant ldentification Number Reimbursement Claim Data
(02) Claimant Name
(22) NOT-1, (03)
County of Location 23)
Street Address or P.O. Box Suite
(24)
City State Zip Code 25)
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim | (26)
{03) Estimated [1 | Reimbursement [ |7
(04) Combined [ 1(10) Combined [ s
(05) Amended O l¢1y Amended O ley
Fiscal Year of Cost ) 20 _Jj20_ _ jua 20___J/20___ |co
Total Claimed Amount | (07) (13) @1)
Less: 10% Late Penalty, not to exceed $1,000 (14) ’ (32)
Less: Prior Claim Payment Received (15) (33)
Net Claimed Amount (16) (34)
Due to Claimant (08) (17 (35)
Due to State (18) (36)

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code § 17561, | certify that | am the officer authorized by the local agency to file claims
with the State of California for costs mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not
violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1096, inclusive. .

| 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 mandated by Chapter
498, Statutes of 1983.

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or actual
costs for the mandated program of Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, set forth on the attached statements.

Signature of Authorized Officer } Date

Type or Print Name ’ Titte
ﬁ&) Name of Contact Person for Claim

Telephone Number  ( ) - _ Ext.

E-Mail Address
Form FAM-27 (Revised 9/01) : ~ Chapter 498/83
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Program NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY
s . FORM
Certification Claim Form
. FAM-27
Instructions
(01) Leave blank.
(02) A set of malling labels with the claimant's 1.D. number and address was enclosed with the leter regarding the claiming

instructions. The malling labels are designed to speed processing and prevent common errors that delay payment. Affix a label in

the space shown on form FAM-27. Cross out any errors and print the correct information on the label. Add any missing address
items, except county of location and a person's name. If you did not receive labels, print or type your agency's mailing address.

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

(04) If filing an original estimated claim on pehalf of districts within the county, enter an "X" in the box on line (04) Combined.

(05) If filing an amended or combined claim, enter an "X" in the box on line (05) Amended. Leave boxes (03) and (04) btank.

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

07) Enter the amount of estimated claim. If the estimate exceeds the previous year's actual costs by more than 10%, complete form
NOT-t and enter the amount from line (08).

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

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

(10) If filing an original reimbursement claim on behalf of districts within the county, enter an "X" in the box on line (10) Combined.

(11) If filing an amended or a combined claim on behalf of districts within the county, 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 reimbursement claim from form NOT-1, line (08).

(14} 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. Enter either the product of muitiplying fine (13) by the factor 0.10 (10% penalty) or $1,000, whichever
is less.

(15) If filing a reimbursement claim and a claim was previously filed for the same fiscal year, enter the-amount received for the claim.
Otherwise, enter a zero. .

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

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

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

(19) to (21) Leave biank. i

(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., NOT-1, (08), means the information is located on form NOT-1, line (3). 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 "Cetification 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 a signed
certification.

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

SUBMIT A SIGNED, ORIGINAL FORM FAM-27 WITH ALL OTHER FORMS AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS (NO COPIES
NECESSARY) TO:
Address, if delivered by U.S. Postal Service: Address, if delivered by other delivery service:
OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER
ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section
Division of Accounting and Reporting Division of Accounting and Reporting
P.0. Box 942850 3301 C Street, Suite 500
Sacramento, CA 94250 Sacramento, CA 95816
Form FAM-27 (Revised 9/01) ‘ Chapter 498/83
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Program ‘ MANDATED COSTS FORM
0 48 NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Claimant » (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year
Reimbursement. [
Estimated 1 20__./20___
Claim Statistics
(03) Number of truant notifications
Cost
(04) Unit Cost per an initial truancy notification [$12.73 for the 2000-01 fiscal year]
(05) Total Costs : {Line (03) x fine (04)}]
Cost Reduction
(06) Less: Offsetting Savings
(07) Less: Other Reimbursements
(08) Total Claimed Amount [Line (05) — {line (08) + line (07)}]
Revised 9/01 Chapter 498/83

85



State Controller’s Office Schoo! Mandated Cost Manual

Program NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY

0 4 8 CLAIM SUIYIMARY NOT-1
_ _ Instructions

FORM

(01)

(02)

(05)
(06)

(07)

(08)

Enter the name of the claimant.

Type of Claim. Check a box, Reimbursement or Estimated, to identify the type of claim being filed.
Enter the fiscal year of costs. ‘

Form NOT-1 must filed for a reimbursement claim. Do not complete form NOT-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 NOT-1 must
be completed and a statement attached explaining the increased costs. Without this information the
high estimated claim will automatically be reduced to 110% of the previous fiscal year's actual costs.

Number of truant notifications. Enter the number of initial notifications sent upon the student's fourth
unexcused absence to inform the parent or guardian of their child's absence from school without a valid
excuse or is tardy in excess of thirty (30) minutes for more than three days in one school year.

Unit cost rate for the 2000-01 fiscal year is $12.73 per initial notification. This cost rate will be updated
yearly and listed in the annual updates to claiming instructions mailed to school districts in September.

Total Costs. Multiply line (03) by the unit cost rate, line (04).

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. :

Less: Other Reimbursements. If applicable, enter the amount of other reimbursements received from
any source (i.e., service fees collected, federal funds, other state funds etc.,) which reimbursed any
portion of the mandated program. Submit a detailed schedule of the reimbursement sources and
amounts. v : '

Total Claimed Amount. Subtract the sum of Offsetting Savings, line (06), and Other Reimbursements,
fine (07), from Total Costs, line (05). Enter the remainder of this line and carry the amount forward to
form FAM-27, line (07) for the Estimated Claim or line (13) for the Reimbursement Claim.

Revised 9/01 ' : Chapter 498/83
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LOS ANGELES UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT

Audit Report
| NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY PROGRAM
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983

July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999
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KATHLEEN CONNEILL
California State Controller

December 2002
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KATHLEEN CONNELL
Tontroller of the Ftate of Talifornia
December 13, 2002

Roy Romer, Supérintendent

Los Atigeles Unified School stmc.t
333 South Beaudry Avenue, 24" Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr: Romer:

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) has completed an'audit of the claim filed by the Los Angeles
Unified School District for costs of the legislatively mundated Natification of Truaney Progam
{Chapter 498, Statites of 1983) for the period of July'1, 1998, through June 30, 1999,

The distriet claimed and was paid $712,167 for the mandated program. The $CO audit disclosed
that none of the claimed costs are allowable because the district did not provide any documentation
to support the claimed. number 6f notification of truancy forms-distributed 1o the pupxl $ parent or
guardian, Consequently, the total amount should be retumed to the State,

The $CO has established an‘informal audif review process to resolve o dispute of facts. The audiice
should submit, in wntmg, arequest for areview. and all-information pemncnt to-thedi qputzd TN
within 60 days after receiving the final report. The request and supporting docimentation should be
submitted to: Richard J. Chivaro, Chief Counsel, State Controller’s Office, Post Office Box
942850, bacramemo CA 94250-()001

If you have any questions, please contact Walter Barnes, Chief Deputy State Controller Finance, at
(916) 445-3028.

Sincerely,

KATHLEEN CONNELL
Staic Controller

1 SACRAMENTO 300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850, Sacramento. CA 95814 (916) 445-2636
- M.dlim‘ Addreas PO Box 94"%() Sacrumnm CA 94250
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Roy Romer, Superintendent -2-

KC:jj/ams

cc: Joseph Zeronian, Ed.D.

Chief Financial Officer

Los Angeles Unified School District
Yoshiko Fong, Controller

Los Angeles Unified School District
Darlene P. Robles, Ph.D.

County Superintendent of Scheols

Los Angeles County Office of Education
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

Audit Report

Summary

Background

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) has completed an audit of the claim
filed by the Los Angeles Unified School District for costs of the
legislatively mandated Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498,
Statutes of 1983), for the period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999.
The last day of fieldwork was September 30, 2002.

The district claimed and was paid $712,167 for the mandated program.
The SCO audit disclosed that none of the claimed costs are allowable
because the district did not provide any supporting documentation to
support the claimed number of notification of truancy forms distributed
to the pupil’s parent or guardian. Consequently, the total amount should
be returned to the State. '

In 1983, the State enacted Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, requiring that
special notifications be sent to the parents or guardians of pupils upon
initial classification of truancy.

The legislation requires school districts, upon a pupil’s initial
classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s parent or guardian by
first-class mail or other reasonable means of: (1) the pupil’s truancy; (2)
the parent’s or guardian’s obligation fo compel the attendance of the
pupil at school; and (3) a warning that parents or guardians who fail to
meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and subject to
prosecution. : ‘

In addition, the legislation requires the district to inform parents and
guardians of (1) alternative educational programs available in the
district; and (2) the right to meet with appropriate school personnel to
discuss solutions to the pupil’s truancy. A truancy occurs when a student
is absent from school without a valid excuse for more than three days or
is tardy in excess of 30 minutes on each of more than three days in one
school year. '

On November 29, 1984, the State Board of Control (now the
Commission on State Mandates) ruled that Chapter 498, Statutes of
1983, imposed a state mandated upon school districts and county offices
of education reimbursable under Government Code Section 17561.

Parameters and Guidelines, adopted by the Commission on State
Mandates, establishes the state mandate and defines criteria for
reimbursement. In compliance with Government Code Section 17558,
the SCO issues claiming instructions for each mandate requiring state
reimbursement to assist school districts and local agencies in claiming
reimbursable costs.

Kathleen Conndl+ California State Controller -1
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Objective,
Scepe, and
Methodology

Conclusion

Views of
Responsible
Official

The objective of the audit was to determine whether costs claimed are
increased costs incurred as a result of the legislatively mandated
Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983), for the
period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999.

The auditors performed the following procedures:

e Reviewed the costs claimed to determine if they were increased costs
resulting from the mandated program;

e Traced the costs claimed to the supporting documentation to determine
whether the costs were properly supported;

o Confirmed that the costs claimed were not funded by another éource; and

e Reviewed the costs claimed to determine that the costs were not
unreasonable and/or excessive.

The SCO conducted the audit in accordance with Government Auditing
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. The
SCO did not audit the district’s financial statements. The scope was limited
to planning and performing audit procedures necessary to obtain reasonable
assurance concemning the allowability of expenditures claimed for
reimbursement. Accordingly, transactions were examined, on a test basis, to
determine whether the amounts claimed for reimbursement were supported.

Review of the district’s management controls was limited to gaining an
understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as
necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures.

The SCO audit disclosed an instance of noncompliance with the
requirements outlined above. This instance is described in the Finding and
Recommendation section of this report and in the accompanying Summary
of Program Costs (Schedule 1).

For fiscal year 1998-99, the district was paid $712,167 by the State. The

audit disclosed that none of the claimed costs are allowable. The total
amount paid should be returned to the State.

The SCO issued a draft report on November 1, 2002. Joseph Zeronian,

"Chief Financial Officer, responded by attached letter dated
~ November 25, 2002, disagreeing with the audit results. The district’s

response is included as an attachment to this final audit report.

Kathieen Conndli + C‘alzﬁmia State Controller 2
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Restricted Use This report is solely for the information and use of the Los Angeles Unified
' School District, the Los Angeles County Office of Education, and the SCO;
it is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these
specified parties. This restriction is not intended to limit distiibution of this
report, which is 4 matter of public record.

WALTER BARNES
Chief Deputy State Controller, Finance
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Finding and Recommendation

FINDING — The district did not provide documentation to substantiate any of the
claimed costs for initial truancy notifications, totaling $712,167, for the
period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999.

Overclaimed
number of initial
truancy notification

forms distributed The SCO auditors randomly sampled 79 of the 165 school sites that claimed

initial truancy notification, representing 48% of the population. The sampled
school sites claimed that 27,702 initial truancy notifications were distributed
to the pupil’s parent or guardian. The district did not provide any
documentation to support the claimed number of initial truancy notifications
distributed for all the 79 schools sampled. Consequently, the entire claimed
number of initial truancy notification is unsupported and, therefore,
unallowable.

The Pupil Service Attendance (PSA) coordinator of the school sites
sampled indicated that the district implemented the notification forms for
truancy in February 2001. The coordinator advised that prior to that
month, PSA counselors contacted parents or guardians through other
means such as telephone logs, attendance records, and permits to return
to classroom (PRC). The district did not notify pupils’ parents or
guardians of initial truancy via a letter or any other official documents as
required by Parameters and Guidelines.

Though not reimbursable, the SCO reviewed telephone logs, attendance
records, and PRCs to gain an understanding of the district’s process of
notifying a pupil’s parent or guardian of the required five specific
elements. These record did not support that the required elements were
discussed with the pupil’s parent or guardian. Furthermore, Parameters
and Guidelines requires the district to document the five specific
elements on a form that is distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian.
Other reasonable means identified in Parameters and Guidelines relate to
the means of distributing the form (letter) other than by first-class mail,
such as certified mail, overnight mail, etc.

Parameters and Guidelines, adopted by the State Board of Control (now
the Commission on State Mandates) on November 29, 1984, allows the
district to be reimbursed for claimed costs by a uniform cost allowance if
the initial truancy notification forms distributed to the pupil’s parent or
guardian contain five specific elements. Education Code Section
482605 was amended by Chapter 1023, Status of 1984, (effective
January 1, 1995) to require eight specific elements. However, since
Darameters and Guidelines has not been amended, the claimant
continues to be reimbursed if it complies with the five specific elements
in the guidelines.

Parameters and Guidelines, Section I, requires, “. .. school districts,
upon the pupil’s initial classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s
parent or guardian, by first-class mail or other reasonable means, of (1)
the pupil truancy; (2) that the parent or guardian is obligated to compel
the attendance of the pupil at school; and (3) that parents or guardians

Kathleen Connell + California State Controller 4
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who fail to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and
subject to prosecution pursuant to Article 6 (commencing with Section
48290) of Chapter 2 of part 27.” Furthermore, the guidelines state,
« . district must inform parents and guardians of (1) altemative
educational programs available in the district; and (2) the right to meet
with appropriate school personnel to discuss solutions to the pupil’s
truancy.”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.A., states, “ The eligible claimant
shall be reimbursed for only those costs incurred for . . . the printing and
distribution of notification forms. . . .”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.B.1., states that the claimant shall
be reimbursed for “Planning the method of implementation, revising
school district policies, and designing and printing the forms.”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.B.2., states that the ¢laimant shall
be reimbursed for “Identifying the truant pupils to receive the
notification, preparing and distributing by mail or other method the
forms to parents/guardians. .. .”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.C., states, “The uniform cost
allowance is based on the number of initial notifications of truancy
distributed pursuant to Education Code Section 48260.5, Chapter 498,
Statues of 1983. For fiscal year 1992-93, the uniform cost allowanoce is
$10.21 per initial notification of truancy distributed. The cost allowance
shall be adjusted each subsequent year by the Implicit Price Deflator.

Parameters and Guidelines, Section VIL, states, “For audit purpose,
documents must be kept on file for a period of 3 years from the date of
final payment by the State Controller. . ..”

A summary of the unallowable costs is as follows:

FY 1998-
99
Number of notifications claimed 60,869
Uniform costs allowance § 11.70
Total costs $712,167

Recommendation

The district should develop and implement an adequate accounting and
reporting system to ensure that it claims only initial notification of
truancy letters distributed to pupils’ parents or guardians that contain all
required elements. Although Parameters and Guidelines requires only
five specific elements to be subject to reimbursement, Education Code
Section 48260.5 requires eight specific elements for the district to
comply with statutory requirements.

In addition, the district should establish policies and procedures to ensure
that all costs claimed are supported.

Kathleen Conndl+ Colifornia State Controller 5
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Auditee’s Response

The letter confirming the 1998-99 audit for NOT was dated August 13,
2002, 3 years and 2 months after the end of the 1998-99 fiscal year.
The audits for NOT for the two later fiscal years 19992000 and 2000-
2001 were requested on January 10, 2002, seven months earlier. The
school district has a retention policy of 3 years; therefore, the
documentation requested for the 1998-99 fiscal year was beyond the
record retention policy for the District and had been destroyed. If the
request for the documentation had been received earlier, the
documentation may have been made available.

" We questioned why the 1998-99 NOT documentation was not
originally requested along with the other two years. Stephanie Woo,
auditor for the SCO, responded during the enirance conference on
August 13,2002, that she had forgotten to include the 1998-99 year.

During the course of this andit there have been discussions between the
SCO and District staff regarding the parameters and guidelines of the
Notification of Truancy (NOT) mandate. There are major differences
between the SCO and the LAUSD with regard to the appropriate
method of notifying the pupils’ guardians and the elements required in
this notification. ‘

The auditors only wanted to see letters for NOT. No other
documentation was acceptable to them. However, the following
sections of the Parameters and Guidelines relate to - acceptable
documentation:

VI 4. Uniform Allowance Reimbursement

Documentation which indicates the total rumber of initial
notifications of truancy distributed.

VII B, Reimbursement of Unique Costs

In addition to maintaining the sume documentation as required for
uniform cost allowance reimbursement, all costs claimed must be
traceable to source documents undlor worksheets that show
evidence of the validity of such costs.

Worksheets were not considered an acceptable sowce of
documentation by the auditors, only letters with the five elements.

The District does not agree with any portion of this draft andit report
and plans to appeal the SCO’s decision to disallow the entire claim.

SCO Comments
The finding and recommendation remain unchanged.
The SCO comments are presented in the order presented by the district. The

district did not provide any additional documentation to support the
unallowable costs.

Kathleen Conndl + Californix State Controller 6
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The FY 1998-99 claim was filed January 14, 2000. Parameters and
Guidelines states that documents must be maintained in accordance with
statutory provisions. The SCO commenced the audit within two years
after the end of the calendar year in which the reimbursement claim was
filed as required by Government Code Section 17558.5. The district is
responsible to ensure documentation is maintained to support claimed
costs. Per discussion with one of the district’s PSA coordinators, letters
were not distributed to pupils’ parents or guardians until January 2001.

The SCO initiated an audit of the reimbursement claim for FY 1998-99
because of the results of the SCO audit for FY 1999-2000 and FY
2000-01. In that audit, most of the claimed costs were not supported.

The SCO followed the Parameters and Guidelines in determining -
allowable costs. Section 1, Summary of Mandate, allows notification of
an initial truancy by first-class mail or other reasonable means (such as
certified mail, overnight mail, etc.). Sections V.A., V.B.1,, and V.B 2.
allow a district to be reimbursed a specified amount for every initial
truancy notification form (letter) distributed to a pupil’s parent or
guardian that contains five specified elements identified in the
Parameters and Guidelines.

The only support provided by the district for FY 1998-99 claimed costs
was the filed claim. The district did not provide the SCO with any other
information supporting the nurrber of notifications claimed by schools or
that those notifications were distributed to the schools. Though not
reimbursable, the SCO auditors reviewed telephone logs, attendance
records, and other records during the course of the audit for FY

~1999-2000 and FY 2000-01 to determine if the five required elements

were discussed. The review of these records did not support that the
required elements were discussed. The finding has been updated to
clarify this point.

The district’s reference to worksheets relates to reimbursement of any
unique costs the claimant incurred in excess of the uniform cost
allowance it receives for every initial truancy notification form
distributed to a pupil’s parent or guardian. The district did not request
reimbursement of unique costs. Even if worksheets are provided, the
district would still need to validate the information.

Eathleen Conndl+ California State Controller T
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Schedule 1—

Summary of Program Costs

July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999

Cost Elements

July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999

Number of notifications
TUniform cost allowance

Total costs

Less amount paid by the State

Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed

! See the Finding and Recommendation section.

98

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit  Adjustment !
60,869 —  (60869)
$ 1170 $ 1170 0§ 1170
$ 712167 — $(712167)
(712,167)
$ 712,167

Eathleen Connell + California State Controller 8
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Los Angeles Unified School District
Office of the Chief Financial Officer

RO IOMER JOSEPE B 2BRONIAN
© Superintendent Qf Sehools Chief Fimometal Officee

November 25,2002

M. Jitst L. Spario, Chief
Comyhanw Aundits Buréau
ntroller's Office

Sdcrumenm, € 9425(}~58?4

BE: AUDITOF LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
LEAIVEEOR-COSTS OF THENGTICE OF TRUANC 'PROGR AM»
FORTHE PERIOD OF JULY'1, 1998, THROUGH JUNE 30,1999,

Dear Mr. Spano:

“This Jetter is in response to the deaft audit report; dated November 1, 2002; for the:
‘Notification of Truancy Program (NOT; andated cost elaim for ;998 -99 filed by
thie Los Angeles Unified School District. (LAUSD)

mandamd program: “The ﬁtaw Coutroller s

'_ ‘not provide any ducuuwntanqu 0 xuypou ﬂ"e almed\,
fication forms: disteibuted evpugaxls parents or guardxaus

’aeven months earlier. Theschoal district has a retentmn pcitcy of3 yeavs, thmfore,
the documentauon tequested fur the 199899 fiscal ‘year wis’ ‘beyond ‘the tecord
retention policy for the District #nd had beeri destroyed. If the request for the
documentation had been: seceived eurlier, the decinieniation miy have been made
‘Available

{HTSRIM BUINEST ARRVICE CENTER, I55 & Grind Ave. Lon Angbied CA D051 & Siaitiog Acddeson: Bow $19904, Lok Avipoine, COX 00051 150% # Tulioghone (3135 €33-8600 ¢ Py (13) $33- 8054
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R

Mr.-Jim Spano
Fage 2

- November 23, 2002

We questioted Why the 1998-99 NOT documentation was-not ongmaiiy requested
along with the other two years. Siéphanie Woo, auditor for.the SCO, responded
durmg the entrance conference on August 13, 2002, that she had forgotten to inclide
the 1998-99 year,

During the cowrse of this audit there have been discussions between the $CO and

District staff regarding the parameters and guidelines of the Notification of Truancy

{NOT) mandate. There are major differences between the SCO and the LAUSD with

regard 10 the appropriate method of notifying the pupﬂs parents or guardians avd the
elements required in this notlht.atwn.

The auditors only wanted to see letlers for NOT. Nu other documentation was
acceptable to them. However, the following ‘sections of the Parameters and
Guidelines relate to acceptable documeniation:

VI 4. Uniform Allowance Reimbursement

Documenmiation which indicates the total number of initial notifications of
truancy distributed.

VII B. Reimbursement of Unigue Costs
In addition to maintaining the same documentation as reguired for uniform

- cost allowance reimbursement, all costs claimed must be raceable 1o source
doc'uments nd/pr worksheots that show evidence of the validity ¢

© Worksheets were not considered an scoeptable source of documentation by the

auditors, only letters with the five elements.

The District does not agree with any portion of this draft audit report and plans t0
appeal the SCO’s decision to disallow the entire ¢laim,

We appreciate your giving us the opportunity to respond to this draft sudit report, 1f
you have any questions, please call Yoshi Fong at (213) 633-7801,

" Sincerely,

e Yoshiko Fong
Eileen Okazaki
Aurora Costales
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~ KATHLEEN CONNELL
Uondroller of the State of Culifornia
December 13, 2002

Roy Romer. Superiitendent

Liss Angelés Unified Sehoal sttrmt
333 South Beaudry Avenue, 24™ Floor
Loz Angeles. CA 90017

Dear Mr. Romer:

The State Controller's Office: (%C‘O) ‘has completed an audif of the claims filed by the Los Angelss
[inified School District for costs:of the legislatively: mandated Notification of Truancy Program
{Chupter 498, Smtutx:ﬁ o£1983) for the period of July 1, 1999, through: June 30, 2001..

“I'he district claimed $1,895,489 for the mandated program. The SCO audit diselosed that §18.406
ivallowable and $1.877.083 s unallowahle. The unallowable costs occurred because the distriet
significantly overstated the number of notification of truancy forms distributed 1o the pupil’s
parent or guardian. The district was paid $1,658,746. Consequently, theamount paid h:excess of
allowable costs claimed, tofaling $1.640,340, shiould be réturned to-the State.

The §CO has established an informal audit revigw process to resolvea dispute of facts, The duditee
should submit, in writing, a request fora review and: All informution pertinent 1o the disputed issues
within 60 days after receiving the final report. The request and supporting documentation should be
submifted to: Richard J. Chivaro, Chiet Counsel, State Controller’s Office. Post Office Box
942850, Sacramento, CA 94250-0001.

If you have any questions, please contact Walter Barnes, Chief Deputy State Controller, Finance, at
(916} 445-3028. '

Sinccrcly,
hA’THLEE\ CONNELL

‘State Controller

T SACRAMENTO 300 Capitol Mall Suite 1850, Sacramento, CA 95814 (916) 445-2636
i Mailing Address: P.O. Box 942850, Sucramento, CA 94230
g IOS AT\GELF? a0 ("nrpﬂrue Pointe, %mre 1150, Culver City, CA 90230 {310y 342- Sh?{-ﬂ
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Roy Romer, Superintendent -2-

KC:jj/ams

cc: Joseph Zeronian, EA.D

Chief Financial Officer

Los Angeles Unified School District
Yoshiko Fong, Controller

Los Angeles Unified School District
Darline P. Robles, Ph.D.

County Superintendent of Schools

Los Angeles County Office of Education
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

Audit Report

Summary

Backgrdund_

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) has completed an audit of the claims
filed by the Los Angeles Unified School District, for costs of the
legislatively mandated Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498,
Statutes of 1983) for the period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001. The
Tast day of fieldwork was July 25, 2002.

The district claimed $1,895,489 for the mandated program. The SCO audit
disclosed that $18,406 is allowable and $1,877,083 is unallowable. The
unallowable costs occurred primarily because the district significantly
overstated the number of notification of truancy forms distributed to the
pupil’s parent or guardian. The district was paid $1,658,746.
Consequently, the amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed,
totaling $1,640,340, should be returned to the State.

In 1983, the State enacted Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, requiring that
special notifications be sent to the parents or guardians of pupils upon initial
classification of truancy.

The legislation requires school districts, upon 2 pupil’s initial classification
as a truant, to notify the pupil’s parent or guardian by first-class mail or
other reasonable means of: (1) the pupil’s truancy; (2) the parent’s or
guardian’s obligation to compel the attendance of the pupil at school; and
(3) a warning that parents or guardians who fail to meet this obligation may
be guilty of an infraction and be subject to prosecution.

 In addition, the legislation requires the district to inform parents and

guardians of: (1) alternative educational programs available in the district;
and (2) the right to meet with appropriate school persomnel to discuss
solutions to the pupil’s truancy. A truancy occurs when 2 student is absent
from school without a valid excuse for more than three days or is tardy in
excess of 30 minutes on each of more than three days in one school year.

On Novemiber 29, 1984, the State Board of Control (now the Commission
on State Mandates) ruled that Chapter 498, Statutes 0f 1933 imposed a state
mandate upon school districts and county offices of education reimbursable
under Government Code Section 17561.

Parameters and Guidelines, adopted by the Commission on State
Mandates, establishes the state mandate and defines criteria for
reimbursement. In compliance with Government Code Section 17558,
the SCO issues claiming instructions for each mandate requiring state
reimbursement to assist school districts and local agencies in claiming
reimbursable costs.

Kathleen Conndl+ Colifornia State Controlier 1
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Notification of Truancy Program

Objective,
Scope, and
Methodology

Conclusion

The objective of the audit was to determine whether costs claimed are
increased costs incurred as a tesult of the legislatively mandated
Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983) for the
period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001.

The auditors performed the following procedurés:

e Reviewed the costs claimed to determine if they were increased costs
resulting from the mandated program;

o Traced the costs claimed to the supporting documentation to determine
whether the costs were properly supported;

e Confirmed that the costs claimed were not funded by another source; and

e Reviewed the costs claimed to determine that the costs were mot
unreasonable and/or exoessive.

The SCO conducted the audit in accordance with Government Auditing
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. The
SCO did not audit the district’s financial statements. The scope was limited
to planning and performing audit procedures necessary to obtain reasonable

‘assurance concerning the allowability of expenditures claimed for

reimbursement. Accordingly, transactions were examined, on a test basis, to
determine whether the amounts claimed for reimbursement were supported.

Review of the district’s management controls was limited to gaining an
understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as
necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures.

The SCO audit disclosed an instance of noncompliance with the
requirements outlined above. The instance is described in the Finding and
Recommendation section of this report.and in the accompanying Summary
of Program Costs (Schedule 1).

For the audit period, the Los Angeles Unified School District claimed
$1,895,489 for costs of the legislatively mandated Notification of Truancy
Program. The SCO audit disclosed that $18,406 is allowable and
$1,877,083 is unallowable.

For fiscal yéar (F Y) 1999-2000, the district was paid $921,249 by the State.
The audit disclosed that $5,345 is allowable. The amount paid in excess of
allowable costs claimed, totaling $915,904, should be returned to the State.

For BY 2000-01, the district was paid $737,497 by the State. The audit
disclosed that $13,061 is allowable. The amount paid in excess of allowable

costs claimed, totaling $724,436, should be returned to the State.

Kathieen Conndl+ California State Controller 2
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Views of The SCO issued a draft eport on October 3, 2002. Joseph Zeronian,
Responsible Chief Financial Officer, responded by letter dated November 14, 2002,

. disagrecing with the audit results. The district’s response is included as
Official aglocnig P

an attachment to this final audit report.

Restricted Use This report is solely for the information and use of the Los Angeles Unified
School District, the Los Angeles County Office of Education, and the SCO;
it is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these
specified parties. This restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this
report, which is a matter of public record.

W oy

WALTER BARNES
Chief Deputy State Coniroller, Finance
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Finding and Recommendation

FINDING — The district did not provide documentation to substantiate a significant
Overclaimed - portion of claimed costs for initial truancy notifications. A summary of

number of initial the variance in claimed costs is as follows:

truancy notification

A FY 1999-2000 FY 2000-01 Total
forms distributed
Claimed costs ) $ 921,249 $974,240 $1,895,489
Supported costs - (5,345) (13,061) (18,406)
Unsupported costs $ 915,904 $961,179 $1,877,083

For FY 1999-2000, the SCO auditors randomly sampled 67 of the 120
school sites that claimed initial truancy notifications, representing 56%
of the population. The sampled school sites claimed that 49,480 initial
truancy notifications were distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian.
The district did not provide any documentation to support the claimed
number of initial truancy notifications distributed at 55 of the 67 schools
sampled. For the remaining 12 schools sampled, the district provided 286
letters that contained the required elements identified in Parameters and
Guidelines. Consequently, the percentage of supported notifications
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian by the district was 0.58%
(286 divided by 49,480). The percentage of initial truancy notifications
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian that was not supported by the
district was 99.42%.

For FY 19992000, the district claimed that 75,327 initial truancy
notifications at the 120 schools were distributed to the pupil’s parent or
guardian. Based on the results of the SCO sample, the district supported that
only 437 notifications were distributed, a difference of 74,890. For FY
1999-2000, Parameters and Guidelines allows the district to be reimbursed
$12.23 for every form distributed. Consequently, unallowable costs total
- $915,904 (74,890 multiplied by $12.23).

For FY 2000-01, the SCO auditors randomly sampled 67 of the 120
school sites that claimed initial truancy notifications, representing 56%
of the population. The sampled school sites claimed that 44,676 initial
truancy notifications were distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian.
The district did not provide any documentation to support the claimed
notifications distributed at 41 of the 67 schools sampled. For the
remaining 26 schools sampled, the district provided 598 leiters that
contained the required elements identified in Parameters and Guidelines.
Consequently, the percentage of supported notifications distributed to the
pupil’s parent or guardian by the district was 1.34% (598 divided by
44,676). The percentage of initial truancy notifications distributed to the
pupil’s parent or guardian that was not supported by the district was
98.66%.

Eathleen Connedll + California State Controller 4
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For Y 2000-01, the district claimed that 76,531 initial truancy notifications
at the 120 schools were distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian. Based
on the tesults of the SCO sample, the district supported that only 1,026
notifications were distributed, leaving a difference of 75,505. For FY 2000-
01, Parameters and Guidelines allows the district to be reimbursed $12.73
for every form distributed. Consequently, unallowable costs total $961,179
(75,505 multiplied by $12.73).

The SCO computed the unallowable costs by multiplying the total
claimed initial truancy notifications by the unsupported percentage and
by applying that number to the uniform cost allowance as follows:

FY 19992000 FY 2000-01 Total
* Number of notifications claimed 75,327 76,531
Percentage of unsupported number of ’
notifications 99.42% 98.66%
Unsupported number of notifications (74,890) (75,505)
Uniform costs allowance $ 1223 § 1273
Audit adjustment $(915,904)  $(961,179) $(1.877,083)

Pupil Services and Attendance (PSA) counselors and administrators of
the school sites sampled identified various reasons for not distributing
initial truancy notification forms containing the five required clements
identified in Parameters and Guidelines. PSA counselors stated that:

o They were not aware of the existence of the mandate or proper
guidelines for reporting initial truancy notifications; :

o They did not work for the district during the review periods and thus
were not able to locate the records;

« The notification records had been destroyed (they were not informed
to Tetain any records);

« At some school sites, the PSA counselors were not on duty daily and
were available only one day a week. In these instances, the school
administrative staff notified parents or guardians of the initial truancy
and did not retain any records; administrative staff claimed they were
not told to retain the records; and »

o+ They contacted parents or guardians through other reasonable means
such as telephone logs, attendance records, and permits to return to
classroom (PRC) rather than notification letters sent to the pupil’s
parent or guardian.

Though not reimbursable, the SCO reviewed telephone logs, attendance
records, and PRCs to gain an understanding of the district’s process of
notifying a pupil’s pavent or guardian of the required five elements. These
records did not support that the required elements were discussed with the
pupil’s parent or guardian. Furthermore, Parameters and Guidelines
requires the district to document the five specified elements on a form thatis
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian. Other reasonable means

Eathleen Conndll + California State Controller 5
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

identified in Paramelers and Guidelines telate to the means of distributing
the form (letter) other than by first-class mail, such as certified mail,
overnight mail, etc. »

Parameters and Guidelines, adopted by the State Board of Control on
November 29, 1984, allows the district to be reimbursed for claimed
costs if the initial truancy mofification forms distributed to the pupil’s
parent or guardian contain five specified elements. Education Code
Section 48260.5 was amended by Chapter 1023, Statutes of 1984,
(effective January 1, 1995) to require eight specified elements. However,
since Parameters and Guidelines has not been amended, the claimant
continues to be reimbursed ifit complies with the five specified elements
in the guidelines.

Parameters and Guidelines, Section 1., requires “. . .school districts,
upon the pupil’s initial classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s
parent or guardian, by first-class mail or other reasonable means, of (1)
the pupil truancy; (2) that the parent or guardian is obligated to compel
the attendance of the pupil at school; and (3) that parents or guardians
who fail to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and
subject to prosecution pursuant to Article 6 (commencing with section
48290) of Chapter 2 of Part 27.” Furthermore, the guidelines state,
« . district must inform parents and guardians of (1) alternative
educational programs available in the district; and (2) the right to mest
with appropriate school personnel to discuss solutions to the pupil’s
truancy.”

Parameters.and Guidelines, Section V.A., states, “The eligible claimant
shall be reimbursed for only those costs incurred for . . . the printing and
distribution of notification forms. . . .”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.B.1., states that the claimant shall
be reimbursed for “Planning the method of implementation, revising
school district policies, and designing and printing the forms.” :

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.B.2., states that the claimant shall
be reimbursed for “Identifying the truant pupils to rteceive the
notification, preparing and distributing by mail or other method the
forms to parents/guardians. .. .”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.C., states, “The umiform cost
allowance is based on the number of initial notifications of truancy
distributed pursuant to Education Code Section 48260.5, Chapter 498,
Statutes of 1983. For fiscal year 1992-93, the uniform cost allowance is
$10.21 per initial notification of truancy distributed. The cost allowance
shall be adjusted each subsequent year by the Implicit Price Deflator.”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section VIL, states, ‘For audit purpose,
documents must be kept on file for a period of 3 years from the date of
final payment by the State Controller. . . .”

Kathleen Connell + California State Controller 6
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Notification of Truancy Program

Recommendation

The district should develop and implement an adequate accounting and
reporting system to ensure that it claims only initial notification truancy
letters distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian that contain all required
elements. Although Parameters and Guidelines requires only five specified
elements to be subject to reimbursements, Education Code Section 48260.5
requires eight specified elements for the district to comply with statutory
Tequirements.

In addition, the district should establish policies and procedures to ensure
that all costs claimed are supported.

Auditee’s Response

There are major differences between the SCO and LAUSD with regard
to the method of notifying the pupil’s parent or guardian and the
required elements involved with this notification. SCO limits the
notification method to first-class mail, only.

Since the parameters and guidelines state that notification is to be by
first-class mail or other reasonable means, the district has mostly used
other reasonable means, which includes the use of telephone or
individual contact.

In review of the detail records of the auditors it was obvious that only
letters were being accepted, even though it was explained to the
auditors that phone calls and personal contact were also used and are
believed to be an acceptable means per the parameter and guidelines.
With the size of LAUSD, it is unreasonable to expect that only letters
would be used for notification of truancies. The population and
demographics of LAUSD, (e.g., homeless, transitory and migrant
students, number of languages spoken) have made it necessary for staff
to pursue other means to communicate with parents and guardians
about compulsory school attendance.

There is also disagreement on the elements in the letters that were
reviewed. There are several letters used by the district depending on
the specific location or school site. Not all elements of the mandate
may have been available, especially the element described as
“altermative educations program available.” If any element was not
available to that school, it was not included in the letter.

At the school sites the auditors came into contact with PSA counselors.
Many of these counselors would not have been able to assist the
auditor during the review because either they are new employees of the
district or that they were not assigned to the school site during the andit
period under review. If the counselor was not able to assist the auditor

- it appeared the claim for that site was not allowed. In our opinion, the
situation listed in the draft report on page 5 are not valid reasons for
disallowing the claimed amounts.

Kathleen Conndll + Colifornia State Controlier T
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Notification of Truancy Program

SCO Comments
The finding and recommendation remain unchanged.

The SCO comments are presented in the order presented by the district.
The district did not provide any additional documentation to support the
unallowable costs.

The SCO did not limit the notification method to first-class mail. Instead,
the SCO allowed notification forms (letters) distributed by other
reasonable means, such as certified mail, overnight mail, etc.

Parameters and Guidelines, Sections V.A,, VB.1, and VB.2, allows a
district to be reimbursed 2 specificed amount for every initial truancy
notification form (letter) distributed to a pupil’s parent or guardian that
contains five specified elements identified in the Parameters and
Guidelines. Telephone calls and individual contacts are not reimbursable
activities,

Though not reimbursable, the SCO auditors reviewed telephone logs,
attendance records, and other records to gain an understanding of the
district’s process of notifying a pupil’s parent or guardian of the five
required elements. The review of these records did not support that the
required elements were discussed. The finding has been updated to
clarify this point.

Parameters and Guidelines states that one of the five elements required
to be included in the initial truancy notification form is the district’s
responsibility of informing parents and guardians of alternative education
programs available in the district. Even though all school sites may not
offer alternative education programs, the district does offer such
programs at various locations. The district is responsible for ensuring
that the parent or guardian know that the child can participate at those

locations. '

Claimed initial truancy notifications were not determined to be
unallowable because PSA counselors were unable to assist the auditors.
SCO auditors worked with individuals identified as the primary contact
at each school site, typically a PSA counselor. Subsequent to visiting an
individual school site, SCO auditors scheduled a meeting with district
staff. On July 11, 2002, SCO auditors met with a district PSA
coordinator, members of the district’s Controller’s staff, and the district’s
consulting firm, which assisted in preparing the filed claims, to discuss
the results of the preliminary review and provide copies of schedules that
identified the schools visited and the number of notifications claimed,
allowed, and unallowed by school site. The SCO requested that the
district review the accuracy of the information presented in the
schedules. A formal exit conference was conducted on July 25, 2002,
with Aurora Costales, Principal Accountant, and representatives from the
district’s consulting firm. The draft report was issued October 3, 2002.

Kathieen Connell + California State Controller 8

114




Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

Schedule 1—
Summary of Program Costs
July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001

Summary: July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001

Total costs
Less amount paid by the State

Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed

! See Finding and Recommendation section.

115

Actual Costs ~ Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustments

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000

Number of initial truancy notifications 75,327 437 (74,890)

Uniform cost allowance $ 1223 % 1223 § 12.23

Total costs $ 921,249 5345 § (915904)
- Less amount paid by the State (921,249)

Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed $ 915904

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001 o

Number of initial truancy notifications 76,531 1,026 (75,505)

Uniform cost allowance $ 1273 % 1273  §$ 12.73

Total costs $ 974,240 13,061 $ (961,179)

Less amount paid by the State (737497)

Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed $ 724436

$ 1805480 § 18406 $(1,877,083)

(1,658,746)
$ 1,640,340

Eathieen Conndl+ California State Controller 9
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Los Angeles Unified School District
Office of the Chief Financial Officer

RUYROMER : JOSERH I ZERONIAN
PRI B Sehovly Ehtef Tl iul Qffivee:

Navermbier 14, 2002

Jim L. Sparo, Chief”
Complinee Audits Bureau
. “State Controller’s Office
Division of Aud

P.O, Box 942850
Sacramento, CA 94250-5874

SUBJECT;  NOTIEL Y ~ DRAFT AUDIT REPORT POR THE

1,1999 THROUGH. JUNE 30, 2001
Dear Mr, Spano:

This is ia response to your audit letier, dated: Octobes 3 2002, of the Notification of Truancy:

‘program filed by the Los Angeles Unified School Disteiet (LAUSD),

“The district claimed $1,805,489 for this mandated program. The deaft audit report issued by
5CQ disclosed that S18;406 was dllowable and $1,877,083 was unaliowable due to the district-
-overstating the number of notification of trunficy forms distributed to the pupil’s parent or
guardian. The district does not agree with the SCO regarding the unallowable costs due to the
following: . :

There are major differences between the SCO and LAUSD with regard to the method of
notifying the pupil’s parent or guardian aixd the required glements involved with this
notification. SCO limits the notification method to first-class mail, only.

Since the parameters and guidelines state that notification is to be by first~-class mail or other
reasonable means, the district has mostly used other reasonable means, which includes the use
ol telephone or individual comtect. :

In review of the detail records of the auditors it was obvious that only letters were being
accepted, even though it was explained to the auditors that phone calls and personal vontact

were also used and are believed to be an acceptable means per the parameter and guidelines.
With the size of LAUSD, it is unressonable to expect that only letters would be used for

INTERIM BUSINRSS SBRVICE CENTRR: M58 & Grusd Avs., Lox Angeles, CA 50071 ¢ Mailtng Addravy: Biow 317298 Lan Angpaien, A 500511307 » Yeloghane (3133 633 8650 + Fux (312) $13-8380
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notification of ruancies. The population and demographics of LAUSD), (e ., homeless,
‘tedngitory and migra s‘tude;zts,'g;__gmbe;;;jfilungmgeszspokcn)shaw:made{it;nmsary for staff

6:pihus othir oans 1o s nicate with parents and guardians dbout cormpulsory school
attendance, |

There Is also disagreentent on the elements ir the letters that were reviewed. Ther are
several letters used by the district depending on'the spe fic lozation or-school site. Notall
elements of the mandate may have been available, especially the element deseribed as °
“altemative educations program available,” If any element was not available to that school, it
was not inctuded in the letter, :

At the achool sites the auditors came ino contact with PSA counselors. Many of these
- counselors would not have been able to assist the auditor during the review because cither
they are new employees of the district or that they were not assigned to the school site during
the audit period under review, If the counselor was not able to assist the auditor it appeared
the claim for that site was not allowed. In our opimion, the situation listed in the draft report
on page 5 are not valid reasons for disallowing the claimed amounts.

For the record, the exit conference held on Jaly 25, 2002, was not cn!y discussed with Aurora
Costales, but others as well. We would appraciate having those individuals’ names be included
in the report, '

We appreciate your giving us the opportunity to respond io this drafl report.

Sincerely,
&&a;oman
Chief cial Officar

Ken Faruya
Aurora Costales
Cheis Prasad
Foha Corishafier
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November 25, 2002

sy, Jimn L. Spand, Chiet
Lorr“ diance Audits Burmu
gz Controliar’s O
Fh‘v ision of Audits
B.O. Box 942830
RACramentio, "'»‘a 42 5(

RE: AUDIT OF LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL '
C.‘I..,‘- I FOR CO ST(_‘ OF THE NOTICE OF TRUAR

9y, THROUGH

v x4

FORCTHE PERIODR OF JULY 1, 18

Dear M. Spano:

his lerer 5 responae o the draft audit report, daf-*.d Novembey |

NMotificaiton of Truanoy Pr

Pro  INOTY mandated cost olaim for 18
the Los Angetes Uhafisd Qk P Dsmict (LALISDY

e district claimed $715,167 for this mandated program. The State t"“.‘r'sr‘--‘1'oli;'i"5
Gﬁ‘wg {SCO) dratt audit report disclesed that none of this amcunt i3 allowsble
because the district did not provide any decumentalion o support hc cialmed
rumber of truancy netificarion forms disributed to the puplds’ parents or guardians.
Conssquently the SCO believes the tolal amows should be returned o the St

The letter confirming the 1998-08 audsn for NOT was dated August 13, 2002, 3 vears

al year, The andiis for NOT for the

D0 were .cuu::~tc: on January 10, 20062,

=vED TRONAS eariier. The school district has a retention ¢ of 3 years: therefore,

h documentetion requested for the 189899 fiscal year was be§ ong the reen srdd
£

and 2 months after the end of the 1998-94%
rwao fater fiscal vears 1999-2000 and 20006-2

IV
retention policy for the District and had been destroyed.
documentation had besn received earlier, the documentation may have ‘arw made
avaiiabic

RIM BUZINESS SERVICE SENTER. 393 3. Crwnd Ave, Lo dgeier, G4 Y07} o Steiing Al Bex 511008, Loa Angoke, TR 903531307 & Talophuns (113 234420 o Fax (213} 334328
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GOR NOT doc Mrr:r\m.u* was not ongnatly requested
1,<ng wit lf= h(, 0'} cr PO VEALS. % Ephaniz Woo, uditor for the SCG, responded
3 angust 13, 2002, ':bal she had forgousu 1'1 Jude

During the course of this audit thers have been discussions bebween the 3
Disirict siaff regarding the parameters and guidelings of the Notfication 0'{"',[ TUaNTY
(NOTY mandate, There are major differences hatween the SCO and the LALE
. e mathod of notifying the pupls’ parerts or guardians and the

regard 10 thi appropria
‘c}f\'l\,. U T8 qy\w‘g l‘"‘ )‘}“\]5 mnht‘.‘«.atl(){‘

<l

The auditors enfy wanted to see letiers for NOT. No other decumentalion was
acceptable to them. However, the following sections of the Parameters and

Cuidelines relate to acceptable documentation:

vk imd Peedienzec the 7 L ercts
Dpouwmeaiaiion which Indivaies the 1ofad numaer Qf RUk aifons of
pruancy distribuged
H r . e r.\.-
FH R Reimbursement of Unigug L0883
e Same di U??u'h,u.'wfl s wired jow wnilorm

ey S e e
OE far SOUYCE

in addition fo mainiainin
SE

G
2l MNST He Fr

[ 2RV Jz JW(J/H"" ¥ein

. PO A AU P SO ] .
o IR VGG o Syon GOsEs.

Workshesty were not considersd an
auditors, only leters with the Dive clemens,

(f‘)

The District does not agree with any portien of this draft audit report and plans to
appral the SCO’s d seision 1o disallow the vntu claim.

jate vour giving us the opportunity 10 respond to this drafl audit report. If
oy

¢
VI '11 \’fZ Ay qUesions, pi'*ascs ail Yoshi ‘n\w a1 (2130 6357801,

Ic»mb L*’Iuﬁl.ﬁ&ﬂ
O
Y } iko ru!'l“
L,xlum Ckazaki
Aurora Cost

™y
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: November 14, 2002

t._.(

im L. Spano, Chief
somplignce Audits Burean
1(3' Controller’s Ofice
Vi "im‘ 0f Audita

O. Box 842850

o

amento, CA 94250-3874

o

-

TR
H'CJ
,..

78]
&
(97
-3

wmxwavmrwwwmm_awmwmyxmm

'éSUBJ}?CT: NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY - LD
o PERIOD OF JULY 1, 1999 THI\L;‘U LeH [ \n E 3(}. 200

z&';hxs;a in responss 1o your audit felter, dat 1 tober 3, 2002, of the Notification of Truapey
-Pm"mn; fi ku by the Los \ngci Jlﬁc chool Dists m (LAUSD:

se district claimed $1,883,4%9 fur this mandated program. The d

; f audit report issued by
,3(;0 disviosad that 1R 40¢ alicwabis and $1,877,083 was unallowable due to the distict
Foverstating the nurpber of notification of wuancy fonus dxmmutw to the pupi!’s parvent or
Feuardian. The distnet does not agree with the SCO eparding the unallowable cosis due to the
""fc» Howing: .

3 Was

‘There are major differences between the ST and LAUSD with regard 1o the method of
potifying the pupil’s parent or guardian and Iht, required elements involved with this
potification. SCO limiis the notfication methad to first-class mail, only.

Sines the prrameters and guidelines siate that notification is to be by first

i

v sl o7 othier
onab lL means, the distict has wosty wsed other reasonable means, which includes the
of ielepbone or individtual cantact.

east

Uihe

R T SRR

I review of the desail records of the awditors i was obvious that ouly luiters were

BRI ere g

acceped, even ’L()d” by it was explained o the auditors that phene calls and personal contact

were als0 used and are beleved @ be an ags ‘C‘p’ able means per the paraimetsr and f’!Uti-f" nes

With the size of LAUSD, it is unreasonable to expect that only letters would be used for

SRR SRR
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There is alao disagreement on the elements in the letters that were reviewed. There are
several letters used by the disuict depending oxcthe specific Jocation or school sug. Mot all
elements of the mandate may have baen Jvdhab}fﬁ, gspecially the slemsent described as
“alternative educahions pmuhm availaple.” If any element was not avaiiable © thas schaol, ¥
was not included in the {etter.

Althe school sttes the anditors came o contact with PSA counselors. Many of these
counselors would noi have been able to assist the auduior during the review bzcaese either
they are new cmpb yees of the disteict or that they were not assigned o the sohuol sue during
the audit period under review. 1fthe man&elur was not able o assist the auditor it appeared
the claim for that site was not allowed. In our opinion, the sitaation histed o the draft report
on page $ are not valid reasons for disallowing the claimed amounts.

<

v 25, FG02 was notonly discusagd with Aursra

8 For the record, the exit conference held on July
" Cosmle:a, but athers as well, We would appreciate having thoss individuals’ names b jucluded

L We appreciate your giving us the opportunity to respound tu thes draft veport,

\
\
\
LS e—
\
\ _\‘ \\ \ \
.\ N

k}g.ﬁ.{\/ nr\ JEVETY
&f Mdheial Offic

Yoshiko Fong
Eileen Ckazaki
Ken Furuyva
Aurora Costales
Chris Prasad
John Conshafter
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State of California School Mandated Cost Manual

CLAIM FOR PA JENT ‘ oA
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 19) Program Number 00048

NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY (20) Date Filed / /
(21) Signature Present D
(" (01) Claimant [dentification Number: W Reimbursement Claim Data
L 519265
A {0Z) Mailing Address (22) NOT-1,(03) 60,869
B
——Craimanr Nane
E | LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD (23)
L County O Location
4 | LOS ANGELES 24)
E Sireet Address or F.U. BOX
R 355 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE SUITE 807 25)
E City State Zip Code
L LOS ANGELES CA 90071 (26)
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim o
(28)

(03) Estimated [X_:] (09) Reimbursement [X_"'
(04) Combined [ (10) Combined ] (29)
(05) Amended l:l (11) Amended D (30)

Fiscal Year of (06) 1999 2000 (12) 1998 1999

Cost / / 3D

Total Claimed 07) (13

Amount S 783,384 $ 712,167 | (32)

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to exceed | (14) 13

$1000 (if applicable) (33)

Less: Estimate Payment Received (3) $ 744,629 | (34)

Net Claimed Amount 7 (16) $ -32,462 | (35)
(08) (17

Due From State [ 783,384 36)

T (19
Due to State Do 5 32,462 137

3

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I am the person authorized by the local
agency to file claims with the State of California for costs mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983; and certify under
penalty of perjury that I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1096, inclusive.

1 further certify that there were no applications for nor any grant or payments received, other than from the claimant, for
reimbursement of costs claimed herein; and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing
program mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983.

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of
estimated and/or actual costs for the mandated program of Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, set forth on the attached
statements.

Signat f Auth d resentative Date
V4 "r/;ooo
OLONZO O()FIN CON'lIROLLER
Type or Pring Jlame Title
39} Name of Tontact Person ror Claim relephone Number
Steve Smith, Mandated Cost Systems 916-487-4435 Ext
Form FAM-27 (Revised 10/95) Thapter 498/83
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N( FICATION OF TRUANCY FORM
CLAIM SUMMARY NOT-1
INSTRUCTIONS
(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
Ss19 i )
265 Relfnbursement =) 1998 /1999
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated J
Claim Statistics
(03) Number of truant notifications 60,869
Cost
(04) Unit Cost per an initial truancy notification [$11.70 for the 1998/99 fiscal year] 11.70
(05) Total Costs:  [Line (03) x line(04)] 712,167
Cost Reduction
(08) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable
(07) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable
(08) Total Claimed Amount: {Line(05) - [Line(06) + line(07)} 712,167
Revised 10/98 Chapter 498/83
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JIlALe LUHLTUer § vise JCNOOI vMianagalea Lost manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A

' CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
819265 Reimbursement X7 1998 ;1999
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]
Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(@) @
Name of School
Notifications
32ND/USC PER ART MAG 1
54TH ST EL 18
ADAMS MS 44
AGGELER HS 64
ALTA LOMA EL » 59
ANGELES MESA EL 20
ARAGON EL 40
ARCO IRIS PRIMRY CTR 8
ARROYO SECO ALTERN 17
AUDUBON MS 1,342
BANCROFT MS 55
BANCROFT PER ART MAG 12
BANNING SH 1,442
BASSETT EL 24
BEETHOVEN EL 10
BELL SH 916
BELLAGIO NEWCOMR CTR 4
BELMONT NEWCOMR CTR 4
BELMONT SH 1,035
BELVEDERE MS 375
BERENDO MS 184
BETHUNE MS 589
BIRMINGHAM SH 709
BRAVO MEDICAL MAG 87
BURBANK MS 852
BURROUGHS MS 529
BYRD MS 21
CANOGA PARK SH 510
CARNEGIE MS 41
CAROLDALE LRNG CMTY 7 4
CARSON SH 2,839
126 11,865

Chapter 498/83 New 9/98
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JLNUUI MAanuaeg Lost manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM |
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A i
CLAIM SUMMARY f
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year: !

819265 Reimbursement X7
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated O 1998 /1999 _
Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications
(a) (d)
Name of School
Notifications

CARVER MS 98
CHATSWORTH SH 1,558
CLAY MS 443
CLEVELAND SH 323%
.
COHASSET EL 45;
COLUMBUS MS 58
COOPER HS 127
CRENSHAW SH 1,079
CURTISS MS 30
DANA MS 720
DARBY EL 10
DODSON MS 32§
DORSEY LAW/GOV MAG 24!
DORSEY SH 540;
DOWNTOWN BUSINESS MG 63
DREW MS 271
EAGLE ROCK SH 4975
EDISON MS 167:{
EL CAMINO REAL SH 1,061
EL DORADO EL 12,
EL SERENO MS 159;
ELIZABETH LC 45!
EMERSON MS 386
FAIR EL 60:
FAIRFAX SH 775!
FLEMING MS 12 5
FORD BLVD EL 50:
FOSHAY LC 264
FRANKLIN SH 627
FREMONT SH 644:
FROST MS 10
P 22,568
Chapter 498/83 et New 9/98
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MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
S19265 Reimbursement [X7] 1998 /1999
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated [

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(a) ‘ (dy
Name of School
Notifications

FULTON MS 103
GAGE MS 210
GARDENA SH 1,568
GARFIELD SH 901
GOMPERS MS 89
GRANADA HILLS SH 898
GRANT SH 520
GRIFFITH MS 192
HALE MS 37
HAMILTON MUS ACA MAG 434
HAMILTON SH-COMPLEX 1,112
HARRISON EL | 16
HARTE PREP MS 67
HENRY MS 45
HOLLENBECK MS 146
HOLLYWOOD SH 631
HOLMES MS 278
HUNTINGTON PARK SH 793
IRVING MS 56
JEFFERSON NEW MS #1 518
JEFFERSON SH 833
JOHNSON HS 59
JORDAN SH 335
KENNEDY SH 1,571
KING MS 116
KING-DREW MED MAG 292
LACES MAG ' 106
LAUSD/USC MTH/SC MAG 13
LAWRENCE MS 82
LE CONTE MS 189
LINCOLN SH 507

PPN 35,285

Chapter 498/83 <0

New 9/98




VIGLG WUIILIVIIGE @ WV DUV Manudatey Lost manuas

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 Reimbursement [X7 1998 1999
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated |

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(a) (d)
Name of School
Notifications

LOCKE SH 2,445
LOS ANGELES SH 1,937
MACLAY MS 47
MADISON MS 71
MANN MS 166
MANUAL ARTS SH 738
MARINA DEL REY P/A 136
MARK TWAIN MS 131
MARKHAM MS 232
MARLTON SCHOOL 4
MARSHALL SH 735
MID-CITY MAGNET 14
MIDDLE COLLEGE HS 8
MILLER HS 1
MILLIKAN MS 639
MONROE SH 462
MOUNT GLEASON MS ' 86
MOUNT VERNON MS 648
MUIR MS 1,441
MULHOLLAND MS 4 346
NARBONNE MATH/SC MAG 1
NARBONNE SH 159
NIGHTINGALE MS 120
NIMITZ MS 188
NO HOLLYWOOD SH 1,450
NOBEL MS ' 28
NORTHRIDGE MS 161
OLIVE VISTA MS 97
PACOIMA MS 56
PALISADES CHARTR HS 235
PALMS MS 37

129 48,104

Chapter 498/83 0 New 9/98
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JCNUOI Manaaea Lost manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Clamant; (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
§19265 Reimbursement x] 1998 /1999
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated N l
Claim Statistics |
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(@) @
Name of School
Notifications
PARKMAN MS 51
PEARY MS 91
PIO PICO EL 30
POLYTECHNIC SH 1,120
PORTER MS 21
PORTOLA MS 36
RAMONA HS 154;
REED MS 127
RESEDA SH 1,169
REVERE MS 20
ROOSEVELT SH 337
SAN FERNANDO MS 225%
SAN FERNANDO SH 208%
SAN PEDRO SH 1,150%
SEPULVEDA G/HA MAG 4
SEPULVEDA MS 254,
SHERMAN OAKS EL 36!
SOUTH GATE MS 689
SOUTH GATE SH 765
STEVENSON MS 219
SUN VALLEY MS 78
SUTTER MS 115
SYLMAR SH 253;?
TAFT SH 362}
UNIVERSITY SH 117
VALLEY ALTERNATIVE 9
VAN NUYS MS 69
VAN NUYS SH 1,673
VENICE SH 273
VERDUGO HILLS SH 811
VIRGIL MS 134
130 58,704
Chapter 498/83 New 9/98
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MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant; (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
§19265 Reimbursement X7 1998 1999
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated D

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(@ @
Name of School
Notifications

WASHINGTON PREP SH 359
WEBSTER MS 69
WEST HOLLYWOOD EL 38
WESTCHESTER SH 124
WESTSIDE LDRSHIP MAG 15
WHITE MS 105
WILMINGTON MS 148
WILSON SH 1,182
WRIGHT MS 67
YOUTH OPPOR 58

134 60,869

Chapter 498/83 New 9/98




C St'ate‘u'f California School Mandated Cost Manual

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT .o s b For State Controlier Uss Odly * -~ .
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program Number 00048
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY (20) Date Filed / /
(21) Signature Present [:'
([ (01) Claimant Identification Number: h Reimbursement Claim Data
L §19265 -
—
A (02) Maiting Address (22) NOT-1,(03) 75,327
B
Claimant Name
E LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD (23)
L County Of Location
H | LOS ANGELES 24)
E Street Address or P.O. Box )
R 355 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE STE 1171 (25)
E City State Zip Code
§ LOS ANGELES ca 90071 (26)
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim a7
(28)

(03) Estimated (09) Reimbursement
(04) Combined [ ] (10) Combined 139

(05) Amended [ ] (11) Amended C Il eo

Fiscal Year of (06) 2000 2001 (12) 1999 2000

Cost / / (3N

Total Claimed (07) (13)

Amount s 921,249 $ 921,249 |(32)

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to exceed | (14) 13

$1000 (if applicable) 33)

Less: Estimate Payment Received (1) (34)

Net Claimed Amount (s S 921,249 | (35)
(08) an

Due From State $ 921,249 $ 921,249 |(36)

(18)
Due to State

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I am the person authorized by the local
agency to file claims with the State of California for costs mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983; and certify under
penalty of perjury that I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1096, inclusive.

37

I further certify that there were no applications for nor any grant or payments received, other than {rom the claimant, for
reimbursement of costs claimed herein; and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing
program mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983.

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of
estimated and/or actual costs for the mandated program of Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, set forth on the attached
statements,

Signature of Authorized Representative Date
e shiye e Vi jeoti
YOSIHIKO FONG e ACTING CONTROLLER
Type or Print Name Title
(39) Name of Contacl Person For Claim Telephone Number
Steve Smith, Mandated Cost Systems 916-487-4435

Ext.
Form FAM-27 (Revised 10/95) 132 Chapter 498/83




?_tiggpongrgller',i Office

—_School Mandated Cost Manual _
NO riFICATION OF TRUANCY FORM
CLAIM SUMMARY NOT-1
INSTRUCTIONS
(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
819265 Reimbursement 1995 /2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]
Claim Statistics
(03) Number of truant notifications 75,327

Cost

(04) Unit Cost per an initial truancy notification [$12.23 for the 1999/00 fiscal year] 12.23

(05) Total Costs:  [Line (03) x line(04)] 921,249

Cost Reduction

(06) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable

(07) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable

(08) Total Claimed Amount: {Line(05) - [Line(0B) + line(07)]} 921,249
Revised 10/98

Chapter 498/83
133



State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant. (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 Reimbursement [X7] 1999 /2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(a) ) (d)
Name of School
Notifications

ADAMS MS 298
AUDUBON M 718
BANCROFT 212
BANNING S 1,074
BELL SH 838
BELMONT S 1,433
BELVEDERE 344
BERENDO M 728
BETHUNE M 690
BIRMINGHA 900
BRAVO MED 213
BURBANK M . 418
BURROUGHS 358
BYRD MS 59
CANOGA PA 550
CARNEGIE 408
CARSON SH 1,389
CARVER MS 389
CHATSWORT 1,113
CLAY MS 464
CLEVELAND 695
COLUMBUS 202
CRENSHAW 922
CURTISS M 254
DANA MS 454
DODSON MS 263
DORSEY SH ' 693
DOWNTOWN 202
DREW MS 603
EAGLE ROC _ 800
EDISON MS 434

134 : 18,118

Chapter 498/83 New 9/98



State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 Rdﬁmumement X] 1999 /2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]

Claim Statistics
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(a) : (d)
Name of School
Notifications
EL CAMINO 1,205
EL SERENO 299
EMERSON M 334
FAIRFAX S 606
FLEMING M 298
FRANKLIN 1,739
FREMONT S 2,067
FROST MS 225
FULTON MS 423
GAGE MS 446
GARDENA S 1,257
GARFIELD 1,480
'GOMPERS M 503
GRANADA H 678
GRANT SH 1,344
GRIFFITH 345
HALE MS 352
HAMILTON 718
HARTE PRE 395
HENRY MS 194
HOLLENBEC 333
HOLLYWOOD 808
HOLMES MS 275
HUNTINGTO 1,112
IRVING MS 197
JEFFERSON 1,065
JORDAN SH 993
KENNEDY S 1,047
KING MS 305
KING-DREW 268
LAWRENCE 407
135 39,836

Chapter 498/83 New 9/98




State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 Reimbursement [X7] 1999 2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]
Claim Statistics
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications
(a) (d)
Name of School
Notifications

LE CONTE 371
LINCOLN S 706
LOCKE SH 899
LOS ANGEL 1,676
MACLAY MS 282
MADISON M 390
MANN MS 509
MANUAL AR 1,296
MARINA DE ' 149
MARK TWATI 343
MARKHAM M 500
MARSHALL 1,489
MILLIKAN 364
MONROE SH 1,191
MOUNT GLE 444
MOUNT VER 614
MUIR MS 800
MULHOLLAN 321
NARBONNE ' 727
NIGHTINGA 252
NIMITZ MS : 464
NO HOLLYW 1,161
NOBEL MS 139
NORTHRIDG 276
OLIVE VIS 390
PACOIMA M 289
PALISADES 664
PALMS MS 237
PARKMAN M 272
PEARY MS _ 517
POLYTECHN ’ 1,264

136 58,832

Chapter 498/83 New 9/98




- .State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
819265 Reimbursement [X] 1999 /2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]

Claim Statistics
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(a) (d)
Name of School
Notifications
PORTER MS 225
PORTOLA M 353
REED MS 293
RESEDA SH 726
REVERE MS 260
ROOSEVELT 1,295
SAN FERNA 753
SAN PEDRO 781
SEPULVEDA 466
SOUTH GAT 1,053
STEVENSON 300
SUN VALLE 476
SUTTER MS 218
SYLMAR SH 834
TAFT SH 922
UNIVERSIT ' 641
VAN NUYS 929
VENICE SH 681
VERDUGO H 597
VIRGIL MS 628
WASHINGTO 1,409
WEBSTER M 290
WESTCHEST 785
WHITE MS 318
WILMINGTO 423
WILSON SH 618
WRIGHT MS : 221
75,327

Chaoter 498/83 37— New 9/98
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State Controller's Office

School Mandated Cost Manual

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT

For State Controller Use Only

Program

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561

(19) Program Number 00048

NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY (20) Date Filed __/ __ [/ __ 048
@NOLRSInput __ / __ 1 __
( (01) Claimant Identification Number N
L 819265 Reimbursement Claim Data
A 1(02) Claimant Name
B | LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD (22) LEAN-1. (03) 76,531
E County of Location 2
LOS ANGELES 23)
H Street Address or P.O. Box
E 355 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE STE 1171 (24)
R City State Zip Code (25)
\ E LOS ANGELES CA 90071
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim @)

(03) Estimated (09) Reimbursement @7

(04) Combined [:’ {10) Combined |___] 28)

(05) Amended |:| (11) Amended l:| (29)

Fiscal Year of Cost (06) 2001 / 2002 [(12) 2000 / 2001 (30)
Total Claimed Amount{(07) $ 974,240 13 § 974,240 |G
Less: 10% Late Penalty, not to exceed $1000 (14) (32)
Less: Prior Claim Payment Received (15 $ 737,497 (33)
Net Claimed Amount (16) $ 236,743 (34)
Due From State 08) g 974,240 an s 236,743 (35)
Due to State o (18) (36)

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1096, inclusive.

498, Statutes of 1983.

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, | certify that | am the officer authorized by the local agency 1o file claims
with the State of California for costs mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and certify under penaity of perjury that | have not

| 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 mandated by Chapter

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or
actual costs for the mandated program of Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, set forth on the attached statements.

Signature of Authorized Officer Date

(/H') Sz /«IW /R A’o /,/

4

YOSl—tl’fO FONG CONTROLLER
Type or Print Name Title
(38) Name of Contact Person For Claim Telephone Number  ( 916 ) 487-4435 Ext.
Steve Smith, Mandated Cost Systems E-mall Address scohelp@mandated.com
Form FAM-27 (Revised 9/01) Chapters 498/83

@y 0 12.-13-1 17/%%
\
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Program’’

NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY

_SshggLMandatgl_QnﬁlManual_‘
FORM

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD

0 48 CLAIM SUMMARY NOT-1
INSTRUCTIONS
(So: i ;:;aimant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
5

Reimbursement

Estimated

]

2000 /2001

Claim Statistics

(03) Number of truant notifications

76,531
Cost

(04) Unit Cost per an initial truancy notification  [$12.73 for the 2000/01 fiscal year] 12.73
(05) Total Costs:  [Line (03) x line(04)] 974,240
Cost Reduction

(08) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable

(07) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable

(08) Total Claimed Amount: {Line(05) - [Line(06) + line(07)]} 974,240

Revised 9/01

Chapter 498/83



State Controller's Office

School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
819265 Reimbursement [X]
_ 2000 /2001
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]
Claim Statistics
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications
(a) (d)
Name of School
Notifications
ADAMS MS 329
AUDUBON MS 738
BANCROFT MS 280
BANNING SH 1,144
BELL SH 829
BELVEDERE MS 387
BERENDO MS 408
BETHUNE MS 716
BIRMINGHAM SH 771
BRAVO MEDICAL MAG 226
BURBANK MS 409
BURROUGHS G/HA MAG 50
BURROUGHS MS 372
BYRD MS 92
CANOGA PARK SH 787
CARNEGIE MS 377
CARSON SH 1,329
CARVER MS 512
CHATSWORTH SH 754
CLAY MS 574
CLEVELAND SH 762
COLUMBUS MS 219
CRENSHAW SH 893
CURTISS MS 301
DANA MS 458
DODSON MS 192
DORSEY SH 761
DOWNTOWN BUSINESS M 224
DREW MS 6939
EAGLE ROCK SH 562
EDISON MS 528
140 16,683
Chapter 498/83 New 9/98




State Controller's Office : School Mandated Cost Manual

WMIANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 Reimbursement [X7] 2000 2001
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated [_—_‘l /

Claim Statistics |

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(@) {d)
Name of School
Notifications

EL CAMINO REAL SH 1,080
EL SERENO MS 400
EMERSON MS 347
FAIRFAX SH 775
FLEMING MS 204
FRANKLIN SH 917
FREMONT SH 2,214
FROST MS ' 225
FULTON MS 470
GAGE MS 553
GARDENA SH 1,252
GARFIELD SH 1,480
GOMPERS MS 565
GRANADA HILLS SH _ 604
GRANT SH 1,265
GRIFFITH MS 309
HALE MS 356
HAMILTON SH-COMPLEX 609
HARTE PREP MS 432
HENRY MS 219
HOLLENBECK MS ' 307
HOLLYWOOD SH 825
HOLMES MS 253
HUNTINGTON PARK SH 1,038
IRVING MS 165
JEFFERSON SH 1,081
JORDAN SH 1,062
KENNEDY SH 813
KING Ms 366
KING-DREW MED MAG 351
LAWRENCE MS 459

%1¥1 37,679

Chapter 498/83 i New 9/98




State Controlier's Office . School Mandated Cost Manual

l ’ MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
819265 Reimbursement [X]

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated —] 2000 /2002
Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(a) (d)
Name of School
Notifications
LE CONTE MS 399
LINCOLN SH 655
LOCKE SH 1,130
LOS ANGELES ACAD MS 694
LOS ANGELES SH 1,859
MACLAY MS 310
MADISON MS 454
MANN MS ’ 576
MANUAL ARTS SH 1,424
MARINA DEL REY MS 183
MARK TWAIN MS 380
MARKHAM MS 560
MARSHALL SH 1,616
MILLIKAN MS 363
MONROE SH ' 1,154
MOUNT GLEARSON MS 410
MOUNT VERNON MS 642
MUIR MS 720
MULHOLLAND MS 360
NARBONNE SH - 908
NIGHTINGALE MS 267
NIMITZ MS 476
NO HOLLYWOOD SH 1,449
NOBEL MS 130
NORTHRIDGE MS 290
OLIVE VISTA MS 85
PACOIMA MS 271
PALISADES CHARTR HS 637
PALMS MS 244
PARKMAN MS 295
PEARY MS 548
~ 57,168

Chapter 498/83 142 New 9/98




State Controller's Office

School Mandated Cost Manual

519265
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:

Reimbursement [X7]

) 2000 /2001
Estimated ]

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(a) ()
Name of School
Nofifications

POLYTECHNIC SH 1,361
PORTER MS 209
PORTOLA HG MAG 59
PORTOLA MS 377
REED MS 312
RESEDA SH 559
REVERE MS 263
ROOSEVELT MTH/SC MA 98
ROOSEVELT SH 1,396
SAN FERNANDO MS 287
SAN FERNANDO SH 810
SAN PEDRO SH 761
SEPULVEDA MS 578
SOUTH GATE MS 572
SOUTH GATE SH 1,281
STEVENSON MS 307
SUN VALLEY MS 464
SUTTER MS 246
SYLMAR SH 709
TAFT SH 1,007
UNIVERSITY SH 765
VAN NUYS MS 161
VAN NUYS SH 725
VENICE SH 719
VERDUGO HILLS SH 528
VIRGIL MS 582
WASHINGTON PREP SH 1,441
WEBSTER MS 302
WESTCHESTER SH 783
WHITE MS 294
WILMINGTON MS 457
75,581

Chapter 498/83 143 New 9/98




State Controller's Office

. School Mandated Cost Manual
JAANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 Reimbursement [X]
) 2000 /2001
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ] -
Claim Statistics
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications
(@) {d)
Name of School
Notifications
WILSON SH 647
WRIGHT M/SC AER MAG 38
WRIGHT MS 265
_ 76,531
Chapter 498/83 144

New 9/98
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G1}PG\NOTL. PG
Adopted: 8/27/87

amendeds: 7/28/88
Amendad: i

I.

1I.

7/22}

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES
Chapter 428, Statutes of 1983
Education Code Section 4B260.5

notification of Truaney

£ on gf Truane

J=. :ﬂﬁ ® [ ».:, DN

Chapter 498, statutes of 1983, added gducation code

geckion 48260.5 which reguires school distrigts, upoh a
pupil’s initial classification as a truant, to notlfy the
pupil’s parent or guardian by first-class mail or other
reasonable means of (1) the pupil’s Truancyj 2} that the
parent or guardlan is ebligated to compel the attendance of
+he pupil at schowl; and (3) that parents or guardians who
fail to meat this cbligaticn may we guilty of an infraction
and subject to prosecution pursuant to ariicle 6 (commencing
with smscktion 482%0) of Chapter 2 of Part 27.

Additionally, the district must inform parents and guardisns
of {1) alternative educational prggrans,availablm in tha
district, and (2) the right to mest with appropriate school
personnel to discuss selutions to the pupil’s Lruancy.

A trusney occurs when & student is absent from school

withouk valid excuse mora than three (3] days or is tardy in

axcass of thi;tykiﬂa} ninutes on ssch of more than three (3)
deys in one school ysar. (Definition from Bducation Code
Section 4§260.) o

a egtudent shall ba initially classified as truankt upon the
¢oirth unaxcused abgence, and the school must at that tima
perform the regdirements mandated in Educstion code

zectlon 48260.5 as snacted by Chapter 498, statutes of 1383.

on November 29, 1964, the State poard of Control deternined

that Bausation Cods Section 48260.5, as added by

Cchapter 498, Statutas of 1983, copnstitutas a state mandated

program bhegcause it reguires an ircreased leval of garvice by
requiring specified notitications be sent to the parents or

guardiang of pupils upon initial clagsificatlon of truancys

145




III. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS

The claimants are all school districts and county offices of
education of the state of California, except a community
college district, as defined by Government Code

Section 17519 (formerly Revenue and Taxation Code 2208.5),
that incur increased costs as a result of implementing the
program activities of Education Code Section 48260.5,
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983.

IV. PERIOD OF REIMﬁURSEMENT

Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, became effective July 28,
1983. Section 17557 of the Government Code provides that a
test claim must be submitted on or before December 31
following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for
thdt fiscal year. The test claim for Education Code Section
48260.5, Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, was initially filed
on August 25, 1984, therefore the reimbursable costs to the
school dlstrlcts are all such permitted costs 1ncurred on or

_after July 28, 1983,

V. RETMBURSABLE COSTS

A. 'Scope 'of Mandate

The eligible claimant shall be reimbursed for only those
costs incurred for planning the notification process,
revising district procedures, the printing and dlstrlbutlon
of notification forms, and associated record keeping.

B. Reimbursable Activities

For each eligible school district the direé¢t and indirect
costs of labor, supplies, and services incurred for the
.following mandated program activities are reimbursable:

1: Planning and Preparation -- One-time

Planning the method of implementation, revising ‘school
district policies, and de51gn1ng and printing the forms.

2. Notification process -- On-going

':Idéntifying the truant pupils to receive the notification,
preparlng and distributing by mail or other method the forns
" to parents/guardians, and assoc1ated recordkeeping.
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Exhibit C

JOHN CHIANG

Talifornia Btate Controller RECEIWED
DEC 11 £607
December 3, 2007 COMMISSION ON
STATE MANDATES

Paula Higashi, Executive Director Marush Atienza, Director of Revenues
Commission on State Mandates Los Angeles Unified School District
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 333 South Beaudry Avenue, 26" Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814 Los Angeles, CA 90017

Re: Incorrect Reduction Claim
Notification of Truancy Program
CSM 05-904133-1-02
Los Angeles Unified School District, Claimant
Statutes 1983, Chapter 498
Fiscal Years 1998-1999, 1999-2000 and 2000-2001

Dear Ms. Higashi and Ms. Atienza:

This letter constitutes the response of the Controller’s Office to the Incorrect Reduction
Claim of Los Angeles Unified School District. Enclosed are the required copies of
supporting documentation along with the Division of Audits’ response to the IRC (See
Tab 2). A proof of service is also included as required by regulation.

An audit performed by the State Controller’s Office disclosed that none of the District’s
claimed costs of the legislatively mandated Notification of Truancy Program for fiscal
year 1998-1999 were allowable. The District failed to provide any documentation to
support the number of notification of truancy forms it claims to have distributed to the
pupil’s parents or guardians. The District apparently admits that it has no records, only
stating that they were destroyed pursuant to its record retention policy. That policy is in
violation of the requirements of the Parameters and Guidelines (amended July 22, 1993)
for reimbursement under this program and the auditing requirements under Government
Code section 17558.5.

300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850, Sacramento, CA 95814 ¢ P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250
Phone: (916) 445—26%6 Fax: (916) 322-1220
47




Paula Higashi
Marush Atienza
December 3, 2007
Page 2

An additional audit also disclosed that the District failed to provide documentation to
support 99.42% of the notification of truancy forms, with the required elements identified
in the Parameters and Guidelines, it claims to have distributed to the pupil’s parents or
guardians in fiscal year 1999-2000, and 98.66% of the forms it claims to have distributed
in fiscal year 2000-2001. Despite the District’s assertions to the contrary, Section V.A.
of the Parameters and Guidelines specifically states that “eligible claimants shall be
reimbursed for only those costs incurred for ... the printing and distribution of
notification forms ...” (Emphasis added.) There is no provision or requirement for any
other type of reimbursable notification.

Since nearly all of the claims were not supported by required and/or proper source
documentation, the adjustments made by the Division of Audits were appropriate, and the
IRC should be rejected. For a more complete discussion, see Tab 2 of the Controller’s
Office’s response.

Finally, it should be noted the small number of claims that were found allowable in these
audits totaled $18,406, not the $249,804 referenced in the District’s January 20, 2006
letter to the Commission on State Mandates.

Sincerely,

Bt v YT

RONALD V. PLACET
Senior Staff Counsel

RVP/ac
Enclosures

cc:  Jim Spano, Division of Audits, State Controller’s Office (w/o encl.)
* Ginny Brummels, Div. of Acctg. & Rptg., State Controller’s Office (w/o encl.)
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PROOF OF SERVICE

v

1 am employed in the County of Sacramento, State of California. At the time of service, I was at least 18
years of age, a United States citizen employed in the county where the mailing occurred, and not a party to the
within action. My business address is 300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850, Sacramento, CA 95814.

On December 4, 2007, I served the foregoing document entitled:

SCO’S RESPONSE TO THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM FOR
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT, CSM 05-904133-1-02

on all interested parties in this action by placing a true and correct copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope,
addressed as follows:

Paula Higashi (original)
Executive Director
Commission on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Marush Atienza

Director of Revenues

Los Angeles Unified School District
333 South Beaudry Avenue, 26™ Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017

[X] BY MAIL ‘

I placed the envelope for collection and processing for mailing following this business’s ordinary practice with
which I am readily familiar. On the same day correspondence is placed for collection and mailing, it is deposited
in the ordinary course of business with the United States Postal Service.

[ ] BY PERSONAL SERVICE ,
I caused to be delivered by hand to the above-listed addressees.

[ 1 BY OVERNIGHT MAIL/COURIER
To expedite the delivery of the above-named document, said document was sent via overnight courier for next day
delivery to the above-listed party.

[ 1 BY FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION
In addition to the manner of service indicated above, a copy was sent by facsimile transmission to the above-listed

party.
I declare that I am employed in the office of a member of the bar of this court at whose direction the
service was made. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of California that the foregoing is true and

correct.,

Executed on December 4, 2007, at Sacramento, California.

Uity O Cams——

Amber A. Camarena

Proof of Service - 1
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OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER
300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850
Sacramento, CA 94250
Telephone No.: (916) 445-6854
BEFORE THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

No.: CSM 05-904133-1-02
INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM ON:

Notification of Truancy Program AFFIDAVIT OF BUREAU CHIEF
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL
DISTRICT, Claimant

I, Jim L. Spano, make the following declarations:

1) Iam an employee of the State Controller’s Office (SCO) and am over the age of 18
years.

2) Iam currently employed as a bureau chief, and have been so since April 21, 2000.
3) Iam a California Certified Public Accountant.
4) Ireviewed the work performed by the SCO auditor.

5) Any attached copies of records are true copies of records, as provided by the Los
Angeles Unified School District or retained at our place of business.

6) The records include claims for reimbursement, with attached supporting documentation,

explanatory letters, or other documents relating to the above-entitled Incorrect
Reduction Claim,
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7) A field audit for fiscal year (FY) 1998-99 claim commenced on August 13, 2002, and
ended on September 30, 2002.

8) A field audit for the FY 1999-2000 and FY 2000-01 claims commenced on January 10,
2002, and ended on July 25, 2002.

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 9, 2007

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER

By: %
m L. Srpano hief

Mandated Cost Audits Bureau
Division of Audits
State Controller’s Office
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STATE CONTROLLER’S OFFICE ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE
TO THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM BY
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
For Fiscal Year (FY) 1998-1999, FY 1999-2000, and FY 2000-01

Notification of Truancy Program
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983

SUMMARY

The following is the State Controller’s Office’s (SCO) response to the Incorrect Reduction Claim
(IRC) that the Los Angeles Unified School District filed with the Commission on State Mandates
(CSM) on December 12, 2005. The SCO audited the district’s claims for costs of the
legislatively mandated Notification of Truancy Program for the period of July 1, 1999, through
June 30, 2001. During the audit, the SCO expanded the audit scope to include the district’s claim
for the period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999. The SCO issued its final report for the
FY 1998-99 claim on December 13, 2002 (Exhibit B). The SCO also issued its final report for
the FY 1999-2000 and FY 2000-01 claims on December 13, 2002 (Exhibit C).

The district submitted reimbursement claims totaling $2,607,656 for FY 1998-99, FY 1999-
2000, and FY 2000-01 as follows:

e FY 1998-99—8§712,167 (Exhibit F)
e FY 1999-2000—8§921,249 (Exhibit G)
e FY 2000-01—$974,240 (Exhibit H)

For the audit period, the SCO determined that $18,406 is allowable and $2,589,250 is
unallowable. The unallowable costs occurred because the district overclaimed the number of
mitial truancy notification forms distributed to the pupils’ parents or guardians. The State paid
the district $2,370,913. The amount paid exceeded allowable costs claimed by $2,352,507. The
following table summarizes the audit results.

Actual Costs  Allowable Audit

Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustments
July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999
Number of truancy notifications 60,869 — (60,869)
Uniform cost allowance x $11.70 x $11.70 x $11.70
Total program costs $ 712,167 $ —  § (712,167)
Less amount paid by the State (712,167) !
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (712,167)
July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000
Number of truancy notifications 75,327 437 (74,890)
Uniform cost allowance x  $12.23 x $12.23 x $12.23
Total program costs $ 921,249 § 5,345 $ (915,904)
Less amount paid by the State (921,249) !
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (915,904)
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Actual Costs  Allowable Audit

Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustments
July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001
Number of truancy notifications 76,531 1,026 (75,505)
Uniform cost allowance x  $12.73 x $12.73 x $12.73
Total program costs $ 974240 § 13,061 $ (961,179)
Less amount paid by the State (737,497) !
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (724,436)
Summary: July 1, 1998, through June 30, 2001
Total program costs $2,607,656 $§ 18,406  $(2,589,250)
Less amount paid by the State 2,370,913) !
Total allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $(2,352,507)

' Payment information is based on amount paid when the final report was issued.

The district’s IRC contests all audit adjustments. The district believes that it provided sufficient
documentation to show compliance with the requirements of Education Code section 48260.5;
therefore, the district believes the costs claimed are allowable.

I. SCO REBUTTAL TO STATEMENT OF DISPUTE— -
CLARIFICATION OF REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES, CLAIM CRITERIA,
AND DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

Parameters and Guidelines

On November 29, 1984, the State Board of Control (now the Commission on State Mandates
[CSM]) determined that Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, imposed a state mandate upon school
districts reimbursable under Government Code section 17561. CSM adopted the parameters
and guidelines on August 27, 1987. The CSM amended the parameters and guidelines for
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, on July 28, 1988, and again on July 22, 1993 (Tab 3). The
following represents an excerpt of the July 22, 1993, amendment to the parameters and
guidelines that is applicable for FY 1998-99, FY 1999-2000, and FY 2000-01.

Section 1, Summary of the Mandate, states:

Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, added Education Code Section 48260.5, which requires school
districts, upon a pupil’s initial classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s parent or
guardian by first-class mail or other reasonable means of (1) the pupil’s truancy; (2) that the
parent or guardian is obligated to compel the attendance of the pupil at school; and (3) that
parents or guardians who fail to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and
subject to prosecution pursuant to Article 6 (commencing with section 48290) of Chapter 2 of
Part 27.

Additionally, the district must inform parents and guardians of (1) alternative educational
programs available in the district, and (2) the right to meet with appropriate school personnel
to discuss solutions to the pupil’s truancy.
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A truancy occurs when a student is absent from school without valid excuse more than three
(3) days or is tardy in excess of thirty (30) minutes on each of more than three (3) days in one
school year. (Definition from Education Code Section 48260).

A student shall be initially classified as a truant upon the fourth unexcused absence, and the
school must at that time perform the requirements mandated in Education Code Section
48260.5 as enacted by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983.

Section ITI (amended July 22, 1993) identifies eligible claimants as follows.

The claimants are all school districts and county offices of education of the state of
California, except a community college district, as defined by Government Code Section
17519 (formerly Revenue and Taxation Code 2208.5), that incur increased costs as a result of
implementing the program activities of Bducation Code Section 48260.5, Chapter 498,
Statutes of 1983.

Section V identifies reimbursable activities as follows.
A. Scope of the Mandate
The eligible claimant shall be reimbursed for only those costs incurred for planning the

notification process, revising district procedures, and printing and distributing of
notification forms, and associated record keeping.

B. Reimbursable Activities

For each eligible school district the direct and indirect costs of labor, supplies, and
services incurred for the following mandated program activities are reimbursable:

1. Planning and Preparation — One-time

Planning the method of implementation, revising school district policies, and designing
and printing the forms.

2. Notification process — Ongoing

Identifying the truant pupils to receive the notification, preparing and distributing by
mail or other method the forms to parents/guardians, and associated recordkeeping.

C. Uniform Cost Allowance

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17557, the Commission on State Mandates has
adopted a uniform cost allowance for reimbursement in lieu of payment of total actual
costs incurred. The uniform cost allowance is based on the number of initial notifications
of truancy distributed pursuant to Education Code Section 48260.5, Statutes of 1983.

For fiscal year 1992-93, the uniform cost allowance is $10.21 per initial notification of
truancy distributed. The cost allowance shall be adjusted each subsequent year by the
Implicit Price Deflator.

D. Unique Costs

School districts incurring unique costs within the scope of the reimbursable mandated
activities may submit a request to amend the parameters and guidelines to the Commission
for the unique costs to be approved for reimbursement, Pursuant to Section 1185.3, Title 2,
California Code of Regulations, such requests must be made by November 30 immediately
following the fiscal year of the reimbursement claim in which reimbursement for the costs
is requested.

The district claimed only costs relating to the Notification process. It did not claim any
costs for Planning and Preparation.
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Section VI describes the claim preparation process as follows.

Each claim for reimbursement pursuant to Education Code Section 48260.5, Chapter 498,
Statutes of 1983, must be timely filed and provide documentation in support of the
reimbursement claimed for this mandated program.

A. Uniform Cost Allowance Reimbursement

Report the number of initial notifications of truancy distributed during the year. Do not
include in that count the number of notifications or other contacts which may result from
the initial notification to the parent or guardian.

B. Recognized Unique Costs

As of fiscal year 1992-93, the Commission has not identified any circumstances which
would cause a school district to incur additional costs to implement this mandate which
have not already been incorporated in the uniform cost allowance.

If and when the Commission recognizes any unique circumstances which can cause the
school district to incur additional reasonable costs to implement this mandated program,
these unique implementation costs will be reimbursed for specified fiscal years in addition
to the uniform cost allowance.

Section VII describes the supporting data that must be maintained as follows.

For auditing purposes, documents must be kept on file for a period of 3 years from the date of
final payment by the State Controller, unless otherwise specified by statute and be made
available at the request of the State Controller or his agent.

A. Uniform Allowance Reimbursement

Documentation which indicates the total number of initial notifications of truancy
distributed.

B. Reimbursement of Unique Costs

Tn addition to maintaining the same documentation as required for uniform cost allowance
reimbursement, all costs claimed must be traceable to source documents and/or
worksheets that show evidence of the validity of such costs.

SCO Claiming Instructions

In compliance with Government Code section 17558, the SCO issues claiming instructions
for mandated programs, to assist local agencies and school districts in claiming reimbursable
costs. The SCO issued revised claiming instructions for Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, in
October of 1995 (Exhibit A). The portion of the claiming instructions that describes the
mandate summary paraphrases the requirements of Education Code sections 48260 and
48260.5 in effect when the parameters and guidelines were adopted.

The actual claim form filed by the district (SCO Form FAM-27) was modified in September
2000 and subsequently in September 2001. The district used the October 1995 version for
filing its FY 1998-99 and FY 1999-2000 claims (Exhibit F and G). The September 2000
version, for the purposes and scope of the audit period, are believed to be significantly
similar to the version filed by the district for its FY 1998-99 and FY 1999-2000 claims. The
district properly used the September 2001 version for filing its FY 2000-01 reimbursement
claim (Exhibit H).
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Education Code Section 48260.5

Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, added Education Code section 48260.5, effective July 28,
1983. The original text of the law is similar to what appears in the parameters and guidelines,
Section I, Summary of the Mandates (Tab 3). When first enacted, the statute required initial
notification of truancy upon the fourth absence or tardy in excess of 30 minutes on more than
three occasions, pursuant to Education Code section 48260. The statute required school
districts to notify parents or guardians and include five specific pieces of information in the
notification. The version of the parameters and guidelines in effect for FY 1998-99, FY
1999-2000, and FY 2000-01 was adopted on July 22, 1993, as noted above.

However, in 1994, Chapter 1023, Statutes of 1994 (Senate Bill 1728) amended Education
Code section 48260 and changed the classification of a truant student to a student who is
absent without excuse on three days or who is tardy on each of three days in one school year.
Chapter 1023, Statutes of 1994 (Senate Bill 1728), also amended Education Code section
48260.5 and required that three additional items be added to the notification: (1) that the
pupil may be subject to prosecution under section 48264, (2) that the pupil may be subject to
suspension, restriction, or delay of the pupil’s driving privilege pursuant to section 13202.7
of the Vehicle Code; and (3) that it is recommended that the parent or guardian accompany
the pupil to school and attend classes with the pupil for one day.

However, no school district filed a test claim based on the changes in the law. Consequently,
the parameters and guidelines were not updated for this change. While the legal requirements
governing school districts originate in the Education Code, the right to reimbursement is set
forth in the Statement of Decision, and the method by which to claim reimbursement is set
forth in the parameters and guidelines. Both of these documents are subject to adoption by
the CSM. Consequently, only costs identified in the applicable parameters and guidelines are
reimbursable.

. THE DISTRICT OVERCLAIMED THE NUMBER OF INITIAL NOTIFICATION
OF TRUANCY FORMS DISTRIBUTED FOR THE MANDATE PROGRAM

Issue

The district did not provide documentation to substantiate claimed costs of initial truancy
notifications, totaling $2,589,250 ($712,167 for FY 1998-99, and $915,904 for FY 1999-
2000, and $961,179 for FY 2000-01.) However, the district believes that the records provided
support the costs claimed; therefore, the costs claimed are allowable.

SCO Analysis

For FY 1998-99, the SCO auditors randomly sampled 79 of the 165 school sites that claimed
initial truancy notification, representing 48% of the population. The sampled school sites
claimed that 27,702 initial truancy notifications were distributed to pupils’ parents or
guardians. The district did not provide any documentation to support the claimed number of
initial truancy notification distributed for all the 79 schools sampled. Consequently, the entire
claimed number of initial truancy notifications is unsupported and, therefore, unallowable.
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For FY 1999-2000, the SCO auditors randomly sampled 67 of the 120 school sites that
claimed initial truancy notifications, representing 56% of the population. The sampled school
sites claimed that 49,489 initial truancy notifications were distributed to the pupil’s parent or
guardian. The district did not provide any documentation to support the claimed number of
initial truancy notifications distributed at 55 of the 67 schools sampled. For the remaining 12
schools sampled, the district provided 286 letters that contained the required elements
identified in the parameters and guidelines. Consequently, the percentage of supported
notifications distributed to pupils’ parents or guardians by the district was 0.58% (286
divided by 49,489). The percentage of initial truancy notifications distributed to the pupil’s
parent or guardian that was not supported by the district was 99.42%. The district claimed
that 75,327 initial truancy notifications at the 120 schools were distributed to pupils’ parents
or guardians. We projected the results of the sample to the population of claimed truancies,
resulting in 437 allowable notifications. We applied the allowable notifications to FY 1999-
2000 uniform cost allowance of $12.23 (per the parameters and guidelines), resulting in
$915,904 of allowable costs.

For FY 2000-01, the SCO auditors randomly sampled 67 of the 120 school sites that claimed
initial truancy notifications, representing 56% of the population. The sampled school sites
claimed that 44,676 initial truancy notifications were distributed to pupils’ parents or
guardians. The district did not provide any documentation to support the claimed number of
initial truancy notifications distributed at 41 of the 67 schools sampled. For the remaining 26
schools sampled, the district provided 598 letters that contained the required elements
identified in the parameters and guidelines. Consequently, the percentage of supported
notifications distributed to the pupils’ parents or guardians by the district was 1.34% (598
divided by 44,676). The percentage of initial truancy notifications distributed to pupils’
parents or guardians that was not supported by the district was 98.66%. The district claimed
that 76,531 initial truancy notifications at the 120 schools were distributed to pupils’ parents
or guardians. We projected the results of the sample to the population of claimed truancies,
resulting in 1,026 allowable notifications. We applied the allowable notifications to FY 2000-
01 uniform cost allowance of $12.73 (per the parameters and guidelines), resulting in
$961,179 of allowable costs.

The following table summarizes the audit results.

Fiscal Years
1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 ~ Total

Sampled mmmber of notifications 27,702 49,480 44,676
Supported number of notifications

from the sample 0 286 598
Unsupported number of notifications
from the sample (27,702) (49,194) (44,078)
Percentage of unsupported number (100%) (99.42%) (98.66%)

of notifications
Number of notifications claimed 60,869 75,327 76,531
Projected unsupported number (60,869) (74,890) (75,505)

of notifications
Uniform costs allowance $11.70 $12.23 $12.73
Audit adjustment $(712,167) 2 $(915904) 2 $(961,179) 2 $(2,589,250)

2 (Claimed costs total $712,167 for FY 1998-99, $921,249 for FY 1999-2000, and $974,240 for FY 2000-01.
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The Pupil Service Attendance (PSA) coordinator of the school sites sampled indicated that
the district implemented the notification forms for truancy in February 2001. The PSA
coordinator advised us that prior to that month, the PSA counselor tracked parent or guardian
contacts through other means such as telephone logs, attendance records, and permits to
return to classroom. Therefore, the district did not notify pupils’ parents or guardians of
initial truancy via a letter or any other official documents, as required by the parameters and
guidelines.

The PSA counselors and administrators of the school sites sampled also identified various
reasons for not distributing initial truancy notification forms containing the five required
elements identified in the parameters and guidelines. PSA counselors stated that:

e They were not aware of the existence of the mandate or proper guidelines for
reporting initial truancy notifications; ‘

e They did not work for the district during the review periods and thus were not able to
locate the records;

e The notification records had been destroyed (they were not advised to retain any
records);

e At some school sites, the PSA counselors were not on duty daily and were available
only one day a week. In these instances, the school administrative staff notified
parents or guardians of the initial truancy and did not retain any records,
administrative staff claimed they were not told to retain the records; and

e They tracked parent or guardian contacts through other reasonable means such as
logged telephone calls, attendance records, and permits to return to classrooms rather
than notification letters sent to the pupil’s parent or guardian.

Though not reimbursable, the SCO reviewed telephone logs, attendance records, and permits
to return to classrooms to gain an understanding of the district’s process of notifying a
pupil’s parent or guardian of the required five elements. These records did not support that
the required elements were discussed with pupils’ parents or guardians. Further, the
parameters and guidelines requires the district to document the five specified elements on a
form that is distributed to a pupil’s parent or guardian. Other reasonable means identified in
the parameters and guidelines related to the means of distributing the form (letter) other than
by first-class mail, such as certified mail, overnight mail, etc.

The parameters and guidelines, adopted by the State Board of Control on November 29,
1984, allow the district to be reimbursed for claimed costs if the initial truancy notification
forms distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian contain five specified elements. Chapter
1023, Statutes of 1984, amended Education Code section 48260.5, (effective January 1,
1995) to require eight specified elements. However, since the parameters and guidelines have
not been amended, the claimant continues to be reimbursed if it complies with the five
specified elements in the guidelines.

The parameters and guidelines, section I, require “. . . school districts, upon the pupil’s initial
classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s parent or guardian, by first-class mail or other
reasonable means, of (1) the pupil’s truancy; (2) that the parent or guardian is obligated to
compel the attendance of the pupil at school; and (3) that parents or guardians who fail to
meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and subject to prosecution pursuant to
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Article 6 (commencing with section 48290) of Chapter 2 of Part 27.” Furthermore, the
guidelines state “ . . . district must inform parents and guardians of (1) alternative educational
programs available in the district; and (2) the right to meet with appropriate school personnel
to discuss solutions to the pupil’s truancy.”

The parameters and guidelines, section V.A., state, “The eligible claimant shall be
reimbursed for only those costs incurred for . . . the printing and distribution of notification
forms....”

The parameters and guidelines, section V.B.1., state that the claimant shall be reimbursed for
“Planning the method of implementation, revising school district policies, and designing and
printing the forms.”

The parameters and guidelines, section V.B.2.,, state that the claimant shall be reimbursed for
“Identifying the truant pupils to receive the notification, preparing and distributing by mail or
other method the forms to parents/guardians . . ..”

The parameters and guidelines, section V.C., state, “The uniform cost allowance is based on
the number of initial notifications of truancy distributed pursuant to Education Code section
48260.5, Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983. For fiscal year 1992-93, the uniform cost allowance
is $10.21 per initial notification of truancy distributed. The cost allowance shall be adjusted
each subsequent year by the Implicit Price Deflator.” '

The parameters and guidelines, section VIL., state, “for audit purpose, document must be kept
on file for a period of 3 years from the date of final payment by the State Controller . . . .”

District’s Response

. .. the SCO reduced the District’s claims because the District did not produce a copy of a
letter or other written document provided to the parent or guardian on each instance a parent
or guardian was notified of the pupil’s truancy pursuant to Section 48260.5. The District
contends that the reduction for each of the three claims was incorrect because the SCO failed
to appropriately consider evidence of the District’s compliance with the requirements of
Section 48260.5 cither a letter or other written document to the parent or guardian.

The statute does not explicitly require that the notification be by letter or other written
document. Section 48260.5 provides: “Upon a pupil’s initial classification as a truant, the
school district shall notify the pupil’s parent or guardian, by first-class mail or other
reasonable means, of the following:...” (Emphasis added.) The Parameters and Guidelines
arguably presume that the notification will be effected through a written form. For example,
the Parameters and Guidelines provide:

V. REIMBURSABLE COSTS
A. Scope of the Mandate

The eligible claimant shall be reimbursed for only those costs incurred for planning the
notification process, revising district procedures, and printing and distribution of
notification forms, and associated record keeping.
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B. Reimbursable Activities

For each eligible school district the direct and indirect costs of labor, supplies, and
services incurred for the following mandated program activities are reimbursable:

1. Planning and Preparation — One-time

Planning the method of implementation, revising school district policies, and
designing and printing the forms. (Emphasis added.)

However, the Parameters and Guidelines also do not explicitly state that the notification must
be by letter or other written document. Nevertheless, the SCO, relying on the foregoing
language in the Parameters and Guidelines, takes the position that the notification can only be
effected and supported by a letter or other written form.

The District contends the SCO’s interpretation is inconsistent with the language of the statute.
If the Legislature had intended to limit the means of notification to a letter or other “writing”
it could have done so. The District believes that the SCO’s limited interpretation is
inconsistent with the intent of the statute and would in fact frustrate the Legislature’s goal in
enacting the statute, i.e., to ensure parents or guardians receive effective notice of the pupil’s
attendance issues.

SCO’s Comment

The scope of the mandate permits school districts to claim reimbursement of costs incurred

for “ . . . planning the notification process, revising district procedures, and printing and
distribution of notification forms . . . ” Within this context, the parameters and guidelines

identify one-time reimbursable activities as “planning the method of implementation,
revising school district policies, and designing and printing the forms.” The parameters and
guidelines also identify ongoing reimbursable activities as “identifying the truant pupils to

receive the notification, preparing and distributing by mail or other method the forms to
parents/guardians . . . ” (Emphasis added).

The parameters and guidelines require the initial notification to contain the following five
specific elements: :

e The pupil’s truancy;

e The parent or guardian is obligated to compel the attendance of the pupil at school;

o The parent or guardian who fails to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction
and subject to prosecution pursuant to Article 6 (commencing with section 48290) of
Chapter 2 of Part 27,

e Alternative educational programs available in the district; and

e The right to meet with appropriate school personnel to discuss solutions to the pupil’s
truancy.

Both the parameters and guidelines and the statutes are consistent in the language that
describes the foregoing activities. These activities essentially require school districts to
design and prepare written “forms” to be distributed by mail or other method the “forms” to
notify the parents or guardians of truant pupils, provided that the “forms” contain the five
specific elements. A form is defined as “a printed or typed document with blank spaces for
insertion of required or requested information.”>
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For the unsupported number of initial truancy notifications claimed, the district did not
support that it distributed the notification forms containing the five elements by first-class
mail or other reasonable means as required by the parameters and guidelines. In fact, the
Pupil Service Attendance coordinator for the school sites sampled stated that the district did
not implement the notification forms for truancy until February 2001. In support of the
claims, however, the district submitted telephone logs, attendance records, and return to
classroom permits. Though not reimbursable, the SCO did review these other records; these
records did not support that the five specified elements were communicated to pupils’ parents
or guardians.

? Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, Tenth Edition © 2001.

1. CONCLUSION

The SCO audited the claims filed by the Los Angeles Unified School District for costs of the
legislatively mandated Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983) for
the period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 2001. The district claimed $2,589,250 for initial
truancy notification forms distributed to pupil parents or guardians that were not
reimbursable. The district did not provide sufficient documentation to substantiate costs
claimed for the mandate.

In conclusion, the CSM should find that (1) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY
1998-99 by $712,167; (2) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY 1999-2000 claim by
$915,904; and (3) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY 2000-01 claim by $961,179.

IV. 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 9, 2007, at Sacramento, California, by:

L. Sgano, Chief
andated Cost Audits Bureau

Division of Audits
State Controller’s Office
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Adopted: 8727/87
Amended: 7/28/88
Amended: 7/22/93

II.

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983
Education Code Section 48260.5

Notification of Truancy

SUMMARY OF MANDATE

Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, added Education Code

Section 48260.5 which requires school districts, upon a
pupil’s initial classification as a truant, to notify the
pupil’s parent or guardian by first-class mail or other
reasonable means of (1) the pupil’s truancy; (2) that the
parent or guardian is obligated to compel the attendance of
the pupil at school; and (3) that parents or guardians who
fail to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction
and subject to prosecution pursuant to Article 6 (commencing
with section 48290) of Chapter 2 of Part 27.

Additionally, the district must inform parents and guardians
of (1) alternative educational programs available in the
district, and (2) the right to meet with appropriate school
personnel to discuss solutions to the pupil’s truancy.

A truancy occurs when a student is absent from school
without valid excuse more than three (3) days or is tardy in
excess of thirty (30) minutes on each of more than three (3)
days in one school year. (Definition from Education Code
Section 48260.)

A student shall be initially classified as truant upon the
fourth unexcused absence, and the school must at that time
perform the reguirements mandated in Education Code

Section 48260.5 as enacted by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983,

BOARD OF CONTROL DECISION

On November 29, 1984, the State Board of Control determined

that Education Code Section 48260.5, as added by

Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, constitutes a state mandated

program because it requires an increased level of service by
regquiring specified notifications be sent to the parents or

guardians of pupils upon initial classification of truancy.

166




III'

IV.

ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS

The claimants are all school districts and county offices of
education of the state of California, except a community
college district, as defined by Government Code

Section 17519 (formerly Revenue and Taxation Code 2208.5),
that incur increased costs as a result of implementing the
program activities of Education Code Section 48260.5,
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983. '

PERIOD OF REI SEMENT

Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, became effective July 28,
1983. Section 17557 of the Government Code provides that a
test claim must be submitted on or before December 31
following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for
that fiscal year. The test claim for Education Code Section
48260.5, Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, was initially filed
on August 25, 1984, therefore the reimbursable costs to the
school districts are all such permitted costs incurred on or
after July 28, 1983,

REIMBURSABLE COSTS

A. Scope of Mandate

The eligible claimant shall be reimbursed for only those
costs incurred for planning the notification process,
revising district procedures, the printing and distribution
of notification forms, and associated record keeping. '
B. Reimbursable Activities

For each eligible school district the direct and indirect
costs of labor, supplies, and services incurred for the
following mandated program activities are reimbursable:
1. Planning and Preparation -- One~time

Planning the method of implementation, revising school
district policiesg, and designing and printing the forms.

2. Notification process -- On-going
Identifying the truant pupils to receive the notification,

preparing and distributing by mail or other method the forms
to parents/guardians, and associated recordkeeping.

167




VI.

C. Uniform Cost Allowance

Pursuant to Government Code section 17557, the Commission on
State Mandates has adopted a uniform cost allowance for
reimbursement in lieu of payment of total actual costs
incurred. The uniform cost allowance is based on the number
of initial notifications of truancy distributed pursuant to
Bducation Code Section 48260.5, Chapter 498, Statutes of
1983.

For fiscal year 1992-93, the uniform cost allowance is
$10.21 per initial notification of truancy distributed. The
cost allowance shall be adjusted each subsequent year by the
Implicit Price Deflator.

D. Unigue Costs

School districts incurring unigque costs within the scope of
the reimbursable mandated activities may submit a request to
amend the parameters and guidelines to the Commission for
the unique costs to be approved for reimbursement. Pursuant
to Section 1185.3, Title 2, California Code of Regulations,
such requests must be made by November 30 immediately
following the fiscal year of the reimbursement claim in
which reimbursement for the costs is requested. J

CLAIM PREPARATION

Each claim for reimbursement pursuant to Education Code
Section 48260.5, Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, must be
timely filed and provide documentation in support of the
reimbursement claimed for this mandated program.

A, 'Uniform Cost Allowance Reimbursement

Report the number of initial notifications of truancy
distributed during the year. Do not include in that count
the number of notifications or other contacts which may
result from the initial notification to the parent or
guardian.

B. Recognized Unique Costs

As of fiscal year 1992-93, the Commission has not identified
any circumstances which would cause a school district to
incur additional costs to implement this mandate which have
not already been incorporated in the uniform cost allowance.

If and when the Commission recognizes any unigque

circumstances which can cause the school district to incur
additional reasonable costs to implement this mandated
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VII.

4

program, these unigque implementation costs will be
reimbursed for specified fiscal years in addition to the
uniform cost allowance.

School districts which incur these recognized unigque costs
will be required to support those actual costs in the
following manner:

1. Narrative Statement of Unique Costs Incurred

Provide a detailed written explanation of the costs
associated with the unique circumstances recognized by the
Commission,

2. Employee Salaries and Benefits

Identify the employee(s) and their job classification,
describe the mandated functions performed, and specify the
actual number of hours devoted to each function, the
productive hourly rate, and the related benefits. The staff
time claimed must be supported by source documentation, such
as time reports, however, the average number of hours
devoted to each function may be claimed if supported by a
documented time study.

3. Services and Supplies

only expenditures which can be identified as a direct cost
as a result of the mandated program can be claimed. List
cost of materials which have been consumed or expended
specifically for the purposes of this mandated program.

4. Allowable Overhead Costs

School districts must use the J-380 (or subsequent
replacement) non-restrictive indirect cost rate
provisionally approved by the California Department of
Education. County offices of education must use the J-73A
(or subsequent replacement) non-restrictive indirect cost
rate provisionally approved by the State Department of
Education.

SUPPORTING DATA

For auditing purposes, documents must be kept on file for a
period of 3 years from the date of final payment by the
State Controller, unless otherwise specified by statute and
be made available at the request of the State Controller or
his agent.
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VII.

VIII.

8
A. Uniform Allowance Reimbursement

Documentation which indicates the total number of initial
notifications of truancy distributed.

B. Reimbursement of Unique Costs

In addition to maintaining the same documentation as
required for uniform cost allowance reimbursement, all costs
claimed must be traceable to source documents and/or
worksheets that show evidence of the validity of such costs.

OFFSETTING SAVINGS AND OTHER REIMBURSEMENT

Any offsetting savings the claimants experience as a direct
result of this statute must be deducted from the uniform
cost allowance and actual cost reimbursement for unigue
circumstances claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this
mandated program received from any source, e.g,, federal,
state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this
claim,

REQUIRED CERTIFICATION

An authorized representative of the claimant will be
required to provide a certification of claim, as specified
in the State Controller’s claiming instructions, for those
costs mandated by the state contained herein.

170




TAB 4
171




BILL NUMBER: SB 1728 CHAPTERED 09/29/94
BILL TEXT

CHAPTER 1023

FILED WITH SECRETARY OF STATE SEPTEMBER 29, 1994
APPROVED BY GOVERNOR SEPTEMBER 28, 1994
PASSED THE SENATE AUGUST 30, 1994
PASSED THE ASSEMBLY AUGUST 29, 1994
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY AUGUST 26, 1994
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY AUGUST 19, 1994
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY JUNE 30, 1994
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY JUNE 1, 1994
AMENDED IN SENATE MAY 3, 1994

AMENDED IN SENATE APRIL 12, 1994

INTRODUCED BY Senators Hughes, Presley, Rosenthal, Watson, and
Wyman

(Coauthors: Assembly Members Alpert, Caldera, Eastin, and
Solis)

FEBRUARY 24, 1994

An act to amend Sections 48260, 48260.5, and 48264 of, and to
add Section 48264.5 to, the Education Code, to amend Section
13202.7 of the Vehicle Code, and to amend Sections 601 and 601.2
of, and to repeal Section 601.1 of, the Welfare and
Institutions Code, relating to truancy.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

SB 1728, Hughes. Truancy.

{1) Existing law defines a truant as any pupil subject to
compulsory full-time education oxr to compulsory continuation
education who is absent from school without valid excuse more
than 3 days or tardy in excess of 30 minutes on each of more
than 3 days in one school year, and provides for the punishment
therefor.

This bill would instead provide that pupils are truant if
they are absent without valid excuse 3 days in one school year
or tardy without valid excuse in excess of 30 minutes on each of
more than 3 days in one school year.

(2) Existing law requires a school district, upon a pupil's
classification as a truant, to notify the pupil's parent or
guardian of certain information, including that the parent or
guardian is obligated to compel the attendance of the pupil at
school.

This bill would require that the notice include additional
information, including informing the parent or guardian that
alternative education programs may be available in the district,
that the pupil may be subject to prosecution, and that the
pupil is subject to suspension or revocation of the pupil's
driving privilege.

(3) Under existing law, any minor who is subject to
compulsory full-time or continuation education and is absent
from school without a valid excuse may be taken into custody by

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/93-94/bill/sen/sb_1701-1750/sb_1728 bill 94092...

172

Page 1 of 6

04/06/2007



an attendance supervisor, peace officer, or school administrator
or his or her designee.

This bill would instead provide that the attendance
supervisor or his or her designee, a peace officer, a school
administrator or his or her designee, or any probation officer
may arrest or assume temporary custody of the minor under these
provisions.

(4) Under existing law, a juvenile who is an habitual truant
is required to be referred to a school attendance review board
or truancy mediation program, before referral to the juvenile
court. Under existing law, a juvenile may be adjudged a ward of
the juvenile court for habitual truancy. If a minor initially
has been referred to the board or program and has been adjudged
a ward of the court, the court may order the juvenile to
participate in a specified community service education program
under certain conditions. Existing law specifies further
procedures for resolving continuing truancy.

This bill would repeal the section on referral to the school
attendance review board or truancy mediation program and would
instead provide that, upon the first truancy, the pupil may be
personally given a written warning by a specified peace officer.

The bill would provide that a record of the written warning
may be kept at the school for 2 years or until the pupil
graduates or transfers from the school. The law enforcement
agency may also maintain a record of the written warning.

This bill would provide that, upon the 2nd truancy within the
same school year, the pupil may be assigned by the school to an
afterschool or a weekend study program, as specified. Upon the
3rd truancy within the same school year, the bill would provide
that the pupil be referred to and required to attend an
attendance review board, truancy mediation program, or a
comparable program.

This bill would provide that if a pupil who has attended
certain programs including a school attendance review board
program, has a 4th truancy in the same school year, the pupil
shall be classified as an habitual truant, within the
jurisdiction of the court, and may be adjudged a ward of the
court. If the pupil is adjudged a ward of the court, he or she
shall be subject to one or more of the following: community
service, a $100 fine, attendance in a court-approved truancy
prevention program, or suspension, delay, or restriction of
driving privileges, as specified. The bill would also make the
pupil's parent or guardian jointly liable for the $100 fine.
The bill would make conforming changes to related provisions of
law.

(5) This bill would impose a state-mandated local program by
placing new duties on local education entities, juvenile laws,
and probation officers.

The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse
local agencies and school districts for certain costs mandated
by the state. Statutory provisions establish procedures for
making that reimbursement, including the creation of a State
Mandates Claims Fund to pay the costs of mandates which do not
exceed $1,000,000 statewide and other procedures for claims
whose statewide costs exceed $1,000,000.

This bill would provide that, if the Commission on State
Mandates determines that this bill contains costs mandated by

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/93-94/bill/sen/sb_1701-1750/sb_1728_bill 94092...
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the state, reimbursement for those costs shall be made pursuant
to those statutory procedures and, if the statewide cost does
not exceed $1,000,000, shall be made from the State Mandates
Claims Fund.

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

SECTICON 1. Section 48260 of the Education Code is amended to
read:

48260. Any pupil subject to compulsory full-time education
or to compulsory continuation education who is absent from
school without valid excuse three days in one school year or
tardy without valid excuse in excess of 30 minutes on each of
more than three days in one school year is a truant and shall be
reported to the attendance supervisor or to the superintendent
of the school district.

SEC. 2. Section 48260.5 of the Education Code is amended to
read:

48260.5. Upon a pupil's initial classification as a truant,
the school district shall notify the pupil’'s parent or guardian,
by first-class mail or other reasonable means, of the
following:

(a) That the pupil is truant.

(b} That the parent or guardian is obligated to compel the
attendance of the pupil at school.

(c) That parents or guardians who fail to meet this
obligation may be guilty of an infraction and subject to
prosecution pursuant to Article 6 (commencing with Section
48290) of Chapter 2 of Part 27.

(d) That alternative educational programs are available in
the district.

(e) That the parent or guardian has the right to meet with
appropriate school personnel to discuss solutions to the pupil’'s
truancy.

(f) That the pupil may be subject to prosecution under
Section 48264,

(g) That the pupil may be subject to suspension, restriction,
or delay of the pupil's driving privilege pursuant to Section
13202.7 of the Vehicle Code.

(h) That it is recommended that the parent or guardian
accompany the pupil to school and attend classes with the pupil
for one day.

SEC. 3. Section 48264 of the Education Code is amended to
read:

48264. The attendance supervisor or his or her designee, a
peace officer, a school administrator or his or her designee, or
a probation officer may arrest or assume temporary custody,
during school hours, of any minor subject to compulsory
full-time education or to compulsory continuation education
found away from his or her home and who is absent from school
without valid excuse within the county, city, or city and
county, or school district,

SEC. 4. Section 48264.5 is added to the Education Code, to
read:

48264.5. Any minor who is a truant pursuant to Section 48260

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/93-94/bill/sen/sb_1701-1750/sb_1728 bill_94092... 04/06/2007
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is subject to the following:

(a) Upon the first truancy, the pupil may be personally given
a written warning by any peace officer specified in Section
830.1 of the Penal Code. A record of the written warning may be
kept at the school for a period of not less than two years, or
until the pupil graduates, or transfers, from that school. If
the pupil transfers, the record may be forwarded to any school
receiving the pupil's school records. A record of the written
warning may be maintained by the law enforcement agency in
accordance with that law enforcement agency's policies and
procedures.

{b) Upon the second truancy within the same school year, the
pupil may be assigned by the school to an afterschool or weekend
study program located within the same county as the pupil's
school. If the pupil fails to successfully complete the
assigned study program, the pupil shall be subject to
subdivision (c).

(c) Upon the third truancy within the same school year, the
pupil may be referred to, and required to attend, an attendance
review board or a truancy mediation program pursuant to Section
48263 or pursuant to Section 601.3 of the Welfare and
Institutions Code. If the district does not have a truancy
mediation program, the pupil may be required to attend a
comparable program deemed acceptable by the school district's
attendance supervisor. If the pupil does not successfully
complete the truancy mediation program or other similar program,
the pupil shall be subject to subdivision (d).

(d) Upon the fourth truancy within the same school year, the
pupil shall be classified a habituwal truant, as defined in
Section 48262, and shall be within the jurisdiction of the
juvenile court which may adjudge such pupil to be a ward of the
court pursuant to Section 601 of the Welfare and Institutions
Code. If the pupil is adjudged a ward of the court, the pupil
shall be required to do one or more of the following:

(1) Performance at court-approved community services
sponsored by either a public or private nonprofit agency for not
less than 20 hours but not more than 40 hours over a period not
to exceed 90 days, during a time other than the pupil's hours
of school attendance or employment. The probation officer shall
report to the court the failure of the pupil to comply with
this paragraph.

(2) Payment of a fine by the pupil of not more than one
hundred dollars ($100) for which a parent or guardian of the
pupil may be jointly liable.

(3) Attendance of a court-approved truancy prevention
program.

(4) Suspension or revocation of driving privileges pursuant
to Section 13202.7 of the Vehicle Code. This subdivision shall
apply only to a pupil who has attended a school attendance
review board program, a program operated by a probation
department acting as a school attendance review board, or a
truancy mediation program pursuant to subdivision (c).

SEC. 5. Section 13202.7 of the Vehicle Code is amended to
read:

13202.7. (a) Any minor under the age of 18 years, but 13
years of age or older, who is an habitual truant within the
meaning of Section 48262 of the Education Code, or who is

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/93-94/bill/sen/sb_1701-1750/sb_1728 _bill_94092...
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adjudged by the juvenile court to be a ward of the court under
subdivision (b) of Section 601 of the Welfare and Institutions
Code, may have his or her driving privilege suspended for one
year by the court. If the minor does not yet have the privilege
to drive, the court may order the department to delay issuing
the privilege to drive for one year subsequent to the time the
person becomes legally eligible to drive. However, if there is
no further truancy in the 12-month period, the court, upon
petition of the person affected, may modify the order imposing
the delay of the driving privilege. For each successive time
the minor is found to be an habitual truant, the court may
suspend the minor's driving privilege for a minor possessing a
driver's license, or delay the eligibility for the driving
privilege for those not in possession of a driver's license, for
one additional year.

(b} Whenever the juvenile court suspends a minor's driving
privilege pursuant to subdivision (a), the court may require all
driver's licenses held by the minor to be surrendered to the
court. The court shall, within 10 days following the surrender
of the license, transmit a certified abstract of the findings,
together with any driver's licenses surrendered, to the
department.

(c) When the juvenile court is considering suspending or
delaying a minor's driving privilege pursuant to subdivision
(a), the court shall consider whether a personal or family
hardship exists that requires the minor to have a driver's
license for his or her own, or a member of his or her family's,
employment or for medically related purposes.

(d) The suspension, restriction, or delay of a minor's
driving privilege pursuant to this section shall be in addition
to any other penalty imposed by law on the minor.

SEC. 6. Section 601 of the Welfare and Institutions Code is
amended to read:

601. (a) Any person under the age of 18 years who
persistently or habitually refuses to obey the reasonable and
proper orders or directions of his or her parents, guardian, or
custodian, or who is beyond the control of that person, or who
is under the age of 18 years when he or she violated any
ordinance of any city or county of this state establishing a
curfew based solely on age is within the jurisdiction of the
juvenile court which may adjudge the minor to be a ward of the
court.

(b) If a minor has four or more truancies within one school
year as defined in Section 48260 of the Education Code or a
school attendance review board determines that the available
public and private services are insufficient or inappropriate to
correct the habitual truancy of the minor, or to correct the
minor's persistent or habitual refusal to obey the reasonable
and proper orders or directions of school authorities, or if the
minor fails to respond to directives of a school attendance
review board or to services provided, the minor is then within
the jurisdiction of the juvenile court which may adjudge the
minor to be a ward of the court. However, it is the intent of
the Legislature that no minor who is adjudged a ward of the
court pursuant solely to this subdivision shall be removed from
the custody of the parent or guardian except during school
hours.

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/93-94/bill/sen/sb_1701-1750/sb_1728_bill_94092...
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(c) To the extent practically feasible, a minor who is
adjudged a ward of the court pursuant to this section shall not
be permitted to come into or remain in contact with any minor
ordered to participate in a truancy program, or the equivalent
thereof, pursuant to Section 602.

(d) Any peace officer or school administrator may issue a
notice to appear to a minor who is within the jurisdiction of
the juvenile court pursuant to this section.

SEC. 7. Section 601.1 of the Welfare and Institutions Code is
repealed.

SEC. 8. Section 601.2 of the Welfare and Institutions Code is
amended to read:

601.2. 1In the event that a parent or guardian or person in
charge of a minor described in Section 48264.5 of the Education
Code fails to respond to directives of the school attendance
review board or to services offered on behalf of the minor, the
school attendance review board shall direct that the minor be
referred to the probation department or to the county welfare
department under Section 300, and the school attendance review
board may require the school district to file a complaint
against the parent, guardian, or other person in charge of such
ninor as provided in Section 48291 or Section 48454 of the
Education Code.

SEC. 9. Notwithstanding Section 17610 of the Government Code,
if the Commission on State Mandates determines that this act
contains costs mandated by the state, reimbursement to local
agencies and school districts for those costs shall be made
pursuant to Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4
of Title 2 of the Government.Code. If the statewide cost of
the claim for reimbursement does not exceed one million dollars
($1,000,000), reimbursement shall be made from the State
Mandates Claims Fund. Notwithstanding Section 17580 of the
Government Code, unless otherwise specified in this act, the
provisions of this act shall become operative on the same date
that the act takes effect pursuant to the California
Constitution.
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DISTRICT’S
INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM
FILED WITH THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

ON DECEMBER 12, 2005
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STATE OF CALIFOHNI/‘\ . . : ’ ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 300
S AGCRAMENTO, CA 95814
{ INE: (916) 323-3562
FAX: (916) 445-0278
E-mail: csminfo@csm.ca.gov

January 30, 2006

AN
Mr. Ruben Rojas Ms. Ginny Brummels
Los Angeles Unified School District Division of Accounting and Reporting
Office of the Controller State Controller’s Office
Revenue Enhancement Unit . 3301 C Street, Suite 501

333 S. Beaudry Avemie, 27" Floor, Suite 114 Sacramento, CA 95816
Los Angeles, CA 90017 :

Re: Incorrect Reduction Claim
Notification of Truancy, 05-904133-1-02
Los Angeles Unified School District, Claimant
Statutes 1983, Chapter 498
Fiscal Years 1998-1999, 1999-2000, and 2000- 2001

Dear Mr. Rojas and Ms. Brummels:

Government Code section 17551, subdivision (b), requires the Commission to hear and
decide upon claims filed by local agencies and school districts that the State Controller’s
Office (SCO) has incorrectly reduced payments to the local agencies or school districts.

On December 12, 2005, an incomplete incorrect reduction claim (IRC) was filed on the
above-named program by Los Angeles Unified School District. The claimant submitted
information to complete the filing on January 23, 2006. Following initial review, the

Commission staff found the incorrect reduction claim to now be complete. ‘ ‘

SCO Review and Response. Please file the SCO response and supporting documentation
regarding this claim within 90 days of the date of this letter. Please include an explanation
of the reason(s) for the reductions and the computation of reimbursements. All
documentary evidence must be authenticated by declarations under penalty of perjury
signed by persons who are authorized and competent to do so and be based on the
declarant’s personal knowledge, information or belief. The Commission's regulations also
require that the responses (opposition or recommendation) filed with the Commission be
simultaneously served on the claimants and their designated representatives, and
accompanied by a proof of service. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1185.01.)

The failure of the SCO to respond within this 90-day timeline shall not cause the
Commission to delay consideration of this IRC.

Claimant’s Rebuttal. Upon receipt of the SCO response, the claimant and interested
parties may file rebuttals. The rebuttals are due 30 days from the service date of the
response.
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1OS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT oy Romer

Superintendent of Schools

Office of the Controller Charles A. Burbridge
Revenue Enhancement Unit Chief Financial Officer
333 S. Beaudry Ave. 27" Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017 getty ng
Telephone: (213) 241-3992 Fax: (213) 241-8911 ontroller

Ruben J. Rojas
Director, Revenue Enhancement

January 20, 2006

Commission on State Mandates .
Attention: Nancy Patton, Assistant Executive Director

Sacramento, CA 95814

980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 SRy
QCOMMU;;!ON ON !
Re: Detailed Narrative of Claim STATE MANDATES

Claimant: Los Angeles Unified School District
Claim: Notification of Truancy, Statutes 1983, Chapter 498
Claim Years: Fiscal Years 1998-1999, 1999-2000 and 2000-2001

Liallll 1valo. X 1ova) 2 Ve s ey e —————

Dear Ms. Patton:

Enclosed, pursuant to your December 22, 2005 letter to Trevin E. Sims, is the District’s supplement to the Incorrect
Reduction Claim filed on December 12, 2005. The enclosed claim includes the following documents:

1)
2)
3)
4

5)

6)
7

8)
9

Incorrect Reduction Claim form;

State Controller’s Claiming Instructions;

A written detailed narrative signed under penalty of petjury;

State Controllers December 2002 Final Audit Report for the 1998-1999 fiscal year;

The State Controllers December 2002 Final Audit Report for the 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 fiscal years;
The District’s November 25, 2002 letter to the State Controller regarding the 1998-1999 draft audit
report;

The District’s November 14, 2002 letter to the State Controller regarding the 1999-2000 and 2000-2001
draft audit reports; '

The District’s Claim for Payment for the 1998-1999 fiscal yea;

The District’s Claim for Payment for the 1999-2000 fiscal year;

10) The District’s Claim for Payment for the 2000-2001 fiscal year; and
11) The Notice of Truancy Parameters and Guidelines, as amended June 22, 1993.

One (1) original and two (2) copies of the entire claim are enclosed.

If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Ruben Roj
Director of Revenue Enhancement
Los Angeles Unified School District
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Office of the Controller Charles A. Burbridge
Revenie Eihdricement Unit Chief Financial Officer
333 S. Beaudry Ave. 27" Floot Betty N
Los Angeles, CAS0017 oy
Telephone: (213) 241-3992 Fax: (213) 2418911 ontrotier
Ruben J. Rojas

Director, Reveriue Enhancemen

January 20, 2006

Commission on State Mandates _
Attention: Nancy Patton, Assistant. Ixecutive Director
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Detailed Narrative of Claim
Claimant: Los Angeles Unified School District
Claim: Notification of Truancy, Statutes 1983, Chapter 498
Claim Years: Fiscal Years 1998-1999, 1999-2000 and 2000-2001

Deat Ms. Patton:

The letter constitutes the Los Angeles Unified School District’s (“District”) détailed narrative
pursuant to Title 2, Section 1185, subdivision (€)(2) of the California Code of Regulations in support
of the above-referenced-claims.

The State Controller’s Office (“SC0”) incorrectly reduced the District’s 1998-1999, 1999-2000, and
2000-2001 claims totaling $2,602,311 by $2,352,507 thus: allowing only $249;804. As set forth
‘below, the District complied with law and presented sufficient evidence to support the claimed
amounts. The District requests the Commission on State Mandates to reverse the gudit findings and
-award the District the correct claim amount of $2,602,311.

BACKGROUND
In. 1983, the Legislature enacted Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, codified in Education Code section
48260.5, requiting notification to parents-or guardians of pupils upon initial classification of truancy.
Specifically, the statute (as amended in 1994) provides:

Upon a pupil’s initial classification as a truant, the school district shall notify the

pupil’s parent or guardian, by first-class mail or other reasonable means, of the

following:

(a)  That the pupil is truant.

COPY
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(b)  That the parent or guardian is obligated to compel :tha» attenidance of the
pupil at school.

(c) That parents.or guardians who fail to meet this obligation may be guilty of
an infraction and subject to prosecution pursuant to Article 6
(commencing with Section 48290) of Chapter 2.of Part 27.

(d)  Thatalternative educational programs ate available in the district.

(&) That the parent or guardian has the right to ‘meet with appropriate school
personnel to discuss solutions to-the pupil’s truancy.

(f)  That the pupil may be subject to prosecution under Section 48264

()  That the pupil may be subject to suspension, restriction, or delay of the
pupil’s driving privilege pursuant to Section 13202.7 of the Vehicle Code.

(h)  Thatitis recommended that the parent or_‘*g’uafdianaaccc)mpany, the pupil to
school and attend classes with the pupil for one day. !

The State Board of Control ruled that this legislation constituted a reimbursable mandate under
Government Code section 17561. Accordingly, the Commission on. State Mandates adopted
Parameters and Guidelines establishing the criteria for reimbursement. The Parameters and
Guidelines provide that a claimant “shall be reimbursed for only those costs incurred.for planning the
notification process, revising 'dis_trict_piocedures,;-'the;,,priﬁting,and disttibution of notification forms,
and associated record keeping:” Further, the Parameters and Guidelines provides “the Commission
on State Mandates has adopted a uniform cost allowance fot reimbursement in lieu of payment of
total actual costs incurred. The uniform cost allowance is based on the number of initial notifications
of truancy distributed pursuant to Education Code Section 48260.5... . .

Pursuant to the Parameters and Guidelines, the District filed its claim for the 1998-1999 fiscal year on
January 4, 2000, for the 1999-2000 fiscal year on January 12, 2001, and: for the 2000-2001 fiscal year

on December 20, 2001. The SCO-issued its final audit report for the 1998-1999 claim on December

13, 2002. ‘The SCO also issued its final audit report for the 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 claims on
December 13, 2002.

The District timely submitted its Tncorrect Reduction Claim for each of the three fiscal years on
December 12, 2005. '

1 The statute as originally enacted in 1983 only required that the notification to parents include five (5) elements. The
1994 amended added three (3) more required elements. However, for purposes of the. claims:at issue; as conceded by the
8CO inits final audit reports, the District was only requived to notify parents or guardians of the original five (5) elements.
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SUMMARY OF CLAIMS AND SCO FINDINGS
1998-1999 CLAIM PERIOD

District Claim

The District submitted a claim for reimbursement it the-amount of $712,167 based on 60,869 truancy
notifications.

SCO Findings

The SCO, in the December 2002 final audit report, concluded that none of the District’s §712,167
clain was allowable and stated that the entire amount should be returned to the State. The SCO found

that the District did not provide any seurhentation to substantiate any of the claim amounts.
Specifically, the SCO explained:

“The SCO auditors randomly sampled 79 of the 165 school sites that claimed
initial truancy notifications, representing: 48% of the population. ‘The sampled
school ‘sites claimed that 27,702 initial truancy notifications were distributed to
the pupil’s parent or guardian. The district did not provide a;jxyr'ido‘c'umeﬂtaﬁdn to
support the claimed number of initial traancy notifications distributed for all the
79 schools sampled. Consequently, the entire ¢claimed number of initial truancy
notification is unsupported and, therefore, unallowable.

The Pupil Service Attendance (PSA) coordinator of the school sites sampled
indicated that the distriet: implemented. the notification forms for truancy in
February 2001. The coordinator advised that prior to that month, PSA counselors
contacted parents or guardians throtigh ofher means such as telephone logs,
attendance records, and the permits to return to classroom (PRC). The district

arents or guardians in initial truaney via a letter or
s required by Parameters and Guidelines.

¢ notify pupil’s parents
any other Ofﬁcv_i':‘tl;;dbcumgn‘tg,
(Emphasis.added.)

1999-2000 AND 2000-2001 CrAM PERIODS

District Claim

The District submitted a clain for reimbursement for the 1999-2000. fiscal ‘year in the amount of
$921,249, based on 75,327 truancy notifications; it submitted a claim for reimburserent for the 2000~

© 2001 fiscal year in the amount.of $974,240, based on 76,531 truancy notifications. The combined
total claim for the two fiscal years was $1,895,489.
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SCO Findings

Tn its December 2002 final audit report, the SCO concluded $1,877,083 of the claim was unallowable.
The SCO stated that the District had been paid $1,658,746 andshould return $1,640,340 to the State.

With regard to the 1999-2000 fiscal year, the SCO stated that it randomly sampled 67 of the 120
school sites that clainted initial truancy notifications, constituting 49,480 distributed notifications.
The SCO found that:

“The district did not provide any documentation to support the claimed number of
initial fruancy notifications distributed at 55 of the 67 schools sampled. For the
remaining 12 schools sampled, the district provided 286 letters that contained the
tequired elements identified in Parameters and Guidelines. Consequently, the
percentage of supported notifications distributed to pupil’s parent or guardian by
the district was 0.58% (286 divided by 49,480).” |

With regard to the 2000-2001 fiscal year, the SCO stated that he randomly sampled 67 of the 120
school sites that claimed initial truaney notifications, constituting 44,676 distributed notifications.
The SCO found that:

“The disttict did not provide any documentation to support the claimed
notifications distributed at 41 of the 67 schools sampled. For the remaining 26
schools sampled, the district provided 598 letters that that contained the required
elements identified in Parameters and Guidelines. Consequently, the percentage
of suppotted notification- distributed to the pupil’s patent or guardian by the
district was 1.34% (598 divided by 44,676).”

With regard to both claim years, the SCO further explained:

Pupil Services and Attendance (PSA) counselors and-administrators of the school
sites sampled identified vatious reasons for not distributing imitial truancy
notification forms containing the five required elements identified in Parameters
and Guidelines. . . .

Though not reimbursable, the SCO reviewed telephone logs, attendance records,
and PRCs to gain an understanding of the district’s process of notifying a pupil’s
parent or guardian of the required five clements. These records did not support
that the required elements were discussed with the pupil’s parent or guardian,
Furthermote, Parameters and Guidelines require the district to document the five
specified elements on a form that is distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian,
Other reasonable means identified in Parameters and Guidelines relate to the
means of distributing the form (letter) ‘other than by first-class mail, such as
certified mail, overnight mail; etc.”
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DISTRICT POSITION RE INCORRECT REDUCTION

In short, the SCO reduced the District’s claims because the District did not produce a.copy of a letter
or other written document provided fo the parent or:guardian on eachi instance a parent or guardian
was notified’ of the pupil’s truancy pursuant to Section 48260.5. The District contends that the
reduction for each of the three claims was incorrect because the SCO failed to appropriately consider
evidence of the District’s compliance with the requirements of Section 48260.5 either a letter or other
‘wiitten document to'the parent or guardian.

Ttie statute does not explicitly require.that the notification be by letter or other written document.
Section 48260.5 provides: “Upon a pupil’s initial classification as-a truant, the school district shall
notify the pupil’s parent or guardian, by first-class miail or other reasonable means, of the
following: . . .» (Emphasis added.) The Parameters and Guidelines ‘arguably ‘presume’ that the
nofification will be effected through a written form. For example, the Parameters and Guidelines
provide:

V. REIMBURSABLE COSTS

A. Scope of Mandate
The eligible claimant shall be reimbursed for only those costs incurred for planning the
notification process; revising district procédures, the printing and distribution. of notification
forms, and associated record keeping.

B. Reimbursable Activities

For each eligible school district the direct and indirect costs of labor, supplies, and services
incurred for the following mandated program activities are reimbursable:

1. Planning and Preparation  One-time

Planning the m'etiliodsof‘%im plementation, revisin , schgol district
and printing the forms. (Emphasis added.)

However, the Parameters and Guidelines also do not explicitly state that the notification must be by
Jetter or other written document. Nevertheless, the: SCO, relying on the foregoing language in the
Parameters and Guidelines, takes the position that the notification can only be effected and supported
by a letter or other written form.

The District contends the SCQ’s interpretation is inconsistent with the language of the statute. Ifthe

Legislature hiad intended to. limit the means of notification to-a letter or other “writing” it .could have

done so. The District believes that the SCO’s limited interpretation is inconsistent with the intent.of
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the statute and would in fact frustrate the Legislature’s goal in enacting the statute, i.e., to ensure
parents ot guardians receive effective notice of the pupil’s attendance issues.

As a result of its limited and incorrect intetpretation of the statute, the SCO effectively disregarded all
evidence the District presented. to demonstrate it had satisfied the requirements of the statute by
means other than a letter or other writing to the parent or guardian. Specifically, the District
submitted phone logs, attendance records and other documentation in support of the claims. ‘While
the SCO indicates it “reviewed” this evidence, the audit reports suggest that the SCO wholly
disregarded and rejected this evidence.

For these reasons, the District tequests the- Commission on State Mandates to reverse the audit
findings and award the District the correct claim amount of $2,602,311.

The District does not waive its right to assert any othet fact, argument or position in support of the
claitis made in this incorrect reduction claim. '

The foregoing facts are¢ known to.me personally and if so required, T could and would testify to the
statements made herein. 1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California
that the statemenits made in this document are true and complete to the best of my personal knowledge
arid as+to all matters, I believe them to be true.

‘Executed this 20th day of January, 2006, at Los Angeles, California, by:

Ruben Rojdg
Director of Revenue Enhancement
Los Angeles Unified School District
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Appendix

State of California

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES N
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 . For Official Use Only
Sacramento, CA 95814 —
[ 6)323-3562 $ife
. CommI
INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM FORM Jﬂé‘”@?@%’;%
T

A

ClaimNo. 5 907/ 27 li

Local Agency or School District Submitting Claim

Los Angeles Unified School District * B

Contact Person

Telephone No,

(213 ) 241-3859

Ruben Rojas

Address
333 So. Beaudry Avenue -
27th Floor, Suite 114
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Represantative QOrganization to be Notified

- Same as above
Additional Notification: Lozano Smith, Attorneys at Law
Attn: Trevin E. Sims; 2800 28th St., Suite 240, Santa Monica, CA
~— 90405

. nis claim alleges an incorrect reduction of a reimbursement claim filed with the State Controller's Office pursuant to section 17661 of
the Government Code. This incorrect reduction claim is filed pursuant to section 17551(b) of the Government Code. :

CLAIM IDENTIFICATION: Specify Statute or Executive Qrder

Notification of Truancy - Chapter 498, Statues of 1983
' Fiscal Year* Amount of the Incorrect Reduction .

98-99 $712,167.
99-00 - $915,904,

00-01 $724,436,

*More than one fiscal year may be claimed.

IMPORTANT: PLEASE SEE INSTRUCTIONS AND FILING
INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM ON THE REVERSE SIDE, .

Name and Title of Authorized Representative

REQUIREMENTS FOR COMPLETING AN

Telephone No.

Ruben Rojas s
Director, Revenue Enhancement ( 213) 241-3859
Signature of Authorized Representative & Date

: 12:12-05

\ mTa

COPY:
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State Controller’s Office ‘ - School Mandated Cost Manual

NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY

1. Summary of Chapter 498/83

On November 29, 1984, the State Board of Control (successor agency is the Commission On
State Mandates) determined that Education Code Section 48260.5, as added by Chapter 498,
statutes of 1983, constitutes a State mandate because it requires school districts to perform
an increased level of service. Education Code 48260.5 requires school districts, upon a
pupil’s initial classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s parent or guardian by first-class
mail or other reasonable means of (1) the pupil’s truancy; (2) that the parent or guardian is
obligated to compel the attendance of the pupil at school; and (3) that parents or guardians
who fall to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and subject to prosecution pur-
suant to Article 6 (commencing with section 48290) of Chapter 2 of Part 27.

Additionally, the district must inform parents and guardians of: (1) alternative educational
programs available in the district, and (2) the right to meet with appropriate school personnel
to discuss solutions to the pupil’s truancy.

e A truancy occurs when a student s absent from school without valid excuse three (3)
days or is tardy in excess of thirty (30) minutes on each of more than three (3) days in
one school year. (Definition from Education Code Section 48260.)

e A student shall be initially classified as truant upon the third unexcused absence, and
the school must at that time pérform the requirements mandated in Education Code
48260.5 as enacted by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983.

2.  Eligible Claimants

Any school district or county office of education which incurs increased costs as a result of
this mandate is eligible to claim reimbursement of those costs.

3.  Appropriations

Claims may only be filed with the State Controller's Office for programs that have been
funded in the state budget or in special legislation. To determine funding availability for the
current fiscal year, refer to the schedule "Appropriations for State Mandated Cost Programs”
in the "Annual Claiming Instructions for State Mandated Costs" issued in mid-September of -
each year to superintendents of schools. :

4.  Types of Claims

A. Reimbursement and'Estim'ate Claims

An eligible claimant may file a reimbursement claim or an estimated claim as specified
below. A reimbursement claim details the costs actually incurred for the previous fiscal
year. An estimated claim shows the costs to be incurred for the current fiscal year.

¢ A claim for reimbursement or an estimate must exceed $200 per fiscal year. However,
a county superintendent of schools, as fiscal agent for the school district, may submit
a combined claim in excess of $200 on behalf of school districts within the county even
if the individual district’s claim does not exceed $200. A combined claim must show
the individual claim costs for each school district. Once a combined claim s filed, all
subsequent claims for the same mandate must be filed in the combined form. A school
district may withdraw from the combined claim form by providing a written notice to the
county supetintendent of schools and to the Controller, at least 180 days prior to the

. deadline for flling the claim, of its intent to file a separate claim.

Revised 10/95 Chapter 498/83, Page 1 of 3
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Filing Deadline

Refer to item 3 "Appropriations" to determine if the program is funded for the current fis-
cal year. If funding is avallable, an estimated claim may be flled as follows:

e An estimated claim must be filed with the State Controllér’s Office and postmarked by
- November 30 of the fiscal year in which costs are to be incurred. Timely filed estimated
claims will be paid before late claims.

After having received payment for an estimated claim, the claimant must file a reimbur-
sement claim by November 30 of the following fiscal year. If the district fails to file a
reimbursement claim, monies received must be returned to the State. If no estimate
claim was filed, the district may file a reimbursement claim detailing the actual costs in-
curred for the fiscal year, provided there was an appropriation for the program for that.
fiscal year. See item 3 above.

¢ A reimbursement claim must be filed with the State Controlier's Office and postmarked
by Navember 30 following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred. If the claim is
filed after the deadline but by November 30 of the succeeding fiscal year, the approved
claim will be reduced by 10% but not to exceed $1,000. if the claim is filed more than
one year after the deadline, the claim cannot be accepted.

5.  Reimbursable Components

Eligible claimants will be reimbursed on a unit cost basis for an initial notice to the parents or
guardian regarding the pupil's truancy. For the 1994/95 fiscal year the unit rate is $10.83 per
an initial notice. The unit rate is adjusted annually by the changes in the implicit price

deflator and covers all direct and indirect costs of the following on-going activities:
A )

B.
C.
D.
E.

Identifying the truant pupil,

Prepare and mail the truancy notice to the parents or guardian,
Print additional forms,

Recording and

-Filing,

| 6. Reimbursement Limitations

A

This program does not provide reimbursernent for activities related to resolving truancy
problems (i.e., referrals to attendance review board, meetings with parents or guardian

to discuss the pupil’s truancy problems and/or discuss alternative educational '

programs, etc.).

Reimbursements the claimant received from any source (i.e., federal, other State
programs, foundations, etc.) as a result of this mandate, must be deducted from the
amount claimed. :

7. Claiming Forms and Instructions

A.

llustration of Claim Forms

The diagram entitled, "lllustration of Claim Forms", provides a graphical presentation of
forms required to be flled with a claim. A claimant may submit computer generated
reports in substitution of form FAM-27 and form NOT-1, provided the format of the
report and data fields contained within the report are identical to the claim forms in-
cluded in this chapter. The claim forms provided in this chapter should be duplicated
and used by the claimant to file an estimated or reimbursement claim. The State

Chapter 498/83, Page 2 of 3 ' - - - Revised 10/95
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Controller's Office will revise the manual and claim forms as necessary. In such
instances, new replacement forms will be mailed to claimants.

For audit purposes, all supporting documents must be retained for a period of two years
after the end of the calendar year in which the reimbursement claim was filed or last
amended, whichever is later. Such documents shall be made avaitable to the State
Controller's Office on request.

B. Form NOT-1, Claim Summary

This form is used to compute the amount of claimable costs based on the number of
reports forwarded to the governing board with the recommendation not to expel the
student. The claimant must give the number of truant notifications. The cost data on
this form is camied forward to form FAM-27.

C. Form FAM-27, Claim for Payment

Form FAM-27 contains a certification that must be signed by an authorized
representative of the district. All applicable information from form NOT-1 must be
camied forward to this form for the State Controller's Office to process the claim for
payment.

Iilustration of Claim Forms

Form NOT-1
Claim Summary

y

FAM-27
Claim
for Payment

-Chapter 498/83, Page 3 of 3 Revised 10/96
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CLAIM FOR PAYMENT For State Controller Use Only Program
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program Number 00048 ’
20) Date Flled ___/__I____ 4 8
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY _ (20) Date File A 0
. . ey LRSWput /[ .
o e :
ﬁ {01) Claimant \dentification Nu.mber | » \ ‘ Reimbursement Claim Data
2 02) Claimant Name ' -
- {22) NOT-1, (03)
L. |County of Location
) (239)
: Street Address orrP.O. Box Suile 24)
R
\E City State Zip Cade j 25)
- Type of Claim ) Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim | (26)
(03) Estimated [ |9 Reimbursement O len
(04) Combined 3 ey Combined [ s
(05) Amended ' O |an Amended 0 len
Fiscal Year of Cost ©9 20___/20___ |t 20___/20___ (@0
Total Claimed Amount | (07) 4 '(13) . 31
Less: 10% Late Penalty, not to exceed $1,000 (14) : {32)
Less: Prior Claim Payment Received (15) (33)
Net Claimed Amount ] 1(18) (34)
Due to Claimant (08) 1¢n (35)
Due to State ‘ (18) (36)

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM .

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code § 17561, I certify that | am the officer authorized by the local agency to file claims
with the State of California for costs mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and certify under penalty of perjury that | have not
violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1096, inclusive. .

I further cgrtify 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 mandated by Chapter
498, Statutes of 1983. :

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/dr Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or actual
costs for the mandated program of Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, set forth on the attached statements.

Signature of Authorized Officer ) Date

Type or Print Name ' - Title
ﬁa) Namie of Contact Person for Claim

Telephone Number  { ) - Ext.
, E-Mail Address ' :
Form FAM-27 (Revised 9/01) » » : - ~ Chapter 498/83
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Program NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY '
" Certification Claim Form . FORM
048 . FAM-27
) Instructions
(01) Leave blank.
(02) A set of mailing labels with the claimant's I.D. number and address was enclosed with the letter regarding the claiming

instructions. The mailing labels are designed to speed processing and prevent common errors that delay payment. Affix a label in
the space shown on form FAM-27. Cross out any errors and print the correct information on the label. Add any missing address
items, except county of location and a person’s name. If you did not receive labels, print or type your agency's mailing address.

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

(04) If filing an original estimated claim on behalf of districts within the county, enter an "X" in the box on fine (04) Combined.. -

(05) If filing an amended or combined claim, enter an "X" in the box on fine (05) Amended. Leave boxes (03) and (04) blank.

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

(07) Enter the amount of estimated claim, If the estimate exceeds the previous year's actual costs by more than 10%, complete form
NOT-1 and enter the amount from fine (08).

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

(09) if filing an original relmbursement claim, enter an *X" in the box on line (09) Reimbursement.

(10) If filing an original reimbursement claim on behalf of districts within the county, enter an "X" in the box on line (10) Combined.

(11) If filing an amended or a combined claim on behalf of districts within the county, 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 reimbursement claim from form NOT-1, line (08).

(14) 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. Enter either the product of multiplying line (13) by the factor 0.10 (10% penally) or $1,000, whichever
is less. .

(15) If filing a reimbursement claim and a claim was previously filed for the same fiscal year, enter the-amount received for the claim.
Otherwise, enter a zero. :

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

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

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

(19)to (21) Leave blank.

(22)t0 (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., NOT-1, (03), means the information is located on form NOT-1, line (3). 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 fitle, typed or printed. Claims cannot be paid unless accompanied by a signed
certification. ’

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

SUBMIT A SIGNED, ORIGINAL FORM FAM-27 WITH ALL OTHER FORMS AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS (NO COPIES
NECESSARY) TO: :
Address, if delivered by U.S. Postal Service: Address, if delivered by other delivery service:
OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER
ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section
Division of Accounting and Reporting Division of Accounting and Reporting
P.O. Box 942850 3301 C Street, Suite 500
Sacramento, CA 94250 Sacramento, CA 95816
~ Form FAM-27 {(Revised 9/01) : Chapter 498/83
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Program ) MANDATED COSTS FORM
0 4 8 A NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1
“CLAIM SUMMARY :
(01) Claimant ' (02) Type of Claim - Fiscal Year
Reimbursement, [
Estimated 1 20__/20__

Claim Statistics

(03) Number of truant notifications

Cost
(04) Unit Cost per an initial truancy notification [$12.73 for the 2000-01 fiscal year]
(05) Total Costs : , . [Line (03) x line (04)]

Cost Reduction

(06) Less: Offsetting Savings

(07) Less: Other Reimbursements

(08) Total Claimed Amount {Line (05) — {line (06) + line (07)}]

Revised 9/01 . ' Chapter 498/83
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Program NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY

048 . CLAIM SUI\.nMARY . NOT-1
. _ Instructions

FORM

(01)

(02)

Enter the name of the claimant.

Type of Claim. Check a box, Reimbursement or Estimated, to identify the type of claim being filed.
Enter the fiscal year of costs. . :

Form NOT-1 must filed for a reimbursement claim. Do not completé form NOT-1 if you are filing an
ostimated 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 ciaim exceeds the previous fiscal year's actual costs by more than 10%, form NOT-1 must

be completed and a statement attached explaining the increased costs. Without this information the
high estimated claim wili automatically be reduced to 110% of the previous fiscal year's actual costs.

Number of truant notifications. Enter the number of initial notifications sent upon the student's fourth
unexcused absence to inform the parent or guardian of their child's absence from school without a valid
excuse or is tardy in excess of thirty (30) minutes for more than three days in one school year.

Unit cost rate for the 2000-01 fiscal year is $12.73 per initial notification. This cost rate will be updated
yearly and listed in the annual updates to claiming instructions mailed to school districts in September.

Tota! Costs. Multiply line (03) by the unit cost rate, line (04).

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. :

Less: Other Reimbursements. If applicable, enter the amount of other reimbursements received from
any source (i.e., service fees collected, federal funds, other state funds etc.,) which reimbursed any
portion of the mandated program. Submit a detailed schedule of the reimbursement sources and
amournits. : : '

Total Claimed Amount. Subtract the sum of Offsetting Savings, line (06), and Other Reimbursements,
line (07), from Total Costs, line (05). Enter the remainder of this line and carry the amount forward to
form FAM-27, line (07) for the Estimated Claim or line (13) for the Reimbursement Claim.

Revised 9/01 : S Chapter 498/83
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""‘Ldi‘spute*‘ f facts, Theauditee:
the: d{s;put:,d 158068
S ¢ ; : . umentation sliculd be

submmed to: Riuhard L C,hlva:o Chief Counsel, State Cnntmllcr s Office, Post Office Box
942851, Sacramento CA 94250-0(}01

I you have any questions, please contact Walter Barnes, Chief Deputy State Controller, Finance, at
(916) 445-3028.

Sincerely,

- i(ATITLI:EN o 'kmf-lf
<. State Controller

I SACRAL\&N,I‘O 300 (.apno] Mall, Suite 1850, Sacramento, CA ‘9"\814 (916) 443-2636
E Mmiw Addres PO Box 9428‘;0 Sacmmento CA 94”5()

108 @NC,J ;

198




Roy Romer, Superintendent -2-

KC:jj/ams

cc: Joseph Zeronian, EA.D.
Chief Financial Officer
Los Angeles Unified School District
- Yoshiko Fong, Controller '
Los Angeles Unified School District
Darlene P. Robles, Ph.D.
County Superintendent of Schools »
Los Angeles County Office of Education
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

Audit Report

Summary

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) has completed an audit of the claim

filed by the Los Angeles Unified School District for costs of the

legislatively mandated Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498,
Statutes of 1983), for the period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999.
The last day of fieldwork was September 30, 2002.

The district claimed and was paid $712,167 for the mandated program.
The SCO audit disclosed that none of the claimed costs are allowable
because the district did not provide any supporting documentation to
support the claimed number of notification of truancy forms distributed

~ to the pupil’s parent or guardian. Consequently, the total amount should

Background

be returned to the State.

In 1983, the Sfate enacted Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, requiring that
special notifications be sent to the parents or guardians of pupils upon
initial classification of truancy.

The legislation requires school districts, upon a pupil’s initial
classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s parent or guardian by
first-class mail or other reasonable means of: (1) the pupil’s truancy; (2)
the parent’s or guardian’s obligation fo compel the attendance of the
pupil at school; and (3) a warning that parents or guardians who fail to
meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and subject to
prosecution.

In addition, the legislation requires the district to inform parents and
guardians oft (1) alternative educational programs available in the
district; and (2) the tight to meet with appropriate school personnel to
discuss solutions to the pupil’s truancy. A truancy occurs when a student
is absent from school without a valid excuse for more than three days or
is tardy in excess of 30 minutes on each of more than three days in one
school year. '

On November 29, 1984, the State Board of Control (now the
Commission on State Mandates) ruled that Chapter 498, Statutes of
1983, imposed a state mandated upon school districts and county offices
of education reimbursable under Government Code Section 17561.

Parameters and Guidelines, adopted by the Commission on State
Mandates, establishes the state mandate and defines criteria for
reimbursement. In compliance with Goverament Code Section 17558,
the SCO issues claiming instructions for each mandate requiring state
reimbursement to assist school districts and local agencies in claiming
reimbursable costs.

Eathieen Conndll + California State Controller -1

201



Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

Objective,
Scope, and
Methodology

Conclusion

Views of
Responsible
Official

The objective of the audit was to determine whether costs claimed are
increased costs incurred as a result of the legislatively mandated
Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983), for the
period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999.

The auditors performed the following procedures:

o Reviewed the costs claimed to determine if they were increased costs
resulting from the mandated program; '

o Traced the costs claimed to the supporting documentation to determine
whether the costs were properly supported;

o Confirmed that the costs claimed were not funded by another source; and

¢ Reviewed the costs claimed to determine that the costs were not
unreasonable and/or excessive. )

The SCO conducted the audit in accordance with Government Auditing
Standards, issued by the Compiroller General of the United States. The
SCO did not andit the district’s financial statements. The scope was limited
to planning and performing audit procedures necessary to obtain reasonable
assurance concerning the allowability of expenditures claimed for
reimbursement. Accordingly, transactions were examined, on a test basis, to
determine whether the amounts claimed for reimbursement were supported.

Review of the district’s management controls was limited to gaining an
understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as

* necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures.

The SCO audit disclosed an instance of noncompliance with the
requirements ouflined above. This instance is described in the Finding and
Recommendation section of this report and in the accompanying Summary
of Program Costs (Schedule 1).

For fiscal year 1998-99, the district was paid $712,167 by the State. The

audit disclosed that none of the claimed costs are allowable. The total
amount paid should be returned to the State.

The SCO issued a draft report on November 1, 2002. Joseph Zeronian,

"Chief Pinancial Officer, responded by attached letter dated
~ November 25, 2002, disagresing with the audit results. The district’s

response is included as an attachment to this final audit report.

Eathicen Connell+ Califomia State Controller 2
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Restricted Use , This report is solely for the information and use of the Los Angeles Unified
o School District, the Los Angeles County Office of Education, and the SCO;
it is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these
specified parties. This restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this
report, which is a matter of public record.

WALTER BARNES
Chief Deputy State Controller, Finance

Eathleen Conndl+ California State Controller - 3
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

'Finding and Recommendation

FINDING —
Overclaimed
number of initial
truancy notification
forms distributed

The district did not provide docurnentation to substantiate any of the
claimed costs for initial truancy notifications, totaling $712,167, for the
period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999.

The SCO auditors randonﬂy sampled 79 of the 165 school sites that claimed
initial truancy notification, representing 48% of the population. The sampled
school sites claimed that 27,702 initial truancy notifications were distributed
to the pupil’s parent or guardian. The district did not provide any
documentation to support the claimed number of initial truancy notifications
distributed for all the 79 schools sampled. Consequently, the entire claimed
number of initial truancy mnotification is unsupported and, therefore,
tmallowable.

The Pupil Service Attendance (PSA) coordinator of the school sites
sampled indicated that the district implemented the notification forms for
truancy in February 2001. The coordinator advised that prior to that
month, PSA counselors contacted parents or guardians through other
means such as telephone logs, attendance records, and permits to return -
to classroom (PRC). The district did not motify pupils’ parents or
guardians of initial truancy via a letter or any other official documents as
required by Parameters and Guidelines.

Though not reimbursable, the SCO reviewed telephone logs, attendance
records, and PRCs to gain an understanding of the district’s process of
notifying a pupil’s parent or guardian of the required five specific
¢lements. These record did not support that the required elements were
discussed with the pupil’s parent or guardian. Furthermore, Parameters
and Guidelines requires the district to document the five specific
elements on a form that is distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian.
Other reasonable means identified in Parameters and Guidelines relate to
the means of distributing the form (letter) other than by first-class mail,

such as certified mail, overnight maﬂ etc.

Parameters and Guidelines, adopted by the State Board of Control (now
the Commission on State Mandates) on November 29, 1984, allows the
district to be reimbursed for claimmed costs by a uniform cost allowance if
the initial truancy notification forms distributed to the pupil’s parent or
guardian contain five specific elements. Education Code Section
48260.5 was amended by Chapter 1023, Status of 1984, (effective
January 1, 1995) to require eight specific elements. However, since
Parameters and Guidelines has mot been amended, the claimant
continues to be re1mbursed if it complies with the five specific elements
in the gmdelmes

Parameters and Guidelines, Section L, requires, . .. school districts,
upon the pupil’s initial classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s
parent or guardian, by first-class mail or other reasonable means, of (1)
the pupil truancy; (2) that the parent or guardian is obligated to compel
the attendance of the pupil at school; and (3) that parents or guardians

Kathleen Conndl+ Californic State Controller 4
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Notification of Truancy Program

who fail to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and
subject to prosecution pursuant to Article 6 (commencing with Section
48290) of Chapter 2 of part 27.” Furthermore, the guidelines state,
“ .. district must inform parents and guardians of (1) alternative
educational programs available in the district; and (2) the right to meet
with appropriate school personnel to discuss solutions to the pupil’s
truancy.”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.A,, states, “ The eligible claimant
shall be reimbursed for only those costs incurred for . . . the printing and
distribution of notification forms. . ..”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.B.1,, states that the claimant shall
be reimbursed for “Planning the method of implementation, revising
school district policies, and designing and printing the forms.”

Darameters and Guidelines, Section V.B.2., states that the claimant shall
be reimbursed for “Identifying the truant pupils to receive the
notification, preparing and distributing by mail or other method the
forms to parents/guardians. .. .”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.C., states, “The uniform cost
allowance is based on the number of initial notifications- of truancy
distributed pursuant to Education Code Section 48260.5, Chapter 498,
Statues of 1983. For fiscal year 1992-93, the uniform cost allowance is
$10.21 per initial notification of truancy distributed. The cost allowance
shall be adjusted each subsequent year by the Implicit Price Deflator.

Darameters and Guidelines, Section VIL, states, “For audit purpose,
documents must be kept on file for a period of 3 years from the date of*
final payment by the State Controller. . . .”

A summary of the unallowable costs is as follows:

FY 1998-
99
Number of notifications claimed ' 60,369
Uniform costs allowance $ '11.70
Total costs $712,167

Recommendation

The district should develop and implement an adequate accounting and
reporting- system to ensure that it claims only initial notification of
truancy letters distributed to pupils’ parents or guardians that contain all
required elements. Although Parameters and Guidelines requires only
five specific elements to be subject to reimbursement, Education Code
Section 48260.5 requires eight specific elements for the district to
comply with statutory requirements.

In addition, the district should establish policies and proceduves to ensure
that all costs claimed are supported.

Kathleen Connell + California State Controller 5
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Notification of Truancy Program

Auditee’s Response

The letter confirming the 1998-99 audit for NOT was dated August 13,
2002, 3 years and 2 months after the end of the 1998-99 fiscal year.
The audits for NOT for the two later fiscal years 1999-2000 and 2000-
2001 were requested on January 10, 2002, seven months earlier. The

. school district has a retention policy of 3 years; therefore, the
documentation requested for the 1998-99 fiscal year was beyond the
record retention policy for the District and had been destroyed. If the
request for the documentation had been received .earlier, the
documentation may have been made available.

" We questioned why the 1998-99 NOT documentation was not
originally requested along with the other two years. Stephanie Woo,
auditor for the SCO, responded during the entrance conference on
August 13,2002, that she had forgotten to include the 1998-99 year.

During the course of this audit there have been discussions between the
SCO and District staff regarding the parameters and guidelines of the
Notification of Truancy (NOT) mandate. There are major differences
between the SCO and the LAUSD with regard to the appropriate
method of notifying the pupils’ guardians and the elements required in
this notification. ’

The auditors only wanted to see lefters for NOT. No other
documeritation was acceptable to them. However, the following
sections of the Parameters and Guidelines relate to acceptable
documentation:

VII 4. Uniform Allowance Reimbursement

Documentation which indicates the total mumber of itial
notifications of truancy distributed.

VII B. Reimbursement of Unique Coslts

In addition to maintaining the same documentation as required for
uniform cost allowance reimbursement, all costs claimed must be
traceable to source documents andlor worksheets that show
evidence of the validity of such cosis.

Worksheets were not considered an acceptable sowce of
documentation by the auditors, only letters with the five elements.

The District does not agree with any portion of this draft audit report
and plans to appeal the SCO’s decision to disallow the entire claim.

SCO Comments

The finding and recommendation remain unchanged. '

The SCO comments are presented in the order presented by the district. The
district did not provide any additional documentation to support the

unallowable costs.

Kathleen Conndl + California State Controller 6
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Notification of Truancy Program

The FY 1998-99 claim was filed January 14, 2000. Parameters and
Guidelines states that documents must be maintained in accordance with
statutory provisions. The SCO commenced the audit within two years
after the end of the calendar year in which the reimbursement claim was
filed as required by Government Code Section 17558.5. The district is
responsible to ensure documentation is maintained to support claimed
costs. Per discussion with one of the disfrict’s PSA coordinators, letters
were not distributed to pupils’ parents or guardians until January 2001.

The SCO initiated an audit of the reimbursement claim for FY 1998-99
because of the resulis of the SCO audit for FY 1999-2000 and FY
2000-01. In that audit, most of the claimed costs were not supported.

The SCO followed the Parameters and Guidelines in determining -
allowable costs. Section 1, Summary of Mandate, allows notification of
an initial truancy by first-class mail or other reasonable means (such as
certified mail, overnight mail, etc.). Sections V.A,, V.B.1,, and V.B.2.
allow a district to be reimbursed a specified amount for every initial
truancy notification form (letter) distributed to a pupil’s parent or
guardian that contains five specified eclements identified in the
Parameters and Guidelines.

The only support provided by the district for FY 1998-99 clainied costs
was the filed claim. The district did not provide the SCO with any other
information supporting the nurmber of notifications claimed by schools or
that those notifications were distributed to the schools. Though not
reimbursable, the SCO auditors reviewed telephone logs, attendance
records, and other records during the course of the audit for FY

~1999-2000 and FY 2000-01 to determine if the five required elements

were discussed. The review of these records did not support that the
required elements were discussed. The finding has been updated to
clarify this point. :

The district’s reference to worksheets relates to reimbursement of any
unique costs the claimant incurred in excess of the uniform cost
allowance it teceives for every initial truancy notification form
distributed to a pupil’s parent or guardian. The district did not request
reimbursement of unique costs. Even if worksheets are provided, the
district would still need to validate the information. :

Kathieen Conndl+ California State Controller T
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Schedule 1—

Summary of Program Costs

July 1, 1998, through June 30,1999

Cost Elements

July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999

Nuniber of notifications
Uniform cost allowance

Total costs

Less amount paid by the State

Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed

! See the Finding and Recommendation section.

208

Actual Costs  Allowable Audit
Chimed per Audit Adjustment !
60,869 — (60,869
$ 1170 $ 1170 $ 11.70
$ 7123167 _ — $!712=16Z!
(7112,167)
$ 712,167

Eathleen Conndl + California State Controller 8
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. Sincerely,

During the cowse of this audit there have been discussions between the SCO and
District staff regarding the parameters and guidelines of the Notification of Truancy
(NOT) mandate. There are major differenices between. the: SCO andthe LAUSD with
regard 1o the appropriate method of notifying the pupﬂs’ parents or guardians and the *
dunems reqmmd in this netiizcauon. T

The audatms m;ly wanled o see Icum for NOT No other docummiation was
acceptable to them. However, the following 'sections of the Parameters and

- Guidelines relate to acceptsble documentation:

VI A. Uniform dllowance Réimbursement

Documema;zan which indicates the total mumber of initial notifications of
truancy d:s(rzbnted '

- VIB. ﬁeimémrs*ement of Unigue Costs

In addition 10 mammmmg the same doa:mentanon as required far uniform
- eost allowance reunbursemert alf costs claimed must be xraceable 10 souree -
,documents a ' ' ; LS,

© Worksheots were not considered an accoptable source of documentation by the

audﬁors, only letters with the ﬁvc ¢lements.

The District does not agrec ‘with any portion of thb draft audit report and piaﬁs 0
appeal the SCO’s decxsxon to disallow the eu%:rc cleim, :

We appreexate your giving us the opportunity 9 reSpond to this dmﬁ audit report. If

. yoi have any questxons. piease call Yoshi Fong at (213) 633+ 7801,/

(e Yoshlko Fong
Eileen Okazaki
LAurora Costales -
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State Controller’s Office
Division of Audits
Post Office Box 942850
Sacramento, California 94250-5874

' http://www.sco.ca.gov
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withits 60 davs after receiving the hnal reporf The request and Supp mo élocumcmatxan shouid be
_ submitted to: Richard J. Chivaro, Chief Counsel, State Controller’s thce Post Office Box
942 850 &anramemo. CA 9425()-0()01

If you have any questions, please con%au Walter Barnes, Chief Depuly Slale Coniro!k:r {mance, a |
(916) 445-3028.

Sinécrcly,_
s

KATHLEEN CONNELL
‘State Controller’

(i S’\LRAMEN_"'_I‘O 300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850 demlemo CA 95814 916) 445 2636

....... | Matling Address; PO. Bax 942850, Sucramento, CA 94250
LOS AI\GELFQ 6(}0 (‘orpumte Pomh %m*L }l‘ill Culver City, CA 90230 (?10) 342 563?8 '
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Roy Romer, Superintendent -2-

KC:jj/ams

cc: Joseph Zeronian, Ed.D

Chief Financial Officer

Los Angeles Unified School District
Yoshiko Fong, Controller

Los Angeles Unified School District
Darline P. Robles, Ph.D.

County Superintendent of Schools

Los Angeles County Office of Education
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Progrom

Audit Report

Summary

Backgrdund

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) has completed an audit of the claims
filed by the Los Angeles Unified School District, for costs of the
legislatively mandated Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498,
Statutes of 1983) for the period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001. The
last day of fieldwork was July 23, 2002.

The district claimed $1,895,489 for the mandated program. The SCO audit
disclosed fhat $18,406 is allowable and $1,877,083 is unallowable. The
unallowable costs occurred primarily because the district significantly
overstated the number of notification of truancy forms distributed fo the
pupil’s parent or guardian. The district was paid $1,658,746.
Consequently, the amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed,
totaling $1,640,340, should be refumed to the State.

In 1983, the State enacted Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, requiring that

special notifications be sent to the parents or guardians of pupils upon initial
classification of truancy.

The legislation requires school districts, upon a pupil’s initial classification
as a truant, to notify the pupil’s parent or guardian by first-class mail or
other reasonable means of: (1) the pupil’s truancy; (2) the parent’s or
guardian’s obligation to compel the attendance of the pupil at school; and
(3) a warning that parents or guardians who fail to meet this obligation may
be guilty of an infraction and be subject to prosecution.

In addition, the legislation requires the district to inform parents and
guardians of: (1) alternative educational programs available in the district;
and (2) the right to meet with appropriate school personnel to discuss
solutions to the pupil’s truancy. A truancy occurs when a student is absent -
from school without a valid excuse for more than three days or is tardy in
excess of 30 minutes on each of more than three days in one school year.

On November 29, 1984, the State Board of Control (now the Commission
on State Mandates) ruled that Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983 imposed a state
mandate upon school districts and county offices of education reimbursable
under Government Code Section 17561.

Parameters and Guidelines, adopted by the Commission on State
Mandates, establishes the state mandate and defines criteria for
reimbursement. In compliance with Government Code Section 17538,
the SCO issues claiming instructions for each mandate requiring state
reimbursement to assist school districts and local agencies in claiming
reinbursable costs.

Kuthleen Connell « Caliﬁ;mié State Controller 1
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Objective,
Scope, and
Methodology

Conclusion

The objective of the audit was to determine whether costs claimed are
increased costs incurred as a result of the legislatively mandated
Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983) for the
period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001.

The auditors performed the following proceduvés:

o Reviewed. the costs claimed to determine if they were increased costs
resulting from the mandated program;

e Traced the costs claimed to the supporting documentation to defermine
whether the costs were properly supported,

¢ Confirmed that the costs claimed were not funded by another source; and

o Reviewed the costs claimed to determine that the costs were not
unreasonable and/or excessive.

The SCO conducted the audit in accordance with Government Auditing
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. The
SCO did not audit the district’s financial statements. The scope was limited
to planning and performing audit procedures necessary to obtain reasonable

‘assurance concerning the allowability of expenditures claimed for

reimbursement. Accordingly, transactions were examined, on a test basis, to
determine whether the amounts claimed for reimbursement were supported.’

Review of the district’s mzmagemenf controls was limited to gaining an
understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as
necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures.

- The SCO audit disclosed an instance of noncompliance with the
" requirements outlined above. The instance is described in the Finding and

Recommendation section of this report and in the accompanying Summaly
of Prograrn Costs (Schedule 1).

For the audit period, the Los Angeles Unified School District cla1med
$1,895,489 for costs of the legislatively mandated Notification of Truancy
Program. The SCO audit disclosed that $18,406 is allowable and
$1,877,083 is unallowable.

For fiscal yéar (F Y) 1999-2000, the district was paid $921,249 by the State.
The audit disclosed that $5,345 is allowable. The amount paid in excess of

allowable costs claimed, totaling $915,904, should be returned to the State.

For FY 2000-01, the district was paid $737,497 by the State. The audit
disclosed that $13,061 is allowable. The amount paid in excess of allowable

- costs claimed, totaling $724,436, should be returned to the State.

Eathleen Connell + California Stete Controller = 2
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Views of The SCO issued a draft report on October 3, 2002. Joseph Zeronian,
Responsible Chief Financial Officer, responded by letter dated November 14, 2002,
Official .disagreeing with the audit results. The district’s response is included as

an attachment to this final audit report.

Restricted Use This report is solely for the information and use of the Los Angeles Unified
School District, the Los Angeles County Office of Education, and the SCO;
it is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these
specified parties. This restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this
report, which is 2 matter of public record.

WALTER BARNES
Chief Deputy State Controller, Finance

Kathleen Conndl s California State Controller 3
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Finding and Recommendation

FINDING —
Overclaimed
number of initial
truancy notification
forms distributed

The district did not provide documentation to substantiate a significant
portion of claimed costs for initial truancy notifications. A summary of
the variance in claimed costs is as follows:

FY 1999.2000 FY 2000.01 Total
Climedcosts O $921249  $974240  $1,895,489
Supported costs - (5,345) (13,061) (18,406)
Unsupported costs $ 915,904 $961,179 $1,877,083

For FY 1999-2000, the SCO auditors randomly sampled 67 of the 120
school sites that claimed initial truancy notifications, representing 56%
of the population. The sampled school sites claimed that 49,480 initial
truancy notifications were distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian.
The district did not provide any documentation to support the claimed
number of initial truancy notifications distributed at 55 of the 67 schools
sampled. For the remaining 12 schools sampled, the district provided 286
letters that contained the required elements identified in Parameters and
Guidelines. Consequently, the percentage of supported notifications
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian by the district was 0.58%
(286 divided by 49,480). The percentage of initial truancy notifications
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian that was not supported by the
district was 99.42%.

For FY 19992000, the district claimed that 75,327 initial truancy
notifications at the 120 schools were distributed to the pupil’s parent or
guardian. Based on the results of the SCO sample, the district supported that
only 437 notifications were distributed, a difference of 74,890. For FY
1999-2000, Parameters and Guidelines allows the district to be reimbursed
$12.23 for every form distributed. Consequently, unallowable costs total

. $015, 904 {74,890 multiplied by $12. 23).

For FY 2000-01, the SCO auditors randomly sampled 67 of the 120
school sites that claimed initial truancy notifications, representing 56%
of the population. The sampled school sites claimed that 44,676 initial
truancy mnotifications were distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian.
The district did not provide any documentation to support the claimed
notifications distributed at 41 of the 67 schools sampled. For the
remaining 26 schools sampled, the district provided 598 letters that
contained the required elements identified in Parameters and Guidelines.
Consequently, the percentage of supported notifications distributed to the
pupil’s parent or guardian by the district was 1.34% (598 divided by
44,676). The percentage of initial truancy notifications distributed to the
pupil’s parent or guardian that was not supported by the district was
98.66%.

Kathieen Conndl+ California State Controller 4
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For FY 2000-01, the district claimed that 76,531 initial truancy notifications
at the 120 schools were distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian. Based
on the results of the SCO sample, the district supported that only 1,026
notifications were distributed, leaving a difference of 75,505, For FY 2000-
01, Parameters and Guidelines allows the district to be reimbursed $12.73
for every form distributed. Consequently, unallowable costs total $961,179
(75,505 multiplied by $12.73).

The SCO computed the unallowable costs by multiplying the total
claimed initial truancy nofifications by the unsupported percentage and
by applying that number to the uniform cost allowance as follows:

FY 1999-2000 FY 2000-01 Total

* Number of notifications claimed 75,327 76,531
Percentage of unsupported number of :
notlflcatlons 99.42% 98.66%
Unsupported number of notlflcatlons (74,890) (75,505)
Uniform costs allowance _ $- 1223 § 12.73
Audit adjustment $(915,904) " $(961,179) $(1,877,083)

7 Pupil Services and Attendance (PSA) counselors and administrators of

the school sites sampled identified various reasons for not distributing
initial truancy notification forms containing the five required elements
identified in Parameters and Guidelines. PSA counselors stated that:

o They were not aware of the existence of the mandate or proper
guidelines for reporting initial truancy notifications;

¢ They did not work for the district during the review periods and thus
were not able to locate the records;

¢ The notification recofds had been destroyed (they were not informed
to retain any records);

o At some school sites, the PSA counselors were not on duty daiiy and
were available only one day a week. In these instances, the school
administrative staff notified parents or guardians of the initial truancy
and did not retain any records; administrative staff clmmed they were
not told to retain the records; and —

o They contacted parents or guardians through other reasonable means
such as telephone logs, attendance records, and permits to return to
classroom (PRC) rather than notification letters sent to the pupil’s
parent or guardian.

Though not reimbursable, the SCO reviewed telephone logs, attendance

records, and PRCs to gain an understanding of the district’s process of
notifying a pupil’s parent or guardian of the required five elements. These
tecords did not support that the required elements were discussed with the
pupil’s parent or guardian. Furthemmore, Parameters and Guidelines
requires the district to document the five specified elements on a form thatis
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian. Other reasonable means

Kathleen Connell + California State Controller &
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identified in Parameters and Guidelines relate to the means of distributing
the form (letter) other than by first-class mail, such as certified mail,
overnight mail, etc.

Parameters and Guidelines, adopted by the State Board of Control on
November 29, 1984, allows the district to be reimbursed for claimed
costs if the initial truancy notification forms distributed to the pupil’s
parent or guardian contain five specified elements. Education Code
Section 48260.5 was amended by Chapter 1023, Statutes of 1984,
(effective January 1, 1995) to require eight specified elements. However,
since Parameters and Guidelines has not been amended, the claimant
continues to be reimbursed if it complies with the five specified elements
in the guidelines.

Parameters and Guidelines, Section I, requires “...school districts,
upon the pupil’s initial classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s
parent or guardian, by first-class mail or other reasonable means, of (1)
the pupil truancy; (2) that the parent or guardian is obligated to compel
the attendance of the pupil at school; and (3) that parents or guardians
who fail to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and
subject to prosecution pursuant to Atticle 6 (commencing with section
48290) of Chapter 2 of Part 27.” Furthermore, the guidelines state,

. district must inform parents and guardians of (1) alternative
educauonal programs available in the district; and (2) the right to meet
with appropriate school personnel to discuss solutions to the pupil’s
fruancy.”.

Parameters.and Guidelines, Section V.A., states, “The eligible claimant
shall be reimbursed for only those costs incurred for . . . the printing and
distribution of notification forms. . . .”

DParameiers and Guidelines, Section V.B,1., states that the claimant shall
be reimbursed for “Planning the method of implementation revising
school district policies, and designing and printing the forms.” :

Parameters and Guidelines, Sectwn V.B.2,, states that the claimant shall -
be reimbursed for “Identifying the truant pupils to Teceive  the
notification, preparing and d1stnbutmg by mail or other method the
forms to parents/guardians. .

Parameters and Guidelines, Section V.C,, states, “The uniform cost
allowance is based on the number of initial notifications of truancy
distributed pursuant to Education Code Section 48260.5, Chapter 498,
Statutes of 1983. For fiscal year 1992-93, the uniform cost allowance is
$10.21 per initial notification of truancy d1smbuted The cost allowance

shall be adjusted each subsequent year by the Implicit Price Deflator.”

Parameters and Guidelines, Section VIL, states, “For audit purpose,
documents must be kept on file for a perlod of 3 years from the date of
final payment by the State Controller. .

Kathleen Conndl + Colifornia State Controller 6
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Recommendation

The district should develop and implement an adequate accounting and
reporting system to ensure that it claims only initial notification truancy
letters distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian that contain all required
elements. Although Parameters and Guidelines requires only five specified .
elements to be subject to reimbursements, Education Code Section 48260.5
requires eight specified elements for the district to comply with statutory
requirements.

In addiﬁ;:m,‘ﬂle district should establish policies and procedures to ensure
that all costs claimed are supported.

Auditee’s Response

There are major differences between the SCO and LAUSD with regard
to the method of notifying the pupil’s parent or guardian and the
required elements involved with this notification. SCO [imits the
notification method to first-class mail, only. '

Since the parameters and guidelines state that notification is to be by
first-class mail or other reasonable means, the district has mostly used
other reasonable means, which includes the use of telephone or
individual contact.

In review of the detail records of the auditors it was obvious that only
letters were being accepted, even though it was explained to the
auditors that phone calls and personal contact were also used and are
believed to be an acceptable means per the parameter and guidelines.
With the size of LAUSD, it is unreasonable to expect that only letters
would be used for notification of truancies. The population and
demographics of LAUSD, (e.g., homeless, transitory and migrant
stadents, number of languages spoken) have made it necessary for staff
to pursue other means to communicate with parents and guardians
about compulsory school attendance.

There is also disagreement on the elements in the letters that were
reviewed. There are several letters used by the district depending on
the specific location or school site. Not all elements of the mandate
may have been available, especially the element described as
. “alternative educations program available.” If any element was not
available to that school, it was not included in the letter.

At the school sites the auditors came into contact with PSA counselors.
Many of these counselors would not have been able to assist the
auditor during the review because either they are new employees of the
district or that they were not assigned to the school site during the audit
period under review. If the counselor was not able to assist the auditor

- it appeared the claim for that site was not allowed. In our opinion, the
situation listed in the draft report on page 5 are not valid reasons for
disallowing the claimed amounts. '

Kathleeri Conndi « California State Controller T
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SCO Comments
The finding and recommendation remain unchanged.

The SCO comments are presented in the order presented by the district.
The district did not provide any additional documentation to support the
unallowable costs. - .

The SCO did not limit the notification method to first-class mail. Instead,
the SCO allowed wnotification forms (letters) distributed by other
reasonable means, such as certified mail, overnight mail, etc.

Parameters and Guidelines, Sections V.A., VB.1, and VB2, allows a
district to be reimbursed a specificed amount for every initial truancy
notification form (letter) distributed to a pupil’s parent or guardian that
contains five specified elements identified in the Paramefers and
Guidelines. Telephone calls and individual contacts are not reimbursable
activities.

Though not reimbursable, the SCO auditors reviewed telephone logs,
attendance records, and other records to gain an understanding of the
district’s prooess of notifying a pupil’s parent or guardian of the five
required elements. The review of these records did not support that the
required elements were discussed. The finding has been updated to
clarify this point. '

Parameters and Guidelines states that one of the five elements required
to be included in the initial truancy notification form is the district’s
responsibility of informing parents and guardians of alternative education
programs available in the district. Even though all school sites may not
offer alternative education programs, the district does offer such
programs at various locations. The district is responsible for ensuring
that the parent or guardian know that the child can participate at those

locations. ’

Claimed initial truancy notifications were not determined fo be
unallowable because PSA counselors were unable to assist the auditors.
SCO auditors worked with individuals identified as the primary contact
at each school site, typically a PSA counselor. Subsequent to visiting an
individual school site, SCO auditors scheduled a meeting with district
staff. On July 11, 2002, SCO auditors met with a district PSA
coordinator, members of the district’s Controller’s staff, and the district’s
consulting firm, which assisted in preparing the filed claims, to discuss
the results of the preliminary review and provide copies of schedules that
identified the schools visited and the number of notifications claimed,
allowed, and unallowed by school site. The SCO requested that the
district review the accuracy of the information presented in the
schedules. A formal exit conference was conducted on July 25, 2002, .
with Aurora Costales, Principal Accountant, and representatives from the
district’s consulting firm. The draft report was issued October 3, 2002.

Kuthleen Comnell + Colifornia State Controller 8
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~ Schedule 1—
Summary of Program Costs
July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001

! See Finding and Recommendation section.
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Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustments

July 1, 1999, throngh June 30, 2000

Number of initial truancy notifications 75327 437 (74,390)

Uniform cost allowance $ 1223 §$ 1223 § 12.23

Total costs $ 921,249 5,345 $_(915,904)
- Less amount paid by the State (921,249)

Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed $ 915904

July 1. 2000, throngh June 30, 2001 o

Number of initial truancy notifications 76,531 1,026 (75,505)

Uniform cost allowance $ 1273 § 1273 % 12.73

Total costs $ 974,240 13,061 § (961,179)
. Less amount paid by the State (737497)

Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed $ 724436

Summary: July 1, 1999, thrdggh June 30, 2001 /(

Total costs $ 1,805480 § 18406 $(1,877,083)

Less amount paid by the State 1,658,746

Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed $ 1,640,340

Kathieen Connell + California State Controller 9
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Attachment—
Auditee’s Response to
Draft Audit Report
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ie Notificationof Truatioy:

audityeportissued by
17,083 wasunallowabledueto the distict:
‘of notificd 16y forms distributed to the pupil’s parent or
gunrdian, The disirict does not agree with the SCO regarding the unallowable costs due to the
following: o . . .

There are major differences hetwaen the SCO and LAUSD with regard to the method of
notifying the pupil’s parent or guardian aird the required elements involved with this
notification. 8CO limits the notification method to first-class mail, only,

Since the paramerers and guidelines state that notification is to be by first-class mail or other
teasonable means, the distriet has mostly used other reasonable means, which includes the use
ol elephone or individual contact. :

In review of the detail records of the auditors it was obvious that only letters were being
accepted, even though it was explained to the auditors that phone calls and personal contact
‘were also used and are believed to be an accepiable means per the paramster and gaidelines.
With the size of LAUSD, it is unressonable to expect that only letters would be used for

NTERD BUNNRIS 3RRVICE CENTER M8 4. Grurd den., Jor Angeles, CAS0071 ¢ Miling Addrass: Box STI08 Las Angsles, A 500311307 » Yeleghons (3135 S35.860 « Pox (313) S33899
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a5 ot availahle to that

school, it

uctstions prograid available” If any

was not inchuded in the letter.

At the school sites the auditors came into comtact with PSA counselors. Many of these
- counselors would not have been able to assist the auditor during the review because cither
they are new employees of the district or that they were not assigned to the school site during
the audit period under review. If the counselor was not able to assist the auditor it appeared
the claim for that site was not allowed. In our opindon, the situation listed in the draft report
on page 5 are not valid reasons for disallowing the claimed amounts.

For the tecord, the exit conference held on July 25, 2002, was not 6n§y discussed with Aurora
Costales, but others as well. We would appreciate having those individuals’ names be included
in the report, ’ L )

Wa sppreciate your giving us the opportunity to respond to this drafl teport.

Sincerely,

Tohn Corishafies
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Division of Audits
Post Office Box 942850
Sacramento, California 94250-5874
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RpTIATIN ')’a Sekeeds IR PRI L ETACKT

November 23, 2002

'ﬁ:{r,ﬁrrf Spano, Chiet
C'orr‘"{i c\ ul s Rureau
te Controlier’s Office
r‘m ision of L\ud;ts

PO, Box 942830

Qgcramento, CA 54250-3874
RE: AUDT OF LOS ANGELES UNTFIED ST 5{‘;("):“ DISTRICT

CLAIM FOR COSTS OF THE NOTICE ( H‘ 1]’{*\\ ¢ PROG RAM
FORTHE PERIODR OF JULY 1, 1998, THR a PN

Dear Mr. Spanor

This Tetter 15 m response 0 e draft sudit report, dated November [, 2007, for the
Motification of Truaney Pft“"-“dfl‘ (NOT) mandated cost elaim for 1965.09 ?zle:.: by
the Los Angeles Unitied School District (LAUED.

e districr claimed $712,167 for this mandated program.  The State Controlier’s
Cff* (SCO) draft audit report discicsed that none of this amount is allowable
becauss the district did not provide any documentalion 1o support the claimed
number of truancy notification forms distributed to the puptls’ parents or guardians.

i
Cons G,Uf-"ﬂﬂ}' e SCO believes the total amount should be returned o the State.

The letter Ci’:'rlﬁ‘."’l"-'il'iii the QOR.00 audit for NOT was dated ~\d°”ust L,. ?.”U.’:, 3 vpars
anit 2 1 wnths after the end ot th-'e, 1998-09 fi year, The audiis for NOT for the
two tater fiscal vears 19992000 and 2000-2001 were requested on January 10, 2002,

SEVED SHONLRS mrh»:r, The schigol diatvict has a rerention policy of 3 vears: therefore,
the docwmnentation reguested for the 1589899 fiscal year was beyond the vecord
retention policy for the Distric and had been de ‘»"’T*:""’i If the requ&fst 'f.::';?f ihe‘

o

"‘uz'f‘-errtati-:m had been received. sarlier, the dosumentation ma

RIM BUSINESSE SERMICE TENTER. 383 3. Graed Ave, haw fngeisz, T8 9R7} o ailing Addams: Bew $1UIVR Leq Apgaler, TR 0051 1307 » Telophans 113 533440 v Fx (1133 SYAYS
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We puestioned why the [998.98 NOT doe meRiaiion was not onginally requested
wqg W 1*h the other two vears. Stéphaniz Woo, auditor for the SCO, responded
e entrance confarence on August 13, 2002, that she had forgousn o inchude

env

sanree of this audit there have bean discussions between the 300 and
Cistiot siaff regarding the parameters and guidelines of the NotdHication of Truancy
INOTY mandate. There are nn-r?rw differences batween the S3CO and the LALUISD with
;'egard' 10 the appropriate method of notfying the pupils’ pa rets or guaritians and the
n thi

glaments z\ov'“*‘d in this notifcaton,

The auditors only wanted 1o see letiers for NOT. No other decumentation was
sectivns of the Parameters and

acceptable to them.  However, the {ul
Cuidelines refate 1o amepf:ﬂal ¢ documentation:

weanee Keimbursement

v 7, YR N setye PN YI RN .
Documentation which indicates the tofa! mumber of nttial nodji 5

s . 3
Zn{czru:_“ distribured.

FIT R Reimburs

In addivion fo maintaining the sa
1 3
eost allowance reimlursement,

PR A FO " fpren Losofs K & o '-- Ay i £ Qo vy
documents ¢ wmdior worksheets that }" Xed "’Qj Hee Vgt Gf Suoh cnsis,

Warkshests were not considersd an acceptable source of documentation by the
auditors, only leters with the five elements,

The Ffiwm' does not agres with any portion of this draft audit repont and plans to
appzal the SCO’s decision 10 disallow the entire claim

W ap;}r ciate vour giving us the opportunity 10 respond 1o this drafi audit report, If
you have any questions, please call Yoshi !w_m,g, at {213} 533-7801,

Jogeph P. Zeronian

i .

o Yashikoe Foug
Eileen Okazaki
Aunrora Costales
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NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY « DRAFT AUDIT REPORT FOR THE
PERIOD GF JULY 1, 1999 THROUGH JUNE 30, 200]

ot g R R R e

v
Mm-.‘
-3

This is in responss 10 your audit letter, dated £ Cietober 3, 2002, of the Notification of Truancy
Aorogram fi L,LJ by the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAU.SH J3

The district claimed $1,8835 4‘%~; for this mandated ;.n'c.),vran‘- The drall audit report issud by
500 disciosed that 518,406 was aliowabie and $1,877,083 was unaliowable due o the disuict
pverstating the rumber >_f otification of truancy forms Jla*x“»utcd 13 the pupil’s pavent or
"uarvm he distnet does not agree with the SCO regarding the unadlowable cosis due w the

4 ;fc_)llgw g -

There are major differences between the SCO apd LAUSD witk regard 1o the roethod of
wotifying the pupil’s parent or guardian and the required elements invelved with this
potification. SCO limits the nodiication method to first-class nai‘i, only. '

Sincﬁ the pararpeters and guidelines state that potification 15 to ba by 1
onable means, the disinet has wosty used other re: 1501 m»lc means, which
‘.’ E(, hooe or individual contact, '

(OR N

FOry A,

In review of the detail records of the auditors 1 was obvious that ouly letters were being
acceped, even though it was explained to the auditors that phons calls and personal contact
were also nsed and are believed to he an acoepiable S per ihe parameter and goidehnes.
With the size of LAUSD, it i3 wrreasonable to expect that only letlers would be used for

SRR LR 238
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.

For the record, the exii conference held on July 25,
T Costales, but others as well. We would appreciate having those ind ividuals’ names be uchuded

There is alan disagreement on the elements in the letters that were reviewed. There are
several letters used by the disuict depending on the speeific Jocation or school sug. Mot all
elements of the mandate may have been avaijable, especially the slement described ¢
“alzrnative educations program avatlable.” If any element was not avaiiable w that school, it
was not inchuded in the lefter '

&"/v

" At the school sites the auditors CHGE into contact with PSA counselors. Many of these

counselors would noi have been gble to assist the auditor during the review becanse either
they are new anb swwees of the disteict or that they were not assigued to the sehuol sie during

the audit periosd under review. It the wzmv‘lm was not able to assist the auditor it appeared

¥ oV

the glaim for tm‘xt site was not allowed. In our opinion, the situation listed m the draft repont

on page § are not valid reasons fir disallowing the claimed amount

v discussed with Autora

TG02 . was ot (rn

v

Fral S

in the repor,

appreciate your giving us the opportunity o respond o thus drift report.

f\, J ~
yA
A .
L N T e et s
4N \.\
\ Y ‘\\

\{\/ar ian
.f ri&‘xc al Officer

Yoshiko Foug
Eilesn Ckazaki
Ken Faruva
Anrora Costales
Chris Prasad
Johin Couzhafter
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. . State of California

" School Mandated Cost Manaal

CLAIM FOR PA- JENT

v Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program Number 00048
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY (20) Date Filed / /
. (21) Signature Present
( _ | ]
(01) Claimant Identification Number: Reimbursement Claim Data
L 819265 _
A (02) Mailing Address (22) NOT-1 (03) 60,869
B
AT NAmE
E | LOoS ANGELES UNIFIED SD (23)
L Tounty Of Location ;
4 | nos aweELES (24)
E Street Address or P.U, HOX
R | 355 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE SUITE 807 25)
E City State — Zip Code
- LOS ANGELES cA 90071 (26)
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim @
(28)
(03) Estimated [I‘ (09) Reimbursement m
(04) Combined [~ (10) Combined ] (29)
(05) Amended l:l (11) Amended [:l (30)
Fiscal Yearof 1) ;999 2000 {(12 1998 , 1999
Cost - / / (€2))
Total Claimed 07 (13)
Amount $ 783,384 S 712,167 | (32)
Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to exceed | (14) 33)
$1000 (if applicable) (33)
| Less: Estimate Payment Received (15) $ 744,629 | (34)
Net Claimed Amount (16) 5 -32,462 | (35)
(08) (1
Due From State $ 783,384 (36)
R il (18)
Due to State = 5 32,462 {1 (37

program mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983.

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I am the person authorized by the local
agency to file claims with the State of California for costs mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983; and certify under
penalty of perjury that I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1096, inclusive. .

T further certify that there were no applications for nor any grant or payments received, other than from the claimant, for
reimbursement of costs claimed herein; and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for paymeht of
estimated and/or actual costs for the mandated program of Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, set forth on the attached

statements.
Signat f Auth d resentative Date
/I +{/;:ooo
OLONZO FIN CON'IIROLLER
Type or PrinU‘lamc Title

{39y Name 01 Confact Person For Claim
Steve Smith, Mandated Cost Systems

Telephone Number

916-487-4435

Ext.

Form FAM-27 (Revised 10/95)
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NC FICATION OF TRUANCY ‘ FORM
CLAIM SUMMARY
INSTRUCTIONS

(01) Claimant: ' . (02) Type of Claim:
819265

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD

Fiscal Year:

Reimbursement [% 1998 ;1999

Estimated —

Claim Statistics

(03) Number of truant notifications

60,869

Cost

(04) Unit Cost per an initial truancy notification  [$11.70 for the 1998/99 fiscal year] 11.70

(05) Total Costs:  [Line (03) x line(04)] 712,167

-Cost Reduction

(08) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable

(07) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable

(08) Total Claimed Amount: {Line(05) - [Line(06) + line(07)]} 712,167
Revised 10/98 Chapter 498/83
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JCNoUI Manaaea Lost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year
S§18265

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD

Reimbursement X]

Estimated

1998 /1999

Claim' Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

{a) (d)
Name of School
o Notifications
32ND/USC PER ART MAG 1
54TH ST EL 18
ADAMS MS 44
'AGGELER HS 64
ALTA LOMA EL 59
ANGELES MESA EL. 20
ARAGON EL 40
ARCO IRIS PRIMRY CTR 8
ARROYO SECO ALTERN 17
AUDUBON MS 1,342
BANCROFT MS 55
BANCROFT PER ART MAG 12
'BANNING SH ’ 1,442
BASSETT EL 24
BEETHOVEN EL 10
BELL SH 916
BELLAGIO NEWCOMR CTR 4
BELMONT NEWCOMR CTR 4
BELMONT SH 1,035
BELVEDERE MS 37s|
BERENDO MS 184
BETHUNE MS 589
BIRMINGHAM SH 709
BRAVO MEDICAL MAG 97
BURBANK MS 852
- BURROUGHS MS 529
BYRD MS 21|
CANOGA PARK SH 510
CARNEGIE MS 41
CAROLDALE LRNG CMTY 4
CARSON SH 2,839
11,865
Chapter 498/83 240 New 9/98
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ILNVYI Mmanuaiea LosL Mmanual

LOs ANGEﬁES UNIFIED SD

Reimbursement x]

Estima}ted

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant; (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265

1998 /1999

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(d)

(a)
Name of School
Notifications

CARVER MS 98
CHATSWORTH SH 1,558
CLAY MS 443|
CLEVELAND SH 323
COHASSET EL 45:
COLUMBUS MS 58
COOPER HS 127
CRENSHAW SH 1,079
CURTISS MS 30
'DANA MS 720
DARBY EL 10
DODSON MS 32§
DORSEY LAW/GOV MAG 24|
. DORSEY SH 540;
DOWNTOWN BUSINESS MG 63.
DREW MS 271!
EAGLE ROCK SH 4975
EDISON Ms 167
EL CAMINO REAL SH 1,061
EL DORADO EL 12
EL SERENO MS 159
ELIZABETH LC 45!
EMERSON MS 386:
FAIR EL 60!
FATRFAX SH 775!
FLEMING MS '1252’
FORD BLVD EL 50:
FOSHAY LC 264!
FRANKLIN SH 527
FREMONT SH 644:
FROST MS 10
22,568

Chapter 498/83 241 New 9/98
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819265
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD

"MANDATED COSTS FORM
_ | | NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY "NOT-1A
- CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant: : . (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:

Reimbursement x]

1998 1999
Estimated_ /

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

[6) @
Name of School :

. Notifications

FULTON MS 103
GAGE MS 210
GARDENA SH 1,568
'GARFIELD SH 901
GOMPERS MS 89
GRANADA HILLS SH .898
GRANT SH 520
GRIFFITH MS 192
HALE MS 37
"HAMILTON MUS ACA MAG 434
HAMILTON SH-COMPLEX 1,112
HARRISON EL 16
HARTE PREP MS 67
HENRY ‘MS 45
HOLLENBECK MS © 146
HOLLYWOOD SH 631
HOLMES MS 278
HUNTINGTON PARK SH 793
IRVING MS 56
JEFFERSON NEW MS #1 518
JEFFERSON SH 833
JOHNSON HS 59
JORDAN SH 335
KENNEDY SH 1,571
KING MS 116|
KING-DREW MED MAG 292
LACES MAG 106
LAUSD/USC MTH/SC MAG 13
LAWRENCE . MS 82
LE CONTE MS 189
LINCOLN SH 507
35,285

Chapter 498/83
242

New 9/98



WLERLG WUMLIWVIIGT O \WIHLVE . OU"\‘JU_I Manualeu Lost Mmanual

MANDATED COSTS o FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY = : NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Clamant; : (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:

75192 65 Reimbursement x] 1998 /1999
LOS ANGELES . UNIFIED SD ’ Estimated ]

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

@ - \ —ar
Name of School
‘ Notifications
' LOCKE SH . , 2,445
LOS ANGELES SH _ 1,937
MACLAY MS ' ' ' 47|
MADISON MS' : _ : 71|
MANN MS ' ' 166
MANUAL ARTS SH _ 738
. MARINA DEL REY P/A : » 136
MARK TWAIN MS ' ' _ 131
MARKHAM MS ’ ' . 232
MARLTON SCHOOL _ 4
MARSHALL SH : ' 7 735
MID-CITY MAGNET - ' 14
MIDDLE COLLEGE HS ' ' 8
MILLER HS o ' 1
MILLIKAN MS | . ‘ ' 639
MONROE SH : | ’ ‘ 462
MOUNT GLEASON MS ‘ e N 86
MOUNT VERNON MS ' : ‘ 648
- MUIR MS ‘ . : 1,441
- MULHOLLAND MS _ ' 346
NARBONNE MATH/SC MAG . - 1
NARBONNE SH : 159
NIGHTINGALE MS ' ' 120
NIMITZ MS _ , 188
NO HOLLYWOOD SH 1,450
NOBEL MS . ' ‘ ' 28
NORTHRIDGE MS . ' ' 161
OLIVE VISTA MS ' 97
PACOIMA MS ' : 56
PALISADES CHARTR HS 235
'PALMS MS | ' 37
48,104

Chapter 498/83 243 ' New 9/98




WALRARY W BIAYWVAIGE 9 WIS

SCNo0I Manuatea Cost manuail

MANDATED COSTS

FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY |

(01) Clamant; (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:

519265 Reimbursement =]

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated 1998 /1395 |
' Claim Statistics :
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(a) (d)
Name of School
Notifications

DARKMAN MS' 51

PEARY MS 91

PIO PICO EL 30

POLYTECHNIC SH 1,120

PORTER MS 21

PORTOLA MS 36

RAMONA HS 154;

REED MS 127

RESEDA SH 1,169

REVERE MS 20

ROOSEVELT SH 337

SAN FERNANDO MS 225§

SAN FERNANDO SH 2083

SAN PEDRO SH 1,150%

SEPULVEDA G/HA MAG 4

SEPULVEDA MS 254;
SHERMAN OAKS EL 36
SOUTH GATE MS 689
' SOUTH GATE SH 765
STEVENSON MS 219;
SUN VALLEY MS 78.
SUTTER MS 115,
SYLMAR SH 2535?
TAFT SH 362!
UNIVERSITY SH 117
VALLEY ALTERNATIVE 9
VAN NUYS MS 69
VAN NUYS SH 1,673
VENICE SH 273!
VERDUGO HILLS SH 811
VIRGIL MS 134;
, 58,704
Chapter 498/83 244 New /58
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SLITVUI malivaleu wudl manual

MANDATED COSTS

FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
) _ CLAIM SUMMARY '
(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
$19265 Reimbursement ]
, ) 1998 /1999
LOS - ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated O
Claim Statistics
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications
’ @ C)
Name of School . '
. Notifications
WASHINGTON PREP SH 359
WEBSTER MS 69
WEST HOLLYWOOD EL 38
WESTCHESTER SH 124
WESTSIDE LDRSHIP MAG 15
WHITE MS 105
WILMINGTON MS 148
WILSON SH 1,182
WRIGHT MS 67
YOUTH OPPOR 58
60,869
Chapter 498/83 245 New 9/98
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State of California

School Mandated Cost Manual

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT - s 51 2oy For State Controller Use Oty -7 .
- Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program Number 00048
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY (20) Date Filed K /
(21) Signature Present D
(01) Claimant [dentification Number: R Reimbursement Claim Data
L $19265 et
A (02) Mailing Address (22) NOT-I,(03) 75,327
B - Claimanl Name
E | LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD (23)
L County OF Location '
H | LOS ANGELES (24)
E Street Address or P.O. Box B -
R 355 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE STE 1171 7 (25)
E - City State Zip Code
LOS ANGELES . ca 90071 @26 \
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim @n :
. ' (28)
(03) Estimated (09) Reimbursement
(04) Combined [ ] (10) Combined 11@9
(05) Amended D (11) Amended l:’ (30) ‘
Fiscal Year of (06) 2000 2001 |12 1999 2000
Cost ' / ] / 3N
Total Claimed (07) (13) ‘
Amount $ 921,249 $ 921,249 (32)
Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to exceed | (14) 33
$1000 (if applicable) (33)
. . 15
Less: Estimate Payment Received (9 (34)
' . (16) -
Net Claimed Amount S 921,249 [ (35)
-' (08) M - ' -
Due From State S 921,249 S, 921,249 1(36)
. {18
Due to State 5 ) [€1))]
123

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I éerﬁfy that X am the person authorized by the local

‘|agency to file claims with the State of California for costs mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983; and certify under

penalty of perjury that I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1096, inclusive.

I further certify that there were no applications for

reimbursement of costs claimed herein; and such costs are for a new
program mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983,

nor any grant or payments received, other than from the claimant, for
program or increased level of services of an existing

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of

estimated and/or actual costs for the mandated pro
statements.

gram of Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, set forth on the attached

Signature of Authorized Representative Date
. . -~ s
L-’f“-(i ‘D'[,-LH{.G “[Fyey \ / | ] el
YOSHIKO FONG - ACTING CONTROLLER
Type or Print Name Title

(39) Name of Contact Person For Claim
Steve Smith, Mandated Cost Systems

Telephone Number

916-487~4435 Ext.

Form FAM-27 (Revised 10/95)

Chapter 498/83
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Stat Controller's Office

: : —School Mandated Cost Manual _
‘ NO (IFICATION OF TRUANCY “FORM

. ; f CLAIM SUMMARY NOT-1
- - INSTRUCTIONS
(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 .. . Reimbursement 1999 /2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]
Claim Statistics
(03) Number of truant notifications 75,327

Cost

(04) Unit Cost per an initial truancy notification [$12.23 for the 1999/00 fiscal year) 12.23

(05) Total Costs:  [Line (03) x line(04)] 921,249

Cost Reduction

(06) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable

(07) Lessl:' Other Reimbursements, if.applicable 7

(08) Total Claimed Amount: {Line(05) - [Line(06) + line(07)]) 921,249
Revised 10/98

) - Chapter 498/83
248



* State Controller's Office - School Mandated Cost Manual

. | MANDATED COSTS : FORM
K - NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY , | NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY ' A

(01) Clamant: (02) Type of Claim: - Fiscal Year:
§19265 _ B ~Reimbursement [X] 1999 2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]
Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications .

D) - - , @
Name of School - ' '
Notifications
ADAMS MS - | : 298
AUDUBON M : . 718
BANCROFT 212
 BANNING S : : ' 1,074
BELL SH ' 7 838
BELMONT S 1,433
BELVEDERE 344
BERENDO M ‘ ' o " 728
BETHUNE M . 690
BIRMINGHA - : 900
BRAVO' MED : ’ - 213
BURBANK M , ’ 1 418
BURROUGHS - ‘ ' 358
BYRD MS 59|
CANOGA PA " 7 550
CARNEGIE ' 7 ’ 408
CARSON SH | ' R ' , 1,389
CARVER MS ' 389
CHATSWORT _ : Ny 1,113
CLAY MS : ' 464
CLEVELAND 7 ' | o ’ 695
COLUMBUS ’ ‘ 202| -
CRENSHAW . _ 922
CURTISS M : : 254
'DANA MS , 454
DODSON MS ‘ 263
DORSEY SH , ' | | | 693
DOWNTOWN o : 202
DREW MS 603
EAGLE ROC ' _ ‘ 800
EDISON MS - ‘ . 434
249 S : 18,118

Chapter 498/83 ’ , New 9/98



. State Controlier's Office / - School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY | NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY | .

(01) Clamant: : ' (02) Type of Claim: " Fiscal Year:
$19265 - Rei.mbursement X] 1999 1 2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD ~ Estimated 1

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(a) ' ' : ' (d)
Name of School ‘ '
Notifications

EL CAMINO o 1,205
EL SERENO : 299
EMERSON M ' | 334
FAIRFAX S ' 606
FLEMING M ‘ s 298
FRANKLIN 1,739
FREMONT S _ , ' 2,067
FROST MS , ' 225
FULTON MS ‘ ' 423
GAGE MS : 446
GARDENA S : : 1,257
GARFIELD : 1,480
"GOMPERS M. _ , ' ~ - 503
GRANADA H 678
GRANT SH o 1,344
GRIFFITH : ) ~.345|
HALE' MS : . ' _ 352
HAMILTON v ~ 7 718
HARTE PRE - _ ' ' 395
HENRY MS _ _ _ . v ! 194
HOLLENBEC : , 333
HOLLYWOOD , ’ ) 808
HOLMES MS ' 275
HUNTINGTO 1,112
IRVING MS : ' ' v 197
JEFFERSON 1,065
JORDAN SH _ 993
KENNEDY S ' . 1,047

~ KING MS ' ' ' 305
KING-DREW _ . 268
LAWRENCE _ 407

250 39,836

Chapter 498/83 ‘ New 9/98



- State Controller's Office ) School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS ' - FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Clamant: ' ' (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
'519265 A ‘ Reimburse.ment =] 1999 /2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated - ]

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school.in the district, enter the number of Notifications

(@) : @
Name of School
Notifications

" LE CONTE ' | ' 1 371
LINCOLN S , ' ' _ 706
LOCKE SH ' : 899
LOS ANGEL ' : a , 1,676
MACLAY MS ' _ ' 282
MADISON M _ . . 390
MANN MS ' | 509
MANUAL AR * | ‘ ' 1,296
MARINA DE ' 149
MARK TWAI , 343
MARKHAM M ' : 500
MARSHALL ' : : 1,489
MILLIKAN ' 364
MONROE SH | ‘ | 1,191
MOUNT GLE ' o 444|
MOUNT VER : ' : 614]

- MUIR MS o ' . 800
MULHOLLAN - 7 : | 321
NARBONNE ' 727
NIGHTINGA : _ 252
NIMITZ MS , . : 464
NO HOLLYW - 1,161
NOBEL MS ‘ 7 . 139
NORTHRIDG , , 276
OLIVE VIS , ‘ 390|"
PACOIMA M 289
PALISADES : v 664
PALMS MS , ~ 237
- PARKMAN M 272
PEARY MS . o ' 517
POLYTECHN | | : 1,264

251 , 58,832

Chanpter 498/83 New 9/98




<, State Controller's-Office

School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS " FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
1 CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant; h ‘ (02) Type of Claim: ' Fiscal Year:
519265 , - Reimbursement X 1999 /2000
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated
Claim Statistics
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications
(a) (d)
Name of School -
. . Notifications
PORTER MS 225
PORTOLA M 353
REED MS 293
RESEDA SH 726
REVERE MS 260
ROOSEVELT 1,295
SAN FERNA 753
SAN PEDRO 781
SEPULVEDA 466
"SOUTH GAT 1,053
STEVENSON 300
SUN VALLE 476
SUTTER MS 218
SYLMAR SH 834|
TAFT SH 922
UNIVERSIT 641
VAN NUYS 929
VENICE SH 681
VERDUGO H 597
VIRGIL MS 628
. WASHINGTO 1,409
" WEBSTER M 290
WESTCHEST 785{
WHITE MS 318
WILMINGTO 423
WILSON SH 618
WRIGHT MS 221
_ 252 75,327
Chapter 498/83 New 9/98
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State Controlier's Office

School Mandated Cost Manual

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561

NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY

For State Controller Use Only

(19) Program Number 00048

(20) Date Filed

(21) LRS Input __

—
I

I

Program

048

( [(01) Claimant Identification Number
L §19265 Reimbursement Claim Data
A | (02) Claimant N -
g | }..oastmi]m;g:e.zs UNIFIED SD (22) LEAN-1. (03) 76,531
E County of Laocation (23)
. LOS ANGELES
H Street Address or P.O. Box
E | 355 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE STE 1171 24
R City State Zip Code (25)
s 1L.0S ANGELES CA 90071
- Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim ,(26)
|(03) Estimated (08) Reimbursement @n
(04) Combined |:] (10) Combined l—:_| (28)
(05) Amgnded [: (11) Amended l___—l 29
Fiscal Year of Cost | (08) 2001 / 2002 . |(12) 2000 / 2001 | (0
Total Claimed Amount](07) $ 974,240 13 § 974,240 BN
Less: 10% Late Penalty, not to exceed $1000 (14) (32)
Less: Prior Claim Payment Received (15 $ 737,497 (33)
Net Claimed Amount (16) 3 236,743 (34)
Due From State ©8) . 974,240 an ¢ 236,743 | (39
Due to-State (18) (36)

| (37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

498, Statutes of 1983,

Signature of Authorized Officer

(Ani/{wm/lw

YOSP-LI'fO FONG

Type or Print Name

Date

/4/.?0/:/

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, | certify that I am the officer authorized by the local agency to file claims
with the State of California for costs mandated by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, and certify under penalty of perjury that | have not
violated any of the provisions of Government Cade Sections 1090 to 1096, inciusive.

| further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grant or payment recelved for reimbursement of
costs claimed herein; and such costs are for a new program or increased levet of services of an existing program mandated by Chapter’

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or
actual costs for the mandated program of Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, set forth on the altached statements.

i
cONTROLLER

Title

Form FAM-27 (Revised 9/01)

~

254

?«/ oo s 12--13-01 ;7//7,4/01

(38) Name of Contact Person For Claim Telaphone Number  ( 916 ) 487-4435 Ext.
Steve Smith, Mandated Cost Systems E-mall Address scohelp@mandated. cdm -
Chapters 498/83




NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY - FORM
' CLAIM SUMMARY ' NOT-1
-INSTRUCTIONS g o
(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 ’ Reimbursement [X]
_ , 2000 /2001
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated 1 :
“Claim Statistics |
(03) Number of truant notifications 76,531
Cost
(04) Unit Cost per an initial truancy notification [$12.73 for the 2000/01 fiscal year] 12.73
(05) Total Costs:  [Line (03) x line(04)] 974,240
Cost Reduction
(08) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable
(07) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable
(08) Total Claimed Amount: {Line(05) - [Line(06) + line(07)]} 974,240
Revised 9/01 ' Chapter 498/83
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State Controller's Office

School Mandated GCost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
. _ CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Clamant; (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 Rei.mbursement 2000 /2001
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated ]
Claim Statistics
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications
(a) (@) -
Name of School
Notifications
ADAMS MS 329
AUDUBON MS 738
BANCROFT MS 280
‘BANNING SH 1,144
BELL SH 829
BELVEDERE MS. 387
BERENDO MS 408
BETHUNE MS 716
- BIRMINGHAM SH 771
BRAVO MEDICAL MAG 226
 BURBANK MS ' 409
BURROUGHS G/HA MAG 50
BURROUGHS MS 372
BYRD MS 92
CANOGA PARK SH 787
CARNEGIE MS 377
" CARSON SH 1,329
CARVER MS 512
CHATSWORTH SH 754
CLAY MS 574
CLEVELAND SH 762
COLUMBUS MS 219
CRENSHAW SH 893
CURTISS MS 301
DANA MS 458
DODSON MS 192
DORSEY SH - 761
DOWNTOWN BUSINESS M 224
DREW MS 699
EAGLE ROCK SH 562
EDISON MS 528
256 16,683
Chapter 498/83 New 9/98




,State Controller's Office - School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
-NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY - NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY '-

(01) Clamant; | - (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
819265 Reimbursement [X -

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD Estimated 2000 /2001
Claim Statistics _

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

@) @@
Name of School
Notifications

EL CAMINO REAL SH o ' 1,080
EL SERENO MS ' ‘ 400
EMERSON MS ' 347
FAIRFAX SH . ' 775
FLEMING MS A : E 204
FRANKLIN SH ' ' : : o 917

» FREMONT,SH : 7 2,214
FROST MS o ' _ 225
FULTON MS ' - ‘ - 470
GAGE MS ' ' ' 553
GARDENA SH ' : : 1,252
GARFIELD SH ‘ - ' / 1,480
GOMPERS MS ' , 565
GRANADA HILLS SH B 604
GRANT SH , 1,265
GRIFFITH MS ' , . 309
HALE MS : _ S . 356
HAMILTON SH-COMPLEX ' ‘ : 609
HARTE PREP MS - . 432
HENRY MS ' ' 7 . 219
HOLLENBECK MS ' ' ' 307
HOLLYWOOD SH ' , : 825
HOLMES MS _ , ' : 253
HUNTINGTON PARK SH 1,038
IRVING MS' : 165
JEFFERSON SH ‘ : : ' 1,081
JORDAN SH , 1,062
KENNEDY SH : _ : o 813
KING MS _ _ 366
KING-DREW MED MAG . . : : 351
LAWRENCE MS o , _ 459

/ ' _ ‘ 37,679|

Chapter 498/83 | 257 New 9/98




_State Controller's Office

School Mandated Cost Manual

I MANDATED COSTS FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY '

(01) Clamant: - (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
819265 Reimbursement [X ' :

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD . Estimated ) 2200 /200
Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications

, {d)
Name of School
Notifications

LE .CONTE MS 399
LINCOLN SH 655
LOCKE SH 1,130
LOS ANGELES ACAD MS 694
LOS ANGELES SH 1,859
MACLAY MS 310
MADISON MS 454|
MANN MS 576
MANUAL ARTS SH 1,424
MARINA DEL REY MS 183
MARK TWAIN MS 380

'MARKHAM MS 560
MARSHALL SH 1,616
MILLIKAN MS 363
MONROE SH 1,154
MOUNT GLEASON MS 410
MOUNT VERNON MS 642
MUIR MS 720
MULHOLLAND MS 360
NARBONNE SH 908
NIGHTINGALE MS 1267
NIMITZ MS 476|
NO HOLLYWOOD SH 1,449
NOBEL MS 130
NORTHRIDGE MS 230
OLIVE VISTA MS 85
PACOIMA MS 271
PALISADES CHARTR HS 637
PALMS' MS 244
PARKMAN MS 295
PEARY MS 548
7 - 57,168

Chapter 498/83 290 New 9/98




_ State Controller's Office School Mandated Coét Manual

MANDATED COSTS - FORM

- NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY : " NOT-1A
CLAIM SUMMARY '

(01) Clamant: - (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year:
519265 _ o ‘ Reimbursement [X7] 2000 2001
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD : _ Estimated [

Claim Statistics

(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications _

(@) ' {d)
Name of School
Notifications
- POLYTECHNIC SH , : 1,361
PORTER MS ) ' 209
PORTOLA HG MAG _ 59
PORTOLA MS ' ‘ . , - 377
REED MS : 312
RESEDA SH , 559
REVERE MS ' 263
ROOSEVELT MTH/SC MA ' _— 98
ROOSEVELT SH ' : 1,396
SAN FERNANDO MS . 287
SAN FERNANDO SH R . 810
SAN PEDRO SH ’ ' 761
SEPULVEDA MS o : 578
SOUTH GATE MS : ‘ . 572
SOUTH ‘GATE SH ' . ' : 1,281
STEVENSON MS ) v 307
' SUN VALLEY MS , _ : 464
SUTTER MS : 7 246
SYLMAR SH A ' ) 709
TAFT SH , ' o ' 1,007
UNIVERSITY SH o ' ‘ 765
VAN NUYS MS . : 161
VAN NUYS SH _ ' 725
VENICE SH : ’ ' 719
VERDUGO HILLS SH , o 528
VIRGIL MS ’ 582
WASHINGTON PREP SH , - o . 1,441
WEBSTER MS _ | 302
WESTCHESTER SH ' o 783
WHITE MS : ' S 294
WILMINGTON MS _ _ o 457
75,581

Chapter 498/83 | 259 . “New 9/98




.State Controller's Office - . School Mandated Cost Manual

- MANDATED COSTS - FORM
NOTIFICATION OF TRUANCY - | NOT-A
‘ CLAIM SUMMARY
" (01) Clamant: © | (02) Type of Ctaim: Fiscal Year:
519265 Relmbursement X1 2000 /2001
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SD . Estimated -
Claim Statistics
(03) For each school in the district, enter the number of Notifications
@ _ (dy
Name of School
Notifications
WILSON SH | _ : 647
WRIGHT M/SC AER MAG 38
WRIGHT MS ' ' _ 265
76,531

Chapter 498/83 ' _ 260 | New 9/98
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 300

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 ~

PHONE: (916) 323-3562

FAX: (916) 445-0278

E-mail: csminfo@csm.ca.gov

Exhibit D
Tuly 16, 2015 - |

Ms. Maruch Atienza Ms. Jill Kanemasu

Los Angeles Unified School District State Controller's Office

333 S. Beadry Avenue, 26" Floor Division of Accounting and Reporting
Los Angeles, CA 90017 3301 C Street, Suite 700

Sacramento, CA 95816
And Parties, Interested Parties, and Interested Persons (See Mailing List)

RE:  Draft Proposed Decision, Schedule for Comments, and Notice of Hearing
Incorrect Reduction Claim
Notification of Truancy, 05-904133-1-02
Education Code Section 48260.5
Statutes 1983, Chapter 498
Los Angeles Unified School District, Claimant

Dear Ms. Atienza and Ms. Kanemasu;

The draft proposed decision for the above-named matter is enclosed for your review and
comment.

Written Comments

Written comments may be filed on the draft proposed decision by August 6, 2015. You are
advised that comments filed with the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) are required
to be simultaneously served on the other interested parties on the mailing list, and to be
accompanied by a proof of service. However, this requirement may also be satisfied by
electronically filing your documents. Please see http://www.csm.ca.gov/dropbox.shtml on the
Commission’s website for instructions on electronic filing. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.3)

If you would like to request an extension of time to file comments, please refer to section
1187.9(a) of the Commission’s regulations.

Hearing

This matter is set for hearing on Friday, September 25, 2015, at 10:00 a.m., State Capitol,
Room 447, Sacramento, California. The proposed decision will be issued on or about
September 11, 2015. Please let us know in advance if you or a representative of your agency
will testify at the hearing, and if other witnesses will appear. If you would like to request
postponement of the hearing, please refer to section 1187.9(b) of the Commission’s regulations.

Slncerely,

Heather Halsey
Executive Director

JAMANDATES\IRC\2005\904133 (Not. of Truancy)\05-904133-1-02\Correspondence\draft pd transmittal.docx
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Hearing Date: September 25, 2015
JAMANDATES\IRC\2005\904133 (Not. of Truancy)\05-904133-1-02\IRC\draftPD.docx

ITEM _
INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM

DRAFT PROPOSED DECISION

Education Code Section 48260.5
Statutes 1983, Chapter 498

Notification of Truancy
Fiscal Years 1998-1999, 1999-2000, and 2000-2001

05-904133-1-02
Los Angeles Unified School District, Claimant

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overview

This incorrect reduction claim (IRC) challenges reductions made by the State Controller’s Office
(Controller) to reimbursement claims filed by the Los Angeles Unified School District (claimant)
for fiscal years 1998-1999, 1999-2000, and 2000-2001 under the Notification of Truancy
program. The Controller reduced the 1998-1999 costs claimed to zero (of $712,167 claimed),
reduced the 1999-2000 costs claimed by $915,904 ($5,345 was allowed of $921,249 claimed)
and reduced the 2000-2001 costs claimed by $961,179 ($13,061 was allowed of $974,240
claimed.)

The Controller audited a sample of claimant’s school sites that identified costs in the
reimbursement claims and extrapolated the findings from the sample to all costs claimed by the
claimant for all schools in the district. The Controller’s reduction of costs claimed raise the
following disputed issues:

1. Whether the mandate requires school districts to provide written notification to parents or
guardians upon a pupil’s initial classification as a truant.

2. Whether claimant provided documentation, in accordance with the requirements in the
parameters and guidelines, sufficient to support the reductions by the Controller.

3. Whether the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for truancy notifications at the school
sites not included in the audit sample is correct.

For the reasons below, staff finds that the Controller’s reductions are partially correct.

Notification of Truancy, 05-904133-1-02
Draft Proposed Decision

263



Notification of Truancy Program

Under California’s compulsory education laws, children between the ages of six and 18 are
required to attend school full-time, with a limited number of specified exceptions.! The statutory
scheme, as originally enacted, provided that any pupil subject to compulsory full-time education
who, without a valid excuse, is absent from school or is tardy or absent for more than a 30-
minute period during the school day for more than three days in one school year, is classified as
a truant.2 Upon a pupil’s initial classification as a truant, the 1983 test claim statute, Education
Code section 48260.5, required school districts to notify the pupil’s parent or guardian by first
class mail or other reasonable means of (1) the pupil's truancy; (2) that the parent or guardian is
obligated to compel the attendance of the pupil at school; and (3) that parents or guardians who
fail to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and subject to prosecution pursuant to
Article 6 (commencing with section 48290) of Chapter 2 of Part 27. Additionally, it required the
district to inform parents and guardians of (1) alternative educational programs available in the
district, and (2) the right to meet with appropriate school personnel to discuss solutions to the
pupil's truancy.®> On November 29, 1984, the Board of Control, the predecessor to the
Commission on State Mandates (Commission), determined that this statute constitutes a
reimbursable state-mandated program to develop notification forms and provide written notice to
the parents or guardians of the truancy.*

The original parameters and guidelines were adopted on August 27, 1987, and authorized
reimbursement for the one-time activities of planning implementation, revising school district
policies and procedures, and designing and printing the forms. Reimbursement was also
authorized for ongoing activities to identify pupils to receive the initial notification and prepare
and distribute the notification by first class mail or other reasonable means.

The Commission amended the parameters and guidelines on July 22, 1993, effective beginning
July 1, 1992, to add a unit cost of $10.21, adjusted annually by the Implicit Price Deflator, for
each initial notification of truancy distributed in lieu of requiring the claimant to provide
documentation of actual costs to the Controller. The parameters and guidelines further provide
that “school districts incurring unique costs within the scope of the reimbursable mandated
activities may submit a request to amend the parameters and guidelines to the Commission for
the unique costs to be approved for reimbursement.”® These are the parameters and guidelines
applicable to this claim.®

1 Education Code section 48200.
2 Education Code section 48260.
% Education Code section 48260.5, Statutes 1983, chapter 498.

4 Exhibit X, Brief Written Statement for Adopted Mandate issued by the Board of Control on the
Notification of Truancy test claim (SB 90-4133).

®Exhibit A, IRC, page 69.
® The parameters and guidelines as amended in 2008 are not applicable to this IRC.
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The Legislature enacted Statutes 2007, chapter 69, effective January 1, 2008, which was
sponsored by the Controller to require the Commission to amend the parameters and guidelines,
effective July 1, 2006, to modify the definition of a truant and the required elements to be
included in the initial truancy notifications in accordance with Statutes 1994, chapter 1023, and
Statutes 1995, chapter 19. These statutes required school districts to add the following
information to the truancy notification: that the pupil may be subject to prosecution under
Section 48264; that the pupil may be subject to suspension, restriction, or delay of the pupil’s
driving privilege pursuant to Section 13202.7 of the Vehicle Code; and that it is recommended
that the parent or guardian accompany the pupil to school and attend classes with the pupil for
one day. The definition of truant was also changed from a pupil absent for “more than three
days” to a pupil absent for “three days.” In 2008, the Commission amended the parameters and
guidelines, for costs incurred beginning July 1, 2006, as directed by the Legislature.

Procedural History

Claimant signed its 1998-1999 reimbursement claim on January 14, 2000, its 1999-2000
reimbursement claim on January 12, 2001,% and its 2000-2001 reimbursement claim on
December 20, 2001.°

The Controller issued the draft audit report for the 1999-2001 audit on October 2, 2002,° and the
draft audit report for the 1998-1999 audit on November 1, 2002.** Clamant submitted comments
on the 1999-2001 draft audit report on November 14, 20022 and the 1998-1999 draft audit
report on November 25, 2002.3 The Controller issued final audit reports for the 1998-1999 and
the 1999-2001 audits on December 13, 2002.%4

Claimant filed this IRC on December 12, 2005,° and submitted a supplemental filing on January
23, 2006.1% The Controller filed late comments on the IRC on December 11, 2007.1 On

" Exhibit A, IRC, page 46.

8 Exhibit A, IRC, page 54.

% Exhibit A, IRC, page 60.

10 Exhibit A, IRC, page 31.

11 Exhibit A, IRC, page 14.

12 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 39-40.

13 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 22-23.

14 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 9-24, 25-45.
15 Exhibit A, IRC.

16 Exhibit B, IRC Supplemental filing.

17 Exhibit C, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC. Note that pursuant to Government Code
section 17553(d) “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
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July16, 2015, Commission staff issued the draft proposed decision.

Commission Responsibilities

Government Code section 17561(b) 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 incorrectly reduced costs be reinstated.

The Commission must review questions of law, including interpretation of parameters and
guidelines, de novo, without consideration of 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 XI11 B, section 6.*® 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 X111 B, section 6 and not apply it as an “equitable
remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting from political decisions on funding
priorities.”1®

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.?

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.?! In addition,
sections 1185.1(f)(3) and 1185.2(c) of the Commission’s regulations require that any assertions

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.

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

19 County of Sonoma, supra, 84 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1281, citing City of San Jose v. State of
California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817.

20 Johnston v. Sonoma County Agricultural (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.

2L Gilbert v. City of Sunnyvale (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1274-1275.
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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.?

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
$712,167 claimed
for 1998-1999

The Controller audited a sample of
school sites and found that claimant
did not provide any documentation
to support the claimed number of
initial truancy notifications
distributed for the 79 schools
sampled. The Controller also
found that the district’s truancy
notifications were not provided by
letter or any other official written
document to the parent or guardian
during this fiscal year.

Claimant argues that the test claim
statute does not require the
notification to be in writing, rather
it requires notification “by first-
class mail or other reasonable
means.” Claimant argues that it
satisfied the requirements of the
test claim statute by means other
than a letter or other writing to the
parent or guardian, thus providing
effective notice of the pupil’s
attendance issues to the parents or
guardians, and that it should be
reimbursed for the number
unwritten notifications to parents or
guardians claimed based on
telephone calls, attendance records,
and other documentation.

Correct - The mandate approved
by the Board of Control is to
provide written notification to
the parent or guardian containing
the required information upon
the pupil’s initial classification
as a truant. Neither the test
claim decision, nor the
parameters and guidelines,
authorize reimbursement for
providing unwritten notifications
of truancy. The Board of
Control’s test claim decision and
the adopted parameters and
guidelines are quasi-judicial
decisions interpreting the
reimbursement requirements of
article X111l B, section 6 of the
California Constitution and are,
therefore, binding.

Moreover, the claimant has
provided no evidence to support
a claim for reimbursement that it
incurred any costs in fiscal year
1998-1999 to provide written
notice to the parents or guardians
of pupils identified as truants,
which contain the information
required by the test claim statute,
in accordance with the test claim

22 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.

5
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decision and parameters and

guidelines.
The Controller’s The Controller randomly sampled | Partially Correct — The
reduction of the records of 56 percent of the reduction of $1,173,865 claimed
$1,877,083 claimed | claimant’s school sites (67 of the for truancy notices of the 67
for fiscal years 120 school sites) for fiscal years sampled school sites that were
1999-2000 and 1999-2000 and 2000-2001. Unlike | not supported by documentation
2000-2001 fiscal year 1998-1999, the claimant | is correct as a matter of law, and

provided the Controller with 286 not arbitrary, capricious, or
truancy notification letters sent by | entirely lacking in evidentiary

the sampled school sites in fiscal support. Claimant has not filed
year 1999-2000 and 598 written any supporting documentation in
notifications sent by the sampled accordance with the parameters
school sites in fiscal year 2000- and guidelines, or evidence to
2001. The Controller extrapolated | support the costs claimed in this
the percentage of unsupported case. Pursuant to Government
notices claimed by the sampled Code section 17559 and section
school sites for each fiscal year 1187.5 of the Commission’s
(99.42% and 98.66%) to reduce regulations, all assertions of fact

costs claimed by all school sites in | must be supported with
the district, including the 53 school | substantial evidence in the

sites that were not sampled. record.

Claimant argues that written However, the Controller’s
truancy notifications are not extrapolation of its findings from
required by the test claim statute the 67 sampled school sites to
and that the Controller disregarded | the remaining 53 school sites

all evidence that claimant had that were not sampled is not
satisfied the requirements of the supported by evidence in the
statute by means other than a record because there is no
written notification to the parent or | showing that the audit results
guardian. from the sampled schools is

representative of the schools not
sampled. The record indicates
that claimant’s school sites did
not comply with the mandate in
the same way. Accordingly,
staff finds that the Controller’s
reduction of $721,623 for the 53
school sites that were not
included in the sample, is
arbitrary, capricious, or entirely
lacking in evidentiary support
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and should be reinstated to the
claimant.

Staff Analysis

A. The Reductions for Fiscal Year 1998-1999 are Correct as a Matter of Law and Not
Arbitrary, Capricious, or Entirely Lacking in Evidentiary Support.

The Controller randomly sampled 79 of the 165 school sites that claimed initial truancy
notification in fiscal year 1998-1999. The sampled school sites claimed that 27,702 initial
truancy notifications were distributed to the pupils’ parents or guardians. The Controller found,
however, that claimant did not provide any documentation to support the claimed number of
initial truancy notifications distributed for the 79 schools sampled. The Controller also found
that the district’s truancy notifications were not provided by letter or any other official written
document to the parent or guardian during this fiscal year. Rather, the claimant provided
notification by phone, based on attendance logs and permits to return to the classroom.

The claimant does not dispute these facts, but alleges that the test claim statute, with language
that allows notification by “first-class mail or other reasonable means,” does not require that the
notification be in writing. Claimant argues that it satisfied the requirements of the test claim
statute by means other than a letter or other writing to the parent or guardian, thus providing
effective notice of the pupil’s truancy to the parents or guardians, and that it should be
reimbursed for the number of unwritten notifications to parents or guardians claimed based on
telephone calls, attendance records, and other documentation.

The Commission finds that the Controller’s reduction of all costs claimed for fiscal year 1998-
1999 is correct as a matter of law.

The test claim decision adopted by the Board of Control concluded that the Education Code
section 48260.5 mandated school districts to provide written notification to the parent or
guardian containing the required information upon the pupil’s initial classification as a truant.?
In addition, the parameters and guidelines limit the use of the unit cost to only those districts that
provide initial truancy notification forms in writing.

Thus, neither the test claim decision, nor the parameters and guidelines, authorize reimbursement
for providing unwritten notifications of truancy. The Board of Control’s test claim decision and
the adopted parameters and guidelines are quasi-judicial decisions interpreting the
reimbursement requirements of article XII1 B, section 6 of the California Constitution and are,
therefore, binding in later actions including this IRC.?*

Moreover, the claimant has provided no evidence to support a claim for reimbursement that it
incurred any costs in fiscal year 1998-1999 to provide written notice to the parents or guardians

23 Exhibit X, Board of Control, Brief Written Statement for Adopted Mandate on the Notification
of Truancy test claim (SB 90-4133), page 4.

24 California School Boards Assoc. v. State of California (2009) 171 Cal.App.4th 1183, 1200;
Clovis Unified School Dist. v. Chiang (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 794, 799, where the court states
that the Commission’s parameters and guidelines are “regulatory.”
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of pupils identified as truants, which contain the information required by the test claim statute, in
accordance with the test claim decision and parameters and guidelines.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the Controller’s reduction of all costs claimed for fiscal
year 1998-1999 totaling $712,167 is correct as a matter of law and not arbitrary, capricious, or
entirely lacking in evidentiary support.

B. The Reductions for Fiscal Years 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 are Partially Correct and
Supported by Evidence in the Record for the School Sites Included in the Audit
Sample. However, the Reductions Applied to the School Sites Not Included in the
Audit Sample are Arbitrary, Capricious, or Entirely Lacking in Evidentiary
Support.

The Controller audited the fiscal year 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 claims by randomly sampling
claimant’s school sites (67 of the 120 school sites) representing 56 percent of the pupil
population. Unlike fiscal year 1998-1999, however, the Controller found evidence that the
claimant provided written truancy letters to the parents or guardians in these two subsequent
fiscal years. Claimant provided the Controller with 286 truancy notification letters distributed by
the sampled school sites in fiscal year 1999-2000 and 598 written notifications distributed by the
sampled school sites in fiscal year 2000-2001. Based on this information, the Controller found
that 0.58 percent of the sampled notices for 1999-2000 and 1.34 percent of the sampled notices
for 2000-2001 were supported by documentation. The Controller then extrapolated the
percentage of unsupported notices claimed by the sampled school sites for each fiscal year
(99.42 percent and 98.66 percent) to reduce costs claimed by all school sites in the district,
including the 53 school sites that were not sampled.

The claimant argues that written truancy notifications are not required by the test claim statute.
The claimant further argues that the Controller disregarded all evidence it presented to
demonstrate it had satisfied the requirements of the statute by means other than a written
notification to the parent or guardian. Although the claimant did not provide truancy letters in all
cases, the claimant alleges it tracked the number of truancy notices provided through phone logs,
attendance records, and return to classroom permits, and provided this type of documentation in
support of the number of notices claimed. The Controller, however, rejected this documentation.

The Controller’s audit report states, in response, that it did review telephone logs, attendance
records, and return to classroom permits. However, these records did not provide evidence that
claimant complied with the test claim statute by sending written notifications to the parents or
guardians that contained the information required by the 1983 test claim statute.

1) The reduction of costs claimed for the 67 sampled school sites is correct as a matter of
law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.

Staff finds that the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for truancy notices of the 67 sampled
school sites that were not supported by documentation is correct as a matter of law, and not
arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.

The mandate approved by the Board of Control is to prepare and distribute written truancy
notifications to the parent or guardian about the truancy and include the information specified by
the original test claim statute. The parameters and guidelines authorize reimbursement to mail
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the notification “forms” to parents/guardians with the information required by the test claim
statute. The parameters and guidelines further require that each claim for reimbursement
“provide documentation in support of the reimbursement claimed for this mandated program,”
and that when using the uniform cost allowance, “Documentation [must be provided] which
indicates the total number of initial notifications of truancy distributed.”

Claimant is correct that the parameters and guidelines do not require copies of the truancy forms
or letters actually distributed to support the costs claimed. The parameters and guidelines do not
limit the type of supporting documentation required and, instead, simply require “documentation
in support of the reimbursement claimed for this mandated program,” and documentation that
“indicates the total number of initial notifications of truancy distributed.” Thus, under the
parameters and guidelines, telephone logs, attendance records, and return to classroom permits
may be sufficient documentation to support the costs claimed if these records show that the
claimant complied with the mandate to provide written notice to the parent or guardian of the
information required by the test claim statute and the documentation verifies the number of
notifications provided in a fiscal year.

However, no documentation or evidence has been filed with the Commission to support the costs
claimed in this case. Thus, the Commission cannot determine if the documentation relied on by
the claimant complies with the parameters and guidelines. Pursuant to Government Code section
17559 and section 1187.5 of the Commission’s regulations, all assertions of fact must be
supported with substantial evidence in the record.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for truancy
notifications of the 67 sampled school sites that were not supported by documentation is correct
as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.

2) The reduction of costs resulting from the Controller’s extrapolation of findings to the
school sites that were not included in the audit sample is not supported by evidence in the
record.

However, the Controller’s extrapolation of its findings from the 67 sampled school sites to the
remaining 53 school sites that were not included in the Controller’s audit sample is not supported
by any evidence in the record. There is no showing in the record that the audit results from the
sampled schools accurately reflects and is representative of the schools not sampled. And there
is evidence that school sites in the claimant’s district complied with the mandate in different
ways. As indicated above, some school sites sampled provided truancy notification letters to
support the costs claimed and some did not. Thus, the Controller’s assertion that the costs
claimed by the 53 school sites not included in the sample were not supported by documentation
IS not supported by any evidence in the record as required by Government Code section 17559
and section 1187.5 of the Commission’s regulations.

Accordingly, staff finds that the Controller’s reduction of $721,623 claimed for the 53 school
sites that were not included in the sample, is arbitrary, capricious, and entirely lacking in
evidentiary support.
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Conclusion

Based on the foregoing, staff concludes that the following reductions are correct as a matter of
law and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support:

e All costs claimed for fiscal year 1998-1999 totaling $712,167. Claimant’s argument that
it satisfied the requirements of the test claim statute by means other than a letter or other
writing to the parent or guardian is not correct as a matter of law. Reimbursement is only
required for written notifications of truancy. In addition, claimant has provided no
evidence to support a claim for reimbursement that it incurred costs in fiscal year 1998-
1999 to provide written notice to the parents or guardians of pupils identified as truants,
which contain the information required by the test claim statute, in accordance with the
test claim decision and parameters and guidelines.

e Costs claimed for fiscal years 1999-2000 and 2000-2001, totaling $1,173,865, for
notifications at the 67 school sites sampled, are correct as a matter of law and not
arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support because claimant did not
provide source documentation to support all of the costs claimed.

However, the following reduction of costs claimed is incorrect because the reduction is not based
on evidence in the record and is therefore, arbitrary, capricious or entirely lacking in evidentiary
support:

e Costs claimed totaling $721,623 for fiscal years 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 for truancy
notifications at the school sites not included in the audit sample.

Therefore, pursuant to Government Code section 17551(d) and section 1185.9 of the
Commission’s regulations, staff recommends that the Commission request the Controller to
reinstate $721,623 to the claimant, consistent with these findings.

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt this analysis to partially approve the IRC, and
authorize staff to make any technical, non-substantive changes following the hearing.
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BEFORE THE

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN RE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM
ON:

Education Code Section 48260.5
Statutes 1983, Chapter 498

Fiscal Years 1998-1999, 1999-2000, and
2000-2001

Los Angeles Unified School District, Claimant

Case No.: 05-904133-1-02
Notification of Truancy

DECISION PURSUANT TO
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17500 ET
SEQ.; CALIFORNIA CODE OF
REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, DIVISION 2,
CHAPTER 2.5. ARTICLE 7

(Adopted September 25, 2015)

DECISION

The Commission on State Mandates (Commission) heard and decided this incorrect reduction
claim (IRC) during a regularly scheduled hearing on September 25, 2015. [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 XII1 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 at the hearing by a vote of [vote count will be included in the adopted decision].

Summary of the Findings

This IRC challenges reductions made by the State Controller’s Office (Controller) to
reimbursement claims filed by the Los Angeles Unified School District (claimant) for fiscal
years 1998-1999, 1999-2000, and 2000-2001 under the Notification of Truancy program. For
each of the fiscal years at issue, the Controller randomly sampled schools that contained roughly
half of the district’s pupil population and extrapolated the findings to the schools not sampled.

The Commission concludes that the following reductions are correct as a matter of law and not
arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support:

e All costs claimed for fiscal year 1998-1999 totaling $712,167. Claimant’s argument that
it satisfied the requirements of the test claim statute by means other than a letter or other
writing to the parent or guardian is not correct as a matter of law. Reimbursement is only
required for written notifications of truancy. In addition, claimant has provided no
evidence to support a claim for reimbursement that it incurred costs in fiscal year 1998-
1999 to provide written notice to the parents or guardians of pupils identified as truants in
accordance with the test claim decision and parameters and guidelines.

11
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e Costs claimed for fiscal years 1999-2000 and 2000-2001, totaling $1,173,865, for
notifications at the 67 school sites sampled, are correct as a matter of law and not
arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support. The claimant did not
provide source documentation to support all of the costs claimed.

However, the following reduction of costs claimed is incorrect because the reduction is not based
on evidence in the record and is therefore, arbitrary, capricious or entirely lacking in evidentiary
support:

e Costs totaling $721,623 for fiscal years 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 for truancy
notifications at the school sites not included in the audit sample.

Therefore, pursuant to Government Code section 17551(d) and section 1185.9 of the
Commission’s regulations, the Controller is requested to reinstate $721,623 to the claimant,
consistent with these findings.

COMMISSION FINDINGS
l. Chronology
01/14/00 Claimant signed the reimbursement claim for fiscal year 1998-1999.%
01/12/01 Claimant signed the reimbursement claim for fiscal year 1999-2000.28
12/20/01 Claimant signed the reimbursement claim for fiscal year 2000-2001.%’
10/03/02 Controller issued the draft audit report for the 1999-2001 claims.?®
11/01/02 Controller issued the draft audit report for the 1998-1999 claim.?®
11/14/02 Claimant submitted comments on the 1999-2001 draft audit report.*
11/25/02 Claimant submitted comments on the 1998-1999 draft audit report.3!
12/13/02 Controller issued the final audit report for the 1998-1999 audit. 2
12/13/02 Controller issued the final audit report for the 1999-2001 audits.>?

25 Exhibit A, IRC, page 46.

26 Exhibit A, IRC, page 54.

27 Exhibit A, IRC, page 60.

28 Exhibit A, IRC, page 31.

29 Exhibit A, IRC, page 14.

30 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 39-40.
31 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 22-23.
32 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 9-24.
3 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 25-45.
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12/12/05 Claimant filed this IRC.3*

01/23/06 Claimant filed supplemental filing to the IRC.%®
12/11/07 Controller filed late comments on the IRC.3®
07/16/15 Commission staff issued the draft proposed decision.
. Background

Under California’s compulsory education laws, children between the ages of six and 18 are
required to attend school full-time, with a limited number of specified exceptions.3” The
statutory scheme, as originally enacted in 1983, provided that any pupil subject to compulsory
full-time education who, without a valid excuse, is absent from school or is tardy or absent for
more than a 30-minute period during the school day for more than three days in one school year,
is classified as a truant.® Once a pupil is designated a truant, state law requires schools,
districts, counties, and the courts to take progressive intervention measures to ensure that parents
and pupils receive services to assist them in complying with the compulsory attendance laws.

The first intervention is required by the test claim statute, Education Code section 48260.5.%° As
originally enacted, the test claim statute required school districts, upon a pupil’s initial
classification as a truant, to notify the pupil’s parent or guardian by first class mail or other
reasonable means of (1) the pupil's truancy; (2) that the parent or guardian is obligated to compel
the attendance of the pupil at school; and (3) that parents or guardians who fail to meet this
obligation may be guilty of an infraction and subject to prosecution pursuant to Article 6
(commencing with section 48290) of Chapter 2 of Part 27. Additionally, the district must inform
parents and guardians of (1) alternative educational programs available in the district, and (2) the
right to meet with appropriate school personnel to discuss solutions to the pupil’s truancy.

On August 25, 1984, San Diego Unified School District filed a test claim with the Board of
Control, the predecessor to the Commission, seeking reimbursement to comply with section
48260.5 as enacted in 1983, to “develop a new notification form, duplicating of the notification
forms, clerical costs for typing, mailing, recording, and filing of the notifications, first class

3 Exhibit A, IRC.
3 Exhibit B, IRC supplemental filing.

3 Exhibit C, Controller’s Late Comments on the IRC. Note that pursuant to Government Code
section 17553(d) “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.

37 Education Code section 48200.
38 Education Code section 48260.
39 Education Code section 48260.5, Statutes 1983, chapter 498.
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postage for mailing the notifications, and district counselor time impacted as a result of increased
responsibilities and counseling loads.”*® On November 29, 1984, the Board of Control
determined that Statutes 1983, chapter 498 imposed a reimbursable state-mandated program to
develop notification forms and provide written notice to the parents or guardians of the truancy.
The decision was summarized as follows:

The Board determined that the statute imposes costs by requiring school districts
to develop a notification form, and provide written notice to the parents or
guardians of students identified as truants of this fact. It requires that notification
contain other specified information and, also, to advise the parent or guardian of
their right to meet with school personnel regarding the truant pupil. The Board
found these requirements to be new and not previously required of the claimant.*

The original parameters and guidelines were adopted on August 27, 1987, and authorized
reimbursement for the one-time activities of planning implementation, revising school district
policies and procedures, and designing and printing the forms. Reimbursement was also
authorized for ongoing activities to identify pupils to receive the initial notification and prepare
and distribute the notification by first class mail or other reasonable means.

The Commission amended the parameters and guidelines on July 22, 1993, effective for
reimbursement claims filed beginning in fiscal year 1992-1993, to add a unit cost of $10.21,
adjusted annually by the Implicit Price Deflator, for each initial notification of truancy
distributed in lieu of requiring the claimant to provide documentation of actual costs to the
Controller. The parameters and guidelines further provide that “school districts incurring unique
costs within the scope of the reimbursable mandated activities may submit a request to amend
the parameters and guidelines to the Commission for the unique costs to be approved for
reimbursement.”*? These are the parameters and guidelines applicable to this claim.*?

The Legislature enacted Statutes 2007, chapter 69, effective January 1, 2008, which was
sponsored by the Controller to require the Commission to amend the parameters and guidelines,
effective July 1, 2006, to modify the definition of a truant and the required elements to be
included in the initial truancy notifications in accordance with Statutes 1994, chapter 1023, and
Statutes 1995, chapter 19.* These statutes required school districts to add the following
information to the truancy notification: that the pupil may be subject to prosecution under
Section 48264; that the pupil may be subject to suspension, restriction, or delay of the pupil’s
driving privilege pursuant to Section 13202.7 of the Vehicle Code; and that it is recommended
that the parent or guardian accompany the pupil to school and attend classes with the pupil for

40 Exhibit X, Attachment A to Test Claim filed by San Diego Unified School District
(SB 90-4133).

41 Exhibit X, Brief Written Statement for Adopted Mandate issued by the Board of Control on
the Notification of Truancy test claim (SB 90-4133).

“2Exhibit A, IRC, page 69.
3 The parameters and guidelines as amended in 2008 are not applicable to this IRC.
4 Exhibit X, Controller’s Letter dated July 17, 2007 on AB 1698.
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one day. The definition of truant was also changed from a pupil absent for “more than three
days” to a pupil absent for “three days.” In 2008, the Commission amended the parameters and
guidelines, for costs incurred beginning July 1, 2006, as directed by the Legislature.

Controller’s Audit and Summary of the Issues

For fiscal year 1998-1999, the claimant claimed costs of $712,167 based on 60,869 truancy
notifications.*> On December 13, 2002, the Controller issued its final audit report for the 1998-
1999 reimbursement claim, reducing all costs claimed to zero.*® The Controller sampled 79 of
the claimant’s 165 school sites that had claimed costs and found that the claimant did not provide
any documentation, as required by the parameters and guidelines, to support the number of
notifications distributed for the 79 schools sampled. The audit report further states that the Pupil
Service Attendance Coordinator for the schools sampled said that the district did not issue any
initial truancy letters or forms to parents until February 2001, but contacted parents by phone
based on a review of attendance records and return to classroom permits. The audit report states:

The SCO auditors randomly sampled 79 of the 165 school sites that claimed
initial truancy notification, representing 48% of the population. The sampled
school sites claimed that 27,702 initial truancy notifications were distributed to
the pupil’s parent or guardian. The district did not provide any documentation to
support the claimed number of initial truancy notifications distributed for all the
79 schools sampled. Consequently, the entire claimed number of initial truancy
notification is unsupported and, therefore, unallowable.

The Pupil Service Attendance (PSA) coordinator of the school sites sampled
indicated that the district implemented the notification forms for truancy in
February 2001. The coordinator advised that prior to that month, PSA counselors
contacted parents or guardians through other means such as telephone logs,
attendance records, and permits to return to classroom (PRC). The district did not
notify pupils’ parents or guardians of initial truancy via letter or any other official
documents as required by Parameters and Guidelines.*’

The claimant submitted a reimbursement claim for $921,249 for1999-2000 based on 75,327
truancy notifications. For 2000-2001 claimant submitted a claim for costs of $974,240 based on
76,531 truancy notifications.*® The Controller issued a separate final audit report for the fiscal
year 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 reimbursement claims on December 13, 2002.%° Of the
combined amount requested for these fiscal years ($1,895,498), the Controller found that
$18,406 is allowable and supported by written letters notifying the parent or guardian of the
initial truancy, and that $1,877,083 is unallowable because the costs were not supported by

45 Exhibit B, IRC Supplemental Filing, page 4.

46 Exhibit B, IRC Supplemental Filing, beginning on page 16.
47 Exhibit A, IRC, page 16.

48 Exhibit B, IRC Supplemental Filing, page 4.

49 Exhibit B, IRC Supplemental Filing, beginning at page 32.
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documentation. The audit report explains that the Controller sampled a percentage of the
claimant’s school sites to see if the costs claimed for the sample were supported by
documentation, and then extrapolated those findings to all costs claimed by the district. The
audit report states the following for the 1999-2000 reimbursement claim:

For FY 1999-2000, the SCO auditors randomly sampled 67 of the 120 school sites
that claimed initial truancy notifications, representing 56% of the population. The
sampled school sited claimed that 49,480 initial truancy notifications were
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian. The district did not provide any
documentation to support the claimed number of initial truancy notifications
distributed at 55 of the 67 school sampled. For the remaining 12 schools sampled,
the district provided 286 letters that contained the required elements identified in
the Parameters and Guidelines. Consequently, the percentage of supported
notifications distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian by the district was
0.58% (286 divided by 49,480). The percentage of initial truancy notifications
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian that was not supported by the district
was 99.42%.

For FY 1999-2000, the district claimed that 75,327 initial truancy notifications at
the 120 schools were distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian. Based on the
results of the SCO sample, the district supported that only 437 notifications were
distributed, a difference of 74,890. For FY 1999-2000, Parameters and
Guidelines allows the district to be reimbursed $12.23 for every form distributed.
Consequently, unallowable costs total $915,904 (74,890 multiplied by $12.23).%°

Similarly, for the fiscal year 2000-2001 reimbursement claim, the audit report states:

For FY 2000-01, the SCO auditors randomly sampled 67 of the 120 school sites
that claimed initial truancy notifications, representing 56% of the population. The
sampled school sites claimed that 44,676 initial truancy notifications were
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian. The district did not provide any
documentation to support the claimed notifications distributed at 41 of the 67
schools sampled. For the remaining 26 schools sampled, the district provided 598
letters that contained the required elements identified in Parameters and
Guidelines. Consequently, the percentage of supported notifications distributed to
the pupil’s parent or guardian by the district was 1.34% (598 divided by 44,676).
The percentage of initial truancy notifications distributed to the pupil’s parent or
guardian that was not supported by the district was 98.66%.

For FY 2000-02, the district claimed that 76,531 initial truancy notifications at the
120 schools were distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian. Based on the
results of the SCO sample, the district supported that only 1,026 notifications
were distributed, leaving a difference of 75,505. For FY 2000-01, Parameters
and Guidelines allows the district to be reimbursed $12.73 for every form

%0 Exhibit A, IRC, page 32.
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distributed. Consequently, unallowable costs total $961,179 (75,505 multiplied
by $12.73).5!

According to the audit, district staff gave various reasons for not distributing initial notification
of truancy forms, such as not being aware of the mandate or guidelines for reporting initial
truancy notification; not working for the district during the audit period and thus unable to locate
records; records had been destroyed (they were not informed to retain records); at some school
sites, Pupil Service Attendance coordinators were on duty only once per week, so administrative
staff notified parents or guardians but did not retain records; or district staff contacted parents or
guardians by telephone logs, attendance records, or permits to return to the classroom rather than
notifications sent.>?

The 1999-2001 audit report also contains a chart to explain how the findings from the audited
sample were extrapolated to the total number of truancy notifications claimed by the district,
resulting in a reduction of $1,877,083 for fiscal years 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 as follows:>3

FY 1999-2000 FY 2000-2001 Total
Number of 75,327 76,531
notifications claimed
Multiplied by the 99.42% 98.66%
percentage of
unsupported number
of notifications (from
the sample)
Unsupported number (74,890) (75,505)
of notifications
Multiplied by Unit $12.23 $12.73
Cost
Audit Adjustment $(915,904) $(961,179) $(1,877,083)

1. Positions of the Parties
A. Claimant’s Position

It is claimant’s position that the audit is incorrect and all reduced amounts should be reinstated.
Claimant argues that the test claim statute does not require the initial notification of truancy to be
by letter or in writing. Rather, it requires the method of notification to be “by first-class mail or
other reasonable means.” Claimant also asserts that the parameters and guidelines do not
explicitly require the notifications to be in writing, and that the Controller ignored the evidence
provided (such as phone logs, attendance records, and other documentation) to support the
district’s claims. Claimant states:

®1 |d. at pages 32-33.
52 Exhibit A, IRC, page 33.
53 |bid.
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The [test claim] statute does not explicitly require that the notification be by letter
or other written document. Section 48260.5 provides: “Upon a pupil’s initial
classification as a truant, the school district shall notify the pupil’s parent or
guardian, by first-class mail or other reasonable means, of the following ...”
(Emphasis added.) The Parameters and Guidelines arguably presume that the
notification will be effected through a written form. ...

[1]

However, the Parameters and Guidelines also do not explicitly state that the
notification must be by letter or other written document. Nevertheless, the SCO,
relying on the foregoing language in the Parameters and Guidelines, takes the
position that the notification can only be effected and supported by a letter or
other written form.

The District contends the SCQO’s interpretation is inconsistent with the language
of the statute. If the Legislature had intended to limit the means of notification to
a letter or other “writing” it could have done so. The District believes that the
SCO’s limited interpretation is inconsistent with the intent of the statute and
would in fact frustrate the Legislature’s goals in enacting the statute, i.e., to
ensure parents and guardians receive effective notice of the pupil’s attendance
ISsues.

As a result of its limited and incorrect interpretation of the statute, the SCO
effectively disregarded all evidence the District presented to demonstrate it had
satisfied the requirements of the statute by means other than a letter or other
writing to the parent or guardian. Specifically, the District submitted phone logs,
attendance records, and other documentation in support of the claims. While the
SCO indicates it “reviewed” this evidence, the audit report suggests that the SCO
wholly disregarded and rejected this evidence.>*

B. Controller’s Position

The Controller argues that the audit is correct and that the IRC should be denied. The Controller
maintains that the parameters and guidelines and the statutes require that the notification be in
writing, and that the parameters and guidelines requires that supporting documents must be kept
on file for a period of three years from the date of final payment by the Controller. Although the
Controller reviewed documentation such as telephone logs, attendance records and return to
classroom permits, these records did not support that the five specified elements in the
parameters and guidelines were communicated to pupil’s parents or guardians.®®

% Exhibit B, IRC Supplemental Filing, pages 6-7.
% Exhibit C, Controller’s comments on the IRC, page 17-19.
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V. Discussion

Government Code section 17561(b) 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 statement of 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 X111 B, section 6.
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 XII1 B, section 6 and not apply it as an “equitable
remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting from political decisions on funding
priorities.”>’

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.® Under this standard, the courts have found that:

When reviewing the exercise of discretion, “[t]he scope of review is limited, out
of deference to the agency’s authority and presumed expertise: “The court may
not reweigh the evidence or substitute its judgment for that of the agency.
[Citation.]’” ... “In general ... the inquiry is limited to whether the decision was
arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support. . . .” [Citations.]
When making that inquiry, the “ * “court must ensure that an agency has
adequately considered all relevant factors, and has demonstrated a rational
connection between those factors, the choice made, and the purposes of the
enabling statute.” [Citation.]” ”>°

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

57 County of Sonoma, supra, 84 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1281, citing City of San Jose v. State of
California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817.

%8 Johnston v. Sonoma County Agricultural (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.

%9 American Bd. of Cosmetic Surgery, Inc., supra, 162 Cal.App.4th at pgs. 547-548.
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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. % 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.

A. The Reductions for Fiscal Year 1998-1999 are Correct as a Matter of Law and Not
Arbitrary, Capricious, or Entirely Lacking in Evidentiary Support.

As indicated above, the Controller randomly sampled 79 of the 165 school sites that claimed
costs for initial truancy notification for fiscal year 1998-1999. The sampled school sites claimed
that 27,702 initial truancy notifications were distributed to the pupils’ parents or guardians. The
Controller found, however, that claimant did not provide any documentation to support the
number of claimed initial truancy notifications distributed for the 79 schools sampled. And
based on statements made by the claimant during the audit, the audit report states that the
district’s truancy notifications were not provided by letter or any other official written document
to the parent or guardian during this fiscal year. Rather, the claimant provided notification by
phone, based on attendance logs and permits to return to the classroom. 2

The claimant’s IRC filings do not dispute these facts, but allege that the test claim statute, with
language that allows notification by “first-class mail or other reasonable means,” does not
require that the notification be in writing. The claimant states:

Nevertheless, the SCO, relying on the foregoing language in the Parameters and
Guidelines, takes the position that the notification can only be effected and
supported by a letter or other written form.

The District contends the SCQO’s interpretation is inconsistent with the language
of the statute. If the Legislature had intended to limit the means of notification to
a letter or other “writing” it could have done so. The District believes that the
SCO’s limited interpretation is inconsistent with the intent of the statute and
would in fact frustrate the Legislature’s goal in enacting the statute, i.e., to ensure
parents and guardians receive effective notice of the pupil’s attendance issues.

As a result of its limited and incorrect interpretation of the statute, the SCO
effectively disregarded all evidence the District presented to demonstrate it had
satisfied the requirements of the statute by means other than a letter or other
writing to the parent or guardian. Specifically, the District submitted phone logs,
attendance records and other documentation in support of the claims. While the

% Gilbert v. City of Sunnyvale (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1274-1275.

%1 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.

62 Exhibit A, IRC, page 16.
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SCO indicates it “reviewed” this evidence, the audit reports suggest that the SCO
wholly disregarded and rejected this evidence.®?

The Commission finds that the Controller’s reduction of all costs claimed for fiscal year 1998-
1999 is correct as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary
support.

The test claim decision adopted by the Board of Control concluded that the Education Code
section 48260.5 mandated school districts to provide written notification to the parent or
guardian containing the required information upon the pupil’s initial classification as a truant as
follows:

The Board determined that the statute imposes costs by requiring school districts
to develop a notification form, and provide written notice to the parents or
guardians of students identified as truants of this fact. It requires that notification
contain other specified information and, also, to advise the parent or guardian of
their right to meet with school personnel regarding the truant pupil. The Board
found these requirements to be new and not previously required of the claimant.%

The parameters and guidelines, under section V. Reimbursable Costs, also require written
notification. The parameters and guidelines state that an “eligible claimant shall be reimbursed
for only those costs incurred for planning the notification process, revising district procedures,
the printing and distribution of notification forms, and associated record keeping.” The
notification process is described as “preparing and distributing by mail or other method the forms
to parents/guardians.” In addition, the uniform cost allowance is “based on the number of initial
notifications of truancy distributed.” Section VI. of the parameters and guidelines expressly
requires claimants to provide documentation in support of the initial notifications of truancy
distributed during the year. Section VI.(A) directs eligible claimants to “[r]eport the number of
initial notifications of truancy distributed during the year,” and further directs school districts to
“not include in that count the number of notifications or other contacts which may result from the
initial notification to the parent or guardian.”®®

Here, the claimant argues that it satisfied the requirements of the test claim statute by means
other than a letter or other writing to the parent or guardian, thus providing effective notice of the
pupil’s truancy to the parents or guardians, and that it should be reimbursed for the number
unwritten notifications to parents or guardians claimed based on telephone calls, attendance
records, and other documentation.®®

However, neither the test claim decision, nor the parameters and guidelines, authorize
reimbursement for providing unwritten notifications of truancy. The Board of Control’s test

63 Exhibit B, IRC Supplemental Filing, pages 6-7.

%4 Exhibit X, Board of Control, Brief Written Statement for Adopted Mandate on the Notification
of Truancy test claim (SB 90-4133), page 4. Emphasis added.

%5 Exhibit A, IRC, page 69. Emphases added.
% Exhibit B, IRC Supplemental Filing, pages 6-7.
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claim decision and the adopted parameters and guidelines, which provide that the mandate
requires written notification, are quasi-judicial decisions interpreting the reimbursement
requirements of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution and are, therefore, binding
in later actions including this IRC.%’

Moreover, the claimant has provided no evidence to support a claim for reimbursement that it
incurred any costs in fiscal year 1998-1999 to provide written notice to the parents or guardians
of pupils identified as truants, which contain the information required by the test claim statute, in
accordance with the test claim decision and parameters and guidelines.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the Controller’s reduction of all costs claimed for fiscal
year 1998-1999, totaling $712,167, is correct as a matter of law and not arbitrary, capricious, or
entirely lacking in evidentiary support.

B. The Reductions for Fiscal Years 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 are Partially Correct and
Supported by Evidence in the Record for the School Sites Included in the Audit
Sample. However, the Reductions Applied to the School Sites Not Included in the
Audit Sample are Arbitrary, Capricious, or Entirely Lacking in Evidentiary
Support.

The Controller also audited the fiscal year 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 claims by randomly
sampling the claimant’s school sites (67 of the 120 school sites) representing 56 percent of the
pupil population. But unlike the findings for fiscal year 1998-1999, the claimant provided the
Controller with 286 truancy notification letters distributed by the sampled school sites in fiscal
year 1999-2000 and 598 written notifications distributed by the sampled school sites in fiscal
year 2000-2001. Based on this information, the Controller found that 0.58 percent of the
sampled notices for 1999-2000, and 1.34 percent of the sampled notices for 2000-2001, were
supported by documentation. The Controller then extrapolated the percentage of unsupported
notices claimed by the sampled school sites for each fiscal year (99.42 percent and 98.66 percent,
respectively) to reduce costs claimed by all school sites in the district, including the 53 school
sites that were not sampled. The audit report explains the methodology as follows:

For FY 1999-2000, the SCO auditors randomly sampled 67 of the 120 school sites
that claimed initial truancy notifications, representing 56% of the population. The
sampled school sites claimed that 49,480 initial truancy notifications were
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian. The district did not provide any
documentation to support the claimed number of initial truancy notifications

o7 California School Boards Assoc. v. State of California (2009) 171 Cal.App.4th 1183, 1200,
which stated: “[U]nless a party to a quasi-judicial proceeding challenges the agency's adverse
findings made in that proceeding, by means of a mandate action in superior court, those findings
are binding in later civil actions.” [Citation omitted.] Therefore, like a judicial decision, a quasi-
judicial decision of the Commission is not subject to the whim of the Legislature. Only the
courts can set aside a specific Commission decision and command the Commission to
reconsider, and, even then, this can be done only within the bounds of statutory procedure.” See
also, Clovis Unified School Dist. v. Chiang (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 794, 799, where the court
states that the Commission’s parameters and guidelines are “regulatory.”
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distributed at 55 of the 67 school sampled. For the remaining 12 schools sampled,
the district provided 286 letters that contained the required elements identified in
the Parameters and Guidelines. Consequently, the percentage of supported
notifications distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian by the district was
0.58% (286 divided by 49,480). The percentage of initial truancy notifications
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian that was not supported by the district
was 99.42%.

For FY 1999-2000, the district claimed that 75,327 initial truancy notifications at
the 120 schools were distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian. Based on the
results of the SCO sample, the district supported that only 437 notifications were
distributed, a difference of 74,890. For FY 1999-2000, Parameters and
Guidelines allows the district to be reimbursed $12.23 for every form distributed.
Consequently, unallowable costs total $915,904 (74,890 multiplied by $12.23).8

For FY 2000-01, the SCO auditors randomly sampled 67 of the 120 school sites
that claimed initial truancy notifications, representing 56% of the population. The
sampled school sites claimed that 44,676 initial truancy notifications were
distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian. The district did not provide any
documentation to support the claimed notifications distributed at 41 of the 67
schools sampled. For the remaining 26 schools sampled, the district provided 598
letters that contained the required elements identified in Parameters and
Guidelines. Consequently, the percentage of supported notifications distributed to
the pupil’s parent or guardian by the district was 1.34% (598 divided by 44,676).
The percentage of initial truancy notifications distributed to the pupil’s parent or
guardian that was not supported by the district was 98.66%.

For FY 2000-01, the district claimed that 76,531 initial truancy notifications at the
120 schools were distributed to the pupil’s parent or guardian. Based on the
results of the SCO sample, the district supported that only 1,026 notifications
were distributed, leaving a difference of 75,505. For FY 2000-01, Parameters
and Guidelines allows the district to be reimbursed $12.73 for every form
distributed. Consequently, unallowable costs total $961,179 (75,505 multiplied
by $12.73).%°

The claimant argues that written truancy notifications are not required by the test claim statute.
The claimant further argues that the Controller disregarded all evidence it presented to
demonstrate it had satisfied the requirements of the statute by means other than a written
notification to the parent or guardian. Although claimant did not provide truancy letters in all
cases, the claimant alleges it tracked the number of truancy notices provided through phone logs,
attendance records, and return to classroom permits, and provided this type of documentation in

%8 Exhibit A, IRC, page 32.
%9 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 32-33. Emphasis in original.
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support of the number of notices claimed. The Controller, however, rejected this
documentation.’®

The Controller’s audit report states, in response, that it did review telephone logs, attendance
records, and return to classroom permits. However, these records did not provide evidence that
claimant complied with the test claim statute by sending written notifications to the parents or
guardians that contained the information required by the 1983 test claim statute. Under the
statute, as originally enacted in 1983, truancy notifications must include (1) the pupil’s truancy,
(2) that the parent or guardian is obligated to compel the attendance of the pupil at school, (3)
that parents or guardians who fail to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction and
subject to prosecution pursuant to article 6 (commencing with section 48290) of chapter 2 of part
27, (4) alternative educational programs available in the district, and (5) the right to meet with
appropriate school personnel to discuss solutions to the pupil’s truancy. The Controller
maintains that there was no documentation provided, except for the very small percentage
discussed above, to verify that the claimant performed the mandate.

1) The reduction of costs claimed for the 67 sampled school sites is correct as a matter of
law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.

The Commission finds that the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for truancy notices of the
67 sampled school sites that were not supported by documentation is correct as a matter of law,
and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support. The mandate approved
by the Board of Control is to prepare and distribute written truancy notifications to the parent or
guardian about the truancy and include the information for the parent or guardian specified by
the original test claim statute. The parameters and guidelines authorize reimbursement to mail
the notification “forms” to parents/guardians with the information required by the test claim
statute. The parameters and guidelines, in Sections V1., and VI1., further require that each claim
for reimbursement “provide documentation in support of the reimbursement claimed for this
mandated program,” and that when using the uniform cost allowance, “Documentation [must be
provided] which indicates the total number of initial notifications of truancy distributed.”
Section VII. of the parameters and guidelines states that “documents must be kept on file for a
period of 3 years from the date of final payment by the State Controller.”"*

Claimant does not dispute that it did not provide to the Controller truancy notification forms or
letters to support the claimed costs, but alleges that it complied with the parameters and
guidelines by providing other documentation in the form of telephone logs, attendance records,
and return to classroom permits, to support the number of truancy notices distributed.

Claimant is correct that the parameters and guidelines do not require copies of the truancy forms
or letters actually distributed to support the costs claimed. The parameters and guidelines do not
limit the type of supporting documentation required and, instead, simply require “documentation
in support of the reimbursement claimed for this mandated program,” and documentation that

0 Exhibit B, IRC Supplemental Filing, pages 6-7.
T Exhibit A, IRC, pages 68-70.
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“indicates the total number of initial notifications of truancy distributed.”’? Thus, under the
parameters and guidelines, telephone logs, attendance records, and return to classroom permits
may be sufficient documentation to support the costs claimed if these records show that the
claimant complied with the mandate to provide written notice to the parent or guardian of the
information required by the test claim statute and the documentation verifies the number of
notifications provided in a fiscal year. However, no documentation or evidence has been filed
with the Commission to support the costs claimed. Thus, the Commission cannot determine if
the documentation relied on by the claimant complies with the parameters and guidelines.
Pursuant to Government Code section 17559 and section 1187.5 of the Commission’s
regulations, all assertions of fact must be supported with substantial evidence in the record.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for truancy
notifications of the 67 sampled school sites that were not supported by documentation is correct
as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.

2) The reduction of costs resulting from the Controller’s extrapolation of findings to the
school sites that were not included in the audit sample is not supported by evidence in the
record.

However, the Controller’s extrapolation of its findings from the 67 sampled school sites to the
remaining 53 school sites that were not included in the Controller’s audit sample, is not
supported by any evidence in the record. There is no showing in the record that the audit results
from the sampled schools accurately reflects and is representative of the schools not sampled.
There is evidence that school sites in the claimant’s district complied with the mandate in
different ways. As indicated above, some school sites sampled provided truancy notification
letters to support the costs claimed and some did not. The audit report further states the
attendance counselors at some school sites were not aware of the mandate or the proper
guidelines for reporting initial truancy notifications, some records could not be located, some
records were destroyed, and some counselors at school sites were not on duty daily requiring
other administrative staff to provide the truancy notifications.” Because the record indicates
variation in school compliance, the Controller’s use of data from the sampled schools in the
district to calculate the percentage of compliance for all schools does not provide any evidence
of the validity of the costs claimed by the schools that were not sampled. Thus, the Controller’s
assertion that the costs claimed by the 53 school sites that were not included in the sample were
not supported by documentation, is not supported by any evidence in the record.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Controller’s reduction of costs claimed for the 53
school sites that were not included in the sample, is arbitrary, capricious, and entirely lacking in
evidentiary support. The claimed costs incorrectly reduced are as follows:

2 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 69 and 71.
3 Exhibit B, IRC Supplemental Filing, page 40.
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1999-2000 $316,109 $12.23 per notification times 25,847
notifications claimed at schools not sampled "

2000-2001 $405,514 $12.73 per notification times 31,855
notifications claimed at schools not sampled”®
Total $721,623
V. Conclusion

Based on the foregoing, the Commission concludes that the following reductions are correct as a
matter of law and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support:

e All costs claimed for fiscal year 1998-1999 totaling $712,167. Claimant’s argument that
it satisfied the requirements of the test claim statute by means other than a letter or other
writing to the parent or guardian is not correct as a matter of law. Reimbursement is only
required for written notifications of truancy. In addition, claimant has provided no
evidence to support a claim for reimbursement that it incurred costs in fiscal year 1998-
1999 to provide written notice to the parents or guardians of pupils identified as truants,
which contain the information required by the test claim statute, in accordance with the
test claim decision and parameters and guidelines.

e Costs claimed for fiscal years 1999-2000 and 2000-2001, totaling $1,173,865,° for
notifications at the 67 school sites sampled, are correct as a matter of law and not
arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support. The claimant did not
provide source documentation to support all of the costs claimed.

4 According to the audit report (Exhibit A, IRC, p. 32), 75,327 total notifications were claimed
and 49,480 claimed at sampled schools, so 25,847 were claimed at schools not sampled (75,327
— 49,480 = 25,847), at a $12.23 reimbursement rate: 25,847 x 12.23 = 316,109 (rounded up).

> According to the audit report (Exhibit A, IRC, p. 32) 76,531 total notifications were claimed
and 44,676 claimed at sampled schools, so 31,855 were claimed at schools not sampled (76,531-
44,676 = 31,855), at a $12.73 reimbursement rate: 31,855 x 12.73 = 405,514.

76 The figures were derived from the 1999-2001 audit report (Exhibit A, IRC, p 32).

1999-2000 $605,140 $12.23 per notification times 49,480
notifications at schools sampled
2000-2001 $568,725 $12.73 per notification times 44,676
notifications at schools sampled
Total $1,173,865 Total reduced at schools sampled
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However, the following reduction of costs claimed is incorrect because it is not based on
evidence in the record and is therefore, arbitrary, capricious or entirely lacking in evidentiary
support:

e Costs claimed totaling $721,623 for fiscal years 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 for truancy
notifications at the school sites not included in the audit sample.

Therefore, pursuant to Government Code section 17551(d) and section 1185.9 of the
Commission’s regulations the Commission requests that the Controller reinstate $721,623 to the
claimant, consistent with these findings.
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL

I, the undersigned, declare as follows:

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

On July 16, 2015, I served the:

Draft Proposed Decision, Schedule for Comments, and Notice of Hearing
Incorrect Reduction Claim

Notification of Truancy, 05-904133-1-02

Education Code Section 48260.5

Statutes 1983, Chapter 498

Los Angeles Unified School District, Claimant

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

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is
true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on July 16, 2015 at Sacramento,

California.

Magee
Commlssmn on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 323-3562
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7/15/2015 Mailing List

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 7/15/15
Claim Number: 05-904133-1-02
Matter: Notification of Truancy

Claimant: Los Angeles Unified School 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 concemning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the
written material on the parties and interested parties to the claim identified on the mailing list
provided by the commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office

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

SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Maruch Atienza, Los Angeles Unified School District

333 S. Beaudry Avenue, 26th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017
Phone: (213)241-7910

maruch.atienza@lausd.net

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office

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

mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Eric Feller, Commission on State Mandates

980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)323-3562

eric.feller@csm.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance

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

Chris Ferguson, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA
95814
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Phone: (916) 445-3274
Chris.Ferguson@dof.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance

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

Ed Hanson, Department of Finance

Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)445-0328

ed.hanson@dof.ca.gov

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

Phone: (916) 445-0328

Cheryl.ide@dof.ca.gov

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office

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

jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

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

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

JLal@sco.ca.gov

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

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

robertm@sscal.com

Jameel Naqvi, Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office

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

Jameel.naqvi@lao.ca.gov

Keith Nezaam, Department of Finance

915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-8913
Keith.Nezaam@dof.ca.gov

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting

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

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

Arthur Palkowitz, Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz

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

apalkowitz@sashlaw.com

Keith Petersen, SixTen & Associates

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

kbpsixten@aol.com

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

Phone: (951)303-3034

sandrareynolds 30@msn.com

David Scribner, Max8550

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

dscribner@max8550.com

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

jspano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 324-0254
DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov
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Exhibit E

RECEIVED
August 05, 2015
Commission on

BETTY T YEE State Mandates

California State Controller

August 5, 2015

Heather Halsey

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

Re: Draft Proposed Decision
Incorrect Reduction Claim
Notification of Truancy, 05-904133-1-02
Education Code Section 48260.5
Statutes 1983, Chapter 498
Fiscal Years 1998-1999, 1999-2000, 2000-2001
Los Angeles Unified School District, Claimant

Dear Ms. Halsey:

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) has reviewed the Commission on State Mandates’
(Commission) draft staff analysis dated July 16, 2015, for the above incorrect reduction claim
filed by Los Angeles Unified School District. We support the Commission’s conclusion and
recommendation.

The Commission supported the SCO adjustments related to the following:

* Reduction of all costs claimed for fiscal year (FY) 1997-98 totaling $712,167, is correct as a
matter of law.

¢ Reduction of costs claimed for FY 1999-2000 and FY 2000-01, totaling $1,173,865 for
notifications sampled at 67 school sites, is correct as a matter of law.

The Commission did not support the SCO adjustments related to the following:

e Reduction of costs claimed totaling $721,623 for FY 1999-2000 and 2000-01 for truancy
notifications at school sites not included in the statistical audit sample.

We agree that the statistical sampling results for FY 1999-2000 and FY 2000-01 from the

sampled schools may not be representative of the schools not sampled. Therefore, applying the
sampling results to the non-sampled schools was incorrect. Subsequent to this audit, we revised
our statistical sampling methodologies for this program to stratify the sample between daily and

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

294




Heather Halsey
August 5, 2015
Page 2

period attendance accounting methods and to sample from the entire initial truancy notification
population, rather than schools.

If you have any questions, please contact me by telephone at (916) 323-5849.

Sinoerely,y/

JIM L. SPANOQO, Chief
Mandated Cost Audits Bureau
Division of Audits
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL

I, the undersigned, declare as follows:

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

On August 5, 2015, I served the:

SCO Comments

Incorrect Reduction Claim

Notification of Truancy, 05-904133-1-02
Education Code Section 48260.5

Statutes 1983, Chapter 498

Los Angeles Unified School District, Claimant

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

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is
true and correct, and that this declaration was executgd on August 5, 201 Sacramento,
California. ' ‘

Lorénzb Duran

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

(916) 323-3562
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8/5/2015 Mailing List

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 8/5/15
Claim Number: 05-904133-1-02
Matter: Notification of Truancy

Claimant: Los Angeles Unified School 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 concemning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the
written material on the parties and interested parties to the claim identified on the mailing list
provided by the commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office

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

SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Maruch Atienza, Los Angeles Unified School District

333 S. Beaudry Avenue, 26th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017
Phone: (213)241-7910

maruch.atienza@lausd.net

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office

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

mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Eric Feller, Commission on State Mandates

980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)323-3562

eric.feller@csm.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance

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

Chris Ferguson, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA
95814
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Phone: (916) 445-3274
Chris.Ferguson@dof.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance

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

Ed Hanson, Department of Finance

Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)445-0328

ed.hanson@dof.ca.gov

Paul Jacobs, Fiscal & Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA, United States, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8329

Paul.Jacobs@lao.ca.gov

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office

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

jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

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

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

JLal@sco.ca.gov

Sung Yon Lee, Assistant General Counsel, Los Angeles Unified School District
Claimant Representative

Office of the General Counsel, 333 S Beaudry Ave, 20th floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017
Phone: (213) 241-7600

sungyon.lee@lausd.net

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

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

robertm@sscal.com

Keith Nezaam, Department of Finance

915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)445-8913
Keith.Nezaam@dof.ca.gov

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting

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

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

Arthur Palkowitz, Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz

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

apalkowitz@sashlaw.com

Keith Petersen, Six7en & Associates

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

kbpsixten@aol.com

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

Phone: (951)303-3034

sandrareynolds 30@msn.com

David Scribner, Max8550

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

dscribner@max8550.com

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

jspano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Olffice

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 324-0254
DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov
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Los Angeles Unified School District

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

BUSINESS AND GOVERNMENT LEGAL SERVICES
333 S. Beaudry Avenue, 20" Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017
TELEPHONE (213) 241-7600; FACSIMILE (213) 241-3316

August 14, 2015

Ms. Heather Halsey, Executive Director
Commission on State Mandates

980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Public Comments

RAMON C. CORTINES
Superintendent of Schools

DAVID HOLMQUIST
General Counsel

GREGORY L. McNAIR
Chief Business & Compliance Counsel
RECEIVED
August 14, 2015

Commission on
State Mandates

Exhibit F

Matter: Notification of Truancy, Hearing Set for September 25, 2015

Claim No. 05-904133-1-02

Dear Ms. Halsey:

Thank you kindly for granting claimant Los Angeles Unified School District (“District” or
“LAUSD”) the extension to August 14, 2015 to submit its public comment to the Commission
on State Mandates'(Commission) draft staff analysis dated July 16, 2015, for the above incorrect

reduction claim filed by the District.

The District supports the Commission's conclusion and recommendation to reinstate $721,623 to
the District insofar as the statistical sampling results for FY 1999-2000 and FY 2000-01 from the
sampled schools may not be representative of those school sites not included in the audit sample.

The District also submits on the Commission’s finding and conclusion to reduce all costs claimed for

fiscal year FY 1998-99 totaling $712,167.

Please call (213) 241-7600 or email me at sungyon.lee@lausd.net if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Assistant General Counsel

Doc# 415828
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL

I, the undersigned, declare as follows:

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

On August 17,2015, I served the:

Claimant Comments

Incorrect Reduction Claim

Notification of Truancy, 05-904133-1-02
Education Code Section 48260.5

Statutes 1983, Chapter 498

Los Angeles Unified School District, Claimant

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

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is
true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on August 17, 20\1 5 at Sacramento,

California. M

Lotenzd Duran

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

(916) 323-3562
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8/17/2015 Mailing List

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 8/11/15
Claim Number: 05-904133-1-02
Matter: Notification of Truancy

Claimant: Los Angeles Unified School 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 concemning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the
written material on the parties and interested parties to the claim identified on the mailing list
provided by the commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office

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

SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Maruch Atienza, Los Angeles Unified School District

333 S. Beaudry Avenue, 26th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017
Phone: (213)241-7910

maruch.atienza@lausd.net

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office

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

mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Eric Feller, Commission on State Mandates

980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)323-3562

eric.feller@csm.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance

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

Chris Ferguson, Department of Finance
Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA
95814
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Phone: (916) 445-3274
Chris.Ferguson@dof.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance

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

Ed Hanson, Department of Finance

Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)445-0328

ed.hanson@dof.ca.gov

Paul Jacobs, Fiscal & Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 319-8329

Paul.Jacobs@lao.ca.gov

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office

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

jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

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

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

JLal@sco.ca.gov

Sung Yon Lee, Assistant General Counsel, Los Angeles Unified School District
Claimant Representative

Office of the General Counsel, 333 S Beaudry Ave, 20th floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017
Phone: (213) 241-7600

sungyon.lee@lausd.net

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

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

robertm@sscal.com

Keith Nezaam, Department of Finance

915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916)445-8913
Keith.Nezaam@dof.ca.gov

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting

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

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

Arthur Palkowitz, Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz

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

apalkowitz@sashlaw.com

Keith Petersen, Six7en & Associates

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

kbpsixten@aol.com

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

Phone: (951)303-3034

sandrareynolds 30@msn.com

David Scribner, Max8550

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

dscribner@max8550.com

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

jspano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Olffice

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 324-0254
DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov
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State Board of Cont 1 : #08208
Exhibit G

Brief Written Statement
for Adopted Mandate

Mandate: Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983
: ' Notification of Truancy

Claimant: San Diego Unified School District

At its hearing of November 29, 1984, the State Board of ‘
Control, after receiving evidence submitted by the claimant and

the Department of Finance determined that Chapter 498, Statutes

of 1983 imposed reimbursable state mandated costs as defined by

the Revenue and Taxation Code (RTC).

The claimant alleged that Chapter 498/83 created costs
resulting from developing, preparing, and mailing truancy
notification forms, and in providing newly required additional
teacher/counselor time.

The claimant requested reimbursement under authority of RTC
Section 2253(c). The claimant alleged a mandate as defined in
"RTC Section 2207(a).

The Board of Control determined that Chapter 498/83 constitutes
a state mandate because it requires an increased level of
service. The Board determined that the statute imposes costs
by requiring school districts to develop a notification form,
and provide written notice to the parents or guardians of
students identified as truants of this fact. It requires that
notification contain other specified information and, also, to
advise the parent or guardian of their right to meet with
school personnel regarding the truant pupil. The Board found
these requirements to be new and not previously required of the
claimant.

Adopted: 11/29/84

gy S

L. Richiond
Executive Officer
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JOHN CHIANG
California State Contraller

July 17, 2007

RE: Passage of AB 1698 (ENG) Fixing the Truancy Mandate

Dear School District:

| am writing to share the very good news that AB 1698 (Eng) has been chaptered
and a decade-long discrepancy affecting administration of the Notification of Truancy
mandate has been rectified.

The Notification of Truancy mandate established a higher level of service for school
districts to apprise parents of truant pupils. In the mid-1990’s, this mandate statute was
amended to broaden the notification requirements and definition of truant. When the three-
year statute of limitations for the Commission on State Mandates (COSM) to change the
Parameters and Guidelines (“Ps and Gs”) elapsed without an update, the discrepancy could
only be fixed through statute.

As the sponsor of this bill, I sought to direct the COSM to align the Ps and Gs with
statute. Without this clarification, my auditors have been forced to disregard the statute
declaring that parental notifications should occur at three absences and include eight
specific pieces of information, as opposed to the four absences and five pieces of
information specified in the Ps and Gs.

AB 1698 will ensure that all schools who notify parents when three unexcused
absences accrue are appropriately reimbursed for their efforts.

It is unfortunate that a misalignment of Ps and Gs and statute took more than a
decade to correct. As your State Controller, you have my assurance that | will continue to
pursue the removal of bureaucratic obstacles to appropriate and on-time payment.

300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850, Sacramento, CA 95814 ¢ P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250 ¢ (916) 445-2636 ¢ Fax: (916) 322-4404
660 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 2050, Los Angeles, CA 90017 ¢ (213) 833-6010 ¢ Fax: (213) 833-6011
WWW.SC0.ca.gov
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School District
July 18, 2007
Page 2

| hope we can work together again on common sense solutions to outdated or
unworkable mandate processes.

Sincerely,
Original Signed By

JOHN CHIANG
California State Controller

cc:  The Honorable Mike Eng
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