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Exhibit A

RECEIVED
SixTen and Associates 0CT 05 2008
Mandate Reimbursement Services S ANDATES |
KEITH B. PETERSEN, President E-Mail: Kbpsixten@aol.com
3270 Arena Blvd. Suite 400-363 5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 900
Sacramento, CA 95834 San Diego, CA 92117
Telephone: (916) 419-7093 Telephone: (858) 514-8605
Fax: (916) 263-9701 Fax: (858) 514-8645

October 1, 2009

Paula Higashi, Executive Director
Commission on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Yosemite Community College District
Health Fee Elimination :
Fiscal Years: 2002-03 through 2006-07
Incorrect Reduction Claim :

Dear Ms. Higashi:

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

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

. follows:

Teresa Scott, Executive Vice Chancellor Fiscal Services
Yosemite Community College District

2201 Blue Gum Avenue

Modesto, CA 95358

Thank-you.

Sincerely,

Keith B. Petersen



COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

1. INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM TITLE

1/84, 1118/87 Health Fee Elimination

2. CLAIMANT INFORMATION

Yosemite Community College District

Teresa Scott

Executive Vice Chancellor, Fiscal Services
2201 Blue Gum Avenue

Modesto, CA 95358

Voice: 209-575-6530

Fax: 209-575-6562

E-Mail: scott@yosemite.edu

3. CLAIMANT REPRESENTATIVE
INFORMATION

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

Keith B. Petersen, President
SixTen and Associates

3270 Arena blvd., Suite 400-363
Sacramento, CA 95834

Voice: (916) 419-7093

Fax: (916) 263-9701

E-maii: Kbpsixten@aol.com

Fdr CW
Filing Date:
0CT 0 5 2009
COMMISSION ON
STATE MANDATES
RC# OA-qO0~-T -25
4, IDENTIFICATION OF STATUTES OR

EXECUTIVE ORDERS

Statutes of 1984, Chapter 1, 2" E.S.
Statutes of 1987, Chapter 1118

5. AMOUNT OF INCORRECT REDUCTION
Fiscal Year Amount of Reduction
2002-03 $39.067

2003-04 $80,888

2004-05 $12,566

2005-06 $182,362

2006-07 $136,990

TOTAL: $451,873

6. NOTICE OF NO INTENT TO CONSOLIDATE

R This claim is not being filed with the intent to
consolidate on behalf of other claimants.
Sections 7-15 are attached as follows:

7. Written Detailed Narrative: Pages 1 to 27

8. SCO Results of Review Letters: Exhibit A
9. Parameters and Guidelines: Exhibit B
10. SCO Claiming Instructions: Exhibit __C
11. SCO Audit Report: Exhibit _ D
12. SCO Mandated Cost Manual

Forward, 2003 edition: Exhibit  E
13. San Francisco Taxpayer’s Assn  Exhibit __F
14. Health Fee Revenue Reports Exhibit _ G
15. Annual Reimbursement Claims: Exhibit_ H

16. CLAIM CERTIFICATION

This claim alleges an incorrect reduction of a
reimbursement claim filed with the State Controller's
Office pursuant to Government Code section 17561.
This incorrect reduction claim is filed pursuant to
Government Code section 17551, subdivision (d). |
hereby declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws
of the State of California, that the information in this
incorrect reduction claim submission is true and
complete to the best of my own knowledge or information
or belief.

Teresa Scott
Executive Vice Chancellor, Fiscal Services

W Swrg— _Jaqo¥

Signhature Date
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Claim Prepared by:

Keith B. Petersen

SixTen and Associates

3270 Arena Blvd., Suite 400-363
Sacramento, CA 95834

Voice: (916) 419-7093

Fax: (916) 263-9701

E-mail: kbpsixten@aol.com

BEFORE THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM OF:
No. CSM

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987

YOSEMITE‘ Education Code Section 76355

)
|
) Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S.
)
)
)
Community College District, )

Health Fee Elimination

)
)
Claimant. ) Annual Reimbursement Claims:
)
) Fiscal Year 2002-03
) Fiscal Year 2003-04
) Fiscal Year 2004-05
) Fiscal Year 2005-06
) Fiscal Year 2006-07
)
I

NCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM FILING
PART I. AUTHORITY FOR THE CLAIM
The Commission on State Mandates has the authority pursuant to Government
Code Section 17551(d) to “hear and decide upon a claim by a local agency or school
district filed on or after January 1, 1985, that the Controller has incorrectly reduced
paYments to the local agency or school district pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision

(d) of Section 17561.” Yosemite Community College District (hereinafter “District” or
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Yosemite Community College District
1/84; 1118/87 Health Fee Elimination

“Claimant”) is a school district as defined in Government Code Section 17519." Title 2,
California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 1185(a), requires claimants to file an
incorrect ‘reduction claim with the Commission.

This Incorrect Reduction Claim is timely filed. Title 2, CCR, Section 1185(b),
requires incorrect reduction claims to be filed no later than three years following the
date of the Controller’s “written notice of adjustment notifying the claimant of a
reduction.” A Controller's audit report dated April 30, 2009, has been issued. The audit
report constitutes a demand for repayment and adjudication of the claim. The Claimant
also received five “result of review” letters dated May 10, 2009. Copies of these letters
are attached as Exhibit “A.”

There is no alternative dispute resolution process available from the Controller’s
office. The audit report states that an Incorrect Reduction Claim should be filed with the
Commission if the claimant disagrees with the findings.

PART Il. SUMMARY OF THE CLAIM

The Controller conducted a field audit of the District’'s annual reimbursement
claims for the actual costs of complying with the legislatively mandated Health Fee
Elimination Program (Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd Extraordinary Session and

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987) for the period of July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2007.

' Government Code Section 17519, added by Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984:

*School district” means any school district, community college district, or county
superintendent of schools.
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As a result of the audit, the Controller determined that $451,873 of the claimed costs

were unallowable:

Fiscal Amount Audit SCO Amount Due
Year _ Claimed Adjustment Payments <State> District
2002-03 $39,067 $39,067 $39,067 <$39,067>
2003-04 $151,046  $80,888 $0 $70,158
2004-05 $280,694 $12,566 $0 $268,128
2005-06 $413,324 $182,362 $0 $230,962

2006-07* $319.864> $136,990 $234,716° <$51,842>

Totals $1,203,995 $451,873  $273,783 $478,339
*Amended
Since the District has been paid $273,783 for these claims, the audit report concludes
that $478,339 is due to the District.
PART lll. PREVIOUS INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIMS
The District has not filed any previous incorrect reduction claims for this mandate
program. The District is not aware of any other incorrect reduction claims having been

adjudicated on the specific issues or subject matter raised by this incorrect reduction

claim.

2 $329,864 less $10,000 late filing penalty.

® Although the final audit report, dated April 30, 3009, states that $234,716 has
been paid to the District, the “results of review” letter issued on May 10, 2009, states
that the amount is 263,110. The difference is attributable to a $28,394 payment from
the District to the Controller on April 16, 2008.

3
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PART IV. BASIS FOR REIMBURSEMENT

1. Mandate Legislation

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd Extraordinary Session, repealed Education
Code Section 72246 and added new Education Code Section 72246, which authorized
community college districts to charge a student health services fee for the purposes of
providing health supervision and services, and operating student health centers. This
statute also required that the scope of student health services provided by any
community college district during the 1983-84 fiscal year be maintained at that level in
the 1984-85 fiscal year and every year thereafter. The provisions of this statute were to
automatically repeal on December 31, 1987.

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, amended Education Code Section 72246 to
require any community college district that provided student health services in fiscal
year 1986-87 to maintain student health services at that level in 1987-88 and each
fiscal year thereafter.

Chapter 753, Statutes of 1992, amended Education Code Section 72246 to
increase the maximum fee that community college districts were permitted to charge for
student health services. This statute also provided for future increases in the amount of
the authorized fees that were linked to the Implicit Price Deflator for State and Local
Government Purchase of Goods and Services.

Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993, repealed Education Code Section 72246, and




Incorrect Reduction Claim of Yosemite Community College District
1/84; 1118/87 Health Fee Elimination

added Education Code Section 76355* containing substantially the same provisions as

4 Education Code Section 76355, added by Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993,
effective April 15, 1993, as last amended by Chapter 758, Statutes of 1995:

(a) The governing board of a district maintaining a community college may
require community college students to pay a fee in the total amount of not more
than ten dollars ($10) for each semester, seven dollars ($7) for summer school,
seven dollars ($7) for each intersession of at least four weeks, or seven dollars
($7) for each quarter for health supervision and services, including direct or
indirect medical and hospitalization services, or the operation of a student health
center or centers, or both.

The governing board of each community college district may increase this fee by
the same percentage increase as the Implicit Price Deflator for State and Local
Government Purchase of Goods and Services. Whenever that calculation
produces an increase of one dollar ($1) above the existing fee, the fee may be
increased by one dollar ($1). \

(b) If, pursuant to this section, a fee is required, the governing board of the
district shall decide the amount of the fee, if any, that a part-time student is
required to pay. The governing board may decide whether the fee shall be
mandatory or optional.

(c) The governing board of a district maintaining a community college shall adopt
rules and regulations that exempt the following students from any fee required
pursuant to subdivision (a):

(1) Students who depend exclusively upon prayer for healing in accordance with
the teachings of a bona fide religious sect, denomination, or organization.

(2) Students who are attending a community college under an approved
apprenticeship training program.

(3) Low-income students, including students who demonstrate financial need in
accordance with the methodology set forth in federal law or regulation for
determining the expected family contribution of students seeking financial aid
and students who demonstrate eligibility according to income standards
established by the board of governors and contained in Section 58620 of Title 5
of the California Code of Regulations.

(d) All fees collected pursuant to this section shall be deposited in the fund of the
district designated by the California Community Colleges Budget and Accounting
Manual. These fees shall be expended only to provide heaith services as
specified in regulations adopted by the board of governors.

Authorized expenditures shall not include, among other things, athletic trainers'
salaries, athletic insurance, medical supplies for athletics, physical examinations
for intercollegiate athletics, ambulance services, the salaries of health

5
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former Section 72246, effective April 15, 1993. Chapter 320, Statutes of 2005, effective
January 1, 2006, amended Education Code Section 76355 to remove the fee
exemption for low-income students under 76355(c)(3).
2. Test Claim

On November 27, 1985, Rio Hondo Community College District filed a test claim
alleging that Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd Extraordinary Session mandated
increased costs within the meaning of California Constitution Article Xlll B, Section 6, by
requiring the provision of student health services that were previously provided at the
discretion of the community college districts.

On November 20, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates determined that
Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd Extraordinary Session, imposed a new program upon
community college districts by requiring any community college district that provided

student health services for which it was authorized to charge a fee pursuant to former

professionals for athletic events, any deductible portion of accident claims filed
for athletic team members, or any other expense that is not available to all
students. No student shall be denied a service supported by student health fees
on account of participation in athletic programs.

(e) Any community college district that provided health services in the 1986-87
fiscal year shall maintain health services, at the level provided during the
1986-87 fiscal year, and each fiscal year thereafter. If the cost to maintain that
level of service exceeds the limits specified in subdivision (a), the excess cost
shall be borne by the district.

(f) A district that begins charging a health fee may use funds for startup costs
from other district funds and may recover all or part of those funds from health
fees collected within the first five years following the commencement of charging
the fee.

(g) The board of governors shall adopt regulations that generally describe the
types of health services included in the health service program.

6
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Yosemite Community College District
1/84; 1118/87 Health Fee Elimination

Section 72246 in the 1983-1984 fiscal year, to maintain student health services at that
level in the 1984-1985 fiscal year and each fiscal year thereafter.

At a hearing on April 27, 1989, the Commission on State Mandates determined
that Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, amended this requirement to apply to all
community college districts that provided student health services in fiscal year 1986-
1987, and required them to maintain that level of student health services in fiscal year
1987-1988 and each fiscal year thereafter.

3. Parameters and Guidelines

On August 27, 1987, the original parameters and guidelines were adopted. On
May 25, 1989, those parameters and guidelines were amended. A copy of the May 25,
1989, parameters and guidelines is attached as Exhibit “B.”

4. Claiming Instructions

The Controller has periodically issued or revised claiming instructions for the
Health Fee Elimination mandate. A copy of the September 2003 revision of the claiming
instructions is attached as Exhibit “C.” The September 2003 claiming instructions are
believed to be substantially similar to the version extant at the time the claims that are
the subject of this Incorrect Reduction Claim were filed. However, because the
Controller’s claim forms and instructions have not been adopted as regulations, they
have no force of law and no effect on the outcome of this claim.

PART V. STATE CONTROLLER CLAIM ADJUDICATION

The Controller conducted an audit of the District’'s annual reimbursement claims
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Yosemite Community College District
1/84; 1118/87 Health Fee Elimination

for fiscal years 2002-03, 2003-04, 2004-05, 2005-06, and 2006-07. The audit
concluded that $752,122 of the District’s costs claimed was allowable, and $451,873
was unallowable. A copy of the April 30, 2009, audit report and the District's response

is attached as Exhibit “D.”

PART VI. CLAIMANT’'S RESPONSE TO THE STATE CONTROLLER

By letter dated March 12, 2009, the Controller transmitted a copy of its draft audit

report. The District objected to the proposed adjustments set forth in the draft audit
report by letter dated March 24, 2009. A copy of District’s response is included in
Exhibit “D,” the final audit report.
PART VIl. STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES

Finding 1: Understated services and supplies

The District does not dispute this finding.
Finding 2 - Overstated indirect costs

The Controller asserts that the District overstated indirect costs by $96,841 for
the audit period.

FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04

The District had an approved federal rate for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 that
was used for the audit adjustment. Since federally approved rates are an acceptable
alternative method, the District does not dispute this audit finding as to FY 2002-03 and
FY 2003-04.

/
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1/84; 1118/87 Health Fee Elimination

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

The District calculated its indirect cost rate for FY 2004-05 through FY 2006-07
in the same manner as it did for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04, using the FAM-29C
method but correcting for instances where the Controller's method did not follow the
CCFS-311 characterization of costs as direct or indirect. The District also had a
federally approved rate that it did not use for these annual reimbursement claims.
However, unlike the first two fiscal years of this audit, the audit report states that “the
district’s federally-approved rates are irrelevant for FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and FY
2006-07" because the claiming instructions no longer allow federally approved indirect
cost rates to be used.

There was no amendment of the parameters and guidelines to support this
abrupt change of position. The Controller simply decided to stop accepting federally
approved rates, after years of accepting them, with no stated justification or opportunity
for public comment. The claiming instructions do not comply with the Administrative
Procedure Act, and are therefore not enforceable. Accordingly, the auditors cannot rely
on them as the basis for this different treatment of FY 2004-05 through FY 2006-07.
PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

No particular indirect cost rate calculation is required by law. The Controller
insists that the rate be calculated accbrding to the claiming instructions. The
parameters and guidelines for the Health Fee Elimination mandate state that “[iindirect

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

11
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instructions.” The District claimed these indirect costs “in the manner” described by the
Controller. The correct forms were used and the claimed amounts were entered at the
correct locations. Further, “may” is not “shall’; the parameters and guidelines do not
require that indirect costs be claimed in the manner specified by the Controller. In the
audit report, the Controller asserts that because the parameters and guidelines
specifically reference the claiming instructions, the claiming instructions thereby
become authoritative criteria. Since the Controller’s claiming instructions were never
adopted as law, or regulations pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act, the
claiming instructions are a statement of the Controller’s interpretation and not law.

The Controller’s interpretation of Section VI of the parameters and guidelines

would, in essence, subject claimants to underground rulemaking at the direction of the

‘Commission. The Controller's claiming instructions are unilaterally created and modified

without public notice or comment. The Commission would violate the Administrative
Procedure Act if it held that the Controller’s claiming instructions are enforceable as
standards or regulations. In fact, until 2005, the Controller regularly included a
“forward” in the Mandated Cost Manual for Community Colleges (September 30, 2003
version attached as Exhibit “E”) that explicitly stated the claiming instructions were
“issued for the sole purpose of assisting claimants” and “should not be construed in any
manner to be statutes, regulations, or standards.”

Neither State law nor the parameters and guidelines make compliance with the

Controller’s claiming instructions a condition of reimbursement. The District has
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Yosemite Community College District
1/84; 1118/87 Health Fee Elimination

followed the parameters and guidelines. The burden of proof is on the Controller to
prove that the product of the District's calculation is unreasonable, not to recaiculate the
rate according to its unenforceable ministerial preferences.

Finally, the audit report notes that no district requested a review of the claiming
instructions pursuant to Title 2, CCR, Section 1186. The claiming instructions are not
properly adopted regulatio‘ns or standards. There is no requirement that a claimant
request such review, even if they are inconsistent with the parameters and guidelines,
because the claiming instructions are not enforceable regulations. Thus, the fact that no
review was requested by any of the claimants is not determinative of the validity or
force of the claiming instructions.

PRIOR YEAR CCFS-311

The audit used the most recent CCFS-311 information available for the
calculation of the indirect cost rate. The District used the prior year CCFS-311. The
CCFS-311 is prepared based on annual costs from the prior fiscal year for use in the
current budget year. While the audit report is correct that there are “no mandate-
related authoritative criteria” supporting the District’s method, there is also none that

supports the Controiler's method. As a practical matter, the CCFS-311 for the current

year is often not available at the time that mandate reimbursement claims are due.

Therefore, the District is unable to rely on that data and must determine its indirect cost

rates based on the prior year CCFS-311.

The audit report asserts that the Controller's use of the most recent CCFS-311 is

11

13




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

rate is used. The final audit report claims that this is “irrelevant” because the Controller

Incorrect Reduction Claim of Yosemite Community College District
1/84; 1118/87 Health Fee Elimination

supported by the need to claim only actual costs. However, this is inconsistent with the
parameters and guidelines and the Controller's claiming instructions. The parameters
and guidelines do not specify any particular method of calculating indirect costs, nor do ‘
they require any particular source be used for the data used in the computation. The |
Controller's claiming instructions, while not enforceable, are also silent as to whether
the prior or current year CCFS-311 should be used in the FAM-29C methodology.
Additionally, the claiming instructions for some programs accept the use of a federally
approved rate or a flat 7% rate, which has no relationship at all to actual indirect costs
incurred.

As a practical example of the baselessness of the Controller’s position on prior
year CCFS-311 reports, note that federally approved indirect cost rates, such as the
federal rate the auditors used for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04, are approved for
periods of two to four years. This means the data from which the rates were calculated

can be from three to five years removed from the last fiscal year in which the federal

is no longer accepting federally approved rates. However, the longstanding practice of
the Controller prior to FY 2004-05 had been to accept federally approved rates. Further,
the development of these rates, which are used for a several programs, is relevant to
the propriety of the Controller's methods and determining whether they comply with

general cost accounting principles.
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EXCESSIVE OR UNREASONABLE

The audit did not conclude that the District's FY 2005-06 and FY 2006-07 indirect
cost rates were excessive. The Controller is authorized to reduce a claim only if it
determines the claim to be excessive or unreasonable. Here, the District has computed
its indirect cost rates using the CCFS-311 report, and the Controller has disallowed it
without a determination of whether the product of the District’s calculation is excessive,
unreasonable, or inconsistent with cost accounting principles.

The Controller has the burden to show that the indirect cost rate used by the
District is excessive or unreasonable, pursuant to Government Code Section
17561(d)(2). In response to this assertion, the audit report states:

Government Code section 17561, subdivision (d)(2), allows the SCO to audit the

district’s records to verify actual mandate-related costs and reduce any claim that

the SCO determines is excessive or unreasonable. In addition, Government

Code section 12410 states, “The Controller shall audit all claims against the

state, and may audit the disbursement of any state money, for correctness,

legality, and for sufficient provisions of law for payment.” (Emphasis in original)
The audit report then concludes, without any further discussion, that “the district's
contention is without merit.” The Controller has failed to demonstrate how the cited
Government Code Sections relieve him of the burden to demonstrate that costs are
excessive or unreasonable prior to reducing an annual reimbursement claim.

Section 12410 is found in the part of the Government Code that provides a
general description of the duties of the Controller. It is not specific to the audit of
mandate reimbursement claims. It is a well-settled maxim of statutory interpretation that

“[a] specific provision relating to a particular subject will govern in respect to that
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subject, as against a general provision, although the latter, standing alone, would be
broad enough to include the subject to which the more particular provision relates.””
The audit authority in Section 17561(d)(2) is more specific than the Controller's general
audit authority contained in Government Code Section 12410. Therefore, the Controller
only has the audit authority granted by Government Code Section 17561(d)(2) when
auditing mandate reimbursement claims.

Further, the Controller has not asserted or demonstrated that, if Section 12410
was the applicable standard, the audit adjustments were made in accordance with this
standard. The District’'s claim was correct, in that it reported the actual costs incurred.
There is also no allegation in the audit report that the claim was in any way illegal.
Finally, the phrase “sufficient provisions of law for payment” refers to the requirement
that there be adequate appropriations prior to the disbursement of any funds. There is
no indication that any state funds were disbursed without sufficient appropriations.
Thus, even if the standards of Section 12410 were applicable to mandate
reimbursement audits, the Controller has failed to put forth any evidence that these
standards are not met.

There is no indication that the Controller is actually relying on the audit standards

put forth in Section 12410 for the adjustments to the District’s reimbursement claims.

The final audit report claims that the Controller did actually determine that the District's

S San Francisco Taxpayers Assn. V. Board of Supervisors (1992) 2 Cal.4th 571,
577. Attached as Exhibit “F.”
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costs were excessive®, as required by Section 17561(d)(2), because the claimed costs
were not “proper” since the indirect cost rates used did not match the rates derived by
the auditors using the Controller’s alternative methodology.

Neither State law nor the parameters and guidelines make compliance with the
Controller’s claiming instructions a condition of reimbursement. The District has
followed the parameters and guidelines. The burden of proof is on the Controller to
prove that the product of the District's calculation is unreasonable, not to recalculate the
rate according to its unenforceable ministerial preferences.

Finding 3 - Offsetting savings/reimbursements incorrectly reported as authorized
health service fees

The District does not dispute this finding.

Finding 4 - Understated authorized health service fee revenues claimed

The audit report concludes that the District understated offsetting revenue by
$316,222 for the audit period because it claimed student health service fees that were
actually collected, rather than those that were merely authorized. In doing so, the audit

report asserts that “the district failed to follow specific SCO claiming instructions.”

® The audit report states that it found the FY 2005-06 and FY 2006-07 indirect
cost rates to be excessive, while the FY 2004-05 indirect costs were understated. It
then remarks that “[t]he district did not explain why it is contesting an audit adjustment
in its favor.” While no explanation is required, the District does not subscribe to the
implied philosophy that actions in contradiction to the parameters and guidelines should
be overlooked simply because of the result obtained. The Controller does not explain
how the same auditing methods could somehow be proper when applied to FY 2004-
05, but improper when applied to FY 2005-06 and FY 2006-07.
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However, as previously discussed, the Controller’s claiming instructions are not
enforceable because they are unilaterally adopted by the Controller and do not comply
with the Administrative Procedure Act. Therefore, they cannot be the basis of an audit
finding. The District complied with the parameters and guidelines for the Health Fee
Elimination mandate when it properly reported revenue actually received from student .
health service fees.

In fact, the District did claim health service fee offsets based on fees authorized
for FY 2002-03 in accordance with the claiming instructions methodology, which lead to
an inaccurate result. This resulted in claimed fee offsets of $166,464 for the Fall
semester, $151,488 for the Spring semester, and $52,461 for the Summer semester.
However, the fees actually collected were greater, which demonstrates that the
Controller's preferred calculation is merely an estimate. This would have resulted in
slightly higher fee offsets of $168,720 for Fall semester, $158,652 for Spring semester,

and $53,897 for Summer semester, as evidenced by the District’s revenue reports,

which are attached as Exhibit “G.” The audit report states that it used data from the

California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office (CCCCO) to calculate health service
fees authorized for each of the fiscal years, without explanation as to how this data,
which is “extracted” from data reported by the District, is more reliable or relevant than
the District's own records. However, this issue is unimportant since the proper offset for
health service fee revenue is calculated by fees actually received in accordance with

the parameters and guidelines.
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Parameters and Guidelines

The audit report asserts that the “Parameters and Guidelines states that health
fees authorized by Education Code must be deducted from costs claimed.” The
parameters and guidelines actually state:

Any offsetting savings that the claimant experiences as a direct resuit of this

statute must be deducted from the costs claimed. In addition, reimbursement for

this mandate received from any source, e.g., federal, state, etc., shall be
identified and deducted from this claim. This shall include the amount of

[student fees] as authorized by Education Code Section 72246(a)’.

In order for the District to “experience” these “offsetting savings” the District must
actually have collected these fees. Note that the student health fees are named as a
potential source of the reimbursement received in the preceding sentence. The use of
the term “any offsetting savings” further illustrates the permissive nature of the fees.
Student fees actually collected must be used to offset costs, but not student fees that
could have been collected and were not. Thus, the Controller's conclusion is based on
an illogical interpretation of the parameters and guidelines by the Controlier.

The audit report claims that the Commission'’s intent was for claimed costs to be
reduced by fees authorized, rather than fees received as stated in the parameters and
guidelines. lt is true that the Department of Finance proposed, as part of the

amendments that were adopted on May 25, 1989, that a sentence be added to the

offsetting savings section expressly stating that if no health service fee was charged,

" Former Education Code Section 72246 was repealed by Chapter 8, Statutes of
1993, and was replaced by Education Code Section 76355.
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the claimant would be required to deduct the amount authorized. However, the
Commission declined to add this requirement and adopted the parameters and
guidelines without this language.

The fact that the Commission staff and the California Community College
Chancellors Office agreed with DOF’s interpretation does not negate the fact that the
Commission adopted parameters and guidelines that did not include the additional
language. It would be nonsensical if the Commission held that every proposal that is
discussed was somehow implied into the adopted document, because the proposals of
the various parties are often contradictory. The Commission intends the language of the
parameters and guidelines to be construed as written, and only those savings that are
experienced are to be deducted.

Education Code Section 17556

The Controller continues to rely on Education Code Section 17556(d), while
neglecting its context and omitting a crucial clause. Section 17556(d) does specify that
the Commission on State Mandates shall not find costs mandated by the state if the
local agency has the authority to levy fees, but only if those fees are “sufficient to pay
for the mandated program” (emphasis added). Section 17556 pertains specifically to the
Commission’s determination on a test claim, and does not concern the development of
parameters and guidelines or the claiming process. The Commission has already found
state-mandated costs for this program, and the Controller cannot substitute its

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

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

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

Finding 5 - Understated offsetting savings/reimbursements

The audit report concludes that the District understated offsetting savings and
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reimbursements by $118,807 for the audit period because it did not report fees charged
for supplemental services, revenue recognized when converting from a cash to accrual
basis accounting system, and interest.

Supplemental Service Fees

In accordance with governmental accounting practices, the District separately
accounted for some costs and revenues (e.g., clinical services) in a fund (Fund 12)
separate from the student health service center fund (Fund 14). Finding 1 merges those
costs ($59,763) and revenue ($14,411 located in Finding 5) with Fund 14 which is
consistent with the cost accounting practice of matching costs and revenues. The
District does not dispute Finding 1 or this portion of Finding 5.

FY 2003-04 Corrections

Finding 3 properly reverses $19,965 in revenue reductions to the FY 2003-04
claimed costs that were either duplicated from Fund 12 or the result of changes in
accruals. The District does not dispute Finding 3 or this portion of Finding 5.

Interest Income

Finding 5 asserts that the District understated offsetting savings by $84,431 for
the audit period because it did not claim interest income received. The interest income
is paid by the Stanislaus County Treasurer, where the District deposits its cash in a
pooled investment fund. The District then allocates the total investment income
reported by the County to its various funds. The audit report asserts that this interest

income constitutes offsetting savings experienced as a direct result of the test claim
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statute because it is earned from the student health service fees that are collected
under the fee authority established by Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987. However, the
parameters and guidelines do not identify interest earned as an offsetting savings, nor
are they required to under the applicable regulations.

Title 2, CCR, Section 1183.1(a)(7) identifies the offsetting revenues that must be
recognized in the parameters and guidelines for each program. These offsetting
revenues include: “i. Dedicated state and federal funds appropriated for this program. i.
Non-local agency funds dedicated for this program. iii. Local agency’s general purpose
funds for this program. iv. Fee authority to offset partial costs of this program.” The
interest income is not funding appropriated for the Health Fee Elimination mandate by
any of these sources, and it does not constitute a fee authority to offset this mandate.
The interest income does not fall under any of the categories identified as offsetting
revenue, nor is it recognized in the Health Fee Elimination parameters and guidelines
as an identified source of offsetting revenue, and therefore it is not offsetting revenue
for mandate purposes.

Title 2, CCR, Section 1183.1(a)(8) specifies that parameters and guidelines must
identify offsetting savings “in the same program experienced because of the same
statute(s) or executive order(s) found to contain a mandate.” However, the interest
income is not an offsetting savings - it is revenue. The interest income does not result
from any increased efficiency or reduced services that might produce a reduction in

District expenses. Therefore, it cannot be the basis for an audit finding.
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Statute of Limitations

January 12, 2004 FY 2002-03 claim filed by the District

January 10, 2005 FY 2003-04 claim filed by the District

January 12, 2007 FY 2002-03 statute of limitations for audit expires
January 10, 2008 FY 2003-04 statute of limitations for audit expires
March 24, 2008 Audit entrance conference for all fiscal years

This is not an audit finding. The District alleges that the audit of the FY 2002-03
and FY 2003-04 annual reimbursement claims commenced after the time limitation for
audit had passed. The final audit report asserts that initiation of the audit was proper
because the initial payment for the FY 2002-03 claim did not occur until October 25,
2006, and there has been no payment for the FY 2003-04 claim. However, the clause in
Government Code Section 17558.5 that delays the commencement of the time for the
Controller to audit to the date of initial payment is void because it is impermissibly
vague.

Applicable Time Limitation for Audit

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

reimbursement claims:

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

Thus, there are two standards. A funded claim is “subject to audit” for four years after

the end of the calendar year in which the claim was filed. An unfunded claim must have

its audit initiated within four years of first payment.

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

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

Statutes of 2002, Chapter 1128, Section 14.5, operative January 1, 2003

amended Section 17558.5 {o state:

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

The annual reimbursement claim for FY 2002-03 is subject to the three-year statute of
limitations established by Chapter 1128, Statutes of 2002 which requires the audit to be
“initiated” within three years of the date the actual claim is filed.

The amendment is pertinent because this is the first time that the factual issue of
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the date the audit is “initiated” is introduced for mandate programs for which funds are
appropriated. This amendment also means that it is impossible for the claimant to know
when the statute of limitations will expire at the time the claim is filed, which is contrary
to the purpose of a statute of limitations. It allows the Controller’s own unilateral delay,
or failure to make payments from funds appropriated for the purpose of paying the
claims, to control the tolling of the statute of limitations, which is also contrary to the

purpose of a statute of limitations.

Statutes of 2004, Chapter 890, Section 18, operative January 1, 2005 amended

Section 17558.5 to state:

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

The annual reimbursement claim for FY 2003-04 is subject to this version of Section
17558.5, retains the same limitations period as the prior version, but also adds the

requirement that an audit must be completed within two years of its commencement.

Vagueness
The two versions of Section 17558.5 applicable to the FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-

04 annual reimbursement claims both provide that the time limitation for audit “shall

commence to run from the date of initial payment” if no payment is made. However, this
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provision is void because it is impermissibly vague. At the time a claim is filed, the
claimant has no way of knowing when payment will be made or how long the records
applicable to that claim must be maintained. The current backlog in mandate payments,
which continues to grow every year, could potentially require claimants to maintain
detailed supporting documentation for decades. Additionally, it is possible for the
Controller to unilaterally extend the audit period by withholding payment or directing
appropriated funds only to those claims that have already been audited.

Therefore, the only specific and enforceable time limitation to commence an
audit is three years from the date the claim was filed, and the annual reimbursement
claims for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 were past this time period when the audit was
commenced on March 24, 2008. All adjustments to these two fiscal years are void and
should be withdrawn.

PART VIll. RELIEF REQUESTED

The District filed its annual reimbursement claims within the time limits
prescribed by the Government Code. The amounts claimed by the District for
reimbursement of the costs of implementing the program imposed by Chapter 1,
Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S., Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, and Education Code
Section 76355 represent the actual costs incurred by the District to carry out this
program. These costs were properly claimed pursuant to the Commission’s Parameters
and Guidelines. Reimbursement of these costs is required under Article XllIl B, Section

6 of the California Constitution. The Controller denied reimbursement without any basis
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in law or fact. In many cases, the audit report fails to specify the activity or costs denied
which prevents a comprehensive evaluation of the Controller's action. The District has
met its burden of going forward on this claim by complying with the requirements of
Section 1185, Title 2, California Code of Regulations. Because the Controller has
enforced and is seeking to enforce these adjustments without benefit of statute or
regulation, the burden of proof is now upon the Controller to establish a legal basis for
its actions.

The District requests that the Commission make findings of fact and law on each
and every adjustment made by the Controller and each and every procedural and
jurisdictional issue raised in this claim, and order the Controller to correct its audit report
findings therefrom.

/
/
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PART IX. CERTIFICATION
By my signature below, | hereby declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws
of the State of California, that the information in this Incorreci Reduction Claim
submission is true and complete to the best of my own knowledge or information or
belief, and that the attached documents are true and correct copies of documents
received from or sent by the state agency which originated the document.

Executed on September ﬁ‘_‘]; 2009, at Modesto, California, by

W

Teresa M. Scott, Executive Vice Chancellor
Yosemite Community College District

2201 Blue Gum Avenue

Modesto, CA 95358

Phone: (209) 575-6530

Fax: (209) 575-6562

E-Mail: scottt@yosemite.edu

APPOINTMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE

Yosemite Community College District appoints Keith B. Petersen, SixTen and
Associates, as its representative for this incorrect reduction claim.

\Zecton Jeoers 924143
Teresa M. Scott, Executive Vice Chancellor Date !
Yosemite Community College District

Attachments:

Exhibit “A” “Results of Review” letters dated May 10, 2009

Exhibit “B” Parameters and Guidelines as amended May 25, 1989

Exhibit “C” Controller's Claiming Instructions, September 2003

Exhibit “D” Controller's Audit Report and the District's response, April 30, 2009

Exhibit “E” Controller's Mandated Cost Manual, September 2003 version

Exhibit “F” San Francisco Taxpayers Assn. V. Board of Supervisors (1992) 2
Cal.4th 571

Exhibit “G” District Health Fee Revenue reports for FY 2002-03

Exhibit “H" Annual Reimbursement Claims
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DEAR CLAIMANT.

RE: HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION Cce)

HWE HAVE REVYEWED YOUR 2pn2/2n03% FISCAL YEAR REIMBURSEMENT ELAIE FOR
au

THE MANDATED COST PRDGRAM REFERENCED ABGVE, THE RESULTS p
REVIEW ARE 45 FOLLOWS; -

AMOUNT CLAIMED 39,067, 00
TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS (DETAILS BELOWD - 3%,067. 00
TOTAL PRIOR PAYMENTS CDETAILS RELOW) ~39,067. 0¢
ANOUNT DUE STATE & 3$9.067. 00
PLEASE REMIT A HARRANT TN THE AHDUNT OF 4 39,067, 00 WITHIN 3D
AYS FROM THE DATE OF THI R, PAYABLE To THE STATE CONTROLLER'S
OFFICE, DIVISION OF ACCOUNTING AND REPNRTING, P. O BOX 942850

SACRAMENTO, CA §4250-5875 Wilh 4 COPY OF THIS LETTER. FAL
REMIT THE AMOUNT DUE WIii Respy s IN QUR OFFICE PROCEEDING Fi 0FFSET
THE AMOUNT FROM THE NEXT PAYNENTS DUE T0 YOUR AGENCY FOR sTae
MANDATED COST PROGRAMS.

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE coNTACT BHEN CARLOS
AT (915> 326-234) OR IN HWRITING AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS.

ADJUSTMENT To CLAIM:
FIELD AuUDIT FINDINGS - 39,067, 00
TOTAL ADJUSTHENTS - 39,067, 00
PRIOR PAYHMENTS.
SCHEDULE Na, MAGG1356A
25~-2ppg

PAID 1o~ =39,067. 00
TOTAL PRLoRr PAYMENTS .

=39,067.00

SINCERELY,

GINNY.BRUMMELS, MANAGER

LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION
P.D. woX 9g288q SACRAMENTO, ca 942505875
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.BOARD OF TRUSTEES
YOSEMITE coMy COLL prsy S
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P 0 BOX 4065
MODESTQ CA 95352

DEAR CLAIMANT,
RE: MEALTH FEE ELIMINATION <CC)
HE HAVE REYIEWED YOUR 2003/2004 FISCAL

THE HANDATED COST FROGRAM REFERENCED ABDVE,
REVIEW ARE AS FOLLORS. - - )

By e gy - - -
CENIR iy s LI

LR Lt LT

YEAR REIMBURSEMENT CLAIM FQR
R

THE RESULTS OF ou

151,046, 00

AMOUNT CLATMED
ADJUSTHENT Tg cLATH,

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS - 39,888. 0o
YOTAL ADJUSTMENTS - 80,888, 00
AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT ®  70.153 18
IF vyou HAVE ANY QUESTIDNS, PLEASE CONTACT GWEN CARLDS
AT (916> J25-2361 OR IN HRITING AT THE’STATE CDNTRULLER'S DFFICE,
AVESION OF ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING. Cpo b BOX 942350, SACRAMENTD,
58, 992505575, " DUE TG {NSUFFTerLEl APPROPRIATION, THE BALANGE UL
HILL 'BE FORTHEOMING WHEN ADDITTORAT iR ARE MADE AVATLARL DY

SINCERELY,

RUMMELS, MANAGER

LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT
P.0. BOX 94285p SACRAMENT

CGINKY,

SECTION
U, CA 94258-5875
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DEAR CLAIMANT:
RE: HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION Ccod
WE HAVE REVIEWED YOUR 2004/2005 FISCAL YEAR REXIMBURSEMENT CLAIM FOR

THE MANDATED okt PROGRAM REFERENCED ABOVE. THE RESULTS F au
REVIEW ARE AS FOLLOWS. TS 0 R

AMOUNT CLATIMED 280,694, 00
ADJUSTMENT TOQ CLATH:
FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS - 12,566, 00

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS -~ 1Z.566. 00

e o e e e e

T e e e e

268,128, 00

L] e

AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT

QU HAVE ANY QUESTIDNS, PLEASE CONTACT GWEN CARLOS

5-2341 DR IN NRITING AT THE STATE CONTROLLER"S OFFICE,
ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING, P.Q, HOX 942854, SACRAMENTO,
5. DUE Tn INSUFFICTIENT APPROPRIATION, THE BALANCE DUE
ORTHCOMING WHEN ADDITIONAL FUNDS ARE MADE AVAILABLE.

SINCERELY,

4

GINNY(BRUMMELS, HANAGER

LOCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION
F.0. BDX 542859 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5375

33

82




© 95/13/2083 10:18 8585148645 SIXTEN AND ASSOCTATS PAGE 01
May 13 U9 10578 Yosemite C( A % 5756562 p.1
rop JOHN CHIANG §523%°0

@alifornix State Qontroller  009/05/10
Mikision of Arccounfing and Reprrting
MAY 10, 2009 o

Postit® Fax Note 7871 |95 5] o [chler 5

R . F :
BOARD OF TRUSTEES &V‘S‘qp [») p@-b"ﬂ-"b_ mnTDD V‘\J“tlh-i\ Q\\Mef-_«.
YDSEMITE COMM COLL DIST Co./Dapt. Co. ;
STgN%g;AzgéguUNTY [Phonc # Phong #
MQDESTG CA 95352 Fax B ]

‘_I.:_: -':“:i.:-‘.‘:"'} oy P
SR L4 L'»:.!','.‘:) Q;T:;;'-‘.‘ﬁ it
P e

DEAR CLAIMANT:
RE; HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION CCC)
WE HAVE REVIEWED YGUR Z005/2006 FISCAL YEAR REIMBURSEMENT CLAIN FOR

THE MANDATED COST PROGRAM REFERENCED ABOVE. THE RESULTS OF OUR
REVIEW ARE AS FOLLOWS: .

AMOUNT CLAIMED §13,324. 400

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIM:

FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS - 182,362.00
TOTAL ADJUSTHENTS -~ 182,362. 0
AMOUNT DUE CLAIMANT : & 230,962, 00

SR e ————
IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE GDNTACT GWEN CARLOS
AT €916) 324-2341 DR IN WRITING AT THE STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE,
DIVISION DF ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING, P, 0. BOX 942850, SACRAMENID,
CA 9425G-5875.  DUE TO INSUFFICIENT APPROPRIATION. THE BALANCE DOE
WILL BE FORTHCOMING WHEN ADDITIONAL FUNDS ARE MADE, AVAXLABLE.
SINCERELY.

GINNY/ BRUMMELS, HMANAGER

LQCAL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION
P.0. BDX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5875
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DEAR CLAIMANT.
RE: HEALTH FEE ELYMINATION €CC)
WE _HAVE REVIEWED YOUR 2006/2007 FISCAL YEAR REIMBURSEMENT CLATM FOR

THE MANDATED CDST PRDGRAM REFERENCED ABOVE. THE RESULTS OF OuR
REVIEW ARE AS FQLLOWS: - :

AMOUNT CLAIMED - ' 329,864, 00
TOTAL ADJUSTHENTS CDETAILS BELOWD = 118,59.00
TOTAL PRIOR PAYMENTS CDETAILS BELOKD | ~263,110. 00
AMOUNT DUE STATE §=_-~-§1L§QE;22
PLEASE REMIT A_WARRANT IN THE AMOUNT OF $ 51,842 00 MITHIN 30

PAYS FROM THE DATE OF THIS LETTER, PAYABLE TO THE STATE CONTROLLER'S
QFFICE, DIVISION OF ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING, P.0. BOX 942850,
SACRAMENTOD, CA 94250-5875 WITH & COPY OF YHI5 LETYER. FAILURE TO
REMIT THE AMOUNT DUE WILL RESULT IN OUR OFFICE PROCEEDING Ta OFFSEY -
THE AMOUNT FROH THE NEXT PAYMENTS DUE TO VDUR AGENCY FOR STATE
MANDATER COST PROGRAMS,

IF YaU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CONTACT GHWEN CARLDS
AT (916> 324-2341 DR IN WRITING AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS.

ADJUSTMENT TO CLAIM:
FIELD AUDIT FINDINGS - 136,99
LATE CLATM PENALTY - 10,00
FPRIOR COLLECTIONS 28,39
TOTAL ADJUSTHMENTS - 11&,596. 100
PRIDR PAYMENTS:
SCHEDULE ND. MA64l47E .
PAID 03-12-2007 -263,110. o
TOTAL PRIOR PAYMENTS —263,110.00

WO
oD
oo
[~3=] -]

- -

SINCERELY,

4

GINNYBRUMMELS, MANMAGER

LOCAlL REIMBURSEMENT SECTION
F. 0. BOX 942850 SACRAMENTO, CA 94250-5§75
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Adopted: 8/27/87
Amended: 5/25/89

I.

II.

III.

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES
Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S.
Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987
Health Fee Elimination

SUMMARY OF "MANDATE

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. repealed Education Code Section
72246 which had authorized comwunity college districts to charge a
health fee for the purpose of providing health supervision and services,
direct and indirect wmedical and hospitalization services, and operation
of student health centers. This statute also required that health
services for which a community college district charged a fee during the
1983-84 fiscal year had to be maintained at that level in the 1984-85
fiscal year and every year thereafter. The provisions of this statute
would- automatically repeal on December 31, 1987, which would reinstate
the community colleges districts' authority teo charge a health fee as
specified. ’

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, amended Education Code section 72246 to
require amy commmity college district that provided health services in
1986-87 to maintain health services at the level provided during the
1986-87 fiscal year in 1987-88 and each fiscal year thereafter.

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES DECISION

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

At its hearing of April 27, 1989, the Commission determined that Chapter
1118, Statutes of 1987, amended this maintenance of effort requirement
to apply to all community college districts which provided health
services in fiscal year 1986-87 and required them to maintain that level
in fiscal year 1987-88 and each fiscal year thereafter.

ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS

Conmunity college districts which provided health services in 1986-87

fiscal year and continue to provide the same services as a result of
this mandate are eligible to claim reimbursement of those costs.
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Iv.

PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT

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

July 1, 1984, are reimbursable. Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, became
effective Janvary 1, 1988. Title 2, California Code of Regulations,
section 1185.3(a) states that a parameters and guidelines amendment
filed before the deadline for initial claims as specified in the
Claiming Instructions shall apply to all years eligible for
reimbursement as defined in the original parameters and guidelines;
therefore, costs incurred on or after Janvary 1, 1988, for Chapter 1118,
Statutes of 1987, are reimbursable,

Actual costs for one fiscal year should be included in each claim.
Estimated costs for the subsequent year may be included on the same
claim if applicable. Pursuant to Section 17561(d)(3) of the Government

Code, all claims for reimbursement of costs shall be submitted within
120 days of notification by the State Controller of the enactment of the

claims bill.

If the total costs for a given fiscal year do mot exceed $200, no
reimbursement shall be allowed, except as otherwise allowed by
Government Code Section 17564,

V. REIMBURSABLE COSTS

A. Scope of Mandate

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

B. Reimbursable Activities

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

ACCIDENT  REPORTS

APPOINTMENTS
College Physician - Surgeon
Dermatology, Family Practice, Internal Medicine
Outside Physician
Dental Services
Outside Labs (X-ray, etc.)
Psychologist, full services
Cancel/Change Appointments
R.N.
Check  Appointuents
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ASSESSMENT, INTERVENTION 81 COUNSELING
Birth Control
Lab Reports

Nutrition

Test Results (office)
YD

Other Medical Problems
ch

URI

ENT

Eye/Vision

Derm./Allergy

Gyn/Pregnancy  Services

Neuro

Ortho

GU

Dental

6I

Stress Counseling

(risis Intervention

Child Abuse Reporting and Counseling

Substance Abuse Identification and Counseling

Aids
Eating Disorders

Weight Control
Personal Hygiene
Burnout

EXAMINATIONS (Minor Illnmesses)
Recheck Minor Injury

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

FIRST AID (Major Emergencies)
FIRST AID (Minor Ewmergencies)
FIRST AID KITS (Filled)
IMMUNIZATIONS
Diptheria/Tetanus
Measles/Rubella

Influenza
Information
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INSURANCE
On Campus Accident
Voluntary
Insurance  Inquiry/Claim  Administration

LABORATORY TESTS DONE
Inquiry/Interpretation
Pap Smears

PHYSICALS

~ Employees
Students
Athletes

MEDICATIONS (dispensed OTC for misc. illnesses)
Antacids
Antidiarrhial
Antihistamines
Aspirin, Tylenol, etc.
Skin rash preparations
Misc,
Eye drops
Ear drops
Toothache =~ 0il cloves
Stingkill
Midol - Memnstrual Cramps

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

REFERRALS TO OUTSIDE AGENCIES
Private Medical Dector
Health  Department
Clinic
Dental
Counseling  Centers
Crisis Centers

Transitional Living Facilities (Battered/Homeless

Family Planning Facilities
Other Health Agencies

TESTS

Blood Pressure

Hearing

Tuberculosis
Reading
Information

Vision

Glucometer

Urinalysis
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Hemoglobin
E.K.G.

Strep A testing
P.G6. testing
Monospot
Hemacult

Misc.

MISCELLANEOUS
Absence Excuses/PE Waiver
Allergy Injections
Bandaids
Booklets/Pamphlets
Dressing Change
Rest
Suture Removal
Temperature
Weigh
Misc.
Information
Report/Form
Wart Removal

COMMITTEES
Safety
Environmental
Disaster Planning

SAFETY DATA SHEETS
Central file

X-RAY  SERVICES

COMMUNICABLE DISEASE CONTROL
BODY FAT MEASUREMENTS

MINOR  SURGERIES

SELF-ESTEEM  GROUPS

MENTAL HEALTH CRISIS

AA  GROUP

ADULT CHILDREN OF ALCOHOLICS GROUP

WORKSHOPS
Test Anxiety
Stress  Management
Corrmwnication Skills
Weight Loss
Assertiveness  Skills
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VI.

VII.

CLAIM PREPARATION

Each claim for reimbursement pursuant to this mandate must be timely
filed and set forth a list of each item for which reimbursement is
claimed uander this mandate.

A. Description of Activity

1,

Show the total number of full-time students enrolled per
semester/quarter,

Show the total number of full-time students enrolled in the summer
program,

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

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

B. Actual Costs of Claim Year for Providing 1986-87 Fiscal Year Program
Level of Service

Claimed costs should be supported by the following information:

1.

Employee Salaries and Benefits

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

Services and Supplies

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

Allowable Overhead Cost

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

SUPPORTING DATA

For

auditing purposes, all costs claimed must be traceable to source

documents and/or worksheets that show evidence of the validity of such

costs.

This would include documentation for the fiscal year 1986-87

program to substantiate a maintenance of effort. These documents must
be kept on file by the agency submitting the claim for a period of no
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VIII.

IX.

0350d

-7 -

less than three years from the date of the final payment of the claim
pursuant to this mandate, and made available on the request of the State
Controller or his agent.

OFFSETTING SAVINGS AND OTHER REIMBURSEMENTS

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences as a direct result of
this statute must be deducted from the costs claimed. In addition,
reimbursement for this mandate received from any source, e.g., fbdgral,
state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this claim. This
shall include the .amount of $7.50 per full-time student per semester,
$5.00 per full-time student for summer school, or $5.00 per full-time
student per quarter, as authorized by Education Code section 72246(a).
This shall also include payments (fees) received from individuals other
than students who are not covered by Education Code Section 72246 for
health services.

REQUIRED  CERTIFICATION

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

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

and

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

Signature of Authorized Representative Date

Title Telephone No.
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State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual

(> HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION

1. Summary of Chapters 1/84, 2nd E.S,, and Chapter 1118/87

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S., repealed Education Code § 72246 which authorized
community college districts to charge a fee for the purpose of providing health supervision
and services, direct and indirect medical and hospitalization services, and operation of
student health centers. The statute also required community college districts that charged
afee in the 1983/84 fiscal year to maintain that level of health services in the 1984/85
fiscal year and each fiscal year thereafter. The provisions of this statute would
automatically repeal on December 31,1987, which would reinstate the community college
districts' authority to charge a health fee as specified.

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987 amended Education Code § 72246 to require any
community college district that provided health services in the 1986/87 fiscal year to
maintain health services at that level in the 1986/87 fiscal year and each fiscal year
thereafter. Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993, has revised the numbering of § 72246 to § 76355,

2, Eligible Claimants

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

3. Appropriations

To determine if current funding is available for this program, 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 community college

presidents.
4, Types of Claims

A. Reimbursement and Estimated Claims

A claimant may file a reimbursement claim and/or an estimated claim. A
reimbursement claim details the costs actually incurred for a prior fiscal year. An
estimated claim shows the costs to be incurred for the current fiscal year.

B. Minimum Claim

Section 17564(a), Govemment Code, provides that no claim shall be filed pursuant to
Section 17561 unless such a claim exceeds $200 per program per fiscal year.

5. Filing Deadline

(1) Refer to item 3 "Appropriations” to determine if the program is funded for the current
fiscal year. If funding is available, 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
reimbursement claim by November 30, of the following fiscal year regardless
whether the payment was more or less than the actual costs. If the local agency
fails to file a reimbursement claim, monies received must be retumed to the
State. If no estimated claim was filed, the local agency may file a reimbursement

Revised 9/97 a;spﬁers 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 1 of 3




School Mandated Cost Manual

State Controller's Office

claim detailing the actual costs incurred for the fiscal year, provided there was an
appropriation for the program for that fiscal year. (See item 3 above).

(2) A reimbursement claim detailing the actual costs 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
su(meeding fiscal year, the approved claim must be reduced by a late penalty of 10%,
not to exceed $1,000. Claims filed more than one year after the deadline will not be

accepted.

Reimbursable Components

Eligible claimants will be reimbursed for health service costs at the level of service
provided in the 1986/87 fiscal year. The reimbursement will be reduced by the amount of
student health fees authorized per the Education Code § 76355,

After January 1, 1993, pursuant to Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993, the fees students were
required to pay for health supervision and services were not more than:

$10.00 per semester

$5.00 for summer school

$5.00 for each quarter

Beginning with the summer of 1997, the fees are:
$11.00 per semester

$8.00 for summer school or

$8.00 for each quarter

The district may increase fees by the same percentage increase as the implicit Price
Deflator (IPD) for the state and local govemment purchase of goods and services.
Whenever the IPD calculates an increase of one doliar ($1) above the existing amount, the
fees may be increased by one dollar ($1).

Reimbursement Limitations

A.  Ifthe level at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of
reimbursement is less than the level of health services that were provided in the
1986/87 fiscal year, no reimbursement is forthcoming.

B.  Any offsetting savings or reimbursement the claimant received from any source (e.g.
federal, state grants, foundations, etc.) as a result of this mandate, shall be identified
and deducted so only net local costs are claimed.

Claiming Forms and Instructions

The diagram "lllustration of Claim Forms" provides a graphical presentation of forms
required to be filed with a claim. A claimant may submit a computer generated report in
substitution for forms HFE-1.0, HFE-1.1, and form HFE-2 provided the format of the report
and data fields contained within the report are identical to the claim forms included in these
instructions. The claim forms provided with these instructions should be duplicated and
used by the claimant to file estimated and reimbursement claims. The State Controller's
Office will revise the manual and claim forms as necessary. In such instances, new
replacement forms will be mailed to claimants.

Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 2 of 3 4% Revised 9/97




State Controller's Office

School Mandated Cost Manual

A.

(‘\

Form HFE- 2, Health Services

This form is used to list the health services the community college provided during the
1986/87 fiscal year and the fiscal year of the reimbursement claim.

Form HFE-1.1, Claim Summary

This form is used to compute the allowable increased costs an individual college of
the community college district has incurred to comply with the state mandate. The
level of health services reported on this form must be supported by official financial
records of the community college district. A copy of the document must be submitted
with the claim. The amount shown on line (13) of this form is carried to form HFE-1.0.

Form HFE-1.0, Claim Summary

This form is used to list the individual colleges that had increased costs due to the
state mandate and to compute a total claimable cost for the district. The "Total
Amount Claimed", fine (04) on this form is carried forward to form FAM-27, line 13, for
the reimbursement claim, or line (07) for the estimated claim.

Form FAM-27, Claim for Payment

This form contains a certification that must be signed by an authorized representative
of the local agency. All applicable information from form HFE-1.0 and HFE 1.1 must
be carried forward to this form for the State Controller's Office to process the claim for

payment.

Hlustration of Claim Forms

Form HFE-2 .
m Forms HFE-1.1, Claim Summary
Health

Servi .
ervices Complete a separate form HFE-1.1 for each

collegs for which costs are clajmed by the
community college district.

Form HFE-1.1
Component/
Activity
Cost Detail

v

- Form HFE-1.0

Claim Summary

)

FAM-27
Claim
for Payment

Revised 9/97
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State Controller's Office

Community College Mandated Cost‘ Manua!

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT honst
f\ Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program Number 00234
B HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION (#) bate Fled /L
@Y LRSInput ___/ |
ﬁ (01) Claimant Identification Number \ Reimbursement Claim Data
2 {02) Claimant Nams

: (22) HFE-1.0, (04)(b)
L [County of Location 2
g Street Address or P.O. Box Suite 24)
2 City State Zip Code 25
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim | (25)
(03) Estimated O |w©9) Reimbursement [ |
(04) Combined [] {¢0) Combined ] [ee
(05) Amended [J |(11) Amended 7 e
Fiscal Year of Cost 9 20__ /20 |2 20__ /20 |eo
Total Claimed Amount | (07) (13) (31)
Less: 10% Late Penalty, not to exceed $1,000 (14) (32)
Less: Prior Claim Payment Received (15) (33)
N Net Claimed Amount (16) (34)
Due from State (08) (35)
Due to State S (36)

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

district to file mandated cost claims with

foregoing is true and correct,

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Section 17561, | certify that | am the officer authorized by the community college

violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1088, 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
and reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source

documentation currently maintained by the claimant.

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

the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that | have not

program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting savings

Signature of Authorized Officer Date
Type or Print Name Title
(38) Name of Contact Person for Claim
Telephone Number () - Ext.

E-Mait Address

Form FAM-27 (Revised 09/03)
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Community College Mandated Cost Manual

i

(08)
(09)
(10)
(1
(12)

(13)
(14)

(15)

(16)
(7
(18)
{19) to (21)
(22) to (36)

(37)

(38)

HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION
Certification Claim F FORM
ertification .alm orm FAM-27
Instructions

Enter the payee number assigned by the State Controller's Office.
Enter your Official Name, County of Location, Street or P. O. Box address, City, State, and Zip Code.
if filing an estimated claim, enter an "X" in the box on fine (03) Estimated.

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

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

Enter the amount of the estimated claim. If the estimate exceeds the previous year's actual costs by more than 10%, complete
form HFE-1.1 and enter the amount from line (13).

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

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

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

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.

Enter the amount of the reimbursement claim from form HFE-1.1, line (13 ). The total claimed amount must exceed $1,000.

Reimbursement claims must be filed by January 15 of the following fiscal year in which costs are incurred or the claims shall be
reduced by a late penalty. Enter zero if the claim was timely filed, otherwise, enter the product of multiplying line (13) by the

factor 0.10 (10% penalty), or $1,000, whichever is less.

If filing an actusl reimbursement claim and an estimated claim was previously filed for the same fiscal year, enter the amount

received for the claim. Otherwise, enter a zero.
Enter the result of subtracting fine (14) and line (1 5) from line (13).
Ifline (16), Net Claimed Amount, is positive, enter that amount on line (17), Due from State.

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

Leave blank.

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., HFE-1.0, (04)(b), means the information Is located on form HFE-1 .0, block (04), column (b). 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.

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

form FAM-27 to the top of the claim package.)

Enter the name, telephone number, and e-mail address of the person whom this office should contact if additional information is .
required.

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

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 09/03)
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f " MANDATED COSTS FORM
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION HFEA0
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year
Reimbursement :l

Estimated L] 19 M9

(03) Listall the colleges of the community college district identified in form HFE-1.1, line (03)

(b)
Claimed

(a)
Name of College
Amount

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

/ [(04) Total Amount Claimed [Line (3.1b) + fine (3.2b) + line (3.3b) + ...line (3.21b)]

Revised 9/97 , Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87
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HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION FORM
CLAIM SUMMARY HFE-1.0
Instructions

(01) Enterthe name of the claimant. Only a community college district may file a claim with the State
Controller's Office on behalf of its colleges.

(02) Check a box, Reimbursement or Estimated, to identify the type of claim being filed. Enter the fiscal year
for which the expenses were/are to be incurred. A separate claim must be filed for each fiscal year.

Form HFE-1.0 must be filed for a reimbursement claim. Do not complete form HFE-1.0 if you are filing an
estimated claim and the estimate is not more than 110% of the previous fiscal year's actual costs. 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%, forms HFE-1.0 and HFE-1.1 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.

(03) List allthe colleges of the community college district which have increased costs. A separate form HFE-1.1
must be completed for each college showing how costs were derived.

(04) Enter the total claimed amount of all colieges by adding the Claimed Amount, line (3.1b) + line (3.2b) ..+
(3.21b).

Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87 Revised 9/97
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Community College Mandated Cost Manual

State Controller's Office
Program MANDATED COSTS EORM
- - 1
23 4 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION ° H'"F 11
CLAIM SUMMARY )
(01) {Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year
Reimbursement —1
Estimated 1 20 /20

(03) Name of College

(04) Indicate with a check mark, th
comparison to the 1986-87 fiscal year. If the

e level at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of reimbursement in

“Less” box is checked, STOP, do not complete the form. No reimbursement is

allowed. LESS SAME MORE
C_] L1 ]
Direct Cost|{ Indirect Total
Cost
(05) Cost of heaith services for the fiscal year of claim
(06) Cost of providing current fiscal year health services in excess of 1986-87
(07) Cost of providing current fiscal year health services at 1986-87 level
[Line (05} - line (06)]
T v ZRE
(08) Complete columns (a) through (g) to provide detail data for health fees i ik
Collection Period (a) (b) () (d) () Y] (@)
Number of | Students | Students | Students | Number of | Unit Cost Student
Students |Exempt per|{Exempt per|Exempt per| Students Per . Health
Enrolled EC EC EC Subjectto | Student Fees
76355(c)(1)| 76355(c)(2) [76355(c)(3)| Health Fee | PerEC | (e)x(f)
(ay(b)-(-c)d) [ 76355

1. |Per Fall Semester

2. |Per Spring Semester

3. {Per Summer Session

4. |Per First Quarter

5. |Per Second Quarter

6. |Per third Quarter

(09) Total health fee that could have been collected: The sum of (Line (08)(1)(c) through line (08)(6)(c)

(10) Subtotal

[Line (07) - line (09)]

Cost Reduction

(11) Less: Offsetting Savings

(12) Less: Other Reimbursements

(13) Total Claimed Amount

[Line (10) - {line (11) + line (12)}]

Revised 09/03
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Program HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION FORM

234 CLAIM SUD:IIMARY HFE-1.1
. Instructions

(01)

(02)

(03)

(04)

(05)

(06)

(07)

(08)

(09)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

Enter the name of the claimant. Only a community college district may file a claim with the State Controller's Office
(SCO) on behalf of its colleges.

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

Form HFE-1.1 must be filed for a reimbursement claim. Do not complete form HFE-1.1 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 HFE-1.1 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.

Enter the name of the college or corhmunity college district that provided student health services in the 1986-87
fiscal year and continue to provide the same services during the fiscal year of claim.

Compare the level of services provided during the fiscal year of reimbursement to the 1986-87 fiscal year and
indicate the result by marking a check in the appropriate box. If the “Less" box is checked, STOP and do not
complete the remaining part of this claim form. No reimbursement is forthcoming.

Enter the direct cost, indirect cost, and total cost of health services for the fiscal year of claim on line (05). Direct
cost of health services is identified on the college expenditure report authorized by Education Code §76355 and
included in the Community College Annual Financial and Budget Report CCFS-311, EDP Code 6440, column 5. If
the amount of direct costs claimed is different than that shown on the expenditure report, provide a schedule listing
those community college costs that are in addition to, or a reduction to expenditures shown on the report. For
claiming indirect costs, college districts have the option of using a federally approved rate from the Office of
Management and Budget Circular A-21, form FAM-29C, or a 7% indirect cost rate.

Enter the direct cost, indirect cost, and total cost of health services that are in excess of the level provided in the
1986-87 fiscal year.

Enter the difference of the cost of health services for the fiscal year of claim, line (05) and the cost of providing
current fiscal year services that are in excess of the level provided in the 1986-87 fiscal year line (06).

Complete columns (a) through (g) to provide details on the number of students enrolled, the number of students
exempt per EC Section 76355(c)(1), (2), and (3), and the amount of health service fees that could have been

- collected. After 05/01/01, the student fees for health supervision and services are $12.00 per semester, $9.00 for

summer school, and $9 for each quarter.

Enter the sum of student health fees that could have been collected, other than exempt students.

Enter the difference of the cost of providing health services at the 1986-87 level, line (07) and the total health fee
that could have been collected, line (09). If line (09) is greater than line {07), no claim shall be filed.

Enter the total savings experienced by the school identified in line (03) as a direct cost of this mandate. Submit a
detailed schedule of savings with the claim.

Enter the total of other reimbursements received from any source, (i.e., federal, other state programs, etc.,)
Submit a detailed schedule of reimbursements with the claim.

Subtract the sum of Offsetting Savings, line (11), and Other Reimbursements, line (12), from Total 1986-87 Health
Service Cost excluding Student Health Fees.

Revised 09/03
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' State Controller's Office

School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS
HEALTH ELIMINATION FEE
HEALTH SERVICES

FORM
HFE-2

(01) Claimant:

(02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred:

(03) Place an "X" in columns (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health services
were provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal years.

@)
FY
1986/87

(b)
FY
of Claim

Accident Reports

Appointments
College Physician, surgeon
Dermatology, family practice
Internal Medicine
Outside Physician
Dental Services
Outside Labs, (X-ray, etc.)
Psychologist, full services
Cancel/Change Appointments
Registered Nurse
Check Appointments

Assessment, Intervention and Counseling
Birth Control
Lab Reports
Nutrition
Test Results, office
Venereal Disease
Communicable Disease
Upper Respiratory Infection
Eyes, Nose and Throat
Eye/Vision
Dermatology/Allergy
Gynecology/Pregnancy Service
Neuralgic
Orthopedic
Genito/Urinary
Dental
Gastro-intestinal
Stress Counseling
Crisis Intervention
Child Abuse Reporting and Counseling
Substance Abuse Identification and Counseling
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome
Eating Disorders
Weight Control
Personal Hygiene
Burnout
Other Medical Problems, list

Examinations, minor illnesses
Recheck Minor Injury

Health Talks or Fairs, Information
Sexually Transmitted Disease

Drugs
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome

BA

Revised 9/93

o Chapter 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 1




Staté Controller's Office

School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
.. HEALTH ELIMINATION FEE HFE-2
HEALTH SERVICES
(01) Claimant: (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred:
(03) Place an "X" in column (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health services were l(_.a} ,(_PJ
provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal years. 1086/87 of Claim
Child Abuse
Birth Control/Family Planning
Stop Smoking

Library, Videos and Cassettes
First Aid, Major Emergencies
First Aid, Minor Emergencies
First Aid Kits, Filled
Immunizations
Diphtheria/Tetanus
Measles/Rubella

Influenza
Information

_ Insurance
On Campus Accident

Voluntary
Insurance Inquiry/Claim Administration

Laboratory Tests Done
Inquiry/Interpretation
Pap Smears

Physical Examinations
Employees
Students
Athletes

Medications
Antacids
Antidiarrheal
Aspirin, Tylenol, Etc .
Skin Rash Preparations
Eye Drops
Ear Drops
Toothache, oil cloves
Stingkill
Midol, Menstrual Cramps
Other, list

Parking Cards/Elevator Keys

Tokens

Return Card/Key

Parking Inquiry

Elevator Passes

Temporary Handicapped Parking Permits

hapter 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 2 99

Revised 9/93




State Controller's Office

Schoo!l Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
(-«\ HEALTH ELIMINATION FEE HFE-2
HEALTH SERVICES
(01) Claimant: (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred:
(03) Place an "X"in columns (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health services ,(;‘3 g

were provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal years.

1986/87 of Claim

Referrals to Outside Agencies
Private Medical Doctor
Health Department
Clinic
Dental
Counseling Centers
Crisis Centers
Transitional Living Facilities, battered/homeless women
Family Planning Facilities
Other Health Agencies

Tests
Blood Pressure
Hearing
Tuberculosis
Reading
Information
- Vision
Glucometer
Urinalysis
Hemoglobin
EKG
Strep A testing
PG Testing
Monaspot
Hemacult
Others, list

Miscellaneous
Absence Excuses/PE Waiver
Allergy Injections
Bandaids
Booklets/Pamphlets
Dressing Change
Rest -
Suture Removal
Temperature
Weigh
Information
Report/Form
Wart Removal
Others, list

Committees

Safety
— Environmental
Disaster Planning

Revised 9/93

Chapter 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 3
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YOSEMITE COMMUNITY
COLLEGE DISTRICT

Audit Report
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION PROGRAM

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, nd Extraordinary Session,
and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2007

JOHN CHIANG

California State Controller

April 2009

58




JOHN CHIANG
Talifornia State Qontroller

April 30,2009

Anne DeMartini, Board Chair

Board of Trustees

Yosemite Community College District
2201 Blue Gum Avenue

Modesto, CA 95358

Dear Ms. DeMartini:

The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by Yosemite Community College District
for the legislatively mandated Health Fee Elimination Program (Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984,

2™ Extraordinary Session, and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987) for the period of July 1, 2002,
through June 30, 2007.

The district claimed $1,203,995 ($1,213,995 less a $10,000 penalty for filing a late claim) for the
mandated program. Our audit disclosed that $752,122 is allowable and $451,873 is unallowable.
The costs are unallowable because the district claimed understated services and supplies costs,
overstated indirect costs, understated authorized health service fees, and understated offsetting
savings/reimbursements. The State paid the district $273,783. Allowable costs claimed exceed
the amount paid by $478,339.

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

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

Sincerely,
Original signed by

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD
Chief, Division of Audits

JVB/sk
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Anne DeMartini ~2-

cc: Teresa Scott, Executive Vice Chancellor
Yosemite Community College District
Kuldeep Kaur, Specialist
Fiscal Planning and Administration
California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office
Jeannie Oropeza, Program Budget Manager
Education Systems Unit
Department of Finance
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Yosemite Community College District

Health Fee Elimination Program

Audit Report

Summary

Background

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by
Yosemite Community College District for the legislatively mandated
Health Fee Elimination Program (Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984,
2" Extraordinary Session, and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987) for the
period of July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2007.

The district claimed $1,203,995 ($1,213,995 less a $10,000 penalty for
filing a late claim) for the mandated program. Our audit disclosed that
$752,122 is allowable and $451,873 is unallowable. The costs are
unallowable because the district claimed understated services and
supplies costs, overstated indirect costs, understated authorized health
service fees, and understated offsetting savings/reimbursements. The
State paid the district $273,783. Allowable costs claimed exceed the
amount paid by $478,339.

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2™ Extraordinary Session (E.S.) repealed
Education Code section 72246, which authorized community college
districts to charge a health fee for providing health supervision and
services, providing medical and hospitalization services, and operating
student health centers. This statute also required that health services for
which a community college district charged a fee during fiscal year (FY)
1983-84 had to be maintained at that level in FY 1984-85 and every year
thereafter. The provisions of this statute would automatically sunset on
December 31, 1987, reinstating the community college districts’
authority to charge a health service fee as specified.

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, amended Education Code section 72246
(subsequently renumbered as section 76355 by Chapter 8, Statutes of
1993). The law requires any community college district that provided health
services in FY 1986-87 to maintain health services at the level provided
during that year for FY 1987-88 and for each fiscal year thereafter.

On November 20, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates (CSM)
determined that Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2™ Extraordinary Session
imposed a “new program” upon community college districts by requiring
specified community college districts that provided health services in FY
1983-84 to maintain health services at the level provided during that year
for FY 1984-85 and for each fiscal year thereafter. This maintenance-of-
effort requirement applied to all community college districts that levied a
health service fee in FY 1983-84.

On April 27, 1989, the CSM determined that Chapter 1118, Statutes of
1987, amended this maintenance-of-effort requirement to apply to all
community college districts that provided health services in FY 1986-87,
requiring them to maintain that level in FY 1987-88 and for each fiscal
year thereafter.
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Yosemite Community College District

Health Fee Elimination Program

Objective, Scope,
and Methodology

Conclusion

The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and
define reimbursement criteria. CSM adopted parameters and guidelines
on August 27, 1987, and amended them on May 25, 1989. In compliance
with Government Code section 17558, the SCO issues claiming
instructions to assist school districts in claiming mandated program
reimbursable costs.

We conducted the audit to determine whether costs claimed represent
increased costs resulting from the Health Fee Elimination Program for
the period of July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2007.

Our audit scope included, but was not limited to, determining whether
costs claimed were supported by appropriate source documents, were not
funded by another source, and were not unreasonable and/or excessive.

We conducted this performance audit under the authority of Government
Code sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561. We did not audit the district’s
financial statements. We conducted the audit in accordance with
generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standards
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient,
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions
based on our audit objectives.

We limited our review of the district’s internal controls to gaining an
understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as
necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures.

We asked the district’s representative to submit a written representation
letter regarding the district’s accounting procedures, financial records,
and mandated cost claiming procedures as recommended by generally
accepted government auditing standards. However, the district declined
our request.

Our audit disclosed instances of noncompliance with the requirements
outlined above. These instances are described in the accompanying
Summary of Program Costs (Schedule 1) and in the Findings and
Recommendations section of this report.

For the audit period, Yosemite Community College District claimed
$1,203,995 ($1,213,995 less a $10,000 penalty for filing a late claim) for
costs of the Health Fee Elimination Program. Our audit disclosed that
$752,122 is allowable and $451,873 is unallowable.

For the FY 2002-03 claim, the State paid the district $39,067. Our audit
disclosed that the claimed costs are unallowable. The State will offset
$39,067 from other mandated program payments due the district.
Alternatively, the district may remit this amount to the State.
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Yosemite Community College District

Health Fee Elimination Program

Views of
Responsible
Official

Restricted Use

For the FY 2003-04 claim, the State made no payment to the district. Our
audit disclosed that $70,158 is allowable. The State will pay that amount,
contingent upon available appropriations.

For the FY 2004-05 claim, the State made no payment to the district. Our
audit disclosed that $268,128 is allowable. The State will that amount,
contingent upon available appropriations.

For the FY 2005-06 claim, the State made no payment to the district. Our
audit disclosed that $230,962 is allowable. The State will that amount,
contingent upon available appropriations.

For the FY 2006-07 claim, the State paid the district $234,716. Our audit
disclosed that $182,874 is allowable. The State will offset $51,842 from
other mandated program payments due the district. Alternatively, the
district may remit this amount to the State.

We issued a draft audit report on March 12, 2009. Teresa Scott,
Executive Vice Chancellor, responded by letter dated March 24, 2009
(Attachment), disagreeing with the audit results except for Findings 1
and 3. This final audit report includes the district’s response.

This report is solely for the information and use of Yosemite Community
College District, the California Community Colleges Chancellor’s
Office, the California Department of Finance, 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.

Original signed by
JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD
Chief, Division of Audits

April 30, 2009
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Yosemite Community College District Health Fee Elimination Program

Schedule 1—
Summary of Program Costs
July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2007

, Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment  Reference

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

Salaries $ 248395 $ 248395 $ —

Benefits 77,779 77,779 —

Services and supplies 70,613 70,613 —
Total direct costs 396,787 396,787 —
Indirect costs 95,030 84,206 (10,824) Finding 2
Total direct and indirect costs 491,817 480,993 (10,824)
Less authorized health service fees (446,250) (490,194) (43,944) Finding 4
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (6,500) (21,458) (14,958) Finding 5
Subtotal 39,067 (30,659) (69,726)
Audit adjustments that exceed costs claimed — 30,659 30,659
Total program costs $ 39067 — § (39,067
Less amount paid by the State (39,067)
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (39,067
July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004
Direct costs:

Salaries $ 264370 $ 264370 $ —

Benefits 116,417 116,417 —

Services and supplies 89,423 90,508 1,085 Finding 1

Total direct costs 470,210 471,295 1,085
Indirect costs 118,916 89,621 (29,295) Finding 2
Total direct and indirect costs 589,126 560,916 (28,210)
Less authorized health service fees (431,580) (442,899) (11,319) Findings 3, 4
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (6,500) (47,859) (41,359) Finding 5
Total program costs $ 151,046 70,158 § (80,888)
Less amount paid by the State — 1
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 70,158 ‘
-4-




Yosemite Community College District Heaith Fee Elimination Program

Schedule 1 (continued)

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (51,842)

-5-
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Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment  Reference

July 1. 2004, through June 30, 2005
Direct costs:

Salaries $ 303,647 $ 303,647 $ —

Benefits 141,296 141,296 —

Services and supplies 73,063 73,237 174 Finding 1
Total direct costs 518,006 518,180 174
Indirect costs 180,680 187,633 6,953 Finding 2
Total direct and indirect costs 698,686 705,813 7,127

- Less authorized health service fees (411,492) (416,184) (4,692) Finding 4

Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (6,500) (21,501) (15,001) Finding 5
Total program costs $ 280,694 268,128 § (12,566)
Less amount paid by the State —
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 268,128
July 1. 2005, through June 30, 2006
Direct costs:

Salaries $ 344990 $ 344990 $ —

Benefits 159,108 159,108 —

Services and supplies 99,407 107,911 8,504 Finding 1
Total direct costs 603,505 612,009 8,504
Indirect costs 219,555 203,371 (16,184) Finding 2
Total direct and indirect costs 823,060 815,380 (7,680)
Less authorized health service fees (402,179) (554,058)  (151,879) Finding 4
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (7,557) (30,360) (22,803) Finding 5
Total program costs - $ 413324 230,962 § (182,362)
Less amount paid by the State —
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 230,962
July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007
Direct costs:

Salaries $ 453320 $§ 453320 $ —

Benefits 187,474 187,474 —

Services and supplies 105,929 105,929 —
Total direct costs 746,723 746,723 —
Indirect costs 306,679 259,188 (47,491) Finding 2
Total direct and indirect costs 1,053,402 1,005,911 (47,491)
Less authorized health service fees (709,335) (774,633) (65,298) Finding 4
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (14,203) (38,889) (24,686) Finding 5
Less late filing penalty 2 (10,000) (9,515) 485
Total program costs $ 319,864 182,874  § (136,990)
Less amount paid by the State (234,716)




Yosemite Community College District

Health Fee Elimination Program

Schedule 1 (continued)

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment  Reference’

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

Salaries $ 1,614,722 $ 1,614,722 $ —

Benefits 682,074 682,074 —

Services and supplies 438,435 448,198 9,763
Total direct costs | 2,735,231 2,744,994 9,763
Indirect costs 920,860 824,019 (96,841)
Total direct and indirect costs 3,656,091 3,569,013 (87,078)
Less authorized health service fees (2,400,836) (2,677,968) (277,132)
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (41,260) (160,067)  (118,807)
Less late filing penalty (10,000) (9,515) 485
Subtotal 1,203,995 721,463 (482,532)
Audit adjustments that exceed costs claimed — 30,659 30,659
Total program costs $ 1,203,995 752,122 § (451,873)
Less amount paid by the State (273,783)
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 478,339

! See the Findings and Recommendations section.

% The district incorrectly self-assessed a $10,000 late claim penalty. The correct penalty amount is $9,515.
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Yosemite Community College District

Health Fee Elimination Program

Findings and Recommendations

FINDING 1—
Understated services
and supplies

The district understated services and supplies by $9,763 for the audit
period. The district accounted for most health services-related revenues
and expenses in its Fund 14 accounts. The district claimed costs based on
its Fund 14 accounts. However, the district separately accounted for
some student fee revenue and related materials and supplies expenses in
separate Fund 12 accounts that the district did not include in claimed
costs. This finding reports an audit adjustment for the understated
services and supplies. We reported an audit adjustment for the associated
understated revenue in Finding 5 of our report.

The following table summarizes the audit adjustment.

Fiscal Year
2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 Total
Audit adjustment $ 1085 § 174 $ 8504 $ 9,763

The parameters and guidelines state that all costs claimed must be
traceable to source documents and/or worksheets that show evidence of
the validity of such costs.

Recommendation

We recommend that the district claim health services costs that its
accounting records support.

District’s Response

The District does not dispute this finding.

SCO’s Comment

Our finding and recommendation are unchanged.




Yosemite Community College District

Health Fee Elimination Program

FINDING 2—
Overstated indirect

Ccosts

The district overstated indirect costs by $96,841 for the audit period. The
district overstated or understated indirect costs for each fiscal year.

For fiscal year (FY) 2002-03 and FY 2003-04, the district claimed
indirect costs based on indirect cost rates prepared using the principles of
Title 2, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 220 (Office of Management
and Budget Circular A-21). The district also had separate federally-
approved rates. The district claimed indirect costs using indirect cost
rates that did not agree with its federally-approved rate. We calculated
allowable indirect costs based on the district’s federally-approved rate.
We applied the district’s federally-approved rate to allowable salaries
and wages, which is the direct cost base identified in the federal approval
letter.

For FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and FY 2006-07, the parameters and
guidelines and the SCO’s claiming instructions do not provide districts
the option of using a federally-approved rate. The district claimed
indirect costs based on indirect cost rates it prepared using the FAM-29C
methodology allowed by the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s
claiming instructions. However, the district did not allocate direct and
indirect costs as specified in the claiming instructions. We recalculated
the rates and applied the allowable indirect cost rates to allowable direct
costs.

The following table summarizes the audit adjustment:

Fiscal Year
2002-03 2003-04  2004-05 2005-06  2006-07 Total
Allowable salaries and wages $ 248,395 $264,370 § — $ — 3 —
Allowable direct costs — — 518,180 612,009 746,723
Allowable indirect cost rate % 33.90% x 33.90% x 36.21% x 33.23% x 34.71%
Allowable indirect costs 84,206 89,621 187,633 203,371 259,188

Less indirect costs claimed
Audit adjustment

(95,030) (118,916) (180,680) (219,555) (306,679)
$ (10,824) § (29,295) § 6,953 $ (16,184) § (47491) $ (96,841)

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

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

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

For FY 2004-05 forward, the SCO’s claiming instructions state:

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

-8-
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Yosemite Community College District

Health Fee Elimination Program

Because the Health Fee Elimination Program’s parameters and
guidelines do not specifically allow for a federally-approved rate, the
district’s federally-approved rates are irrelevant for FY 2004-05, FY
2005-06, and FY 2006-07.

Recommendation

We recommend that the district claim indirect costs based on indirect
cost rates computed in accordance with the SCO’s claiming instructions.
For the Health Fee Elimination Program, the district should prepare its
mndirect cost rate proposals using SCO’s FAM-29C methodology.

District’s Response

FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04

Since federally approved rates are an acceptable alternative method, the
District does not dispute this audit finding as to FY 2002-03 and FY
2003-04.

FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06

The draft audit report is factually in error when it states that the District
prepared indirect cost rate proposals for FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06
in accordance with OMB A-21. No proposal was made to any state or
federal agency for an “approved” indirect cost rate. The District used
the same FAM-29C method based on the CCFS-311 as the auditor, but
made different allocations of indirect costs. The principal difference is
that the District used the capital costs stated in the CCFS-311, whereas
the Controller deleted these capital costs and substituted depreciation
expense as stated on the District’s annual financial statements.

FY 2006-07

The District used the same FAM-29C method based on the CCFS-311
as did the auditor. . . . The remaining difference in the rate claimed
by the District in the amended FY 2006-07 claim and the audited
rate is a result of differences in how some of the indirect costs were
treated.

Parameters and Guidelines

The parameters and guidelines for the Health Fee Elimination program
(as last amended on May 25, 1989), which are the legally enforceable
standards for claiming costs, state that: “Indirect costs may be claimed
in the manner described by the Controller in his claiming instructions.”
(Emphasis added) Therefore, the parameters and guidelines do not
require that indirect costs be claimed in the manner described by the
Controller.

Since the Controller’s claiming instructions were never adopted as
rules or regulations, they have no force of law. The burden is on the
Controller to show that the indirect cost rate used by the District is
excessive or unreasonable, which is the only mandated cost audit
standard in statute (Government Code Section 17651(d)(2)). If the
Controller wishes to enforce different audit standards for mandated cost
reimbursement, the Controller should comply with the Administrative
Procedure Act.

-9-
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Yosemite Community College Dis[

C Health Fee Elimination Program
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Prior Year CCFS-311

The draft audit report did not disclose that for FY 2004-05, FY
2005-06, and FY 2006-07, the audit used the most recent CCFS-311
information available for the calculation of the indirect cost rate.
The District used the prior year CCFS-311. The CCFS-311 is prepared
based on annual costs from the prior fiscal year for use in the
current budget year. When the audit utilizes a different CCFS-311
than the District, this constitutes an undisclosed audit adjustment. The
audit report does not state an enforceable requirement to use the most
current CCFS-311. -

As a practical example of how unjustifiable the Controller's position is
on prior year CCFS-311 reports, note that the federally approved
indirect cost rates (such as the federa] rate the audit used for FY
2002-03 and FY 2003-04) are approved for periods of two to four
years. This means the data from which the rates were calculated can be
from three to five years prior to the last year in which the federal rate is

used.

SCO’s Comment

We modified our audit finding slightly for clarification. Our audit
adjustment and recommendation are unchanged. Our comments to the
district’s response are as follows:

FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06

The district inaccurately states “No proposal was made to any state or
federal agency for an ‘approved’ indirect cost rate.” On March 25, 2004,
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services approved the
district’s indirect cost rate for FY 2004-05 through FY 2007-08.
However, the district did not use these federally approved rates to claim
mandate-related indirect costs. We modified our audit finding to state
that the district submitted indirect cost rate proposals using FAM-29C
methodology for FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06. In its response, the
district states that it did not adhere to the SCO’s claiming instructions
because it “made different allocations of indirect costs.” The parameters
and guidelines state, “Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner
described by the State Controller in his claiming instructions.”

FY 2006-07

The district did not provide its FY 2006-07 ICRP in time for inclusion in
the draft report. Therefore, our draft audit report stated that the district
did not provide its FY 2006-07 ICRP. We modified our audit finding to
state that the district prepared its FY 2006-07 ICRP using FAM-29C

methodology.

The district did not allocate direct and indirect costs as specified in the
SCO’s claiming instructions.

A
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Parameters and Guidelines

The parameters and guidelines state, “Indirect costs may be claimed in
the manner described by the State Controller in his claiming
mstructions.” The district misinterprets the phrase “may be claimed” by
concluding that compliance with the claiming instructions is voluntary.
The district’s assertion is invalid, as it would allow districts to claim
indirect costs in whatever manner they choose. Instead, “may be
claimed” simply permits the district to claim indirect costs. However, if
the district claims indirect costs, then the district must comply with the
SCO’s claiming instructions.

Neither this district nor any other district requested that the Commission
on State Mandates (CSM) review the SCO’s claiming instructions
pursuant to Title 2, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 1186.
Furthermore, the district may not now request a review of the claiming
mstructions applicable to the audit period. Title 2 CCR 1186(j)(2) states,
“A request for review filed after the initial claiming deadline must be
submitted on or before January 15 following a fiscal year in order to
establish eligibility for reimbursement for that fiscal year.”

The district contends that “The burden is on the Controller to show that
the indirect cost rate used by the District is excessive or unreasonable,
which is the only mandated cost audit standard in statute....”
Government Code section 17558.5 requires the district to file a
reimbursement claim for actnal mandate-related costs. Government Code
section 17561, subdivision (d)(2), allows the SCO to audit the district’s
records to verify actual mandate-related costs and reduce any claim that
the SCO determines is excessive or unreasonable. In addition,
Government Code section 12410 states, “The Controller shall audit all
claims against the state, and may audit the disbursement of any state
money, for correctness, legality, and for sufficient provisions of law for
payment.” Therefore, the district’s contention is without merit.

Nevertheless, the SCO did conclude that the district’s FY 2005-06 and
FY 2006-07 indirect cost rates were excessive. (The SCO concluded that
the district understated its FY 2004-05 indirect cost rate. The district did
not explain why it is contesting an audit adjustment in its favor.)
“Excessive” is defined as “exceeding what is usual, proper, necessary, or
normal. . .. Excessive implies an amount or degree too great to be
reasonable or acceptable. . . [emphasis added].”! The SCO calculated
indirect cost rates using the alternative methodology identified in the
SCO’s claiming instructions. The alternative methodology indirect cost
rates did not support the rates that the district claimed; thus, the claimed
rates were excessive.

! Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, Tenth Edition, © 2001,
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FINDING 3—
Offsetting savings/
reimbursements
incorrectly reported as
authorized health
service fees

Prior Year CCFS-311

The district states, “The CCFS-311 is prepared based on annual costs
from the prior fiscal year for use in the current budget year.”
Although this is how the district used its data, there are no mandate-
related authoritative criteria supporting this methodology.
Government Code section 17558.5 requires the district to file a
reimbursement claim for actual mandate-related costs. In addition, the
parameters and guidelines require the district to report actual costs.
For each fiscal year, “actual costs” are costs of the current fiscal year,
not costs from a prior fiscal year.

The parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s claiming instructions
do not allow districts to claim indirect costs based on federally
approved rates in FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and FY 2006-07.
Therefore, the district’s comments regarding federally approved rates
are irrelevant,

The district incorrectly reported offsetting savings/reimbursements
totaling $39,090 as authorized health service fees in FY 2003-04. This
amount included interest revenue, duplicate staff charges that the district
also claimed as offsetting savings/reimbursements, and miscellaneous
student fees that the district recognized when it converted from cash to
accrual-basis accounting.

The following table summarizes the audit adjustment and the adjusted
authorized health service fees claimed:

Fiscal Year
2003-04
Interest $ 12,625
Staff charges 6,500
Miscellaneous student fees 19,965
Audit adjustment 39,090
Authorized health service fees claimed (431,580)
Adjusted authorized health service fees claimed : $(392,490)

The parameters and guidelines state, “Reimbursement for this mandate
received from any source, e.g., federal, state, etc., shall be identified and
deducted from this claim.” The SCO’s claiming instructions direct
claimants to separately report authorized health service fees and other
reimbursements. Except for the duplicate staff charges, we recognized
these revenues in our audit adjustment for understated offsetting
savings/reimbursements in Finding 5.

Recommendation

We recommend that the district properly claim revenue as offsetting
savings/reimbursements when the revenue is unrelated to the authorized
student health fee.
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FINDING 4—
Understated
authorized health
service fees

District’s Response

The District does not dispute this finding.

SCO’s Comment

Our finding and recommendation are unchanged.

The district understated authorized health service fees by $316,222 for
the audit period. The district understated these fees because it reported
actual receipts rather than authorized fees and because it did not charge
students the full authorized fee amount in FY 2005-06 and FY 2006-07.

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

For the audit period, Education Code section 76355, subdivision (c),
states that health fees are authorized for all students except those who:
(1) depend exclusively on prayer for healing, (2) are attending a
community college under an approved apprenticeship training program;
or (3) demonstrate financial need. The California Community Colleges
Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO) identified the fees authorized by
Education Code section 76355, subdivision (a). For FY 2002-03 and FY
2003-04, the authorized fees were $12 per semester and $9 per summer
session. For FY 2004-05, the authorized fees were $13 per semester and
$10 per summer session. For FY 2005-06, the authorized fees were $14
per semester and $11 per summer session. For FY 2006-07, the
authorized fees were $15 per semester and $12 per summer session.

We obtained student enrollment and Board of Governors Grant (BOGG)
recipient data from the CCCCO. The CCCCO identified enrollment and
BOGG recipient data from its management information system (MIS)
based on student data that the district reported. CCCCO identified the
district’s enrollment based on CCCCO’s MIS data element STD7, codes
A through G. CCCCO eliminated any duplicate students based on their
social security numbers. From the district enrollment, CCCCO identified
the number of BOGG recipients based on MIS data element SF21, all
codes with first letter of B or F. The district does not have an
apprenticeship program and it did not identify any students that it
excluded from the health service fee pursuant to Education Code section
76355, subdivision (c)(1).
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The following table shows the authorized health service fee calculation

and audit adjustment:
Semester
Summer Fall Spring Total

Fiscal Year 2002-03
Number of enrolled students 10,568 24,587 22,472
Less number of BOGG recipients (2,694) (6,214) (5,901)
Subtotal 7,874 18,373 16,571
Authorized health fee rate x _$9 x  $(12) x $(12)
Authorized health service fees $ (70,866) $(220,476) $(198,852) $(490,194)
Less authorized health service fees claimed 446,250
Audit adjustment (43,944)
Fiscal Year 2003-04 '
Number of enrolled students 9,580 22,631 22,031
Less number of BOGG recipients (2,569) (6,436) (6,526)
Subtotal 7,011 16,145 15,505
Authorized health fee rate X $9) x_ _$312) x $(12)
Authorized health service fees $ (63,099) $(193,740) $(186,060) (442,899)
Less adjusted authorized-health service

fees claimed (Finding 3) 392,490
Audit adjustment (50,409)
Fiscal Year 2004-05
Number of enrolled students 9,865 21,620 20,839
Less number of BOGG recipients (3,734 (7,672) (7,489)
Subtotal 6,131 13,948 13,350
Authorized health fee rate X $10) x  $(13) x  $(13)
Authorized health service fees $ (61,310) $(181,324) $(173,550) (416,184)
Less authorized health service fees claimed 411,492
Audit adjustment (4,692)
Fiscal Year 2005-06
Number of enrolled students 10,127 21,763 21,020
Less number of BOGG recipients (4,007) (8,016) —
Subtotal 6,120 13,747 21,020
Authorized health fee rate - x  $(11) x  $(14) x $14)
Authorized health service fees $ (67,320) $(192,458) $(294,280) (554,058)
Less anthorized health service fees claimed 402,179
Audit adjustment (151,879)
Fiscal Year 2006-07
Number of enrolled students 10,579 22,214 20,965
Authorized health fee rate x  $(12) x  $(5) = $(15)
Authorized health service fees $(126,948) $(333,210) $(314,475) (774,633)
Less authorized health service fees claimed 709,335
Audit adjustment (65,298)
Total audit adjustment $(316,222)
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Recommendation

We recommend that the district deduct authorized health service fees
from mandate-related costs claimed. To properly calculate authorized
health service fees, we recommend that the district identify the number
of enrolled students based on CCCCO data element STD7, codes A
through G. The district should eliminate duplicate entries for students
who attend more than one of the district’s colleges. In addition, we
recommend that the district maintain documentation that identifies the
number of students excluded from the health service fee based on
Education Code section 76355, subdivision (c)(1). If the district denies
health services to any portion of its student population, it should maintain
contemporaneous documentation of a district policy that excludes those
students and documentation identifying the number of students excluded.

District’s Response

The audit utilizes student enrollment information from the State
Community College Chancellor's data base. These statistics are not
available to districts at the time the claims are prepared nor does the
audit report substantiate this source as either uniquely accurate—or
superior to enrollment data maintained by the District and
independently audited each year. However, since the District did not
calculate the fees based on student enrollment, this is not a District
annual claim issue, but a Controller's audit adjustment rationale.

COLLECTIBLE STUDENT HEALTH SERVICE FEES

The District asserts that the “collectible method” of determining the
student health service fee revenue offset is not supported by law or fact.

“Authorized” Fee Amount

There is no “authorized” rate other than the amounts stated in
Education Code Section 76355. The draft audit report alleges that
claimants must compute the total student health fees collectible based
on the highest authorized rate. The draft audit report does not provide
the statutory basis for the calculation of the “authorized” rate, nor the
source of the legal right of any state entity to “authorize” student
health services rates absent rulemaking or compliance with the
Administrative Procedure Act by the “authorizing” state agency.

Optional Fee

Education Code Section 76355, subdivision (a), states that “[t]he
governing board of a district maintaining a community college may
require community college students to pay a fee. .. for health
supervision and services. . . . ” There is no requirement that community
colleges levy these fees. The permissive nature of the provision is
further illustrated in subdivision (b) which states: “If, pursuant to this
section, a fee is required, the governing board of the district shall
decide the amount of the fee, if any, that a part-time student is required
to pay. The governing board may decide whether the fee shall be
mandatory or optional” (Emphasis supplied in both instances).
Therefore, districts have the option of charging a fee to some or all of
its students,
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Government Code Section 17514

The draft audit report relies upon Government Code Section 17514 for
the conclusion that “[t]o the extent that community college districts
can charge a fee, they are not required to incur a cost.” First,
charging a fee has no relationship to whether costs are incurred to
provide the student health services program. Second, Government
Code Section 17514, as added by Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984,
actually states:

“Costs mandated by the state” means any increased costs which a
local agency or school district is required to incur after July 1,
1980, as a result of any statute enacted on or after January 1, 1975,
or any executive order implementing any statute enacted on or
after January 1, 1975, which mandates a new program or higher
level of service of an existing program within the meaning of
Section 6 of Article XIII B of the California Constitution.

The operating cost of the student health service program is not
determined by the fees collected. There is nothing in the language of
the statute regarding the authority to charge a fee, or any nexus of fee
revenue to increased cost, or any language that describes the legal
effect of fees collected.

Government Code Section 17556

The draft audit report relies upon Government Code Section 17556 for
the conclusion that “the Commission on State Mandates (CSM) shall
not find costs mandated by the State if the school district has the
authority to levy fees to pay for the mandated program or increased
level of service.”

The draft audit report misrepresents the law. Government Code Section
17556 prohibits the Commission on State Mandates from finding costs
subject to reimbursement, that is, approving a test claim activity for
reimbursement, where the authority exists to levy fees in an amount
sufficient to offset the entire mandated costs. Here, the Commission has
already approved the test claim and made a finding of a new program
or higher level of service for which the claimants do not have the
ability to levy a fee in an amount sufficient to offset the entire
mandated costs.

Parameters and Guidelines

The parameters and guidelines, as last amended on May 25, 1989, state,
in relevant part. “Any offsetting savings that the claimant experiences
as a direct result of this statute must be deducted from the costs
claimed. . . This shall include the amount of [student fees] as authorized
by Education Code Section 72246(a).” The use of the term “‘any
offsetting savings” further illustrates the permissive nature of the fees.
Student fees actually collected must be used to offset costs, but not
student fees that could have been collected and were not, because
uncollected fees are “offsetting savings™ that were not “experienced.”
The parameters and guidelines do not allow the Controller to reduce
claimed costs by revenue never received by the claimants and such an
offset is contrary to the generally accepted accounting principle that
requires revenues and costs to be properly matched.
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SCO’s Comment

Our finding and recommendation are unchanged. The district states,
“The audit utilizes student enrollment information from the State
Community College Chancellor’s data base. These statistics are not
available to districts at the time the claims are prepared nor does the
audit report substantiate this source as either uniquely accurate or
superior to enrollment data maintained by the District. . ..” This is the
district’s own data, In addition, the district implies that the SCO used
data that is somehow different from “enrollment data maintained by the
District.” Our audit used data retrieved from the California Community
Colleges Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO). The CCCCO data is extracted
directly from enrollment information that the district submitted. Districts
are required to submit this data to the CCCCO within one month after
each term ends; thus, the district has its fiscal year enrollment data
available approximately seven months before its mandated program
claims are due to the state.

The district also states, “Since the District did not calculate the fees
based on student enrollment, this is not a District annual claim issue, but
a Controller’s audit adjustment rationale.” We disagree; this is a district
annual claim issue. For its FY 2002-03 claim, the district reported
inaccurate student enrollment. For its FY 2003-04 through FY 2006-07
claims, the district failed to follow specific SCO claiming instructions.
The district did not report student enrollment and did not calculate the
total health fees that could have been collected.

“Authorized” Fee Amount

We agree that Education Code section 76355 (specifically, subdivision
(a)) authorizes the health service fee rate. The statutory section also
provides the basis for calculating the authorized rate applicable to each
fiscal year. The statutory section states:

(1) The governing board of a district maintaining a community college
may require community college students to pay a fee in the total
amount of not more than ten dollars ($10) for each semester, seven
dollars ($7) for summer school, seven dollars ($7) for each intersession
of at least four weeks, or seven dollars (87) for each quarter for health
supervision and services, including direct or indirect medical and
hospitalization services, or the operation of a student health center or
centers, or both.

(2) The governing board of each community college district may
increase this fee by the same percentage increase as the Implicit Price
Deflator for State and Local Government Purchase of Goods and
Services. Whenever that calculation produces an increase of one dollar
($1) above the existing fee, the fee may be increased by one dollar ($1).

The CCCCO notifies districts when the authorized rate increases
pursuant to Education Code section 76355, subdivision (a)(2). Therefore,
the Administrative Procedures Act is irrelevant.
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Optional Fee

We agree that community college districts may choose not to levy a
health service fee or to levy a fee less than the authorized amount.
Regardless of the district’s decision to levy or not levy the authorized
health service fee, Education Code section 76355, subdivision (a),
provides districts the authority to levy the fee.

Government Code Section 17514

Government Code section 17514 states, “‘Costs mandated by the state’
means any increased costs which a local agency or school district is
required [emphasis added] to incur. . . . ” The district ignores the direct
correlation that if the district has authority to collect fees attributable to
health service expenses, then it is not required to incur a cost. Therefore,
those health service expenses do not meet the statutory definition of
mandated costs. :

Government Code Section 17556

The district presents an invalid argument that the statutory language
applies only when the fee authority is sufficient to offset the “entire”
mandated costs. The CSM recognized that the Health Fee Elimination
Program’s costs are not uniform between districts. Districts provided
different levels of service in FY 1986-87 (the “base year”). Furthermore,
districts provided these services at varying costs. As a result, the fee
authority may be sufficient to pay for some districts’ mandated program
costs, while it is insufficient to pay the “entire” cost of other districts.
Meanwhile, Education Code section 76355 (formerly section 72246)
established a uniform health service fee assessment for students
statewide. Therefore, the CSM adopted parameters and guidelines that
clearly recognize an available funding source by identifying the health
service fees as offsetting reimbursements. To the extent that districts
have authority to charge a fee, they are not required to incur a cost.

Two court cases addressed the issue of fee authority.? Both cases
concluded that “costs” as used in the constitutional provision, exclude
“expenses that are recoverable from sources other than taxes.” In both
cases, the source other than taxes was fee authority.

% County of Fresno v. California (1991) 53 Cal. 3d 482; Connell v. Santa
Margarita (1997) 59 Cal. App. 4" 382.
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Parameters and Guidelines

The district incorrectly interprets the parameters and guidelines’
requirement regarding authorized health service fees. The CSM clearly
recognized the availability of another funding source by including the
fees as offsetting savings in the parameters and guidelines. The CSM’s
staff analysis of May 25, 1989, states the following regarding the
proposed parameters and guidelines amendments that the CSM adopted
that day:

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

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

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

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

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

The CSM did not revise the proposed parameters and guidelines
amendments further, as the CSM’s staff concluded that DOF’s proposed
language did not substantively change the scope of its proposed
language. The CSM’s meeting minutes of May 25, 1989, show that the
CSM adopted the proposed parameters and guidelines on consent, with
no additional discussion. Therefore, no community college districts
objected and there was no change to the CSM’s conclusion regarding
authorized health service fees.

The district states that “such an offset is contrary to the generally
accepted accounting principle that requires revenues and costs to be
properly matched.” This statement is presented out of context;
generally accepted accounting principles are not controlling criteria in
identifying authorized health fee revenues attributable to the Health
Fee Elimination mandated program. If a district voluntarily assesses
less than the authorized health service fees, or fails to collect fees
assessed, it is the district’s responsibility to “match” health service
expenditures with other district revenue sources.
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FINDING 5— The district understated offsetting savings/reimbursements by $118,807
Understated offsetting ~ for the audit period.

savings/reimbursements o ) ] _ .
The district did not report offsetting savings/reimbursements for interest,

student fees, and other miscellaneous revenue documented in its
accounting records. The district charged students a separate fee for
various health services that it provided. In FY 2003-04, the district also
recognized miscellaneous revenue as it converted from a cash to accrual
basis accounting system.

The following table summarizes the audit adjustment:

Fiscal Year
2002-03  2003-04  2004-05  2005-06  2006-07 Total
Interest $ (16,890) $ (12,625) $ (13,216) $ (17,014) § (24,686) $ (84,431)
Student fees and other
miscellaneous revenue 1,932 (28,734) (1,785) (5,789) — (34,376)

Audit adjustment $ (14,958) $ (41,359) § (15,001) § (22,803) § (24,686) $(118,807)

The parameters and guidelines state:

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences as a direct result of this
statute must be deducted from the costs claimed. In addition,
reimbursement for this mandate received from any source, e.g., federal,
state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this claim.

Recommendation

We recommend that the district report all offsetting savings/
reimbursements on its mandated cost claims.

District’s Response

Finding 5 offsets $84,431 of interest income against the claimed cost of
the student health services program. ... The interest income is paid
by the Stanislaus County Treasurer where the District deposits its
cash in a pooled investment fund. The District allocates the total
investment income reported by the County to its various funds.

The draft audit report characterizes the interest income offset as an
“offsetting savings/reimbursement”. . . . :

The parameters and guidelines criteria for offsetting savings and
reimbursements do not apply to interest income. First, the interest
income is not generated “as a direct result of” Education Code
76355, the statutory basis for the student health services program.
Indeed, since the student health service program operates at a loss (the
reason for the annual mandate claim for excess costs), the student
health service program cannot generate investment principal. Second,
the interest income is neither state nor federal reimbursement for
providing the student health service program. Third, the interest income
is not fees paid by others for services not included in the student health
service program.
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OTHER ISSUE—
FY 2006-07 amounts
paid

SCO’s Comment

The parameters and guidelines state, “Any offsetting savings the
claimant experiences as a direct result of this statute must be deducted
from the costs claimed.” In its response, the district confirms that it
received pooled investment fund income attributable to its health
services fund. The health services fund and its associated revenues exist
specifically because of Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, which authorized
districts to assess a health service fee.

The district states, “Indeed, since the student health service program
operates at a loss . . . the student health service program cannot generate
investment principal.” The district’s response fails to consider basic cash
flow principles. Each term, districts collect health fee revenue at the
beginning of the term. This revenue is available for deposit in the county
pooled investment fund and is depleted during the term as the district
incurs health service program expenses. The revenue earns interest until
such time that it is depleted.

During our exit conference conducted January 23, 2009, the district’s
consultant stated to district personnel that the district’s mistake was that
it posted interest revenue to the health services fund. We strongly
recommend that the district continue to allocate interest earned on pooled
investment funds according to generally accepted accounting principles.

The district’s response included comments regarding FY 2006-07
amounts paid. The district’s response and SCO’s comment are as
follows:

District’s Response

The draft audit report states that the District was paid $234,716 on the
FY 2006-07 annual claim. The last remittance advice (March 12, 2007)
received by the District for this fiscal year indicates that the amount
paid was $263,110.

SCO’s Comment

The Summary of Program Costs (Schedule 1) is unchanged. The district
is contesting a reported amount that is in its favor. The district’s response
fails to disclose that the district re-paid the SCO $28,394, as documented
by the SCO’s remittance advice dated April 23, 2008. Thus, the net
amount that the State paid to the district is $234,716.
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OTHER ISSUE—
FY 2006-07 late claim
filing penalty

OTHER ISSUE—
Statute of limitations

The district’s response included comments regarding the FY 2006-07
late claim penalty. The district’s response and SCO’s comment are as
follows:

District’s Response

On February 6, 2009, the District submitted an amended FY 2006-07
claim in the amount of $329,864 that incorporates some of the audit
adjustments. presented at the January 23, 2009, exit conference. Since
this amended claim is a late claim, it is subject to a late filing penalty of
10% of the amount claimed up to $10,000. The draft audit report
adjusts the late filing penalty to $9,515 for the audited allowed "total
program costs" of $192,389. Ten percent of $192,389-is not $9,515. It
appears the late filing penalty should be $10,000.

SCO’s Comment

The Summary of Program Costs (Schedule 1) is unchanged. Again, the
district is contesting an adjustment in its favor. Nevertheless, the district
is in error. The district erroneously equates an “amended claim” with a
“late claim.” When a district amends its claim after the claim filing date
established by Government Code section 17560, only the additional
claimed costs are subject to the late claim penalty assessment (i.e., the
original amount claimed is not late; only the new, additional costs are
filed late). The district’s amended claim increased total claimed costs by
$95,148, from $234,716 to $329,864. The SCO correctly applied a 10%
late penalty assessment to the $95,148 increase pursuant to Government
Code section 17568. Allowable costs are irrelevant to the late claim
penalty assessment.

The district’s response included comments related to the statute of
limitations applicable to the district’s FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04
mandated cost claims. The district’s response and SCO’s comment are as
follows:

District’s Response

Government Code Section 17558.5, as amended effective January 1,
2003, requires the Controller to initiate an audit within three years after
a claim is filed. The District's FY 2002-03 claim was filed on January
12, 2004. The District's FY 2003-04 claim was filed on January 10,
2005. The entrance conference date for the audit was March 24, 2008,
which is after the three-year period to commence the audit for those
two fiscal years had expired.

SCO’s Comment

Our findings and recommendations are unchanged. The district cited
only a portion of Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a),
which actually states:

A reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a local agency or
school district pursuant to this chapter is subject to the initiation of an
audit by the Controller no later than three years after the date that the
actual reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later.
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OTHER ISSUE—
Public records request

However, if no funds are appropriated or no payment is made to a
claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim is filed,
the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run
Jiom the date of initial payment of the claim [emphasis added].

For its FY 2002-03 claim, the district received its initial payment on
October 25, 2006. Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5,
subdivision (a), the SCO had until October 24, 2009, to initiate an audit
of this claim. For its FY 2003-04 claim, the district received no payment.
Pursuant to the same statutory language, the time for the SCO to initiate
an audit has not yet commenced. Therefore, the SCO properly initiated
an audit of these claims within the statutory time allowed.

The district’s response included a public records request. The district’s
response and SCO’s comment are as follows:

District’s Response

The District requests that the Controller provide the District any and all
written instructions, memorandums, or other writings in effect and
applicable during the claiming period to Finding 1 (indirect cost rate
calculation standards) and Finding 2 (calculation of the student health
services fees offset).

SCO’s Comment

The SCO provided the district the requested records by separate letter
dated April 7, 2009,
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Office of the Executive Vice Chancellor

Yosemite Community College District

P.O. Box 4065 / Madesto, CA 95352 / 2201 Blue Gum Avenue
Phone (2083) 575-6530 / FAX (209) 675 6562

March 24, 2009 CERTIFIED MATIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Jim L. Spano, Chicf

Mandated Costs Audits Burcau

Division of Audits, California State Controller
P.0O. Box 942850

Sacramento, CA 94250-5874

Re:  Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984
Health Fee Elimination

Yosemite Community College District
Fiscal Years: 2002-03, 2003-04, 2004-05, 2005-06, and 2006-07 (amended)

Dear Mr. Spano:

This letter is the response of the Yosemite Communily College District to the draft audit
report for the above referenced program and fiscal years transmitted by the letter from
Jeffrey Brownfield, Chief, Division of Audits, State Controller’s Office, dated March 12,
2009, and received by the District on March 13, 2009.

Finding 1:  Understated services and supplies

This District does not dispute this finding. See Finding 5.

Finding 2:  Overstated indirect costs

Indircet Cost Rates Claimed and Audited

As Claimed As Audit Report
Fiscal Year  Claimed Source Audited Source
2002-03 23.95% CCFS-311 33.90% “Federally approved rate”
2003-04 25.29% CCrS8-311  33.90% “Federally approved rate”
2004-05 34.88% CCFS$-311  36.21% CCTS-311 and depreciation
2005-06 36.38% CCFS-311  33.23% CCFS-311 and depreciation
2006-07 41.07% CCFS-311  34.71% CCFS5-311 and depreciation
(amended) and depreciation

Columbia Coltega and Modeato dunior College - Sarving Communities in Calaveras, Marced, Santa Clara, San Joaquin, Stanislaus. and luslumne Counties
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The Controller asserts that the indirect cost methad used by the District was inappropriate
since it was not a cost study specifically approved by the federal government.

CHOICE OF METHQODS

The drafl andit report statcs that the District prepared its indirect cost rates for the fiscal
years 2002-03 through 2005-06 as “proposals” in accordance with OMB A-21 that were
not federally approved.

FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04

The District had an “approved” federal rate for FY 2002-03 and Y 2003-04 that was
used for the audit adjustment. Since federally approved ratcs arc an acceptable
alternative method, the District does not dispute this audit {inding as to FY 2002-03 and
FY 2003-04.

FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-006

The draft audit report is factually in error when it states that the District propared indirect
cost rate proposals for FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06 in accordance with OMB A-21. No
proposal was made to any state or fedcral agency for an “approved” indirect cost rate.
The District used the same FAM-29C method bascd on the CCFS-311 as the auditor, but
made different allocations of indircct costs. The principal difference is that the District
used the capital costs stated in the CCFS-311, whereas the Controller deleted these
capital costs and substituted depreciation cxpensc as stated on the District’s annual
financial statements.

FY 2006-07

On February 6, 2009, the District submitted an amended FY 2006-07 claim. The District
wsed the same FAM-29C method based on the CCFS-311 as did the auditor. The District
deleted the capital costs stated in the CCFS-311 and substituted the depreciation expense
as reported in the District’s annual financial statements, The District was not on notice of
this method of treating depreciation costs at the time the FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06
annual claims were timely filed. The audit reporl uses this method retroactively to FY
2004-05. The remaining difference in the rate claimed by the District in the amended FY
2006-07 claim and the audited rate is a result of differences in how some of the indirect
costs werc treated,

Parameters and Guidelines

The parameters and guidelines for the Health Fee Elimination program (as last amended
on May 25, 1989), which are the legally enforceable standards for claiming costs, slate
that: “Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the Controller in his
claiming instructions.” (Emphasis added) Thercfore, the paramectors and guidelines do
not require that indirect costs be claimed in the manner described by the Controller.
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Since the Controller’s claiming instructions were never adopted as rules or regulations,
they have no force of law. The burden is on the Controller to show that the indirect cost
rate used by the District is excessive or unreasonable, which is the only mandated cost
audit standard in statutc (Government Code Section 17651(d)(2)). If the Controller
wishes to enforce different audit standards for mandated cost reimbursement, the
Controller should comply with the Administrative Procedurc Act.

PRIOR YEAR CCFS-311.

The draft audii report did not disclose that for FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and FY 2006-
07, the audit used the most recent CCFS-311 information available for the calculation of
the indirect cost rate. The District used the prior year CCFS-311. The CCFS-311 is
preparcd based on annual costs from the prior fiscal ycar for use in the current budget
year. When the audit utilizes a different CCFS-311 than the Distriet, this constitutes an
undisclosed audit adjustment. The audit report does not state an cnforceable requirement
to use the most current CCFS-311,

As 2 practical cxample of how unjustifiable the Controller’s position is on prior year
CCFS-311 reports, note that the federally approved indirect cost rates (such as the federal
rate the audit used for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04) are approved for periods of two to
four years. This means the data from which the rates were calculated can be from three
{o five years prior to the last year in which the federal rate is used.

Since the draft audit report has stated no legal basis to disallow the indirect cost rate
calculation method used by the District, and has not shown a factual basis to rcject the
rates as unreasonable or excessive, the adjustments should be withdrawn.

Finding 3:  Offsctting savings/reimbursements incorrectly reported as authorized
health service fees

This District does not dispute this finding. See Finding S.
Finding 4:  Understated authorized health service fees

The drafl audit report concludes that the student health service fee revenue offsets were
understated for the five-year audit period. The difference between the claimed amount
and the audited amount is that the District utilized actual revenues received rather than a
calculation of the student health service fees potentially collectible, The auditor
calculated “authorizcd health fee revenues,” that is, the student fees collectible based on
the highest student health service fee chargeable to all eligible students, rather than the
full-time or part-lime student health service fee actually charged by the District to the
students not exempted by state law or District policy (e.g., BOGG waiver students).

The audit utilizes student enrollment information from the State Community College

Chancellor’s data basc. These statistics are not available to districts at the time the claims
arc prepared nor does the audit report substantiate this source as cither uniquely accurate
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or supcrior to enrollment data maintained by the District and independently audited each
year. However, since the District did nol calculate the fees based on student enrollment,
this is not a District annual ¢claim issuc, but a Controller’s audit adjustment rationale.
COLLECTIBLE STUDENT HEALTH SERVICE FEES

The District asserts that the “collectible method” of determining the student health
service fee revenue offset is not supported by law or fuct.

“Authorized” Fee Amouni

There is no “authorized” rate other than the amounts stated in Educalion Code Section
76355. The draft audit report alleges that claimants must compute the total student health
fees collectiblc based on the highest authorized rate. The drafl audit report does not
provide the statutory basis for the calculation of the “authorized” rate, nor the source of
the legal right of any state entity to “authorize” student health services rates absent
rulemaking or compliance with the Administrative Procedure Act by the “authorizing”

state agency.

Optional Fee

Education Code Scction 76355, subdivision (a), states that “[tThe governing board of a
district maintaining a community college may require community college students to pay
a fee. .. for health supervision and services . .. ” There is no requirement that
community colleges levy these fees. The permissive nature of the provision is further
illustrated in subdivision (b) which states: “If, pursuant to this section, a fee is required,
the governing board of the district shall decide the amount of the fee, if any, thal a pari-
time student is required to pay. The governing board may decide whether the fee shall be
mandatory or optional.” (Emphasis supplied in both instances) ‘Therefore, districts have
the option of charging a fee to some or all of its students.

Government Code Section 17514

The drafl audit report relies upon Government Code Section 17514 for the conclusion
that “[t]o the extent that community college disiricts can charge a fee, they are not
required to incur a cost.” First, charging a fee has no relationship to whether costs are
incurred to provide the student health services program. Second, Government Code
Section 17514, as added by Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984, actually states:

“Costs mandated by the state” means any increased costs which a local agency or
school district is required to incur after July 1, 1980, as a result of any statute
enacted on or after January 1, 1975, or any executive order implementing any
statute enacted on or after January 1, 1975, which mandatcs a now program or
higher level of service of an existing program within the mecaning of Scction 6 of
Article X111 B of the California Constitution,
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The operating cost of the student health service program is not determined by the fees
collected. There is nothing in (he language of the statute regarding the authorily 1o charge
a fee, or any nexus of fec Tovenue to increased cost, or any language that describes the
legal effect of fees collected,

Governmenl Code Section 17556

The draft audit report relies upon Government Code Section 17556 for the conclusion
that “the Commission on State Mandates (CSM) shall not find costs mandated by the
State if the school district has the autherity to levy fees to pay for the mandated program
or increased level of service.” Government Code Section 17556, as amended by Statutes
of 2004, Chapter 895, actually statcs:

The commission shall not find costs mandated by the statc, as defined in Section
17514, in any claim submittcd by a local agency or school district, if aftcr a
hearing, the commission finds that:

(d) The local agency or school district has the authority to levy service
charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay for the mandated progtam or
increased level of service.

The draft audit report misrcpresents the law. Government Code Section 17556 prohibits
the Commission on State Mandates from finding costs subject to reimburserent, that is,
approving a test claim activity for reimbursement, where the authority exists to levy fecs
in an amount sufficicnt to offset the entire mandated costs. Here, the Commission has
already approved the test claim and made a finding of a ncw program or higher level of
service for which the claimants do not have the ability to levy a fee in an amount
sufficient to offset the entirc mandated costs.

Parameters and Guidelines

The parameters and guidelines, as last amended on May 25, 1989, statc, in rclevant part:
“dny offsetting savings that the claimant experiences as a direct result of this statute must
be deducted from the costs claimed ... This shall include the amount of [student fees]
as authorized by Education Code Section 7224G(a).” The usc of the term “any offsetting
savings” further illustrates the permissive nature of the fees. Student fees actually
collectcd must be used to offset costs, but nol student fees that could have been collected
and were not, because uncollected fees are “offsetting savings™ that were not
“expericnced.” The parameters and guidelines do not allow the Controller to reduce
claimed costs by revenue never received by the claimants and such an offset is contrary
to the generally accepted accounting principle that requires revenuces and costs to be
properly matched.

Since the draft audit report has stated no legal basis to disallow actual revenues as the
amount of the offsetling revenue, the adjustments should be withdrawn.

90




M. Jim L. Spano Page 6 March 24, 2009

Finding 5:  Understated offsetting savings/reimbursements
Findings 1, 3, and 5 are connected by their content.
“FUND 12"

In accordance with governmental accounting practices, the District separately accounted
for some costs and revenucs (¢.g., clinical services) in a fund (Fund 12) separate from the
student health service center fund (Fund 14). Finding 1 merges those costs (59,763) and
revenue ($34,376 located in Finding 5) with Fund 14 which is consistent with the cost
accounting practice of matching costs and revenues. The District does not dispute
Finding 1.

FY 2003-04 CORRECTIONS

Finding 3 properly reverses $39,090 in revenue reductions to the FY 2003-04 claimed
costs that were cither duplicated from Fund 12 or the result-of changes in accruals. The
District does not dispute Finding 3.

INTEREST INCOME

Finding 5 offsets $84,431 of interest income against the claimed cost of the student health
scrvices program. Of this amount, $12,625 was properly added back to the program costs
in Finding 3 for FY 2003-04, The intcrest income is paid by the Stanislaus County
Treasurer where the District deposits its cash in a pooled investment fund. The District
allocates the total investment income reported by the County to its various funds.

The draft audit report characterizes the interest income offset as an “offsetting
savings/reimbursement.” The draft audit report cites only a portion of the parameters
and guidelines for this proposition. The entire relevant citation is:

VII. OFFSETTING SAVINGS AND OTHER REIMBURSEMENTS

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences as a direct result of this statute
must be deducted from the costs claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this
mandate received from any source, ¢.g., federal, state, etc., shall be identified and
deducted from this claim. This shall include the amount of $7.50 per full-time
student per semester, $5.00 per full-time student for summer school, or $5.00 per
full-time student per quarter, as authorized by Education Code Section 72246(a).
This shall also include payments (fees) received from individuals other than
students who are not covered by Education Code Section 72246 for health
services.

The parameters and guidelines criteria for offsetting savings and reimbursements do not
apply to interest income. First, the interest income is not generated “as a direct result of”
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Education Code 76355, the statutory basis for the student health services program.
Indeed, since the student health service program operates at a loss (the reason for the
annual mandate claim for excess costs), the student health service program cannot
generate investment principal. Second, the interest income is neither state nor federal
reimbursement for providing the student health service program. Third, the interest
income is not fees paid by others for services not included in the student health service

program.

Since intcrest income does not meet the parameters and guidelings criteria for offsetting
savings and reimbursements and the drafl audit report has stated no other basis for this
finding, the adjustments should be withdrawn.,

Other Issues

FY 2006-07 Amounts Paid

The draft audit report states that the District was paid $234,716 on the FY 2006-07
annual claim. The last remiltance advice (March 12, 2007) received by the District for
this fiscal year indicates that the amount paid was $263,1190.

FY 2006-07 Late Claim Filing Penalty

On February 6, 2009, the District submitted an amended FY 2006-07 claim in the amount
of $329,864 that incorporates some of the audit adjustments presented at the January 23,
2009, cxit conference. Since this amended claim is a late claim, it is subject (o a late
filing penalty of 10% of the amount claimed up to $10,000. The draft audit report adjusts
the late filing penalty to $9,515 for the audited allowed “lotal program costs” of
$192,389. Ten percent of $192,389 is not $9,515. 1t appears the late filing penalty
should be $10,000.

Statute of Limitations

Fiscal Ycar Date Submitled 1o SCO SOL to audit expires
FY 2002-03 January 12, 2004 Audit must start by January 12, 2007
'Y 2003-04 January 10, 2005 Audit must start by January 10, 2008

Government Code Section 17558.5, as amended effective January 1, 2003, requires the
Controller to initiate an audit within three years afier a claim is filed. The District's FY
2002-03 claim was filed on January 12, 2004, The District’s FY 2003-04 claim was filed
on January 10, 2005, The cnirance conference date for the audit was March 24, 2008,
which is after the three-year period to commence the audit for those two fiscal years had
expired,
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The audit report should be changed to exclude findings for the FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-
04 annual claims.

Public Records Request .

The District requests that the Controller provide the District any and all written
instructions, memorandums, or other writings in effect and applicable during the claiming
period to Finding 1 (indirect cos! rate calculation standards) and Finding 2 (calculation of
the student health services fees offsct).

Government Code section 6253, subdivision (c), requires the state agency that is the
subjcct of the request, within 10 days from receipt of a requcst for a copy of records, to
detcrmine whether the request, in whole or in part, seeks copics of disclosable public
records in its possession and to promptly notify the requesting party of that determination
and the reasons therefore, Also, as required, when so notilying the District, please state
the estimated date and time when the records will be made available.

0 0o )
The District requests that the audit report be changed to comply with the appropriate
application of the parameters and guidclines regarding allowable activity costs and the

Government Code sections concerning audits of mandate claims.

Sincerely,

Gessd Lot~

Teresa Scott
Exccutive Vice Chancellor

TMS/KP/es
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State Controller’s Office
Division of Audits
Post Office Box 942850
Sacramento, CA 94250-5874

http://www.sco.ca.gov

S08-MCC-029
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

STEVE WESTLY
STATE CONTROLLER
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FOREWORD

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

If you have any questions concerning the enclosed material, write to the address below or
call the Local Reimbursements Section at (916) 324-5729, or email to Irsdar@sco.ca.gov.

State Controller's Office

Attn: Local Reimbursements Section
Division of Accounting and Reporting
P.O. Box 942850

Sacramento, CA 94250

Prepared by the State Controller's Office
Updated September 30, 2003
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State of California School Mandated Cost Manual

REIMBURSABLE STATE MANDATED COST PROGRAMS

Claims for the following State mandated cost programs may be filed with the SCO. For your convenience,
the programs are listed in alphabetical order by program name. An "X" indicates the fiscal year for which a

claim may be filed.
2002-03 2003-04
Reimburse- Estimated Community College Districts
ment Claims Claims

X X Chapter 77/78 Absentee Ballots
X X Chapter 961/75 Collective Bargaining
X X Chapter 1120/96 Health Benefits for Survivors of Peace Officers & Firefighters
X X Chapter 1/84 Health Fee Elimination
X X Chapter 783/95 Investment Reports
X X Chapter 284/98 Law Enforcement College Jurisdiction Agreements
X X Chapter 126/93 Law Enforcement Sexual Harassment Training
X X Chapter 486/75 Mandate Reimbursement Process
X X Chapter 641/86 Open Meetings Act/Brown Act Reform
X X Chapter 465/76 Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights
X X Chapter 875/85 Photographic Record of Evidence
X X Chapter 908/96 Sex Offenders: Disclosure by Law Enforcement Officers
X X Chapter 1249/92 Threats Against Peace Officers
Revised 9/01 Appropriation Information, Page 1
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APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 2003-04 FISCAL YEAR

Source of State Mandated Cost Appropriations
Schedule Program Amount Appropriated

Chapter 379/02, Item 6110-295-0001"

(1) Chapter  77/78 Absentee Ballots $ 0
(2)  Chapter 961/75 Collective Bargaining 0
(3) Chapter 1120/96 Health Benefits for Survivors of Peace Officers and Firefighters 0
(4) Chapter 783/95 investment Reports , 0
(5) Chapter 284/98 Law Enforcement College Jurisdiction Agreements 0
(6) Chapter 126/93 Law Enforcement Sexual Harassment Training 0
(7) Chapter 486/75 Mandate Reimbursement Process 0
(8) Chapter 641/86 Open Meetings Act/Brown Act Reform 0
(9) Chapter 465/76 Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights 0
(10) Chapter 875/85 Photographic Record of Evidence 0
(11) Chapter 908/96 Sex Offenders: Disclosure by Law Enforcement Officers 0
(12) Chapter 1249/92 Threats Against Peace Officers 0
Total Appropriations, Item 6110-295-001 $ 0
Chapter 379/02, Item 6870-295-0001
(13) Chapter 1/84 Health Fee Elimination 1,000
TOTAL - Funding for the 2003-04 Fiscal Year $1,000

! Pursuant to provision 5, “The Controller shall not make any payment from this item to reimburse community college districts for claimed costs
of state-mandated education programs. Reimbursements to community college districts for education mandates shall be paid from the
appropriate item within the community colleges budget.”

Revised 9/03 Appropriation Information, Page 2
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FILING A CLAIM

1. Introduction

The law in the State of California, (Government Code Sections 17500 through 17616), provides for
the reimbursement of costs incurred by school districts for costs mandated by the State. Costs
mandated by the State means any increased costs which a school district is required to incur after
July 1, 1980, as a result of any statute enacted after January 1, 1975, or any executive order
implementing such statute which mandates a new program or higher level of service of an existing

program..

Estimated claims that show costs to be incurred in the current fiscal year and reimbursement claims
that detail the costs actually incurred for the prior fiscal year may be filed with the State Controller's
Office (SCO). Claims for on-going programs are filed annually by January 15. Claims for new
programs are filed within 120 days from the date claiming instructions are issued for the program. A
10 percent penalty, (up to $1,000 for continuing claims, no limit for initial claims), is assessed for
late claims. The SCO may audit the records of any school district to verify the actual amount of
mandated costs and may reduce any claim that is excessive or unreasonable.

When a program has been reimbursed for three or more years, the COSM may approve the
program for inclusion in the State Mandates Apportionment System (SMAS). For programs included
in SMAS, the SCO determines the amount of each claimant's entitlement based on an average of
three consecutive fiscal years of actual costs adjusted by any changes in the Implicit Price Deflator
(IPD). Claimants with an established entitlement receive an annual apportionment adjusted by any
changes in the IPD and, under certain circumstances, by any changes in workload. Claimants with
an established entitlement do not file further claims for the program.

The SCO is authorized to make payments for costs of mandated programs from amounts
appropriated by the State Budget Act, by the State Mandates Claims Fund, or by specific
legislation. In the event the appropriation is insufficient to pay claims in full, claimants will receive
prorated payments in proportion to the dollar amount of approved claims for the program. Balances
of prorated payments will be made when supplementary funds are made available.

The instructions contained in this manual are intended to provide general guidance for. filing a
mandated cost claim. Since each mandate is administered separately, it is important to refer to the
specific program for information relating to established policies on eligible reimbursable costs.

2. Types of Claims

There are three types of claims: Reimbursement, Estimated, and Entitlement. A claimant may file a
reimbursement claim for actual mandated costs incurred in the prior fiscal year or may file an
estimated claim for mandated costs to be incurred during the current fiscal year. An entitlement
claim may be filed for the purpose of establishing a base year entitlement amount for mandated
programs included in SMAS. A claimant who has established a base year entittement for a
program would receive an automatic annual payment which is reflective of the current costs for the

program,

All claims received by the SCO will be reviewed to verify actual costs. An adjustment of the claim
will be made if the amount claimed is determined to be excessive, improper, or unreasonable. The
claim must be filed with sufficient documentation to support the costs claimed. The types of
documentation required to substantiate a claim are identified in the instructions for the program.
The certification of claim, form FAM-27, must be signed and dated by the entity's authorized officer
in order for the SCO to make payment on the claim.

Revised 9/03 : Filing a Claim, Page 1
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A. Reimbursement Claim

A reimbursement claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed with the SCO by a
local agency for reimbursement of costs incurred for which an appropriation is made for the
purpose of paying the claim. The claim must include supporting documentation to substantiate

the costs claimed.

Initial reimbursement claims are first-time claims for reimbursement of costs for one or more
prior fiscal years of a program that was previously unfunded. Claims are due 120 days from the
date of issuance of the claiming instructions for the program by the SCO. The first statute that
appropriates funds for the mandated program will specify the fiscal years for which costs are
eligible for reimbursement.

Annual reimbursement claims must be filed by January 15 following the fiscal year in which
costs were incurred for the program. A reimbursement claim must detail the costs actually

incurred in the prior fiscal year.

An actual claim for the 2002-03 fiscal year may be filed by January 15, 2004, without a late
penalty. Claims filed after the deadline will be reduced by a late penalty of 10%, not to exceed
$1,000. However, initial reimbursement claims will be reduced by a late penalty of 10% with no
limitation. In order for a claim to be considered properly filed, it must include any specific
supporting documentation requested in the instructions. Claims filed more than one year after
the deadline or without the requested supporting documentation will not be accepted.

B. Estimated Claim

An estimated claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed with the SCO, during the
fiscal year in which the mandated costs are to be incurred by the local agency, against an
appropriation made to the SCO for the purpose of paying those costs.

An estimated claim may be filed in conjunction with an initial reimbursement claim, annual

-reimbursement claim, or at other times for estimated costs to be incurred during the current
fiscal year. Annual estimated claims are due January 15 of the fiscal year in which the costs are
to be incurred. Initial estimated claims are due on the date specified in the claiming instructions.
Timely filed estimated claims are paid before those filed after the deadline.

After receiving payment for an estimated claim, the claimant must file a reimbursement claim by
January 15 following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred. If the claimant fails to file a
reimbursement claim, monies received for the estimated claims must be returned to the State.

C. Entitlement Claim

An entitlement claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed by a local agency with
the SCO for the sole purpose of establishing or adjusting a base year entitlement for a
mandated program that has been included in SMAS. An entitlement claim should not contain
nonrecurring or initial start-up costs. There is no statutory deadline for the filing of entitlement
claims. However, entitlement claims and supporting documents should be filed by January 15
to permit an orderly processing of claims. When the claims are approved and a base year
entitlement amount is determined, the claimant will receive an apportionment reflective of the
program's current year costs. School mandates included in SMAS are listed in Section 2,

number 6.

Once a mandate has been included in SMAS and the claimant has established a base year
entitlement, the claimant will receive automatic payments from the SCO for the mandate. The
automatic apportionment is determined by adjusting the claimant's base year entitlement for
changes in the implicit price deflator of costs of goods and services to governmental agencies,
as determined by the State Department of Finance. For programs approved by the COSM for
inclusion in SMAS on or after January 1, 1988, the payment for each year succeeding the three
year base period is adjusted according to any changes by both the deflator and average daily
attendance. Annual apportionments for programs included in the system are paid on or before

November 30 of each year.

Revised 9/03 Filing a Claim, Page 2
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A base year entitlement is determined by computing an average of the claimant's costs for any
three consecutive years after the program has been approved for the SMAS process. The
amount is first adjusted according to any changes in the deflator. The deflator is applied
separately to each year's costs for the three years, which comprise the base year. The SCO
will perform this computation for each claimant who has filed claims for three consecutive
years. If a claimant has incurred costs for three consecutive years but has not filed a claim in
each of those years, the claimant may file an entitlement claim, form FAM-43, to establish a
base year entitlement. An entitlement claim does not result in the claimant being reimbursed for
the costs incurred, but rather entitles the claimant to receive automatic payments from SMAS.

3. Minimum Claim Amount

For initial claims and annual claims filed on or after September 30, 2002, if the total costs for a
given year do not exceed $1,000, no reimbursement shall be allowed except as otherwise allowed
by GC Section 17564. The county shall determine if the submission of a combined claim is
economically feasible and shall be responsible for disbursing the funds to each special district.
Combined claims may be filed only when the county is the fiscal agent for the special districts. A
combined claim must show the individual claim costs for each efigible school district. All
subsequent claims based upon the same mandate shall only be filed in the combined form unless a
special district, provides to the county and to the Controller, at least 180 days prior to the deadline
for filing the claim, a written notice of its intent to file a separate claim.

GC Section 17564(a) provides that no claim shall be filed pursuant o Sections 17551 and 17561,
unless such a claim exceeds one thousand dollars ($1,000), provided that a county superintendent
of schools may submit a combined claim on behalf of school districts within their county if the
combined claim exceeds $1,000, even if the individual school district's claim does not each exceed
~$1,000. The county superintendent of schools shall determine if the submission of the combined
claim is economically feasible and shall be responsible for disbursing the funds to each school
district. These combined claims may be filed only when the county superintendent of schools is the
fiscal agent for the districts. A combined claim must show the individual claim costs for each eligible
district. All subsequent claims based upon the same mandate shall only be filed in the combined
form unless a school district provides a written notice of its intent to file a separate claim to the
county superintendent of schools and to the SCO at least 180 days prior to the deadline for filing

the claim.
4. Filing Deadline for Claims

Initial reimbursement claims (first-time claims) for reimbursement of costs of a previously unfunded
mandated program must be filed within 120 days from the date of issuance of the program'’s
claiming instructions by the SCO. If the initial reimbursement claim is filed after the deadline, but
within one year of the deadline, the approved claim must be reduced by a 10% penalty. A claim
filed more than one year after the deadline cannot be accepted for reimbursement.

Annual reimbursement claims for costs incurred during the previous fiscal year and estimated
claims for costs to be incurred during the current fiscal year must be filed with the SCO and
postmarked on or before January 15. If the annual or estimated reimbursement claim is filed after
the deadline, but within one year of the deadline, the approved claim must be reduced by a 10%
late penalty, not to exceed $1,000. Claims must include supporting data to show how the amount
‘claimed was derived. Without this information, the claim cannot be accepted.

Entitlement claims do not have a filing deadline. However, entitlement claims and supporting
documents should be filed by January 15 to permit an orderly processing of claims. Entitlement
claims are used to establish a base year entitement amount for calculating automatic annual
payments. Entitlement does not result in the claimant being reimbursed for costs incurred, but
rather entitles the claimant to receive automatic payments from SMAS.
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5. Payment of Claims

In order for the SCO to authorize payment of a claim, the Certification of Claim, form FAM-27, must
be properly filled out, signed, and dated by the entity's authorized officer.

Reimbursement and estimated claims are paid within 60 days of the filing deadline for the claim. A
claimant is entitled to receive accrued interest at the pooled money investment account rate if the
payment was made more than 60 days after the claim filing deadline or the actual date of claim
receipt, whichever is later. For an initial claim, interest begins to accrue when the payment is made
more than 365 days after the adoption of the program's statewide cost estimate. The SCO may
withhold up to 20 percent of the amount of an initial claim until the claim is audited to verify the
actual amount of the mandated costs. The 20 percent withheld is not subject to accrued interest.

In the event the amount appropriated by the Legislature is insufficient to pay the approved amount
in full for a program, claimants will receive a prorated payment in proportion to the amount of
approved claims timely filed and on hand at the time of proration.

The SCO reports the amounts of insufficient appropriations to the State Department of Finance, the
Chairperson of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee, and the Chairperson of the respective
committee in each house of the Legislature which considers appropriations in order to assure
appropriation of these funds in the Budget Act. If these funds cannot be appropriated on a timely
basis in the Budget Act, this information is fransmitted to the COSM which will include these
amounts in its report to assure that an appropriation sufficient to pay the claims is included in the
next local government claims bill or other appropriation bills. When the supplementary funds are
made available, the balance of the claims will be paid.

Unless specified in the statutes, regulations, or parameters and guidelines, the determination of
allowable and unallowable costs for mandates is based on the Parameters and Guidelines adopted
by the COSM. The determination of allowable reimbursable mandated costs for unfunded
mandates is made by the COSM. The SCO determines allowable reimbursable costs, subject to
amendment by the COSM, for mandates funded by special legislation. Unless specified, allowable
costs are those direct and indirect costs, less applicable credits, considered to be eligible for
reimbursement. In order for costs to be allowable and thus eligible for reimbursement, the costs

must meet the following general criteria:

1. The cost is necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient administration of the mandate
and not a general expense required to carry out the overall responsibilities of government.

2. The costis allocable to a particular cost objective identified in the Parameters and Guidelines.

The cost is net of any applicable credits that offset or reduce expenses of items allocable to the
mandate.

The SCO has identified certain costs that, for the purpose of claiming mandated costs, are
unallowable and should not be claimed on the claim forms unless specified as reimbursable under
the program. These expenses include, but are not limited to, subscriptions, depreciation,
memberships, conferences, workshops general education, and travel costs.

6. State Mandates Apportionment System (SMAS)

‘Chapter 1534, Statutes of 1985, established SMAS, a method of paying certain mandated
programs as apportionments. This method is utilized whenever a program has been approved for

inclusion in SMAS by the COSM.

When a mandated program has been included in SMAS, the SCO will determine a base year
entitlement amount for each school district that has submitted reimbursement claims, (or
entitlement claims), for three consecutive fiscal years. A base year entitlement amount is
determined by averaging the approved reimbursement claims, (or entitlement claims), for 1982-83,
1983-84, and 1984-85 years or any three consecutive fiscal years thereafter. The amounts are first
adjusted by any change in IPD, which is applied separately to each year's costs for the three years
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that comprise the base period. The base period means the three fiscal years immediately
succeeding the COSM's approval.

Each school district with an established base year entitlement for the program will receive
automatic annual payments from the SCO reflective of the program's current year costs. The
amount of apportionment is adjusted annually for any change in the IPD. If the mandated program
was included in SMAS after January 1, 1988, the annual apportionment is adjusted for any change
in both the IPD and workload.

In the event a school district has incurred costs for three consecutive fiscal years but did not file a
reimbursement claim in one or more of those fiscal years, the school district may file an entitlement
claim for each of those missed years to establish a base year entitlement. An "entitlement claim"
means any claim filed by a county with the SCO for the sole purpose of establishing a base year
entittement. A base year entitlement shall not include any nonrecurring or initial start-up costs.

Initial apportionments are made on an individual program basis. After the initial year, all
apportionments are made by November 30. The amount to be apportioned is the base year
entittement adjusted by annual changes in the IPD for the cost of goods and services to
governmental agencies as determined by the State Department of Finance.

In the event the county determines that the amount of apportionment does not accurately reflect
costs incurred to comply with a mandate, the process of adjusting an established base year
entitiement upon which the apportionment is based, is set forth in GC Section 17615.8 and

requires the approval of the COSM.
School Mandates Included In SMAS

Program Name Chapter/Statute Program Number

Immunization Records Ch. 1176/77 32

Pupil Expulsion Transcripts, program #91, Chapter 1253/75 was removed from SMAS for the
2002-03 fiscal year. This program was consolidated with other mandate programs that are
included in Pupil Suspension, Expulsions, and Expulsion Appeals, program #178.

7. Direct Costs

A direct cost is a cost that can be identified specifically with a particular program or activity. Each
claimed reimbursable cost must be supported by documentation as described in Section 12. Costs
that are typically classified as direct costs are:

(1) Employee Wages, Salaries, and Fringe Benefits

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

(a) Productive Hourly Rate Options

A local agency may use one of the following methods to compute productive hourly rates:
o Actual annual productive hours for each employee

» The weighted-average annual productive hours for each job title, or

3 1.860‘ annual productive hours for all employees

If actual annual productive hours or weighted-average annual productive hours for each job
title is chosen, the claim must include a computation of how these hours were computed.
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1,800 annual productive hours excludes the following employee time:
Paid holidays
Vacation earned
Sick leave taken
Informal time off
Jury duty
Military leave taken.

(b) Compute a Productive Hourly Rate

2,

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

Table 1 Productive Hourly Rate, Annual Salary + Benefits Method

Formula: Description:

[(EAS + Benefits) + APH} = PHR EAS = Employee's Annual Salary
APH = Annual Productive Hours

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

* As illustrated in Table 1, if you assume an employee's compensation was $26,000
and $8,099 for annual salary and fringe benefits, respectively, using the "Salary +
Benefits Method," the productive hourly rate would be $18.94. To convert a biweekly
salary to EAS, multiply the biweekly salary by 26. To convert a monthly salary to
EAS, multiply the monthly salary by 12. Use the same methodology to convert other
salary periods.

A claimant may also compute the productive hourly rate by using the "Percent of Salary
Method."

Table 2 Productive Hourly Rate, Percent of Salary Method

Example:

Step 1: Fringe Benefits as a Percent of Step 2: Productive Hourly Rate
Salary

Retirement 15.00 % Formula:

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

Health & Dental Insurance 5.25

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

Total 3115 %

Description:

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

FBR = Fringe Benefit Rate PHR = Productive Hourly Rate

As illustrated in Table 3, both methods produce the same productive hourly rate.
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Reimbursement for personnel services includes, but is not limited to, compensation paid
for salaries, wages and employee fringe benefits. Employee fringe benefits include
employer's contributions for social security, pension plans, insurance, workmen's
compensation insurance and similar payments. These benefits are eligible for
reimbursement as long as they are distributed equitably to all activities. Whether these
costs are allowable is based on the following presumptions:

The amount of compensation is reasonable for the service rendered.

The compensation paid and benefits received are appropriately authorized by the
governing board.

Amounts charged for personnel services are based on payroll documents that are

- supported by time and attendance or equivalent records for individual employees.

The methods used to distribute personnel services should produce an equitable
distribution of direct and indirect allowable costs.

For each of the employees included in the claim, the claimant must use reasonable rates
and hours in computing the wage cost. If a person of a higher-level job position performs
an activity which normally would be performed by a lower-level position, reimbursement
for time spent is allowable at the average salary range for the lower-level position. The
salary rate of the person at the higher level position may be claimed if it can be shown
that it was more cost effeclive in comparison to the performance by a person at the
lower-level position under normal circumstances and conditions. The number of hours
charged to an activity should reflect the time expected to complete the activity under
normal circumstances and conditions. The numbers of hours in excess of normal

expected hours are not reimbursable.

(c) Calculating an Average Productive Hourly Rate

In those instances where the claiming instructions allow a unit as a basis of claiming
costs, the direct labor component of the unit cost should be expressed as an average
productive hourly rate and can be determined as follows:

Table 4 Calculating an Average Productive Hourly Rate

Time Productive Total Cost

Spent Hourly Rate by Employee
Employee A 1.25 hrs $6.00 $7.50
Employee B 0.75 hrs 4.50 3.38
Employee C 3.50 hrs 10.00 35.00
Total 5.50 hrs $45.88
Average Productive Hourly Rate is $45.88/5.50 hrs. = $8.34

(d) Employer's Fringe Benefits Contribution

A local agency has the option of claiming actual employer's fringe benefit contributions
or may compute an average fringe benefit cost for the employee's job classification and
claim it as a percentage of direct labor. The same time base should be used for both
salary and fringe benefits when computing a percentage. For example, if health and
dental insurance payments are made annually, use an annual salary. After the
percentage of salary for each fringe benefit is computed, total them.

Revised 9/03

Filing a Claim, Page 7

108




State of California Community College Mandated Cost Manual

For example:

Employer's Contribution % of Salary
Retirement 15.00%
Social Security 7.65%
Health and Dental

Insurance 5.25%
Worker's Compensation 0.75%
Total 28.65%

(e) Materials and Supplies

)

Only actual expenses can be claimed for materials and supplies, which were acquired
and consumed specifically for the purpose of a mandated program. The claimant must
list the materials and supplies that were used to perform the mandated activity, the
number of units consumed, the cost per unit, and the total dollar amount claimed.
Materials and supplies purchased to perform a particular mandated activity are
expected to be reasonable in quality, quantity and cost. Purchases in excess of
reasonable quality, quantity and cost are not reimbursable. Materials and supplies
withdrawn from inventory and charged to the mandated activity must be based on a
recognized method of pricing, consistently applied. Purchases shall be claimed at the
actual price after deducting discounts, rebates and allowances received by local

agencies.

Calculating a Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies

In those instances where the claiming instructions suggest that a unit cost be
developed for use as a basis of claiming costs mandated by the State, the materials
and supplies component of the unit cost should be expressed as a unit cost of
materials and supplies as shown in Table 1 or Table 2:

Table 1 Calculating A Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies

Amount of Unit Cost

Supplies Used of Supplies

Supplies Cost Per Unit Per Activity Per Activity
Paper 0.02 4 $0.08
Files 0.10 1 0.10
Envelopes 0.03 2 0.06
Photocopies 0.10 4 0.40
.$0.64
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Table 2 Calculating a Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies

Unit Cost
Supplies of Supplies
Supplies Used Per Activity
Paper ($10.00 for 500 sheet ream) 250 Sheets $5.00
Files ($2.50 for box of 25) 10 Folders 1.00
Envelopes ($3.00 for box of 100) 50 Envelopes 1.50
Photocopies ($0.05 per copy) 40 Copies 2.00
$9.50
If the number of reimbursable instances, is 25, then the unit cost of supplies is $0.38
per reimbursable instance ($9.50 / 25).

(g) Contract Services

The cost of contract services is allowable if the local agency lacks the staff resources or
necessary expertise, or it-is—economically feasible to hire a contractor to perform the
mandated activity. The claimant must give the name of the contractor: explain the
reason for having to hire a contractor; describe the mandated activities performed: give
the dates when the activities were performed, the number of hours spent performing
the mandate, the hourly billing rate, and the total cost. The hourly billing rate shall not
exceed the rate specified in the claiming instructions for the mandated program. The
contractor’s invoice, or statement, which includes an itemized list of costs for activities

performed, must accompany the claim.

(h) Equipment Rental Costs

)

)

Equipment purchases and leases (with an option to purchase) are not reimbursable as
a direct cost unless specifically allowed by the claiming instructions for the particular
mandate. Equipment rentals used solely for the mandate are reimbursable to the extent
such costs do not exceed the retail purchase price of the equipment plus a finance
charge. The claimant must explain the purposs and use for the equipment, the time
period for which the equipment was rented and the fotal cost of the rental. If the
equipment is used for. purposes other than reimbursable activities, only the prorata
portion of the rental costs can be claimed.

Capital Outlay

Capital outlays for land, buildings, equipment, furiture and fixtures may be claimed if
the claiming instructions specify them asallowable. If they are allowable, the claiming
instructions for the program will specify a basis for the reimbursement. If the fixed asset
or equipment is also used for purposes other than reimbursable activities for a specific
mandate, only the prorata portion of the purchase price used to implement the
reimbursable activities can be claimed. :

Travel Expenses

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

(k) Documentation

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

Indirect Costs

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

derived by the mandate.

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

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

three main steps:
1. The elimination of unallowable costs from the expenses reported on the financial statements.

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

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

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

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

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

MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
(01) Claimant (02) Period of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity (04) Allowable Costs
Actlvity EDP Total Adjustments Total Indirect Direct
Subtotal Instruction 599 $19,590,357| $1,339,059| $18,251,298 $0] $18,251,298
Instructional Administration and
) 6000
Instructional Governance
Academic Administration 6010| 2,941,386 105,348| 2,836,038 0| 2,836,038
Course and Curriculum 6020 21,595 0 21,595 0 21,595
Develop.
Academic/Faculty Senate 6030
Other Instructional
Administration & Instructional 60380
Governance
Instructional Support Services 6100
Leamning Center 6110 22,737 863 21,874 0] 21,874
Library 6120 518,220 2,591 515,629 0 515,629
Media 6130 522,530 115,710 408,820 0 406,820
Museums and Galleries 6140 0 0] 0 0] 0
Academic Information 6150
Systems and Tech.
Othe.r Instructional Support 6190
Services
Admissions and Records 6200 584,939 12,952 571,987 0 571,987
Counseling and Guidance 6300 :
Counseling and Guidance 6310
Matriculation and Student 6320
Assessment
Transfer Programs 6330
Career Guidance 6340
Ott?er Student Counseling and 6390
Guidance
Other Student Services 6400
Dlsapled Students Programs & 6420
Services
Subtotal $24,201,764| $1,576,523( $22,625,241 $0; $22,625,241
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Table4 Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges (continued)

MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
{01) Claimant (02) Period of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity (04) Allowable Costs
Activity EDP Total Adjustments Total Indirect Direct
Extended OpportEJnlty 6430
Programs & Services
Health Services 6440 0 0 0 0 0
Student Personnel Admin. 6450 289,926 12,953 276,973 0 276,973
Financial Aid Administration 6460 391,459 20,724 370,735 0 370,735
Job Placement Services 6470 83,663 0 83,663 0 83,663
Veterans Services 6480 25,427 0 25,4271 - 0 25,427
Mlscgllaneous Student 6490 0 0 0 0 0
Services
Operation & Maintenance of 6500
Plant
Building Maintenance and 6510 1,079,260 44,039| 1,035,221 ol 1035221
Repairs )
Custodial Services 6530 1,227,668 33,6771 1,193,991 0] 1,193,991
Grounds Maintenance and 6550| 596,257 70,807| 525,450 0| 525450
Repairs
Utilities 6570 1,236,305 0] 1,236,305 1,236,305
Other 6590 3,454 3,454 0 0
Planning, Policy Making, and 6600 587,817 22451 565,366 565,366 0
Coordination
General Inst. Support Services 6700
Community Relations 6710 0 0 0 0 0
Fiscal Operations 6720 634,605 17,270 617,335 553,184] (a) 64,151
Human Resources 6730
Management
Nonlnstr.uctlonal Staff Benefits 6740
& Incentives
Staff Development 6750
Staff Diversity 6760
Logistical Services 6770
Management Information 6780
Systems
Subtotal $30,357,605| $1,801,898( $28,555,707| $1,118,550( $27,437,157
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Table4 Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges (continued)

MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
(01) Claimant (02) Period of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity (04) Allowable Costs
Activity EDP Total Adjustments Total Indirect Direct
General Inst. Sup. Serv. (cont.) 6700
el B
Community Services 6800
Community Recreation 6810 703,858 20,509 683,349 0 683,349
Community Service Classes 6820 423,188 24,826 398,362 0 398,362
Community Use of Facilities 6830 89,877 10,096 79,781 0 79,781
Economic Development 6840
Other Community Svcs. &
Economic Development 6890
Ancillary Services 6900
Bookstores _ 6910 0 0 0 0 0
Child Development Center 6920 89,051 1,208 87,845 0 87,845
Farm Operations 6930 0 0 0 0 0
Food Services 6940 0 0 0 0 0
Parking 6950 420,274 6,857 413,417 0 413,417
Student Activities 6960 0 0 0 0 0
‘Student Housing 6970 0 0 0 0 0
Other 6990 0| 0 0 0 0
Auxillary Operations 7000
Auxiliary Classes 7010 1,124,557 12,401 1,112,156 0| 1,112,156
Other Auxiliary Operations 7090 0 0 0 0 0
Phyéical Property Acquisitions 7100 814,318 814,318 0 0 0
(05) Total $34,022,728| $2,692,111( $31,330,617| $1,118,550{ $30,212,067
(06) Indirect Cost Rate: (Total Indirect Cost/Total Direct Cost) 3,70233%
(07) Notes
(a) Mandated Cost activities designated as direct costs per claim ihstructions.
Revised 9/03 Filing a Claim, Page 14

115




State of California Community College Mandated Cost Manual

9. Offset Against Mandated Claims

As noted previously, allowable costs are defined as those direct and indirect costs, less
applicable credits, considered to be eligible for reimbursement. When all or part of the costs of a
mandated program are specifically reimbursable from local assistance revenue sources (e.g.,
state, federal, foundation, etc.), only that portion of any increased costs payable from school
district funds is eligible for reimbursement under the provisions of GC Section 17561,

Example 1:

As illustrated in Table 5, this example shows how the "Offset against State Mandated Claims” is
determined for school districts receiving block grant revenues not based on a formula allocation,
Program costs for each of the situations equals $100,000.

Table 5 Offset Against State Mandates, Example 1

Program Actual Local State Offset Against  Claimable
Costs Assistance  Mandated State Mandated Mandated
Revenues Costs Claims Costs

1. $100,000 $95,000 $2,500 $-0- $2,500
2 100,000 97,000 2,500 -0- 2,500
3. 100,000 98,000 2,500 500 2,000
4, 100,000 100,000 2,500 2,500 -0-
5 100,000 * 50,000 2,500 1,250 1,250
6 100,000 * 49,000 2,500 250 2,250

* School district share is $50,000 of the program cost.

Numbers (1) through (4), in Table 5, show intended funding at 100% from local assistance
revenue sources. Numbers (5) and (6) show cost sharing on a 50/50 basis with the district. In
numbers (1) through (6), included in the program costs of $100,000 are state mandated costs of
$2,500. The offset against state mandated claims is the amount of actual local assistance
revenues which exceeds the difference between program costs and state mandated costs. This
offset cannot exceed the amount of state mandated costs.

In (1), local assistance revenues were less than expected. Local assistance funding was not in
excess of the difference between program costs and state mandated costs. As a result, the offset
against state mandated claims is zero and $2,500 is claimable as mandated costs.

In (4), local assistance revenues were fully realized to cover the entire cost of the program,
including the state mandate activity; therefore, the offset against state mandated claims is $2,500,
and claimable costs are $0..

In (5), the district is sharing 50% of the project cost. Since local assistance revenues of $50,000
were fully realized, the offset against state mandated claims is $1,250.

In (6), local assistance revenues were less than the amount expended and the offset against
state mandated claims is $250. Therefore, the claimable mandated costs are $2,250.

Example 2:

As illustrated in Table 6, this example shows how the offset against state mandated claims is
determined for school districts receiving special project funds based on approved actual costs,
Local assistance revenues for special projects must be applied proportionately to approved costs.
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Table 6 Offset Against State Mandates, Example 2

Program Actual Local State Offset Against Claimable

Costs Assistance Mandated State Mandated Mandated
Revenues Costs Claims Costs
1. $100,000 $100,000 $2,500 $2,500 $-0-
2. 100,000 ** 75,000 2,500 1,875 625_
3. 100,000 ** 45,000 1,500 1,125 375

** School district share is $25,000 of the program cost.
In (2), the entire program cost was approved. Since the local assistance revenue source covers
75% of the program cost, it also proportionately covered 75% of the $2,500 state mandated
costs, or $1,875.

If in (3) local assistance revenues are less than the amount expected because only $60,000 of
the $100,000 program costs were determined to be valid by the contracting agency, then a
proportionate share of state mandated costs is likewise reduced to $1,500. The offset against
state mandated claims is $1,125. Therefore, the claimable mandated costs are $375.

Federal and State Funding Sources

The listing in Appendix C is not inclusive of all funding sources that should be offset against
mandated claims but contains some of the more common ones. State school fund
apportionments and federal aid for education, which are based on average daily attendance and
are part of the general system of financing public schools as well as block grants which do not
provide for specific reimbursement of costs (i.e., allocation formulas not tied to expenditures),
should not be included as reimbursements from local assistance revenue sources.

Governing Authority

The costs of salaries and expenses of the governing authority, such as the school superintendent
and governing board, are not reimbursable. These are costs of general government as described
in the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-87, “Cost Principles for State, Local and

Indian Tribal Governments ",
‘Notice of Claim Adjustment

All claims submitted to the SCO are reviewed to determine if the claim was prepared in
accordance with the claiming instructions. If any adjustments are made to a claim, the claimant
will receive a "Notice of Claim Adjustments” detailing adjustments made by the SCO.

Audit of Costs

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

Pursuant to Government Code (GC) Section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for
actual costs filed by a local agency or school district pursuant to this chapter is subject to the
initiation of an audit by the Controller no later than three years after the date that the actual
reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are
appropriated or no payment is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the
claim is filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of
initial payment of the claim. All documents used to support the reimbursable activities, must be
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retained during the period subject to audit. If an audit has been initiated by the Controller during
the period subject to audit, the retention period is extended until the ultimate resolution of any

audit findings.

On-site audits will be conducted by the SCO as deemed necessary. Accordingly, all
documentation to support actual costs claimed must be retained for a period of three years after
the end of the calendar year in which the reimbursement claim was filed or amended regardless
of the year of costs incurred. When no funds are appropriated for initial claims at the time the
claim is filed, supporting documents must be retained for three years from the date of initial
payment of the claim. Claim documentation shall be made available to the SCO on request.

12. Source Documents

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

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost
allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, training packets, and
declarations. Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, “I certify under
penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct
based upon personal knowledge.” Evidence corroborating the source documents may include
data relevant to the reimbursable activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal
govérnment requirements. However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source

documents.
13. Claim Forms and Instructions

A claimant may submit a computer generated report in substitution for Form-1 and Form-2,
provided the format of the report and data fields contained within the report are identical to the
claim forms included with these instructions. The claim forms provided with these instructions
should be duplicated and used by the claimant to file an estimated or reimbursement claim. The
SCO will revise the manual and claim forms as necessary.

A. Form-2, Component/Activity Cost Detail

This form is used to segregate the detail costs by claim component. In some mandates,
specific reimbursable activities have been identified for each component. The expenses
reported on this form must be supported by the official financial records of the claimant and
copies of supporting documentation, as specified in the claiming instructions, must be
submitted with the claims. All supporting documents must be retained for a period of not less
than three years after the reimbursement claim was filed or last amended.

B. Form-1, Claim Summary

This form is used to summarize direct costs by component and compute allowable indirect
costs for the mandate. The direct costs summarized on this form are derived from Form-2
and are carried forward to form FAM-27.
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Community colleges have the option of using a federally approved rate (i.e., utilizing the cost
accounting principles from the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-21) or form

FAM-29C.

C. Form FAM-27, Claim for Payment

This form contains a certification that must be signed by an authorized officer of the county.
All applicable information from Form-1 must be carried forward onto this form in order for the
SCO to process the claim for payment. An original and one copy of the FAM-27 is required.

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

addresses:

If delivered by If delivered by

U.S. Postal Service: Other delivery services:

Office of the State Controller Office of the State Controller

Attn: Local Relmbursements 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

14. RETENTION OF CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS

For your convenience, the revised claiming instructions in this package have been arranged in
alphabetical order by program name. These revisions should be inserted in the School Mandated
Cost Manual and the old forms they replace should be removed. The instructions should then be
retained permanently for future reference, and the forms should be duplicated to meet your filing
requirements. Annually, updated forms and any other information or instructions claimants may
need to file claims, as well as instructions and forms for all new programs released throughout the
year will be placed on the SCO's web site at www.sco.ca.gov/ard/localflocreim/index/shtml.

If you have any questions concerning mandated cost reimbursements, please write to us at the
address listed for filing claims, send e-mail to Irsdar@sco.ca.gov, or call the Local
Reimbursements Section at (916) 324-5729,

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

On-site audits will be conducted by the SCO as deemed necessary. Pursuant to GC Section
17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a school district is
subject to audit by the State Controller no later than three years after the date the actual
reimbursement claim was filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds were
appropriated or no payment was made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which
the claim was filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the
date of initial payment of the claim. Therefore, all documentation to support actual costs claimed
must be retained for the same period, and shall be made available to the SCO on request.
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OPINION
PANELLL, J.

California's voters, by adopting Proposition 4, placed a constitutional spending limit on appropriations by the
statc and local governments. (Sce Cal. Const., art. XIII B, § 1, added by initiative measure in {2 Cal.gth 574]
Special Statewide Elec. (Nov. 6, 1979).) The measure sets out, for the purpose of calculating each governmental
entity's spending limit, those categories of appropriations that are and are not subject to limitation, We
granted review to decide which of the measure's provisions determines the treatment of a city's contributions
to employee retirement funds that were established before Proposition 4 took effeet. Section 5 fn. 1 provides
that appropriations to "retirement" funds are "subject to limitation."” Section 9 provides that appropriations for
“debt service" are not. In accordance with the plain language of section 5, the more specific provision, we hold
that retirement contributions are subject to limitation.

Background
The electorate approved Proposition 4 in 1979, thus adding article XIII B to the state Constitution. While the
earlier Proposition 13 limited the state and local governments' power to increase taxes (see Cal. Const., art.
XIII A, added by initiative measure in Primary Elec. (June 6, 1978)), Proposition 4, the so-called "Spirit of 13,"
imposed a complementary limit on the rate of growth in governmental spending. Article XIII B operates by
subjecting each state and local governmental entity's appropriations to a limit equal tothe entity's
appropriations in the prior year, adjusted for changes in population and the cost of living. (8% 1, 8, subds. (e),

®.)

Not all appropriations are subject to the constitutional spending limit. In general, " '{a]ppropriations subject to
limitation’ " include "any authorization to expend during a fiscal year the proceeds of taxes levied by or for that
entity and the proceeds of state subventions to that entity ...." (§ 8, subd. (b) [applicable to local
governments].) However, the voters specifically excluded some categories of appropriations from the spending
limit. Section 9, for example, permits appropriations beyond the limit for "[d]ebt service” and to "comply[ }
with mandates of the courts or the federal government ...." (§ 9, subds. (a), (b).) Conversely, the voters
specifically determined that the spending limit would apply to other types of appropriations. The provision at

issue in this case, section 5, declares that contributions to a "retirement” fund are "subject to limitation."
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Article XIII B took effect during the 1980-1981 fiscal year. Pursuant to its provisions, defendant and appellant
Board of Supervisors (Board) of the City [2 Cal.4th 575] and County of San Francisco (City) established an
appropriations limit that ineluded the City’s contributions to retirement funds. The Board continued to treat
such contributions as subject to the spending limit for six consecutive fiscal years,

The Board changed its historical position in 1986. That year, the City Attorney advised the Board that
appropriations for certain "mandatory employee benefits," including retirement contributions, were exempt
from the spending limit as "debt service" under section g. fi. 2 Adopting that position, the Board revised the
City's base-year spending limit by subtracting $59,388,698, which represented the amount of the City's
appropriations for such benefits in the year the voters approved Proposition 4. The Board derived the 1986-
1987 spending limit by adjusting the revised base-year limit to refiect intervening increases in population and
the cost of living, (See § 1.) Each subsequent fiscal year's spending limit has excluded retirement contributions.

In September 1987, a decision of the Court of Appeal cast doubt on the City Attorney's interpretation of articie
XIII B. The County of Santa Barbara, like the City of San Francisco, had decided several years after Proposition
4 to exclude retirement contributions from its spending limit as "debt service." The Second District Court of
Appeal rejected the county's position, holding that "the plain language of section 5 requires the inclusion of
such contributions as appropriations subject to-the appropriatiens limit" and-thatthe-more specificlanguage of
section 5 takes precedence over section 9, the more general provision governing debt service. (Santa Barbara
County Taxpayers Assn. v. County of Santa Barbara (1987) 194 Cal.App.3d 674, 678 [239 Cal.Rptr. 760]
[hereafter Santa Barbara Taxpayers].) We denied a petition for review in that case on November 18, 1987.

In caleulating the City's spending limit for the 1988-1989 fiscal year, the Board recognized that its exclusion of
retirement contributions was inconsistent with the Santa Barbara Taxpayers decision. Even without the benefit
of the exclusion, the City's projected "appropriations subject to limitation" did not exceed its annual spending
limit. However, based on the City Attorney's advice that the Court of Appeal's opinion was "wrongly decided"
the Board determined to continue to exclude retirement contributions. [2 Cal.4th 576]

The consequence of the Board's deeision was to incrcase by $40,336,171 the total amount ($97,640,070) by
which the City's spending limit exceeded its appropriations subject to limitation in the 1988- 1989 fiscal year.
fr. 3 However, based on the City Attorney's opinion that the decision would "entail time consuming and
difficult litigation," the City Controller recommended that the Board not "collect or appropriate revenues based
upon [the $40 million] spread until the impact of the Santa Barbara [Taxpayers].decision on the City of San
Francisco has been clarified."

In December 1988, plaintiff and respondent San Francisco Taxpayers Association (hereafter Taxpayers)
initiated this action to challenge the Board's exclusion of retirement contributions from the City's spending
limit. Taxpayers alleged that the Board's action violated section 5, which provides that "contributions" to
"retirement” funds are "subject to limitation," Following the Second District's decision in Santa Barbara
Taxpayers (supra, 194 Cal.App.3d 674), the superior court granted Taxpayers' motion for summary judgment
and entered judgment against the Board. In its judgment, the court declared the Board's action invalid and
ordered the Board, by injunction and writ of mandate, to revise the City's appropriations limit to include
retirement contributions. On appeal, the First District declined to follow Santa Barbara Taxpayeis and
reversed the judgment. We granted review to resolve the conflict.

Discussion
[1a] The question before us is whether section 5 or section 9 governs the treatment of retirement contributions
for the purpose of calculating the City's spending limit, Section 5 expressly provides that a governmental
entity's contributions to "retirement" funds are "subject to limitation." fn. 4 [2 Cal.4th 577] Section 9, which
does not mention retirement contributions, provides that appropriations for "debt service" are not subject to

limitation. fn. 5

Ordinary principles of interpretation point to the conclusion that section 5, the more specific provision,
governs. [2] "It is well settled ... that a general provision is controlled by one that is special, the latter being
treated as an exception to the former. A specific provision relating to a particular subject will govern in respect
to that subject, as against a general provision, although the latter, standing alone, would be broad enough to
include the subject to which the more particular provision relates." (Rose v. State of California (1942) 19 Cal.2d
713, 723-724 [123 P.2d 505).) [1b] Thus, even if we were to assume for argument's sake that the term "debt
service" (§8 8(g), 9(a)) might be broad enough to include retirement contributions, the treatment of such
contributions is nevertheless governed by the voters' specific declaration that they are "subject to

limitation." (§ 5.) This was the correct conclusion of the Court of Appeal in Santa Barbara Taxpayers (supra,
194 Cal.App.3d at pp. 681-682). fn. 6

The Board does not view this case as an example of a specific provision taking precedence over a general
provision. Instead, the Board argues that sections 5 and 9(a) conflict and that we should "harmonize" them by
giving effect to both so far as possible. (Cf. Lungren v. Deukmejian (1988) 45 Cal.3d 727, 735 [248 Cal,Rptr.
115, 755 P.2d 299]; Dyna-Med, Inc. v. Fair Employment & Housing Com. (1987) 43 Cal.5d 1379, 1387 [241
Cal.Rptr. 67, 743 P.2d 1323].) The Board would achieve harmony by distinguishing between payments required
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by pension contracts, on one hand, and discretionary payments to reserve funds, on the other. As the Board
would interpret the law, required payments constitute debt service while discretionary payments do not.

Two flaws render the Board's argument untenable. First, there is no conflict between sections 5 and g(a) unless
one assumes that the voters did not mean what they said in section 5-that "retirement" contributions are
“subject to limitation." Read according to its plain meaning, section 5 creates an exception to section g(a)
rather than a conflict. [2 Cal.4th 578]

Second, the Board's argument would permit the City to evade section 5 completely, simply by satisfying its
contractual obligations. According to the Board, so long as the City does not employ reserve funds for its own
convenience its retirement contributions will never become subject to limitation. The voters could not
reasonably have intended such a result, which would in effect nullify their express declaration that retirement
contributions are subject to limitation. Such an interpretation is obviously to be avoided. (See, e.g., Lungren v.
Deukmejian, supra, 45 Cal.3d at p. 735; People v. Craft (1986) 41 Cal.3d 554, 561 [224 Cal.Rptr. 626, 715 P.2d
585].) In contrast, to give full effect to section 5 does not nullify section g(a), which continues to apply toa
wide variety of other obligations.

The Board offers several additional arguments against this conclusion. None is persuasive.

First, the Board argues that retirement contributions must be treated as debt service in order to achieve
consistency with article XIII A, Article XIIT A limits the maximum rate of ad valorem taxes on real property but
permits taxes in excess of that rate to repay certain voter-approved indebtedness. fn. 7 In Carman v. Alvord
(1982) 31 Cal.3d 318, 324-333 [182 Cal.Rptr. 506, 644 P.2d 192] (Carman), we held that article XTI A's
exemption for "indebtedness" was broad enough to include a city's retirement obligations. Thus, a city may
levy taxes in excess of the maximum rate to satisfy such obligations. (Ibid.)

Because articles X1IT A and XTII B address the treatment of indebtedness in similar language, the Board argues
that retirement contributions cannot be debt service under the former (see Carman, supra, 31 Cal.3d 318) but
not under the latter. The argument, however, ignores both the reasoning of Carman and the language of article
XII B. Our conelusion in Carman that retirement obligations constituted "indebtedness" was expressly based
on article XIIT A's failure to articulate a distinction for retirement contributions. (Carman, supra, 31 Cal.3d at
P- 330.) In contrast, article XIII B does articulate a distinction between retirement contributions and other
obligations. (§ 5.) Article XIII B also provides that its definition of "debt service" applies only in the context of
that artiele and is subject to exceptions as "expressly provided” therein. (§ 8.) As already discussed, the specific
provision governing retirement contributions (§ 5) must be viewed as an [2 Cal.4th 579] exception to the
more general provisions governing debt service (§§ 8(g), 9(a)).

The Board's argument for "consistent” interpretations of articles XIII A and XIII B is not based solely on
similarities in language. It would also be "meaningless," according to the Board, to permit the City to raise
taxes to satisfy retirement obligations while denying it the power to spend the resulting revenues. However, the
argument misconeeives the purpose of subjecting retirement contributions to the overall spending limit. The
purpose is not to prevent the City from satisfying its contractual obligations but simply to control the overall
rate of growth in appropriations, if necessary by reducing other spending. Indeed, each year's spending limit
reflects the fact that the City made retirement contributions in the prior year and the assumption that it will
continue to do so. (See §§ 1, 5.) In contrast, to exclude a category of appropriations from the spending limit
would in effect remove that category from the budget, permitting both it and overall spending to increase faster
than the rate that the voters adopted as the measure of acceptable growth. (§ 1.)

The relationship between the Carman rule and the treatment of retirement contributions under article XIIT B
must be understood in this light. Carman permits the City to pass through directly to the voters the cost of any
retirement contributions, regardless of the maximum tax rate set out in article XIII A. Unless such
contributions are subject to the spending limit set out in article XIII B, as the voters expressly provided (§ 5),
one of the largest categories of local governmental spending fn. 8 would be completely insulated from fiscal
control. The result would be a material impairment of article XIII B's effectiveness in limiting the overall
growth of appropriations.

The Board finds support for its contrary interpretation of article XIII B in a remark by the Legislative Analyst.
In his report on the proposed measure, the Legislative Analyst concluded that "a local government with an
unfunded liability in its retirement system could appropriate its excess revenues to reduce the liability, as such
an appropriation would be considered a payment toward a legal 'indebtedness' under this ballot

measure." (Ballot Pamp., Special Statewide Elec. (Nov. 6, 1979) p. 20.) [3a] In this case, as always, we consider
the Legislative Analyst's views because we assume the voters considered them along with the other materials in
the ballot pamphlet. (See, e.g., Raven v. Deukmejian (1990) 52 Cal.3d 336, 349 [276 Cal.Rptr. 326, 801 P.2d
1077).) [2 Cal.4th 580]

Nevertheless, a nonjudicial interpretation of the Constitution is entitled only to as much deference as its logic
and persuasiveness demand. [1¢] In this case, the Legislative Analyst's views are not persussive because there
is no indication that they take into account the most directly relevant provision, section 5.
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[3b] The Legislative Analyst's comment regarding the treatment of retirement contributions is based on a
memorandum to him from the Legislative Counsel dated June 15, 1979. In the memorandum, the Legislative
Counsel concludes that "any legally binding obligation existing or legally anthorized as of January 1, 1979,
would be considered as 'indebtedness’ for purposes of subdivision (g) of Section 8" and that "such a legally
binding obligation would include the unfunded liability of a public employee retirement system." However, the
memorandum does not mention or consider the effect of section 5, which expressly contradicts the
memorandum's conelusion. In the Ballot Pamphlet, the Legislative Ahalyst merely repeated the Legislative
Counsel’s conclusion, again wilhoul any consideralion of section 5.

The Legislative Analyst's comments, like other materials presented to the voters, "may be helpful but are not
conclusive in determining the probable meaning of initiative language.” (Carman, supra, 31 Cal.3d at p. 330.)
Thus, when other statements in the election materials contradict the Tegislative Analyst's comments we do not
automatically assume that the latter aceurately reflects the voters’ understanding, (Id., at pp. 330- 331.) In
Carman, for example, the official title and summary of Proposition 13 led us to reject the Legislative Analyst's
conclusion that the measure's exemption from the maximum tax rate for voter-approved indebtedness applied
only to bonded debt. (Ibid.) [1d] The case for rejecting the Legislative Analyst's views is even more compelling
here, where the contradiction is in the language of the initiative. (8§ 5.) Under circumstances such as these, to
prefer an "extrinsic source” over "a clear statement in the Constitution itself” would be "a strained approach to
constitutional analysis." (Cf. Delaney v. Superior Court (1990) 50 Cal.3d 785, 802-803 [268 Cal.Rptr. 753, 789
P.2d 934] [rejecting, as contrary to the language of the proposed measure, the Legislative Analyst's inference
that the newsperson'’s shield law would apply only to confidential information).)

[4a] The Board's finul argument for inlerpreling article XTII B to exclude relirement conlributions is Lhal such
an interpretation will "eliminate doubts" as to the measure's constitutionality. According to the Board, to
restrict the City's spending power impairs the security of its pension obligations and, thus, constitutes a
“potential" violation of the contract clause of [2 Cal.4th 581] the federal Constitution. fit. 9 The Board
expressly disclaims any intent to assert a cause of action or to raise an affirmative defense under the clause.
"Rather," to quote the Board's brief, "the City has raised the potential impairment of contracts to explain and
support its choice among competing interpretations of Article XI1I B."

Taxpayers contend that the Board lacks standing to make the constitutional argument for two reasons. First, as
a creation of the state, the City may not invoke the contract clause "in opposition to the will of [its]

crealor.” (Coleman v, Miller (1939) 307 U.S. 433, 441 [83 L.Iid. 1385, 1390, 59 S.CL. 972, 122 A.L.R. 695]; see
also Williams v. Mayor (1933) 289 U.S. 36, 40 [77 L.Ed. 1015, 1020, 53 S.Ct. 431]; State of California v. Marin
Mun. W, Dist, (1941) 17 Cal.2d 699, 705 [111 P.2d 651}; Cox Cable San Diego, Inc. v. City of San Diego (1987)
188 Cal.App.3d 952, 967 [233 Cal.Rptr. 735].) Second, any impairment of the City's retirement obligations
would cause actual harm only to those persons entitled to receive retirement benefits. (See Amador Valley
Joint Union High Sch. Dist, v. State Bd. of Equalization (1978) 22 Cal.3d 208, 242 [149 Cal.Rptr. 239, 583 P.2d
1281] [in dictum].)

These arguments about the Board's standing are irrelevant because the Board is not challenging article XIIT B's
validity under the contract clause. Instead, we are called upon to decide what the article means. [5] In doing so,
we assume Lhal the volers intended Lthe measure 1o be valid and construe il 1o avoid "serious” doubls as Lo ils
constitutionality if that can be done "without doing violence to the reasonable meaning of the

language.” (Miller v. Municipal Court (1943) 22 Cal.2d 818, 828 [142 P.ad 297]}; see also Gollust v. Mendell
(1991) U.S.__ [115 L.Ed.2d 109, 111 8.Ct. 2173, 2181]; Crowell v. Benson (1932) 285 U.S, 22, 62 [76 L.Ed.
598, 619, 52 S.Ct. 285).) [4b] These well established rules provide us with ample warrant to consider the
Board's argument about how the contract clause should affect our interpretation of article XIII B.

We turn, then, to the argument's merits. In essence, the Board contends that the City's power to spend is the
security for its pension obligations and that any restriction of the power ipso facto reduces the value of its
employees' pension rights, This reduction in value, according to the Board, constitutes a "potential™
impairment of the Cily's contractual obligations.

To establish this point on summary judgment, the Board submitted declarations in which experts applied
techniques of financial analysis to predict [2 Cal.qth 582] the effect of a spending limit on the hypothetical
market value of an employee's interest in retirement benefits. The trial court sustained ohjections to these
declarations on relevance grounds. Even withoul such declaralions, however, we may assume [or argumenl’s
sake, as do the parties, that a spending limit has at least a theoretical effect on the security of the City's
retirement obligations, In the Board's view, "an impairment oceurs when the State changes the law so as to
erode the ability of the City to perform, whether a breach necessarily follows or not." fir. 10

The Board relies, by analogy, on cases in which the high court refused to enforce state laws that purported to
disable cities from levying taxes to repay municipal bonds. (See, e.g., Wolff v. New Orleans (1881) 103 U.S. 358,
365-369 [26 L.Ed. 395, 398-399]; Von Hoffman v. City of Quincy (1867) 71 U.S. 535, 554-555 [18 L.Ed. 403,
410).) These cases stand for the proposition that a state may not authorize a city to contract and then restrict
its taxing power so that it cannot fulfill its obligations, fn. 11 (Wolff v. New Orleans, supra, 103 U.S. at pp. 367-
369 [26 L.Ed. at pp. 399-400]; Von Hoffman v. City of Quincy, supra, 71 U.S. at pp. 554-555 [18 L.Bd. at p.
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410]; cf. United States Trust Co. v. New Jersey (1977) 431 U.S. 1, 24, fn. 22 [52 L.Ed.2d 92, 111, 97 S.Ct. 1505 ].)
Underlying such decisions, at least implicitly, is the idea that "[t]he principal asset of a municipality is its
taxing power" and that "[a]n unsecured municipal security is therefore merely a draft on the good faith of a
municipality in exercising its taxing power." (Faitoute Co. v. Asbury Park (1942) 316 U.S. 502, 509 [86 L.Ed.
1629, 1635, 62 S.Ct. 1129]; cf. Von Hoffman v. City of Quincy, supra, 71 U.S. at p. 555 [18 L.Ed. at p. 410].)

By analogy to these cases, the Board argues that the contract clause would also invalidate a state law
purporting to disable a municipality from spending money to satisfy its contractual obligations. While there is
support for the proposition, the relevant cases involve statutes specifically enacted for the purpose of
repudiating particular contractual duties rather than laws imposing budgetary restrictions. In United States
Trust Co. v. New Jersey (supra, 431 U.S. 1, 17-28 {52 L.Ed.2d 92, 106-113]) the high court declared
unenforceable a statute intended to abrogate a port authority's express eovenant to its hondholders not to
make unautherized expenditures out of revenues designated for repayment of the bonds. Similarly, in Valdes v.
Cory ((1983) 139 Cal.App.3d 773, 789-791 [189 Cal.Rptr. 212]), the Court of Appeal ordered the state Controller
and other public employers to make [2 Cal.4th 583] periodic payments to the Public Employees' Retirement
Fund despite legislation intended to abrogate the underlying contractual and statutory duties.

Unlike the laws at issue in the cited cases, article XIII B does not repudiate, or even modify, any contractual
right or obligation. fn. 12 Article XIII B can more accurately be said to bring retirement obligations under the
umbrella of an overall spending limit, but even this limited statement is an oversimplification. In fact, other
provisions of the law provide substantial protection for retirement obligations, even in the face of budgetary
competition. Specifically, the City has mandatory duties to make periodic payments to its retirement funds in
amounls sulficient Lo keep the funds acluarially sound (Gov. Code, §§ 20741 et seq. {contributions lo Public
Employees' Retirement Fund], 45341 et seq. [contributions to single-employer plans]; see generally Valdes v.
Cory, supra, 139 Cal.App.3d 773); and article XIII A permits the City to recover the cost of such contributions
without regard to the constitutional maximum tax rate. (See Carman, supra, 31 Cal.3d 318.)

Nor does arlicle XIII B provide a strong incentive for o governmental entily Lo altempl Lo avoid ils retirement
obligations. This is because each year's spending limit reflects the prior year's retirement contributions and
other appropriations, adjusted to account for the change in population and the cost of living. fn. 13 (§§ 1, 5.)
Thus, the City's high retirement costs in the base year have been reflected in subsequent years by higher and
higher adjusted spending limits. Under section 11, this court's determination that retirement contributions are
subject to limitation will entail a corresponding increase in the City's base-year and current spending limits.
Moreover, if the voters wish to increase discretionary spending in other areas they may do so by the vote of a
simple majority. (§ 4.) We note that as of March 1990, voters in 117 jurisdictions had considered proposals to
increase spending limits to permit the appropriation of revenues already collected. Of these proposals, 106
were approved. (Cal. Leg,, 1990 Revenue and Taxalion Reference Book, at p. 196 (1990).)

While it can be argued that any budget entails a theoretical reduction in the security of the budgeted
obligations, more is required to establish a serious doubt as to a law's validity under the contract clause.
Particularly in {2 Cal.4th 584] this area, " Tt}he Constitution is "intended to preserve practical and
substantial rights, not to maintain theories” [citation].' " (City of El Paso v. Simmon (1965) 379 U.S. 497, 515
[13 L.Ed.2d 446, 458, 85 S.Ct. 577], quoting Faitoute Co. v. City of Asbury Park, supra, 316 U.S. at p. 514 [86
L.Ed. at p. 1637].) While the contract clause "appears literally to proscribe 'any' impairment ... 'the prohibition
is not an absolute one and is not to be read with literal exactness like a mathematical formula.'* (United States
Trust Co. v. New Jersey, supra, 431 U.S, at p. 21 [52 L.Ed. 2d at p. 109], quoting Home Building & Loan Assn.
v. Blaisdell (1934) 290 U.S. 398, 428 [78 L.Ed. 413, 423, 54 S.Ct. 231, 88 A.L.R. 1481].)

The threshold inguiry under the contract clause is "whelher the state law has, in facl, operaled as a substantial
impairment of a contractual relationship." (Allied Structural Steel Co. v, Spannaus (1978) 438 U.5. 234, 2441
[57 1.Ed.2d 727, 736, 98 S.Ct. 2716).) Viewing article XIII B with reference to the whole system of law of which
itis a part (cf. Bowland v. Municipal Court (1976) 18 Cal.3d 479, 489 [134 Cal.Rptr. 630, 556 P.2d 1081]), it
cannot fairly be said that article XIII B has operated as a substantial impairment, Its effect, rather, has been to
require governmental entities to reduce the overall growth in appropriations by reducing expenditures not
required by law, except where the voters have chosen to increase the spending limit. A governmental entity
that decided to make discretionary appropriations in other areas rather than legally required contributions to
retirement funds might well thereby violate the contract clause (Valdes v. Cory, supra, 139 Cal.App.3d 773), but
it would not be acting under the aegis or compulsion of article XIII B.

While we must construe a provision to avoid serious doubts as to its constitutionality, the "avoidance of a
difficulty will not be pressed to the point of disingenuous evasion." (Moore Ice Cream Co. v. Rose (1933) 289
U.S. 373, 379 [77 L.Ed. 1265, 1270, 53 S.Ct. 620].) The manifest purpose of Proposition 4 was to limit the
overall growth of governmental appropriations. To remove from the spending limit such a large category of
appropriations as reliremenl conlributions would do violence Lo that goal. Under these circumstances, the
Board's constitutional arguments do not justify a departure from the plain statement that contributions to
retirement funds are subject to limitation.

Disposition
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The decision of the Court of Appeal is reversed.
Lucas, C. J., Arabian, J., Baxter, J., and George, J., concurred. [2 Cal.4th 585]
MOSK, J.

1dissent. The majority's holding that retirement contributions are subject to the limitation of section 1 of
article XTII B of the California Constitution is based entirely on a literal reading of the language of section 5 of
article XTII B (hereafter section 5) and the rule of statutory construction that a specific provision relating toa
particular subject will govern over a more general provision relating to the same subject. That is, even though
retirement contributions may be classified as an indebtedness under subdivision (a) of section g of article XI11
B (hereafter section 9(a)), the majority conclude that section 5 must prevail because it refers specifically to
contributions to retirement funds. In the view of the majority, the section 5 inclusion of retivement fund
contributions is an exception to the general provision of section g(a).

This holding is not only in violation of well-established rules of statutory construction, but is contrary to the
intent of the voters in adopting article XIII B of the state Constitution (hereafter article XIII B). It is clear from
the legislative history of that provision that the voters intended to exclude retirement contributions as an
indebtedness under section 9(a). They were specifically told in the ballot pamphlet analysis by the Legislative
Analyst that the government's liability to make payments into a retirement fund was an "indebtedness” under
article XIIT B. This statement is a persuasive indication of the intent of the voters since, as the majority
recognize, it must be assumed that they considered it in voting on the measure.

The majority reject the conclusion that logieally follows from the Legislative Analyst's statement. They cast
doubt on its correctness because it is a "nonjudicial interpretation” of the language of article XIII B. But this
may be said of any statement in the ballot pamphlet. In attempting to discern the intent of the voters, the legal
persuasiveness of the analysis is not the standard; the purpose of consulting the ballot pamphiet is to
determine what the voters intended, assuming, as we must, that they considered the statements made therein.
The majority find the Legislative Analyst's conclusion to be unpersuasive because "there is no indication” that
he considered the language of section 5 in making his analysis. But there is no reason to suppose that he
informed the voters that pension contributions are an indebtedness under article XIII B without considering
the other provisions of the article, including section 5. The issue is not whether he was correct in his analysis of
the ineasure in the hindsight of a court considering the issue more than a decade after it was adopted, but the
understanding of the voters as to the meaning of these provisions.

Another reason given by the majority for rejecting the Legislative Analyst's conclusion is that it contradicts
section 5. But this is circular reasoning, for it assumes the answer to the question at issue. The problem posed
by [2 Cal.4qth 586] this case is whether pension contributions are excluded from the spending limitation as
an indebtedness under section 9(a), or whether they are included in view of the language of section 5. To
conclude, as do the majority, that contributions are not an indebtedness because such a determination would
be contrary to the meaning of section 5, presupposes that section 5 prevails over section 9(a). That, of course, is
the very issue under consideration.

Insum, there is no cscaping the fact that the voters were cxpressly told by the Legislative Analyst that pension
contributions were exerapt from the spending limitation under article XIII B, The majority, instead of
accepting the fact that this was the voters' understanding and attempting to harmonize sections 5 and 9(a) in
accordance with that understanding, hold that section 5 dominates, thereby disregarding the intent of the

electorate,

The result reached by the majority is particularly inappropriate in the present case because sections 5 and 9(a)
may be harmonized so as to give effect to both provisions. The majority disregard a rule of construction critical
in the present context, i.e., that a court must attempt to reconcile provisions relating to the same subject
matter to the extent possible, so as to avoid substantially nullifying the effect of any part of an enactment.
(Lungren v. Deukmejian (1988) 45 Cal.ad 727, 735 [248 Cal.Rptr. 115, 755 P.2d 299]; County of Los Angeles v.
State of California (1987} 43 Cal.3d 46, 58 [233 Cal.Rptr. 38, 729 P.2d 202]; People v. Craft (1986) 41 Cal.3d
554, 560 [224 Cal.Rptr. 626, 715 P.2d 585].) The holding that section 5 is an exception to section 9(a) results in
practically nullifying the effect of the latter provision. According to the majority's own analysis, retirement
contributions constitute "one of the largest categories of local governmental spending.” Such contributions are
undoubtedly indebtedness of the city, a proposition the majority accept, at least for the sake of argument, To
assume that the electorate chose in section 9(a) to except all indebtedness existing on January 1, 1979, tfrom the
spending limitation, fn. 1 but not to include within such indebtedness "one of the largest categories of
governmental spending,” results in a significant abrogation of section 9(a).

This consequence is particularly unwarranted in the present case because sections 5 and 9(a) may be
reconciled so as to give effect to both provisions. That is, section 5 may be construed as referring to pension
funds established [2 Cal.4th 587] after January 1, 1979. Section 9(a), on the other hand, applies to funds
established prior to that date to fulfill the city's obligations to meet an "indebtedness." This construction is
consistent with both the language of section 5-it provides that a government entity "may establish" such funds
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as it "shall deem reasonable and proper," implying establishment of funds at a future time-and the general rule
that constitutional provisions are applied prospectively. (In re Marriage of Bouquet (1976) 16 Cal.3d 583, 587
[128 Cal.Rptr. 427, 546 P.2d 1371]; Mannheim v. Superior Court (1970) 3 Cal.3d 678, 686 {91 Cal.Rptr. 585,
478 P.2d 17].)

The majority reject an alternate means offered by the Board of Supervisors for the City and County of San
Francisco (board) to harmonize the two sections. The board asserts that if the government is required by
contract to satisfy its obligation to pay pensions by making appropriations to a fund for that purpose, this
constitutes a debt, not subject to the spending limitation under section 9(a). But if no such contractual
requirement exists, and the government chooses as a matter of discretion to establish a pension fund as a
means of accruing a reserve for the payment of pensions, then this is not an indebtedness, and the
contributions to such a fund would be subject to the limitation.

‘The majority respond to this suggested means of harmonizing the two sections by asserting that section 5
creates an exception to section 9(a), and therefore there is no reason to attempt to harmonize the two sections.
As discussed above, however, the view that section 5 is an exception to section 9(a) is untenable because it
results in practically negating the effect of the latter provision.

The second answer to the board's theory offered by the majority is that the city could evade section 5 by
“satisfying its contractual obligations.” But this is exactly what section g(a) requires, if such obligations are
indebtedness incurred before January 1, 1979. Contrary to the majority, the board's suggestion would not
nullify the express declaration in section 5 that retirement contributions are subject to limitation, for
contributions to a pension fund not required to be established by contract would be included in the limitation.

Finally, in my view Carman v. Alvord (1982) 31 Cal.3d 318 [182 Cal.Rptr, 506, 644 P.2d 192] (Carman),
supports the conclusion that retirement contributions are an indebtedness under section 9(a). Carman
involved the construction of article XIII A of the California Constitution (hereafter article XIII A). Subdivision
(b) of section 1 of article XIII A (hereafter subdivision [2 Cal.qth 588] (b)) exempts from the 1 percent limit
on ad valorem taxes on real properly imposed by seclion 1, subdivision (a) of the arlicle "laxes Lo pay Lhe
interest and redemption charges on ... any indebtedness approved by the voters prior to January 1, 1978 ...."
The voters of the City of San Gabriel had, many years prior to 1978, approved a measure authorizing the city to
levy a tax to fund the city's employee retirement system. After article XIII A became effective, the city levied a
special tax for that purpose. The plaintiff filed an action alleging that the tax was unconstitutional because it
exceeded the 1 percent limit on ad valorem real property taxes,

We held that an employer’s duty to pay pensions promised and earned on terms substantially equivalent to
those offered when the employee entered public service was a vested contractual right. Our opinion reasoned
that the term "any indebtedness," as used in subdivision (b), includes obligations arising out of a city's pension
plan, and the term "interest and redemption charges" refers to "the sums ... necessary to avoid default on
obligations to pay money, including those for pensions.” (Carman, supra, 31 Cal.3d at p. 328; accord, City of
Fresno v. Superior Court (1984) 156 Cal.App.3d 1137, 1145-1146 [202 Cal.Rptr. 313]; City of Watsonville v.
Merrill (1982) 137 Cal.App.3d 185, 193 (186 Cal.Rptr. 8571.)

The language of subdivision (b) is similar to that of sections 9(a) and 8(g) of article XIII B. Unless there is
some persuasive reason to interpret the provisions in the two articles differently, they should be construed as
having the same meaning. Nevertheless the majority assert that the term "indebtedness" has a different
meaning in the two provisions because article XIIT A does not have a provision similar to section 5, making
contributions to retirement funds subject to the spending limitation.

But the majority fail to point to any substantive difference in a city's obligations under article XIII A and article
XIII B which would justify the conclusion Lhal the duly Lo pay pensions or Lo {und 4 pension system for that
purpose constitutes an "indebtedness" under one but not the other. Even if the meaning of the term
"indebtedness" may vary, depending on the context in which it is used, the meaning attributed to it must relate
to the nature of the obligation involved. Carman points out that the term "indebtedness" encompasses "
‘obligations which are yet to become due as [well as] those which are already matured' " (31 Cal.3d at p. 327),
and in support of its conclusion it relies on a case holding that the term "indebtedness" means "a complete and
absolute liability to the extent that payment must ultimately be made ...." (County of Shasta v. County of
Trinity (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 30, 38 {165 Cal.Rptr. 18].) There can be no question that the obligation to {2
Cal.4th 589] pay pensions comes within these definitions. Itis, therefore, an indebtedness, and is exempt
from the spending limitation. ‘

Moreover, as the Court of Appeal noted, articles XIIT A and XIII B "are complementary fiscal measures
designed to limit the government's ability to raise and spend tax revenues." This view is subscribed to by this
court. (City of Sacramento v. State of California (1990) 50 Cal.3d 51, 59, fn. 1 [266 Cal.Rptr. 139, 785 P.2d
522}.) Since, as we held in Carman, a government entity may impose a tax to fund pension payments without
regard Lo Lhe Lax limilalion of article XIIT A, it is anomalous Lo hold, as do the majorily, Lhal the volers
intended to prohibit the use of the funds generated for this purpose without a compensating reduction in other
government expenditures,
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T'would affirm the judgment of the Court of Appeal,
KENNARD, J.

I dissent. Article XIII B of the California Constitution (hereafter article XIII B) limits state and local
governmenis' ability to spend tax revenues. In general, a public entity can spend no more than it spent the year
before, adjusted for changes in population and the cost of living, This limitation does not apply to all
government spending, but only to spending falling within the constitutional definition of "appropriations
subject to limitation." (Art, XIII B, § 1.) The majority holds that all contributions thata public entity makes to a
retirement fund for its employees are "appropriations subject to limitation" and therefore subject to the article
XII B limit. This holding is based on a superficial analysis of the relevant constitutional provisions. A more
complete analysis reveals that contributions to employee retirement funds are exempt from the article XIIT B
limit when the public entity makes them under an obligation that existed on January 1, 1979,

A provision of article XI1I B exempts all "debt service" appropriations from the spending limit. (Art. XIII B, § o,
subd. (a).) In this context, "debt service" is defined as "appropriations required to pay the cost of interest and
redemption charges, including the funding of any reserve or sinking fund required in connection therewith, on
indebtedness existing or legally authorized as of January 1, 1979, or on bonded indebtedness thereafter
approved according to law by a vote of the electors of the issuing entity voting in an election for that

purpose.” (Id., § 8, subd. (g).)

A public entity's mandatory contributions to an employee retirement fund constitute debt service, This court so
held in Carman v. Alvord (1982) 31 Cal.3d 318, 327-328 [182 Cal.Rptr. 506, 644 P.2d 192]. Although in that
case we construed a provision of article XIII A of the California Constitution, rather than the "debt service”
provisions of article XIII B, these two articles [2 Cal.4th 590] are closely related and the language of the
relevant provisions is virtually identieal. . 1 There is no sound reason to conclude that the electorate intended
to give the same words different meanings in these related and complementary parts of the state Constitution.
Accordingly, mandatory contributions to an employee retirement fund are exempt from the article X111 B
spending limit as "debt service" if the contributions are made under an obligation existing on January 1, 1979.

The conclusion that mandatory payments to pre-1979 retirement funds are exempt as debt service is fortified
by the analysis of the Legislative Analyst included in the voter pamphlet for the election at which article XIII B
was enacted, In relevant part, it read: "[A] local government with an unfunded liability in its retirement system
could appropriate its excess revenues to reduce the liability, as such an appropriation would be considered a
payment toward a legal 'indebtedness’ under this ballot measure," (Ballot Pamp., Proposed Amends. to Cal.
Const. with arguments to voters, Special Statewide Elec. (Nov. 6, 1979) P 20, italics added.) Stated more
simply, payments to existing employee retirement funds will be exempt from the article XIII B spending limit
as deht service. The majority concedes this is what the Legislative Analyst's words mean, hut it asserts that the
Legislative Analyst was mistaken. On the contrary, the Legislative Analyst's conclusion is the most reasonable
interpretation of article X111 B's language. Moreover, the Legislative Analyst's words are persuasive evidence of
the voters' intent in enacting article XIII B because the voters had those words before them, as part of the
voters' pamphlet, when they were deciding how to vote, and none of the other statements in the pamphlet
disputed this interpretation.

The majority relies on a provision of article XIII B that expressly refers to employee retirement contributions.
It states: "Fach entity of government may establish such contingency, emergency, unemployment, reserve,
retirement, sinking fund, trust, or similar funds as it shall deem reasonable and proper. Contributions to any
such fund, to the extent that such contributions arc derived from the procceds of taxos, shall for purposcs of
this Article constitute appropriations subject to limitation in the year of contribution. Neither withdrawals
from any such fund, nor expenditures of ... such withdrawals, nor transfers between or among such funds, shall
for purposes of this Article constitute appropriations subject to limitation.” (Art, XIII B, § 5, italics added.)

To be sure, this provision (heveafter section 5) necessarily contemplates that some contributions to employee
retirement funds are subject to the [2 Cal.4th 591] article XIII B spending limit. But the majority reads it
more expansively. The majority concludes that under section 5 all contributions to employee retirement funds
are subject to the article XI1IT B spending limit, and that the debt service provisions, to the extent they provide a
basis for exempting such retirement contributions from the article X111 B spending limit, must be disregarded
because they fail to mention retirement fund contributions by name. This reasoning does not withstand
serutiny.

Putting aside retirement contributions, there is a need to reconcile section 5 with article XIII B's "debt service"
provisions because both refer expressly to reserve and sinking funds. Section 5 includes payments to reserve
and sinking funds with rctirement contributions as appropriations subject to the article X111 B spending limit,
whereas the "debt service" provisions state that payments to reserve and sinking funds may qualify as debt
service that is exempt from the article XI11I B limit. The only way to give effect to both provisions, as required
by accepted rules of statutory and constitutional construction (see, e.g,, County of Los Angeles v. State of
California (1987) 43 Cal.ad 46, 58 [233 Cal.Rptr. 38, 729 P.2d 202]), is to divide reserve and sinking funds into
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two categories, so that some of the funds are subject to limitation under section 5 while others are exempt from
limitation under the "debt service" provisions. This is easily done.

Section 5 speaks prospectively ("Each entity ... may establish such [reserve and sinking] ... funds ....") and
therefore it is reasonably interpreted to apply only to reserve or sinking funds established after article XIII B
appeared on the legal horizon. The "debt service" provisions, by contrast, look generally to the past. They
provide an exemption for "indebtedness existing or legally authorized as of January 1, 1979." All payments
made to reserve or sinking funds in existence on that date, and which otherwise meet the eonstitutional
definition of "debt service," are exempt.

Thus, a fair reading of article XIII B compels the conclusion that payments to reserve and sinking funds can
and must be divided between those made to funds established on or before January 1, 1979 (and therefore
exempt) and those made to funds established afterward (and so not exempt). If payments to reserve and
sinking funds can and must be so divided, then should not contributions to retirement funds (which are a kind
of reserve fund) be divided in the same manner? The majority gives no satisfactory answer to this question.

Had section 5 been intended to establish an exception to the "debt service” exemption, as the majority
concludes, it would have been logical to place [2 Cal.4th 592] section 5 with the "debt service" provisions, or
at least to include within scetion 5 a reference to thosc provisions. Section 5's location distinctly apart from the
“debt service" provisions, and the absence of any cross-reference to those provisions, suggests that section 5
was intended to serve a different purpose. That purpose is not difficult to discern. Rather than specifying
whether particular funds are or are not exempt from the article XI1I B limit, the primary purpose of section 5 is
to explain how the article XIII B limit works when applied to those funds that are not exempt. The main point
of section 5 is that in the case of various kinds of nonexempt reserve funds maintained by public entities, the
article X1IT B limit applies when the government makes payments into the fund, and not when payments are
made out of the fund. This overriding purpose is in no way frustrated by a conclusion that certain fund
payments (that is, those to service preexisting debt) are not subject to the article XIII B limit at all.

The majority relies on the rule of statutory and constitutional construction that a specific provision prevails
over a general provision. But this rule applies only when the provisions at issue are inconsistent. (See Code Civ.
Proc., § 1859 ["[Wlhen a general and particular provision are inconsistent, the latter is paramount to the
former."}; International Assn. of Fire Fighters Union v. City of Pleasanton (1976) 56 Cal.App.3d 959, 976 [129
Cal.Rptr. 68].) "T'wo statutes dealing with the same subject are given concurrent effect if they can be
harmonized, even though one, is specific and the other general.” (People v. Price (1991) 1 Cal.4th 324, 385 [3
Cal.Rptr. 106, 821 P.2d 610].) Properly read, section 5 is not inconsistent with the "debt service” provisions of
article XII1 B; these provisions can and should be harmonized. Under the "debt service" provisions, a public
entity's contributions to an employee retirement fund are exempt from the article XIII B limit if they are made
to discharge an obligation that existed on January 1, 1979; all other contributions to employee retireinent funds
are subject to that limit. I woulid so hold.

FN 1. All further references to section numbers, unless otherwise noted, are to sections of article XIII B of the
California Constitution.

FN 2. The Board also excluded appropriations for certain other employee benefits, including contributions to
the health service and social security systems. Only the treatment of retirement contributions is at issue in this

case.

FN 3. The $40,336,171 amount represents the effect of excluding "mandatory emplayee benefits" (see fn. 2,
ante), which include retirement contributions, from both the base-year limit and the 1088-1989 limit. In other
words, $40,336,171 is the amount by which the City's appropriations for "mandatory employee benefits" grew,
between the base year and 1988-1989, in excess of the permissible rate of growth set out article X111 B.

FN 4. Section 5 provides: "Each entity of government may establish such contingency, emergency,
unemployment, reserve, retirement, sinking fund, trust, or similar funds as it shall deem reasonable and
proper. Contributions to any such fund, to the extent that such contributions are derived from the proceeds of
taxes, shall for purposes of this Article constitute appropriations subject to limitation in the year of
contribution. Neither withdrawals from any such fund, nor expenditures of (or authorizations to expend) such
withdrawals, nor transfers between or among such funds, shall for purposes of this Article constitute
appropriations subject to limitation." (Ttalics added.)

FN 5. Section 9, subdivision (a) (hereafter section 9(a)), provides: " 'Appropriations subject to limitation' ... do
not include ... Appropriations for debt service." (Italics added.)

Section 8, subdivision (g) (hereafter section 8(g)), provides: " 'Debt service' means appropriations required to
pay the cost of interest and redemption charges, including the funding of any reserve or sinking fund required
in connection therewith, on indebtedness existing or legally authorized as of January 1, 1979, or on bonded
indebtedness thereafter approved according to law by a vote of the electors of the issuing entity voting in an
election for that purpose." (Italics added.)
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FN 6. The Legislature has similarly concluded that the state's retirement contributions are subject to
limitation. (See 1991-1092 Budget, Stats. 1991, ch. 118, § 3.60, subd. (c).)

FN 7. Specifically, the maximum tax rate does not apply "to ad valorem taxes or special assessments to pay the
interest and redemption charges on (1) any indebtedness approved by the voters prior to July 1, 1978, or (2)
any bonded indebtedness for the acquisition or improvement of real property approved on or after July 1, 1978,
by two-thirds of the votes cast by the voters voting on the proposition.” (Cal. Const., art, XIII A, § 1, subd. (b).)

FN 8. The City, in its Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the year ended June 30, 1988, reported
retirement contributions of approximately $240 million, The City's appropriations limit for that year, which
excluded retirement contributions, was approximately $700 million.

FN 9. "No state shall ... pass any ... law impairing the obligation of contracts ...." (U.S. Const., art. I, § 10, cl. 1.)

FN 10. Because the Board's argument is so broad, and because the Board expressly disclaims any intent to
assert a cause of action or defense under the contract clause, there is no need to remand for additional

evidentiary proceedings.

FN 11. We rejected a similar challenge to article XIIT A as premature in Amador Valley Joint Union High Sch.
Dist. v. State Bd. of Equalization, supra, 22 Cal.3d at pages 238-242.

FN 12. For this reason, the rule that " 'alterations of employees' pension rights must bear some material
relation to the theory of a pension system and its successful operation' " (Miller v. State of California (1977) 18
Cal.3d 808, 816 [135 Cal.Rptr. 386, 557 P.2d 970], quoting Allen v. City of Long Beach (1955) 45 Cal.2d 128,
131 [287 P.2d 765]), has no bearing on this case,

N 13. Proposition 111 liberalized the definition of "cost of living," thus permitting greater annual increases to
the spending limit. (See § 8, subd. (€)(2), added by initiative measure in Primary Elec. (June 5,1990).)

FN 1. Under subdivision (g) of section 8 of article XIIT B (hereafter section 8(g)), "debt service" is defined as
“appropriations required to pay the cost of interest and redemption charges, including the funding of any
reserve or sinking fund required in connection therewith, on indebtedness existing or legally authorized as of
January 1, 1979."

FN 1. Article XIII A limits real property taxes, but it exempts from this limit real property taxes imposed "to
pay the interest and redemption charges on ... any indebtedness approved by the voters" before article XIIT A
was enacted. (Cal. Const., art. XTII A, § 1, subd. (b).)
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a

State of California !

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561

! School Mandated Cost Manual
For State Controller Use only [iEsaduaginnalin.
(19) Program Number 00029 =
(20} Date File /1

(04) Combined [ ] | (10) Combined

(05) Amended [ ] | (11) Amended

(\k’ HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION (@1)LRS Input __/__/ .
4(0’1) Claimant Identification Number: \ Reimbursement Claim Data
850150
.|(02) Mailing Address: (22) HFE - 1.0, (04)(b) $ 39,067
-|Claimant Name (23)
. |Yosemite Community College District
County of Location (24)
| {Stanislaus
' |Street Address (25)
1 {P. O. Box 4065
[City State Zip Code (26)
Modesto CA_ 95352
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (27)
(03) Estimated (09) Reimbursement (28)

] [@9
] [0)

Fiscal Year of (06) (12) (31)

Cost 2003-2004 2002-2003

Total Claimed (07) (13) (32)

Amount $ 40,000 | $ 39,067

Less: 10% Late Penaity, but not to exceed (14) (33)

0 $ -

.. : Estimate Claim Payment Received (15) (34)

Net Claimed Amount (35)
39,067

Due from State (08) (36)
39,067

Due to State (37)

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1096, inclusive.

1987.

Signature of Authorized Officer

Teresa Scott
" 3 or Print Name

pra

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 1, Statutes of 1984, and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, and certify under penalty of perjury that | have not violated

| further centify 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 1, Statutes of 1984, and Chapter 1118, Statutes of

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 1, Statutes of 1984, and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, set forth on the attached statements.

Date

o104 oy
Vice Chancellor, Fiscal Services
Title i

“~; Name of Contact Person or Claim

SixTen and Associates

Telephone Number

E-Mail Address

(858) 514-8605

kbpsixten@aol.com

Form FAM-27 (Revised 9/01)

Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87




State ntroller's Office

School Mandated Cost Manual

O e (1

MANDATED COSTS
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION
CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Claimant:

Claimant Name

Yosemite Community College

(02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year

Reimbursement

2002-2003

1

Estimated

(03) Listall the colleges of the community college district identified in form HFE-1.1, line (03)

(b)

(a) .
Name of College ilril:;?

—i

Modesto Junior College

$ ' 29,489.03

A

Columbia College

$ 9,578.46

3
4
5
6.
(
8
9

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

o0,

(j' /

-
Z1.

(04) Total Amount Claimed

[Line (3.1b) + line (3.2b) + line (3.3b) + ...line (3.21b)] 39,067

Revised 9/97




State Controller's Office School Méndated Cost Manual

o MANDATED COSTS "
FOR
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION HFE-1.1
e e ; CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Claimant: {(02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year
Reimbursement X
Yosemite Community College Estimated I:l 2002-2003

(03) Name of College Modesto Junior College

(O4) Indicate with a check mark, the level at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of reimbursement in comparison to the 1986/87 fiscal
year. If the "Less" box is checked, STOP, do not complete the form. No reimbursement is allowed.

LESS SAME MORE

I R '

Direct Cost |Indirect Cost of: Total

23.95%
(05) Cost of Health Services for the Fiscal year of Claim $ 327,069 $ 78,333 | $ 405,402
(08) Cost of providing current fiscal year health services which are in excess of the $ ) $ )

level provided in 1986/87

(07) Cost of providing current fiscal year health services at the 1986/87 level
[Line (05) - line (06))

$ 327,069 $ 78,333 % 405402

( ‘“18) Complete Columns (a) through (g) to provide detail data for health fees

@ | ® @ 1 @ © m ]

. : Unit Cost for . Unit Cost for . Student Health
Period for which health fees were Number of} Number of Full-time Fsl:ﬂ'c;z:: Part-time P;E:;Tf Fees That Could
collected Fulktime | Parttime | Studentper |, o oo o Studentper | |, o coes Have Been
Students | Students { Educ. Code (a) M © Educ. Code (6% (o) Collected
§ 76355 § 76355 (d) + {f)

4,203 9,669 { $ 12.00 | $50,436 | $ 12.001$ 116,028 $ 166,464
1. Per fall semester.

. 4,055 8569 ($ 12.00( $ 48,660 $ 1200|% 102,828|% 151,488
2. Per spring semester

. 122 5707 | $ 9.00|$ 1,0081% 9.00|$ 51,363]|% 52461
3. Per summer session

- - $ -
4. Per first quarter ¥ ¥
$ - $ - % -
5. Per second quarter
- $ - $ -
6. Per third quarter 5
09) Total health fee that could have been collected Line (8.1 8.20) 4 .evenvee- 8.6
(09) iLine (8.1g) + (8.20) + (8.69)] § 370413
(10) Sub-total [Line (07) - line (09)] $ 34989
/" 7ost Reduction
N \'H) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable $ -
(12) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable $ 5,500
(13) Total Amount Claimed [Line (10) - {line (11) + line (12)}] $ 20,489
Revised 9/97 Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87




State Controller's Office Schoo! Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION

B CLAIM SUMMARY

FORM
HFE-1.2

(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year
Reimbursement X

Yosemite Community College Estimated [:] 2002-2003

(03) Name of College - Columbia College

(04) Indicate with a check mark, the level at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of reimbursement in comparison to the 1986/87 fiscal
year. If the "Less" box is checked, STOP, do not complete the form. No reimbursement is aliowed.

LESS SAME MORE

1 1 [

Direct Cost |Indirect Cost of: Total
23.95%
(05) Cost of Health Services for the Fiscal year of Claim $ 69,7183 16697 |$ 86,415
(06} Cost of providing current fiscal year health services which are in excess of the $ ) $ .

level provided in 1986/87

{07) Cost of providing current fiscal year health services at the 1986/87 level
[Line (05) - line (06)) ’

$ 69,718 % 16697 [$ 86,415

(08) Complete Columns (a) through (g) to provide detail data for health fees

(a) (b) (©) (d) (e) ® (9)
. s Unit Cost for . Unit Cost for . Student Health
Period for which health fees were Number of| Number of Full-time FSL:";;'me Pari-time Psatrt;'mf Fees That Could
collected Full-ime | Pari-time | Student per Haallljh ?:r:es Student per Heall:h ?:r;es Have Been
Students | Students | Educ. Code Educ. Code § Collected
§76355 @) x (@) 76355 (b) x(e) (@) + )

697 23101 $ 1200|$ 8364 |$ 1200 $ 27,720|$ 36,084
1. Per fall semester

i 624 1956 | $ 12.00($% 7488 |% i2.00|$ 23,472(% 30,960
2. Per spring semester

. 61 9711 $ 9.001% 54 | $ 9.00{$% 8,739 |'$ 8,793
3. Per summer session .

4. Per first quarter 5 - § ] § )
5. Per second quarter v 5 ] ¥ ]
8. Per third quarter o ¥ ] $ )
(09) Total health fee that could have been collected [Line (8.1g) + (B.20) + -vvevens (8.6g)1
$ 75,837
(10) Sub-total [Line (07) - fine (09)]
o ©9) $ 10,678
Cost Reduction
(11) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable $ -
(12) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable $ 1,000
(13) Total Amount Claimed {Line (10) - {tine (11) + line (12
(10 - { _ (11) + line (12)}] $ 0,578
Revised 9/97 Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87
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YOSEMITE COMMUNITY COLLEGEDISTRICT o 02-0% clanug

-~ CALCULATION OF INDIRECT COST RATE,
¢ FISCAL YEAR
2001-2002
!
REFERENCE DESCRIPTION 2001-2002
(CCFS 311) )

INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY
Instructional Costs .
Instructional Salaries and Bepefits 32,859,663
Instructional Operating Expenses 6,948,542
Instructional Support Instructional Salaries and Benefits 70,327
Auxiliary Operations Instuctional Salaries and Benefits 0
TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 1 39,878,532

Non-Instructional Costs

Non-Instructional Salaries and Benefits . 6,175,022
Instructional Admin. Salardes and Benefits 5,233,517
Instructional Admin. Operating Expenses 1,652,662
Auxiliary Classes Non-Inst. Salaries and Benefits 91,404
Auxiliary Classes Operating Expenses 3,570
TOTAL NON-INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 2 ‘ 13,156,175
TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY COSTS 3 (1 + 2) 53,034,707¢
DIRECT SUPPORT ACTIVITY
Direct Support Costs i
Instructional Support ServicesNon Inst. Salaries and Benefits 2,999,718
- ) Instructiona Support Services Operating Expeenses 552,218
( . Admissions and Records 1,031,544
oy Counselling and Guidance 2,951,188
. Other Student Services 5,279,661
TOTAL DIRECT SUBPORT COSTS 4 12,814,329
TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY COSTS
- {AND DIRECT SUPPORT.COSTSS (39 4) - o s - 65,849,036

Indirect Support Costs

Operation and Maintenance of Plant 5,673,425
Planning and Policy Making 2,793,925
General Instructional Support Services 7,303,595
TOTAL INDIRECT SUPPORT COSTS 6 15,770,945

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY COSTS AND DIRECT
|SUPPORT COSTS, AND TOTAL INDIRECT SUPPORT COSTS
(S +6) = TOTAL COSTS ) 81,619,581

SUPPORT COSTS ALLOCATION RATES

Indirect Support Costs Allocation Rate = f\
Total Indirect Supports Costs (6) ( 23.95%/

Tota) Instructional Activity Costs
and Direct Support Costs (5)

7T et Support Costs Aljocation Rate =
N Total Direct Support Costs {4) 24.16%
Total Instructional Activity Costs 3)
)
Total Support Cost Allocation i 48.11%
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State of California , School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION HFE-2.1
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL :
(o3 4
(01) Claimant Fiscal Year
Yosemite Community College 2002-2003
(03) Place an "X" in column () andlor (b), as applicable, to indicate which heaith (a) (b)
Service was provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal year. FY FY
1986/87 | of Claim
Accident Reports X X
Appointments X X
College Physician, surgeon X X
Dermatology, Family practice X X
Internal Medicine X X
Outside Physician
Dental Services
Outside Labs, (X-ray, etc.,) X X
Psychologist, full services
Cancel/Change Appointments X X
Registered Nurse X X
Check Appointments X . X
Assessment, Intervention and Counseling
Birth Control )
Lab Reports X X
e Nutrition X X
. Test Resulits, office X X
e Venereal Disease X X
Communicable Disease X X
Upper Respiratory Infection X X
Eyes, Nose and Throat X X
Eye/Vision X X
Dermatology/Allergy X X
Gynecology/Pregnancy Service X X
Neuralgic X X
Orthopedic X X
Genito/Urinary X X
Dental X X
Gastro-Intestinal X - X
Stress Counseling X X
Crisis Intervention X X
Child Abuse Reporting and Counseling X X
Substance Abuse Identification and Counseling X X
Eating Disorders X X
Weight Control X X
Personal Hygiene X X
Burnout X X
Other Medical Problems, list
Examinations, minor illnesses
Recheck Minor Injury X X
- ”1 Health Talks or Fairs, Information
= Sexually Transmitted Disease X X
Drugs X X
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome X X
Child Abuse X X
Revised 9/97 Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 1 of 3

. 7%




~

State of California S¢” 9 Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION HFE-2.1
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL :
[(01) " Claimant Fiscal Year
Yosemite Community College District 2002-2003
(03) Place an "X" in column (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health (a) (b)
Service was provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal year. - FY FY
1986/87 | of Claim
Birth Control/Family Planning X X
Stop Smoking X X
Library, Videos and Cassettes X X
First Aid, Major Emergencies, AED. Oxygen X X
First Aid, Minor Emergencies X X
First Aid Kits, Filled, available for purchase/rent X
Golf Carts for emergency response time X
Immunizations
Diphtheria/Tetanus X X
Measles/Rubslla X X
Influenza X
Information X X
fnsurance
On Campus Accident X X
—~—.  Voluntary X X
< Insurance Inquiry/Claim Administration X X
Laboratory Tests Done
Inquiry/Interpretation X X
Pap Smears
Physical Examinations
Employees
Students X X
Athletes X X
Medications
Antacids X X
Antidiarrheal X X
Aspirin, Tylenol, etc., X X
Skin Rash Preparations X X
Eye Drops X X
Ear Drops
Toothache, oil cloves X X
Stingkill X X
Midol, Menstrual Cramps X - X
Other, list X X
Parking Cards/Elevator Keys
Tokens
o Return Card/Key
/) Parking Inquiry X X
s Elevator Passes X X
Temporary Handicapped Parking Permits X X
Revised 9/97 Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 2 of 3

. V.
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State of California , Sc+ ol Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS . FORM
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION HEE-2.1
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL :
(07) Claimant - Fiscal Year
Yosemite Community College 2002-2003
(03) Place an "X" in column (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health . (a) (b)
Service was provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal year. FY FY
1986/87 | of Claim
Referrals to Outside Agencies
Private Medical Doctor X X
Health Department X X
Clinic X X
Dental X X
Counseling Centers X X
Crisis Centers X X
Transitional Living Facilities, battered/homeless women X X
Family Planning Facilities X X
Other Health Agencies X X
Tests
Blood Pressure X X
Hearing X X
Tuberculosis X X
Reading X X
- Information X X
i Vision X X
- Glucometer - X X
Urinalysis X X
Hemoglobin X X
EKG _
Strep A Testing X X
PG Testing
Monospot
Hemacult
Others, list STD : X
Miscellaneous
Absence Excuses/PE Waiver X X
Allergy Injections X - X
Bandaids X X
Booklets/Pamphlets X X
Dressing Change X X
Rest X X
Suture Removal X X
Temperature X X
Weigh X X
Information X X
Report/Form X X
"Wart Removal X X
Others, list:
. Commiitees
i~ Wellness X X
Environmental X X
Disaster Planning X X
Student Services Council X X
Academic Senate X X
Revised 9/97 . Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 3 of 3
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YQIMITE COMMUNITY COLLEGEDISTRICT — Fy¢ 02- 0% darug

~ CALCULATION OF INDIRECT COST RATE,
& FISCAL YEAR
2001-2002
REFERENCE DESCRIPTION ) 2001-2002
(CCFS 311) i
INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY

Instructional Costs

Instructional Salaries and Benefits 32,859,663
Instructional Operating Expenses 6,948,542
Instructional Support Instructional Salaries and Benefits 70,327
Auxiliary Operations Instructional Salaries and Benefits 0
TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 1 . 39,878,532

Non-Instructional Costs

Non-Instructional Salaries and Benefits . 6,175,022
Instructional Admin. Salares and Benefits 5,233,517
Instructional Admin. Operating Expenses ‘ 1,652,662
Auxiliary Classes Non-Inst, Salaries and Benefits 91,404
Auxiliary Classes Operating Expenses 3,570
TOTAL NON-INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 2 ] - 13,156,175
TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY COSTS3 (1+2) 53,034,707}
DIRECT SUPPORT ACTIVITY
Direct Support Costs ]
Instructional Support ServicesNon Inst. Salaries and Benefits 2,999,718
—- Instructiona Support Services Operating Expeenses 552,218
Admissions and Records 1,031,544
- Counselling and Guidance 2,951,188
Other Student Services 5,279,661
TOTAL DIRECT SUBPORT COSTS 4 12,814,329
TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY COSTS
—IAND DIRECT. SUPPORT-COSTS 5.(3 . 4) - e j LERLAEL] ——
Indirect Support Costs
Operation and Maintenance of Plant 5,673,425
Planning and Policy Making 2,793,925
General Instructional Support Services 7,303,595
TOTAL INDIRECT SUPPORT COSTS 6 15,770,945

TOTALINSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY COSTS AND DIRECT
SUPPORT COSTS, AND TOTAL INDIRE CT SUPPORT COSTS

{5 + 6)=TQTAL COSTS 81,619,981
SUPPORT COSTS ALLOCATION RATES
Indirect Support Costs Allocation Rate = ,;\
Total Indirect Supports Costs (6) ( 23.95%

| Total Instmctional Activity Costs
and Direct Support Costs (5)

“Support Costs Allocation Rate =

N Total Direct Support Costs (4) . 24.16%
Total Instractional Activity Costs (3) )

Total Support Cost Allocation

48.11%




1/84 Health Fee Elimination
COLLEGE STUDENT HEALTH FEES

HFE 1.8

oS emite . 4c Lesd~ o3
District College Fiscal Year
Jetas Freart /130 3.838 2387
. Use a separate form 1.8 for each college campus with student health services. ~
T CALCULATION OF “COLLECTIBLE FEES”  2%*F| summer | Falfor | Wintér/ spr%ﬁoé/ |
' : - lort1®Qtr{ 2™ Qtr | 37Qir |-4th Qfr
{1 A. Total FULL-TIME student enroliment | Al oma | L 98
. B. Number of BOGG/waiver FULL-TIME students _ / /9 .l..» / /94
C. A subtract B (FULL-TIME fee students) AN Y,
D. FULL-TIME fee (.g. $12.00/semester) $ 95 su |8 $
E. Line 1 C multiplied by Line 1D 18 a8\ 81409
2 A. Total PART—TIME student enroliment / /43 02‘, 449 \ 2 51,3
B. Number of BOGG/waiver PART-TIME students ol zesl 0\ o7 |
C. A subtract B ( PART-TIME fee students) 971 | 4 2,0 \ | /s
D. PART-TIME fee (e.g. $9.00/semester) 5 408 |8 I'ls .
E. Line 2 C multiplied by Line 2 D $ 9739(%209 le $ / Sisuml
3. Total colléciib1§fe'es: Addlines 1Eand 2E {$ §7gg $ 34,084 $ l— - 194, 400 ;{Q‘%‘%ﬁ‘
ACTUAL STUDENT HEALTH SER\IICES REVENUES * Amount '
4. A - Total Student Health Service Income ber general ledger $ 9/ 823
B Less: Clinical Service Fees collected from students o (3 L2 7
R; C. Less: Service Fees collected for employee services . $ (/ooa
D. Less: Other prograr;}a_cgrﬁ'e; (_e_g_ Rﬂéai:é—aT)_ s v
5. TOTAL STUDENT FEES COLLECTED (LINE 4A subtract B, C, D) _|$ RB5T

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of data for

state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement.
reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which

Your signature on this form certifies that you have
you “certify under penalty of perjury to be true and correct °

based on your personal knowledge or informé;ti;w.’ This info_rmation is used for cost accounting purposes only.
Employee Signafure: ,éép,né,m alt A &,57 / ;-/,f L " Date /D/ 14—! 22
. I:\T?p’l’aégeﬁ\?aﬁlﬁ)e: ) /£ amphesl. Ws/'}ﬁg?]?r’%ﬁi{:f
if you have any questions, please contact ,at
PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY 5 TO

COPYRIGHT 1999 SixTen and Associates

REVISED August 2003




. Use a separate form 1.8 for each college campus with student heaith services.

VN

HFE 1.8

1/84 Health Fee Elimination
COLLEGE STUDENT HEALTH FEES

VO\.QQMI:/I'P) M\TC/ ’20002—-0\3
District College . Fiscal Year
: : e cupnes 9389 19.4n25 /7,915

. S B VR ———1_——————_
T CALCULATION OF “COLLECTIBLE FEES” ~°“*~ | gufrimar | Fall'or | Wit/ Sprng/
: ‘ HJortatr]| 2@ Qtr | 37Qir | 4th Qfr
1 A. Total FULL-TIME student enroliment ) soel s808l - s | S 75t
B. Number of BOGG/waiver FULL-TIME students 532 . 5 / 1,49
C. A subiract B (FULL-TIME fee students) ol sl || dpee
D. FULL-TIME fee (e.g. $12.00/semester) - $ g $ /3] $ $
E. Line 1 C multiplied by Line 1D $ ) ap |8, 430)9 $ g 100
2 A. Total PART-TIME student enroliment 9 209| /3,624 , / 2
5 Number of BOGG/waiver PART-TIME students |, | z5e| | p
" C. A subtract B ( PART-TIME fee students) PR 9
D. PART-TIME fee (e.g: $9.00/semester) L 9 $- .18 \ ‘ $ 4
'E. Line 2.C multiplied by Line 2D 18 1 wn |8 0inls | [Swand
3. Total collectible fees: Addlines 1 E al.].'d' 2E $ ;o 2o /t8/00 we]® ..$/5,’4819M’g W
' ACTUAL STUDENT HEALTH SERVICES REVENUES Amount
4 A Total Student Health Service Income per general ledger $ 98, 243
B Less: Clinical Service Fees coilected from studentsFngesest7” |3 { /F B 5’77/
_ C. Less: Service Fees collected for employee services $ T semoS
D. Less: Other program income (e.g. Medi-cal) {8 i
|5 TOTAL STUDENT FEES COLLECTED (LINE 4 A subtract B, C, D) _|$ % s
EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain-a record 6f data for
state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that you have
reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you “certify under penalty of perjury to be true and correct
pased on your personal knowledge or information.” This infomation is used for ci)s_.t accounting purposes only.
Employee Signature; s dotsn £ ) §/ Lac Lo ou o - “Date_ /0 [ /4 p3
_ . a— Ml
' \/B%m—a L 5/ preiindbrrd o ﬂz»nfr-nﬂ/f,—-‘
Employee Name: annfi / - “Posttion or Title
If you have any questions, please contact , at
. PLEASE SUBMIT THIS lNFORMAT!ON BY ; TO
COPYR|GHT 1999 _SiS(Ten and Associates . ‘ ’ REVISED August 2003




!//—\\

1/84 Health Fee Elimination
DISTRICT / COLLEGE COST OF SERVICES RECAP

\/D$&m e

Digtrict

Joor-03

Fiscal Year

HFE 1.6

Use this form to summarize data for each college campus with student health services.
You need to provide supporting documentation for all information listed below.

f7e.

4

Genéral Ledger Expense Data

College 1

College 2

College 3

District
Total

1. General Ledger total direct expenses for
Student Health Services:

396, 787

2. Add: Other G/L Accounts: Counseling,
Instructional materials, student health
insurance costs, etc. ‘

Fa7. 009

69,718

= .y
3. Reverse (add) any roVERLE Eits or
cost abatements which reduce general
ledger expense accounts (e.g. lab fees)

(/4,.3§1

MAPREK! )

/649 [

4. Delete (subtract) unallowable costs for
sabbaticals, athletic program expenses, etc.
in student health services ledger accounts

TOTAL: STUDENT SERVICE EXPENSES

. Line 1+ Line2+Line3-Line4.

VP

3749.89L

Less: Cost of activities in excess of 1986-87
level of student services

&

b [/7 184

&

TOTAL ,lCl'_AIMABLE STUDENT SERVICES

Ba T 6T 184

J79. 894

[EXPENSES FROM ALL SOURCES

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnél maintain a record of data for

state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement.

Your signature on this form certifies that you have

reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you “certify under penalty of perjury to be true and correct
based on your personal knowledge or information.” This information is used for cost accounting purposes only.

Date 7'D/IL’L! 2R

Employee Signature:. /s Lonadl |

\/}c,lxrrra-l_/' 7/ A YN N

&zﬁw & At
[

A o Frontle -

Employee Name: (print} ]

If you have any, questions, please contact

"Position or Title’

,at

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY

2 TO

COPYRIGHT 2001 SixTen and Associates
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State Controller's Office

Community College Mandated Cost Manual

ForStala Controller Useonly .~ ) o .
F\ CLAIM FOR PAYMENT . [(19) Program Number 00234 Pro:gram
o Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 : (20) Date Filed I Y.
' HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION @) LRShput /1 | 234
(01) Claimant Identification Number: CC50150 ) Reimbursement Claim Data
L
A -
p (02} Claimant Name Yosemite Community College District (22) HFE-1.0, (04)(b) : 151,046
£ .
L JCounty of Location Stanislaus (23)
H
¢ [Street Address P 0. Box 4065 (24)
R
E §City State Zip Code _ J (25)
Modesto - CA 95352
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (26)

(03) Estimated (09) Reimbursement . [ x| [(27)

(04) Combined ~ [__]| |(10) Combined [ 1 [es
(05) Amended [T |(11) Amended L1 (29
. (06) (12) (30)
Fiscal Year of Cost 2003-2004 2003-2004

. (07) (13) (31)

Total Claimed Amount $ 166,000 | $ 151,046
| ess: 10% Late Penaity (;4) . (32
=u8S ; Prior Claim Payment Received (;5) . (33)
\ (16) (34)

Net Claimed Amount, $ 151,046
(08) (17) (35)

Due from State . $ 166,000 | § 151,046
Due to State (18) B -(36)

Parameters and Guidelines are ide|

on the attached statements. | certi

Signature of Authorized Officer

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM -

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Section 175661, | certify that | am the officer authorized by the community college district to file
mandated cost claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that | have not violated any of the provisions of
Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, 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. All offsetting savings and reimbursements set forth in the

ntified; and all costs claimed are supported by source documentation cufrently maintained by the claimant.

The amounts for this Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or actual costs set forth

fy under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

/_)
\ o Lt

Teresa Scott

(USE BLUE INK) - Date
5319 ri7] | [~305

- Vice Chanceiior, Fiscal Services

i Tvpe or Print Name

Title

J Name of Contact Person for

SixTen and Associates

Claim 7
Telephone Number: (858) 514-8605

E-mail Address:  kbpsixten@aol.com

Form FAM-27 (Revised 09/03)
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State Controller's Office

Community College Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION HFE-1.0
CLAIM SUMMARY
(02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year

(01) Claimant:

Yosemite Community College District

[ ] 2003-2004

Reimbursement

Estimated

(03) List all the colleges of the community college district identified in form HFE-1.1, line (03)

(@)

Name of College

- (b)
Claimed
Amount

1. Modesto Junior College

$110,5635.61

2. Columbia College

$ 40,510.49

3

4.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

il

.20

21.

(04) Total Amount Claimed

[Line (3.1b) + line (3.2b) + line (3.3b) + ...line (3.21b)]

$ 151,046

Revised 9/97
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YOSEMITE COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT rk 97 f 04
CALCULATION OF INDIRECT COST RATE,

FISCAL YEAR » cLpams
r 2002-2003
o REFERENCE DESCRIPTION 2002-2003
(CCFS 31)) ]
INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY

Instructional Costs
Instructional Salaries and Benefits . 35,192,268
Instructional Operating Expenses ) 7,634,455
Instructional Support Instructional Salaries and Benefits 74,533
Auxiliary Operations Instructional Salaries and Benefits 0
TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 1 42,901,256
Non-Instructiona) Costs
Non-Instructional Salaries and Benefits 6,493,048
Instructional Admin. Salaries and Benefits 4,988,595
Instructional Admin. Operating Expenses 1,002,905
Aﬁxilia:y Classes Non-Inst. Salaries and Benefits 118,649
Auxiliary Classes Operating Expenses 0
TOTAL NON-INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 2 12,603,197

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY COSTS 3 (1+2) 55,504,453

DIRECT SUPPORT ACTIVITY

Direct Support Costs

Instructional Support ServicesNon Inst. Salaries and Benefits 3,513,084

Instructiona Support Services Operating Expeenses 409,262

Admissions and Records 967,567

- Counselling and Guidance . 2,729,746

B ( . : Other Student Services 5,015,573

- TOTAL DIRECT SUPPORT COSTS 4 . 12,635,232
TOTAL INSTRUCTIQNAL ACTIVITY COSTS

AND DIRECT SUPPORT COSTS 5 (3 + 4) 68,139,685

Indirect Support Costs

Operation and Maintenance of Plant 6,209,728

Planning and Policy Making - 2,641,704

General Instructional Support Services 8,381,770

TOTAL INDIRECT SUPPORT COSTS 6 17,233,202

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY COSTS AND DIRECT
SUPPORT COSTS, AND TOTAL INDIRECT SUPPORT COSTS

(54 6) =TOTAL COSTS 85,372,887
SUPPQRT COSTS ALLOCATION RATES

Indirect Support Costs Allocation Rate = .
Total Indirect Supports Costs (6) : \ 25.29
Total Instructional Activity Costs

and Direct Support Costs (5)

Direct Support Costs Allocation Rate =

Total Direct Support Costs (4) | 22.76%
o Total Instructional Activity Costs (3)
&<@tal Support Cost Allocation 48.06%
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tate Controlier's Office

Community College Mandated Cost Manual

PROGRAM. MANDATED COSTS FORM
r4 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION HFE-1.1
- CLAIM SUMMARY
'01){ Claimant: {02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year
Yosemite Community College District Reimbursement ] 2003-2004
Estimated [ 1]

03) Name of College:

Modesto Junior College

04) Indicate with a check mark, the level at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of reimbursement in
;omparison to the 1986/87 fiscal year. If the "Less" box is checked, STOP, do not complete the form. No reimbursement is

illowed.
LESS SAME MORE
[] [ ]
Direct Cost Indirect Cost of: Total
25.29%
15) Cost of Health Services for the Fiscal year of Claim § 38322918 9691913 480,148
*6) Cost of providing current fiscal year health services in excess of 1986/87 $ $
Cost of providing current fiscal year health services at 1986/87 level
7) LLine (05) - ine (06)] $ 3832291 % 96,919 | § 480,148
)8) Complete Columns (a) through (g) to provide detail data for health fees
. Jection Period (a) (b) (©) (d) (e) 3] (9)
Number of Number of Unit Cost for Full-time Unit Cost for Part-time Student Health
Full-time Part-time Full-time Student Part-time Student Fees That Could
Students Students Student per Health Fees Student per Health Fees Have Been
Educ. Code {a) x (c) Educ. Code (b) x (e) Coltected
§76355 §76355 (dy+(f)
Per Fall Semester $ i 3 i $ i
Per Spring Semester $ $ i $ i
Per Summer Session $ $ $
Per First Quarter $ $ i $ i
Per Second Quarter $ 3 i $
Per Third Quarter $ $ I )
}) Total health fee that could have been collected: The sum of (Line (08)(1)(c) through line (08)(6)(c) $ 364112
) Subtotal [Line (07) - fine (09)] $ 116,036
)st Reduction
) /7 s Offsetfing Savings, if applicable
} Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable $ 550000
+ Total Amount Claimed [Line (10) - {line (11) + line (12)}] $ 110,536

rised 09/03
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State Controller's Office

Community College Mandated Cost Manual

PROGRAM MANDATED COSTS FORM
(“4 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION HFE-1.2
e CLAIM SUMMARY
{01}| Claimant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year
Yosemite Community College District Reimbursement [x] 2003-2004
Estimated (]

03) Name of College:

Columbia College

04) Indicate with a check mark, the level at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of reimbursement in
somparison to the 1986/87 fiscal year. If the "Less" box is checked, STOP, do not complete the form. No reimbursement is

illowed.
LESS SAME MORE
] [ ]
Direct Cost Indirect Cost of: Total
25.29%
16) Cost of Health Services for the Fiscal year of Claim $ 86,981 | $ 21,997 1§ 108978
'6) Costof providing current fiscal year heaith services in excess of 1986/87 $ - $ 3 -
., Cost of providing current fiscal year health services at 1986/87 level
)7) LLine (05) - line (06)] $ 86,981 { § 21,997 |'$ 108,978
18) Complete Columns (a) through (g) to provide detait data for health fees
'
“\_section Period (@) (b) (©) () ) (M (9)
Number of Number of Unit Cost for Full-time Unit Cost for Part-time Student Health
Full-time Part-time Full-time Student Part-time Student Fees That Could
Students Students Student per Health Fees Student per Health Fees Have Been
Educ. Code {a)x (c) Educ. Code (b} x (e) Collected
§76355 §76355 d~+
Per Fall Semester $ $ i $ )
Per Spring Semester $ $ $ -
Per Summer Session $ i $ ) 3 N
Per First Quarter $ $ . $ -
Per Second Quarter $ ) $ $ i
Per Third Quarter § ) $ i $
)) Total health fee that could have been collected: The sum of (Line (08)(1)(c) through fine (08)(6)(c) $ 67468
)) Subtotal [Line (07) - line (09)] § 41510
yst Reduction
) /7 s Offsetting Savings, if applicable
) L'é'és: Other Reimbursements, if applicable $  1000.00
t Total Amount Claimed [Line (10) - {line (11) + fine (12)}] $ 40510

vised 09/03
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State of California

School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
1/84 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL HFE-2
{01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred:
Yosemite Community College District 2003-2004
(03) Place an "X" in column (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health (a) (b)
Service was provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal year. FY FY
1986/87 | of Claim
Accident Reports X X
Appointments X X
College Physician, surgeon X X
Dermatology, Family practice X X
Internal Medicine X X
Outside Physician
Dental Services
Outside Labs, (X-ray, etc.,) X X
Psychologist, full services
Cancel/Change Appointments X X
Registered Nurse X X
Check Appointments X X
Assessment, Intervention and Counseling
Birth Control
Lab Reports X X
Nutrition X X
Test Results, office X X
Venereal Disease X X
Communicable Disease X X
Upper Respiratory Infection X X
Eyes, Nose and Throat X X
Eye/Vision X X
Dermatology/Allergy X X
Gynecology/Pregnancy Service X X
Neuralgic X X
" Orthopedic X X
Genito/Urinary X X
Dental X X
Gastro-Intestinal X X
Stress Counseling X X
Crisis Intervention X X
Child Abuse Reporting and Counseling X X
Substance Abuse Identification and Counseling X X
Eating Disorders X X
Weight Control X X
Personal Hygiene X X
Burnout X X
- Other Medical Problems, list
Examinations, minor ilinesses
Recheck Minor Injury X X
Health Talks or Fairs, Information
Sexually Transmitted Disease X X
Drugs X X
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome X X
Child Abuse X X

Revised 9/97
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State of California B

School . _idated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS FORM
1/84 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL HFE-2
(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred:
Yosemite Community College District 2003-2004
(03) Place an'"X" in column {(a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health (a) (b)
Service was provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal year. FY FY
1986/87 | of Claim
Birth Control/Family Planning X X
Stop Smoking X X
Library, Videos and Cassettes X X
First Aid, Major Emergencies X X
First Aid, Minor Emergencies X X
First Aid Kits, Filled, available for purchase/rent X
Golf Carts for emergency response time X
Immunizations
Diphtheria/Tetanus X X
Measles/Rubelia X X
Influenza X
Information X X
Insurance
On Campus Accident X X
Voluntary X X
insurance Inquiry/Claim Administration X X
Laboratory Tests Done
Inquiry/Interpretation X X
Pap Smears
Physical Examinations
Employees
Students X X
Athletes X X
Medications
Antacids X X
Antidiarrheal X X
Aspirin, Tylenol, etc., X X
Skin Rash Preparations X X
Eye Drops X X
Ear Drops
Toothache, oil cloves X X
Stingkill X X
Midol, Menstrual Cramps X X
Other, list---> Hydrocortisone, antihistamines, top. Antibiotics, Gatorade, X X
oxygen, cool jel, epi-Nephrin
Parking Cards/Elevator Keys ' X X
Tokens
Return Card/Key
Parking Inquiry X X
Elevator Passes X X
Temporary Handicapped Parking Permits X X

Revised 9/97
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State of California

School . .ndated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS

1/84 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL

FORM
HFE-2

(01) Claimant
Yosemite Community College District

(02) Fiscal

Year costs were incurred:
2003-2004

(03) Place an "X" in column (a) and/or (b}, as applicable, to indicate which health
Service was provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal year.

(a) (b)
FY FY
1986/87 | of Claim

Referrals to Outside Agencies
Private Medical Doctor
Health Department
Clinic
Dental
Counseling Centers
Crisis Centers
Transitional Living Facilities,
Family Planning Facllities
Other Health Agencies

Tests
Blood Pressure
Hearing
Tuberculosis
Reading
Information
Vision
Glucometer
Urinalysis
Hemoglobin
EKG
Strep A Testing
PG Testing
Monospot
Hemacult
Others, list: STD

Miscellaneous

battered/homeless women

Absence Excuses/PE Waiver

Aliergy Injections
Bandaids
Booklets/Pamphlets
Dressing Change
Rest

Suture Removal
Temperature
Weigh
Information
Report/Form
Wart Removal
Others, list:

Committees
Safety
Environmental
Disaster Planning
Student Services Council

Academic Senate

XXX XX X X X X
HKXXX XX XXX

XXX X X X X X X X
XX KXHKAHKXKXX KK

HRKXXX X XX X X XXX
XXX XXX XXX XXX

XX X X X
XXX XX

Revised 9/97
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State Controller's Office

{

Community College Mandated Cost Manual

{0
,
N

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 -

LAl TU ECE £ IIIIIIATIOM
A Ta S AT )

TR TN T kale Ll

(19) Program Number 00234
(20) Date Filed I

(21)LRS Input [/

(01) Claimant ldentification Number:"

50150 ﬁ

- Reimbursemerit Claim Data'

Signature of Authorized Officer (USE BLUE INK)

M

/ <
\Lecioq ) 7/Z

Teresa Scott

" e or Print Name

CC
(02) Claimant Name Yosemite Community College District ;22_) HFE-1.0, (04)b) 280,694
County of Location Stanislaus {23)
Street Address P O Box 4065 (24_)
City State Zip Code _ §(25)
Modesto CA . 95352 Y,
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim - | (26)
(03) Estimated - (09) Reimbursement [ X ] [ (27)
(04) Combined [ __| {(10) Combined [ ] [@8
(05) Amended [ | (1) Amended [ 1 @9
'. 06) ' P o (30)
Fiscal Year of Cost 2005-2006 ©_2004:2005 "
. (07) ' (13) 31)
Total Clalmed. Amount $ 308,000 | § 280,604 | -
. 985 10% Late Penalty (; 4 (32)
Less : Prior Claim Payment Received (; %) . 33)
- (16) (34)
Net Claimed Amount § 280,604
: (08) (17) (35)
Due from State $ 308,000 | $ 280,694 :
Due to State (18) (36)
(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Section 17584, | certify that | am the officer authorized by the community college district to file
mandated cost claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that | have not violated any of the provisions of
Government Code Sactions 1090 to 1098, inclusive. . ) ’ .

| 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 level of services of an existing program. All offsetting savings and reimbursements set forth in the
Parametars and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source documentation currently maintained by the claimant.

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

Date

/;//27/&

Vice Chancellor, Fiscal Services

Title

38) Name of Contact Person for Claim

SixTen and Associates

‘Telephone Number:

(858) 514-8605

E-mail Address:

kbpsixten@aol.com

Form FAM-27 (Revised 09/03)
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State Controller's Office

MANDATED COSTS
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION
CLAIM SUMMARY

Community'. .lege Mandated Cost Manual

FORM
HFE-1.0

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

Yosemite Community College District

Reimbursement _

Estimated [ ] 2004-2005

(03) List all the colleges of the community college district identified in form HFE-1.1, line (03)

- (a)

Name of College -

(b)
Claimed
Amount

1. Modesto Junior College

$231,469.38

2. Columbia College

$ 49,225.11

3.

4.

10.

1.

12,

13.

14.

15.

18.

17.

18.

19.

20,

21,

(04) Total Amount Claimed [Line (3.1b) + line (3.2b) + fine (3.30) + ...line (3.21b)] $ 280,694

Revised 9/97 159
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State Controller's Office ' o ' Community College Mandated Cost Mahual

MANDATED COSTS
. , FORM -
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION | HFEAA
CLAIM SUMMARY o
(01) Claimant: _ ~|(02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year
Yosemite Community College District _ Reimbursement X1 2004-2005
~ Estimated L1 '
(03) Name of College: | Modesto Junior College

(04) Indicate with a check mark, the level at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of reimbursement in
comparison to the 1986/87 fiscal year.- If the "Less" box is checked, STOP, do not complete the form. No reimbursement is
allowed. . : '

LESS SAME : MORE

- Direct Cost Indirect Cost of: Total
34.86% '
(05) Cost of Health Services for the Fiscal year of Claim - $ 430305|$ 150000 (% 580,395
(06) Cost of providing current fiscal year health services in excess of 1986/87 - $ - |$ - 19
Cost of providing current fiscal year health services at 1986/87 level ,
(07) LLine (05) - line (06)] $ 430305|¢% 150,090 |$ 580,395
(O(’”"‘omplete Columns (a) through (g) to provide detail data for health fees
Collection Period a) | (b (©) (d) () (f) (9)
Number of Number of Unit Cost for Full-time Unit Cost for Part-time Student Health
Full-time Part-time Full-ime Student Part-time Student Fees That Could
Students Students Student per Health Fees Sludent per Health Fees Have Been
'Educ: Code (a)x(c)- Educ. Code (b)x {e) Collected
§76355 §76355 @)+
. Per Fall Semester $ i o $ - s )
) Per Spring Semester ’ | $ i 3 i $ )
P i :
N er Summer Sesspn $ . $ - 13 -
. Per First Quarter . $ . $ - |3 -
5 Per Second Quarter 3 ) $ -1 i
P -
: er Third Quarter $ . $ . $ .
(09) Total health fee that could have been collected: The sum of (Line (08)(1){c) through line (08)(6)(c) $ 343426
(10) Subtotal T [Line (07) - line (09)] $ 236,960

Cost Reduction

(1(J.ess: Offsetting Savings, if applicable $ -
(12) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable ' $  5,500.00
(13) Total Amount Claimed [Line (10) - {line (11) + line (12)}] $ 231469
Revised 09/03
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oller's Office Community College Mandated Cost Manual |

' |
- MANDATED COSTS
FORM
- HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION HFE-1.2
- CLAIM SUMMARY
(01)] Claimant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year
' ' Yosemite Community College District ~ Reimbursement | 2004-2005
: Eétimated 1]

(03) Name of College: Columbia College

(04) Indicate with a check mark, the level at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of reimbursement in
comparison to the 1986/87 fiscal year. If the "Less" box is checked, STOP, do not complete the form. No reimbursement is
allowed. ”

LESS SAME MORE
] [X] 1]
Direct Cost tndirect Cost of: Total
34.88%
(05) Cost of Health Services for the Fiscal year of Claim ' $ 87,701 (% 30,5901 118,291
{08) Cost of providing current fiscal year health services in excess of 1986/87 $ - |8 - )
Cost of providing current fiscal year health services at 1986/87 level , :
(07) [Line (05) - fine (06)] $ 87,7011 % 30,590 [ $ 118,291
(07" “omplete Columns (a) through (g) to provide detail data for health fees
‘Collection Period (a) (b) () (d) () - (f) (@)
Number of Number of Unit Cost for Full-time Unit Cost for Part-time Student Health
Full-ime Part-time Full-ime Student Part-time Student Fees That Could
Students Students Student per Health Fees Student per Health Fees Have Been
Educ. Code (a) x (c) "Educ. Code {b) x (e} Collected
§76355 : §76355 (d)+{f)
1 Per Fall Semester | 7 s i $ ) $
) Per Spring Semester , $ R | $ ' ) $
N Per Summer Session $ ) $ | A 3
. Per First Quarter . $ i $ - s
5 Per Second Quarter $ . $ i $
. Per Third Quarter $ i 13 i g
(09) Total health fee that could have been collected: The sum of (Line (08)(1)(c) through line (08)(6})(c) $ 68,066
(10) Subtotal [Line (07) - line (09)] _ $ 50,225
Cost Reduction
(1<J/1.ess: Offsetting Savings, if applicable 3
(12) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable $  1,000.00
(13) Total Amount Claimed [Line (10) - {line (11) + line (12)}] $ 49,225

Revised 09/03
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State of California

School Mandated Cost Manual

. MANDATED COSTS FORM
1/84 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL HFE-2
(01) Cla . (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred:
Yosemite Community College District 2004-2005
(03) Place an "X" in column (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health (a) (b)
Service was provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal year. FY FY
1986/87 | of Claim
Accident Reports X X
Appointments X X
College Physician, surgeon X X
Dermatology, Family practice X X
Internal Medicine- X X
Outside Physician
Dental Services
Outside Labs, (X-ray, etc.,) X X
Psychologist, full services
Cancel/Change Appointments X X
Registered Nurse X X
Check Appointments X X
Assessment, Intervention and Counseling
Birth Control X X
Lab Reports X X
Nutrition X X
Test Results, office X X
Venereal Disease X X
Communicable Disease X X
Upper Respiratory Infection X X
Eyes, Nose and Throat X X
Eye/Vision X X
Dermatology/Allergy X X
Gynecology/Pregnancy Service X X
Neuralgic X X
Orthopedic X X
Genito/Urinary X X
Dental X X
Gastro-Intestinal X X
Stress Counseling X X
Crisis Intervention X X
Child Abuse Reporting and Counseling X X
Substance Abuse Identification and Counseling X X
Eating Disorders X X
Weight Control X X
Personal Hygiene X X
Burnout X X
Other Medical Problems, list
Examinations, minor ilinesses
Recheck Minor Injury X X
Health Talks or Fairs, Information
Sexually Transmitted Disease X X
Drugs - X X
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome X X
Child Abuse : X X

Revised 9/97

Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 1 of 3
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State of California : ' School M=ndated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS » FORM
1/84 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL HFE-2

(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred:
Yosemite Community College District 2004-2005

(03) Place an "X" in column (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health (a) (b)
Service was provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal year. FY FY
: ' 1986/87 | of Claim

Birth Control/Family Planning X
Stop Smoking : X
Library, Videos and Cassettes X

First Aid, Major Emergencies | X
* First Aid, Minor Emergencies X
First Aid Kits, Filled

XXX XXX

Immunizations
Diphtheria/Tetanus ' . X
Measles/Rubella X
Influenza
Information X

X X X X

Insurance
On Campus Accident
Voluntary
Insurance Inquiry/Claim Administration

> X X
X X X

Laboratory Tests Done
Inquiry/Interpretation X X
Pap Smears

Physical Examinations
Employees
Students
Athletes

>
X X

Medications
Antacids
Antidiarrheal
Aspirin, Tylenol, etc.,
Skin Rash Preparations
Eye Drops
Ear Drops
Toothache, oil cloves
Stingkill :
Midol, Menstrual Cramps .
Other, list---> Hydrocortisone, antihistamines, top. Antibiotics, Gatorade,
oxygen, cool jel, epi-Nephrin
Parking Cards/Elevator Keys
© Tokens
Return Card/Key
Parking Inquiry
Elevator Passes
Temporary Handicapped Parking Permits

XXX XX

X XXXX XXXXX

> XXX X

> X X
XX X

Revised 9/97 Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 2 of 3
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Statg of California School Mandated Cost Manual

1

MANDATED COSTS
1/84 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL

FORM
HFE-2

(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred:

Yosemite Community College District

2004-2005

(03) Place an "X" in column (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health
Service was provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal year.

(a)
FY
1986/87

(b)
FY
of Claim

Referrals to Outside Agencies
Private Medical Doctor
Health Department
Clinic
Dental
Counseling Centers
Crisis Centers
Transitional Living Facilities, battered/homeless women
Family Planning Facilities
Other Health Agencies

Tests
Blood Pressure
Hearing
Tuberculosis
Reading
“‘Information
Vision
Glucometer
Urinalysis
Hemoglobin
EKG
Strep A Testing
PG Testing
Monospot
Hemacult
Others, list> STD

Miscellaneous
Absence Excuses/PE Waiver
Allergy Injections
Bandaids
Bookiets/Pamphlets
Dressing Change
Rest '

~ Suture Removal
Temperature
Weigh
Information
Report/Form
Wart Removal
Others, list -

Committees
Safety
Environmental
Disaster Planning
Student Services Council
Academic Senate

HKXX XXX XX

XX XX XXX XX XX

HKAXAHXXXXXXX XXX

XX X X

X

XXX X X X X X

HKXHXXKXXX X XXX

HKAHXHXXXKXXX XX XXX <

XXX XX

Revised 9/97 . o _ Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 3 of 3
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Schedule 1

Yosemite Community College District
1/84 Health Fee Elimination
FY2004-2005

Purpose: To calculate expenses and income for Health Fees

Source: Yosemite General Ledger for Health
Findings:

Modesto Junior College

Total Expenses per Ledger

$430,304.58 To HFE-1.1(05)

$ 360,159.41
$ (11,233.83)
$ (5,500.00)

o Total Income per Ledger

e Less: Interest
Other
TOTAL

Columbia College

Total Expenées per Ledger

Total Income' per Ledger
Less: Interest
Other

$ 343,426 To HFE-1.1(09)

$ 87,701.20 To HFE-1.1 (05)

$ 71,048.69
$ (1,982.43)
$ (1,000.00)

TOTAL

Conclusion: Findings go forward to MRP-2

Print Date 11/4/2005
YCCD HFE 04-05
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$ 68,066 ToHFE-1.1(09)

SixTen and Associates
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1/84 Health Fee Elimination

DISTRIGT / COLLEGE COST OF SERVICES RE

o 05"

(,/(;Stlm A

.Djétrict

Fiscal Year

CAP

HFE 1.6

~ Use this form to summarize data for each college campus with student health sefvices.
" You need to provide supporting documentation for all information listed below.

General ‘Ledger Expense Data -

College 1
e &pg?’?)

College 2
Ed by -

College 3

- District
" Total

1. General Ledger total direct expenses for
Student Health Services -

| 1/5030%5'5

7

S0

|2, Add: Other G/L Accounts Counselmg,

Instructional materials, student health
lnsurance costs, efc.

—

o FELLE T

13. Reverse (add) ény revenue oﬁsets or

cost abatements which reduce general

|ledger expense accounts (e.g. iab fees)

/4..‘

{2322

e

4. Delete (sdbtract) unallowable costs for
sabbaticals, athletic program expénses, etc.
in student health services ledger accounts

| TOTAL: STUDENT SERVICE: EXPENSES

Line1+ Line2 + Line 3 - Llne 4.

Less: Cost of actnvntles in excess’ of 1986-87
level of student services

TOTAL . CLAIMABLE STUDENT SERVI'CESl

99,07/

- Employee Signature:

EXPENSES FROM ALL SOURCES

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personne| maintain a record of data for

state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement.

Your signature on this form certifies that you have

reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you “certify under penalty of perjury to be true and correct
based on your personal knowledge or information.” This information is used for cost accounting purposes only.

Date

Emp]oyeeName (print)

P'osmon or Tifle

, at

If you have any questions, please contact
PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY

;. TO

'COPY.RIGHT 2001 SixTen and Associates
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HFE 1.8

 1/84 Health Fee Elimination

/ COLLEGE STUDENT HEALTH FEES , o
[05 Em it 7E Columd el _ ’ ' gi/-fcb C
Disfrict | College | Fiscal Year

- Use a separate form 1.8 for each college campus with student health services.

CALGULATION OF “COLLECTIBLE FEES™ " | Summer | Fall'or | Winter/ | Spring/
: - or1tatr]| 2@Qtr | 39 Qtr | 4th Qfr

(1 A Total FULL-TIME student enroliment

B. Number of BOGG/waiver FULL-TIME students

C.. Asubtract B (FULL-TIME fee students)
D. FULL-TIME fee (e.g. $12.00/semester) $ $ $ $

'E. Line 1 C multiplied by Line 1D s s

2 A. Total PART-TIME student enroliment
B. Number of BOGG/waiver PART-TIME students
. C. A subtract B ( PART-TIME fee students)

D. PART-TIME fee (e.g. $9.00/semester) - |$ s Js s

E.- Line 2 C multiplied by Line 2 D s - s s $

‘3. Total collectible fees: Addlines1Eand2E |$. $ $ | $

ACTUAL STUDENT HEALTH SERVICES REVENUES | Amount

4. A Total Student Health Service Income per general ledger | $ Toh.by
B Less: Clinical Service Fees collected from students $
C. Less: Service Fees collected for employee services =~ % Jgevu
D. Less: Other program income. (e.g. Medi-Cal) | $ |

5. TOTAL STUDENT FEES COLLECTED (LINE 4 A subtractB, C,D) |$

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of data for
state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. ~ Your signature on this form certifies that you have

reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you “certify under penalty of perjury to be true and correct

based on your personal knowledge or information.” This information is used for gost accounting purposes only.

Employee Signature: Date

Employee Name: (print) ) - "Peosition or Title

If you have any questions, please contact , at

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ;TO

COPYRIGHT 1999 SixTen and Associates REVISED August 2003
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HFE 1.8

- 1/84 Health Fee Elimination
COLLEGE STUDENT HEALTH FEES

//ﬂ Lem  TE Mo Oy s 7D 0y =95~
District _ College - Fiscal Year

. Use a separate form 1.8 for each college campus with student health services. ~
e

'CALCULATION OF “COLLECTIBLEFEES” - [Summer | Fallor | Winter/ Spring/
' - ' “or1tQir| 2@Qtr | 39 Qtr | 4th Qfr

1 A. Total FULL-TIME student enrollment

B. Number of BOGG/waiver FULL-TIME students

C. A subtract B (FULL-TIME fee students)

D. FULL-TIME fee (e.g. $12.00/semester) $ $ $ $

2 A. Total PART-TIME student enrollment =

"E. Line 1C multiplied by Line 1D s s s $

" B. Number of BOGG/waiver PART-TIME students

C. A subtract B ( PART-TIME fee students)

'D. PART-TIME fee (e.g. $9.00/semester) . |8 $ s s
E. Line 2 C multiplied by Line 2D s - |$ |3 $

3. Total collectible fees: Addlines1Eand 2E |$ $ % s

| . ACTUAL STUDENT HEALTH SERVICES REVENUES | Amount

4. A Total Student Health Service Income per general ledger | $ 240 57,9
B Less: Clinical Service Fees collected from students $
C. Less: Service Fees collected for employee services , % §5o0
'D. Less: Other program incomé. (e.g. Medi-Cal) - | $ |

5. TOTAL STUDENT FEES COLLECTED (LINE 4 A subtractB,C, D) [$

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of data for
state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. * Your signature on this form certifies that you have

reported actual data or have provided a good faith estimate which you “certify under penalty of perjury to be true and correct

based on your personal knowledge or information.” This information is used for cost accounting purposes only.

Employee Signature: Date

Employee Name: (print) ) ~ TPosttion or Titie

If you have any questions, please contact , at

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ' i ;TO

COPYRIGHT 1998 SixTen and Associates REWVISED August 2003
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State Controller's Office

i
Community College Mandated Cost Manual

| e A T A A A ASTIUDU 8 T8 X PP P S
f\ ‘ CLAIM FORPAYMENT (19) Program Number 00234
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed [
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION (21) LRS Input T _
(01) Claimant Identification Number. . .. —
L CC 50150 \ Reimbursement Claim Data
A T
g |(02) Claimant Name Yosemite Community College District (22) HFE-AD, (04)(b) 413,324
E
L |County of Location Stanislaus (23)
H
£ [Street Address P 0. Box 4065 (24)
R
E |City State Zip Code ' {25)
\Modesto CA 95352 J
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (26)

(03) Estimated

(09) Reimbursement [x] j@n

Teresa Scott

Sig;i%)fAuthorized Officer (USE BLUE INK)
1 . _
A ok by (L

Type or Print Name

(04) Combined || |(10) Combined [ ] [@8
(05)Amended [ __| |[(11) Amended (] @9
. (06) (12) __ (30)
Fiscal Year of Cost 2006-2007 “2005:2006
; (07) (13) (31)
Total Claimed Amount $ 454,000 | $ 413,324
(} ' 055 : 10% Late Penalty, not to exceed $1,000 (g 4 . ©2)
Less : Prior Claim Payment Received (; %) . @3
) (16) (34)
Net Claimed Amount $ 413,324
(08) (17) ‘ (35)
Due from State | $. $ 413,324
Due to State (18) 9)
(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Section 17561, | certify that | am the officer authorized by the community college district to file
mandated cost claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that [ have not violated any of the provisions of
Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, 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 levei of services of an existing program. All offsetting savings and reimbursements set forth in the
Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source documentation currently maintained by the claimant.

The amounts for this Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated andior actua
on the attached statements. | certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing Is true and correct.

Date

\\?/lo’)

| costs set forth

Vice Chancellor, Fiscal Services

Title

“1(38) Name of Contact Person for Claim

SixTen and Associates

Telephone Number: (858) 514-8605

E-mail Address:  kbpsixten@aol.com

Form FAM-27 (Revised 09/03)

¥ L
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State Controller's Office { Communitg‘; ~ollege Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION

CLAIM SUMMARY

FORM
HFE-1.0

(01) Claimant: ' (02) Type of Claim:
Reimbursement

Yosemite Community College District Estimated .. ' E:I

Fiscal Year

2005-2006

(03) List all the colleges of the community college district identified in form HFE-1.1, line (03)

(a)

Name of College

(b)
Claimed
Amount

1. Modesto Junior College $350,020.76

2. Columbia College | $ 63,303.36

.

4.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

18.

20.

21.

(04) Total Amount Claimed [Line (3.1b) + line (3.2b) + fine (3.3b) +...line (3.21b)] $ 413,324

Revised 9/97 171 Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87




Community College Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS
FORM

HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION HFE-1.1
3 o CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Claimant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year
Yosemite Community College District Reimbursement [x1 2005-2006

: Estimated 1

(03) Name of College: Modesto Junior College

(04) Indicate with a check mark, the level at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of reimbursement in
comparison to the 1986/87 fiscal year. If the "Less" box is checked, STOP, do not complete the form. No reimbursement is
allowed. '

LESS " " SAME MORE
Direct Cost Indirect Cost of: Total
36.38%
(05) Cost of Health Services for the Fiscal year of Claim $ 506863 |% 1843978 691,260
(06} Cost of providing current fiscal year health services in excess of 1986/87 $ - - I3 - 1% -
Cost of providing current fiscal year health services at 1986/87 level
(07) LLine (05) - ine (06)] : $ 506,863 |% 184397 |% 691,260
(0[’*' “omplete Columns (a) through (g) to provide detail data for health fees
| Collection Period (@) (b) (©) (d) (e) () (9)
. Number of Number of Unit Cost for Full-time Unit Cost for Part-ime Student Health
Full-time Part-ime Full-time Student Part-time Student Fees That Could
Students Students . Student per Health Fees Student per Health Fees Have Been
Educ. Code (a)x(c) Educ. Code (b} x (e} Collected
§76355 §76355 (d+{
. Per Fall Semester $ N $ -1 .
) Per Spring Seméster | $ R $ $ -
N Per Summer Session $ ) $ - s .
. Per First Quarter. $ ) $ . ls .
5 Per Second Quarter $ . $ . s .
6 Per Third Quarter : 3 ) $ -1 .
(09) Total health fee that could have been collected: The sum of (Line (08){1)(c) through line (08)(6)(c) $ 335739
(10) Subtotal [Line (07) - line (09)] $ 355521
Cost Reduction
(1 ("/7 3ss: Offsetting Savings, if applicable
(12) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable $  5500.00
(13) Total Amount Claimed [Line (10) - {line (11) + line (12} $ 350021

Revised 12/05
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Community College Mandated Cost Manual

State Controller's Office

MANDATED COSTS :
' ON FORM
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION HFE-1.1
: : CLAIM SUMMARY -
(01) Claimant; (02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year
Yosemite Community College District Reimbursement X 2005-2006
Estimated L]

(03) Name of College:

Columbia College

(04) Indicate with a check mark, the level at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of reimbursement in
comparison to the 1986/87 fiscal year. If the "Less" box is checked, STOP, do not complete the form. No reimbursement is

allowed. .
SAME MORE
Direct Cost Indirect Cost of: Total
36.38%
(05) Cost of Health Services for the Fiscal year of Claim $ 96,642 § 35,158 | $ 131,800
(06) Cost of providing current fiscal year health services in excess of 1986/87 $ $ - $ -
(07) Cost of providing current fiscal year health services at 1986/87 level $ 96,642 | § 35158 | § 131,800

[Line (05) - fine (06)]

N

(f “omplete Columns (a) through (g) to provide detail data for health fees

Collection Period {a) (b) (c) (d) (e) ® @
Number of Number of Unit Cost for Full-time Unit Cost for Part-time Student Health
Full-ime Part-time * Full-fime Student Part-time Student Fees That Could
Students Students Student per Health Fees - Student per Health Fees Have Been
Educ. Code {a) x{c) Educ. Code (b) x (e) Collected
§76355 §76355 (d)+(®)

. Per Fall Semester $ ) $ - s )

) Per Spring Semester $ ) 5 } $ }

, Per Summer Session 3 . $ - |s

. Per First Quarter $ i § ) $

5 Per Second Quarter $ ) $ - s )

6. Per Third Quarter $ ) $ ) 3

(09) Total health fee that could have been collected: The sum of {Line (08)(1)(c) through line (08)(6)(c) $ 66.440

(10) Subtotal [Line (07) - line (09)] 3 65,360

Cost Reduction

(1&)/.ess: Offsetting Savings, if applicable $

(12) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable $  2,057.00

(13) Total Amount Claimed - [Line (10} - {line (11) + line (12)}] $ 63,303

Revised 12/05
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Commur *« College Mandated Cost Manual

State of California

""" ' ‘ MANDATED COSTS
1/84 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL

FORM
HFE-2

(01) Clalmanf -

(02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred:

Yosemite Community College District 2005-2006
(03) Place an "X" in column (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health (a) (b)
Service was provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal year. FY FY
1986/87 | of Claim

Accident Reports

Appointments X X
College Physician, surgeon X X
Dermatology, Family practice X X
Internal Medicine X X
Outside Physician
Dental Services
Outside Labs, (X-ray, etc.,) X X
Psychologist, full services
Cancel/Change Appointments X X
Registered Nurse X X
Check Appointments X X

Assessment, Intervention and Counseling
Birth Control X X
Lab Reports X X
Nutrition X X
Test Results, office X X
Venereal Disease X X
Communicable Disease X X
Upper Respiratory Infection X X
Eyes, Nose and Throat X X
Eye/Vision X X
Dermatology/Allergy. X X
Gynecology/Pregnancy Service X X
Neuralgic X X
Orthopedic X X
Genito/Urinary X X
Dental X X
Gastro-Intestinal X X
Stress Counseling X X
Crisis Intervention X X
Child Abuse Reporting and Counseling X X
Substance Abuse Identification and Counseling
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome X - X
Eating Disorders X X
Weight Control X X
Personal Hygiene X X
Burnout X X
Other Medical Problems, list

Examinations, minor ilinesses
Recheck Minor Injury X X

Health Talks or Fairs, information
Sexually Transmitted Disease X X
Drugs X X
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome X X
Child Abuse X X

Revised 9/97
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State of California : ' Commur  College Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS : FORM
1/84 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL HFE-2
(01) Claimant ' (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred:
Yosemite Community College District 2005-2006
(03) Place an "X" in column (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health ) (a) (b)
Service was provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal year. FY FY
' 1986/87 | of Claim
Birth Control/Family Planning X X
Stop Smoking ‘ X X
Library, Videos and Cassettes X X
First Aid, Major Emergencies X X
First Aid, Minor Emergencies X X
First Aid Kits, Filled
Immunizations
Diphtheria/Tetanus X X
Measles/Rubella X X
Influenza X X
Information X X
Insurance
On Campus Accident X X
Voluntary X X
Insurance Inquiry/Claim Administration X X
Laboratory Tests Done
Inquiry/Interpretation X X
Pap Smears
Physical Examinations
Employees
Students X X
Athletes X X
Medications
Antacids X X
Antidiarrheal . X X
Aspirin, Tylenol, etc., X X
Skin Rash Preparations X X
Eye Drops X X
Ear Drops
Toothache, oil cloves X X
Stingkill X X
Midol, Menstrual Cramps X X
Other, list---> X X
Parking Cards/Elevator Keys X X
Tokens
Return Card/Key
Parking Inquiry X X
Elevator Passes X X
Temporary Handicapped Parking Permits X X

Revised 9/97 175 Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 2 of 3




State of California - ' Commur’  College Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS 1  FORM
1/84 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION
(- COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL HFE-2
(01) Claimant - (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred:
Yosemite Community College District 2005-2006
(03) Place an "X" in column (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health (a) (b)
Service was provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal year. FY FY.
1986/87 | of Claim
Referrals to Outside Agencies :
Private Medical Doctor X X
Health Department X X
Clinic X X
Dental X X
Counseling Centers X X
Crisis Centers X X
Transitional Living Facilities, battered/homeless women X X
Family Planning Facilities X X
Other Health Agencies
Tests X X
Blood Pressure X X
Hearing X X
Tuberculosis X X
Reading X X
“Information X X
[ Vision X X
- Glucometer X X
Urinalysis X X
Hemoglobin X X
EKG
Strep A Testing X X
PG Testing
Monospot
Hemacult
Others, list
Miscellaneous
Absence Excuses/PE Waiver X X
Allergy Injections X X
Bandaids X X
Booklets/Pamphiets X X
Dressing Change X X
Rest X X
Suture Removal X X
Temperature X X
Weigh X X
information X X
Report/Form X X
Wart Removal X X
Others, list
(_ Committees
- Safety X X
Environmental X X
Disaster Planning X X

Revised 9/97 L 176 Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 3 of 3
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State Controller's Qffice

SIXTEN AND ASSOCIATS

PAGE B2

Community Collage Mandated Cost Manual

State Gontroller:
CLAMFORPAYMENT ~  ploiciemtesssieme o o
Fursuant to Governmant Code Section 17561 (19 F‘rugralm Number 00234
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION (20) Date Filed _/_J__
EA ELIMINA (20LRS Imput /[ fi
{01) Cigimant Identification Number: G 50150 \ Reimbursement Ciaim Dt
(02) Claimant Name Yosemite Community Collage District (22) HFE-1.0, (04)(t) 390,864
County af Location Stanislaus (23)
Street Address P.0. Box 4065 (24)
City State 2ip Code (25)
Madesto CA 45357 /
Ype of Claim m am REIMEUI’EEITIBH Clmm (26)
(03)Estimated ~ [_] |{09) Reimbursement [ ] [727)
(04) Combined ] [ (10) Combined R
(05) Amanded [ | | (11) Amended [x] @
; (08) (12) (30)
Fiscal Yaar of Cost 2006-2007
. (a7) (13) (31)
Total Claimed Amount $ 320,864
Less: 10% Lata Panalty, notto excead 1000 | (14 10,000 |2
Less : Priar Claim Paymant Receivad ' (515) 263110 (33)
Net Claimad Amount ga) 56,754 (34)
(08) (7 (35)
Due from State $ 56,754
Due fo State j(18) (36)

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

In accordance with tha provislons of Governmant (oda Saction 17564, | certify that | am the offl
mandated cost elaime with the State of Callfornia far this program, and

Qovarnment Cade Sections 1090 to 4088, inclusive,

| further certify that thera was no application othar thap from the claiment,

The amounts far this Esttmatad Clalm andfor Relmb t Claim are haraby claj
bn the attached statemants, | cartify under penalty of parjury under the laws of the State of Call

E BLUE INK)
s

Signature of Authorized Officer  (US

Teresa Scott

cariify undar penalty of perjury tha

rarany prant or paymont recalved, for reimbursement of cogts
$uch corts are for a new program ot Increzzad lovel of sarvices of an exieting program, All affsetting =avings and reimbursemants sat fo
Parametors and Guidolines are idantifled, and il costs etaimadl are supported by source documentation currently maintained by the claimant,

! trom the

cor authorized by the community callege digtrict to fila
t | have nat violated any of the pravisions of

clalmod herain, and
it it the

State for payment of estimated and/or actual costs aat farth
fomla that the foregoing Iz trua and corract,

Date

2-R0G

Vice Chancelior, Fiscal Services

-\Type ar Print Name Titla
(38) Name of Contact Persan for Claim
Talephotie Number: (858) 514-8605
SixTen and Associates E-mail Address:  kbpsixten@aol.com

\Form FAM-27 (Revized 09/03)
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PAGE 03
8585148645 SIKTEN AND ASSDCE?I?\NJU‘

CANE W AL TS b= Susy )

B THE TREASURER OF THE STATE WILL PAY G o6 Yig urgrgim.. GEF,?‘EBEAME FUND

INENTIRCATION NG, _
CC50150 oo 6870 MH arrowm B0-13c4271
83!12 2007 60186821
TO! 1agaey

===  TREASURER '
YOSEMITE COMM COLL DIST
STANISLAUS COQUNTY
F D BOX 40¢s
MODESTO CA 95352

LiZe2iigy e EQiAOB 24 LM

KEEP THE PORTIEN PO T e omns 60=180821
ISSUE DATE: axAz2/2007
ISSUE DATE: 03-12/2007 i CLAIM SCHEDULE NBR: MA&4167E

REIMBURSEMENT OF STATE MANDATED cosTs
PLEASE CALL GWEN 3916-3262341 FOR QUERIES ABOUT THIS CLAIN,

ACL 1 GH 1-B4 PROG : HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION (CC)-
2006/2007 ESTIMATED PAYMENT CLAIMEDR AMT: 454, 000.00
TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS: )
TOTAL APPROVED CLAIMED AMT: - © - 454,000.00
LESS PRIDR FAYMENTS: : -oo
FRORATA PERCENT: B7.953835 )
FRORATA BALANCE DUE: 190,B8%0.00-~
APPROVED FAYMENT AMOUNT: . 263,110.00

PAYMENT DFFSETS -NONE ' .
. 3 NET PAYMENT AMOUNT: <:::§§€ZEE§ZEE::>A¢
. : %

E?Eﬂ3ETVEﬂ}

@DwnmxlﬁaSCFﬁmg
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State Controller's Office

SIXTEN AND ASSOCIATS PAGE B4

Community Collage Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION

FORM

CLAIM SUMMARY HFE-1.0

{01) Claimant:

Yosemite Community College District

(02) Type of Claim: Fiscal Year

Reimbursement

[ ] 2006-2007

Estimated

(03) List alf the colleges of the community college district identified in form HFE-1.1, line (03)

(a)
Name of College

(b)

Claimad
Amount

1. Modesto Junior College

$ 280,734

2._ Columbia College

$ 49130

3

4.

10.

11,

12,

13.

14

15.

16.

17,

18,

19,

- 20.

N,

(D4) Total Amount Claimed

[Line (3.1) + ine (2.20) + line (3,3b) + .. ine (3.21b)] $ 329,864

Revised 9/97

Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87
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v@3/18/26@9 12:48 8585148645 SIXTEN AND ASSOCIATS PAGE 85

?tate Cantroller's Office ) Community College Mandated Cost Manual
. MANDATED COSTS

HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION .
: ' CLAIM SUMMARY '
{01) Claimant: {02) Type of Claim; Fiscal Year
Yosemite Community Collage District Reimbursement [ 2006-2007

Eslimatad 1

{03) Nams of Collegs; Modesto Junior Collaga

(04) Indicate with a check mark, the lavel at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of reimbursement in
tomparison to the 1986/87 fisca) year. If the "Less” box is chacked, STOP, do not complate the form. No reimbursement Is
allowad. .

LESS SAME MORE
L]
Dirset Cost Indiract Cast of: Total
41.07% '
(05) Cost of Health Services for the Fiscal yaar of Claim $ 633397 |3 260,136 | § 893,533
{06) Cost of providing current fiscal year health services In excass of 1886/87 $ K - % -
Cost of providing current fiscal year health sarvices at 1985/87 laval
(07) [Line (05)  ins (06)] $ 63330718 260,136 (3% 893533
(08) Complete Cotumns (a) through (8) to provide detail data for haalth fees
Callection Period (a) (b) (&) {d) (8) U] @
Number of Number of Unlt Cost for Full-imo Unli Cost for Parf{ime $udent Health
Full-time Parl-ime Fuli-dime Student Part-fimg Student Fees That Could
Students Students Student par Healih Fess Sludent par Haalih Fegs Have Been
- . Edue. Code {a} X (c) Educ. Coda {b) % {a) Gollagted
§76355 . 476455 {th« ()
" Per Fall Semester $ } 3 - s .
\ Per Spring Semester $ ) $ e A
N PerSummer Session . 1 N $ - s .
1 Per Firat Quarter : 3 . g - 1s
5 Par Second Quarter g ] g s R
. Per Thitd Quarter - $ . $ . s .
(09) Total heaith fas that could have been collested: The sum of (Line (08)(1)(c) through fine (0B)(6){c) § 599595
(10} Subtotal [Line (07) - line (09) § 293037
Cost Reduction
11 : Offs ings, l
(11) Less: Offsetting Savings If &pplicable $ 2708
[(12) Lesa: Other Reimbursements, If applicable 3 5500
~|13) Tota Amount Claimed [Line (10) - five (11) + fine (12)} $ 280734
" Revisad 12/05

(N
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12:48 8585148645

SIXTEN AND ASSDCIATS

PAGE 86

Community Coliege Mandated Coet Manua

State Controllar's Offica

MANDATED COSTS
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION ey
CLAIM SUMMARY
(1) Giaimant: (02) Type of Claim: Fiecal Year
Yosemite Community Callege District Relmbursement [x] 2006-2007
Estimated -

(03) Name of Coligge: Columbia College

(04) Indicate with a check mark, the lavel at which heafih servicas were provided duting the fiscal year of reimbursement in
comparizon to the 1086/87 fiscallyear. If the "Less™ hox is checked, STOP, do not complate the form. No reimbursement is

O7) Line (05) - ine (08)

(08) Complate Columns (2) through (g) to provide detail data for health fees

allowed,
LESS SAME MORE
] L]
Diract Gost Indirec! Cost of: Tatal
4107%
(05) Cost of Health Sorviees for the Fiscal yaar of Claim § 113326 (8 46543 (% 150,869
(06) Cost of providing eurrent fiscal yaar health services in exsess of 1986/37 $ - 18 T
i fi h ssrvices at 1 laval
Cost of providing current fisca) year health services at 19865/87 lav $ 1133%8($  46543]$  15mae

Collection Period (a) (b) (¢) (d) (0 {®
- Number of Number of Unlt Cost for | Fufl-tiria Unit Cost for Partetima Student Haalth
Full-time Part-tima Full-time Student Partdima Studant Fees That Could
Studants Stdents Student par Heallh Faes Studant per Heslth Feas Have Been’
Edug. Coda (8} x () Edug, Code {b) x(g) Collectad
§76355 §76358 {#)+{n
, Per Fall Semester $ ) $ -1
) Per Spring Semester $ . 8 - s .
. Per Summer Session g ) $ - s
A Per First Quarter 3 _ 3 -l }
5 Per Second Quarter § . $ - s 3
B' Per Third Qual‘ter $ . $ $ -
(09) Total health fee that could have been callected: The: sum of (Line (0B){1)(c} through line (0B)(6)(c) $ 109739
| . r
(10) Subtota [Line (07) - ine (09} $ 50,130
Cost Reduction
(11)  Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable
(12) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable g 1,000
1 Li . i
{13) Total Amount Claimed fLine (10) - fine (11) +ine (12)} § 49130

Revised 12/05
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SIXTEN AND ASSOCIATS

PAGE 87

(03) Placc? an "X" in calumn () and/or (b),
Service was provided by student heaj

Actident Reports

Appointments
College Physician, BUrgeor
Dermatology. Family practice
Internal Megicing
Outside Physician
Dental Serviceg
Outside Labs, (X-ray, ete.,)
Psycholagist, full services
Cancel/ChanQe Appointmenis
Registered Nurge
Check Appointments

Birth Control

Lab Reports

Nutrition

Test Results, office
Veneresl Disaase
Communicable Disease
Upper Respiratory Infection
Eyes, Nose and Throat
Eye/Vision
Dennatology/Auergy
Gynecology/Pregnancy Service
Néuralgic

Orthapedic

Genito/Urinary

Dental

Gastro-Infestinal

Stress Counzeling

Crisis Intervention

a@s applicable,
th service fees

-Assessment, Intervention and Oounseling

Child Abuse Reporting and Counseling
Substance Abuse Identification and Counseling
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome

Eating Disarders
Weight Contral
Personatl Hygiene

Burmnout
Other Medical Problems, list

Examinations, minor ilinesses
Rechack Minor injury

Health Talks or Fairs, Information
Sexually Transmitted Disease

Drugs

Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome

Child Abuse

| B3/18/2089 12:48 8585148645
. - Community Collg_gl Mandated Cost Manyg)
MANDATED
/84 HEALTH N
; i COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COgT DETAIL . mﬂ .
{01) Claimant HFE_Z 1
Yosamite Community Collage District (02) Fiscal Year costs ware incurrag

o indicate which s,
for the indicated fiscal yesr,

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
x
X
X
X

KX XXX HX XXX XX X:>¢><><><><><><><><)<J<

X X
X X
X X
X X
X X

Revised 9/97
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SIXTEN AND ASSOCIATS PAGE 08

' 2089 12:48 8585148645 1
@3/.1.8‘/ gu3  12:48 Gommunity College Mandated Cost Manual
MANDATED COSTS
1/B4 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION FORM
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL HFE-2
(01) Ciaimmant (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred:
Yosemite Comrmunity College District 2008-2007
(03) Place an "X"in column (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health (a) (b)
Service was provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal year. Fy FY
1986/87 | of Claim
Birth Control/Family Planning X X
Stop Smoking X X
Library, Videos and Cassettes X X
First Ald, Major Emergencies X X
First Aid, Minor Emergencies X X
First Aid Kits, Filled
Immunizations
Diphtheria/Tetanusg - X X
Maasles/Rubelia X X
influenza X X
Information X X
Insuranca
On Campus Accident X X
Voluntary X X
Insurance Inquiry/Claim Administration X X
Laboratory Tests Done
Inquiry/Interpretation ' X X
Pap Smears
Physical Examinations
Employaas
Students X X
Athletes X X
Medications
Antacids X X
Antidiarrheal . X X
Aspirln, Tylenal, efc., X X
Skin Rash Preparations X X
Eye Drops X X
Ear Drops ,
Toothache, oil cloves X X
Stingkill X X
Midol, Menstrual Cramps X X
Other, list—= X X
Parking Cards/Elevatar Keys X X
Tokens
Return Card/Kay
Parking Inquiry X X
Elevator Passes X X
Teraporary Handicapped Parking Parmits X X
Revised 9/97 Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 2 of 3
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SIXTEN AND ASSOCIATS

LUty Lolage Mandated Cost

PAGE
Manual

89

MANDATED COSTS
1/84 HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL

FORM
HFE-2

(©1) Claimant
Yosemite Community College District

(02) Fiscal Year costs were ncurred:
2006-2007

(03) Place an "X" in column (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which health (a) (b}
Service was provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal year. FY FY

1986/87 | of Claim

Referrals to Outside Agencies
Private Medical Doctor
Health Depariment
Clinig
Dental
Counssling Centers
Crisis Centers

Family Planning Facilities
Other Health Agencies

Tasts
Blood Pressure
Hearing
Tuberculosis
Reading
Information
Vision
o Glucometar
K Urinalysis
- Hemoglobin
EKG
Strap A Testing
PG Testing
Monospot
Hernacult
Others, list

Miscellaneous

Allergy Injections
Bandaids
Booklets/Pamphlets
Dressing Change
Rest

Suture Removal
Temperature
Weigh
information
Report/Form
Wart Removal
Others, fist

Committges
Safety
Q : Environmental
" Disaster Planning

Transitional Living Facilities, battered/homeless women

Absence Excuses/PE Waiver

KX XXX XX
HKXHXX XX XX

HKORXKEHX XXX
HKOHHEHEH XXX NN

HKMR IR MK XXX XX
HKXHXEXHKK XK XX XX

X X
X X
X X

Revigzed 9/97

Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 3 of 3
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JOHN CHIANG

Exhibit B

California SBtate Controller RECEIVED
December 02, 2014
December 1, 2014 Commission on
State Mandates
LATE FILING

Heather Halsey

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

Re: Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC)
Health Fee Elimination, 09-4206-1-25
Education Code Section 76355
Statutes 1984, Chapter 1, ond E.S.; Statutes 1987, Chapter 1118
Fiscal Years 2003-2004, 2004-2005, and 2005-2006
Yosemite Community College District, Claimant

Dear Ms. Halsey:
The State Controller’s Office (SCO) is transmitting our response to the above-titled IRC.

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

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

MAILING ADDRESS P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250-5874
SACRAMENTO 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 (916) 324-8907
LOS ANGELES 901 Corporate Center Drive, Suit‘ci 200, Monterey Park, CA 91754 (323) 981-6802




Heather Halsey, Executive Director
December 1, 2014
Page 2
If you have any questions, please contact me by telephone at (916) 323-5849.

Sincerely,

JIM L.'SPANO, Chief
Mandated Cost Audits Bureau
Division of Audits

JLS/sk
7862

Attachment




RESPONSE BY THE STATE CONTROLLER’S OFFICE
TO THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM (IRC) BY
YOSEMITE COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
Health Fee Elimination Program

Table of Contents

Description

SCO’s Response to District’s Comments

Declaration (Affidavit of Bureatt Chief) ........cccooiiiiiereeceeeee ettt ree e e te e nnens

State Controller’s Office Analysis and ReSPONSE .......cceoeririiiienieeineererreree e ceerne s

State Controller’s Office’s Claiming Instructions,
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State Controller’s Office’s Claiming Instructions,
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References to Exhibits relate to the district’s IRC filed on October 5, 2009:
o Exhibit A-PDF page 30

e Exhibit B-PDF page 36

¢ Exhibit C-PDF page 44

o Exhibit D-PDF page 57

e Exhibit E-PDF page 95

e Exhibit F-PDF page 120

e  Exhibit G-PDF page 131

e Exhibit H-PDF page 135
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OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER
3301 C Street, Suite 725

Sacramento, CA 95816

Telephone No.: (916) 323-5849

BEFORE THE

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM ON:
Health Fee Elimination Program

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

YOSEMITE COMMUNITY
COLLEGE DISTRICT, Claimant

No.: CSM 09-4206-1-25

AFFIDAVIT OF BUREAU CHIEF

I, Jim L. Spano, make the following declarations:

1) Iam an employee of the State Controller’s Office and am over the age of 18 years.

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

3) Iam a California Certified Public Accountant.

4) Ireviewed the work performed by the State Controller’s Office (SCO) auditor.

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

6) The records include claims for reimbursement, along with any attached supporting
documentation, explanatory letters, or other documents relating to the above-entitled

Incorrect Reduction Claim.
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7) A field audit of the claims for fiscal year (FY) 2002-03, FY 2003-04, FY 2004-05, FY
2005-06, and FY 2006-07 commenced on March 5, 2008, and ended on January 23,
2009.

I do declare that the above declarations are made under penalty of perjury and are true and

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

observation, information, or belief.

Date: /)éce /

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER

By: _(lem
im L. Spafio, Citef
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
YOSEMITE COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
For Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03, FY 2003-04, FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and FY 2006-07

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

SUMMARY

The following is the State Controller’s Office’s (SCO) response to the Incorrect Reduction Claim that the
Yosemite Community College District filed on October 5, 2009. The SCO audited the district’s claims for
costs of the legislatively mandated Health Fee Elimination Program for the period of July 1, 2002,
through June 30, 2007. The SCO issued its final report on April 30, 2009 (Exhibit D).

The district submitted reimbursement claims totaling $1,203,995 ($1,213,995 less a $10,000 penalty for
filing a late claim)—$39,067 for FY 2002-03, $151,046 for FY 2003-04, $280,694 for FY 2004-05,
$413,324 for FY 2005-06, and $319,864 for FY 2006-07 ($329,864 less $10,000 for filing a late claim)
(Exhibit H). Subsequently, the SCO performed an audit for the period of July 1, 2002, through June 30,
2007, and determined that $451,873 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable primarily because the
district understated authorized health service fees, understated offsetting reimbursements, and overstated
indirect costs. The following table summarizes the audit results:

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment
July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003
Direct costs:
Salaries $ 248395 $§ 248395 § —
Benefits 77,779 71,779 —
Services and supplies 70,613 70,613 —
Total direct costs 396,787 396,787 —
Indirect costs 95,030 84,206 (10,824)
Total direct and indirect costs 491,817 480,993 (10,824)
Less authorized health service fees (446,250) (490,194) (43,944)
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (6,500) (21,458) (14,958)
Subtotal 39,067 (30,659) (69,726)
Audit adjustments that exceed costs claimed — 30,659 30,659
Total program costs ~ $ 39,067 — $ (39,067)
Less amount paid by the State ' —
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ —
July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004
Direct costs:
Salaries $ 264,370 $§ 264370 $ —
Benefits 116,417 116,417 —
Services and supplies 89,423 90,508 1,085
Total direct costs 470,210 471,295 1,085
Indirect costs 118,916 89,621 (29,295)

-1-




Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment
Total direct and indirect costs 589,126 560,916 (28,210)
Less authorized health service fees (431,580) (442,899) (11,319)
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (6,500) (47,859) (41,359)
Total program costs $ 151,046 70,158 $ (80,888)

Less amount paid by the State ' —_—

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $§ 70,158

July 1. 2004, through June 30, 2005

Direct costs:

Salaries $ 303,647 $ 303,647 $ —_

Benefits 141,296 141,296 —

Services and supplies 73,063 73,237 174
Total direct costs 518,006 518,180 174
Indirect costs 180,680 187,633 6,953
Total direct and indirect costs 698,686 705,813 7,127
Less authorized health service fees (411,492) (416,184) (4,692)
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (6,500) (21,501) (15,001)
Total program costs $ 280,694 268,128 § (12,566)

Less amount paid by the State ' -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 268,128

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006

Direct costs:

Salaries $ 344990 $ 344990 $ —

Benefits 159,108 159,108 —

Services and supplies 99,407 107,911 8,504
Total direct costs 603,505 612,009 8,504
Indirect costs 219,555 203,371 (16,184)
Total direct and indirect costs 823,060 815,380 (7,680)
Less authorized health service fees (402,179) (554,058)  (151,879)
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (7,557) (30,360) (22,803)
Total program costs ' $ 413,324 230,962 $ (182,362)

Less amount paid by the State ' —
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 230,962
July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007

Direct costs:

Salaries $ 453320 § 453320 $ —

Benefits 187,474 187,474 —

Services and supplies 105,929 105,929 —
Total direct costs 746,723 746,723 —
Indirect costs 306,679 259,188 (47,491)
Total direct and indirect costs 1,053,402 1,005,911 (47,491)
Less authorized health service fees (709,335) (774,633) (65,298)
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (14,203) (38.889) (24,686)
Less late filing penalty (10,000) (9,515) 485




Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment
Total program costs $ 319,864 182,874  $ (136,990)
Less amount paid by the State ' (182,874)
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ —

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

Direct costs:

Salaries $ 1,614,722 $ 1,614,722 § —

Benefits 682,074 682,074 —

Services and supplies 438,435 448,198 9,763
Total direct costs 2,735,231 2,744,994 9,763
Indirect costs 920,860 824,019 (96,841)
Total direct and indirect costs 3,656,091 3,569,013 (87,078)
Less authorized health service fees (2,400,836) (2,677,968) (277,132)
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (41,260) (160,067) (118,807)
Less late filing penalty (10,000) (9,515) 485
Subtotal 1,203,995 721,463 (482,532)
Audit adjustments that exceed costs claimed — 30,659 30,659
Total program costs $ 1,203,995 752,122 § (451,873)
Less amount paid by the State ' (182,874)
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 569248

! Payment information current as of June 14, 2010.

The district contests Finding 2, Finding 4, and the interest income identified in Finding 5 of our final
audit report issued April 30, 2009 (Exhibit D).

L

HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION PROGRAM CRITERIA

Parameters and Guidelines — May 25, 1989

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

Section VLB provides the following claim preparation criteria:

VI. CLAIM PREPARATION

B. Actual Costs of Claim Year for Providing 1986-87 Fiscal Year Program Level of Service
Claimed costs should be supported by the following information:
1. Employee Salaries and Benefits
Identify the employee(s), show the classification of the employee(s) involved, describe the
mandated functions performed and specify the actual number of hours devoted to each

function, the productive hourly rate, and the related benefits. The average number of hours
devoted to each function may be claimed if supported by a documented time study.

-3-
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II.

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

3. Allowable Overhead Cost

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

Section VII defines supporting data as follows:

VII. SUPPORTING DATA

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

Section VIII defines offsetting savings and other reimbursements as follows:

VIII. OFFSETTING SAVINGS AND OTHER REIMBURSEMENTS

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

SCO Claiming Instructions

The SCO annually issues mandated costs claiming instructions, which contain filing instructions for
mandated cost programs. The September 2003 claiming instructions provide indirect cost claiming
instructions for FY 2002-03 (Tab 3). The September 2004 claiming instructions provide indirect
cost claiming instructions for FY 2003-04 (Tab 4). The December 2005 claiming instructions
provide indirect cost claiming instructions for FY 2004-05 (Tab 5). The September 2003 Health Fee
Elimination Program claiming instructions (Exhibit C) are substantially similar to the version extant
for each fiscal year during the audit period.

DISTRICT OVERSTATED ITS INDIRECT COST RATES CLAIMED
Issue

For FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04, the district claimed indirect costs based on indirect cost rates that
it calculated using the principles of Title 2, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 220 (Office of
Management and Budget Circular A-21). The calculated rates did not agree with the district’s
separate federally-approved rates. We calculated allowable indirect costs based on the district’s
federally-approved rate. We applied the district’s federally-approved rate to allowable salaries and
wages, which is the direct cost base identified in the district’s federal approval letter.

For FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and FY 2006-07, the district claimed indirect costs based on indirect
cost rates that it prepared using the SCO’s FAM-29C methodology. However, the district did not
allocate direct and indirect costs as specified in the SCO’s claiming instructions (Tab 5).
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SCO Analysis:

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

For FY 2004-05 forward, the SCO’s claiming instructions (Tab 5) state:

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

... In summary, FAM-29C indirect costs include Operation and Maintenance of Plant; Planning,

Policy Making, and Coordination; General Institutional Support Services (excluding Community
Relations); and depreciation or use allowance. . . .

District’s Response

FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04

The District had an approved federal rate for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 that was used for the audit
adjustment. Since federally approved rates are an acceptable alternative method, the District does not
dispute this audit finding as to FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04.

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

The District calculated its indirect cost rate for FY 2004-05 through FY 2006-07 in the same manner as
it did for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04, using the FAM-29C method but correcting for instances where
the Controller's method did not follow the CCFS-311 characterization of costs as direct or indirect. The
District also had a federally approved rate that it did not use for these annual reimbursement claims.
However, unlike the first two fiscal years of this audit, the audit report states that “the district's
federally-approved rates are irrelevant for FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and FY 2006-07” because the
claiming instructions no longer allow federally approved indirect cost rates to be used.

There was no amendment of the parameters and guidelines to support this abrupt change of position.
The Controller simply decided to stop accepting federally approved rates, after years of accepting
them, with no stated justification or opportunity for public comment. . . .

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

No particular indirect cost rate calculation is required by law. The Controller insists that the rate be
calculated according to the claiming instructions. The parameters and guidelines for the Health Fee
Elimination mandate state that “[i]ndirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the State
Controller in his claiming instructions.” The District claimed these indirect costs “in the manner”
described by the Controller. The correct forms were used and the claimed amounts were entered at the
correct locations. Further, “may” is not “shall”; the parameters and guidelines do not require that
indirect costs be claimed in the manner specified by the Controller. In the audit report, the Controller
asserts that because the parameters and guidelines specifically reference the claiming instructions, the
claiming instructions thereby become authoritative criteria. Since the Controller’s claiming instructions
were never adopted as law, or regulations pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act, the claiming
instructions are a statement of the Controller’s interpretation and not law.

The Controller’s interpretation of Section VI of the parameters and guidelines would, in essence,
subject claimants to underground rulemaking at the direction of the Commission. The Controller’s
claiming instructions are unilaterally created and modified without public notice or comment. The
Commission would violate the Administrative Procedure Act if it held that the Controller’s claiming
instructions are enforceable as standards or regulations. In fact, until 2005, the Controller regularly
included a “forward” in the Mandated Cost Manual for Community Colleges (September 30, 2003

-5-
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version attached as Exhibit “E”) that explicitly stated the claiming instructions were “issued for the
sole purpose of assisting claimants” and “should not be construed in any manner to be statutes,
regulations, or standards.”

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

Finally, the audit report notes that no district requested a review of the claiming instructions pursuant
to Title 2, CCR, Section 1186. The claiming instructions are not properly adopted regulations or
standards. There is no requirement that a claimant request such review, even if they are inconsistent
with the parameters and guidelines, because the claiming instructions are not enforceable regulations.
Thus, the fact that no review was requested by any of the claimants is not determinative of the validity
or force of the claiming instructions.

PRIOR YEAR CCFS-311

The audit used the most recent CCFS-311 information available for the calculation of the indirect cost
rate. The District used the prior year CCFS-311. The CCFS-311 is prepared based on annual costs
from the prior fiscal year for use in the current budget year. While the audit report is correct that there
are “no mandate-related authoritative criteria” supporting the District’s method, there is also none that
supports the Controller’s method. As a practical matter, the CCFS-311 for the current year is often not
available at the time that mandate reimbursement claims are due. Therefore, the District is unable to
rely on that data and must determine its indirect cost rates based on the prior year CCFS-311.

The audit report asserts that the Controller’s use of the most recent CCFS-311 is supported by the need
to claim only actual costs. However, this is inconsistent with the parameters and guidelines and the
Controller’s claiming instructions. The parameters and guidelines do not specify any particular method
of calculating indirect costs, nor do they require any particular source be used for the data used in the
computation. The Controller’s claiming instructions, while not enforceable, are also silent as to
whether the prior or current year CCFS-311 should be used in the FAM-29C methodology.
Additionally, the claiming instructions for some programs accept the use of a federally approved rate
or a flat 7% rate, which has no relationship at all to actual indirect costs incurred.

As a practical example of the baselessness of the Controller’s position on prior year CCFS-311 reports,
note that federally approved indirect cost rates, such as the federal rate the auditors used for FY 2002-
03 and FY 2003-04, are approved for periods of two to four years. This means the data from which the
rates were calculated can be from three to five years removed from the last fiscal year in which the
federal rate is used. The final audit report claims that this is “irrelevant” because the Controller is no
longer accepting federally approved rates. However, the longstanding practice of the Controller prior
to FY 2004-05 had been to accept federally approved rates. Further, the development of these rates,
which are used for several programs, is relevant to the propriety of the Controller’s methods and
determining whether they comply with general cost accounting principles.

EXCESSIVE OR UNREASONABLE

The audit did not conclude that the District’s FY 2005-06 and FY 2006-07 indirect cost rates were
excessive. The Controller is authorized to reduce a claim only if it determines the claim to be excessive
or unreasonable. Here, the District has computed its indirect cost rates using the CCFS-311 report, and
the Controller has disallowed it without a determination of whether the product of the District’s
calculation is excessive, unreasonable, or inconsistent with cost accounting principles.

The Controller has the burden to show that the indirect cost rate used by the District is excessive or
unreasonable, pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (d)(2). In response to this assertion, the
audit report states:

Government Code section 17561, subdivision (d)(2), allows the SCO to audit the district’s
records to verify actual mandate-related costs and reduce any claim that the SCO determines
is excessive or unreasonable. In addition, Government Code section 12410 states, “The
Controller shall audit all claims against the state, and may audit the disbursement of any state
money, for correctness, legality, and for sufficient provisions of law for payment.” (Emphasis
in original).
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The audit report then concludes, without any further discussion, that “the district's contention is
without merit.” The Controller has failed to demonstrate how the cited Government Code Sections
relieve him of the burden to demonstrate that costs are excessive or unreasonable prior to reducing an
annual reimbursement claim.

Section 12410 is found in the part of the Government Code that provides a general description of the
duties of the Controller. It is not specific to the audit of mandate reimbursement claims. It is a well-
settled maxim of statutory interpretation that “[a] specific provision relating to a particular subject will
govern in respect to that subject, as against a general provision, although the latter, standing alone,
would be broad enough to include the subject to which the more particular provision relates.” > The
audit authority in Section 17561(d)(2) is more specific than the Controller’s general audit authority
contained in Government Code Section 12410. Therefore, the Controller only has the audit authority
granted by Government Code Section 17561 (d)(2) when auditing mandate reimbursement claims.

Further, the Controller has not asserted or demonstrated that, if Section 12410 was the applicable
standard, the audit adjustments were made in accordance with this standard. The District’s claim was
correct, in that it reported the actual costs incurred. There is also no allegation in the audit report that
the claim was in any way illegal. Finally, the phrase “sufficient provisions of law for payment” refers
to the requirement that there be adequate appropriations prior to the disbursement of any funds. There
is no indication that any state funds were disbursed without sufficient appropriations. Thus, even if the
standards of Section 12410 were applicable to mandate reimbursement audits, the Controller has failed
to put forth any evidence that these standards are not met.

There is no indication that the Controller is actually relying on the audit standards put forth in Section
12410 for the adjustments to the District’s reimbursement claims. The final audit report claims that the
Controller did actually determine that the District’s costs were excessive °, as required by Section,
17561(d)(2), because the claimed costs were not “proper” since the indirect cost rates used did not
match the rates derived by the auditors using the Controller’s alternative methodology.

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

2 San Francisco Taxpayers Assn. V. Board of Supervisors (1992) 2 Cal.4™ 571, 577. Attached as Exhibit “F.”

* The audit report states that it found the FY 2005-06 and FY 2006-07 indirect cost rates to be excessive, while
the FY 2004-05 indirect costs were understated. It then remarks that “[t]he district did not explain why it is
contesting an audit adjustment in its favor.” While no explanation is required, the District does not subscribe to
the implied philosophy that actions in contradiction to the parameters and guidelines should be overlooked
simply because of the result obtained. The Controller does not explain how the same auditing methods could
somehow be proper when applied to FY 2004-05, but improper when applied to FY 2005-06 and FY 2006-07.

SCO’s Comment

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

The district states, “The District calculated its indirect cost rate . . . correcting for instances where
the Controller’s method did not follow the CCFS-311 characterization of costs as direct or indirect.”
The CCFS-311 does not identify costs as direct or indirect for calculating indirect cost rates.
Furthermore, the California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO) has not issued any
guidance for indirect cost rate proposals. Title 2, California Code of Regulations (CCR), section
1185, subdivision (e)(3) states, “If the narrative describing the alleged incorrect reduction(s)
involves more than discussion of statutes or regulations or legal argument and utilizes assertions or
representations of fact, such assertions or representations shall be supported by testimonial or
documentary evidence and shall be submitted with the claim.” The district presented no evidence
supporting its reference to “the CCFS-311 characterization of costs as direct or indirect.”

14




The district also asserts that the SCO’s FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and FY 2006-07 claiming
instructions inappropriately exclude federally-approved rates as an option to claim indirect costs.
However, the district did not use federally approved rates to claim indirect costs for those fiscal
years; therefore, the district’s comments are irrelevant to this Incorrect Reduction Claim.

Parameters and Guidelines

The district states, “No particular indirect cost rate calculation is required by law.” The district infers
that it may calculate an indirect cost rate in any manner that it chooses. We disagree with the
district’s interpretation of the parameters and guidelines. The phrase “may be claimed” simply
permits the district to claim indirect costs. However, if the district chooses to claim indirect costs,
then the parameters and guidelines require that it comply with the SCO’s claiming instructions. If the
district believes that the program’s parameters and guidelines are deficient, it should initiate a
request to amend the parameters and guidelines pursuant to Government Code section 17557,
subdivision (d). However, any such amendment would not apply to this audit period.

The district states that it “claimed these indirect costs ‘in the manner’ described by the Controller.”
The district did not claim indirect costs in accordance with the SCO’s claiming instructions. The
district prepared its FY 2004-05, FY 2005-06, and FY 2006-07 ICRPs using the FAM-29C
methodology; however, the district did not allocate direct and indirect costs according to the
claiming instructions.

The district believes that the SCO incorrectly interprets the parameters and guidelines. We disagree.
The parameters and guidelines are clear and unambiguous. They state, “Indirect costs may be
claimed in the manner described by the State Controller in his claiming instructions [emphasis
added].” In this case, the parameters and guidelines specifically identify the claiming instructions as
authoritative criteria for indirect costs. The district also states:

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

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

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

(g) To adopt, promulgate, amend, and rescind rules and regulations, which shall not be subject to the
review and approval of the Office of Administrative Law pursuant to the provisions of the
Administrative Procedure Act [emphasis added] . . ..




The district also references the Foreword section to the SCO’s claiming instructions (Exhibit E);
however, the district quotes the Foreword section out of context. The Foreword section actually
states:

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

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

Finally, the district states:

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

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

Prior Year CCFS-311

The district states, “While the audit report is correct that there are ‘no mandate-related authoritative
criteria’ supporting the District’s method, there is also none that supports the Controller’s method.”
We support the district’s conclusion that no mandate-related authoritative criteria support its indirect
cost rate methodology. However, we disagree that none support the SCO’s method. The parameters
and guidelines state that indirect costs may be claimed in accordance with the SCO’s claiming
instructions. The claiming instructions, along with Government Code section 17558.5 and the
parameters and guidelines, require the district to report actual costs. For each fiscal year, “actual
costs” are costs of the current fiscal year, not costs from a prior fiscal year.

The district infers that this is “inconsistent” with the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s
claiming instructions. However, the district then states, “The parameters and guidelines do not
specify any particular method of calculating indirect costs . . . The Controller’s claiming instructions
.. .are also silent. . . .” Using the district’s points, there can be no inconsistency if the parameters and
guidelines and the claiming instructions are silent. In any case, Government Code section 17560,
subdivision (a), states “A local agency or school district may . . . file an annual reimbursement claim
that details the costs actually incurred for that fiscal year [emphasis added].” The district includes
additional comments regarding federally approved rates and flat rates; those comments are irrelevant
to this Incorrect Reduction Claim. The Health Fee Elimination Program’s parameters and guidelines
and the SCO’s claiming instructions allow claimants to use only the FAM-29C methodology to
claim indirect costs.

The district also states, “As a practical matter, the CCFS-311 for the current year is often not
available at the time that mandate reimbursement claims are due.” We disagree. For the audit period,
mandated program claims were due the SCO on January 15 following the fiscal year in which the
costs were incurred (the due date was subsequently amended to February 15). Title 5, CCR, section
58305, subdivision (d), states, “On or before the 10" day of October, each district shall submit a
copy of its adopted annual financial and budget report to the Chancellor.” Therefore, the district’s
CCFS-311 is available well before it must submit its mandated cost claims.
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Excessive or Unreasonable

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

In any case, the SCO did conclude that the district’s claim was excessive. Excessive is defined as
“Exceeding what is usual, proper, necessary, [emphasis added] or normal.” * The district’s FY
2005-06 and FY 2006-07 indirect cost rates exceeded the proper amount based on the audited
indirect cost rates that the SCO calculated according to the claiming instructions.

Further, pursuant to Government Code section 12410, we concluded that the district’s claim was
neither correct nor legal. Correct is defined as “Conforming to an approved or conventional
standard.”’ Legal is defined as “Conforming to or permitted by law or established rules.” ¢ The
district claimed indirect cost rates that did not conform to the SCO’s claiming instructions.

The district states, “Neither State law nor the parameters and guidelines make compliance with the
Controller’s claiming instructions a condition or reimbursement. The District has followed the
parameters and guidelines.” However, the district did not follow the parameters and guidelines. The
parameters and guidelines state, “Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the State
Controller in his claiming instructions.” The district did not comply with the claiming instructions
applicable to each fiscal year during the audit period.

Finally, the district states the following by footnote:

... the District does not subscribe to the implied philosophy that actions in contradiction to the
parameters and guidelines should be overlooked simply because of the result obtained. The Controller
does not explain how the same auditing methods could somehow be proper when applied to FY
2004-05, but improper when applied to FY 2005-06 and FY 2006-07.

We agree that actions contradicting the parameters and guidelines should not be overlooked simply
because of the result obtained. Our audit report supports that philosophy. We found that the district’s
FY 2004-05 indirect cost rate calculation contradicted the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s
claiming instructions. Even though this resulted in allowable costs that exceeded claimed costs, we
disclosed the finding in our audit report. We calculated allowable indirect costs based on allowable
indirect cost rates calculated according to the SCO’s FAM-29C methodology. The audit method was
“proper” for each year. The FY 2004-05 allowable costs exceed claimed costs because the district
incorrectly calculated an indirect cost rate that was less than the allowable rate.

DISTRICT UNDERSTATED AUTHORIZED HEALTH SERVICE FEES
Issue

For the audit period, the district understated authorized health service fees by $316,222. The district
believes that it is required to report only actual health service fees received.

* Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, Tenth Edition © 2001.
* Ibid.
¢ Ibid.
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SCO Analysis:

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

Authorized Health Fee Rate

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

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

District’s Response

The audit report concludes that the District understated offsetting revenue by $316,222 for the audit
period because it claimed student health service fees that were actually collected, rather than those that
were merely authorized. In doing so, the audit report asserts that “the district failed to follow specific
SCO claiming instructions.”

However, as previously discussed, the Controller’s claiming instructions are not enforceable because
they are unilaterally adopted by the Controller and do not comply with the Administrative Procedure
Act. Therefore, they cannot be the basis of an audit finding. The District complied with the parameters
and guidelines for the Health Fee Elimination mandate when it properly reported revenue actually
received from student health service fees.

In fact, the District did claim health service fee offsets based on fees authorized for FY 2002-03 in
accordance with the claiming instructions methodology, which lead to an inaccurate result. This
resulted in claimed fee offsets of $166,464 for the Fall semester, $151,488 for the Spring semester, and
$52,461 for the Summer semester. However, the fees actually collected were greater, which
demonstrates that the Controller’s preferred calculation is merely an estimate. This would have
resulted in slightly higher fee offsets of $168,720 for Fall semester, $158,652 for Spring semester, and
$53,897 for Summer semester, as evidenced by the District’s revenue reports, which are attached as
Exhibit “G.” The audit report states that it used data from the California Community Colleges
Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO) to calculate health service fees authorized for each of the fiscal years,
without explanation as to how this data, which is “extracted” from data reported by the District, is
more reliable or relevant than the District’s own records. However, this issue is unimportant since the
proper offset for health service fee revenue is calculated by fees actually received in accordance with
the parameters and guidelines.

-11-

18




Parameters and Guidelines

The audit report asserts that the “Parameters and Guidelines states that health fees authorized by
Education Code must be deducted from costs claimed.” The parameters and guidelines actually state:

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

In order for the District to “experience” these “offsetting savings” the District must actually have
collected these fees. Note that the student health fees are named as a potential source of the
reimbursement received in the previous sentence. The use of the term “any offsetting savings” further
illustrates the permissive nature of the fees. Student fees actually collected must be used to offset costs,
but not student fees that could have been collected and were not. . . .

The audit report claims that the Commission’s intent was for claimed costs to be reduced by fees
authorized, rather than fees received as stated in the parameters and guidelines. It is true that the
Department of Finance proposed, as part of the amendments that were adopted on May 25, 1989, that a
sentence be added to the offsetting savings section expressly stating that if no health service fee was
charged, the claimant would be required to deduct the amount authorized. However, the Commission
declined to add this requirement and adopted the parameters and guidelines without this language.

The fact that the Commission staff and the California Community College Chancellors Office agreed
with DOF’s interpretation does not negate the fact that the Commission adopted parameters and
guidelines that did not include the additional language. It would be nonsensical if the Commission held
that every proposal that is discussed was somehow implied into the adopted document, because the
proposals of the various parties are often contradictory. The Commission intends the language of the
parameters and guidelines to be construed as written, and only those savings that are experienced are to
be deducted.

Education Code Section 17556 [sic]

The Controller continues to rely on Education Code Section 17556(d) [sic], while neglecting its
context and omitting a crucial clause. Section 17556(d) does specify that the Commission on State
Mandates shall not find costs mandated by the state if the local agency has the authority to levy fees,
but only if those fees are “sufficient to pay for the mandated program” (emphasis added). Section
17556 pertains specifically to the Commission’s determination on a test claim, and does not concern
the development of parameters and guidelines or the claiming process. The Commission has already
found state-mandated costs for this program, and the Controller cannot substitute its judgment for that
of the Commission through the audit process.

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

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

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




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

SCO’s Comment

The district alleges that the SCO’s basis for its audit finding was the statement, “The district failed to
follow specific SCO claiming instructions.” This statement was not the basis for the audit finding;
rather, it was an explanation as to why the audited health service fees differ from claimed health
service fees. Our audit report clearly identifies Government Code sections 17514 and 17556 as the
basis for our audit adjustment.

FY 2002-03

The district states that it claimed FY 2002-03 health service fees in accordance with the claiming
instructions. The district alleges that this led to an inaccurate result. The district states, “However,
the fees actually collected were greater, which demonstrates that the Controller’s preferred
calculation is merely an estimate.” We disagree; the district’s figures demonstrate no such
conclusion. The district erroneously refers to “the Controller’s preferred calculation.” The SCO does
not develop audit findings by. “preference.” We calculated allowable costs based on the requirements
of the parameters and guidelines and Government Code sections 17514 and 17556. In its comments
above, the district presented figures for Modesto Junior College only; those figures are not
representative of the district. In addition, the district’s FY 2002-03 claim (Exhibit H) identifies
inaccurate enrollment information. The district identified enrollment information that did not agree
with the information that it reported to the CCCCO, as identified in our audit report (Exhibit D).

CCCCO Data

The district states:

The audit report states that it used data from [the CCCCO] to calculate health service fees
authorized. . . without explanation as to how this data, which is “extracted” from data reported by the
District, is more reliable or relevant that the District’s own records.

The district’s comment is without merit. The district distinguishes between data received from the
CCCCO versus “the district’s own records.” It is the same data. The SCO receives the data from
CCCCO; this data is extracted directly from data that the district submitted to the CCCCO. Our audit
report identifies the parameters for the data extracted. The district did not provide any
documentation supporting the enrollment figures that it identified in its FY 2002-03 claim.

Parameters and Guidelines

We disagree with the district’s interpretation of the parameters and guidelines’ requirement
regarding authorized health service fees. The Commission clearly recognized the availability of
another funding source by including the fees as offsetting savings in the parameters and guidelines.
The Commission’s staff analysis of May 25, 1989 (Tab 6), states the following regarding the
proposed parameters and guidelines amendments that the Commission adopted that day:

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

In response to that amendment, the [Department of Finance (DOF)] has proposed the addition of the
following language to Item VIIL. to clarify the impact of the fee authority on claimants’ reimbursable
costs:
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“If a claimant does not levy the fee authorized by Education Code Section 72246(a), it shall deduct an
amount equal to what it would have received had the fee been levied.”

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

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

Commission regarding authorized health service fees.

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

Government Code Section 17556

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

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

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

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

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

DISTRICT UNDERSTATED OFFSETTING SAVINGS/REIMBURSEMENTS
Issue

For the audit period, the district understated offsetting savings/reimbursements by $118,807 for the
audit period. The understated revenue is attributable to interest earned ($84,431) and student fees
and other miscellaneous revenue ($34,376). The district does not contest the audit adjustment for
student fees and other miscellaneous revenue.

SCO Analysis:

The district earned interest income on health service fees collected. The parameters and guidelines
state:

Any [emphasis added] offsetting savings the claimant experiences as a direct result of this statute must
be deducted from the costs claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate received from any
source, e.g., federal, state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from the claim.

In addition, Government Code section 17514 defines “costs mandated by the state” as any increased
costs that a district is required to incur. To the extent that the district earns interest on mandate-
related student health service fees, it is not required to incur a cost.

The portion of understated revenue that the district is contesting relates to interest earned on student
health service fees totaling $84,431. During the audit, we found several line items in the district’s
General Ledger described as “StanCo Interest.” In an email dated April 16, 2008 (Tab 8), the
district explained that its health fund is maintained at Stanislaus County (StanCo) along with most of
the district’s other funds. The county posts interest earned on a quarterly basis to each district fund.

During our review of the authorized health service fees, we noted that the district included interest
and other miscellaneous revenue in its mandated cost claims for FY 2003-04 and FY 2006-07. We
created a schedule called, “Analysis of Health Service Fees Differences,” which documents all of the
revenue line items for both Modesto and Columbia College for each fiscal year of the audit period.
We highlighted the amounts that are related to interest earned on health service fees. We created
another schedule called “Review of Cost Reduction/Offsetting Revenue,” which identifies the grand
totals of interest earned by the district during the audit period. We also obtained relevant copies of
the district’s Income Ledger and Detail Budget Status Report which support the amounts of interest
the district earned on its health services fees (Tab 9).




District’s Response

Interest Income

Finding 5 asserts that the District understated offsetting savings by $84,431 for the audit period
because it did not claim interest income received... The audit report asserts that this interest income
constitutes offsetting savings experienced as a direct result of the test claim statute because it is earned
from the student health service fees that are collected under the fee authority established by Chapter
1118, Statutes of 1987. However, the parameters and guidelines do not identify interest earned as an
offsetting savings, nor are they required to under the applicable regulations.

Title 2, CCR, Section 1183.1 (a)(7) identifies the offsetting revenues that must be recognized in the
parameters and guidelines for each program. These offsetting revenues include: “i. Dedicated state and
federal funds appropriated for this program. ii. Non-local agency funds dedicated for this program. iii.
Local agency’s general purpose funds for this program. iv. Fee authority to offset partial costs of this
program.” The interest income is not funding appropriated for the Health Fee Elimination mandate by
any of these sources, and it does not constitute a fee authority to offset this mandate. The interest
income does not fall under any of the categories identified as offsetting revenue, nor is it recognized in
the Health Fee Elimination parameters and guidelines as an identified source of offsetting revenue, and
therefore it is not offsetting revenue for mandate purposes.

Title 2, CCR, Section 1183.1 (a)(8) specifies that parameters and guidelines must identify offsetting
savings “in the same program experienced because of the same statute(s) or executive order(s) found to
contain a mandate.” However, the interest income is not an offsetting savings - it is revenue. The
interest income does not result from any increased efficiency or reduced services that might produce a
reduction in District expenses. . . .

SCQO’s Comment

The district states, “...this interest income... is earned from the student health service fees that are
collected. . . .” Therefore, the district confirms that it earned interest on health service fees collected.
The district alleges that the parameters and guidelines do not “identify interest earned as an
offsetting savings.” We disagree. The parameters and guidelines require the district to deduct any
offsetting savings or reimbursements from claimed costs. In addition, to the extent that mandate-
related expenses are reimbursable from interest earned on mandate-related health service fees, the
district is not required to incur a cost. As a result, expenses reimbursable from interest earned are not
mandated costs pursuant to Government Code section 17514.

The district believes that Title 2, CCR, section 1183.1, subdivision (a)(7), does not require that the
parameters and guidelines identify interest income as offsetting reimbursements. We disagree. The
section does not state or infer that the sources identified comprise the only offsetting reimbursement
sources that the district must deduct from claimed costs. The district also comments on subdivision
(a)(8); however, that subdivision is not applicable to interest revenue.

STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS

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

District’s Response

Statute of Limitations

January 7, 2004 FY 2002-03 annual claim filed by the District
December 13,2004 FY 2003-04 annual claim filed by the District
January 7, 2007 FY 2002-03 statute of limitations for audit expires
December 13,2007 FY 2003-04 statute of limitations for audit expires
July 1, 2008 Desk audit initiated for FY 2006-07
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July 5, 2009 Adjustment letter issued for FY 2003-04
July 6, 2009 Adjustment letter issued for FY 2002-03

This is not an audit finding. The District alleges that the audit of the FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04
annual reimbursement claims commenced after the time limitation for audit had passed. The final audit
report asserts that initiation of the audit was proper because the initial payment for the FY 2002-03
claim did not occur until October 25, 2006, and there has been no payment for the FY 2003-04 claim.
However, the clause in Government Code Section 17558.5 that delays the commencement of the time
for the Controller to audit to the date of initial payment is void because it is impermissibly vague.

Applicable Time Limijtation for Audit

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The annual reimbursement claim for FY 2002-03 is subject to the three-year statute of limitations
established by Chapter 1128, Statutes of 2002 which requires the audit to be “initiated” within three
years of the date the actual claim is filed.

The amendment is pertinent because this is the first time that the factual issue of the date the audit is
“initiated” is introduced for mandate programs for which funds are appropriated. This amendment also
means that it is impossible for the claimant to know when the statute of limitations will expire at the
time the claim is filed, which is contrary to the purpose of a statute of limitations. It allows the
Controller’s own unilateral delay, or failure to make payments from funds appropriated for the purpose
of paying the claims, to control the tolling of the statute of limitations, which is also contrary to the
purpose of a statute of limitations.
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Statutes of 2004, Chapter 890, Section 18, operative January 1, 2005 amended Section 17558.5 to
state:

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

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

Vagueness

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

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

the date the claim was filed, and the annual reimbursement claims for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04
were past this time period when the audit was commenced on March 24, 2008. . ..

SCO’s Comment

The district discusses statutory language effective prior to January 1, 2003; however, that language is
irrelevant to the claims that are the subject of this Incorrect Reduction Claim.

Regarding relevant statutory language, the district states, “...the clause in Government Code Section
17558.5 that delays the commencement of the time for the Controller to audit to the date of initial
payment is void because it is impermissibly vague.” We disagree. The district has no authority to
adjudicate statutory language. Title 2, CCR, section 1185, subdivision (e)(3) states, “If the narrative
describing the alleged incorrect reduction(s) involves more than discussion of statutes or regulations
or legal argument and utilizes assertions or representations of fact, such assertions or representations
shall be supported by testimonial or documentary evidence and shall be submitted with the claim.”
The district presented no evidence to support its assertion that existing statutory language is “void.”

The district also states, “...it is possible for the Controller to unilaterally extend the audit period by
withholding payment or directing appropriated funds only to those claims that have already been
audited.” The district’s allegation contradicts statutory language. Government Code section 17567
prohibits the SCO from directing funds to selected claims. It states:

In the event that the amount appropriated for reimbursement purposes pursuant to Section 17561 is not
sufficient to pay all of the claims approved by the Controller, the Controller shall prorate claims in
proportion to the dollar amount of approved claims timely filed and on hand at the time of proration
[emphasis added]. . . .
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In addition, Government Code section 17561, subdivision (d), prohibits the SCO from withholding
payment. It states:

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

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

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

For its FY 2002-03 claim, the district first received payment on October 25, 2006. The district has
not received a payment for its FY 2003-04 claim. The SCO initiated its audit on March 5, 2008.
Therefore, the SCO met the requirements of Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a).

. RELIEF REQUESTED

District’s Response

...In many cases, the audit report fails to specify the activity or costs denied which prevents a
comprehensive evaluation of the Controller’s action. . . .

SCO’s Response

Title 2, California Code of Regulations (CCR), section 1185, subdivision (e)(3) states, “If the
narrative describing the alleged incorrect reduction(s) involves more than discussion of statutes or
regulations or legal argument and utilizes assertions or representations of fact, such assertions or
representations shall be supported by testimonial or documentary evidence and shall be submitted
with the claim.” The district’s IRC does not cite any specific examples supporting its assertion that
the audit report “fails to specify the activity or costs denied.”

. CONCLUSION

The State Controller’s Office audited Yosemite Community College District’s claims for costs of the
legislatively mandated Health Fee Elimination Program (Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2™
Extraordinary Session; and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987) for the period of July 1, 2002, through
June 30, 2007. The district claimed unallowable costs totaling $451,873. The costs are unallowable
because the district understated services and supplies costs, overstated indirect costs, understated
authorized health service fees, and understated offsetting savings/reimbursements.

In conclusion, the Commission should find that: (1) the SCO initiated its audit of FY 2002-03 and
FY 2003-04 within the timeframe provided by Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a);
(2) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY 2002-03 claim by $39,067; (3) the SCO correctly
reduced the district’s FY 2003-04 claim by $80,888; (4) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY
2004-05 claim by $12,566; (5) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY 2005-06 claim by
$182,362; and (6) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY 2006-07 claim by $136,990.




VIII. 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 fJ€c ed} 5 //, 2/ f/, at Sacramento, California, by:

m L. Spano, Chj
Mandated Cost Audits Bureau
Division of Audits
State Controller’s Office
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number of private auto mileage traveled, and the cost of tolls and parking with receipts
required for charges over $10.00.

(k) Documentation

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

8. Indirect Costs

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Generally, a direct cost is one incurred specifically for one activity, while indirect costs are of a more
general nature and are incurred for the benefit of several activities. As previously noted, the
objective of this computation is to equitably allocate administrative support costs to personnel that
perform mandated cost activities claimed by the college. For the purpose of this computation we
have defined indirect costs to be those costs which provide administrative support to personnel who
perform mandated cost activities. We have defined direct costs to be those costs that do not
provide administrative support to personnel who perform mandated cost activities and those costs
that are directly related to instructional activities of the college. Accounts that should be classified

Revised 9/03 Filing a Claim, Page 10
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‘ as indirect costs are: Planning, Policy Making and Coordination, Fiscal Operations, Human

' Resources Management, Management Information Systems, Other General Institutional Support
Services, and Logistical Services. If any costs included in these accounts are claimed as a
mandated cost, i.e., salaries of employees performing mandated cost activities, the cost should be
reclassified as a direct cost. Accounts in the following groups of accounts should be classified as
direct costs: Instruction, Instructional Administration, Instructional Support Services, Admissions
and Records, Counseling and Guidance, Other Student Services, Operation and Maintenance of
Plant, Community Relations, Staff Development, Staff Diversity, Non-instructional Staff-Retirees’
Benefits and Retirement Incentives, Community Services, Ancillary Services and Auxiliary
Operations. A college may classify a portion of the expenses reported in the account Operation and
Maintenance of Plant as indirect. The claimant has the option of using a 7% or a higher indirect cost
percentage if the college can support its allocation basis.

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

Revised 9/03 Filing a Claim, Page 11
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Table 4 Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges
MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
(01) Claimant (02) Period of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity (04) Allowable Costs
Activity EDP Total Adjustments Total Indirect Direct
Subtotal Instruction 599| $19,590,357! $1,339,059{ $18,251,298 $01{ $18,251,298
instructional Administration and
. 6000
Instructional Governance
Academic Administration 6010 2,941,386 105,348 2,836,038 0 2,836,038
Course and Curriculum 6020 21,595 0 21,505 0 21,595
Develop.
Academic/Faculty Senate 6030
Other Instructional
Administration & Instructional 6090
Governance
Instructional Support Services 6100
Learning Center 6110 22,737 863 21,874 0 21,874
Library 6120 518,220 2,591 515,629 0 515,629
Media 6130 522,530 115,710 406,820 0 406,820
Museums and Galleries 6140 0 0 0 0 0
Academic Information
Systems and Tech. 6150
Othe.r Instructional Support 6190
Services
Admissions and Records 6200 584,939 12,952 571,987 0 571,987
Counseling and Guidance 6300
Counseling and Guidance 6310
Matriculation and Student 6320
Assessment
Transfer Programs 6330
Career Guidance 6340
Other Student Counseling and 6390
Guidance
Other Student Services 6400
D|sapled Students Programs & 6420
Services
Subtotal $24,201,764| $1,576,523| $22,625,241 $0| $22,625,241
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Table 4 Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges (continued)
: MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
(01) Claimant (02) Period of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity (04) Allowable Costs
Activity EDP Total Adjustments Total Indirect Dfrect
Extended Opportgnlty 6430
Programs & Services
Health Services 6440 0 0 0 0 0
Student Personnel Admin. 6450 289,926 12,953 276,973 0 276,973
Financial Aid Administration 6460 391,459 20,724 370,735 0 370,735
Job Placement Services 6470 83,663 0] 83,663 0 83,663
Veterans Services 6480 25,427 0 25,427 0 25,427
» Mlscgllaneous Student 6490 0 0 0 0 0
Services
Operation & Maintenance of 6500
Plant
Building Maintenance and 6510 1,079,260 44,039| 1,035221 o| 1,035,221
Repairs
Custodial Services 6530 1,227,668 33,677 1,193,991 0 1,193,991
Grounds Maintenance and 6550| 596,257 70,807 525,450 0| 525450
Repairs
Utilities 6570 1,236,305 0 1,236,305 1,236,305
Other 6590 3,454 3,454 0 0
Planning, Policy Making, and 6600| 587,817 22451 565,366 565,366 0
Coordination
General Inst. Support Services 6700
Community Relations 6710 v} 0 0 0 0
Fiscal Operations 6720 634,605 17,270 617,335 553,184 (a) 64,151
Human Resources 6730
Management
Noninstr}lctlonal Staff Benefits - 6740
& Incentives
Staff Development 6750
Staff Diversity 6760
Logistical Services 6770
Management information 6780
Systems
Subtotal $30,357,605| $1,801,898( $28,5655,707( $1,118,550] $27,437,157
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Table 4 Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges (continued)

MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
(01) Claimant (02) Period of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity (04) Allowable Costs
Activity EDP Total Adjustments Total Indirect Direct
General Inst. Sup. Serv. (cont.) 6700
(S):I;Zro iz\:s;;ler;stltunonal 6790
Community Services 6800
Community Recreation 6810 703,858 20,509 683,349 0 683,349
Community Service Classes 6820 423,188 24,826 398,362 0 398,362
Community Use of Facilities 6830 89,877 10,096 79,781 0 79,781
Economic Development 6840
Other Community Sves. &
Economic Development 6890
Ancillary Services 6900
Bookstores 6910 0 0 0 0 0
Child Development Center 6920 89,051 1,206 87,845 0 87,845
Farm Operations 6930 0 0 0 0 0
Food Services 6940 0 0 o 0 0
Parking 6950 420,274 6,857 413,417 0 413,417
Student Activities 6960 0 0] 0 0 0
Student Housing 6970 0 0 0 0] 0
Other 6990 0 0 0 0 0
Auxiliary Operations 7000
Auxiliary Classes 70100 1,124,557 12,401 1,112,156 0l 1,112,156
Other Auxiliary Operations 7090 0 0 0 0 0
Physical Property Acquisitions 7100 814,318 814,318 0 0 0
(05) Total $34,022,728| $2,692,111| $31,330,617] $1,118,550} $30,212,067
(06) Indirect Cost I'«;ate: (Total Indirect Cost/Total Direct Cost) 3,70233%
(07) Notes
(a) Mandated Cost activities designated as direct costs per claim instructions.
Revised 9/03 Filing a Claim, Page 14
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(h)

(i)

0

(k)

perform the mandated activity. The claimant must give the name of the contractor,
explain the reason for having to hire a contractor, describe the mandated activities
performed, give the dates when the activities were performed, the number of hours
spent performing the mandate, the hourly billing rate, and the total cost. The hourly
billing rate shall not exceed the rate specified in the Parameters and Guidelines for the
mandated program. The contractor's invoice, or statement, which includes an itemized
list of costs for activities performed, must accompany the claim.

Equipment Rental Costs

Equipment purchases and leases (with an option to purchase) are not reimbursable as
a direct cost unless specifically allowed by the Parameters and Guidelines for the
particular mandate. Equipment rentals used solely for the mandate are reimbursable to
the extent such costs do not exceed the retail purchase price of the equipment plus a
finance charge. The claimant must explain the purpose and use for the equipment, the
time period for which the equipment was rented and the total cost of the rental. If the
equipment is used for purposes other than reimbursable activities, only the prorata
portion of the rental costs can be claimed.

Capital Outlay

Capital outlays for land, buildings, equipment, furniture and fixtures may be claimed if
the Parameters and Guidelines specify them as allowable. If they are allowable, the
claiming instructions for the program will specify a basis for the reimbursement. If the
fixed asset or equipment is also used for purposes other than reimbursable activities for
a specific mandate, only the prorata portion of the purchase price used to implement
the reimbursable activities can be claimed.

Travel Expenses

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

Documentation

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

8. Indirect Costs

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

Revised 09/04
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‘ derived by the mandate.

A community college has the option of using a federally approved rate, utilizing the cost accounting
principles from Office of Management and Budget Circular A-21 "Cost Principles for Educational
Institutions," or the Controller's methodology outlined in the following paragraphs.

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

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

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

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

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

Generally, a direct cost is one incurred specifically for one activity, while indirect costs are of a more

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

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

Revised 09/04 Filing a Claim, Page 10
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Table 4 indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges ‘
MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
(01) Claimant . (02) Period of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity : (04) Allowable Costs
Activity EDP Total Adjustments Total Indirect Direct
Subtotal Instruction 599| $19,590,357| $1,339,059| $18,251,298 $0{ $18,251,298
Instructional Administration and
. 6000
Instructional Governance
Academic Administration ‘ 6010 2,941,386 105,348 2,836,038 0 2,836,038
Course and Curriculum 6020 21,595 0 21,595 0 21,595
Develop.
Academic/Faculty Senate 6030
Other Instructional
Administration & Instructional 6090
Governance
Instructional Support Services 6100
Learning Center ) 6110 22,737 863 21,874 0 21,874
Library 6120 518,220 2,591 515,629 0 515,629
Media 6130 522,530 115,710 406,820 0 406,820
Museums and Galleries 6140 0 0 0 0 0
Academic Information ‘
Systems and Tech. 6150
Othe.r Instructional Support 6190
Services
Admissions and Records 6200 584,939 12,952 571,987 0 571,987
Counseling and Guidance 6300 ’
StL{dent Counseling and 6310
Guidance
Matriculation and Student 6320
Assessment
Transfer Programs 6330
Career Guidance 6340
Other Student Counseling and 6390
Guidance
Other Student Services 6400
Dlsapled Students Programs & 6420
Services
Subtotal $24,201,764] $1,576,523| $22,625,241 $0| $22,625,241
Revised 09/04 Filing a Claim, Page 11
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Table 4 Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges (continued)
MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
{01) Claimant (02) Period of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity (04) Allowable Costs
Activity EDP Total Adjustments Total indirect Direct
Extended Opportgmty 6430
Programs & Services
Health Services 6440 0 0 0 0 0
Student Personnel Admin. 6450 289,926 12,953 276,973 0 276,973
Financial Aid Administration 6460 391,459 20,724 370,735 0 370,735
Job Placement Services 6470 83,663 0 83,663 0 83,663
Veterans Services 6480 25,427 0 25,427 0 25,427
Msscgllaneous Student 6490 0 0 0 0 0
Services
Operation & Maintenance of 6500
Plant
Building Maintenance and 6510 1,079,260 44,039 1,035,221 72,465 962,756
Repairs
Custodial Services 6530 1,227,668 33,677 1,193,991 83,579 1,110,412
Grounds Maintenance and 6550{ 596,257 70,807| 525,450 36,782| 488,668
Repairs
Utilities 6570 1,236,305 0 1,236,305 86,541 1,149,764
Other 6590 3,454 3,454 0 0 0
Planning, Policy Making, and 6600] 587,817 22,451 565,366 565,366 0
Coordination
General Inst. Support Services 6700
Community Relations 6710 0 0 0 0 0
Fiscal Operations 6720 634,605 17,270 617,335 553,184] (a) 64,151
Human Resources 6730
Management
Noninstrgctional Staff Benefits 6740
& Incentives
Staff Development 6750
Staff Diversity 6760
Logistical Services 6770
Management Information 6780
Systems
Subtotal * | $30,357,605] $1,801,898] $28,555,707| $1,397,917| $27,437,157
Revised 09/04 Filing a Claim, Page 12
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Table 4 Indirect Cost Rate for Community Colleges (continued)

MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
(01) Claimant (02) Period of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity (04) Allowable Costs
Activity EDP Total Adjustments Total Indirect Direct
General Inst. Sup. Serv. (cont.) 6700
Other Genergl Institutional 6790
Support Services
Commumt.y Services and 6300
Economic Development
Community Recreation 6810 703,858 20,509 683,349 0 683,349
Community Service Classes 6820 423,188 24,826 398,362 0 398,362
Community Use of Facilities 6830 89,877 10,096 79,781 0 79,781
Economic Development 6840
Other Community Svcs. &
- 6890
Economic Development
Ancillary Services 6900
Bookstores 6910 0 0 0 0 0
Child Development Center 6920 89,051 1,206 87,845 0 87,845
Farm Operations 6930 0 0 0 0 0
Food Services 6940 0 0 0 0 0
Parking 6950 420,274 6,857 413,417 0 413,417
Stu@gpt and Co-curricular 6960 0 0 0 0 0
Activities
Student Housing 6970 0 0 0
Other 6990
Auxiliary Operations 7000
Contract Education 7010 1,124,557 12,401 1,112,156 0 1,112,156
Other Auxiliary Operations 7090 0 o] 0 0 0
Physical Property Acquisitions 7100 814,318 814,318 0 0 0
(05) Total $34,022,728; $2,692,111| $31,330,617| $1,397,917| $30,212,067
(06) Indirect Cost Rate: (Total Indirect Cost/Total Direct Cost) 4.63%
(07) Notes
(a) Mandated Cost activities designated as direct costs per claim instructions.
(b) 7% of Operation and Maintenance of Plant costs are shown as indirect in accordance with claiming instructions.

Revised 09/04
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invoice, or statement, which includes an itemized list of costs for activities performed,
must accompany the claim.

(h) Equipment Rental Costs

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

(i) Capital Outlay

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

(i) Travel Expenses

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

(k) Documentation

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

8. Indirect Costs

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

A CCD may claim indirect costs using the Controller's methodology (FAM-29C) outlined in the
following paragraphs. If specifically allowed by a mandated program’s P’'s & G's, a district may
alternately choose to claim indirect costs using either (1) a federally approved rate prepared in

Revised 12/05 Filing a Claim, Page 9
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accordance with Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-21, Cost Principles for
Educational Institutions; or (2) a flat 7% rate.

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

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

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

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

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

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

MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS ‘ FAM 29-C
(1) Claimant (02) Period of Claim
Less: Capital FAM 29-C
Total Costs Outlay and Adjusted

Activity EDP _ Per CCFS-311  Other Qutgo Total Direct
Instructional Activities 599 $ 51,792,408 $ (230,904) $ 51,561,504 $ 51,561,504
Instruct. Admin. & Instruct. Governance 6000 6,882,034 (216,518) 6,665,516 6,665,516
Instructional Support Services 6100 4,155,095 (9,348) 4,145,747 4,145,747
f\dmissions and Records 6200 2,104,543 _ (3,824) 2,100,719 2,100,719
Student Counseling and Guidance 6300 4,570,658 (1,605) 4,569,053 4,569,053
Other Student Services 6400 5,426,510 (41,046) 5,385,464 5,385,464
Operation and Maintenance of Plant 6500 8,528,585 (111,743) 8,416,842 8,416,842
Planning, Policy Making, and Coordination 6600 5,015,333 4,991,673 4,991,673
General Institutional Support Services 6700 -

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

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

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

Non-instructional Staff Retirees' Benefits and - -

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

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

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

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

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

Other General Institutional Support Services 6790 33,155 (4,435) 28,720 28,720
Community Services and Economic Development 6800 340,014 340,014 340,014
[Anciliary Services 6900 1,148,730 (296) 1,148,434 1,148,434
Auxiliary Operations 7000 -

Depreciation or Use Allowance - Building 2,620,741

Depreciation or Use Allowance - Equipment - 1,706,396

Totals $100,687,011 $ (1,466,612) $99,220,399 $26,752,087 $ 76,795,449
(A) (B)

Indirect Cost Rate (A)/(B) ~ | 34.84%

@ I Filing a claim, Pa‘
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Hearing: 5/25/89

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

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

Health Fee Elimination .~

Executive Summary

At its hearing of November 20, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates found
that Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S., imposed state mandated costs upon
Tocal community college districts by (1) requiring those community college
districts which provided health services for which it was authorized to and
did charge a fee to maintain such health services at the level provided during
the 1983-84 fiscal year in the 1984-85 fiscal year and each fiscal year
thereafter and (2) repealing the district's authority to charge a health fee.
The requirements of this statute would repeal on December 31, 1987, unless
subsequent Tegisiation was enacted.

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

Commission staff included the Department of Finance suggested non-substantive
amendment to the staff's proposed parameters and guidelines amendments. The
Chancellor's Office, the State Controller's Office, and the claimant are in
agreement with these amendments. Therefore, staff recommends that the
Commission adopt the parameters and guidelines amendments as requested by the
Chancellor's 0ffice and as developed by staff.

Claimant

Rio Hondo Community College District

Requesting Party

California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office
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Chronology

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

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

11/20/86 Commi ssion approved mandate.

1/22/87 Commission adopted Statement of Decision.

4/9/87 Claimant submitted proposed parameters and quidelines.
8/27/87 Commission adopted parameters and guidelines

10/22/87 Commission adopted cost estimate

9/28/88 Mandate funded in Commission's Claims Bi11, Chapter 1425/88

Summary of Mandate

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

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

Proposed Amendments

The Community Colleges Chancellor's Office (Chancellor's 0ffice) has requested
parameters and guidelines amendments be made to address the changes in
mandated activities effectuated by Chapter 1118/87. (Attachment G) In order
to expedite the process, staff has developed language to accomplish the
following: (1) change the eligible claimants to those community college
districts which provided a health services program in fiscal year 1986-87; and
{2) change the offsetting savings and other reimbursements to inciude the
reinstated authority to charge a health fee. {(Attachment B)

Recommendations

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

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

The claimant, in its reCommendation,-states its belief that the revisions are
appropriate and concurs with the proposed changes. (Attachment F)

Staff Analysis

Issue 1: Eligible Cilaimants

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

Therefore, staff has amended the language in Item III. "Eligible Claimants" to
reflect this change in the scope of the mandate.

Issue 2: Reimbursement Alternatives

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

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

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

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

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

year 1983-84 level. This alternative is now the sole method of reimbursement

for this mandate. However, it has been amended to reflect that .

Chapter 1118/87 requires a maintenance of effort at the fiscal year 1986-87
level.
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Issue 3: Offsetting Savings and Other Reimbursements

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

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

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

In response to that amendment, the DOF has proposed the addition of the

following language to Item VIII. to clarify the impact of the fee authority on
claimants' reimbursable costs:

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

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

Issue 4: Editorial Changes

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

Staff, the DOF, the Chancellor's Office, the SCO, and the claimant are in

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

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the adoption of the staff's proposed parameters and
guidelines amendments, which are based on the original parameters and
guidelines adopted in response to Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S., and amended in
response to Chapter 1118/87, as well as incorporating the amendment
recommended by the DOF. A1l parties concur with these amendments.
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" Adopted: 8/27/87
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IT.

III.

CSM Attachment A

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES
Chapter 1118, Statutes of 19847//2vd//E/3/ v .
“Health Fee Elimination

SUMMARY OF MANDATE

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. repealed Education Code Section
72246 which had authorized community college districts to charge a
health fee for the purpose of providing health supervision and services,
direct and indirect medical and hospitalization services, and operation
of student health centers. This statute also required that health
services for which a community college district charged a fee during the
1983-84 fiscal year had to be maintained at that level in the 1984-85
fiscal year and every year thereafter. The provisions of this statute
would automatically repeal on December 3T, T987, which would reinstate

the community colleges districts’™ authority to charge a health fee as

specified.

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, amended Education Code section 72246 to

require any community college district that provided health services in

T7986-87 to maintain health services at the Tevel provided during the

1986-87 fiscal year in 1987-88 and each fiscal year thereatter.

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES' DECISION

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

At its hearing of April 27, 1989, the Commission determined that Chapter

T118, Statutes of 1387, amended this maintenance of effort requirement

to apply to ail community college districts which provided health

services in fiscal year 1986-87 and required them fto maintain that level

in fiscal year 1987-88 and each fiscal year thereafter.

ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS

Community college districts which provided health services fér/fé¢in
19836-847 fiscal year and continue to provide the same services as

a result of this mandate are eligible to claim reimbursement of those
costs.
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IV. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT

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

July 1, 1984, are reimbursable. Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, became
effective January 1, 1988. Title 2, California Code of Reguiations,

section 1185.3(a) states that a parameters and guidelines amendment

filed betfore the deadline for initial claims as speCified in the

Clamming Instructions shall apply to all years eligible for

reimbursement as defined in the original parameters and guidelines;

therefore, costs incurred on or after January 1, 1988, for Chapter 1118,

Statutes of 1987, are reimbursable.

Actual costs for one fiscal year should be included in each claim.
Estimated costs for the subsequent year may be included on the same
claim if applicable. Pursuant to Section 17561(d)(3) of the Government
Code, a1l claims for reimbursement of costs shall be submitted within
120 days of notification by the State Controller of the enactment of the
claims bill.

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

. REIMBURSEMEMTABLE COSTS

A. Scope of Mandate

Eligible community college districts shall be reimbursed for the
costs of providing a health services programyi tHgurt/LHe/ddLthdrity
td/1éwy/d/féé. Only services provided fdr/féé/in

19836-47 fiscal year may be claimed.

B. Reimbursable Activities

For each eligible claimant, the following cost items are reimbursable
to the extent they were provided by the community college district in
fiscal year Y983/#41986-87:

ACCIDENT REPORTS

APPOINTMENTS
College Physician - Surgeon
Dermatology, Family Practice, Internal Medicine
Qutside Physician
Dental Services
Outside Labs (X-ray, etc.}
Psychologist, full services
Cancel/Change Appointments
R.N.
Check Appointments
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ASSESSMENT, INTERVENTION & COUNSELING
Birth Control
Lab Reports
Nutrition
Test Results {office)
VD
Other Medical Problems
CD
URI
ENT
Eye/Yision
Derm. /Allergy
Gyn/Pregnancy Services
Neuro
Ortho

Stress Counseling
Crisis Intervention
Child Abuse Reporting and Counseling

Substance Abuse Identification and Counseling

Aids

Eating Disorders
Weight Control
Personal Hygiene
Burnout '

EXAMINATIONS (Minor Il1lnesses)
Recheck Minor Injury

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

Library - videos and cassettes

FIRST AID (Major Emergencies)
FIRST AID (Minor Emergencies)
FIRST AID KITS (Filled)

IMMUNIZATIONS
Diptheria/Tetanus
Measles/Rubella
Influenza
Information

INSURANCE

On Campus Accident
Voluntary

Insurance Inquiry/Claim Administration
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LABORATORY TESTS DONE
Inquiry/Interpretation
Pap Smears

PHYSICALS
Employees
Students
Athletes

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

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

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

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

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

Information
Report/Form
Wart Removal

COMMITTEES
Safety
Environmental
Disaster Planning

SAFETY DATA SHEETS
Central file

X-RAY SERVICES
COMMUNICABLE DISEASE CONTROL

BODY FAT MEASUREMENTS
MINOR SURGERIES
SELF-ESTEEM GROUPS

- MENTAL HEALTH CRISIS

AA GROUP
ADULT CHILDREN OF ALCCHOLICS GROUP

WORKSHOPS
Test Anxiety
Stress Management
Communication Skills
Weight Loss
Assertiveness Skills

CLAIM PREPARATION

Each claim for reimbursement pursuant to this mandate must be timely
filed and set forth a list of each item for which reimbursement is
claimed under this mandate.//EYT4iBY¢/¢YATvARLE /Widy /€Y AT/ EB8L8/Unidey
SiE/BF /NG /AT LAY RALTHES1/ /(XY /T EE/BddnL/Bredidus)y /¢dY Y édidd/vey
SYUAERL/dnd/ enral Yoeént/cavnt/or /I 2) /d¢ ted /dd8Ls/df /prddrdn/




A. Description of Activity

1.

Show the total number of fuli-time students enrolled per
semester/quarter.

. Show the total number of full-time students enfo%]ed in the surmer

program.

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

semester/quarter.

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

program.

B. CYATwiAg/RYLervdLives

Claimed costs should be supported by the following informatioh:

KYLEYRALIVE/ Y1/ [FE3/ PrEdTIousTy/LaYTedtdd/In/TIBBLBR/V 1 4¢dT /Y]

¥/

2/

VEel2)/¢o g red/in/Lid/YIBB/BA/FTEddY /Y edr/ L/ 2dpBorL
ERE/HEAT LI/ 2éY did g/ gradrdi/

TOLAY/ mdulbey /o7 / SLddénie /undedy /IXLéw/ VI LKLY 1/ KRy ddgH/ 4/
Aveve///(ULIRG/ LRTS/ AT S RALT ¥/ LId/ LALAT / dtdu it
EYRTodA/MAAT A/ e/ TR/ YT /BLY L [T LTRY T édd/ Wy /T Eéeh
YIIBLZLLIMTLR/LRE/LBLAT [ dAGURL/ Y EThBUY 8¢/ THE Vel 22/ By
L/ appTicdyYe/ TMpYIeit/PYidd/BefYaLer/

ATEEyAaEivE/ 2L/ /Actual Costs of Claim Year for Providing
19836-847 Fiscal Year Program Level of Service.

1.

Employee Salaries and Benefits

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

. Services and Supplies

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

. Allowable Overhead Cost

. Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the State

Controller in his claiming instructions.
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VII.

VIII.

IX.

0350d

SUPPORTING DATA

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

19826-847 program to substantiate a maintenance of effort. These
documents must be kept on file by the agency submitting the claim for a
period of no less than three years from the date of the final payment of
the claim pursuant to this mandate, and made available on the request of
the State Controller or his agent.

OFFSETTING SAVINGS AND OTHER REIMBURSEMENTS

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences as a direct result of
this statute must be deducted from the costs claimed. In addition,
reimbursement for this mandate received from any source, e.g., federal,
state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this claim. This
shall include the amount of $7.50 per full-time student per semester,

$5.00 per full-time student for Summer school, or $5.00 péer full-timé

student per quarter, as authorized by Education Code section 7ZZ46(a}.

This shall also incTude payments (fees) W@w received from individuals
other than students who Wérdare not covered by fdyiéy Education
Code Section 72246 for health Services.

REQUIRED CERTIFICATION

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

THAT Section 1090 to 1096, inclusive, of the Government Code and
other applicable provisions of the Taw have been complied with;

and

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

Signature of Authorized Representative Date

Title Telephone No.
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CsM Attachment B
CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE K GEORGE DEUKMEIIAN, Governor  *

~ CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1107 NINTH STREET
. SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA _ 95814

(916) 445.8752 -1163

February 22, 1989

Mr. Robert W. Eich
Executive Director
Commission on State Mandates
1130 "K" Street, Suite LL50
Sacramento, CA 95814-3927

Dear Mr. Eich:

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

The Governor's partial approval of AB 2763 last September
. included a stipulation that claims for the current year

would be paid this fiscal year, but prior-year claims
will be paid in equal installments from the next three
budget acts. The Governor did not address the fact that
the ongoing costs of providing the mandated level of
service will continue to exceed the maximum permissible
fee of $7.50 per- student per semester.

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

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

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

o Payment of future-years mandated costs in excess of
the maximum permissible fees. (No funding has yet
been provided for these costs.)
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Mr. Eich ; 2 i Pebruary 22, 1989

If you have any question's regarding this proposal, please .
contact Patrick Ryan at (916) 445-1163.

Sincerely,

DAVID MERTES
Chancellor

DM:PR:mh

cc: ¢6:borah Fraga~Decker, CSM
Douglas Burris -
Joseph Newmyer
Gary Cook
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LSM ATTACIEnL .

"+ r of Colifornia : }

"eamoranhdum
. #arch 22, 1989

. Deborah Fraga-Decker
Program Analyst
~ommission on State Mandates

ster 2 Department of Finance

proposed Amendments to Parameters and Guidelines for Clafm No. C3M-4206 -- Chapter
1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987 -- Health Fee
tlimination

Pursuant to your request, the Department of Finance has raviewed the procposed
amendments to the parameters and guidelines related to community college health
services. These amendments, which are requested by the Chancellor's. Of fice,
reflect the impact that Chapter 1118/87 has on the original parameters adopted by
the Commission for Chapter 1/84 on August 27, 1987. Specifically, Uhapter 1118/87:

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

{2) allows all districts to again charge a fee of up to $7.5C per student for
the services. In this regard, we would point out that the proposed
amendment to "VIII. Offsetting Savings, and Other Reimbursements" could
be interpreted to require that, if a district elected not to charge fees
it would not have to deduct anything from its claim. We beljeve that,
pursuant to Section 17556 {d) of the Government Code, an amount equal to
$7,50 per student must be deducted whether or not it is actually charged
since the district has the authority tc levy the fee. We suggest that the
following language be added as a second paragraph under "VIII": "If a
claimant does not levy the fee authorized by Education Code Section
72246 (a), it shall deduct an amount equal to what it would hava recaived
had the fee been levied.”

With the amendment described abdve. we believe the amendments to the parameters and
guidelines are appropriate for this mandate and recommend the Commission adopt them
at {ts April 27, 1989, meeting.

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

ol W

Fred Klass
Assistant Program Budget Manager

cc: see second page




-c: Glen Beatie, Stat’ fontroller's 0ffice

Pat Ryan, Chancel /*'s Office, Community Coliege

Juliet Musso, Legislative Analyst's Office
Richard Frank, Attorney General

LR:1988-2

]
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" IFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

S INTH STREET

CSM Attachment

4’5 OFFICE GEORGE DEUKMENAN, Govarnor

e —

- epNTO, CALEORNIA 95014 : : / RECEIVED

0 TB752
| APRO & 1835

‘pril 3, 1989 .
’ COMiissIon on /
. STATY Manpates
vr. Robert W. Eich ", -
Executive Director T s
Commission on State Mandates
5 ¥ Street, Suite LLS50

soramento, CA 95314
ittenticn: Ms. Deborah Fraga-Decker

zubject:  CSM 4206
Amendments to Parameters and Guidelines
Chapter 1, Statues of 19884, 2nd E.S.
Chapter 118, Statues of 1987
Health Fee Elimination

DYear Mr. Eich:

.11 response to your reguest of March 8, we have reviewed the proposad
language changes necessary to amend the existing parameters and
zuidelines to meet the requirements of Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987.

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

""h the additional language suggested by the Department of Finance,
~he Chancellcr's Office recommends approval of the amended parametears
and guidelines as drafted for presentation to the Commission on

pril 27, 1989. :

Lincerely,

ljand /
DAVID MERTES
Chancellior

oM: PR:mh

cc:  JTim Apps, Department of Finance
Glen Beatie, State Controller's Office
Richard Frank, Attorney General's Office
Juliet Muso, Legislative Analyst's Office
Douglas Burris
Joseph Newmyer
Gary Cook
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LI ALLAGHINC L B

- GRAY DAVIS
@ontroller of the State of Galifarmia

P.O. BOX 942850
SACRAMENTO, CA 84250-0001

April 3, 1989

‘5. Deborah Fraga-Decket
Program Analyst

Commission on State Mandates
1130 K Street, Suite LL50
Sacramento, CA 95814

APR O 5 1989
COMMISSION QN

TATE HANDATES
. .v Ms. Fraga-Decker:

RE: Proposed Amendments to Parameters and Guidelines: Chapter 1/84, 2nd
E.S., and Chapter 111B/87 ~ Health Fee Elimination

%¥e have xeviewed the amendments proposed on the above subject and finé the
proposals proper and acceptable.

However, the Commission may wish to clarify section "VIITI. OFFSEITING SAVINGS

AND OTHER REIMBURSEMENTS" that the required offset is the amount recsived or

would have racelved per student in the claim year.
i you have any questions, please call Glen Beatie at 3-8137.
Sincerely,

%Lum i\\@kﬂl&/

Hi Haaz, Assistant Chief
Fision of Accounting

GH/GB:dvl

5c81822
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Ms. Deborah Fraga- Decker
Program Arnalyst
Coimission on. State Mandates
1130:K-Street, - Suite LL5D
Qacramento, CA™ 95814

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

Dear Deborah:

We have reviewed your letter of March 7 to Chancelior DaV1dsMi
. the attached amendments to the health fee parameters and gt

believe these revisions to be most appropriate and. conCur'
the: changes you have proposed.

I would like to thank you again for your expertise and heIpfu1n S
throughout this entire process. v

Vice President o
Adm1n1strat1ve Affairs

TMW;hh

“onwd of Trustees: Isabelle B. Gonthier ® Bill E. Hernandez ® Marilee Morgan ® Ralph S. Pacheco ® Hilda Solis
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MINUTES

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
May 25, 1989
10:00 a.m.
State Capitol, Room 437
Sacramento, California

Present were: Chairperson Russell Gould, Chief Deputy Director, Department of
Finance; Fred R. Buenrostro, Representative of the State Treasurer; D. Robert
Shuman, Representative of the State Controller; Robert Martinez, Director,

~ 2ffice of Planning and Research; and Robert C. Creighton, Public Member.

There being a quorum present, Chairperson Gould called the meeting to order at
10:02 a.m,

Czen 1 Minutes

chairperson Gould asked if there were any corrections or additions to the
minutes of the Commission's hearing of April 27, 1989. There were no
corrections or additions.

The minutes were adopted without objection.

Consent Calendar

“he following items were on the Commission's consent agenda:

“tem 2 Proposed Statement of Decision
Chapter 406, Statutes of 1988
Special Election ~ Bridges

Item 3 Prbposed Statement of Decision
Chapter 583, Statutes of 1985
Infectious Waste Enforcement

Item 4 Proposed Statement of Decision
Chapter 980, Statutes of 1984
Court Audits

éﬂ
o

Proposed Statement of Decision
Chapter 1286, Statutes of 1985
Homeless Mentally I11
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Item 6 Proposed Parameters and Guidelines Amendment
Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S.
Chapter 1118, Statutes .of 1987
Health Fee Elimination

Item 7 Proposed Parameters and Guidelines Amendment
Chapter 8, Statutes of 1988
Democratic Presidential Delegates

Item 10 Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983
Education Code Section 48260.5
Notification of Truancy

Item 12 Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate
Chapter 1226, Statutes of 1984
Chapter 1526, Statutes of 1985
Investment Reports

There being no discussion or appearances on Items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, and
12, Member Buenrostro moved adoption of the staff recommendation on these
items on the consent calenhdar. Member Martinez seconded the motion. The
vote on the motion was unanimous. The motion carried. '

The following items were continued: .

Item 13 Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate
Chapter 1335, Statutes of 1986
Trial Court Delay Reduction Act

Item 16 Test Claim
Chapter 841, Statutes of 1982
Patients' Rights Advocates

Item 17 Test Claim - |
Chapter 921, Statutes of 1987
fountywide Tax Rates

The next item to be heard by the Commission was:

Item 8 Proposed Parameters and Guidelines Amendment
Chapter 961, Statutes of 1975
Coilective Bargaining

_The party requesting the proposed amendment, Fountain Valley Scheol District,
'did not appear at the hearing. Carol Miller, appearing on behalf of the
Education Mandated Cost Network, stated that the Network was interested in the
1ssue of reimbursing a school district for the time the district
Superintendent spent in, or preparing for, collective bargaining jssues.
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The Commission then discussed the issue of reimbursing the Superintendent’s
time as a direct cost to the mandated program or as an indirect cost as
required by the federal publications OASC-10, and Federal Management Circular
74-4, Upon conclusian of this discussion, the Commission, staff, and

Ms. Miller, agreed that the Commission could deny this proposed amendment by
the Fountain Valley School District, and Ms. Miller could assist another
district in an attempt to amend the parameters and guidelines to allow
reimbursement of the Superintendent's cost relative to collective bargaining
matters. '

Member Creighton then inquired on the issue of holding collective bargaining
sessions outside of normal working hours and the number of teachers the
parameters and guidelines reimburse for participating in collective bargaining
sessions. Ms. Miller stated that because of the classroom disruption that can
~esult from the use of a substitute teacher, bargaining sessions are sometimes
held outside of normal work hours for practical reasons. Ms. Miller also
stated that the parameters and guidelines permit reimbursement for five
substitute teachers.

Member Martinez moved and Member Buenrostro seconded a motion to adopt the
~t2ff recommendation to deny the proposed amendments to the parameters and
guidelines. The roll call vote on the motion was unanimous. The motion
carried.

Item 8 Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate

. Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983
Education Code Section 51225.3

Graduation Requirements

Carol Miller appeared on behalf of the claimant, Santa Barbara Unified School
District, Jim Apps and Don Enderton appeared on behalf of the Department of
Tinance, and Rick Knott appeared on behalf of the San Diego Unified School
Jistrict. .

Carp! Miller began the discussion on this matter by stating her objection to
the Department of Finance raising issues that were already argued in the
parameters and guidelines hearings for this mandate, Based on this objection,
s. Miller requested that the Commission adopt staff's recommendation and
allow the Controller's Office to handle any audit exceptions.

Jim Apps stated that because school districts did not report funds that have
been recejved by them, then the data reported in the survey is suspect.
Therefore, the Department of Finance is not convinced that the cost estimate
nased on the data received by the schools is legitimate.

Discussion continued on the validity of the cost estimate and on the figures
sresanted to the Commission for its consideration.

Member Creighton then made a motion to adopt staff's recommendation. Member
Shuman seconded the motion. The vote on the motion was: Member Buenrostro,

_ no; Member Creighton,.aye; Member Martinez, no; Member Shuman, aye; and
‘ Chairperson Gould, no. The motion failed, '
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Chairperson Gould made an alternative motion that staff, the Department of
Finance, and the schoo] districts, conduct a pre-hearing copferance and agree
on an estimate to be presented to_the Commission at a future hearing, Member
Buenrostro seconded the motion. The roll call vote on the motion was -
unanimous. The motion carried.

Item 11 Statewide Cost Estimate
Chapter 815, Statutes of 1979
Chapter 1327, Statutes of 1984
Chapter 757, Statutes of 1985
Short-Doyle Case Management

Pamela Stone, representing the County of Fresno, stated that the county was in
agreement with the staff proposed statewide cost estimate of $20,000,000 for
the 1985-86 through 1989-90 fiscal years, and was opposed to the reduction of
the costs estimate befng propased by the Department of Mental Health's late
filing.

Lynn Whetstone, representing the Department of Mental Health, stated that the
Department agrees with the methodology used by Commission staff to develop the
cost estimate, however, the Department questioned the manner in which
Commission staff extrapolated its survey figures into a statewide estimate.

- Ms. Whetstone stated that due to the reasons stated in its late filing, the
Department beljeves that the cost estimate be reduced to $17,280,000.

roposed statewide cost estimate of $20,000,000 for the 1985-86 through
989-90 fiscal years. The roll call vote on the motion was unanimous. The
motion carried.

Item 14 State Mandates Apportiomnment System
Request for Review of Base Year Entitlement
Chapter 1242, Statutes of 1977 :
Senior Citizens' Property Tax Postponement

Leslie Hobson appeared on behalf of the claimant, County of Placer, and stated
agreement with the staff analysis. :

There were no other dppearances and no further discussion,

Member Creighton moved approval of the staff recommendation. Member Shuman
seconded the motion, The roll call vote was unanimous. The motion carried.

~Item 15 Test Claim

Chapter 670, Statutes of 1987 .
Assigned Judges

Vicki Wajdak and Pamela Stone appeared on behalf of the claimant, County of
Fresno, Beth Mullen appeared on behalf of the Administrative 0ffice of
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the Courts. Jim Apps appeared on behalf of the Department of Finance. Allan
Burdick appeared on behalf of the County Supervisors Association of
California. Pamela Stone restated the claimant's position that the revenue
losses due to this statute were actually increased costs because Fresno is now
~2quired to compensate its part-time justice court. judges for work performed
or another county while on assignment.  Beth Mullen stated her opposition to
this interpretation because Fresno's part-time justice court judge cannot be
assigned elsewhere until all work required to be performed for Fresnoc has been
completed; therefore, Fresno is only required to compensate the judge for its
own work.

There followed discussion by the parties and the Commission regarding the
saplicability of the Supreme Court's decisions in County of Los Angeles and
Lucia Mar. Chairperson Gould asked Commission Counsel Gary Hori whether this
statute imposed a new program and higher level of service as contemplated by

- thesa fwo decisions. Mr. Hori stated that it did meet the definition of new

wrggram and higher level of service as contemplated by the Supreme Court.

vember Creighton moved to adopt the staff recommendation to find a mandate on
counties whese part-time justice court judge is assigned within the home
county. Member Shuman seconded the motion. The roll call vote was
ynanimous. The motion carried.

Ttem 1B Test Claim
Chapter 1247, Statutes of 1977
Chapter 797, Statutes of 1980
Chapter 1373, Statutes of 1980
Public Law 99-372
Attorney's Fees - Special Education

Chairperseon Gould recused himself from the hearing on this item.

Clayton Parker, representing the Newport-Mesa Unified School District,

submitted @ late filing on the test claim rebutting the staff analysis.

Member Creighton stated that he had not had an opportunity to review the late

*{1ing and inguired on whether the claim should be heard at this hearing.

Staff informed Member Creighton and Member Buenrostro that in reviewing the

filing before this item was called, the filing appeared to be summary of the
‘aimant's position on the staff analysis, and that there appeared to be no
-»asen to continue the item.

Mr. Parker stated that Commission staff had misstated the events that resulted
in the claimant having to pay attorneys' fees to a pup11 s guardians, and
because of case law, courts do not have any discretion in awarding attorney's
~ses. Mr. Parker stated that because stat