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Steve Zimmer, President, Board of Education
Los Angeles Unified School District

333 South Beaudry Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. Zimmer:

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by the Los Angeles Unified
School District for the legislatively mandated Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498,
Statutes of 1983) for the period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001.

The previous report identified $1,877,083 for the overclaimed initial truancy notifications
distributed. On September 22, 2015, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) issued a
decision in response to the district’s Incorrect Reduction Claim for the Notification of Truancy
Program. In its decision, the Commission directed the SCO to reinstate reductions totaling
$721,623, based on notifications claimed by the 53 district school sites that we did not include in
our audit sampling methodology for fiscal year (FY) 1999-2000 and FY 2000-01. As a result,
allowable costs increased by $721,623, from $18,406 to $740,029, for the audit period.

The district claimed $1,895,489 for the mandated program. Our audit found that $740,029 is
allowable and $1,155,460 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the district claimed
unsupported initial truancy notifications distributed to pupils’ parents or guardians. The district
was paid $18,046. The State will pay allowable costs claimed that exceed the amount paid,
totaling $721,623, contingent upon available appropriations.

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

Sincerely,
Original signed by

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA
Chief, Division of Audits

JVB/as



Steve Zimmer, President, Board of -2-
Education

cc: Michelle King, Superintendent
Los Angeles Unified School District
Megan K. Reilly, Chief Financial Officer
Los Angeles Unified School District
Maruch Atienza, Director of Accounting
Los Angeles Unified School District
Keith D. Crafton, Director
Business Advisory Services
Los Angeles County Office of Education
Peter Foggiato, Director
School Fiscal Services Division
California Department of Education
Amy Tang-Paterno, Education Fiscal Services Consultant
Government Affairs Division
California Department of Education
Thomas Todd, Assistant Program Budget Manager
Education Systems Unit
California Department of Finance
Jay Lal, Manager
Division of Accounting and Reporting
State Controller’s Office
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Los Angeles Unified School District Notification of Truancy Program

Reissued Audit Report

Summary The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by Los
Angeles Unified School District for the legislatively mandated
Notification of Truancy Program (Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983) for the
period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001.

The district claimed $1,895,489 for the mandated program. Our audit
found that $740,029 is allowable and $1,155,460 is unallowable. The costs
are unallowable primarily because the district claimed unsupported initial
truancy notifications. The State paid the district $18,046. The State will
pay allowable costs claimed that exceed the amount paid, totaling
$721,623, contingent upon available appropriations.

Backg round Education Code section 48260.5 (added by Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983)
originally required school districts, upon a pupil’s initial classification as
a truant, to notify the pupil’s parent or guardian by first-class mail or other
reasonable means that: (1) the pupil is truant; (2) parents or guardians are
obligated to compel the pupil’s attendance at school; (3) parents or
guardians who fail to meet this obligation may be guilty of an infraction
and subject to prosecution; (4) alternative educational programs are
available in the district; and (5) they have the right to meet with
appropriate school personnel to discuss solutions to the pupil’s truancy.

Chapter 1023, Statutes of 1994, amended Education Code section 48260.5
to require school districts to notify the pupil’s parent or guardian that (1)
the pupil may be subject to prosecution; (2) the pupil may be subject to
suspension, restriction, or delay of the pupil’s driving privilege; and (3) it
is recommended that the parent or guardian accompany the pupil to school
and attend classes with the pupil for one day. However, the Commission
on State Mandates (Commission) did not amend the program’s parameters
and guidelines until January 31, 2008 (effective July 1, 2006). Therefore,
until June 30, 2006, districts were eligible for mandated program
reimbursement if they notify a parent or guardian of the first five elements.

Education Code section 48260 originally defined a truant pupil as one who
is absent from school without a valid excuse for more than three days or
who is tardy in excess of 30 minutes on each of more than three days in
one school year. Chapter 1023, Statutes of 1994, and Chapter 19, Statutes
of 1995, amended Education Code section 48260 and renumbered it to
section 48260, subdivision (a), stating that a pupil is truant when he or she
is absent from school without valid excuse three full days in one school
year or is tardy or absent for more than any 30-minute period during the
school day without a valid excuse on three occasions in one school year,
or any combination thereof.

On November 29, 1984, the State Board of Control (now the Commission)
determined that Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983, imposed a State mandate
upon school districts reimbursable under Government Code section
17561.



Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

Objectives, Scope,
and Methodology

The parameters and guidelines establish the State mandated and define the
reimbursement criteria. The Commission adopted parameters and
guidelines on August 27, 1987, and amended them on July 22, 1993, and
January 31, 2008. In compliance with Government Code section 17558,
the SCO issues claiming instructions to assist local agencies and school
districts in claiming mandated program reimbursable costs.

We conducted the audit to determine whether costs claimed represent
increased costs resulting from the Notification of Truancy Program for the
period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001.

The objectives of our audit were to determine whether costs claimed were
supported by appropriate source documents, were not funded by another
source, and were not unreasonable and/or excessive.

To achieve our audit objectives, we performed the following procedures:

e Reviewed annual claims filed with SCO to identify any mathematical
errors and performed analytical procedures to determine any unusual
or unexpected variances from year-to-year.

e Completed an internal control questionnaire and performed a walk-
through of the claim preparation process to determine what
information was used, who obtained it, and how it was obtained.

e Inquired whether the district realized any offsetting savings or
reimbursements from the statutes that created the mandated program.

¢ Randomnly selected district school sites for testing as part of a
statistical sampling plan.

e Traced notifications at the school sites selected to actual cost
documentation supporting when the costs were incurred, and then
assessed the validity of such costs and their relationship to the
mandated program.

e Projected audit results to the populations of claimed truancy
notifications based on supporting documentation provided by the
district.

The legal authority to conduct this audit is provided by Government Code
sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561. We did not audit the district’s
financial statements. We conducted this performance 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. Our audit scope did
not assess the efficiency or effectiveness of program operations.
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

Conclusion

Views of
Responsible
Officials

Reason for
Reissuance

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

For the audit period, the Los Angeles Unified School District claimed
$1,895,489 for costs of the Notification of Truancy Program. Our audit
found that $740,029 is allowable and $1,155,460 is unallowable.

For fiscal year (FY) 1999-2000, the State paid the district $5,345. Our
audit found that $321,454 is allowable. The State will pay allowable costs
claimed that exceed the amount paid, totaling $316,109, contingent upon
available appropriations.

For FY 2000-01 the State paid the district $13,061. Our audit found that
$418,575 is allowable. The State will pay allowable costs claimed that
exceed the amount paid, totaling $405,514, contingent upon available
appropriations.

The SCO issued a draft report on October 3, 2002. Joseph Zeronian, Chief
Financial Officer, responsed by letter dated November 14, 2002,
disagreeing with the audit results. We issued the final audit report on
December 13, 2002. The district subsequently filed an Incorrect Reduction
Claim (IRC) on September 6, 2005.

On September 25, 2015, the Commission issued a decision in response to
the district’s filed IRC. In its decision, the Commission concluded that the
audit adjustments should be reinstated for the 53 school sites not included
in the SCO’s audit samples for FY 1999-2000 and FY 2000-01. In
compliance with the Commission’s decision, we reinstated costs based on
the number of truancy notices claimed by the district for the 53 school
sites. As a result, allowable costs for distributing truancy notifications
increased by $721,623 for the audit period, from $18,406 to $740,029. We
advised Megan Reilly, Chief Financial Officer, and Maruch Atienza,
Director of Accounting, of the revisions in an email dated January 21,
2016. Ms. Atienza responded by email on February 26, 2016, agreeing
with the revisions to the audit report.



Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

Restricted Use

This report is solely for the information and use of the Los Angeles Unified
School District, the Los Angeles County Office of Education, the
California Department of Education, 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, CPA
Chief, Division of Audits

March 11, 2016



Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

Revised Schedule 1—

Summary of Program Costs

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001

Cost Elements

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000

Number of initial truancy notifications
Uniform cost allowance
Total costs 2

Less amount paid by the State

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

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001

Number of initial truancy notifications
Uniform cost allowance

Total costs 2

Less amount paid by the State

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than)
amount paid
Summary: July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2001

Total costs
Less amount paid by the State

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

! See Revised Finding and Recommendation section.

2 Minor calculation difference due to rounding.

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit Adjustment *
75,327 26,284 (49,043)
x $ 1223 $ 1223 $ 12.23
$ 921,249 321,454 $  (599,795)
(5,345)
316,109
76,531 32,881 (43,650)
x $ 12.73 $ 12.73 $ 12.73
$ 974,240 418,575 $  (555,665)
(13,061)
$ 405,514
$ 1,895,489 740,029  $(1,155,460)
(18,406)
$ 721,623



Los Angeles Unified School District Notification of Truancy Program

Revised Finding and Recommendation

FINDING— The district did not provide documentation to support $1,155,460 in
Overclaimed number claimed costs for initial truancy notifications.

of initial truancy

e The following table summarizes the unsupported costs claimed:
notification forms

distributed FY 1999-2000 FY 2000-01 Total
Claimed costs $ 921,249 $ 974,240 $ 1,895,489
Supported costs (321,454) (418,575) (740,029)
Unsupported costs $ 599,795 $ 555,665 $ 1,155,460

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

For FY 1999-2000, the district claimed that it’s 120 school sites distributed
75,327 initial truancy notifications to pupils’ parents or guardians. The
SCO’s audit sample of 67 school sites included 49,840 of the notifications,
while the remaining 53 school sites distributed 25,847 initial notifications.
The costs are allowable as claimed for notifications distributed by the
school sites that were not included in the auditor’s sampling methodology.

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

For FY 2000-01, the district claimed that its 120 school sites distributed
76,531 initial truancy notifications to pupils’ parents or guardians. The
SCO’s audit sample of 67 school sites included 44,676 of the notifications,
while the remaining 53 school sites distributed 31,855 initial notifications.
The costs are allowable as claimed for the school sites that were not
included in the auditor’s sampling methodology.
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

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

Fiscal Year
1999-2000 2000-2001 Total
Number of notifications claimed 75,327 76,531
Percentage of unsupported humber of
notifications based on sample results X 99.42% 98.66%
Original unsupported notifications
claimed (74,890) (75,505)
Notifications at school sites not sampled 25,847 31,855
Revised unsupported notifications claimed (49,043) (43,650)
Uniform cost allowance x $ 12.23 $ 12.73
Revised audit adjustment! $ (599,795) $ (555,665) $ (1,155,460)

! Calculation differences due to rounding

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

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

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

e The notification records had been destroyed (they were not informed
that records should be retained);

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

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

Although not reimbursable records, the SCO reviewed telephone logs,
attendance records, and PRCs to gain an understanding of the district’s
process for notifying a pupil’s parent or guardian of the required five
elements. These records did not support that the required elements were
discussed with a pupil’s parent or guardian. Furthermore, the parameters
and guidelines require the district to document the five specified elements
on a form that is distributed to a pupil’s parent or guardian. Other
reasonable means identified in the parameters and guidelines relate to the
means of distributing the form (letter) other than by first-class mail, such
as by certified mail, overnight mail, etc.
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Notification of Truancy Program

The parameters and guidelines, adopted by the State Board of Control on
November 29, 1984, allow the district to be reimbursed for claimed costs
if the initial truancy notification forms distributed to the pupil’s parent or
guardian contain five specified elements. Education Code section 48260.5
was amended by Chapter 1023, Statutes of 1984, (effective January 1,
1995) to require eight specified elements. However, because these
parameters and guidelines have not been amended, the claimant continues
to be reimbursed if it complies with the five specified elements in the
guidelines.

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

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

The parameters and guidelines, Section V.B.1., state that the claimant shall
be reimbursed for ‘“Planning the method of implementation, revising
school district policies, and designing and printing the forms.”

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

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

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

Recommendation

Commencing in FY 2012-13, the district elected to participate in a block
grant program, pursuant to Government Code section 17581.6, in lieu of
filing annual mandated cost claims. If the district chooses to opt out of the
block grant program, we recommend that the district claim the number of
allowable truancy notifications supported by its records.
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