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Honorable Pete Wilson
Governor, State of California
State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Governor Wilson:

The Office of the Auditor General presents its "State of California,
Compliance Audit Report, Year Ended June 30, 1992." We conducted the
federal compliance audit in accordance with both generally accepted
auditing standards and generally accepted government auditing standards.
This report fulfills the compliance audit requirements of the 1984 Single
Audit Act and OMB Circular A-128. '

Unlike past comprehensive audit reports issued by the Office of the
Auditor General, this report does not contain opinions on the State of
California’s General Purpose Financial Statements, its internal control
structure, and its compliance with state laws and regulations for June 30,
1992. These opinions will have to be completed before the State of
California is in full compliance with federal mandates.

Our report 1is divided into four parts. Part I includes three auditor’s
opinions concerning the Schedule of Federal Assistance, Compliance with .
Federal Grant Requirements, and Internal Control Structure Used in
Administering Federal Financial Assistance Programs. Part II is a
compilation of reports on Compliance with Federal Programs by Department.
This part includes reports on 16 state departments, offices and
commissions on which we identified federal compliance issues. Part III
Tists the Schedule of Minor Federal Compliance Issues, and Part IV is the
Schedule of Federal Assistance for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1992. '

The audit workpapers we prepared in support of this report will be
provided to the Department of Finance for its use in compiling the
California Single Audit Report for Fiscal Year 1991-92.

Respectfully submitted,

EﬁéT R. SJOBE

Auditor General (acting)
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Independent Auditors’ Report

Report on the Schedule of Federal Assistance

Members of the Joint Legislative Audit Committee
State of California

We have not audited the general purpose financial statements of the State
of California as of and for the year ended June 30, 1992, and have not
issued a report thereon. However, we have audited the State of
California’s compliance with the requirements governing types of services
allowed or not allowed; eligibility; matching, 1level of effort, or
earmarking; reporting; special tests and provisions; federal financial
reports and claims for advances and reimbursements; and amounts claimed or
used for matching that are applicable to each of its major federal
financial assistance programs, which are identified in the accompanying
schedule of federal assistance, for the year ended June 30, 1992. The
Department of Finance and state management are responsible for the State’s
compliance with those requirements. Our responsibility is to express an
opinion on compliance with those requirements based on our audit.

We conducted our audit of compliance with those requirements in accordance
with generally accepted auditing standards; Government Auditing Standards,
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States; and Office of
Management and "Budget’s (OMB) Circular A-128, Audits of State and Local
Governments. Those standards and OMB Circular A-128 require that we plan
and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether
material noncompliance with the requirements referred to above occurred.
An audit 1includes examining, on a test basis, evidence about the State of
California’s compliance with those requirements. We believe that our
audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinion.

Our audit was made for the purpose of forming an opinion on the State’s
compliance with federal grant requirements of federal assistance. The
information in that schedule has been subjected to the auditing procedures
applied in the audit of compliance described above and, in our opinion, is
fairly presented in all material respects.



This report is intended for the information of the California State
Legislature, including the Joint Legislative Audit Committee, and the
management of the executive branch. This restriction is not intended to
1imit the distribution of this report, which, upon acceptance by the Joint
Legislative Audit Committee, is a matter of public record.

OFFICE OF THE AUDITOR GENERAL

CURT DAVIS,—€PK
Deputy Auditor General

November 3, 1992
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Independent Auditors’ Report

Report on Compliance With Federal Grant Requirements

Members of the Joint Legislative Audit Committee
State of California

We have not audited the general purpose financial statements of the State
of California as of and for the year ended June 30, 1992, and have not
issued a report thereon. However, we have audited the State of
California’s compliance with the requirements governing types of services
allowed or not allowed; eligibility; matching, Tlevel of effort, or
earmarking; reporting; special tests and provisions; federal financial
reports and claims for advances and reimbursements; and amounts claimed or
used for matching that are applicable to each of its major federal
financial assistance programs, which are identified in the accompanying
schedule of federal assistance, for the year ended June 30, 1992. The
Department of Finance and state management are responsible for the State’s
compliance with those requirements. Our responsibility is to express an
opinion on compliance with those requirements based on our audit.

We conducted our audit of compliance with those requirements in accordance
with generally accepted auditing standards; Government Auditing Standards,
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States; and Office of
Management and Budget’s (OMB) Circular A-128, Audits of State and Local
Governments. Those standards and OMB Circular A-128 require that we plan
and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether
material noncompliance with the requirements referred to above occurred.
An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence about the State of
California’s compliance with those requirements.  We believe that our
audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinion.

The scope of our audit did not extend to programs administered by the
University of California because the University of California contracts
with independent certified public accountants for a financial and an OMB
Circular A-133 audit. In addition, our audit of charges made by
subrecipients of federal funds was Tlimited to a review of the State’s
system for monitoring those subrecipients because subrecipients have OMB
Circular A-128 audits or OMB Circular A-133 audits performed by
independent auditors.



In connection with our audit of the State of California’s control
structure used to administer federal financial assistance programs, as
required by OMB Circular A-128, we selected certain transactions
applicable to certain nonmajor federal financial assistance programs for
the year ended June 30, 1992. As required by Circular A-128, we have
performed auditing procedures to test compliance with the requirements
governing types of services allowed, eligibility, and special tests and
provisions that are applicable to those transactions. Our procedures were
substantially 1less in scope than an audit, the objective of which is the
expression of an opinion on the State’s compliance with these nonmajor
requirements. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Further, we have applied procedures to test the State of California’s
compliance with the following requirements applicable to each of its major
federal financial assistance programs, which are identified in the
schedule of federal assistance, for the year ended June 30, 1992:
political activity, Davis-Bacon Act, civil rights, cash management,
relocation assistance and real property acquisition, federal financial
reports, allowable costs/cost principles, Drug-Free Workplace Act, and
administrative requirements.

Our procedures were limited to the applicable procedures described in the
OMB’s, Compliance Supplement for Single Audits of State and Local
Governments. Our procedures were substantially 1less in scope than an
audit, the objective of which is the expression of an opinion on the State
of California’s compliance with the requirements listed in the preceding
paragraph. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

With respect to the items tested, the vresults of those procedures
disclosed no material instances of noncompliance with the general and
specific requirements identified. With respect to the items not tested,
nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that the State of
California had not complied, in all material respects, with those
requirements. ‘However, the vresults of our audit procedures disclosed
immaterial instances of noncompliance with those requirements. We discuss
those instances of noncompliance and present recommendations to correct
them. Additionally, we present a schedule Tlisting instances of
noncompliance that we consider to ‘be minor. The instances of
noncompliance 1identified in the State’s single audit report for fiscal
year 1990-91 that have not been corrected are also included in the
individual Tletters. We considered these instances of noncompliance in
forming our opinion on compliance, which is expressed in the following
paragraph.

In our opinion, the State of California complied, in all material
respects, with the requirements governing types of services allowed or
unallowed; eligibility; matching, Tlevel of effort, or earmarking;
reporting; special tests and provisions that are applicable; federal
financial vreports and claims for advances and reimbursements; and amounts
claimed or wused for matching that are applicable to each of its major
federal financial assistance programs for the year ended June 30, 1992.



This report 1is intended for the information of the California State
Legislature, including the Joint Legislative Audit Committee, and the
management of the executive branch. This restriction is not intended to
1imit the distribution of this report, which, upon acceptance by the Joint
Legislative Audit Committee, is a matter of public record.

\FICE OF THE AUDITOR GENERAL
l/ux;{s~f];:}22f~—~\

CURT DAVIS€PA

Deputy Auditor General

November 3, 1992
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Independent Auditors’ Report

Report on the Internal Control Structure Used in
Administering Federal Financial Assistance Programs

Members of the Joint Legislative Audit Committee
State of California

We have not audited the general purpose financial statements of the State
of California, as of and for the year ended June 30, 1992, and have not
issued a report thereon. We have audited the compliance of the State of
California with vrequirements applicable to major federal financial
assistance programs and have issued our vreport thereon dated
November 4, 1992.

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing
standards; Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller
General of the United States; and Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB)
Circular A-128, Audits of State and Local Governments. Those standards
and OMB Circular A-128 require that we plan and perform the audit to
obtain reasonable assurance about whether the State of California complied
with Tlaws and regulations, noncompliance with which would be material to a
major federal financial assistance program.

In planning and performing our audit for the year ended June 30, 1992, we
considered the internal control structure of the State of California, in
order to determine our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing
our opinions on the compliance of the State of California with
requirements applicable to major programs, and to report on the internal
control structure in accordance with OMB Circular A-128. This report
addresses our consideration of internal control structure policies and
procedures relevant to compliance with requirements applicable to federal
financial assistance programs.

The Department of Finance and the State’s management are responsible for
establishing and maintaining an internal control structure. In fulfilling
this responsibility, estimates and judgments by management are required to
assess the expected benefits and related costs of internal control
structure policies and procedures. The objectives of an internal control
structure are to provide management with reasonable, but not absolute,
assurance that assets are safeguarded against loss from unauthorized use
or disposition, that transactions are executed in accordance with
management’s authorization and recorded properly, and that federal
financial assistance programs are managed in compliance with applicable
laws and regulations. Because of inherent limitations in any internal
control structure, errors, irregularities, or instances of noncompliance



may nevertheless occur and not be detected. Also, projection of any
evaluation of the structure to future periods is subject to the risk that
procedures may become inadequate because of changes in conditions or that
the effectiveness of the design and operation of policies and procedures
may deteriorate.

For the purpose of this report, we have classified the significant
internal control structure policies and procedures in the following
categories: financial activities, dincluding electronic data processing
controls; state compliance; and federal compliance. We did not study the
internal control structures for the pension trust funds, certain
enterprise funds, or the University of California funds.

For all of the internal control structure categories listed above, as they
relate to administering federal financial assistance programs, we obtained
an understanding of the design of relevant policies and procedures and
determined whether they have been placed in operation, and we assessed
control risk.

Because of the 1large number of nonmajor programs and the decentralized
administration of these programs, we performed procedures to obtain an
understanding of the internal control structure policies and procedures
relevant to nonmajor programs on a cyclical basis. Our procedures during
the current year cover 25 percent of the nonmajor programs administered by
the State as a whole. The nonmajor programs not covered during the
current year have been subjected to such procedures at least once during
the three-year cycle period.

During the year ended June 30, 1992, the State of California received
98 percent of its total federal financial assistance under major federal
financial assistance programs.

We performed tests of controls, as required by OMB Circular A-128, to
evaluate the effectiveness of the design and operation of internal control
structure policies and procedures that we considered relevant to
preventing or detecting material noncompliance with specific requirements,
general requirements, and requirements governing claims for advances and
reimbursements and amounts claimed or wused for matching that are
applicable to each of the State of California’s major federal financial
assistance programs, which are identified in the accompanying Schedule of
Federal Financial Assistance. Our procedures were less in scope than
would be necessary to render an opinion on these internal control
structure policies and procedures. Accordingly, we do not express such an
opinion.

We noted certain matters involving the internal structure and its
operation that we consider to be reportable conditions under standards
established by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants.
Reportable conditions involve matters coming to our attention relating to
significant deficiencies in the design or operation of the internal
control structure that, in our judgment, could adversely affect the State
of California’s ability to administer federal financial assistance
programs in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.



We discuss the vreportable conditions and present recommendations to
correct them. Management’s comments regarding the recommendations are
also included. Additionally, we present a schedule listing instances of
noncompliance that we consider to be minor. Specific responses to the
reportable conditions identified at each state agency are on file with the
Department of Finance. The reportable conditions identified in the
State’s single audit report for fiscal year 1990-91 that have not been
corrected are included in the individual Tetters.

A material weakness 1is a reportable condition in which the design or
operation of one or more of the internal control structure elements does
not reduce to a relatively low level the risk that noncompliance with Tlaws
and regulations that would be material to a federal financial assistance
program may occur and not be detected within a timely period by employees
in the normal course of performing their assigned functions.

Our consideration of the internal control structure policies and
procedures used 1in administering federal financial assistance would not
necessarily disclose all matters 1in the internal control structure that
might be reportable conditions and, accordingly, would not necessarily
disclose all reportable conditions that are also considered to be material
weaknesses as defined above. However, we believe none of the reportable
conditions described above is a material weakness.

This report is intended for the information of the California State
Legislature, including the Joint Legislative Audit Committee, and the
management of the executive branch. This restriction is not intended to
1imit the distribution of this report, which, upon acceptance by the Joint
Legislative Audit Committee, is a matter of public record.

FICE OF THE AUDITOR GENERAL

Deputy Auditor General

November 3, 1992
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October 29, 1992 Management Letter X-420

Russell S. Gould, Secretary
Health and Welfare Agency
1600 Ninth Street, Room 460
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Gould:

As part of our comprehensive financial and compliance audit of the
State of California for fiscal year ended June 30, 1992, we assessed
the Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs’ (department)
administration of federal programs. We noted certain deviations from
federal regulations, which are designed to protect the public’s
resources. The following comments and recommendations are intended to
improve the administration of federal programs.

On October 27, 1992, my staff met with Elaine Bush, Richard Lopez, and
several other department officials to discuss weaknesses in the
department’s administration of the federal Alcohol and Drug Abuse, and
Mental Health Services block grant (Federal Catalog No. 93.992) and the
federal Drug Free Schools and Communities--State and Local Programs
grant (Federal Catalog No. 84.186), as well as recommendations to
resolve these weaknesses. The following is a summary of the items
discussed during the meeting.

Item 1. | Lack of Independent Peer Reviews of Providers
Finding: The department does not always conduct independent

peer reviews of alcohol and drug treatment providers
receiving funds from the Alcohol and Drug Abuse and
Mental Health Services (ADMS) block grant. The
purpose of an independent peer review is to assess
the quality and appropriateness of treatment
services provided by entities receiving those
funds. We found that the department had not
performed independent peer reviews for 13
(26 percent) of the 50 treatment providers we
reviewed.



Russell S. Gould, Secretary
Health and Welfare Agency
Management Letter X-420

Page 2

Criteria:

Recommendation:

Item 2.

Finding:

We reported a similar finding in our audits for
fiscal years 1989-90 and 1990-91. In its
May 28, 1992 response to the latter audit, the
department stated it was in the process of resolving
the issue with the federal Department of Health and
Human Services.

The United States Code, Title 42, Section
300x-4(c)(5), requires the department to provide
periodic independent peer reviews to assess the
quality and appropriateness of treatment services
provided by entities receiving funds from the ADMS
block grant.

The department should conduct periodic independent
peer reviews of providers of alcohol and drug
treatment services.

Failure To Fully Monitor the Drug-Free Schools and
Communities--State and Local Programs Grant

The department does not fully monitor the
subrecipients of the Drug-Free Schools and
Communities--State and Local Programs (DFSC) grant.
The department’s subrecipients include counties,
nonprofit organizations, and state agencies. During
our review of a state agency subrecipient, the
Office of Criminal Justice Planning (0OCJP), we noted
that, although the OCJP submitted a biannual report
to the department, the report did not provide
sufficient information to identify the proportion of
high-risk youths participating in its
community-based programs. Consequently, the
department did not have enough information to
determine whether at Tleast 90 percent of the
programs’ participants are high-risk youth.

We reported a similar weakness in our audits for
fiscal years 1989-90 and 1990-91. In its
May 28, 1992 response to the latter audit, the
department stated it had taken steps to better
document compliance with the requirement that
90 percent of the participants in  the
community-based programs be high-risk youths.



Russell S. Gould, Secretary ~
Health and Welfare Agency
Management Letter X-420

Page 3

Criteria:

Recommendation:

Item 3.

Finding:

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34,
Subtitle A, Section 80.40, requires recipients of
federal grants to monitor grant-supported activities
to ensure compliance with applicable federal
requirements. The United States Code, Title 20,
Section 3192(b)(1), requires the State to spend at
least 50 percent of the DFSC grants on
community-based programs designed for high-risk
youths. Finally, the United States Code, Title 20,
Section 3192(b)(3), requires the State to ensure
that at 1least 90 percent of the participants in the
community-based programs be high-risk youths.

The department should ensure that reports submitted
by subrecipients contain the specific data necessary
to demonstrate compliance with applicable federal
requirements.

Failure To Adequately Monitor Cash Balances

The department does not have adequate procedures to
monitor the cash balances of subrecipients of the
ADMS block grant and the DFSC grant. During our
review of the quarterly reports of 35 counties
submitted for these grants, we noted that 4 of the
counties reported cash balances that would last more
than 30 days. We found no instance in which the
department withheld or adjusted subsequent monthly
advances to these 4 counties. We also noted in a
test of quarterly reports 18 counties submitted,
that 15 counties submitted inaccurate quarterly
reports. Without adequate procedures to monitor
cash balances, the deficiencies described above
could extend to other federal programs because all
quarterly reports are processed by the same
departmental unit.

We reported a similar weakness in our reports for
fiscal years 1989-90 and 1990-91. In its
May 28, 1992 response to the Tlatter audit, the
department  indicated that, during fiscal year
1992-93, it  would implement procedures for
monitoring  subrecipients’ cash balances and for
advancing them money for federally funded programs.



Russell S. Gould, Secretary !
Health and Welfare Agency
Management Letter X-420

Page 4

Criteria:

Recommendation:

Item 4.

Finding:

Because the department does not adequately monitor
the cash balances of subrecipients, it cannot be
sure that monthly cash advances are limited to the
minimum and immediate cash needs of the
subrecipients. Consequently, the State may be
advancing federal funds to subrecipients before they
need the money. If the department fails to limit
cash advances to minimum and immediate needs, it
could jeopardize future advances of federal ADMS and
DFSC grant funds.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 31,
Section 205.4(a), requires that cash advances to a
primary recipient be limited to the minimum amounts
needed and be timed to be in accord with only the
actual, immediate cash requirements of the
recipient. The timing and amount of cash advances
must be as close as is administratively feasible to
the actual disbursements by the recipient for direct
program costs and the proportionate share of any
allowable indirect costs. The Code of Federal
Regulations, Title 31, Sections 205.4(e), requires
that advances by primary recipients to subrecipients
conform substantially to these same standards of
timing and amount.

The department should ensure that quarterly cash
reports submitted by subrecipients are accurate.
Also, it should use the reports to adjust cash
advances to subrecipients so that cash on hand is
limited to amounts required for immediate needs.

Lack of Documentation To Support the Basis for
Fixed-Rate Allocations

The department Tlacks sufficient documentation to
support the fixed rates used to allocate costs to
certain programs. During our review of the
department’s cost allocation plan and its cost
allocation table, we noted that the department could
not provide statistical data or other documentation
to Jjustify the basis for the fixed percentage used
to allocate costs to certain programs. As a result,



|
Russell S. Gould, Secretary
Health and Welfare Agency
Management Letter X-420
Page 5

the department cannot demonstrate that the costs
allocated are equitable relative to the benefits the
programs receive. ’

We noted a similar weakness in our audit for fiscal
year 1990-91. In its May 28, 1992 response to that
year’s audit, the department stated that it would
maintain  documentation to support the fixed
percentages used to allocate costs beginning in
fiscal year 1992-93. '

Criteria: The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45,
Subtitle A, Part 92, Section 92.22 and Title 34,
Subtitle A, Part 80, Section 80.22, requires that
allowable costs be determined by using the cost
principles contained in the Office of Management and
Budget, Circular A-87. According to Circular A-87,
costs should be allocated to grant programs in
accordance with the benefits received.

Recommendation: The department should clearly document and regularly
update the basis it uses to determine fixed-rate
allocations to ensure that costs are allocated to
programs based upon the benefits the programs
receive.

If you have a different perception of any of the items summarized
above, please let me know by November 5, 1992. We may include these
items in the statewide management letter that we will submit to the
Department of Finance in May 1993. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

KURT R. SJ@BERG
Auditor General (acting)

cc: Andrew M. Mecca, Director
Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs
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November 3, 1992 Management Letter X-687

David Mertes, Chancellor

California Community Colleges
1107 Ninth Street, Suite 600
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Mertes:

As part of our comprehensive financial and compliance audit of the
State of California for fiscal year ended June 30, 1992, we assessed
the administration of the federal Vocational Education--Basic Grant to
States program (Federal Catalog No. 84.048) by the Chancellor’s
Office--California Community Colleges (office). We noted a deviation
from federal vregulations, which are designed to protect the public’s
resources. The following comment and recommendation are intended to
improve the office’s administration of the federal program.

On November 2, 1992, my staff met with Joe Newmyer, Deidre Din, and
Sher Weahunt of the office to discuss the weakness in the office’s
administration of its contract with the California Department of
Education for the federal program. During the meeting, my staff also
discussed recommendations to resolve the weakness. The following is a
summary of the item discussed during the meeting.

Item Weaknesses in Cash Management Corrected by Year End
Finding: The office did not always minimize the time between

receiving vocational education funds and disbursing
the funds to the subrecipients. Specifically, the
office held approximately $10.2 million in cash
advances for 16 working days before disbursing the
funds to the subrecipients. We reported a similar
weakness in our audits of the last five fiscal
years. In its response to our fiscal year 1990-91
audit report dated July 8, 1992, the office stated
it had implemented procedures to improve its cash
management system. Except for the instance noted
above, we noted that the office had improved its
cash management during the last half of fiscal year
1991-92.



David Mertes, Chancellor
California Community Colleges
Management Letter X-687

Page 2

Criteria: The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 31,
Section 205.4(a), requires that cash advances be
limited to the minimum amounts needed and timed to
be in accord with the actual and immediate cash
requirements of the funded programs. This section
also stipulates that the timing and amount of cash
be as close as administratively feasible to the
actual disbursement by the recipient organization.

Recommendation: The office should continue to perform the procedures
it  implemented to improve its cash management
system.

If you have a different perception of the item summarized above, please
let me know by November 10, 1992. We may include this item in the
statewide management Tletter that we will submit to the Department of
Finance at a later date. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

KURT R. SJPBERG
Auditor G¥neral (acting)
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October 6, 1992 Management Letter X-891.5

Bob White, Chief of Staff
Governor’s Office

State Capitol, First Floor
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. White:

As part of our comprehensive financial and compliance audit of the
State of California for fiscal year ended June 30, 1992, we assessed
the Department of Economic Opportunity’s (department) administration of
federal programs. We noted certain deviations from federal regulations
designed to protect the public’s resources. The following comments and
recommendations are intended to improve the administration of federal
programs. You should be particularly aware that, during fiscal year
1991-92, the department retained excessive federal funds in the state
treasury. We observed a similar weakness during our financial audit of
the department for fiscal years 1987-88, 1988-89, 1989-90, and 1990-91.

On September 14, 1992, my staff met with Mike Micciche, Toni Curtis,
Carmen Ochoa, and Tom Nast of the department to discuss weaknesses in
the department’s administration of the federal Low-Income Home Energy.
Assistance Program (Federal Catalog No. 93.028) and Community Services
Block Grant (Federal Catalog No. 93.031). We also discussed
recommendations to vresolve these weaknesses. The following is a
summary of the items discussed during the meeting.

Item 1. Incorrect Payments to HEAP Applicants
Finding: The department did not correctly calculate payment

amounts for all applicants for assistance under the
Home Energy Assistance Program (HEAP). The
department wuses a computer system to calculate the
proper amount of HEAP assistance, relying in its
calculation on factors such as an applicant’s county
of residence, the applicant’s family size, and the
applicant’s annual income. The computer system uses
the applicant’s zip code to determine the county of
residence, which in turn 1is used to determine the
relative costs of energy. During the calendar years



Bob White, Chief of Staff

Governor’s Office

Management Letter X-891.5

Page 2

Criteria:

Corrective and
Other Actions:

Recommendations:

Item 2.

Finding:

1991 and 1992, records indicate that the department
paid $53.9 million to almost 700,000 applicants.
However, department records also indicate that, for
1,056 applicants, the department’s computer system
1ncorrect1y determined the applicant’s county of
residence. As a result, we estimate that the
department underpaid $2,869 to 146 applicants and
overpaid $12,095 to 910 applicants. These errors
were caused by the department’s failure to update
its computer system with current zip code
information. When it does not properly calculate
payment amounts for HEAP assistance, the department
is not appropriately assisting those app11cants with
the highest need.

The department’s State Plan for the HEAP sent to the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services for
fiscal year 1991-92 states that the department will
provide the highest 1level of assistance to those
applicants who have the Tlowest incomes and the
highest energy costs.

The department has corrected the incorrect zip code
information 1in its computer system. Furthermore,
the department has modified its procedures for
updating zip code information in its computer
system. Finally, the department is considering
whether to seek reimbursement of the overpayments
from the applicants and whether to issue additional
payments to those applicants it underpaid.

The department should, - as soon as possible,
determine  whether it is cost-effective to seek
reimbursement from those applicants it overpaid and
take appropriate action. Furthermore, the
department should determine whether it will issue
additional payments to those applicants that it
underpaid.

Improper Cash Management

During fiscal year 1991-92, the department
maintained balances of federal funds that exceeded
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Governor’s Office
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Criteria:

Recommendation:

Item 3.

Finding:

its 1immediate needs. The department retained these
excess federal funds in the state treasury from
certain prior-year appropriations. Specifically,
the beginning balance for these appropriations on
July 1, 1991, was approximately $1.8 million.
Subsequent receipts and disbursements reduced the
balance to $244,000 on June 30, 1992. However, this
amount was still in excess of the department’s
immediate cash needs. We reported a similar
weakness in our audits for fiscal years 1987-88,
1988-89, 1989-90, and 1990-91. Maintaining excess
cash may cause the federal government to cease
advancing funds.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 31,
Section 205.4, requires that cash advances be
limited to the actual immediate cash needed for
carrying out the purpose of the program. This code
section also stipulates that the timing and amount
of cash advances be as close as administratively
feasible to the actual cash disbursement by the
recipient organization.

The department should analyze the balances provided
by the State Controller and identify any
appropriations that have excess cash balances. It
should then spend those funds first before drawing
down additional federal funds.

Improper Subrecipient Cash Management

From March through May 1992, the department allowed
subrecipients of grants for the Weatherization
Program and the Energy Crisis Intervention Program
to maintain balances of federal funds that exceeded
their 1immediate needs. Specifically, the department
allowed four of the nine subrecipients in our sample
to maintain cash balances in excess of one-sixth of
their contract amounts. The department allowed
these subrecipients to maintain the excess balances
because, 1in subsequent months after it advanced
25 percent of the contract amounts to these
subrecipients, the department reimbursed the
subrecipients for all of their claimed costs without
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withholding any funds for repayment of the
advances. Allowing subrecipients to maintain excess
cash balances may cause the federal government to
cease advancing funds to the department.

Criteria: The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 31,
Section 205.4, vrequires that cash advances to
recipient organizations be Tlimited to the actual
immediate cash needed for carrying out the purpose
of the program. This section also stipulates that
the timing and amount of cash advances be as close
as administratively feasible to the actual cash
disbursement by the recipient organization. These
requirements also apply to subrecipients.

Recommendation: After it has advanced program funds to a
subrecipient, the department should, in subsequent
months, begin withholding a portion of the
subrecipient’s reimbursement to repay the advance.

If you have a different perception of any of the items summarized
above, please let me know by October 14, 1992. We may include these
items in the statewide management 1letter that we will submit to the
Department of Finance. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

KUR; R. SJOBERG

Auditor General (acting)

cc: Mike Micciche
Acting Director
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October 23, 1992 Management Letter X-069

Bob White, Chief of Staff
Governor’s Office

State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. White:

As part of our comprehensive financial and compliance audit of the
State of California for fiscal year ended June 30, 1992, we assessed
the Office of Emergency Service’s (office) administration of federal
programs. We noted certain deviations from federal regulations
designed to protect the public’s resources. The following comments and
recommendation are intended to improve the administration of federal
programs. You should be particularly aware that the office has not yet
appealed the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) denial of
$7.7 million of claimed expenses related to the Loma Prieta
earthquake. We observed this same problem dur1ng our financial audit
of the office for f1sca1 year 1990-91.

On October 19, 1992, my staff met with Cindy Shamrock, Charles Wynne,
and John Eastman of the office to discuss weaknesses in the office’s
administration of the federal Disaster Assistance program (Federal
Catalog No. 83.516) and our recommendation to resolve them. The
following is a summary of the item discussed during the meeting.

Item Delay ih Appealing Denied Costs
Finding: The office has not promptly appealed the Federal

Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) denial of
approximately $7.7 million of claimed expenses
related to the Loma Prieta earthquake. We also
observed this weakness during our audit of the
office for fiscal year 1990-91. As of
September 15, 1992, the office had not appealed this
determination although the office previously
indicated that it planned to make its appeal by
May 29, 1992.
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In addition, 1in our vreview of grants for two
disasters, the Loma Prieta earthquake and the
Oakland Hills wildfire, the office has not claimed
at least $47,989 in indirect costs that it should
have for fiscal year 1991-92.

Criteria: The State Administrative Manual, Section 0911.4,
requires state agencies to secure prompt
reimbursement from grant funds for goods and
services provided. Consequently, if it believes the
FEMA erred in its determination, the office should
promptly appeal the FEMA’s denial of its claims.
The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 44,
Section 206.206, describes the process for appealing
denied costs.

Recommendation: The office should appeal at least $7.7 million in
denied claims for fiscal year 1990-91, and claim its
indirect costs for fiscal year 1991-92.

If you have a different perception of any of the items summarized
above, please let me know by October 30, 1992. We may include these
items in the statewide management Tletter that we will submit to the
Department of Finance in May 1993. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

KURT R. SU@BERG
Auditor General (acting)

cc: Richard Andrews, Ph.D.
Director
Office of Emergency Services
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November 3, 1992 Management Letter X-610

Honorable Bill Honig, State Superintendent
of Public Instruction

California Department of Education

721 Capitol Mall, Room 524

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Honig:

As part of our comprehensive financial and compliance audit of the
State of California for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1992, we
assessed the California Department of Education’s (department)
administration of federal programs. We noted certain deviations from
federal vregulations which are designed to protect the public’s
resources. The following comments and recommendations are intended to
improve the administration of federal programs.

On November 2, 1992, my staff met with William D. Dawson and other
representatives of the department to discuss the weaknesses we found in
the department’s administration of the following federal programs: the
Food Distribution program (Federal Catalog No. 10.550); the School
Breakfast Program (Federal Catalog No. 10.553); the National School
Lunch Program (Federal Catalog No. 10.555); the Child and Adult Care
Food Program (Federal Catalog No. 10.558); the Job Training Partnership
Act program (Federal Catalog No. 17.250); the Chapter 1 Programs--Local
Educational Agencies (Federal Catalog No. 84.010); the Migrant
Education--Basic State Formula Grant Program (Federal Catalog
No. 84.011); the Special Education--State Grants program (Federal
Catalog No. 84.027); the Vocational Education--Basic Grants to States
program (Federal Catalog No. 84.048); the Federal, State, and Local
Partnerships for Educational Improvement program (Federal Catalog
No. 84.151); Eisenhower Mathematics and Science Education--State Grants
program (Federal Catalog No. 84.164); the Special Education--Preschool
Grants program (Federal Catalog No. 84.173); the Drug-Free Schools and
Communities--State Grants program (Federal Catalog No. 84.186); and the
State Legalization Impact Assistance Grants program (Federal Catalog
No. 93.025). During the meeting, my staff also discussed
recommendations to resolve these weaknesses. The following is a
summary of the items discussed during the meeting.
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Item 1.

Finding:

Weaknesses in Contracting Procedures Within the
0ffice of Healthy Kids, Healthy California

The department has significant weaknesses in the
contracting procedures used within its Office of
Healthy Kids, Healthy California (office). The
office receives funding from the Drug-Free Schools
and Communities--State Grants program, a grant of
federal funds whose use is restricted to illegal
drug and alcohol abuse education and prevention.
The office also receives funding from taxes
collected under Proposition 99, a proposition that
established a surtax on cigarette and tobacco
products. The department is restricted to use
Proposition 99 funds for education on tobacco use
prevention. However, the office has entered into
contracts that do not ensure these funds are used
for the purposes intended by law. In our review of
ten contracts, we found the following weaknesses:

- In four contracts with Tlocal educational
agencies, the office combined federal drug
funds of approximately $522,000 and state
tobacco funds of approximately $797,000 to
sponsor comprehensive health education
activities. The department defines
comprehensive health education as including the
following elements: health education, physical
education, health services, counseling
services, nutrition services, a safe and
healthy environment, health promotion, and
parent and community involvement. Since at
least a portion of each contract was not for
illegal drug, alcohol, and tobacco abuse
education and prevention, the office should
have used other state funds to support a
portion of each contract. We could not
determine the amount of federal drug funds and
state tobacco funds used for unallowable
purposes in these contracts because the office
did not identify the amount of effort allotted
to each of the health education elements.
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In addition, one of these four contracts was in
part for state-sponsored health promotion
conferences. This contract did not contain a
complete description of the amounts to be paid
for the services provided. Specifically, the
contract excluded the fact that the conference
attendees were to pay registration fees. The
contract also excluded any information on how
the local educational agency was to use these
registration fees. These registration fees
could have totaled up to $54,000; however, the
department has not received information from
the Tlocal educational agency on the amount of
registration fees collected and how they were
used.

The office used federal drug funds and state
tobacco funds in a contract that circumvented
state civil service hiring practices. The
office initiated an interagency agreement for
$35,000 with the California State University to
specifically hire two former student assistants
so that they could continue to work in the
office. In turn, the California State
University contracted with the San Jose State
University Foundation to fulfill the
interagency agreement. Because the interagency
agreement was not greater than $35,000, the
contract did not require the Department of
General Services’ approval. We, along with the
department, requested the State Personnel Board
to review this contract to determine whether it
met the Tlegal requirements under state civil
service laws. The State Personnel Board
concluded that the contract circumvented the
hiring of «civil service employees and
therefore, was not an approvable contract.
However, the services provided under the
contract were for allowable purposes under
federal law, based on our review.

The office also does not have a systematic
method of determining the funding sources for
the payment of invoices. We reviewed six
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Criteria:

contracts that were split-funded between state
and federal funds. For three contracts, the
office had received one invoice for each
contract and had charged each invoice to state
tobacco funds. In two additional contracts,
the office charged invoices to both federal
drug funds and state tobacco funds. Finally,
in one contract, the office charged three
invoices to state tobacco funds and one invoice
to federal drug funds. However, the basis used
to determine the funding source to pay these
invoices was not apparent from the invoice or
the contract file.

- In two other contracts with private
organizations, we identified costs totalling
$10,500, paid with federal drug funds, that are
not allowable under federal Tlaws and
regulations.”  Approximately $8,600 of these
unallowable costs were related to the
department’s purchase of the California Medical

"Association’s Health Tips publication.
However, most of this publication was not
related to illegal drug, alcohol, and tobacco
abuse education and prevention. The remaining
costs, totalling approximately $1,900, were for
a contractor’s professional development costs,
which were not included in the contract and are
not allowable under federal regulations.

- The office allowed two contractors to begin
work before the related contracts were
approved.

The United States Code, Title 20, Section 3194(b),
allows the department to use the program development
funds available under the Drug-Free Schools and
Communities--State Grants program for training and
technical assistance programs concerning drug abuse
education and prevention, the development and
distribution of material teaching that illicit drug
use is harmful, demonstration projects in drug abuse
education and prevention, special financial
assistance to enhance resources available for drug
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Recommendation:

abuse education and prevention in certain areas, and
for administrative costs of the State. 'Also, the
draft nonregulatory guidance for the Drug-Free
Schools and Communities--State Grants program states
that agencies may choose to include drug and alcohol

- abuse education and prevention as part of a

comprehensive health education program; however, the
expenditure of Drug-Free Schools and
Communities--State Grants program funds must be
limited to that part of the program dealing with
drug and alcohol abuse education and prevention. In
addition, the California Revenue and Taxation Code,
Section 30122(b)(1), states that funds within the
Health Education Account within the Cigarette and
Tobacco Products Surtax Fund shall only be available
for appropriation to programs for the prevention and
reduction of tobacco use, primarily among children,
through school and community health education
programs. Moreover, the State Administrative
Manual, Section 1205, states that each contract
shall contain a clear and complete statement of the
services provided and specify the amount to be paid,
including the basis for payment. Additionally, the
Office of Management and Budget, Circular A-87,
states that, for costs to be allowable under a grant
program, costs must be authorized or not prohibited
under the state’s Tlaws and regulations, and be
necessary and reasonable for the proper and
efficient administration of the federal grant.
Further, the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34,
Section 80.20(b)(2), requires that the state and its
subgrantees maintain records which identify the
source and application of funds provided for
federally supported activities. Finally, the State
Administrative Manual, Section 1203, states that
contracts are effective from the date of the
Department of General Services’ approval.

The department should ensure that its Office of
Healthy Kids, Healthy California administers
contracts in accordance with federal and state laws
and regulations. Further, the department should
ensure that its Office of Healthy Kids, Healthy
California only uses Drug-Free Schools and
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Finding:

Communities--State Grants funds and state tobacco
funds for purposes that are specifically allowable
under federal and state law.

Possible Incorrect Interpretation of the Federal
Requlations for the Drug-Free Schools and

Communities--State Grants Program

The department may have incorrectly interpreted
federal regulations for the Drug-Free Schools and
Communities--State Grants program when it calculated
the maximum amount it could use for program
development and administrative costs for fiscal year
1991-92. Based on its interpretation of federal
regulations, the department calculated the maximum
amount it could use for program development and
administrative costs as 10 percent of the total

" grant award or approximately $4.2 million. However,

in a memorandum from the United States Department of
Education  (USDOE), the federal government has
calculated the maximum allowable program development
and administrative costs as 10 percent of only a
portion of the grant award called the "base
allocation.” Since the base allocation was
approximately $22 million, the USDOE calculates the
allowable program development and administrative
costs as approximately $2.2 million. As a result,
if the department has incorrectly calculated the
amount it could use. for program development and
administrative costs, it withheld approximately
$2 million that it should have used for entitlements
to local educational agencies.

We reported a similar weakness during our audit for
fiscal year 1990-91. On July 10, 1992, the
department responded to our management letter that
it is seeking written clarification from the USDOE
on the correct interpretation of these federal
regulations. In addition, the department believes
its interpretation of the administrative and program
development costs 1is correct. According to the
program administrator, the department distributed
90 percent of the base allocation to 1local
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Criteria:

Recommendation:

educational agencies (LEAs), the amount required by
federal law. However, the program administrator
states that the department distributed a portion of
these funds to ten LEAs that established ten
statewide "Healthy Kids Regional Centers." The
purpose of these regional centers is to provide
technical assistance to LEAs within their region.
Therefore, the program administrator feels the needs
of LEAs are served. However, based on our
interpretation of federal 1law, - the department’s
method 1is incorrect. Federal law requires that the
department distribute these funds directly to LEAs
based on a prescribed formula. The department
directly contracted with the ten LEAs to sponsor the
regional centers. We found no evidence in the
contracts that they were based on a formula.
Instead, the contract award and future amendments
appear to be based on the funds available at the
time the original contracts and amendments were
entered into.

The United States Code, Title 20, Section 3194(b),
states that not more than 10 percent of the amounts
available under Section 3191(b) may be used for
program development and administrative costs.
Section 3191(b) states that the amounts allocated to
the department shall be used to carry out its
responsibilities in accordance with Section 3194 and
for grants to local and intermediate educational
agencies. The department interprets Section 3191(b)
as referring to the entire grant award whereas the
memorandum from the USDOE, dated July 15, 1991,
interprets this section as referring only to a
portion of the grant award called the "base
allocation."

The department should continue its efforts to obtain
clarification from the USDOE of the correct
interpretation of the federal codes.
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Criteria:

Recommendation:

Item 4.

Finding:

Inadequate Procedures for Limiting Cash Advances
to Local Educational Agencies Participating
in_the Drug-Free Schools and Communities--

State Grants Program

The department does not have adequate procedures to
ensure that cash advanced to LEAs participating in
the Drug-Free Schools and Communities--State Grants
program is limited to the LEAs’ immediate cash
requirements. Specifically, rather than making
payments to the LEAs periodically as the department
does for other federal programs, the department paid
the LEAs the entire amount of their fiscal year
1991-92 entitlements in one payment at the beginning
of the year.

We reported a similar weakness during our audit for
fiscal year 1990-91. Beginning in fiscal year
1992-93, the department intends to issue
entitlements to the LEAs in several payments
throughout the fiscal year. The department is also
now requiring the LEAs to provide additional
information on the amount of cash they have on hand.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34,
Section 80.20(b)(7), requires that the timing and
amount of cash advances be as close as possible to
the actual disbursements by the recipient
organization.

The department shou]d continue with its plan to
implement procedures to 1limit cash advances to the
immediate needs of the LEAs.

Incorrect Formula for Determining Amount of Federal

Funds Carried Over by Local Educational Agencies
Participating in the Drug-Free Schools and

Communities--State Grants Program

The department’s formula for calculating the maximum
amount of wunused federal funds that the LEAs can
carry over from the current fiscal year to the
following fiscal year 1is incorrect. The
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Recommendation:

Finding:

formula calculates the maximum carry-over as
25 percent of the sum of the current year’s grant
amount and any carry-over from the previous year.
However, federal 1law restricts the carry-over to
25 percent of the current fiscal year’s allocation
only. LEAs must return any federal funds in excess
of the 25 percent Tlimitation to the department so
that it can distribute these unused funds to other
LEAs. We identified one LEA that had excess
carry-over funds of approximately $431,000 during
fiscal year 1991-92.

The United States Code, Title 20,
Section 3194(a)(4)(A)(i) and (ii) requires that the
LEAs return to the department any unused funds from
the current fiscal year’s grant amount and that the
department reallocate these funds to other LEAs that
plan to use the funds on a timely basis. However,
Section 3194(a)(4)(B)(i) states that in any fiscal
year, the LEAs may retain for obligation in the
succeeding fiscal year no more than 25 percent of
the allocation it receives during the current fiscal
year.

The department should change its procedures to
ensure that the LEAs retain no more than 25 percent
of the current fiscal year’s grant amount for use in
the succeeding fiscal year.

Insufficient Monitoring of Local Educational
Agencies Participating in the Drug-Free Schools
and Communities--State Grants Program

In  August 1989, the USDOE reported that the
department did not formally monitor the LEAs
participating in the Drug-Free Schools and
Communities--State Grants program. The department
responded that it plans to design a dual monitoring
system that would include a district-level progress
reporting system and a school-site visit monitoring
system. As a vresult, the department now requires
the LEAs to include in their application for funding
an annual progress report of their previous year’s
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Item 6.

Finding:

activities. However, the department could not

provide us documentation showing that it performed

on-site monitoring visits during fiscal year
1991-92.

We reported a similar weakness during our audit for
fiscal year 1990-91. Beginning in fiscal year
1992-93, the department plans to include a review of
approximately 50 LEAs for compliance with the
Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act in the
department’s Consolidated Compliance Review
monitoring process.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34,
Section 80.40(a), requires grantees to monitor
activities to ensure that the LEAs comply with
applicable federal requirements and achieve
performance goals. '

The department should continue with its efforts to
implement on-site monitoring procedures to ensure
that the LEAs comply with applicable federal
requirements and achieve performance goals.

Insufficient Monitoring of Local Educational
Agencies Participating in the Eisenhower Mathematics
and Science Education--State Grants Program

In June 1992, the USDOE reported that the department
did not systematically monitor the LEAs
participating in the Eisenhower Mathematics and
Science Education--State Grants program. The USDOE
recommended that the department develop a plan to
systematically monitor the LEAs for compliance and
for program quality, which could include statewide
or regional meetings, a selected sample of on-site
reviews, and systematic telephone contact. When the
department does not sufficiently monitor the LEAs,
it can not ensure that they are complying with
federal requirements.
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The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34,
Section 80.40(a), vrequires grantees to monitor
activities to ensure the LEAs comply with applicable
federal requirements and achieve performance goals.

The department should implement a plan to monitor
the LEAs to ensure that they comply with applicable
federal requirements and that they achieve
performance goals.

Insufficient Control Over Expenditure Reports
From Local Educational Agencies Participating
in _the Eisenhower Mathematics and Science

Education--State Grants Program

The department does not ensure that all LEAs submit
expenditure reports and does not promptly bill
school districts for unused funds for the Eisenhower
Mathematics and Science Education--State Grants
program. We selected for review 30 LEAs that should
have submitted expenditure reports during fiscal
year 1991-92 and found the following:

- As of September 30, 1992, three LEAs had not

submitted expenditure reports for fiscal year
1990-91 even though the expenditure reports
were due on January 17, 1992. In total, for
fiscal year 1990-91, the department had
advanced the three LEAs approximately $1,800.
If the expenditure reports are not submitted
promptly, the department cannot determine
whether the LEAs spent all funds paid or should
return unused funds.

- The department uses the expenditure reports to
identify unused funds that should be returned
to the department and, in turn, to the federal
government. For six school districts whose
expenditure reports for fiscal year 1990-91
were dated between December 16, 1991, and
May 29, 1992, the department identified
approximately $6,100 in wunused funds. As of
September 30, 1992, or between four to nine
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Item 8.

Finding:

months after the date of the expenditure
reports, the department had yet to bill these
school districts for the unused funds. As a
result, the LEAs are holding excess federal
funds that should be returned to the federal
government.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34,
Section 76.722, states that a state may require an
LEA to furnish reports that the state needs to carry
out its responsibilities under the program. The
department required that the LEAs submit an
expenditure report for fiscal year 1990-91 with a
due date of January 17, 1992. Additionally, the
Code of Federal Regulations, Title 31,
Section 205.4(a), requires that the timing and
amount of cash advances be as close as
administratively feasible to the actual disbursement
by the recipient organization. Once the department
recognizes that the recipient organization has not
used its entire cash advance, the State
Administrative Manual, Section 8776.2, requires
agencies to prepare and send out an invoice or other
type of claim document as soon as possible after the
recognition of a claim.

The department should ensure that all LEAs submit an
expenditure report. Additionally, the department
should promptly bill the LEAs for any unused funds.

Inadequate Procedures To Ensure That Private,
Nonprofit Agencies Comply With Federal Regulations

The department does not sufficiently monitor the
audit reports that private, nonprofit agencies
submit to the department for the National School
Lunch and School Breakfast (NSLB) programs and the
State Legalization Impact Assistance Grants (SLIAG)
program. We found the following specific problems:

- The department was not able to provide us with
a list of private, nonprofit agencies of the
NSLB programs that were required to submit an
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audit report for fiscal year 1990-91.
Additionally, the department could not provide
us with 5 of 20 audit reports we selected for
review related to the NSLB programs. As a
result, we could not conclude the department
properly monitored the receipt of the required
audit reports for the NSLB programs or that it
resolved instances of noncompliance included in
the audit reports. We observed a similar
weakness during our financial audit for fiscal
year 1990-91.

- The department did not obtain audit reports

from 15 of the 44 private, nonprofit agencies
participating in the SLIAG program that were
required to submit audit reports in fiscal year
1990-91. The department is responsible for
ensuring that subrecipients meet the federal
requirement to obtain independent audits.
Unless the department receives the audit
reports, it cannot be sure that subrecipients
participating in the SLIAG program complied
with this requirement. Further, the department
cannot determine if the subrecipients complied
with the terms and conditions of the SLIAG
program. We observed a similar weakness during
our financial audit for fiscal years 1989-90
and 1990-91.

According to the federal Office of Management and
Budget, Circular A-133, state or local governments
that allocate $25,000 or more of federal financial
assistance to nonprofit institutions must ensure
that the nonprofit institutions obtain an
independent audit that determines whether federal
financial assistance was spent 1in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations. Additionally,
Circular A-133 states that audits shall usually be
performed annually but not less frequently than
every two years. Finally, a departmental policy
directed to all school nutrition program sponsors
requires that private, nonprofit agencies submit
annual audits to the department.
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Item 9.

Finding:

The department should sufficiently monitor the audit
reports submitted by private, nonprofit agencies and
ensure that they obtain independent audits at least
every two years.

Inadequate Procedures To Ensure That Local
Educational Agencies Comply With Federal Regulations

The department did not adequately review the audit
reports submitted by the LEAs for fiscal year
1989-90. Additionally, the department did not
ensure the LEAs resolved within six months all
instances of noncompliance with federal 1laws and
regulations identified in the fiscal year 1990-91
audit reports. We reviewed the department’s
procedures for resolving instances of noncompliance
identified in audit reports submitted by the LEAs
and found the following specific deficiencies:

- For its review of the fiscal year 1989-90 audit
reports, the department implemented new
procedures for resolving instances of
noncompliance. These new procedures required
that the department only resolve those
instances of noncompliance that were included
in the audit reports for two consecutive years
or that had a financial impact. Thus, among
the approximately 1,400 instances of
noncompliance in all audit reports, the
department identified almost 250 instances of
noncompliance, and the new procedures required
the department to resolve those instances.
However, because the department did not
require the LEAs to resolve the remaining
1,150 instances of noncompliance identified in
the audit reports, the department cannot be
certain the LEAs complied with federal laws and
regulations.

- For its review of the fiscal year 1990-91 audit
reports, the department implemented new
procedures designed to ensure that the LEAs
resolve all instances of noncompliance with
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Item 10.
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federal Tlaws and regulations. We found that
21 of 30 audit reports we reviewed identified
instances in which the LEA did not comply with
federal 1laws and regulations. For 19 of these
21, the department did not ensure that the LEAs
resolved within six months the instances of
noncompliance  with federal laws and regulations
identified in  these reports. As of
October 1, 1992, the department had resolved
the instances of noncompliance identified in
12 of the 19 audit reports and has begun to
resolve the instances of noncompliance in the
remaining seven audit reports.

According to the federal Office of Management and
Budget, Circular A-128, state or local governments
that allocate $25,000 or more of federal financial
assistance "to a subrecipient must determine whether
subrecipients spent federal financial assistance in
accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
Circular A-128 requires that state or Tlocal
governments ensure that appropriate corrective
action 1is taken within six months of receipt of the
audit reports.

The department should ensure that it requires the
LEAs to correct all instances of noncompliance with
federal Tlaws and regulations identified in the audit
reports within six months.

Delay in Disbursing Federal Grant Monies

The department’s cash management system does not
minimize the amount of time between receiving
federal funds and disbursing them to subrecipients.
We tested 207 claims to determine the amount of time
between receipt and disbursement. We found that,
for 14 claims, the State was from one to eight days
late 1in disbursing the funds, for an average delay
of 3.14 days. We observed similar weaknesses during
our financial audit for fiscal years 1987-88 through
1990-91.
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Criteria: The

Section
amount

Title 31,
timing and
close as

Code of Federal Regulations,
205.4(a), requires that the

of cash advances be as

administratively feasible to the actual disbursement

by the recipient organization.

of

We consider a delay

no more than five working days as

administratively feasible.

Recommendation:  The

federal

the

department should improve its compliance with
requirements by minimizing the delay between

receipt of federal funds and the actual

disbursement.

Item 11.

Findings and
Criteria:

In the following

Noncompliance With Other Federal Requirements

instances, the department did not

always comply with administrative requirements of
the federal government: ’

We vreviewed 30 applications from the LEAs for
the Drug-Free Schools and Communities--State
Grants program. We found that one application
was substantially incomplete, one application
had no evidence of approval, three applications
did not contain required progress reports, one
application did not contain required program
assurances, and two applications’ budget
summary amounts did not agree with the amount
received under the grant. The United States
Code, Title 20, Section 3196(a)(2)(R), requires
the LEAs to submit applications and provide
information and assurances that the state
educational agency responsible for distributing
the grant funds reasonably determines to be
necessary.

The department could not provide us with one of
30 applications we selected for review for the
Eisenhower Mathematics and Science
Education--State Grants program. The Code of
Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section 208.22
requires the LEAs to submit applications in
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order to receive funds for the Eisenhower
Mathematics and Science Education--State Grants
program.

Each year, the department reports to the USDOE
the state’s average per pupil expenditure data
on the National Public Education Financial
Survey form (survey). Of ten LEAs we selected
for testing, the department was not able to
locate documentation to support the expenditure
information included in the survey for one LEA
and the revenue information for another one.
Additionally, the department overstated total
revenues of approximately $22 billion by
approximately $11.9 million because it made
input errors when accumulating the revenue
information included in the survey. The United
States Code, Title 20, Section 2711(a)(2)(A),
requires that the state’s average per pupil
expenditure data be used for the allocation of
Chapter 1 funds. The USDOE requests that the
department submit this information on the
National Public Education Financial Survey
form. Finally, good accounting practice
dictates that the information included in the
survey be supported and accurate.

The department did not review the required
50 percent of all processors participating in
the Food Distribution program for fiscal year
1991-92. Instead, the department reviewed only
8 of 32, or 25 percent of all processors.
However, even though only 8 processors were
reviewed during fiscal year 1991-92, the
department had reviewed the other 24 processors
during fiscal year 1990-91 and thus had
reviewed all processors within two years. The
Code of Federal Regulations, Title 7,
Section 250.19(b)(ii), requires the department
to perform an on-site review of all processors
at least once every two years with no fewer
than 50 percent being reviewed each year.
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Although individually these deviations may not
appear to be significant, they do represent
noncompliance with federal regulations, which are
dgsigned to protect the public’s resources from
abuse.

Recommendation: The department should 1improve its compliance with
each of the federal requirements.

If you have a different perception of any of the items summarized
above, please let me know by November 10, 1992. We may include these
items in the statewide management letter that we will submit to the
Department of Finance at a later date. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

<:£§§i:t;//; ERG

Audito} Geheral (acting)

cc: Peggy Peters, Acting Audit Response Coordinator
California Department of Education



CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION Blil Honig

721 Capitol Mall; P.O. Box 944272 Superintendent

lSacramento, CA 94244-2720 of Public Instruction
J

November 10, 1992

Kurt R. Sjoberg, Auditor General (acting)

Office of the Auditor General

660 J Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95814 Management Letter X-610

Dear Mr. Sjoberg:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the management 1letter
reporting the results of your federal compliance review of the
California Department of Education (CDE) as part of the
comprehensive financial and compliance audit of the State of
California for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1992. Enclosed are
responses to each of your findings and descriptions of the action
we have taken or plan to take to implement each of your
recommendations.

If you have gquestions obout our response, please contact Peggy
Peters, Audit Response Coordinator, at (916) 657-4440.

Sincerely,

Y 'Dawson
Executive Deputy Superintendent
WDD:map

Enclosure
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Item 1.

Finding:

Weaknesses in Contracting Procedures Within the Office of
Healthy Kids, Healthy California

The department has significant weaknesses in the
contracting procedures used within its Office of Healthy
Kids, Healthy California (office). The office receives
funding from the Drug-Free Schools and Communities--State
Grants program, a grant of federal funds whose use is
restricted to illegal drug and alcohol abuse education
and prevention. The office also receives funding from
taxes collected under Proposition 99, a proposition that
established a surtax on cigarette and tobacco products.
The department is restricted to use Proposition 99 funds
for education on tobacco use prevention. However, the
office has entered into contracts that do not ensure
these funds are used for the purposes intended by law.
In our review of ten contracts, we found the following
weaknesses:

- In four contracts with local educational agencies,
the office combined federal drug funds of
approximately $522,000 and state tobacco funds of
approximately $797,000 to sponsor comprehensive
health education activities. The department defines
comprehensive health education as including the
following elements: health education, physical
education, health services, counseling services,
nutrition services, a safe and healthy environment,
health promotion, and parent and community
involvement. Since at least a portion of each
contract was not for illegal drug, alcohol, and
tobacco abuse education and prevention, the office
should have used other state funds to support a
portion of each contract. We could not determine
the amount of federal drug funds and state tobacco
funds used for unallowable purposes jin these
contracts because the office did not identify the
amount of effort allotted to each of the health
education elements.

- In addition, one of these four contracts was in part
for state-sponsored health promotion conferences.
This contract did not contain a complete description
of the amounts to be paid for the services provided.
Specifically, the contract excluded the fact that
the conference attendees were to pay registration
fees. The contract also excluded any information on
how the local educational agency was to use these
registration fees. These registration fees could
have totaled up to $54,000; however, the department
has not received information from the local

1



educational agency on the amount of registration
fees collected and how they were used. i

The office used federal drug funds and state tobacco
funds in a contract that circumvented state civil
service hiring practices. The office initiated an
interagency agreement for $35,000 with the
California State University to specifically hire two
former student . assistants so that they could
continue to work in the office. In turn, the
California State University contracted with the San
Jose State University Foundation to fulfill the
interagency agreement. Because the interagency
agreement was not greater than $35,000, the contract
did not require the Department of General Services'
approval. We, along with the department, requested
the State Personnel Board to review this contract to
determine whether it met the 1legal requirements
under state civil service laws. The State Personnel
Board concluded that the contract circumvented the
hiring of civil service employees and therefore, was
not an approvable contract. However, the services
provided under the contract were for allowable
purposes under federal law, based on our review.

The office also does not have a systematic method of
determining the funding sources for the payment of
invoices. We reviewed six contracts that were
split-funded between state and federal funds. For
three contracts, the office had received one invoice
for each contract and had charged each invpice to
state tobacco funds. In two additional contracts,
the office charged invoices to both federal drug
funds and state tobacco funds. Finally, in one
contract, the office charged three invoices to state
tobacco funds and one invoice to federal drug funds.
However, the basis used to determine the. funding
source to pay these invoices was not apparent from
the invoice or the contract file. -

In two other contracts with private organlzatlons,
we identified costs totalling $10,500, paid with
federal drug funds, that are not allowable under
federal laws and regulations. Approximately $8,600
of these unallowable costs were related to the
department's purchase of the California Medical
Association's Health Tips publication. However,
most of this publication was not related to-illegal
drug, alcohol, and tobacco abuse education and
prevention. The remaining costs, totalling
approximately $1,900, were for a contractor's
professional development costs, which were not
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included in the contract and are not allowable under
federal regulations. |

- The office allowed two contractors td begin work
before the related contracts were approved.

Criteria: The United States Code, Title 20, Section 3194(b), allows
the department to use the program development funds
available under the Drug-Free Schools and
Communities--State Grants program for training and
technical assistance programs concerning drug abuse
education and prevention, the development and
distribution of material teaching that illicit drug use
is harmful, demonstration projects in drug abuse
education and prevention, special financial assistance to
enhance resources available for drug abuse education and
prevention in certain areas, and for administrative costs
of the State. Also, the draft nonregulatory guidance for
the Drug-Free Schools and Communities--State Grants
program states that agencies may choose to include drug
and alcohol abuse education and prevention as part of a
comprehensive health education program; however, the
expenditure of Drug-Free Schools and Communities--State
Grants program funds must be limited to that part of the
program dealing with drug and alcohol abuse education and
prevention. In addition, the California Revenue and
Taxation Code, Section 30122(b) (1), states that funds
within the Health Education Account within the Cigarette
and Tobacco Products Surtax Fund shall only be available
for appropriation to programs for the prevention and
reduction of tobacco use, primarily among children,
through school and community health education programs.
Moreover, the State Administrative Manual, Section 1205,
states that each contract shall contain a clear and
complete statement of the services provided and specify
the amount to be paid, including the basis for payment.
Additionally, the Office of Management and Budget,
Circular A-87, states that, for costs to be allowable
under a grant program, costs must be authorized or not
prohibited under the state's laws and regulations, and be
necessary and reasonable for the proper and efficient
administration of the federal grant. Further, the Code
of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section 80.20(b) (2),
requires that the state and its subgrantees maintain
records which identify the source and application of
funds provided for federally supported activities.
Finally, the State Administrative Manual, Section 1203,
states that contracts are effective from the date of the
Department of General Services' approval.

Recommendation: The department should ensure that its Office of
Healthy Kids, Healthy California administers contracts in
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Response:

accordance with federal and state laws and regulations.
Further, the department should ensure that its Office of
Healthy Kids, Healthy California only uses Drug-Free
Schools and Communities--State Grants funds and state
tobacco funds for purposes that are specifically
allowable under federal and state law. .

Subitem a: The California Department of Education (CDE)
has taken significant steps toward a comprehensive and
coordinated program approach focusing on children's
health and well-being. Educators today recognize that
children come to school with many of their basic needs
for health and safety unmet. Comprehensive school health
programs are a basic and necessary ingredient of
effective education and the prevention of drug, alcohol
and tobacco abuse.

Many of the Healthy Kids Healthy California (HKHC)
contracts are split-funded between federal 'Drug-Free
Schools and Communities--State Grants and state tobacco
funds. There is so much overlap between activities, it
is often more feasible to combine funding into one
contract. The focus of the contracts in question are
related to drug, alcohol, and tobacco-use prevention.
However, health counseling, nutrition, and physical
education services and parent and community invelvement
play an extremely important role in the total well-being
of the child. If a child is healthy, he is less likely
to become an abuser of drug, alcohol or tobacco.

To identify funding sources and uses, the CDE is
requiring separate budgets for each funding source in all
new contracts or contract amendments. The' CDE is
currently seeking additional clarification from . the U.S.
Department of Education of its definition of
comprehensive health as it applies to the federal Drug-
Free Schools and Communities Act. Based on‘the U.S.
Department of Education response, the CDE will ensure
that federal Drug-Free Schools program funds are only
used for the purposes specifically allowed under federal
laws and regulations.

Subitem b: The CDE agrees with this finding. It was an
oversight not to include information regarding
registration fees in the contract with the Placer County
Office of Education. The HKHC Office has received the
final expenditure report from Placer County Office of
Education. The report includes an accounting of all
income and expenditures by category (see Attachment A).
The report states $22,401 was received in registration
income and total contract expenditures were $132,201.



In the future, the HKHC Office will more carefully review
contracts and grants to ensure that all services to be
performed are included in the contract 1language and
specifically described in the cost, timeline, and
services-to-be-provided sections of the contract.

Subitem c: In June 1991, due to budget cuts and the
redirection of CDE resources, the HKHC Office lost four
positions. In November 1991, after discussions between
the project monitor of the California State University
(CSU) Hornet Foundation (student) and the CDE's Contract
Office Manager, the CDE entered into an interagency
agreement with the CSU Trustees to retain the services of
two former graduate students based on the justification
that these individuals were exempt from civil service as
described in Section 4 of Article VII of the California
Constitution. In March 1992, the CDE prepared an
amendment to the interagency agreement to increase the
funding and extend the timeline. The amendment was
submitted to the Department of General Services for
approval.

The Department of General Services (DGS) requested
additional information from the CDE to clarify an
interpretation of interjurisdictional exchange of
employees. The CDE requested that the State Personnel
Board review the CDE's interagency agreement with the CSU
Trustees to clarify the issue for the DGS. 1In addition,
at the same time, the DGS and the Office of the Auditor
General requested clarification from the State Personnel
Board.

At no time did the CDE consider the interagency agreement
to be a violation of civil service hiring procedures.
The two individuals were no longer students and therefore
ineligible for employment under Government Code Section
19133. The CDE entered into the agreement merely in a
good faith effort to continue their services with the
HKHC Office. ‘

The HKHC Office is working with the CDE's Contract Office
and the State Personnel Board to ensure compliance with
civil service hiring practices.

Subitem d: To identify expenditures by funding source,
the CDE now requires budgets by funding source on all new
contracts and contract amendments.

Subitem e: One of the contracts with private
organizations identified as not allowable under federal
laws and regulations was a contract with the California
Medical Association to produce a health education
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resource for county office of education, school district,
health organization, and other health educators. This
contract was a joint effort and at the request of the
California Medical Association.

Federal Drug-Free Schools and Communities--State Grants
Program funds were used to support this publication
because the CDE considers comprehensive health to include
all health related issues, including those identified as
high risk factors and those which include the health and
well being of individuals. Comprehensive health
education reduces the occurrence of drug, alcohol and
tobacco abuse.

The CDE is currently seeking additional clarijification
from the U.S. Department of Education of its definition
of comprehensive health as it applies to the federal
Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act. Based on the U.S.
Department of Education response, the CDE will ensure
that federal Drug-Free Schools program funds are only
used for the purposes specifically allowed under federal
laws and regqgulations.

The second identified contract provides ongoing
maintenance and technical assistance to the CDE's
statewide electronic telecommunications system (PREVNET) .
The $1,900 in questioned costs identified for this
contract represent $1,000 for (4 days at $250 per day)
and approximately $900 in out-of-state travel costs. The
out-of-state travel was omitted from the contract
language. ‘

This contract was awarded because the contractor is the
sole provider of the contract services and possesses the
technical computer knowledge and expertise necessary to
implement the CDE's telecommunications system (PREVNET)
statewide. The contract required the acquisition of
software development knowledge and installation
procedures for new state-of-the-art hardware designed to
expand the on-line capacity of informational resources.
The contractor attended an out-of-state National States
Consortium workshop at the our request to obtain
information on the current state-of-the-art hardware.
His attendance ensured the involvement of California in
the national consortium and the receipt of development
information for improvement of the PREVNET system. The
CDE does not agree that the out-of-state trip was for the
professional development of the contractor. The purpose
of the trip was to provide the contractor with the
information needed to upgrade the CDE's PREVNET system.



Subitem f: One of the contracts in which the contractor
reportedly began work before the contract was approved
was the CDE's contract with the Californians for Drug-
Free Youth, Inc. for development of educational packets.
The CDE prepared a sole source justification and the
‘contract was approved by the Office of Small and Minority
Business, Department of General Services, on April 7,
1992. The contract start date was May 1, 1992. The
Department of General Services approved the contract on
June 29, 1992.

The CDE informed the contractor that no work related to
the development of the educational packets could -begin
without approval by the Department of General Services.
The contractor chose to use other funding sources to
develop, print and mail educational packets to every
school before the close of the school year in early June.
The contractor understood that their agency would not be
reimbursed if their CDE contract was not approved. The
contractor chose to take this risk.

The second contract identified in this finding is the
CDE's contract with Computer Access for maintenance of
the PREVNET system. In December 1991, an amendment was
prepared to increase funding by $20,000 and extend the
contract for six months to June 30, 1992. The purpose of
the extension was to allow the HKHC Office to look into
a more cost-effective and efficient means of continuing
the PREVNET telecommunications system. Because of the
increase in funding, a new sole source exemption was
required to amend the contract. The sole source
exemption was not approved by the Office of Procurement.
The Office of Procurement requested additional
information which the CDE provided in February 1992 after
conferring with the CDE's Information Systems Division
and the Department of Finance regarding the computerized
system. The Office of Procurement approved the contract
amendment in March 1992.

Because over thirty days had lapsed since the ending date
of the contract, December 31, 1991, the CDE decided that
a new contract with this contractor was more appropriate
than a contract amendment. A new contract was prepared
with a start date of February 27, 1992. In a good faith
effort to maintain the operation of the PREVNET system
during the time of the contract preparation, review and
approval, the contractor continued his services.

The HKHC Office will, in the future, allow sufficient
lead time when processing sole source contracts where
specialized skills and expertise are critical to the
continued operation of statewide computer data systems.
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Item 2.

Finding:

Possible Incorrect Interpretation of the Federal
Requlations for the Drug-Free Schools and

Communities--State Grants Program

The department may have{incorrectly interpreted federal
regulations for the Drug-Free Schools and
Communities--State Grants program when it calculated the
maximum amount it could use for program development and
administrative costs for fiscal year 1991-92. Based on
its interpretation of federal regulations, the department
calculated the maximum amount it could use for program
development and administrative costs as 10 percent of the
total grant award or approximately $4.2 million.
However, in a memorandum from the United States
Department of Education (USDOE), the federal government
has calculated the maximum allowable program development
and administrative costs as 10 percent of only a portion
of the grant award called the "base allocation." Since
the base allocation was approximately $22 million, the
USDOE calculates the allowable program development and
administrative costs as approximately $2.2 million. As
a result, if the department has incorrectly calculated
the amount it could use for program development and
administrative costs, it withheld approximately
$2 million that it should have used for entitlements to
local educational agencies.

We reported a similar weakness during our audit for
fiscal year 1990-91. On July 10, 1992, the department
responded to our management letter that it is seeking
written clarification from the USDOE on the correct
interpretation of these federal regulations. In
addition, the department believes its interpretation of
the administrative and. program development costs is
correct. According to the program administrator, the
department distributed 90 percent of the base allocation
to local educational agencies (LEAs), the amount required
by federal law. However, the program administrator
states that the department distributed a portion of these
funds to ten LEAs that established ten statewide "Healthy
Kids Regional Centers." The purpose of these regional
centers is to provide technical assistance to LEAs within
their region. Therefore, the program administrator feels
the needs of LEAs are served. However, based on our
interpretation of federal law, the department's method is
incorrect. Federal law requires that the department
distribute these funds directly to LEAs based on a
prescribed formula. The department directly contracted
with the ten LEAs to sponsor the regional centers. We
found no evidence in the contracts that they were based
on a formula. Instead, the contract award and future
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Criteria:

amendments appear to be based on the funds available at
the time the original contracts and amendments were
entered into.

The United States Code, Title 20, Section 3194 (b), states
that not more than 10 percent of the amounts available
under Section 3191(b) may be used for program development
and administrative costs. Section 3191(b) states that
the amounts allocated to the department shall be used to
carry out its responsibilities in accordance with
Section 3194 and for grants to local and intermediate
educational agencies. The department interprets
Section 3191(b) as referring to the entire grant award
whereas the memorandum from the USDOE, dated
July 15, 1991, interprets this section as referring only
to a portion of the grant award called the "base
allocation."

Recommendation: The department should continue its efforts to

Response:

obtain clarification from the USDOE of the correct
interpretation of the federal codes.

To comply with 20 USC 3191(b), the CDE has provided 90
percent of the base allocation and all of the additional
funds provided under the Drug-Free Schools and
Communities--State Grants program to local educational
agencies. In 1991-92, the CDE provided a portion of
these funds to ten county offices of education serving as
statewide regional centers based on an average daily
attendance formula. The CDE used the average daily
attendance of the regional area rather than enrollment
because county offices of education provide services
based on average daily attendance, not enrollment. ,

However, to fully comply with the federal regulations,
all regional center contracts for 1992-93 are being
amended to provide funding based on enrollment and not
average daily attendance. The CDE is continuing to
obtain written clarification from the U.S. Department of
Education regarding the distribution of part of the base
allocation to the ten regional centers.



Item 3.

Finding:

Criteria:

!
Inadequate Procedures for Limiting Cash Advances to Local
Educational Agencies Participating in the Drug-Free
Schools and Communities--State Grants Program

The department does not have adequate procedures to
ensure that cash advanced to LEAs participating in the
Drug-Free Schools and Communities--State Grants program
is limited to the LEAs' immediate cash requirements.
Specifically, rather than making payments to the LEAs
periodically as the department does for other federal
programs, the department paid the LEAs the entire amount
of their fiscal year 1991-92 entitlements in one payment
at the beginning of the year.

We reported a similar weakness during our audit for
fiscal year 1990-91. Beginning in fiscal year 1992-93,
the department intends to issue entitlements to the LEAs
in several payments throughout the fiscal vyear. The
department is also now requiring the LEAs to provide
additional information on the amount of cash they have on
hand.

The Code of Federal = Regulations, Title 34,
Section 80.20(b)(7), requires that the timing and amount
of cash advances be as close as possible to the actual
disbursements by the recipient organization.

Recommendation: The department should continue with its plan to

Response:

implement procedures to 1limit cash advances to the
immediate needs of the LEAs.

The CDE has taken action to limit cash advances to LEAs.
As stated in the finding, the CDE is disbursing.the 1992-
93 Drug-Free Schools and Communities--State Grants
Program funds to LEAs in three installments. Attachment
B is a copy of the grant award letter in which the CDE
advised LEAs that 60 percent of the award will be paid in
November, 20 percent in January, and 20 percent in June.
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Finding:

Criteria:

(
Incorrect Formula for Determining Amount of Federal
Funds Carried Over by Iocal Educational Agencies
Participating in the Drug-Free Schools and
Communities--State Grants Program

The department's formula for calculating the maximum
amount of unused federal funds that the LEAs can carry
over from the current fiscal year to the following fiscal
year is incorrect. The formula calculates the maximum
carry-over as 25 percent of the sum of the current year's
grant amount and any carry-over from the previous year.
However, federal 1law restricts the carry-over to
25 percent of the current fiscal year's allocation only.
LEAs must return any federal funds in excess of the
25 percent limitation to the department so that it can
distribute these unused funds to other LEAs. We
identified one LEA that had excess carry-over funds of
approximately $431,000 during fiscal year 1991-92.

The United States Code, Title 20, Section
3194 (a) (4) (A) (i) and (ii) requires that the LEAs return
to the department any unused funds from the current
fiscal year's grant amount and that the department
reallocate these funds to other LEAs that plan to use the
funds on a timely |basis. However, Section
3194 (a) (4) (B) (i) states that in any fiscal year, the LEAs
may retain for obligation in the succeeding fiscal year
no more than 25 percent of the allocatlon it receives
during the current fiscal year.

Recommendation: The department should change its procedures to

Response:

ensure that the LEAs retain no more than 25 percent of
the current fiscal year's grant amount for use in~ the
succeeding fiscal year. L
The 1990-91 Drug, Alcohol and Tobacco Education (DATE)
application did not clearly state the 25 percent
carryover provision restriction. However, the 1991-92
DATE application was amended and specifically states that
carryover for the Drug-Free Schools and Communities--
State Grant Program is calculated not to exceed "a
maximum of 25 percent of the annual appropriation.™ To
further ensure that there is no misunderstanding, the CDE
revised the 1992-93 DATE application to state "a maximum
of 25 percent of the 1991-92 entitlement amount, not
including any previous year carryover." Attachments C
and D are copies of 1991-92 and 1992-93 DATE application
instructions on carryover.

In the case of Los Angeles City Unified School District,
cited in your finding, the additional carryover was
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provided in their} 1991-92 DATE application bud&et which
includes a plan designed around the Drug-Free Schools
program requirements. 20 USC 3194 (a) (4) (B) (ii) provides
that amounts greater than 25 percent may be carried over
if approved by the state education agency if the LEA
demonstrates "good cause" for utilizing and expending the
funds in a timely manner. The LEA must submit a plan
outlining the purpose and timeline for use of these
carryover funds. The LEA must also demonstrate assurance
of expenditures according to the law. The Los Angeles
City DATE application provided this information. '
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Item 5.

Finding:

Criteria:

In'lsufficient Monitoring of ILocal Educational Agencies
Participating in the Drug-Free Schools and
Communities--State Grants Program

In August 1989, the USDOE reported that the department
did not formally monitor the LEAs participating in the
Drug-Free Schools and Communities--State Grants program.
The department responded that it plans to design a dual
monitoring system that would include a district-level
progress reporting system and a school-site visit
monitoring system. As a result, the department now
requires the LEAs to include in their application for
funding an annual progress report of their previous
year's activities. However, the department could not
provide us documentation showing that it performed
on-site monitoring visits during fiscal year 1991-92.

We reported a similar weakness during our audit for
fiscal year 1990-91. Beginning in fiscal year 1992-93,
the department plans to include a review of approximately
50 LEAs for compliance with the Drug-Free Schools and
Communities Act in the department's Consolidated
Compliance Review monitoring process.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section
80.40(a), requires grantees to monitor activities to
ensure that the LEAs comply with applicable federal
requirements and achieve performance goals. .

Recommendation: The department should continue with its efforts to

Response:

implement on-site monitoring procedures to ensure that
the LEAs comply with applicable federal requirements and
achieve performance goals.

The CDE agrees with this finding. HKHC Office staff have
been working with the Compliance and Consolidated
Programs Management Division to participate in the
Coordinated Compliance Reviews (CCR) scheduled for 1992-
93. The CCRs for 1992-93 will include a review of the
Drug-Free Schools and Communities--State Grant Program.
HKHC staff attended training sessions and developed the
review instrument. Attachment E is a copy of the CCR for
the Drug-Free Schools and Communities--State Grant
Program. v

As reported in our response to the 1990-91 single audit
findings, the CDE contracted with the Los Angeles County
Office of Education to develop a monitoring visitation
plan to be used by each county. The county office
developed a quality review instrument for LEAs to use in
self-evaluating their implementation of DATE progra=zns.

13



In addition, the CDE is currently contracting with
Southwest Regional laboratories to conduct a three-year
evaluation of the DATE Program, as required by the
Legislature to provide:

- statistical information regarding student behavior;

- program costs and how funds are used; and

- in-depth case studies on school districts
identifying what does and does not work.

Results from this study will be available in 1994.

14



Item 6.

Finding:

Criteria:

Insufficient Monitoring of Local Educational Agencies
Participating in the Eisenhower Mathematics and Science
Education--State Grants Program v s

In June 1992, the USDOE reported that the department did
not systematically monitor the LEAs participating in the
Eisenhower Mathematics and Science Education--State
Grants program. The USDOE recommended that the
department develop a plan to systematically monitor the
LEAs for compliance and for program quality, which could
include statewide or regional meetings, a selected sample
of on-site reviews, and systematic telephone contact.
When the department does not sufficiently monitor the
LEAs, it can not ensure that they are complying with
federal requirements.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 34, Section
80.40(a), requires grantees to monitor activities to
ensure the LEAs comply with applicable federal
requirements and achieve performance goals.

Recommendations: The department should implement a plan to monitor

Response:

the LEAs to ensure that they comply with applicable
federal requirements and that they achieve performance

goals.

The 1992-93 LEA application for Eisenhower Mathematics
and Science Education--State Grants program was.revised
to request additional budget and programmatic
information. The CDE will conduct informational
workshops at the statewide California Teachers
Association and the cCalifornia Mathematics Council

‘Meetings to assist LEAs with completion of their

applications. The CDE has established positions for
additional <clerical and technical support and _ is
currently filling the positions to assist with record
keeping, report processing, and information dissemination
for the Eisenhower program. Establishment of these
positions was delayed due to the state budget situation
of the past few years.

The CDE is currently developing a plan to systematically
monitor LEA programs. The plan will include a’pattern
and time table for LEA site visits and telephone calls.
The plan will include a sampling of LEAs each year.

In addition to the plan for monitoring, the CDE has let
a contract for a performance evaluation to be conducted
by Policy Analysis for California Education (PACE), an
independent research organization. The evaluation will

15



provide the CDE with information about the overall
effectiveness of the Eisenhower program.

Finally, the LEA application for 1992-95 was revised to
require annual updates. The annual update will require
that LEAs focus on program administration at least once
a year.

16



Item 7.

Finding:

Criteria:

. ]
Insufficient Control Over Expenditure Reports From lLocal
Educational Agencies Participating in the Eisenhower
Mathematics and Science Educationf-state Grants Program

The department does not ensure that all LEAs submit
expenditure reports and does not promptly bill school
districts for unused funds for the Eisenhower Mathematics
and Science Education--State Grants program. We selected
for review 30 LEAs that should have submitted expenditure
reports during fiscal year 1991-92 and found the

following:

As of September 30, 1992, three LEAs had not
submitted expenditure reports for fiscal year
1990-91 even though the expenditure reports were due
on January 17, 1992. In total, for fiscal year
1990-91, the department had advanced the three LEAs
approximately $1,800. If the expenditure reports
are not submitted promptly, the department cannot
determine whether the LEAs spent all funds paid or
should return unused funds.

The department uses the expenditure reports to
identify unused funds that should be returned to the
department and, in turn, to the federal government.
For six school districts whose expenditure reports
for fiscal year 1990-91 were dated between
December 16, 1991, and May 29, 1992, the department
identified approxlmately'ss 100 in unused funds. As
of September 30, 1992, or between four to nine
months after the date of the expenditure reports,
the department had yet to bill these school
districts for the unused funds. As a result, the
LEAs are holding excess federal funds that should be
returned to the federal government.

The Code of Federal Regulatlons, Title 34, Section
76.722, states that a state may require an LEA to furnish
reports that the state needs to carry out its
responsibilities under the program. The department
required that the LEAs submit an expenditure report for
fiscal year 1990-91 with a due date of January 17, 1992.
Additionally, the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 31,
Section 205.4(a), requires that the timing and amount of
cash advances be as close as administratively feasible to
the actual disbursement by the recipient organization.
Once the department recognizes that the recipient
organization has not used its entire cash advance, the
State Administrative Manual, Section 8776.2, requires
agencies to prepare and send out an invoice or other type
of claim document as soon as possible after the

17



recognition of a claim. |

|

Recommendation: The department should ensure that all LEAs submit
an expenditure report. Additionally, the department
should promptly bill the LEAs for any unused funds.

Response: The CDE agrees that the time for processing expenditure
reports must be shortened. The addition of two clerical
support positions will speed the processing time and
"ensure prompt follow up on unreceived expenditure reports
and billing of LEAs for unused Eisenhower program funds.

18



Item 8.

Finding:

|

Inadequate Procedures‘To Ensure That Private, Nonprofit
Agencies Comply With Federal Regqulations

The department does not sufficiently monitor the audit
reports that private, nonprofit agencies submit to the
department for the National School Lunch and School
Breakfast (NSLB) programs and the State Legalization
Impact Assistance Grants (SLIAG) program. We found the
following specific problems:

- The department was not able to provide us with a
list of private, nonprofit agencies of the NSLB
programs that were required to submit an audit
report for fiscal year 1990-91. Additionally, the
department could not provide us with 5 of 20 audit
reports we selected for review related to the NSLB
programs. As a result, we could not conclude the
department properly monitored the receipt of the
required audit reports for the NSLB programs or that
it resolved instances of noncompliance included in
the audit reports. We observed a similar weakness
during our financial audit for fiscal year 1990-91.

- The department did not obtain audit reports' from
15 of the 44 private, nonprofit agencies
participating in the SLIAG program that were
required to submit audit reports in fiscal year
1990-91. The department is responsible for ensuring
that subrecipients meet the federal requirement to
obtain independent audits. Unless the department
receives the audit reports, it cannot be sure that
subrecipients participating in the SLIAG program
complied with this requirement. Further, the
department cannot determine if the subrecipients
complied with the terms and conditions of the SLIAG
program. We observed a similar weakness during. our
financial audit for fiscal years 1989-90 and
1990-91. ‘

Criteria: According to the federal Office of Management and Budget,

Circular A-133, state or local governments that allocate
$25,000 or more of federal financial assistance to
nonprofit institutions must ensure that the nonprofit
institutions obtain an independent audit that determines
whether federal financial assistance was spent in
accordance with applicable 1laws and requlations.
Additionally, Circular A-133 states that audits shall
usually be performed annually but not less frequently
than every two years. Finally, a departmental policy
directed to all school nutrition program sponsors
requires that private, nonprofit agencies submit annual
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audits to the department.

Recommendation: The department should sufficiently monitor the

Response:

audit reports submitted by private, nonprofit agencies
and ensure that they obtain independent audits at least
every two years.

Subitem a: The CDE concurs with this finding. The CDE
was unable to provide the listing of private, nonprofit
agencies having National School Lunch and Breakfast
programs that were required to submit a report for 1990-
91 because of a computer diskette failure. However, the
CDE was able to provide the auditors with the Annual
Audit Status Certification forms which showed the
agencies required to submit an audit report. To ensure
that a listing of private, nonprofit agencies is always
available, the CDE now has a computerized listing that is
backed up to multiple diskettes. The 1list is also
maintained by the CDE's School Nutrition program staff.

The CDE was unable to provide five of the twenty audit
reports requested for 1990-91 because the Office of
External Audits moved Jjust prior to the due date for
submission of the audit reports and the office staff were
unable to determine whether the missing audit reports
were received and misplaced during the move or just not
received. The CDE has built checks and controls into the
newly updated database system to prevent a 1loss of
records in the future.

Subitem b: The CDE's Amnesty Education Office has sent
letters notifying three of the fifteen agencies who have
not submitted 1990-91 audit reports that their audit
reports are overdue and that their 1992-93 applications
for State Legalization Impact Assistance Grants funding
will not be approved until their audit report is
received. Attachment F is a copy of the letters. The
remaining twelve agencies who did not submit 1990-91
audit reports have not applied for funding in 1992-93.
The Amnesty Education Office will send each of these

agencies a letter requesting their audit reports. :
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Item 9.

Finding:

Criteria:

Inadequate Procedures To Ensure That ILocal Educational
Agencies Comply With Federal Requlations

The department did not adequately review the audit
reports submitted by the LEAs for fiscal year 1989-90.
Additionally, the department did not ensure the LEAs
resolved within six months all instances of noncompliance
with federal laws and regulations identified in the
fiscal year 1990-91 audit reports. We reviewed the
department's procedures for resolving instances of
noncompliance identified in audit reports submitted by
the LEAs and found the following specific deficiencies:

For its review of the fiscal year 1989-90 audit
reports, the department implemented new procedures
for resolving instances of noncompliance. These new
procedures required that the department only resolve
those instances of noncompliance that were included
~in the audit reports for two consecutive years or
that had a financial impact. Thus, among the
approximately 1,400 instances of noncompliance in
all audit reports, the department identified almost
250 instances of noncompliance, and the new
procedures required the department to resolve those
instances. However, because the department did not
require the LEAs to resolve the remaining
1,150 instances of noncompliance identified in the
audit reports, the department cannot be certain the
LEAs complied with federal laws and regulations.

For its review of the fiscal year 1990-91 audit
reports, the department implemented new procedures
designed to ensure that the LEAs resolve all
instances of noncompliance with federal laws and
reqgulations. We found that 21 of 30 audit reports
we reviewed identified instances in which the LEA
did not comply with federal laws and regulations.
For 19 of these 21, the department did not ensure
that the LEAs resolved within six months the
instances of noncompliance with federal laws and
regulations identified in these reports. As of
October 1, 1992, the department had resolved the
instances of noncompliance identified in 12 of the
19 audit reports and has begun to resolve the
instances of noncompliance in the remaining seven
audit reports.

According to the federal Office of Management and Budget,
Circular A-128, state or local governments tpat allocate
$25,000 or more of federal financial assistance to a
subrecipient must determine whether subrecipients spent
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federal financial assistance in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations. Circular A-128 requires
that state or local governments ensure that appropriate
corrective action is taken within six months of receipt
of the audit reports. _

Recommendation: The department should ensure that it requires the

Response:

LEAs to correct all instances of noncompliance with
federal laws and regulations identified in the audit
reports within six months. ‘

Over the past two fiscal years, the CDE has sustained
major reductions in its General Fund operating budget.
Given the magnitude of the decrease in state funding, the
CDE was forced to eliminate the LEA audit follow-up
function from the External Audit Office. For 1989-90, an
alternative, less costly procedure to monitor and review
LEA audit exceptions was developed and implemented within
the School Business Services Division.

The universe of 1989-90  audit exceptions was. surveyed,
and it was determined that 250 of the identified
exceptions required additional follow-up. The remaining:
1,150 instances of noncompliance were judged to be less
significant. For example, approximately 500 of the
exceptions were related to first time noncompliance
attendance issues having no fiscal impact. The remaining
instances of noncompliance related to such issues as
weaknesses in internal control systems, deficiencies in
management procedures and record keeping for equipment,
and incomplete Program Cost Reports (Form J-380).
Because these exceptions were determined to be 1less
significant and because of the diminished resources
available, the CDE did not follow up on their resolution.

However, as is pointed out in the finding, thé CDE has
implemented new procedures for the 1990-91 fiscal year
audit reports, designed to ensure that the LEAs resolve
all instances of noncompliance with federal laws and
regulations, as well as those identified in the LEA's
audit for two consecutive years. Although the CDE was
unable to ensure that the LEAs resolved within six months
the instances of noncompliance with federal 1laws and
regulations identified in these reports, it is in fact,
ensuring that all such exceptions identified in the 1990-
91 audit reports are resolved. Despite its continued
reduction of state resources, the CDE has developed an
action plan to follow up on the identified audit
exceptions in the 1991-92 audit reports as quickly as
they are received. Thus, the 1991-92 audit exceptions
should be resolved within the six ronth period.
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Item 10.

Finding:

Criteria:

Delay in Disbursing Federal Grant Monies

The department's cash management system does not minimize
the amount of time between receiving federal funds and
disbursing them to subrecipients. We tested 207 claims
to determine the amount of time between receipt and
disbursement. We found that, for 14 claims, the State
was from one to eight days late in disbursing the funds,
for an average delay of 3.14 days. We observed similar
weaknesses during our financial audit for fiscal years
1987-88 through 1990-91.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 31,
Section 205.4(a), requires that the timing and-amount of
cash advances be as close as administratively feasible to
the actual disbursement by the recipient organization.
We consider a delay of no more than five working days as
administratively feasible.

Recommendation: The department should improve its compliance with

Response:

federal requirements by minimizing the delay between the
receipt of federal funds and the actual disbursement.

This finding is incorrect insofar as it states, "The
Department's cash management system does not minimize
the amount of time between receiving federal funds and
disbursing them to subrecipients.® The CDE handles only
a portion of the state's cash management system. .

The finding cites 14 claims for which disbursement of the
funds was late. The CDE's Accounting Office filed all
fourteen claims within one business day of receiving the
federal funds. It is impossible for CDE staff to improve
this timeline since the ‘State Controller's Office
requires cash to be drawn prior to the submission of
claims to their office. This state policy prohibits the
CDE from making further progress in minimizing the time
between the receipt of federal funds and the disbursement
of the funds.

Perhaps the implementation of the Federal Cash Management
Improvement Act of 1990 will stimulate a coordinated
effort between state control agencies to examine and
reconsider the policy of requiring cash to be drawn prior
to submission of claims. Until that effort takes place,
the CDE anticipates no further improvements in the
timeliness of disbursing federal funds.
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Item 11. Noncompliance With Other Federal Requirements |

Findings and Criteria:
In the following instances, the department did not always
comply with administrative requirements of the federal

government:

We reviewed 30 applications from the LEAs for the
Drug-Free Schools and Communities--State Grants
program. We found that one application was
substantially incomplete, one application had no
evidence of approval, three applications did not
contain required progress reports, one application
did not contain required program assurances, and two
applications' budget summary amounts did not agree
with the amount received under the grant. - The
United States Code, Title 20, Section 3196(a) (2) (R),
requires the LEAs to submit applications and provide
information and assurances that the state
educational agency responsible for distributing the
grant funds reasonably determines to be necessary.

The department could not provide us with one of
30 applications we selected for review for the
Eisenhower Mathematics and Science Education--State
Grants program. The Code of Federal Regulations,
Title 34, Section 208.22 requires the LEAs to submit
applications in order to receive funds for the
Eisenhower Mathematics and Science Education--State

Grants program.

Each year, the department reports to the USDOE the
state's average per pupil expenditure data on the
National Public Education Financial Survey form
(survey). Of ten LEAs we selected for testing, the
department was not able to locate documentation to
support the expenditure information included in the
survey for one LEA and the revenue information for
another one. Additionally, the department
overstated total revenues of approximately
$22 billion by approximately $11.9 million because
it made input errors when accumulating the revenue

information included in the survey. The United

States Code, Title 20, Section 2711(a) (2) (),
requires that the state's average per pupil
expenditure data be used for the allocation of
Chapter 1 funds. The USDOE requests that the
department submit this information on the National
Public Education Financial Survey form. Finally,
good accounting practice dictates that the
information included in the survey be supported and
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accurate. . |

- The department did not review the required
50 percent of all processors participating in the
Food Distribution program for fiscal year 1991-92.
Instead, the department reviewed only 8 of 32, or
25 percent of all processors. However, even though
only 8 processors were reviewed during fiscal year
1991-92, the department had reviewed the ‘-other
24 processors during fiscal year 1990-91 and thus
had reviewed all processors within two years. The
Code of Federal Regulations, Title 7,
Section 250.19(b) (ii), requires the department to
perform an on-site review of all processors at least
once every two years with no fewer than 50 percent
being reviewed each year.

Although individually these deviations may not appear to
be significant, they do represent noncompliance with
federal regulations, which are designed to protect the
public's resources from abuse.

Recommendation: The department should improve its compliance with

Response:

each of the federal requirements.

Subitem a: The CDE has developed a logging system for
1992-93 Drug, Alcohol and Tobacco Education applications.
The logging system will ensure that every county and
school district application is appropriately date
stamped, signed and reviewed for program and fiscal
accuracy before the application is processed.

Subitem b: The missing Eisenhower program application
for 1991-92 was from a small school district with
enrollment of 640. The LEA has had several
superintendents and 1little continuing staff since
applications were collected in 1989-90. The LEA has no
record or memory that the LEA applied for the funds.
Although substantial effort was made to ensure that the
CDE's computer records were correct before funds were
disbursed, the CDE now concludes that the grant was made
in error. The CDE will invoice the LEA for the funds
erroneously granted.

Subitem c: The CDE annually reports expenditure
information on the National Public Education Financial
Survey. Prior to 1988-89, the information requested was
at a relatively high level of aggregation. Beginning
with the 1988-89 fiscal year, however, the federal
government created a new survey report, greatly expanding
the level of expenditure detail required. The most
significant change for California was that the data
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requested was by object within function. Since the CDE
did not collect data in this manner, a new report - a
matrix - was created, and 260 LEAs, representing 80
percent of California's expenditures, were asked to
report their expenditures by object within function.
Using this data as the basis of the expenditures reported
for California's schools, the CDE reported to the U.S.
Department of Education in this manner for the flrst time
in the 1988-89 fiscal year.

Although the CDE was unable to locate documentation in
its 1988-89 storage files to support the expenditure
information included in the survey for one LEA and the
revenue information for another LEA, the CDE is
completely confident that the data reported on the survey
if fully supported. Because this was the first year in
which the expenditure information was reported on the
basis of the newly developed matrix, unfortunately some
input errors in revenue were made. The CDE recognizes
that, although the revenue input error is relatively
insignificant and the revenue information is not used by
the U.S. Department of Education, good accounting
practice does dictate that the information included in
the survey be accurate.

Since 1988-89, the CDE has prepared and filed survey
reports for 1989-90 and 1990-91 using the matrix as the
basis for the reports. The supporting data and
procedures for these reports are well documented.
Furthermore, for the 1990-91 fiscal year report, the CDE
received an acknowledgement from the U.S. Department of
Education of an error-free report. The CDE is confident
that its procedures and supporting documentation for the
survey are complete, accurate, and consistent with good
accounting practices.

Subitem d: The CDE concurs with his finding., The food
processor review function has been moved to another unit
within the CDE's Child Nutrition and Food Distribution
Division. The new unit is adequately staffed to conduct
the required reviews of processors within the time frame
required by federal regulations.
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FAY 918 833 1367

DATE: October 26, 1992
TO: Robert Ryan, Administrator
Healthy Kids Hglihy California Office
FROM: Peggy Lumpg: Coordinator
SUBJECT: Income/Expense Summary: Comprehensive Health Conferences
INCOME: Enphanccment Grant
Registration (North)
Registration (South)
Total
EXPENSES:
1000 Certificated Salaries
S0 Classified Saiaries
3000 Benefits
4000 Supplies
Inciudes photography, shipging,
AV rengal, conference support
materials. supplies. postage. &
printing) _
3000 Services
{Inciudes intern. media consuitanr.
preseater fees, heaith fairs, hotel
& travei for staff & presenters, wmx,
additional food charges, canceilation
fees)
7000 Indirect costs

Tatal

PLACER CNTY EDUC

$109,791
15,480

6.930

$132.201

37.322

¢ vt

3.601

$132.201

Atalh r%%:%‘f' A



Atachment B

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION Bill Honig
721 Capitol Mall; P.O. Box 944272

State Superintendent

Sacramento, CA 94244-2720 of Public Instruction
!

!

November 16, 1992

TO: County and District Superintendent of Schools

S,
FROM:  Sally Mentor; Derputy Superintendent

Curriculum and Instructional Leadership Branch

SUBJECT: DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES ACT OF 1986
GRANT AWARD FOR 1992-93
P.L. 101-647

This is to notify you that your Drug-Free Scheols application is in order and
approved for fiscal year 1992-33. The portion of your Drug, Alcohol, and
Tobacco Education (DATE) acplication that addresses the Drug-Free Schools
and Communities program meets the requirements of the rederal statute.

Your county/district was not:zled in May 1992 of an estimated grant amount.
That amount has not been changed and, upon receipt of this notice, the
county, district, or consortium is authorized to expend funds.

PLEASE NOTE: Beginning in 1992-93, Drug-Free Schools and Communities
funds will be paid in three installments of 60 percent in November, 20
percent in January, and 20 percent in June. The first installment will not be
paid until the 1991-92 DFSC Annual Report has been received.

1992-93 entitlement in appreximateiy eight weeks, if you submitted your

1991-92 DFSC Annual Repor=. The funds will be entered into your account.
) If you are participating in a consortium, vou are reminded ‘o create a

“memorandum of understanding” with the consortium lead agency to

transfer funds in accordance with the Drug-Free Schools and Communities
Act.

Federal statutes require that vou notiiy the California Department of
Education if any changes are made during the funding period that alter
submitted program pians or dudgets.

For further informaticn, conzact Sallvy Carstens at (916) 657912 or Kathv
Yeates at (916) 657-3085, Heaithy Kids Healthy California Office.

ccc  County/District Superintendent
Business Office
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I Dopritment of Educimtion
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Ataceh

consorlium members.)

Purpose: This page Is lo calculale lolal resourcas lor 1991 92 for each program
(A consontium should usae the sum ol entitlemants/grant awards lor all

T T R R PR R T R e R T

1991-92 Program Resources

e e T e e Nee

Offiea of Criminal Justice Planning -

._..>..:.§<

CDS Codea

m Program Resources

TUPE

DIESCG

CADDEE
46

CADVE
HAS

T Ulther
NRasources

TOTAL

1. 1990-91 tolal entittements/gram award

fo.

1890-81 tolal expendilures

;

Resources to be carried over 1o 1991-92

2J.
M.. 1991-92 entillements/grant award

Y5. Total 1991-92 resources (43 + #4)

~— e ————_

- e v

[}

** DFSC cartyover may nol exceed 25% of #1.

County DATE Application 1991

Counlies may use this column lo list other resources available for tha comprehensive pravention program.
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Compliance item/test

Review level/
How to test for compliance

Deug-Free Schanla and Caommunities Act .. 196

What to look for

Comments

DFSC.3 (continued)

- What opportunities for professional
growth have been offered to stafl in the
‘area of drug and alcohol prevention?

Key Strategy:

Counseling, intervention, and referval services are availahle to students and their immediate families.

DFSC.4 Drug abuse prevention and
Intervention counaeling programs are provided
for children of all ages and for their parents
and Immediate families.

Primary Tests :
DFSC.da The LEA has employed or has access

10 qualified professionals or other trained
counselors, including law enforcement officers
and peer counselors, (o carry out drug
prevention and intervention activitics.

(20 USC 3195(a)(2)(n)(c), 19S()(1))

DFSC.4b Procedures exist for the referral of
students, including dropouts and abusers of
drugs and alcohol, to intervention and treatment
programs and for referral of parents and
immediate familics of drug and alcohol abusers
to guidance counseling programs.

(20 USC 3195(a)(5-7)

DFSC.4c The LEA has established programs in

primary prevention and carly intervention, such

as the interdisciplinary school-team approach,
(20 USC 3195(a)(9)

District
- Review DATTE application, "Intervention”
component.

Site

- Interview counselots and other qualified
professionals.

ASK:

- What is your jole in the DFSC/DATE
program?

- How many.students, parents, or families
to you see per week/day?

District

- Review written procedures for referral.

- Review list of guidance and counseling
programs available.

District or Site
- Review student study team handbook or
proceduies,

- BEvidence that the activities proposed in the
plan to achieve this requirement have heen
~or will he carried out,
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION Bill Honig

721 Capitol Mall: P.O. Box 944272 State Superintencent
Sacramento, CA 94244-2720 | of Public Instructicn
November 6, 1992

Mr. George D. Lopez
San Diego Co. SER

2027 Mission Avenue, #E
Oceanside, CA 92054

Dear Mr. Lopez:

We have received approval to allocate $8 million for FY 1992-93 that was accumulated from
unspent funds of prior years. Efforts also continue to obtain additional federal funds;
however, there are no assurances that California will make SLIAG monies available for
education.

Your application to be funded as a SLIAG education provider for 1992-93 was received, and
the amount that would be available to your agency is $20,643. Our records reflect,
however, that your audits of the SLIAG program for FY 1990-91 have not yet been
submitted. An acceptable audit for each program year is required. Your grant application
cannot be approved at this time; however, the funds will be reserved and your application
retained until November 30, 1992, to allow time to receive the audits(s). If

your audit is not received by this date, your application will expire, and the funds will be
allocated to other agencies. Failure to submit an audit, as required, could result in your
agency being billed for all of the SLIAG funds received for that year.

For 1992-93 grants, all of the regulations and conditions of prior years remain in effect; in
addition the following stipulations also apply:

1. Reimbursement will be based on actual costs or an assigned hourly rate, whichever is less. Rates will
be assigned using as a base rates approved for FY 1990-91; however, the combined rates cannot exceed
an average of $5.50 statewide. Because there are fewer participants than in FY 1990-91, if you had
been spproved a rate that was more than $S an hour, it will be less this year. As soon as all grant
awards are finalized, agencies will be advised of the approved hourly rate for FY 1992-93.

Regardless of the rate which may be assigned, reimbursements cannot exceed either the average of
$500 per student or the grant award.

2. No expenditures will be reimbursed for equipment purchases or capital outlay expenditures unless
written approval is obtained from CDE in advance of the expenditure.



Page 2

6.

Individuals still needing their *Certificate of Satisfactory Pursuit® must be given immediate priority of
service.

Services provided (o a student after the expiration of their eligibility (S years after applying for amnesty
and lawful permanent residency) are not reimbursable.

Community-besed organizations that receive $25,000 or more federal funds, from any combination of
sources during the year must submit an audit report from an independent suditor. For sy agency
whose grant award is $25,000 or more, ten perceat of your grant sward will be set aside and withheld
until the required audit reports are received and approved. The FY 1991-92 audit report is to be
submitted prior to December 31, 1992. If it has not been received by March 15, 1993, reimbursement
payments will be suspended until it is received and deemed acceptable. The 1992-93 sudit report is due
within 90 days after the end of the agency’s fiscal year. Agencies failing to submit an acceptable sudit
report of FY 1992-93 by March 15, 1994, will forfeit the 10% withheld from the grant. The cost for
the audit is a reimbursable expense from your grant for the year being sudited.

Costs incurred beyond June 30, 1993 or beyond your grant amount will not be reimbursable.

Please submit the audit(s) as soon as possible. If you choose to withdraw your grant
application, please advise us by fax: (916) 327-5710, as well as by mail. If you have
questions, please call Bruce Bird at (916) 324-3839.

Sincerely,

K. Gwek Stephens,

Amnesty Education Office

KGS:eh



AHachment E
£Q. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION Bill Honig
j 721 Capitol Mall; P.O. Box 944272 State Superintendent
Sactamento, CA 94244-2720 of Public Instruction

November 6, 1992

Mr. Ricardo Alva

Mission Language/Vocational School
2929 19th Street

San Francisco, CA 94110

Dear Mr. Alva:

We have received approval to allocate $8 million for FY 1992-93 that was accumulated from
unspent funds of prior years. Efforts also continue to obtain additional federal funds;
however, there are no assurances that California will make SLIAG monies available for
education.

Your application to be funded as a SLIAG education provider for 1992-93 was received, and
the amount that would be available to your agency is $14,337. Our records reflect,
however, that your audits of the SLIAG program for FY(s) 1989-90 and 1990-91 have

not yet been submitted. An acceptable audit for each program year is required. Your grant
application cannot be approved at this time; however, the funds will be reserved and your
application retained until November 30, 1992, to allow time to receive the audits(s). If
your audit is not received by this date, your application will expire, and the funds will be
allocated to other agencies. Failure to submit an audit, as required, could result in your
agency being billed for all of the SLIAG funds received for that year.

For 1992-93 grants, all of the regulations and conditions of prior years remain in effect; in
addition the following stipulations also apply:

1. Reimbursement will be based on actual costs or an assigned hourly rate, whichever is less. Rates will
be assigned using as a base rates approved for FY 1990-91; however, the combined rates cannot exceed
an average of $5.50 statewide. Because there are fewer participants than in FY 1990-91, if you had
been approved a rate that was more than $5 an hour, it will be less this year. As soon as all grant
awards are finalized, agencies will be advised of the approved hourly rate for FY 1992-93.

Regardless of the rate which may be assigned, reimbursements cannot exceed either the average of
$500 per student or the grant award.

2. No expenditures will be reimbursed for equipment purchases or capital outlay expenditures unless
written approval is obtained from CDE in advance of the expenditure.
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6.

Individuals still needing their “Certificate of Satisfactory Pursuit® must be given immediate priority of

Services provided to a student after the expiration of their eligibility (S years after applying for amnesty
and lawful permanent residency) are not reimbursable.

Community-based organizations that receive $25,000 or more federal funds, from any combination of
sources during the year must submit an audit report from an independent auditor. For sny agency
whose grant award is $25,000 or more, ten percent of your grant award will be set aside and withheld
until the required audit reports are received and approved. The FY 1991-92 audit report is to be
submitted prior to December 31, 1992. If it has not been received by March 15, 1993, reimbursement
paymeats will be suspended until it is received and deemed acceptable. The 1992-93 sudit report is due
within 90 days after the end of the agency’s fiscal year. Agencies failing to submit an acceptable sudit
report of FY 1992-93 by March 15, 1994, will forfeit the 10% withheld from the grant. The cost for
the audit is a reimbursable expense from your grant for the year being audited.

Costs incurred beyond June 30, 1993 or beyond your grant amount will not be reimbursable.

Please submit the audit(s) as soon as possible. If you choose to withdraw your grant
application, please advise us by fax: (916) 327-5710, as well as by mail. If you have
questions, please call Bruce Bird at (916) 324-3839.

Sincerely,

K. Gwej} Stephens,

Amnesty Education Office

KGS:eh



\ CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION Bill Honig
i§ 721 Capitol Mall: P.O. Box 944272 State Superintencent
Sacramento, CA 94244-2720 of Public Instruction
November 6, 1992

Mr. George D. Lopez
San Diego Co. SER

2027 Mission Avenue, ¥E
Oceanside, CA 92054

Dear Mr. Lopez:

We have received approval to allocate $8 million for FY 1992-93 that was accumulated from
unspent funds of prior years. Efforts also continue to obtain additional federal funds;
however, there are no assurances that California will make SLIAG monies available for
education.

Your application to be funded as a SLIAG education provider for 1992-93 was received, and
the amount that would be available to your agency is $20,643. Our records reflect,
however, that your audits of the SLIAG program for FY 1990-91 have not yet been
submitted. An acceptable audit for each program year is required. Your grant application
cannot be approved at this time; however, the funds will be reserved and your application
retained until November 30, 1992, to allow time to receive the audits(s). If

your audit is not received by this date, your application will expire, and the funds will be
allocated to other agencies. Failure to submit an audit, as required, could result in your
agency being billed for all of the SLIAG funds received for that year.

For 1992-93 grants, all of the regulations and conditions of prior years remain in effect; in
addition the following stipulations also apply:

1. Reimbursement will be based on actual costs or an assigned hourly rate, whichever is less. Rates will
be assigned using as a base rates approved for FY 1990-91; however, the combined rates cannot exceed
an average of $5.50 statewide. Because there are fewer participants than in FY 1990-91, if you had
been approved a rate that was more than $5 an hour, it will be less this year. As soon as all grant
awards are finalized, agencies will be advised of the approved hourly rate for FY 1992-93.

Regardless of the rate which may be assigned, reimbursements cannot exceed either the average of
$500 per student or the grant award.

2. No expenditures will be reimbursed for equipment purchases or capital outlay expenditures unless
written approval is obtained from CDE in advance of the expenditure.
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6.

Individuals still needing their *Certificate of Satisfactory Pursuit® must be given immediate priority of
service.

Services provided to a student after the expiration of their eligibility (S years after applying for amnesty
and lawful permanent residency) are not reimbursable.

Community-based organizations that receive $25,000 or more federal funds, from any combinatioa of
sources during the year must submit an audit report from an independent auditor. For any sgency
whose grant award is $25,000 or more, ten percent of your grant award will be set aside and withheld
until the required audit reports are received and approved. The FY 1991-92 audit report is to be
submitted prior to December 31, 1992. If it has not been received by March 15, 1993, reimbursement
paymeats will be suspended until it is received and deemed acceptable. The 1992-93 audit report is due

- within 90 days after the end of the agency’s fiscal year. Agencies failing to submit an acceptable audit

report of FY 1992-93 by March 15, 1994, will forfeit the 10% withheld from the grant. The cost for
the audit is a reimbursable expense from your grant for the year being audited.

Costs incurred beyond June 30, 1993 or beyond your grant amount will not be reimbursable.

Please submit the audit(s) as soon as possible. If you choose to withdraw your grant
application, please advise us by fax: (916) 327-5710, as well as mail. If you have questions,
please call Bruce Bird at (916) 324-3839.

Sincerely,

K. Gwen Stephens,

Amnesty Education Office

KGS:eh



CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION Bill Honig
721 Capitol Mall; P.O. Box 944272 State Superintendent
Sacramento, CA 94244-2720 | of Public Instruction

November 6, 1992

Mr. Jorge Peralta

Progress School

1870 N. Hillhurst Avenue, #B
Los Angeles, CA 90027

Dear Mr. Peralta:

We have received approval to allocate $8 million for FY 1992-93 that was accumulated from
unspent funds of prior years. Efforts also continue to obtain additional federal funds;
however, there are no assurances that California will make SLIAG monies available for
education.

Your application to be funded as a SLIAG education provider for 1992-93 was received, and
~ the amount that would be available to your agency is $15,818. Our records reflect,
however, that your audits of the SLIAG program for FY 1990-91 have not yet been
submitted. An acceptable audit for each program year is required. Your grant application
cannot be approved at this time; however, the funds will be reserved and your application
retained until November 30, 1992, to allow time to receive the audits(s). If
your audit is not received by this date, your application will expire, and the funds will be
allocated to other agencies. Failure to submit an audit, as required, could result in your
agency being billed for all of the SLIAG funds received for that year.

For 1992-93 grants, all of the regulations and conditions of prior years remain in effect; in
addition the following stipulations also apply:

1. Reimbursement will be based on actual costs or an assigned hourly rate, whichever is less. Rates will
be assigned using as a base rates approved for FY 1990-91; however, the combined rates cannot exceed
an average of $5.50 statewide. Because there are fewer participants than in FY 1990-91, if you had
been approved a rate that was more than $5 an hour, it will be less this year. As soon as all grant
awards are finalized, agencies will be advised of the approved hourly rate for FY 1992-93.

Regardless of the rate which may be assigned, reimbursements cannot exceed ecither the average of
$500 per student or the grant award.

2. No expenditures will be reimbursed for equipment purchases or capital outlay expenditures unless
written approval is obtained from CDE in advance of the expenditure.



6.

Individuals still needing their "Certificate of Satisfactory Pursuit” must be given immediate priority of
service.

Services provided to a studeat after the expiration of their eligibility (5 years after applying for amnesty
and lawful permanent residency) are not reimbursable.

Community-based organizations that receive $25,000 or more federal funds, from any combination of
sources during the year must submit an audit report from an independent suditor. For any agency
whose grant award is $25,000 or more, ten percent of your grant award will be set aside and withheld
until the required audit reports are received and approved. The FY 1991-92 sudit report is to be
submitted prior to December 31, 1992. If it has not been received by March 15, 1993, reimbursement -
payments will be suspended until it is received and deemed acceptable. The 1992-93 audit report is due
within 90 days after the end of the agency’s fiscal year. Agencies failing to submit an acceptable audit
report of FY 1992-93 by March 15, 1994, will forfeit the 10% withheld from the grant. The cost for
the audit is a reimbursable expense from your grant for the year being audited.

Costs incurred beyond June 30, 1993 or beyond your grant amount will not be reimbursable.

Please submit the audit(s) as soon as possible. If you choose to withdraw your grant
application, please advise us by fax: (916) 327-5710, as well as by mail. If you have
questions, please call Bruce Bird at (916) 324-3839.

Sincerely,




Telephone: STATE OF CALIFORNIA Kurt R. Sjoberg

916) 445-0255 . , ) Kurt R. Sjoberg
o Office of the Auditor General uditor General (acting)

660 J STREET, SUITE 300
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

October 30, 1992 Management Letter X-510

Russell Gould, Secretary
Health and Welfare Agency
1600 Ninth Street, Room 460
Sacramento, California 95814

Déar Mr. Gould:

As part of our comprehensive financial and compliance audit of the
State of California for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1992, we
assessed the Employment Development Department’s (department)
administration of federal programs. We noted certain deviations from
federal regulations, which are designed to protect the public’s
resources. The following comments and recommendations are intended to
improve the administration of federal programs.

On October 28, 1992, my staff met with Bob Hotchkiss, Martha Lopez,
Mark Lowder, and other department staff to discuss the weaknesses we
found in the department’s administration of the following federal
programs: the Unemployment Insurance program (Federal Catalog
No. 17.225); the Employment Service program (Federal Catalog
No. 17.207); the Job Training Partnership Act program (Federal Catalog
No. 17.250); the Employment and Training Assistance - Dislocated
Workers program (Federal Catalog No. 17.246); the State Legalization
Impact Assistance Grant program (Federal Catalog No. 93.025), and the
Disaster Unemployment Assistance program, which is part of the Disaster
Assistance program (Federal Catalog No. 83.516).

During the meeting, my staff also discussed the recommendations to
resolve these weaknesses. The following is a summary of the items
discussed during the meeting.

Item 1. Deficient Controls in the Unemployment Benefit
Payment System

Finding: The department’s - control over its automated system
for processing unemployment benefit payments has
deficiencies. During our testing of benefit

payments under the Unemployment Insurance program,
we found that for 2 of the 45 items we tested, the
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claimants were paid in excess of the benefit amount
allowable under the program guidelines. The

45
the

items we tested reflect only a small portion of
18.6 million unemployment benefit payments to

claimants that totaled more than $4.6 billion for
fiscal year 1991-92. Thus, although the amount of

the
the
sign

individual errors we found are relatively small,
total amount of undetected errors could be
ificant. We found the following incidents of

deficient controls in the automated benefit payment
system:

The department overpaid a claimant more than
$1,700 in regular and emergency unemployment
compensation. The overpayment occurred because
duplicate wages were recorded in the claimant’s
account on the department’s base wage file.
This file determines the amount of weekly
benefits payable to unemployment insurance
claimants. The department discovered the
duplicate wages recorded in the base wage file
and stripped the duplicate wages from the
system. However, the department’s automated
benefit payment system did not generate a
"recomputation flag" to notify appropriate
units to recompute any benefit awards to
claimants affected by the change in the base

wage file. As a result, this overpayment was
not identified until we brought it to the
department’s attention. The department is

currently unable to estimate how many similar
errors may have occurred. However, the
department has initiated corrective action to
ensure that changes to the base wage file will
generate flags in the system to notify the
appropriate units when to recompute benefit
awards to claimants.

The department overpaid a claimant $76 in
regular unemployment compensation. The
overpayment occurred when the department issued
a replacement check to the claimant. The
technical staff in the Automation
Administration Division (AAD) concluded that
the overpayment was caused by an override
feature in the benefit payment subsystem. When
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Criteria:

Recommendation:

a replacement check is issued, the override
feature will automatically bypass edit
functions that prevent payments processed
through the automated benefit payment system
from exceeding the allowable benefit award.
This error was compounded when the automated
benefit payment system did not recognize the
negative balance generated by the overpayment.
The department did not correct the overpayment
until we notified it of the error. . The
overpayment occurred in the department’s old
automated benefit payment system, and the
department’s staff is aware that similar errors
have occurred. According to the technical
staff in the AAD, the department’s new Single
Client Data Base system will recognize negative
balances recorded in the on-line system, and it
also 1limits the automatic override feature when
replacement checks are issued.

The California Government Code, Section 13402,
requires agencies to maintain an effective system of
internal accounting and administrative control. In
addition, Section 13403 requires that the system of
internal control include a system of recordkeeping
procedures to provide effective accounting control
over revenues and expenditures.

The department should continue to implement
corrective action to ensure that all benefit awards
to claimants are recomputed when changes to the base
wage file are made. In addition, the department
should put tight Timits on the override capability
in the automated benefit payment system. Finally,
the department should determine the number of
instances where the controls discussed above may
have allowed additional overpayments. The
department should then collect the overpayments.
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Insufficient Monitoring of Subrecipients’ Cash

Balances

The department does not have documentation to show
it properly monitored the cash balances of secondary
recipients of the Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA) program. Although the department requires
its subrecipients to submit monthly status of cash
reports, we identified the following weaknesses:

The procedures of the Fiscal Programs Division
(FPD) do not require that the monthly status of
cash reports be reviewed for accuracy. As a
result, the section of the report that shows
whether or not the subrecipient has excess cash
may be incorrect and the problem may go
undetected. For example, for 2 of the 24
reports we reviewed, the subrecipients prepared
the report incorrectly. In one of the two
reports, the amount was misstated by nearly
$50,000. The department was unable to provide
evidence that the subrecipients were notified
about the errors, and, if necessary, instructed
on the proper way to prepare the reports.

- The FPD does not follow its own procedures when
there is a problem with the monthly status of
cash reports. The FPD’s procedures require
that monthly reports from subrecipients that
show excess cash be forwarded to the Job
Training Partnership Division (JTPD) for
further action. In addition, if the FPD
forwards a case to the JTPD for follow-up and
the FPD does not receive a response from the
JIPD within 30 days, the FPD’s procedures
require it to follow up with the JTPD to
determine the status of the case. However, the
FPD was unable to provide evidence that it
followed up with the JTPD when no response was
received within the 30 days. Three of the
24 cases we reviewed were forwarded to the JTPD
for follow-up. We were unable to determine the
resolution of two of the three cases since the
JTPD does not maintain records of action taken
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and the FPD was unable to provide evidence of
further follow-up with the JTPD.

- The JTPD does not have a system to ensure
proper follow-up on the monthly status of cash
reports referred to them by the FPD. In
addition, the JTPD does not currently maintain
records indicating which monthly status of cash
reports were received from the FPD. Therefore,
the department is unable to adequately monitor
which reports have been received, followed up,
or resolved.

- The subrecipients are not currently required to
maintain interest-bearing accounts for JTPA
funds. According to a 1list provided by the
department, only 33 of the 52 subrecipients
currently maintain JTPA  program funds in
interest-bearing accounts. Since the amount of
interest that these 33 subrecipients submitted
to the department in fiscal year 1991-92
totaled approximately $200,000, it appears that
the interest not earned by the other 19
subrecipients could be significant.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 31,
Section 205.4(a), requires that cash advances to
primary recipients be limited to the minimum amounts
needed and be timed to accord with the actual,
immediate cash requirements of the recipient in
carrying out the purpose of the approved program or
project. The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 31,
Section 205.4(e), requires that advances made to
secondary recipients are to conform substantially to
the same standards of timing and amount as apply to
federal advances to ‘primary recipients. In our
opinion, proper compliance with federal regulations
requires that primary recipients regularly monitor
the cash balances of secondary recipients.

The FPD’s Monthly Status of Cash Review Procedures
require that the FPD refer excess cash problems to
the JTPD.  Furthermore, if the FPD does not receive
a response from the JTPD within 30 days regarding
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Item 3.

Finding:

the resolution of the problem, the FPD is required
to follow up with the JTPD.

The Job Training Partnership Office Policy and
Procedure, Bulletin 84-11, requires that the
subgrantee hold in trust any income generated as a
result of the receipt of JTPA funds and remit the
interest earnings to the department quarterly.

The department should improve its compliance with
the federal requirements and its own established
procedures. In addition, the department should
require subrecipients to maintain interest-bearing
accounts for JTPA funds.

Relevant Sections of Federal Expenditure Reports Do
Not Reconcile A

The department did not properly reconcile two
sections of quarterly reports showing the
expenditures of federal funds for unemployment
compensation for federal employees and
ex-servicemembers. None of the four quarterly
reports for fiscal year 1991-92 reconciled the two
relevant sections in the reports. In one of the
quarterly reports, the difference between the two
sections totaled more than $1 million.

The quarterly report is a summary of expenditures
charged to federal unemployment programs for
unemployment compensation paid to federal employees
and ex-servicemembers. Section A of the report
summarizes total expenditures charged to federal
agencies for the quarter. Section B should provide
a detail of the same total, broken down by charges
to each individual civilian and military agency for
the quarter. Therefore, the total of the
expenditures vreported in Section A should equal the
total expenditures reported in Section B. The
department stated that because of different data
processing systems used to compile expenditure
information, they are not able to reconcile the two
sections of the report. Failure to properly assign
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Finding:

expenditures in the federal vreport may result in
overcharges or undercharges to certain federal
agencies. In addition, charges not properly
assigned to federal agencies may affect the cash
solvency of the federal fund that reimburses the
State for unemployment compensation benefits paid to
federal employees and ex-servicemembers.

According to a deputy director of the department,
the vreporting differences will be eliminated when
the department’s single client data base is fully
implemented in December 1992.

The United States Department of Labor’s Employment
Security Manual, Part V, Section 9336, D. 3.,
requires that the report tota]s assigned to federa]
agencies in Section A be equal to the totals
generated from the assigned charges in Section B.

The department should continue to integrate its data
processing systems so it can submit reports free of
any differences between the two sections of the
report.

Insufficient Procedures To Ensure Federal Receipts
Are Credited to the Appropriate Federal Grant or

State Appropriation

The department did not properly record some federal
funds received in the State Treasury for the
Employment and Training Assistance - Dislocated
Workers program. Specifically, during our review of
49 drawdowns for the Employment and Training
Assistance - Dislocated Workers program and the Job
Training Partnership Act program, we found that the
department drew down $159,000 from the Employment
and Training Assistance - Dislocated Workers program
but incorrectly requested the funds be deposited to
the credit of the Job Training Partnership Act
program.
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In addition, the department did not ensure that all
federal receipts were credited to the proper state
appropriation. We found that the department
credited to the wrong state appropriation more than
$632,000 in receipts for the two programs.

The department 1is in the process of implementing
recently developed procedures that should prevent
similar errors in the future. In addition, the
department plans to perform an internal
reconciliation to ensure that no other receipts are
misclassified.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 20,
Section 629.35(a)(2), requires that the department
establish accounting procedures sufficient to allow
the tracing of funds to ensure the funds are not
misspent. In addition, the California Government
Code, Section 13402, requires agencies to maintain
an effective system of internal accounting and
administrative control. Further, Section 13403
requires that a system of internal control include a
system of recordkeeping procedures adequate to
provide effective accounting controls over revenues
and expenditures.

The department should implement procedures designed
to avoid misclassification of receipts. It should
also ensure that the State Controller’s Office is
notified if any additional misclassified receipts
are identified when the department completes its
internal reconciliation process.

No Procedures To Ensure Subrecipients Submit Audit
Reports Within Required Timeframes

The department has not established procedures that
outline actions it will take when subrecipients of
the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) grant do not
submit audit reports within one year after the end
of the grant award period. The department has
assumed the responsibility for monitoring the
nonprofit subrecipients of JTPA funds. During our
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Item 6.

Finding:

review of the dates for eight audit reports of
nonprofit subrecipients, we found that five of the
reports were submitted to the department more than
one year after the end of the grant award period.
One of these five audit reports was received more
than two years after the end of the grant award
period. If the department does not receive audit
reports within one year after the end of the grant
award period, it may not be notified of major
instances of noncompliance with federal 1laws and
program regulations. Thus, the department may be
delayed in implementing corrective action.

The United States Code, Title 29, Section
1574(a)(2), requires that the State prepare or have
another entity prepare an independent financial and
compliance audit of each subrecipient receiving Job
Training Partnership Act funds. In addition, the
Office of Management and Budget, Circular A-128,
Section 13(f), vrequires that audit reports be
submitted within one year after the end of the grant
award period. Further, Section 17 states that
agencies must consider sanctions that may include
withholding a percentage of assistance payments or
suspending the federal assistance until the audit is
satisfactorily completed.

The department should establish written procedures
to outline the various steps it will take when
subrecipients do not submit audit reports within one
year after the end of the grant award period. These
procedures should ensure that the program funds are
audited, either by sending the department’s own
auditors to do the work, or by contracting with
outside auditors.

Noncompliance With Prompt Payment Standards for
Interstate Unemployment Benefits

For the 12 months ended March 31, 1992, the
department did not comply with federal prompt
payment standards for first-time payments of
unemployment benefits for interstate claims. On
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average, the department paid promptly only
43 percent of first-time unemployment benefit
payments for all interstate claims. The federal
prompt payment standard is 70 percent. According to
the manager in the wunit that pays interstate
unemployment claims, the department had a very large
backlog in claims over an extended period, along
with an increase in the number of new claimants
entering the system.  In addition, the manager
stated that the department depends on the claims
processing of other states who, because of the
general state of the economy, may be experiencing a
similar increase in case loads. Failure to comply
with federal regulations for first-time benefit
payments may cause the federal government to impose
fiscal sanctions on the department.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 20,
Section 640.5, requires that the State pay at least
70 percent, measured annually, of all first-time
interstate claims within 14 days following the end

of the first compensable week of unemployment.

The department should ensure that first time
unemployment benefit payments are made promptly in
compliance with federal regulations.

Failure To Ensure Adequate Collection Efforts of
Outstanding Receivables From Subrecipients

The department does not always make adequate efforts
to collect outstanding receivables from
subrecipients of the Job Training Partnership Act
and the Employment and Training Assistance -
Dislocated Workers programs. During our review of
these programs, we found that some of the
receivables have been outstanding for more than two
years. Nonetheless, according to the department’s
assistant chief 1legal counsel, the only collection
effort attempted for four accounts that total more
than $28,000 in receivables was to send three
letters requesting payment.
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Because the department has not taken aggressive
action to collect these accounts, it may be unable
to collect some of the amounts owed. These funds
must be vreturned to the federal government because
the State no Tlonger has the authority to spend
them.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 20,
Section 629.44(d)(3), requires the department to
take prompt, appropriate, and aggressive action to
recover any funds misspent by secondary recipients.
In addition, the Standard Operating Procedure (91-4)
memorandum issued by the department requires that
all affected units work together to ensure that
amounts owed are promptly collected.

The department should ensure that it takes prompt
and aggressive action to collect any outstanding
receivables.

Late Resolution of Audit Reports

In fiscal year 1991-92, the department did not
resolve questioned costs in 11 of 81 audit reports
for subgrantees of the Job Training Partnership Act
program within the required six months after the
cognizant federal agency received the final audit
report. Failure to resolve questioned costs can
result in additional questioned costs if the
subgrantees do not correct deficiencies in their
internal controls within a reasonable time.

We reported a similar weakness during our financial
audits for the seven previous fiscal years. Last
year, we reported that the number of audit reports
resolved late had almost doubled. For fiscal year
1991-92, although the number of audit reports
increased by 25 percent, late resolution of the
reports decreased by 31 percent from the prior year.

The Office of Management and Budget, Circular A-128,
Section 14, requires the department to ensure that
subgrantees take appropriate corrective action
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within six months after the cognizant federal agency
receives the subgrantees’ audit reports.

The department should continue its efforts to reduce
delays in the resolution of audits, so it can
resolve questioned costs in all subgrantees’ audit
reports within the required timeframe.

Incorrect Charges to the Employment Service Program

The department did not always correctly charge or
allocate costs to the federal Employment Service

program. Specifically, we found the department
often did not correctly charge the costs associated
with employee training. Ten of the 20 operating

expenses tested were costs associated with employee
training, such as class registration fees,
conference fees, and travel expenses. We found that
three of the 10 items were incorrectly charged to
the Employment Service program. For one item, the
department incorrectly charged the full amount of
training time and training registration fees
associated with out-service training for one
employee to the Employment Service program rather
than proportionately to the programs on which the
employee worked.

For another item, the department incorrectly split
costs for one employee’s expenses related to
training costs, travel, and other expenses to attend
meetings and make presentations. These costs were
incorrectly split between the Employment Service and
Unemployment Insurance programs when the full amount
should have been charged to the Employment Service
program. During the month in which these expenses
occurred, and also during the two months before and
after, this employee only worked in the Employment
Service program.

For the third item, the department charged the
Employment Service program for an employee’s travel
and lodging costs associated with attending two
separate conferences. The employee did not charge
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any of the time during the conferences to the
Employment Service program.

In addition, of the ten personal service charges we
tested, we noted one improper charge to the
Employment Service program. The full amount of the
overtime hours of an employee was charged to the
Employment Service program instead of being split
correctly between the two programs that the employee
worked on during the overtime hours and that the
employee normally charges to. This employee worked
on both the Employment Service and Disability
Insurance programs.

We reported a similar weakness during our financial
audit for fiscal year 1990-91. On July 17, 1992, in
response to our finding, the department issued an
administrative circular on procedures for charging
training costs. The administrative circular
instructs employees to charge time and training
costs consistently and to the program, or programs,
that benefit from the training. The administrative
circular also states that, in all cases when time
and training costs are not charged consistently,
Jjustification must be documented and approved by a
supervisor. This circular will clarify departmental
policy and strengthen controls to ensure that the
department properly charges the costs to the correct
programs. Because we did not issue our management
letter for fiscal year 1990-91 until May 1992, the
department’s corrective action will not become
evident until our audit of fiscal year 1992-93.

The Office of Management and Budget, Circular A-87,
states that, for costs to be allowable under a grant
program, costs must be consistent with the
department’s policies and procedures that apply
uniformly to both federal and state programs.
Further, these costs must not be allocable to any
other federally funded programs. The department’s
Employee Time Reporting Handbook, Section 9-0800,
states that time employees spend in general training
should be charged to the training activity code for
the program in which the employee normally works.
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Recommendation:

Item 10.

Finding:

It also states that if the employee normally has
substantial charges to two or more programs, then
the training time should be prorated among the
training activity codes for those programs.

Further, a department official stated that training
costs that cannot be directly charged to a specific
program are generally allocated among programs based
on reasonable and equitable methods. The official
further stated that these methods may include
allocating the costs proportionately between the
programs the employee charges time to during the
training period.

The department should ensure all employees are made
aware of the policy stated on the administrative
circular. The department should also strengthen its
controls to ensure that charges for costs associated
with employee training are made in accordance with
the department’s new policy.

Late Federal Financial Reports

The department did not submit its monthly
Unemployment Insurance Financial Transactions
Summary vreports within ten business days after the
end of the month, as required, for any of the months
during fiscal year 1991-92. The department
submitted the reports as late as 29 business days
after the deadline. In addition, the department did
not submit its quarterly reports showing the
expenditures of federal funds for unemployment
compensation for federal employees and
ex-servicemembers within 25 days, as required, for
the four quarters in fiscal year 1991-92. The
reports were as late as 45 calendar days after the
deadline. The department stated that it cannot
promptly submit the reports because it cannot
summarize the information within the required
timeframe. Failure to promptly submit these reports
may place the department in jeopardy of fiscal
sanctions imposed by the federal government.
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Criteria:

Recommendation:

Item 11.

Finding:

We reported a similar weakness during our financial
audits for the eight previous fiscal years. The
department reports that, once it has fully
implemented its single «client data base, in
December 1992, it will be able to submit the reports
within the required timeframe.

The United States Department of Labor’s Employment
Security Manual, Part V, Section 9320, requires the
department to submit the Unemployment Insurance
Financial Transaction Summary vreport within ten
business days after the end of each month. In
addition, the Employment Security Manual, Part V,
Section 9336(4), requires the department to submit
the report showing the expenditures of federal funds
for unemployment compensation for federal employees
and ex-servicemembers by the 25th day after the end
of each quarter.

The department should continue to automate its

accounting systems so it can submit reports within
the required timeframe.

Delay in Follow-up of Potential Receivable

The department did not always comply with the
administrative requirements of the federal Job
Training Partnership Act. Specifically, the
department did not promptly follow-up a letter it
sent to a subrecipient notifying it of a preliminary
assessment that the subrecipient had exceeded the
federal 1limit for administrative expenditures by
more than $222,000. The letter also requested that
the subrecipient submit a corrective action plan
within 30 days. However, more than two months after
the 30-day period had expired, the corrective action
plan had not been received, and the department had
not taken action to ensure the corrective action
plan would be submitted. As a result of the delay,
the department was unable to promptly make a final
determination concerning the possibility of
establishing a receivable for this amount. After
our discovery of this issue, the department proposed
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Criteria:

Recommendation:

changes to its procedures so that the situation
would not recur.

The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 20,
Section 629.44(d)(3), requires that the department
take prompt, appropriate, and aggressive action to
recover any funds misspent by secondary recipients.

The department should continue to monitor its
letters identifying potential receivables and ensure
that corrective action plans are promptly
submitted. If the corrective action plans are not
promptly submitted, the department should initiate
collection procedures.

If you have a different perception of any of the items summarized

above, please
items in the

let me know by November 6, 1992. We may include these
statewide management Tletter that we will submit to the

Department of Finance at a later date. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

KURT R. SJUBERG

Auditor General (acting)

cc: Thomas Nagle, Director
Employment Development Department
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Kurt R. Sjoberg, Acting Auditor General

To: Office of the Auditor General Date: November 6, 1992
660 J Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, California 95814 File No.: 78:59

Via: Health and Welfare Agency

From: Employment Development Department

Subject: MANAGEMENT LETTER X-510

The Employment Development Department welcomes the opportunity to review and
respond to Management Letter X-510, issued by the Office of the Auditor General, as
a result of the Single Audit of the Department's administration of federal programs for

the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1992.

We concur with the findings and offer the attached comments that specifically
address the audit recommendations. The Auditor General staff's cooperation
enables us to deal with potential problems and issues before the audit is completed.

The Department appreciates the cooperation of the Auditor General's staff during the
audit.

Qe ALY

THOMAS P. NAGLE
Director

Attachment

DE 16 Rev. 12 (2-87)



Attachment
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Report (Item 1.):

Recommendation:

Department Response:

MANAGEMENT LETTER X-510

"Deficient Controls in the Unemployment Benefit
Payment System"

"The Department should continue to implement corrective
action to ensure that all benefit awards to claimants are
recomputed when changes to the base wage file are made.
In addition, the Department should put tight limits on the
override capability in the automated benefit payment
system. Finally, the Department should determine the
number of instances where the controls discussed above
may have allowed additional overpayments. The
Department should then collect the overpayments.”

The Department has initiated corrective action to ensure

- that changes to the base wage file generate flags from the

system to notify the appropriate units when to recompute
benefit awards to claimants. A Data Processing Service
Request has been submitted requesting programming that
will generate a flag when on-line adjustments, wage
transfers, and wage deletions have been made.

The Single Client Data Base has been programmed so that
the override feature will not automatically bypass edit
functions except in severely limited situations. The override
function is restricted by the operator's security pattern that
is assigned and monitored by field office managers.

The Department is taking prompt action to recover any
overpayments that have been identified through internal
and external audit processes.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Report (Item 2.):

Recommendation:

Department Response:

Report (ltem 3.):

Recommendation:

Department Response:

MANAGEMENT LETTER X-510

"Insufficient Monitoring of Subrecipients' Cash Balances"

"The Department should improve its compliance with the
federal requirements and its own established procedures.
In addition, the Department should require subrecipients to
maintain interest-bearing accounts for JTPA funds."

Fiscal Programs Division (FPD) is checking and forwarding
all questionable "Monthly Status of Cash" reports to the Job
Training Partnership Division (JTPD). FPD conducts a
follow-up in those instances where no response is received
from JTPD within 30 days. FPD is developing procedures
to assure that subrecipients are contacted to resolve
incorrect "Monthly Status of Cash" reports. JTPD is
developing a tracking system to follow the resolution of
excess cash reviews; and the requirement that every
subrecipient is to maintain Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA) funds in separate interest bearing accounts is also
being reviewed. The Department is developing more
accurate indicators for excess cash. Since Service Delivery
Areas (SDA) are allowed to borrow within fund sources and
there are typical differences in reporting periods, e.g.,
between calendar months versus reporting quarters, most
(over 90 percent) excess cash problems do not show up as
actual problems.

"Relevant Sections of Federal Expenditure Reports Do Not
Reconcile" :

"The Department should continue to integrate its data
processing systems so it can submit reports free of any
differences between the two sections of the report.”

The Department completed conversion of all the
Unemployment Insurance program data to the Single Client
Data Base that will resolve problems of reconciliation such
as cutoff dates between various systems. A work group will
develop procedures to identify expected differences
between the expenditures and the billing on the ETA 191
report.



Attachment
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Report (Item 4.):

Recommendation:

Department Response:

Report (ltem 5.):

Recommendation:

Department Response:

MANAGEMENT LETTER X-510

"Insufficient Procedures To Ensure Federal Receipts Are
Credited to the Appropriate Federal Grant or State
Appropriation”

"The Department should implement procedures designed to
avoid misclassification of receipts. It should also ensure
that the State Controller's Office is notified if any additional
misclassified receipts are identified when the Department
completes its internal reconciliation process."

The Department has implemented a corrective action plan
to reconcile the JTPA Program for 1991-92 and 1992-93 to
the State Controller's records. The State Controller's office
will be notified of any additional misclassified receipts.
Procedures for the JTPA program have also been
implemented for borrow and/or loan transactions. This will
leave an audit trail of all funds involved and will correct any
misclassification of receipts.

"No Procedures To Ensure Subrecipients Submit Audit
Reports Within Required Time Frames"

"The Department should establish written procedures to
outline the various steps it will take when subrecipients do
not submit audit reports within one year after the end of the
grant award period. These procedures should ensure that
the program funds are audited, either by sending the
Department's own auditors to do the work, or by contracting
with outside auditors."

The Department will prepare written procedures that outline
the steps it will take when a subrecipient does not submit
an audit report within the time requirements established
under federal law. The procedures will include conducting
an audit of the subrecipient by either a subcontractor or by
the Department's own auditors.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Report (ltem 6.):

Recommendation:

Department Response:

Report (ltem 7.):

Recommendation:

Department Response:

MANAGEMENT LETTER X-510

"Noncompliance With Prompt Payment Standards for
Interstate Unemployment Benefits"

"The Department should ensure that first time
unemployment benefit payments are made promptly in
compliance with federal regulations."

The Department is conducting weekly work group meetings.
The goal is to identify production work flow processes that
can be enhanced to ensure that first payment time lapse
criteria are met. California is participating in the ClaimNet
Pilot Project. The ClaimNet System will enhance the
Internet System for paying claims of individuals who have
moved from California and who file unemployment
insurance claims in other states.

"Failure To Ensure Adequate Collection Efforts of
Outstanding Receivables From Subrecipients”

"The Department should ensure that it takes prompt and
aggressive action to collect any outstanding receivables."

The procedure used for resolving questioned/disallowed
costs results in a determination which is not a judgment,
and is therefore not enforcible by legal process. Legal
Office is engaged in developing a process to:

(1)  Review presently existing determinations to
determine if any are collectible, and

(2)  Develop a procedure to either:

(a) Offset these determinations against other
funds due to the SDA, or

(b)  Obtain a collectible judgment.

A legislative proposal has also been sent forward which will
clarify the liability of local government entities.
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Report (item 8.):

Recommendation:

Department Response:

Report (ltem 9.):

Recommendation:

Department Response:

MANAGEMENT LETTER X-510 |

"Late Resolution of Audit Reports"

"The Department should continue its efforts to reduce
delays in the resolution of audits, so it can resolve
questioned costs in all subgrantees' audit reports within the
required time frame."

The Department is making every effort to reduce delays in
the resolution of audits and to issue final audit
determinations within the required 180 days. The
Department's new procedures, implemented last year, have
been effective in improving the system. The finding points
out that the late resolution of audits has decreased by 31
percent in the past year even though the number of audits
has increased by 25 percent.

"Incorrect Charges to the Employment Service Program"

"The Department should ensure all employees are made
aware of the policy stated on the administrative circular.
The Department should also strengthen its controls to
ensure that charges for costs associated with employee
training are made in accordance with the Department's new
policy."

The Department issued an Administrative Circular dated
July 17, 1992, outlining procedures for charging training
costs. The Circular instructs employees to charge time and
training to the program(s) benefiting from the training. If
the programs cannot be determined, employees will
proportionately charge the program(s) in which they work.
Because the Auditor General's Management Letter was
issued in May 1992, the Department's corrective action will
not become evident until SFY 1992-93.
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EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Report (Item 10.):

Recommendation:

Department Response:

Report (Item 11.):

Recommendation:

Department Response:

MANAGEMENT LETTER X-510

"Late Federal Financial Reports"

"The Department should continue to automate its
accounting systems so it can submit reports within the
required time frame."

The Department has completed conversion of all the
Unemployment Insurance program data to the Single Client
Data Base system. A work group has been working for the
past ten months to ensure the timeliness of reporting
beginning with the report month of December 1992.

"'Delay in Follow-up of Potential Receivable"

"The Department should continue to monitor its letters
identifying potential receivables and ensure that corrective
action plans are promptly submitted. If the corrective action
plans are not promptly submitted, the Department should
initiate collection procedures."

New follow-up coordination procedures have been
established between the JTPD's Program Analysis Unit
that identifies over/under expenditures and the Monitoring
Unit that reviews SDA program compliance. The
corrective action plan and the potential receivables will be
tracked on the Monitoring Unit's Corrective Action Tracking
System that is reviewed on a monthly basis. Late
responses will be submitted to the Resolution and
Technical Support Unit for collection.
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November 3, 1992 : Management Letter X-426

Russell Gould, Secretary
Health and Welfare Agency
1600 Ninth Street, Room 460
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Gould:

As part of our comprehensive financial and compliance audit of the
State of California for fiscal year ended June 30, 1992, we assessed
the Department of Health Services’ (department) administration of
federal programs. We noted certain deviations from federal
regulations, that are designed to protect the public’s resources. The
following comments and recommendations are intended to improve the
administration of federal programs.

On October 29, 1992, my staff met with Darrell Doty and other
department staff to discuss weaknesses in the department’s
administration of the following federal programs: the Medical
Assistance Program (Federal Catalog No. 93.778); the Special
Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and Children (Federal
Catalog No. 10.557); the Refugee and Entrant Assistance--State
Administered Programs (Federal Catalog No. 93.026); the Maternal and
Child Health Service Block Grant (Federal Catalog No. 93.994); the
State Legalization Impact Assistance Grants (Federal Catalog
No. 93.025); and the State Survey and Certification of Health Care
Providers and Suppliers (Federal Catalog No. 93.777). During the
meeting, my staff also discussed recommendations to resolve these
weaknesses. The following is a summary of the items discussed during
the meeting.

Item 1. Audit Reports for Nonprofit Subrecipients Not
Received Promptly

Finding: The department did not ensure that it promptly
received required biennial audit reports for
nonprofit subrecipients for two programs we
reviewed. Specifically, the department could not
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provide us with current audit reports for four of

the six subrecipients we reviewed in the primary

care clinics program. One of these biennial reports
was due for the end of fiscal year 1989-90, and five
reports were due for the end of fiscal year
1990-91. In addition, one of the six prior audit
reports we vreviewed for these subrecipients was not
conducted in accordance with federal Office of
Management and Budget requirements. These clinics
received federal funding from the State Legalization
Impact Assistance Grants.

For the 15 nonprofit subrecipients we reviewed for
the federal Maternal and Child Health Services Block
Grant, only one audit report was clearly received
within the deadlines established both in
departmental contracts with subrecipients and the
federal Office of Management and Budget,
Circular A-133. Eight reports clearly did not meet
the contractual deadline, and, of these eight, three
also did not meet the Circular A-133 deadline. The
remaining six of the fifteen audit reports either
were not date-stamped upon receipt, so the
department could not demonstrate the timeliness of
submission of the reports, or were not due as of the
end of our field work. For one audit report we
reviewed, the department failed to require the
subrecipient to provide the audit management letter
that described audit findings. As a result, the
department did not ensure the subrecipient corrected
identified problems. Without the appropriate audit
reports, the department lacks assurance that the
nonprofit subrecipients are complying with federal
laws and regulations.

We reported a similar weakness for the Maternal and
Child Health Services Block Grant during our audits
for fiscal years 1989-90 and 1990-91. In its
response to our fiscal year 1990-91 management
letter, dated May 27, 1992, the department stated
that the Maternal and Child Health Branch and the
Audits and Investigations unit were working together
to ensure that future audits would be submitted and
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Criteria:

Recommendation:

Item 2.

Finding:

Criteria:

reviewed promptly. Since then, the department has
developed procedures for monitoring the receipt of

-required audit reports. These procedures, if

followed, are adequate for monitoring the receipt of
the reports.

The contractual agreements between the State and
nonprofit  subrecipients establish a deadline of
5 months and 15 days after the end of the
subrecipient’s fiscal year for the submission of the
required audit reports. The federal Office of
Management and Budget, Circular A-133, which
describes audit requirements for nonprofit agencies,
requires the State to ensure that its nonprofit
subrecipients submit audit reports no Tlater than
13 months after the end of the subrecipients’ fiscal
year. Circular A-133 also requires the State to
resolve audit findings within six months after the
receipt of the report.

The department should ensure that nonprofit
subrecipients promptly submit the required audit
reports and correct any deficienc<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>