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Dear Governor and Legislative Leaders:

Consistent with the Omnibus Audit Accountability Act of 2006 (California Government
Code, sections 8548.7 and 8548.9), the Bureau of State Audits presents its special report for
the Joint Legislative Audit Committee, Joint Legislative Budget Committee, and Department of
Finance. This report lists 63 recommendations made to 17 agencies in audit reports issued from
January 2005 through October 2007, that had been outstanding for more than one year but were
not yet fully implemented. In addition, the report contains written responses from each state
agency that either explain why the recommendations have not been fully implemented or assert
that the agency plans to begin implementation within 9o days. Finally, most of the agencies that
intend to implement the recommendations have also included an estimated completion date
as required. Based on recent responses to inquiries we sent to each of the agencies, we have
identified 49 recommendations that state agencies have not yet fully implemented.

Our audit efforts bring the greatest returns when the auditee acts upon our findings and
recommendations. For example, in response to a recommendation we made in February 2007,
Health Services recently reported that it has recovered nearly all of the $5.3 million identified as
duplicate payments made to long-term care facilities.

If you would like more information or assistance regarding any of the recommendations or
background provided in this report, please contact Margarita Fernandez, Chief of Public Affairs,
at 445-0255.

Respectfully submitted,

ELAINE M. HOWLE, CPA
State Auditor
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INTRODUCTION

As required by the Omnibus Audit Accountability Act (Accountability Act), which took effect
on January 1, 2007, the Bureau of State Audits (bureau) presents its report on the status of
recommendations that are more than one year old and have not been fully implemented by
state agencies.

RESULTS IN BRIEF

From January 2005 through October 2007, the bureau issued 46 reports for audits requested
through the Joint Legislative Audit Committee or through legislation.! The bureau made numerous
recommendations to the audited state agencies in those reports. While the state agencies
implemented many of the recommendations, we identified 63 recommendations> made to 17 state
agencies that had been outstanding for more than one year but were not yet fully implemented.
Additionally, of those 63 recommendations, 40 appeared in last year’s report.

Our audit efforts bring the greatest returns when the auditee acts upon our findings and
recommendations. For example, in February 2007 we reported that the Department of Health
Services’ (Health Services) contractor responsible for receiving and authorizing payment of facility
Medi-Cal claims had authorized duplicate payments to long-term care facilities. Specifically, we
identified more than 2,100 instances of such payments totaling $3.3 million. We recommended
that Health Services further investigate the possibility that duplicate payments were authorized by
the contractor beyond those we noted to ensure that the magnitude of the problem is identified
and controlled, and that Health Services begin recouping these duplicate payments.

In its initial response to the audit report, Health Services stated that it took action to resolve the
problem that caused the overpayments to occur. In addition, Health Services reported that it
was conducting an investigation to determine the magnitude of the duplicate payments and that
it was developing a corrective action plan to recoup all duplicate payments made to long-term
care facilities. In its most recent response dated December 10, 2008, Health Services reported
that it has recovered nearly all of the $5.3 million it identified as duplicate payments to long-term
care facilities.

In contrast, based on recent responses to our inquiries, agencies still have not fully implemented
49 of these 63 recommendations and some will not be implemented until as late as 2012.

For example, to ensure that the Department of Corporations (Corporations) obtained better
information about its performance, processed applications within time limits set by state law, and
improved the usefulness of its information systems, we recommended in an audit we issued in
January 2007 that Corporations do the following:

+ Consider assessing the need for new automated data systems or determining whether its
current systems are capable of collecting the necessary information.

T Excludes the statewide single audit (financial and federal compliance audits), which is mandated as a condition of receiving over $70 billion
of federal funding for California. The recommendations made in those audits are followed up and reported each year in the bureau’s annual
report on California’s Internal Control and State and Federal Compliance.

2 Excludes recommendations for legislative changes. We report such recommendations in a separate report to the Legislature.
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+ Assess whether it needs additional staff to process applications.

« Maintain accurate and complete data to ensure that the information systems can be used more
effectively as management tools.

Corporations responded that it would implement the first and third recommendations during
fiscal year 2011—12 and did not indicate when it would implement the second recommendation.

The table beginning on page 3 summarizes the recommendations the bureau made to state

agencies in audit reports the bureau issued from January 2005 through October 2007 that were

not fully implemented as of one year from the date the report was published, along with the status

of each agency’s implementation efforts based on its most recent response. In some cases, the
bureau’s assessment does not agree with the agency’s assertion that it has fully implemented the
recommendation. To describe these assessments, symbols (5) and (15 appear in the table and indicate
the following:

@ = The agency either did not provide documentation to substantiate or the documentation did
not support its claim of full implementation.

@ = The agency’s response did not address all aspects of the recommendation.

These symbols also appear in the body of the report adjacent to state agencies’ responses as
they apply.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF CHAPTER 452, STATUTES OF 2006 (SB 1452)

The Omnibus Audit Accountability Act (Accountability Act) requires state agencies audited

by the bureau to provide updates on their status in implementing audit recommendations at
intervals prescribed by the bureau. It is a long-standing practice of the bureau, consistent with
generally accepted government auditing standards, to request that all audited state agencies
provide a written update on their status in implementing audit recommendations at 60 days,

six months, and one year from the public release date of the audit report. As we implemented the
Accountability Act, we retained these prescribed time frames as the intervals at which agencies
must report back to us on their status in implementing audit recommendations.

As a courtesy, in May 2007, the bureau notified all state agencies about their responsibilities under
the Accountability Act as well as the bureau’s responsibilities and plans for implementing these
requirements. In September 2007 we provided written notice to those state agencies that had
recommendations that were not fully implemented after one year or more associated with audits
that were published on or after January 1, 2005. We made this determination using the one-year
follow-up response to our reports. We requested that each of those affected agencies notify us

as to whether the agency has since fully implemented the recommendation, plans to begin or
continue implementation within 9o days and the estimated date of completion, or does not intend
to implement the recommendation and the reasons for making that decision. Following this
process, on January 16, 2008, we published our first report.

SECOND ANNUAL REPORT

In October and November 2008 we again provided written notice to those state agencies that had
recommendations that were not fully implemented after one year or more associated with audits
that were published on or after January 1, 2005. In this report the table, which appears on pages 3
through 7, summarizes the recommendations made to state agencies from audit reports the
bureau issued from January 2005 through October 2007 that were not fully implemented one year
from the date the report was published.

Following the table, the report provides a high-level summary of the scope of each respective

audit and lists those recommendations we determined to be outstanding at one year after the
public release of the audit report, in addition to those that appeared in our January 2008 inaugural
report and that were still outstanding. Immediately following each recommendation is the bureau’s
assessment, based on the agency’s response, supporting documentation and inquiries, of whether
or not the agency has fully implemented the recommendation. Finally, we have included the
agency’s verbatim response as to its current status in fully implementing the recommendation,
following the bureau’s assessment. For reference, the appendix provides a template of the form that
agencies used in submitting their responses.

The reports are organized by area of government to closely match the Governor’s Budget. Because
an audit may involve more than one issue or because it may cross jurisdictions of more than

one area, an audit report summary could be included in more than one area of government. For
example, if we had audited a computer system at a university, the audit report summary would be
listed under two areas of government—Higher Education and General Government.
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Report 2004-120—Department of Education

KTHROUGH 12 EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

(Report Number 2004-120, June 2005)

School Districts’ Inconsistent Identification and Redesignation of English Learners Cause Funding
Variances and Make Comparisons of Performance Outcomes Difficult

The Joint Legislative Audit Committee (audit committee) requested that the Bureau of State Audits
review the administration and monitoring of state and federal English learner program (English
Learner) funds at the Department of Education (department) and a sample of school districts.
Specifically, the audit committee asked us to examine the processes the department and a sample of
school districts use to determine the eligibility of students for the English learner programs, including
an evaluation of the criteria used to determine eligibility for these programs and a determination

of whether school districts redesignate students once they become fluent in English. In addition,

the audit committee asked us to review and evaluate the department’s processes for allocating
program funds, monitoring local recipients’ management and expenditure of program funds, and
measuring the effectiveness of the English learner programs. Lastly, the audit committee asked us
to, for selected school districts, test a sample of expenditures to determine whether they were used
for allowable purposes. We focused our audit on the three main English learner programs whose
funds are distributed by the department—federal Title III-Limited English Proficient and Immigrant
Students (Title III), state Economic Impact (Impact Aid), and the state English Language Acquisition
Program (ELAP).

The following table summarizes the department’s progress in implementing the

six recommendations the bureau made in the above referenced report. As shown in

the table, as of its one-year response, the department had not fully implemented five of
those recommendations and had not fully implemented two as of the publication of our
2008 Accountability Act report. Furthermore, based on the department’s most recent
response, one recommendation still remains outstanding.

TOTAL NOTIMPLEMENTED ~ NOTIMPLEMENTEDASOF ~ NOTIMPLEMENTED AS OF
RECOMMENDATIONS AFTERONEYEAR 2007-041 RESPONSE MOST RECENT RESPONSE

6 5 2 1

Below are the recommendations that we determined were fully implemented and the one that was
not fully implemented followed by the department’s most recent response for each.

Recommendation #1:

a. The department, in consultation with stakeholders, should establish required initial
designation and redesignation criteria related to statewide tests that would provide greater
consistency in the English learner population across the State. The department should pursue
legislative action, as necessary, to achieve this goal.

b. School districts should ensure that their redesignation criteria include each of the four criteria
required by state law for redesignating English learners to fluent status.
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Bureau’s assessment of status: Fully implemented

Department’s Response:

PART A:

We recommended that the department, in consultation with stakeholders, establish required
initial designation and redesignation criteria related to statewide tests that would provide greater
consistency in the English learner population across the State.

EDUCATION’S STATUS:

1.

Have you fully implemented the recommendation? Yes
If Yes then answer questions 2 and 3 only
If No then skip to question 4

By what date did you fully implement this recommendation? 2006—07

Explain how you have fully implemented the recommendation. (Please provide copies of
any supporting documents or other evidence, including but not limited to that which you
reference here.)

As indicated in previous status updates to the BSA, Education has initial designation and
redesignation criteria based in part, on the state’s English language proficiency exam—the
California English Language Development Test (CELDT). California Education Code sections 313,
60810 and 52164.1 speak to this, as does Education’s CELDT guide which includes California State
Board of Education’s classification/reclassification guidelines. These references can be found at
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/calawquery?codesection=edc&codebody=&hits=20

and http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/el/documents/celdto8astpkt1.pdf.

Education revised the CELDT criteria to ensure consistency in the reclassification/redesignation
process. The 2006-07 CELDT, Form F, was based on new performance level cut scores. This
revision to the CELDT scale raised the level at which students must perform in order to reach
the Early Advanced and Advanced levels. This also allowed for a more accurate indicator of a
student’s level of English language development. Resetting the cut scores has raised the bar for
English proficiency and will result in a more consistent pool for reclassification. It is expected
that once students achieve the English proficient level on the CELDT, they will be more likely
to meet the academic criteria for reclassification.

PART B:
Further, school districts should ensure that their redesignation criteria include each of the
four criteria required by state law for redesignating English learners to fluent status.

EDUCATION’S STATUS:

1.

Have you fully implemented the recommendation? Yes
By what date did you fully implement this recommendation? 2007—-08
Explain how you have fully implemented the recommendation. (Please provide copies of

any supporting documents or other evidence, including but not limited to that which you
reference here)
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Education’s ongoing Categorical Program Monitoring (CPM) process is based on a

four-year on-site review cycle. Through the CPM process, Education ensures that school
districts’ redesignation criteria includes each of the four criteria required by State law for
redesignating English learners to fluent English proficient. LEAs that are found non-compliant
are required to timely resolve non-compliant findings. The CPM Web site can be found

at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/cr/cc/.

Recommendation #2:

The department should review the evaluators’ recommendations, subsequent to the submission of
the final report in October 2005, and take necessary actions to implement those recommendations
it identifies as having merit to ensure that the State benefits from recommendations in reports on
the effects of the implementation of Proposition 227 and ELAP.

Bureau’s assessment of status: Not fully implemented

Department’s Response:

(ACTION 1)
The state should identify school sites and districts that are successfully educating English learners
at all grade levels, and create opportunities for their educational peers to learn from them.

EDUCATION’S STATUS:

1.

Have you fully implemented the recommendation? No
If Yes then answer questions 2 and 3 only
If No then skip to question 4

Do you intend to begin or continue implementing the recommendation within 9o days? Yes
If Yes then answer question 5 only
If No then skip to question 6

By what date will the recommendation be fully implemented? February 2009

Education launched the English Language Learner Acquisition and Development Pilot
(ELLADP) project for the 2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10 school years. Through the Request
for Applications (RFA) process, the ELLADP project granted 44 LEAs (Enclosure 1) a total
of $20 million in funding to identify existing successful practices regarding topics including,
but not limited to: curriculum, instruction, staff development, and academic English
acquisition/development to promote the English language. Education is currently reviewing
the FY 2007-08 progress reports that the LEAs submitted detailing funding activities that
support successful practices.

Education is preparing the Request for Proposals (RFP) to secure a contractor to perform

the evaluation study required by AB 2117; pending final approval, Education will release the
RFP to the field. The resulting evaluation study will be a non-comparative, descriptive study

of successful practices, and should illuminate the trends that demonstrate success for English
learners in achieving academic English proficiency and mastery of the state’s academic content
standards. The anticipated contract start date of the study is February 1, 2009.

11
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(ACTION 3)
The State should focus monitoring efforts to ensure that language status does not impede full,
comprehensible access to core curriculum.

EDUCATION’S STATUS:

1.

Have you fully implemented the recommendation? Yes
If Yes then answer questions 2 and 3 only
If No then skip to question 4

By what date did you fully implement this recommendation? July 2006

Explain how you have fully implemented the recommendation. (Please provide copies of
any supporting documents or other evidence, including but not limited to that which you
reference here.)

In July 2006, Education developed its Uniform Complaints Procedure (UCP) Web site located
at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/cp/uc/. Additionally, Education incorporated several documents
such as the UCP brochure (Enclosure 2) explaining how to file a complaint, classroom notices,
and Williams settlement forms which were translated into approximately 26 other languages.

(ACTION 5)

While maintaining redesignation as a locally determined milestone, the state should specify
clear performance standards for key statewide measures of English learner student progress
and achievement.

EDUCATION’S STATUS:

1.

Have you fully implemented the recommendation? Yes
If Yes then answer questions 2 and 3 only
If No then skip to question 4

By what date did you fully implement this recommendation? October 2008

Explain how you have fully implemented the recommendation. (Please provide copies of
any supporting documents or other evidence, including but not limited to that which you
reference here.)

In October 2008, Education developed the California English Language Development

Test (CELDT) assistance packet entitled Reporting and Using Individual 2008-09 Results
(Enclosure 3). The CELDT assistance packet delineates the guidelines for the reclassification
of English learners approved by the California State Board of Education. These guidelines
can be found in Education’s CELDT guide at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/el/documents/
celdto8astpkti.pdf.

(ACTION 6)
The state shall foster data use to guide English learner policy and instruction.



California State Auditor Report 2008-041
January 2009
Report 2004-120—Department of Education

EDUCATION’S STATUS:

1.

Have you fully implemented the recommendation? Yes
If Yes then answer questions 2) and 3) only
If No then skip to question 4)

By what date did you fully implement this recommendation? Fall 2008

Explain how you have fully implemented the recommendation. (Please provide copies of
any supporting documents or other evidence, including but not limited to that which you
reference here.)

In October 2008, Education provided technical assistance to LEAs that have failed to

meet Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOs) for four consecutive years.
The technical assistance included two-day forums that emphasized the interpretation of
English language proficiency and academic achievement data to assist LEAs in the systemic
improvement of program curriculum and method of instruction to English learner students.
In addition, regional leads from county offices of education representing 11 regions that were
assigned to assist LEA participants in the development and implementation of the required
Title III Year 4. Action Plan.

The forums provided an opportunity for LEA participants to gain knowledge in data analysis
and interpretation (see enclosure 4 - forum agenda). On behalf of Education, the California
Comprehensive Center at WestEd took participants through the inquiry process whereby a
sample plan and data were provided for practice. Each LEA was provided with their own data
and worked with an assigned regional lead on analysis and interpretation of data using the
English Learner Subgroup Self Assessment (ELSSA) tool that was developed by Education to
assist LEAs in analyzing systemic program implementation for English learners (Enclosure 5).
Additionally, LEAs were given the opportunity to view available tools, such as the English
Learner-School Level Tool (see enclosure 6—EL-SLT).

Title III Year 4 LEAs are required to modify curriculum, program and method of instruction.
Each LEA works with a regional lead to develop a Title III Year 4 Action Plan. Regional leads
monitor implementation of the plans for two years. LEAs are encouraged to revisit data
periodically to make adjustments to their Action Plan and have the opportunity to participate
in several technical assistance Webinars on such topics as the ELSSA, online tracker,

and budgets.

Education also provides additional technical assistance to LEAs that have failed to meet
AMAQO:s for two consecutive years. The technical assistance includes two separate

two-day seminars that emphasize the use of English language proficiency and academic
achievement data to assist LEAs in the improvement of program services and instruction for
English learners.

Seminar presentations will be conducted in collaboration with the California Comprehensive
Assistance Center at WestEd and will include topics such as Understanding Data Analysis,
Conducting Data Analysis, Selecting Appropriate Strategies, and Ensuring Effective
Implementation (see enclosure 7 - seminar agenda). Additionally, seminar participants will
learn to complete and interpret results from the ELSSA to examine the performance levels
of English learners and assess the level of implementation of the instructional program
provided to English learners.

13
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An interactive Webinar presentation on the ELSSA was conducted on November 10, 2008.
The targeted audiences were school districts, county offices of education, Title III

consortia, and direct funded charter schools that failed to meet AMAOs for either two or
four consecutive years. School districts that were in Title I Program Improvement Year 1 were
also invited to participate in the presentation.

Furthermore, Education provides LEAs assistance with the interpretation and use of summary
test results for program evaluation and accountability by conducting data analysis and use
workshops; the most recent occurring from October 28, 2008, to November 20, 2008.
Training was expanded to benefit districts based on feedback from interviewing the CELDT
Translations Advisory Group, district representatives, and educators at the Regional
Assessment Network. The data analysis and use workshops included seven live workshops
held across the state of California and four live WebEx presentations delivered via the Internet
which targeted professional development. Additionally, approximately twelve recorded WebEx
presentations are available on-demand via the Internet.

(ACTION 8):

The state and districts should support the professional development necessary to promote
English learners’ English language development and academic achievement, ensure appropriate
deployment of skilled teachers to schools where they are most needed, and foster development
of English Language Development (ELD) curriculum and instructional plans aligned to the state’s
ELD standards.

EDUCATION’S STATUS:

1.

Have you fully implemented the recommendation? Yes
If Yes then answer questions 2 and 3 only
If No then skip to question 4

By what date did you fully implement this recommendation? May 2008

Explain how you have fully implemented the recommendation. (Please provide copies of
any supporting documents or other evidence, including but not limited to that which you
reference here.)

In July 2007, the State Board of Education (SBE) adopted the regulations necessary to fully
implement the English Learner Professional Development (ELPD) program. The ELPD
program provides 40 hours of professional development in reading, language arts, and
mathematics and is intended to be the follow-up training to the initial 40 hours of professional
development provided by SB 472. The program includes effective strategies that support

the teaching of English learners while providing access to standards-aligned instructional
materials in mathematics and reading.

Training providers and the curriculum are approved by the SBE; the SBE approved the
first professional development providers in May 2008. The enclosed three SBE agenda items
(enclosure 8—enclosure 10) support the full implementation of the recommendation.

(ACTION 9):

The state and school districts should acknowledge the added learning expectations and demands
placed on English learners by allocating additional resources that truly supplement equitable
base funding.
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EDUCATION’S STATUS:

1.

Have you fully implemented the recommendation? Yes
If Yes then answer questions 2 and 3 only
If No then skip to question 4

By what date did you fully implement this recommendation? October 2008

Explain how you have fully implemented the recommendation. (Please provide copies of
any supporting documents or other evidence, including but not limited to that which you
reference here)

AB 1802 (Chapter 79, Statutes of 2006) appropriated $30 million on a one-time basis for LEAs
to purchase supplemental instructional materials for English learners in kindergarten through
twelfth grade. The purpose of the materials is to “accelerate pupils as rapidly as possible
towards grade level proficiency” The funds are required to be used to purchase supplemental
materials that are designed to help English learners become proficient in reading, writing,

and speaking English. These materials may only be used in addition to the standards-aligned
programs adopted by the SBE pursuant to California Education Code Section 60605.

Education disbursed the $30 million to LEAs that elected to participate in the program; the
1st apportionment of $27,000,037 was made on March 10, 2008, the 2nd apportionment of
$2,999,963 was made on October 22, 2008.
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

(Report Number 2005-104, February 2006)

Its Flawed Administration of the California Indian Education Center Program Prevents It From
Effectively Evaluating, Funding, and Monitoring the Program

The Joint Legislative Audit Committee (audit committee) requested that the Bureau of State

Audits review the Department of Education’s (department) administration of the California

Indian Education Center program (program), how it determines funding for the California Indian
Education Centers (centers), and how it evaluates them. Specifically, the audit committee asked us

to determine the department’s roles and responsibilities related to the centers and to review and
evaluate the department’s existing policies, procedures, and practices for administering the program
and monitoring the centers. The audit committee was also interested in any written procedures

the department has developed to guide program administration. In addition, it asked us to review the
department’s funding structure for the program and how it appropriates funds to administer

the program.

Further, the audit committee requested that we assess the reasonableness of the department’s
use of program funds; determine whether it has directed sufficient resources to the program,

in general, and sufficient management attention to completing the program evaluation report
that was due to the Legislature on January 1, 2006; and review the department’s document
retention policies and practices. Finally, the audit committee asked us to review and evaluate the
department’s process for allocating and disbursing funds to the centers.

The following table summarizes the department’s progress in implementing the

two recommendations the bureau made in the above referenced report. As shown in

the table, as of its one-year response and the publication of our 2008 Accountability Act
report, the department had not fully implemented either recommendation. However, based on
the department’s most recent response, all recommendations are fully implemented.

TOTAL NOTIMPLEMENTED ~ NOTIMPLEMENTEDASOF ~ NOTIMPLEMENTED AS OF
RECOMMENDATIONS AFTERONEYEAR 2007-041 RESPONSE MOST RECENT RESPONSE
2 2 2 0

Below are the recommendations that we determined were fully implemented followed by the
department’s most recent response for each.

Recommendation #1:
The department should develop operating policies and procedures specific to the program and
train staff in their application. The policies and procedures should include the following:

a. A description of the data that centers must annually report to measure program performance
and a standardized format for reporting to allow the department to effectively aggregate and
consolidate the data for reports to the Legislature and other interested parties.

b. The consequences for failing to submit the data.

c. An equitable process to select centers to receive grant awards and determine their respective
funding amounts.



g.

California State Auditor Report 2008-041
January 2009
Report 2005-104—Department of Education

A set time frame that it adheres to for disbursing payments to the centers once their applications
are received and approved. The time frame for the first payment can be expressed as a set
number of weeks after enactment of the state budget for centers with approved applications.

A centralized filing system that contains all documents pertinent to the grant program,
including documentation of the technical assistance provided to the centers.

A monitoring process and plan to ensure that reported fiscal and program information is
accurate and complete, including a process for corrective action and departmental follow-up

for noncompliance.

A set schedule indicating how long program records are to be kept.

Bureau’s assessment of status: Fully implemented

Department’s Response:

RESPONSE TO PART A:

1.

Have you fully implemented the recommendation? Yes
By what date did you fully implement this recommendation? July 2007

Explain how you have fully implemented the recommendation? (Please provide documents of
any supporting documents or other evidence, including but not limited to that which you have
referenced here.)

The description of the data that will be collected was finalized with the adoption of the
American Indian Education Centers Regulations (Attachment 1). In November 2007, the CDE
developed an online system for data collection. The necessary data required (Attachment 2)
was presented to the American Indian Education Center Directors at the February 2008
Program and Fiscal Training which took place in San Diego, CA (Attachment 3). For funding
year 2007—08 the End of Year data collection will be made via an excel document. Beginning
in 200809, data collection will be made via an online data collection system (Attachment 4).

RESPONSE TO PART B:

1.

Have you fully implemented the recommendation? Yes
By what date did you fully implement this recommendation? July 2007

Explain how you have fully implemented the recommendation? (Please provide documents of
any supporting documents or other evidence, including but not limited to that which you have
referenced here)

The consequences for failing to submit the data can be found in California Code of
Regulations, title 5, Section 11996.7, subdivision (d) Failure to submit the annual report,
quarterly fiscal reports, or results of the fiscal audit of expenditures by the due dates will result
in a delay of the second payment for the current year and all payments for subsequent grant
years until the reports are submitted (Attachment 1). The regulations were adopted July 2007.
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RESPONSE TO PART C:
1. Have you fully implemented the recommendation? Yes

2. By what date did you fully implement this recommendation? July 2007

3. Explain how you have fully implemented the recommendation? (Please provide documents of
any supporting documents or other evidence, including but not limited to that which you have
referenced here.)

The process for an equitable selection to select centers and to determine funding can be found
in California Code of Regulations, title 5, sections 11996.3 -11996.5 (Attachment 1).

The 2007-12 cycle followed the regulations. The Request for Applications for the 2007-12
five year cycle was released July 16, 2007 (Attachments 5—16). CDE held two conferences for
bidders; August 6, 2006 in Los Angeles and August 8, 2006 in Sacramento (Attachment 17).
A conference for readers was held on September 19—2