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August 24 2018 

Ms. Heather Halsey 

Executive Director 

Commission on State Mandates 

980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Response to Commission Draft Findings on the CITY OF PALM DALE'S: INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE -
INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM 

Dear Ms. Halsey, 

On behalf of the City of Palmdale, I respectfully request your consideration the attached documents we 

have prepared to respond to the Commission's Draft Findings of the City of Palmdale lnteragency Child 
Abuse Incorrect Reduction Claim. We hope that this will provide greater clarification and support of our 
contentions that the State Controller's Office incorrectly reduced our claims by: 

• denying the inclusion of actual overhead costs incurred which were eligible for State 
reimbursement. 

• reducing eligible time per case for the eligible activity of report writing that was inadvertently 
omitted for some of the cases in the time study. 

• that eligible time per case was reduced by incorrectly removing the largest case 

Please feel free to contact me at (916) 939-7901 with any questions or if additional information is 

required. 

Annette Chinn 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 

City of Palmdale Representative 

705-2 East Bidwell Street, # 294 
Folsom, California 95630 

Telephone: 916.939.7901 
Fax: 916.939.7801 
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08-24-18; 11 :03AM;From:SCV-SVB To:919169397801---;6617995184 # 1/ 1 

DECLARATION OF VANESSA REDDY 

I. Vanessa Reddy, make the foll<'.>wing declaration under oath based upon my personal knowledge: 

I am a Detective for the Los Angeles County Shcriff s Department. I have been employed by the 
County in this capacity since 2007. As part of my duties, I am responsible for investigating and 
documenting Child Abuse and Neglect cases. 

I have personal knowledge of the Child Abuse Investigation process and procedures of the LA 
County Sheriffs Department and I the employee who completed the Child Abuse Time Study Log 
in September, 2013 which is attached to this declaration as Item l. 

The time log parameters provided to me by my commanding Sergeant identified four eligible 
activities and are listed on the attached blank Time Log (Item 2) 

1- Initial response to begin documentation of case and contacting county the county 
welfare department to forward to other agencies if the case did not occur in the city. 

2 - Complete an investigation to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse or 
sever neglect is unfounded, substantiated, or inconclusive, as defined in Penal Code 
section 12165.12 for purposes of preparing and submitting the state "Child Abuse 
Investigation Report" form SS 8583, or subsequent designated form to the DOJ. 

3 - Prepare a written report for every case investigated of lmown or suspected child 
abuse or severe neglect. 

4 - Review and approve of report. 

I tracked the actual time for these activities during the month of September, 2013 but inadvertently 
did not include time for report writin.~ for all of the cases. This was because I was not clear on the 
exact parameters and the cases that I did not include report writing time for were for unfounded 
cases of child abuse. These cases typically end with the numbers "419" at the end of the report 
number. All of these unfounded cases also had a written internal report prepared, however, 
because those reports were not sent to the District Attorney's Office I did not input report writing 
time on the logs. 

It is my believe that to fairly represent actual time spent on this report writing activity, 15 - 20 
minutes of time should be added to those cases (sec attached log with an asterisk) which did not 
include time for report writing. 

I also wanted to note that I was never interviewed by anyone from the State Controller's Office 
about this time log or any other issues pertaining to this Child Abuse program or this audit. 

I am personally conversant with the foregojng facts and information and if so required, I could and 
would testify to the statements made herein. 

Executed this ,2'-f day of August in Palmdale, California. 

Detective Vanessa A_, .. _ _._ 

Los Angeles Coun 
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TIME LOG 

CITY OF: __________ _ 

DEPARTMENT: __________ _ 

PROCESS: Child Abuse 

NOTE; Please track time to tho neare&t 6 minute Increment. 00 NOT round to quarter or half hour. 

Certification: 
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I hereby certify under the pena!ly of perjury under the laws of1he State of California !hat the foregoing 
Is true and correct based upon my personal knowledge. 

Prepared by: _________________ _ 

Title: _________________ _ 

Date: _______ _ 

Signature: _________________ _ 

----··--·-·-···----·----------------- ----·····••····--
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TIME LOG 

CITY OF: 

DEPARTMENT: POLICE 

PROCESS: Child Abuse 

CASE NUMBER: _____ _ 

NOTE: Please track time to the nearest minute Increment DO NOT round to quarter or half hour. 

ACTIVITY: 
1 lnlllal response to begin documentation of case and contacting the County Welfare Dept or to forward lo other agencies 

If the case did not occur in the City. 

2 Complete an investigation to detennine whether a report of suspected child abuse or severe neglect is unfounded, 
substantiated or inconclusive, as defined in Penal Code section 12165.12 for purposes of preparing and I 
submitting the state "Child Abuse Investigation Report" Form SS 8583, or subsequent designnted fem,, to U1e DOJ 

3 Prepare a written report for every case investigated of known or suspected child abuse or severe neglect 

4 Review and approval of report 

Certification: 

I hereby certify under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
is true and correct based upon my personal knowledge. 

Prepared by: ____________________ _ 
Title: ____________________ _ 

Date: _____________ _ 

Signature: ________________________ _ 

-------··· - - ·- - - · ··--- ···- ···---·, - ····••-···-· --··---------- ---- -

----- ---- - --···-- --·-- --- - - - - --- -------- --------------------
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PALMDALE 
a place to call home 

DECLARATION OF KAREN JOHNSTON 

I, Karen Johnston, make the following declaration under oath based upon my 
personal knowledge: 

I am the Finance Manager/City Treasurer of the City of Palmdale and have been 
employed in this capacity since 2012. As a part of my duties, I am responsible for 
the complete and timely recovery of costs mandated by the State. I have been 
directly involved in the filing of the Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Reports 
claim, Audit and Incorrect Reduction Claim. 

I declare that: 

1) The narrative and appendices of the Incorrect Reduction Claim (including 
the contracts, correspondences, Cost Allocation Plans, and Budgets) were 
provided to our consultant, Annette Chinn, and that these documents and 
all the attachments are true and correct. 

2) The City repeatedly requested, both by email and telephone 
correspondence, that the SCO allow the inclusion of overhead (ICRP) 
costs in their claim. 

3) During the audit, the City presented support which documented the City's 
actual indirect cost rates (ICPRs) and that these rates were on average, 
similar to the default rate ( 10%) claimed. 

4) The SCO auditor denied to allow our ICRP rates stating in their 1-12-2016 
email (Item A-1) telling us that "the costs of the contract are direct costs to 
the city, not indirect costs." And that their position to allow overhead was 
"unchanged." The SCO did not address nor respond to the city's evidence 
of City-wide overhead evidence including facility improvement costs paid 
by the City and other city paid staffing costs incurred. 

w w w. c-1 t y ofp al m dale. o rg 



5) The SCO auditor did not consider our actual overhead rate computation, 
though we presented them with during the course of the audit and in our 
formal Audit Response. (see ITEM A-1, last page) . 

If the Commission feels that the default 10% overhead rate cannot be used, we 
request that the City's actual Indirect Costs rates, which we had available and 
presented to the SCO auditors during and after the audit, on more than one 
occasion for their review and approval, and that these actual overhead costs be 
allowed and reinstated. 

I am personally conversant with the foregoing facts , and if so required, I could 
and would testify to the statements made herein. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct of my own knowledge, except as to the matters 
which are stated upon information or belief, and as to those matters, I believe 
them to be true. 

Executed on this 20th day of August, in Palmdale California. 

Karen Johnston 
Finance Manager/City Treasurer 
38300 Sierra Highway, Suite D 
Palmdale, CA 93550-4798 
991-267-5440 
kj ohnston@cityofpalmdale.org 
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Mr. James Spano 
Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
State Controller's Office 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250-5874 

RE: RESPONSE TOSCO DRAFT AUDIT OF CITY OF PALMDALE'S 
INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT (ICAN) INVESTIGATION 
REPORTS PROGRAM CLAIMS 
(FY 99-00 through FY 2012-13) 

April 11 2016 

Dear Mr. Spano, 

Attached are the City of Palmdale's responses to the Draft Audit issued by 
your office. Though we disagree with a couple of the findings, we found 
the overall audit process very professionally and promptly conducted by 
Mr. Doug Brejnak. 

The following is a list of the findings we disagree with and request that 
your office reconsider: 

FINDING 2- REPORTING TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

ISSUE 1: TIME TO CONDUCT PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION TO THE 
POINT OF DETERMNING IF THE CASE IS FOUNDED/UNFOUNDED 
/INCONCLUSIVE AND WRITING THE REPORT 

The City of Palmdale disagrees with the State Controller's Office's (SCO) 
contention that the "time increment per SCAR investigation was 
misstated". 

The Sheriff staff at the City of Palmdale conducted two time studies over a 
two year time period in order to prepare the claims for State 
re imbu:sement. The first time study was · not contemporaneous, but the 
time records were actuals derived from actual CAD logs and case files to 
determine the time spent as accurately as possible. To ensure the times 

www.c1yofpa/111da/e.org 



were accurate, the following year, the City conducted a second, 
contemporaneous time study. Both time studies yielded similar results, 
however, the second time study did not detail each activity separately and 
we believe it did not include report writing time which should have added 
an additional hour per case for a total of 3.67 hours to complete the 
investigation as mandated and write the report. The State is allowing 2.65 
hours per case for the preliminary investigation and report writing. 

The City offered to conduct another time study to support their time 
requested, however the SCO declined to consider this option stating that 
they believed that the difference in time was due to a disagreement 
regarding alfowable activities, which would not be remedied by conducting 
another lime study. 

Specifically, the SCO and City disagree on the eligibility of certain 
activities the Deputy performs in the course of their preliminary 
investigation to determine if the case is Founded, Unfounded or 
Inconclusive as mandated. The City believes that the following activities 
fall within the·scope of what Is reimbursable: 

1) The Palmdale Sheriff office takes cases of child abuse very 
seriously and is very thorough in their investigation of these types 
of cases, particularly since there have been a number of cases of 
child death in the city. 

Prior to the Deputy going out on scene to conduct interviews, the 
Deputy will typically review prior call history (such as prior child 
abuse reports, suspect background checks, etc.) to determine if 
there were prior allegations of abuse made against that child, and if 
so, to review and familiarize themselves with the history of the 
case. In some cases they will call talk to the Department of 
Children and Family Services (DCFS). These activities were found 
to take an average of approximately 15 minutes per case. 

The Department finds this step critical to understanding the 
circumstances of the case. This improves the overall efficiency and 
effectiveness in conducting the child abuse investigation. This is a 
part of the Palmdale Sheriff station's actual process for conducting 
their preliminary investigation to properly determine if the case is 
founded, unfounded, or inconclusive 

The SCO found that this activity was not eligible. We disagree and 
request restoration of this activity for an additional 15 minutes per 
case. 

2) The Deputy will often call to schedule the interviews with required 
parties. This activity appears to be unique to Palmdale and believe 
the reason for this is that the incorporated city area covers over 20 
square miles in the high desert. Driving to and from locations can 



be very time consuming and wasteful of Deputy time and 
resources. Therefore the Deputy often calls the school to see if the 
child Is present before driving to the location to conduct the 
interview(s). The same applies to many of the other witnesses and 
$USpects the deputy must interview. 

This activity Is part of their actual preliminary investigative process 
and therefore should be reimbursed as the State Mandate 
instructions required the reimbursement of actual costs. This 
activity was found to take an average of 5-1 O minutes to call and 
schedule interviews per individual. On average, 5 Individuals are 
interviewed in an investigation. Approximately 40 minutes per case 
was claimed and disallowed for this activity. We disagree with this 
reduction and believe that it should be reimbursed as it is a part of 
the standard procedure of the Palmdale Sheriff's office to conduct 
their preliminary investigation in order to determine if the cases Is 
founded/unfounded/inconclusive. State Instructions required the 
reimbursement of actual costs. 

It is important to note that drive time to interviews was NOT claimed 
by the City. This time alone would have added substantial costs to 
the claim given the geography of the city. The time to make phone 
calls to verify the location of the parties minimize driving and deputy 
hours. is much more efficient then driving repeatedly to locations in 
hopes that the individuals are available at the time of the deputy's 
visit. This is a part of their actual process, is reasonable, and 
should be reimbursed. 

We disagree with the disallowance of this activity and request the 
rE:istoration of approximately 40 minutes per case of time for this 
activity. 

3) A final item of dispute is whether or not the time for the Deputy to 
inspect the home of the alleged victim of child abuse to determine if 
the child is being neglected Is an eligible activity. The Sheriffs 
Office contends that for many cases, particularly those alleging 
child neglect, inspecting the home is a necessary activity in the 
investigative process to determine if the report is founded or 
unfounded. An investigator cannot rely on the word of others to 
assess the living conditions of the child when their health and 
safety is in question. The officer has the duty to perform an 
inspection to ascertain appropriate living conditions, such as the 
availability of food in the home, running water, proper sanitation, 
etc. 

It is estimated that this brief inspection added approximately 6 
minutes to the time claimed per case. This time does NOT Include 
the gathering or collection of evidence or other documentation for 



criminal prosecution, but is simply to determine if the case was 
founded or unfounded. 

We request the 6 minutes per case claimed for this activlty be 
restored. 

Mandate guidelines require the State reimburse local agencies for the 
actual costs of complying with the mandated statutes. Agencies are 
allowed some latitude in determining how to best comply with the mandate 
as State mandate law requires the payment of actual costs incurred. Each 
agency much have some flexibility to determine how to comply with 
mandates in the most effective and efficient manner. We believe our 
procedure is reasonable and minimized deputy time spent per case, while 
maximizing the efficient and accurately outcome of these Investigations. 

The Statement of Decision provides an explanation of the Commissions 
reasoning that their intent was to clarify that activities performed after the 
determination of whether the child abuse case was founded, unfounded or 
inconclusive were not reimbursable. Conversely, the preliminary 
investigation activities performed to make the determination of founded, 
unfounded or inconclusive were eligible for reimbursement. 

All the activities discussed above and claimed by Palmdale took place in 
the preliminary investigative process, were necessary steps in determining 
if the case was founded, unfounded or inconclusive, and were not 
performed after that determination was made. As such, we believe these 
activities fall within the scope of what is .reimbursable and request 
reinstatement of these costs. 

FINDING 3 - SCO REJECTION OF ICRP/OVERHEAD RATES 

The SCO denied the inclusion of the default 10% overhead costs to the 
City's claim for reimbursement allowed by the claiming instructions. The 
SCO auditor stated that there Is already adequate overhead included in 
the contracted county billed hourly rates of the Deputy and Sergeant. 
They also contend that direct labor costs are not claimed - only contract 
costs, which are not subject to the ICRP. 

The City disagrees with the SCO's contention that direct labor costs were 
not claimed. Direct labor costs were claimed, as can be seen in our claim 
forms. The hourly rate charged, includes benefits and some (not all) 
overhead as billed by the County for the Deputy and Sergeant positions. 

Whether it is a contract deputy or an in-house police officer performing the 
mandated activities, actual overhead costs incurred by the local agency 
must be reimbursed as required by State Mandate guidelines. The SCO 
allowed some, but not all overhead incurred. 



Additional Overhead incurred within the contract: 

Every county has different methods for charging for their services. Most 
bill overhead separately as each city has some flexibility as to what and 
how many positions of each type they wish to purchase each fiscal year. 
Los Angeles County has a hybrid method of billing for their services. Most 
of the overhead charges are included in the cost of each Deputy contract 
rate. This overhead Includes services such as dispatch, special unit 
services (homicide, sexual crifT)es, forensics, etc.), equipment, and other 
overhead positions such as a base level of administrative and clerical 
support. 

In addition to this minimum level of overhead built into the sworn staff 
rateE-, tiach city has the option of purchasing additional supplemental 
overhead positions to their contract if they require additional support. Each 
fiscal year, the City purchased additional supplemental overhead positions 
through the contract, including Station Clerks, Administrative and Motor 
Sergeants (in addition to the Sergeants who were already built into the 
standard billing rates). These positions provide an added level of 
administrative support dedicated specifically to the City of Palmdale. 

In some years the cities may be able to afford more direct staff and more 
overhead items and others years they cannot. In the lean years, response 
times and customer service may decline due to limited fiscal resources. 
When the actual overhead rates were calculated, they were found to 
range between 6% - 13%. In most of the examples provided, city wide 
overhead from a cost plan were not factored into the rates. If they had 
been, the rates would be substantially higher. The 10% State allowed 
default rates is a reasonable approximation of actual overhead costs 
incurred by the City. This 10% rate is not duplicative of any other 
overhead already billed within the Deputy hourly rate, but is in addition to 
that and is calculated based on the same unit - dollar of actual weighted 
contract hourly labor rate . 

Additional Overhead incurred outside of the contract: 

In addition to the County billed overhead, the City also contributed 
additional funds to support the law enforcement services contract. For 
example, there are City wide overhead costs documented in their FY 13-
14 Cost Allocation Plan ($1,001,171) including administrative time from 
the City Attorney, City Manager's Office, Finance, Human Resources, and 
the Public Safety Department. 

Then there are additional city costs incurred to construct the Palmdale 
Sheriff's Station in 2004 including the donation of 11 acres of land 
estimated (estimated value of $1.3 million) as well as for city provided 
infrastructure improvements of( approximately $1.01 million). 



All these are valid examples of additional overhead costs not captured by 
the LA Sheriffs Deputy billing rate and denied for reif'f)bursement in the _:s; SCO audit. The city provided many examples and documents supporting 
that it is actually incurring overhead costs over and above that which was 
included m the Deputy's standard billing rate. These types of city wide 
overhead items are eligible for reimbursement under the instruction and 
0MB A-87 and should be allowed for inclusion in our claims. (See 
attached examples). 

~ The rates calculated are based on dollar of actual weighed direct labor 
rates cfiarged, so we can prove the rates are Justified and properly applied 
to direct costs. We are happy to calculate the fully loaded ICRP rates, 
with City Wide overhead if the SCO desires. However, we believe that we 
have already provided more than enough support to justify the inclusion of 
the default 10% rate allowed in the State Instructions. 

Not allowin contract cities to be reimbursed for all a I overhead costs 
is punitive an m violation o e tate Mandate guidelines which require 
the State to pay for ail__,actual, elig1ble1 and properly supported costs. Ai, 
example of an ICRP is provided, however more are avallableu pon 
request. 

We request the restoration of the additional 10% default overhead/lCRP 
costs in the claims. 

CONCLUSION: 

In Sllm:nary, we believe that the claims submitted by Palmdale were 
prepared in accordance with the claiming instruction, Statement of 
Decision, and the Parameters and Guidelines adopted by the 
Commission. We are willing to provide additional documentation upon 
request. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your findings in the Draft Audit 
Report. Please contact me at (661) 267-5411 or our consultant Annette 
Chinn at (916) 939-7901 with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Karen Johnston, C.P.A. 
Finance Director/City Treasurer 
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DECLARATION OF ANNETTE CHINN 

I, Annette S. Chinn, declare as follows: 

I am the owner and President of Cost Recovery System, Inc. a firm specializing in assisting cities 
and special districts to prepare and file State Mandate claims for reimbursement since 1999. Prior 
to founding Cost Recovery Systems Inc. I have been employed as a consultant in the State 
Mandates field since 1992. 

I have been assisting the City of Palmdale to prepare claims for State Reimbursement since FY 
1999-00. During FY 2013-14 I helped prepare the FY 1999-00 through FY 2011-12 Interagency 
Child Abuse and Neglect Reports claims (now a subject of this Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC)). 
I participated in the State Audit of this program and helped draft the IRC for the City. 

Prior to this audit, as a part of my State Mandate claim preparation services, I computed actual 
overhead rate computations or indirect cost rate proposals (ICRPS) for all of the law enforcement 
claims submitted by the city for Sheriffs Department costs from FY 2006-07 through FY 2016-
17. I emailed original ICRP computations to the SCO auditor for FY 2006-07 thought FY 2011-
12-13 on January 12, 2016 for their review and consideration. (See attached ITEM B-1) 

During the audit I helped prepare additional actual ICRP computations (See Incorrect Reduction 
Claim Appendix B, pages 51-73), titled "Sample ICRP Calculations" which are actual rates 
derived from actual Sheriff Contracts internal indirect charges as well as indirect charges from the 
City's Cost Allocation plan and additional infrastructure charges paid for by the city to support the 
law enforcement contract. 

Based on claiming instructions and Federal guidelines, I believe these overhead costs are eligible 
for inclusion in the ICRP and are actual ICRP costs which the City is entitled to. 

The Finance Director, Karen Johnston and I, repeatedly presented evidence both by phone and via 
email to the auditor showing additional actual overhead costs were incurred in support of the 
Sheriffs Contract and the actual rates computed from FY 2006-07 through FY 2012. I presented 
actual ICRP calculations used in the preparation of other State mandated Claims between FY 2006-
07 through FY 2011-12. (See attached ITEM B-1) 

I prepared amended actual ICRP rates to include City-wide overhead costs as provided by Finance 
Director, Karen Johnston (see IRC Appendix B page 51 -73). 

The SCO denied the inclusion of any overhead: either the default rate or the actual computed rates 
presented to the State Controller's staff. 

The City demonstrated that it had incurred actual overhead costs. The City provide actual ICRP 
rate computations for the Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Cost Claims during the 
audit and in the IRC. 

The attached "Time Survey Questionnaire" (see attached ITEM B-2) was provided to me by the 
State Controller's Auditor Doug Brejnak upon my request after he conducted interviews with 
Deputies Deschamps and Porter who actually worked on mandated activities. Neither I nor any 
other City or LA Sheriffs representatives, such as the supervising Sergeant, were allowed to attend 



these interviews conducted by the SCO auditor., however upon my request, after the interviews, 
the SCO auditor provided me with these questionnaires and responses from Deputies Tara Porter 
and Megan Deschamps. (See attached ITEM B-2). 

Page 12 of TAB 2 of the SCO February 22, 2018 response states that, "We determined that the 
second time study (2013) was performed contemporaneously by the deputies who actually 
performed the claimed activities" and that " ... during discussions with the Deputies who 
completed the time study, we determined that one SCAR investigation within the time study 
included unallowable activities." 

It is my belief that the 2013 Time Study was performed contemporaneously, but as shown in the 
Declaration from Detective Vanessa Reddy (attached to this response), she was the only employee 
who completed the 2013 time log in questions but she was never interviewed by the SCO auditor. 

Based on my information and belief, the only employees interviewed by the SCO auditors were 
Deputy Tara Porter, Deputy Megan Deschamps, and their supervising Sergeant Paul Zarris. 

Therefore, it is my belief that the SCO' s contention that ( on pages 9 and 11, TAB 2 of the SCO 
February 22, 2018 response) that "one investigation that included activities occurring after the 
SCAR was determined to be a substantiated case of child abuse" and was ineligible because it 
included "post investigative activities" was incorrectly omitted because the SCO would not have 
been able to make this determination without interviewing the employee who actually worked on 
that investigation and that the removal of that case therefore was incorrect. 

In addition, it is my belief that because the SCO auditor did not in fact interview the actual 
employee who completed the Time Logs upon which allowable time was based, it was not possible 
for the SCO to conclusively determine (page 13 TAB 2 of the SCO February 22, 2018 response) 
that "report writing ... was already included in the City' s time study" as they allege. 

Based on Detective Vanessa Reddy declaration, she was never interviewed by the auditor and she 
did inadvertently omit report writing for a number of unfounded cases (see attached Declaration 
and attachments), therefore it is my belief that report writing time should have been allowed for 
those cases for which report writing was accidentally omitted. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct of my own personal knowledge, unless stated on information and belief, in which 
case, I believe the facts to be true and correct. If so required, I could and would testify to the 
statements made herein. 

Executed this 'ZJ-1 day of August in Folsom, California. 

President, Cost Recovery Systems Inc. 
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r RECEIVED 
February 22, 2018 
Commission on 

... . Stqte IV1cmdates .,. 

BETIYT. YEE 
California State Controller 

February 22, 2018 

Heather Halsey 
Executive Director 
Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) 
Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect (!CAN) Investigation Reports, 17-0022-I-0l 
Penal Code Sections 11165.9, 11166, 11166.2, 11166.9, 11168 (formerly 11161.7), 
11169, 11170, and 11174.34 (formerly 11166.9) as added or amended by Statutes 1977, 
Chapter 958; Statutes 1980, Chapter 1071; Statutes 1981, Chapter 435; Statutes 1982, 
Chapters 162 and 905; Statutes 1984, Chapters 1423 and 1613; Statutes 1985, Chapter 
1598; Statutes 1986, Chapter 1289 and 1496; Statutes 1987, Chapter 82,531, and 1459; 
Statutes 1988, Chapter 269, 1497, and 1580; Statutes 1989, Chapter 153; Statutes 1990, 
Chapter 650, 1330, 1363, and 1603; Statutes 1992, Chapter 163,459, and 1338; Statutes 
1993, Chapter 219 and 510; Statutes 1996, Chapter 1080 and 1081; Statutes 1997, Chapter 
842, 843, and 844; Statutes 1999, Chapter 475 and 1012; and Statutes 2000, Chapter 916; 
California Code of Regulations, Title 11, Section 903 (Register 98, Number 29); Child 
Abuse Investigation Report Form SS 8583 (Rev. 3/91) 
Fiscal Years: 1999-2000, 2000-01, 2001-2002, 2002-2003, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, 2005-
2006, 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-
2013. 
City of Palmdale, Claimant 

Dear Ms. Halsey: 

The State Controller's Office is transmitting our response to the above-named IRC. 

If you have any questions, please contact me by telephone at (916) 323-5849. 

Sincerely, 

~Q~o~o..__ 
L(is{ iUROKA WA, Bureau Chief 
Division of Audits 

LK/kw 
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P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250 • (916) 445-2636 
3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 • {916) 324-8907 

901 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 200, Monterey Park, CA 91754 • {323) 981-6802 
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STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE 
TO THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM BY 

THE CITY OF PALMDALE 

For Fiscal Year (FY) 1999-2000, FY 2000-01, FY 2001-02, FY 2002-03, FY 2003-04, FY 
2004-05, FY 2005-06, FY 2006-07, FY 2007-08, FY 2008-09, FY 2009-10, FY 2010-11, FY 

2011-12, and FY 2012-13 

Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program 
Penal Code Sections 11165.9, 11166, 11166.2, 11166.9, 11168 (formerly 11161.7), 11169, 
11170, and 11174.34 (formerly 11166.9) as added or amended by Statutes 1977, Chapter 

958; Statutes 1980, Chapter 1071; Statutes 1981, Chapter 435; Statutes 1982, Chapters 162 
and 905; Statutes 1984, Chapters 1423 and 1613; Statutes 1985, Chapter 1598; Statutes 
1986, Chapter 1289 and 1496; Statutes 1987, Chapter 82, 531, and 1459; Statutes 1988, 
Chapter 269, 1497, and 1580; Statutes 1989, Chapter 153; Statutes 1990, Chapter 650, 

1330, 1363, and 1603; Statutes 1992, Chapter 163,459, and 1338; Statutes 1993, Chapter 
219 and 510; Statutes 1996, Chapter 1080 and 1081; Statutes 1997, Chapter 842,843, and 

844; Statutes 1999, Chapter 475 and 1012; and Statutes 2000, Chapter 916; California 
Code of Regulations, Title 11, Section 903 (Register 98, Number 29); Child Abuse 

Investigation Report Form SS 8583 (Rev. 3/91) 

SUMMARY 

The following is the State Controller's Office's (SCO) response to the Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) 
that the City of Palmdale submitted on November 7, 2017. The SCO audited the city's claims for costs of 
the legislatively mandated Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program for the 
period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2013. The SCO issued its final report on May 19, 2016 (Exhibit 
K). 

The city submitted reimbursement claims totaling $5,600,497-$280,007 for fiscal year (FY) 1999-00 
(Exhibit R), $305,011 for FY 2000-01 (Exhibit S), $330,276 for FY 2001-02 (Exhibit T), $358,743 for 
FY 2002-03 (Exhibit U), $387,691 for FY 2003-04 (Exhibit V), $418,175 for FY 2004-05 (Exhibit W), 
$460,866 for FY 2005-06 (Exhibit X), $529,095 for FY 2006-07 (Exhibit L), $594,897 for FY 2007-08 
(Exhibit M), $545,263 for FY 2008-09 (Exhibit N), $626,396 for FY 2009-10 (Exhibit 0), $465,822 for 
FY 2010-11 (Exhibit P), $206,956 for FY 2011-12 (Exhibit Q) and $91,299 for FY 2012-13 (Tab 3). 
Subsequently, the SCO audited these claims and determined that $2,961,652 is allowable and $2,638,845 
is unallowable because the city overstated the number of suspected child abuse reports (SCARs) 
investigated, overstated time increments for each fiscal year, and claimed ineligible indirect costs. 



The following table summarizes the audit results: 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

Jull'. 1, 1222. thnrngh Junil 3Q, 200Q 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports $ 363 $ 363 $ 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 2,126 1,778 (348) 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice: 
Completing an investigation 252,063 144,104 (107,959~ 

Total direct costs 254,552 146,245 (108,307) 
Indirect costs 25,455 ~25,4552 

Total program costs $ 280,007 146,245 $ (133,762) 

Less amount paid by the State1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 146,245 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

Jyll'. l, 2QQ0, through June 30, 2001 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports $ 396 $ 396 $ 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 2,303 1,929 (374) 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice: 
Completing an investigation 274,584 156,811 {117,7732 

Total direct costs 277,283 159,136 (118,147) 
Indirect costs 27,728 (27,7282 
Total program costs $ 305,011 159,136 $ (145,875) 
Less amount paid by the State 1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 159,136 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

Jull'. 1, 20Ql, thr2ygh June 30, 2002 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports $ 427 $ 427 $ 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 2,509 2,101 (408) 

Reporting to the State Department of Ju.stice: 
Completing an investigation 296,302 169,221 (127,081) 
Forwarding reports to the Department of Justice 1,013 ~1,013} 

Total direct costs 300,251 171,749 (128,502) 
Indirect costs 30,025 {30,025) 
Total Program Costs $ 330,276 171,749 $ (158,527) 
Less amount paid bythe State1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 171,749 

f~z._ 
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Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

Jul):'. 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports $ 465 $ 465 $ 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 2,726 2,276 (450) 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice: 
Completing an investigation 322,938 184,533 !138,4051 

Total direct costs 326,129 187,274 (138,855) 
Indirect costs 32,614 p2,614l 

Total Program Costs $ 358,743 187,274 $ (171,469) 

Less amount paid by the State1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of(less than) amount paid $ 187,274 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

Jul):'. I, 20Q3, through June 30, 2004 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports $ 503 $ 503 $ 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 2,963 2,461 (502) 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice: 
Completing an investigation 348,981 199,583 ~149,398) 

Total direct costs 352,447 202,547 (149,900) 
Indirect costs 35,244 (35,244) 

Total Program Costs $ 387,691 202,547 $ (185,144) 
Less amount paid by the State1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 202,547 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

Jul):'. I, 2004, through June 30, 2005 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports $ 542 $ 542 $ 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 3,225 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice: 
2,840 (385) 

Completing an investigation 376,392 226,107 (150,285) 

Total direct costs 380,159 229,489 (150,670) 
Indirect costs 38,016 (38,016} 
Total Program Costs $ 418,175 229,489 $ (188,686) 
Less amount paid by the State1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 229,489 

3 
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Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

Jyly l, 2005, thrnl!gh June 3Q, 2QQ6 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports $ 597 $ 597 $ 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 3,570 3,170 (400) 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice: 
Completing an investigation 414,802 253,952 (160,850} 

Total direct costs 418,969 257,719 (161,250) 
Indirect costs 41,897 ~41,897~ 

Total Program Costs $ 460,866 257,719 $ (203,147) 

Less amount paid by the State1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 257,719 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

Jyl~ 1, 2006, through Jun~ 30, 2007 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports $ 684 $ 684 $ 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 4,136 3,588 (548) 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice: 
Completing an investigation 476,175 283,619 (192,556) 

Total direct costs 480,995 287,891 (193,104) 
Indirect costs 48,100 !48,100~ 
Total Program Costs $ 529,095 287,891 $ (241,204) 
Less amount paid by the State1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 287,891 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

Jul~ l, 2Q07, thr2ugh June 30, 2008 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports $ 770 $ 770 $ 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 4,653 3,893 (760) 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice: 
Completing an investigation 535,393 308,542 {226,851~ 

Total direct costs 540,816 313,205 (227,611) 
Indirect costs 54,081 (54,081~ 
Total Program Costs $ 594,897 313,205 $ (281,692) 
Less amount paid by the State 1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 313,205 



Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports $ 705 $ 705 $ 
Cross-reporting from Jaw enforcement 4,261 3,540 (721) 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice: 
Completing an investigation 490,727 280,339 (210,388) 

Total direct costs 495,693 284,584 (211,109) 
Indirect costs 49,570 ~49,5701 
Total Program Costs $ 545,263 284,584 $ (260,679) 
Less amount paid by the State1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 284,584 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

J1.1ly 1, 2QQ2, throysh Jwui 30, 2QI0 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports $ 811 $ 811 $ 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 4,880 4,290 (590) 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice: 
Completing an investigation 563,760 338,718 (225,0421 

Total direct costs 569,451 343,819 (225,632) 
Indirect costs 56,945 (56,945) 
Total Program Costs $ 626,396 343,819 $ (282,577) 
Less amount paid by the State 1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 343,819 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 
Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

July I, 2010, through J1.1n!:l 3Q, 2Ql I 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports $ 602 $ 602 $ 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 3,653 3,281 (372) 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice: 
Completing an investigation 419,220 257;026 (162,194) 

Total direct costs 423,475 260,909 (162,566) 
Indirect costs 42,347 (42,347) 
Total Program Costs $ 465,822 260,909 $ (204,913) 
Less amount paid by the State1 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 260,909 



Cost Elements 

July I, 2011, through June 30, 2012 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice: 
Completing an investigation 

Total direct costs 
Indirect costs 

Total Program Costs 
Less amount paid by the State1 

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

Cost Elements 

July 1. 2012, through June 30, 2013 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 

Total direct costs 
Indirect costs 

Total Program Costs 
Less amount paid by the State1 

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

Cost Elements 

Summary: July I, 1999, through June 30, 2013 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice: 
Completing an investigation 
Forwarding reports to the Department of Justice 

Total direct costs 
Indirect costs 

Total Program Costs 
Less amount paid by the State1 

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

1 Payment information current as of January 22, 2018. 

lo 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

$ 596 $ 596 $ 
3,600 3,143 (457) 

183,946 110,563 ~73,383) 

188,142 114,302 (73,840) 
18,814 (18,814) 

$ 206,956 114,302 $ (92,654) 

$ 114,302 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

$ 469 $ 469 $ 
82,530 2,314 {80,216~ 

82,999 2,783 (80,216) 
8,300 {8,300} 

$ 91,299 2,783 $ (88,516) 

$ 2,783 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

$ 7,930 $ 7,930 $ 
127,135 40,604 (86,531) 

4,955,283 2,913,118 (2,042,165) 
1,013 {1,013} 

5,091,361 2,961,652 (2,129,709) 
509,136 ~509,136} 

$ 5,600,497 2,961,652 $ (2,638,845) 

$2,961,652 

.. . --------------------------- ----------------' 



I. INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT INVESTIGATION REPORTS PROGRAM 
CRITERIA 

Adopted Parameters and Guidelines-December 6, 2013 

Various statutory provisions; Title 11, California Code of Regulations, Section 903; and the Child 
Abuse Investigation Report Fonn SS 8583 require cities and counties to perfonn specific duties for 
reporting child abuse to the State, and to perfonn record-keeping and notification activities that were 
not required by prior law, thus mandating a new program or higher level of service. 

Penal Code sections 11165.9, 11166, 11166.2, 11166.9, 11168 (formerly 11161.7), 11169, 11170, and 
11174.34 (formerly 11166.9) were added and/or amended by: 

• Statutes of 1977, Chapter 958; 
• Statutes of 1980, Chapter 1071; 
• Statutes of 1981, Chapter 435; 
• Statutes of 1982, Chapters 162 and 905; 
• Statutes of 1984, Chapters 1423 and 1613; 
• Statutes of 1985, Chapter 1598; 
• Statutes of 1986, Chapters 1289 and 1496; 
• Statutes of 1987, Chapters 82, 531, and 1459; 
• Statutes of 1988, Chapters 269, 1497, and 1580; 
• Statutes ofl989, Chapter 153; 
• Statutes of 1990, Chapters 650, 1330, 1363, and 1603; 
• Statutes of 1992, Chapters 163, 459, and 1338; 
• Statutes of 1993, Chapters 219 and 51 O; 
• Statutes of 1996, Chapters 1080 and 1081; 
• Statutes of 1997, Chapters 842, 843, and 844; 
• Statutes of 1999, Chapters 475 and 1012; and 
• Statutes of 2000, Chapter 916. 

This program addresses statutory amendments to California's mandatory child abuse reporting laws 
commonly referred to as ICAN. A child abuse reporting law was first added to the Penal Code in 1963, 
and initially required medical professionals to report suspected child abuse to local law enforcement or 
child welfare authorities. The law was expanded to include more professions that are required to report 
suspected child abuse (now termed mandated reporters), and in 1980, California reenacted and 
amended the law, entitling it the Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act. As part of this program, the 
Department of Justice (DOJ) maintains a Child Abuse Centralized Index, which, since 1965, has 
maintained reports of child abuse statewide. A number of changes to the law have been made, 
particularly with a reenactment in 1980, and substantive amendments in 1997 and 2000. 

The Act, as amended, provides for reporting of suspected child abuse or neglect by certain individuals 
identified by their profession as having frequent contact with children. The Act provides rules and 
procedures for local agencies, including law enforcement, that receive such reports. The Act provides 
for cross-reporting among law enforcement and other child protective agencies, and to licensing 
agencies and district attorneys' offices. The Act requires reporting to the DOJ when a report of 
suspected child abuse is "not unfounded." The Act requires an active investigation before a report can 
be forwarded to the DOJ. As of January 1, 2012, the Act no longer requires law enforcement agencies 
to report to the DOJ, and now requires reporting only of"substantiated" reports by other agencies. The 
Act imposes additional cross-reporting and recordkeeping duties in the event of a child's death from 
abuse or neglect. The Act requires agencies and the DOJ to keep records of investigations for a 
minimum of ten years, and to notify suspected child abusers that they have been listed in the Child 
Abuse Central Index. The Act imposes certain due process protections owed to persons listed in the 
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index, and describes other situations in which a person would be notified of his or her listing in the 
index. 

On December 19, 2007, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted a statement of 
decision (Exhibit B) finding that the test claim statutes impose a partially reimbursable state-mandated 
program upon local agencies within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California 
Constitution and Government Code section 17514. The Commission approved the test claim for the 
reimbursable activities described in program's parameters and guidelines, section IV, performed by 
city and county police or sheriffs departments, county welfare departments, county probation 
departments designated by the county to receive mandated reports, district attorneys' offices, and 
county licensing agencies. The Commission outlined reimbursable activities relating to the following 
categories: 

• Distributing the suspected child abuse report form; 
• Reporting between local departments; 
• Reporting to the State Department of Justice; 
• Providing notifications following reports to the Child Abuse Central Index (CACI); 
• Retaining records; and 
• Complying with due process procedures offered to person listed in CACI. 

The program's parameters and guidelines (Tab 5) establish the State mandate and define the 
reimbursement criteria. The Commission adopted the-statement of decision (Tab 4) and the parameters 
and guidelines on December 6, 2013. In compliance with Government Code section 17558, the SCO 
issues claiming instructions to assist local agencies in claiming mandated program reimbursable costs. 

SCO Claiming Instructions 

The SCO annually issues mandated cost claiming instructions, which contain filing instructions for 
mandated cost programs. The April 28, 2014 claiming instructions (Exhibit J) are believed to be, for 
the purposes and scope of the audit period, substantially similar to the version extant at the time the 
city filed its mandated cost claims. 

Il. MISINTERPRETATION OF ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES 

(Finding 2: Unallowable Contract Service Costs - Reporting to the State Department of Justice) 

The SCO determined that the city overstated contract service costs for the Reporting to the State 
Department of Justice (DOJ) cost component totaling $2,043,178 for the audit period (Tab 6). The 
SCO concluded that the costs were unallowable because the city overstated the number of Suspected 
Child Abuse Report (SCAR) investigations and misstated the average time increment per SCAR 
investigation for the Complete an Investigation for the Purposes of Preparing the Report component 
activity for FY 1999-00 through FY 2011-12. Furthermore, the city erroneously claimed $1,013 in costs 
under the Forward Reports to the DOJ component activity in FY 2001-02. 

In an IRC filed on November 7, 2017, the city disagrees with the SCO' s reduction of the average time 
increment claimed per SCAR investigation and the SCO's interpretation of eligible activities. The city 
believes that the full time increment claimed for the Complete an Investigation component activity 
should be allowable. The city does not dispute the portion of the audit findings relating to the overstated 
SCAR investigations claimed for the audit period, nor the misstated $1,013 in costs claimed within the 
Forward Reports to the DOJ component activity in FY 2001-0i The portion of the finding relating to 
the average time increment disputed totals $1,132,337 for the audit period (Tab 7). 



SCO Analysis: 

Section IV.B.3.1 of the program's parameters and guidelines (Tab 5) allow reimbursement of the actual 
costs incurred to complete an investigation to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse or 
severe neglect is unfounded, substantiated, or inconclusive, for purposes of preparing and submitting 
the Form SS 8583 to the State DOJ. This activity includes reviewing the initial SCAR (Form SS 8572), 
conducting initial interviews with involved parties, and making a report of the findings of those 
interviews. The Commission clarified multiple times in its statement of decision (Tab 4) that 
reimbursement is limited to the activities noted in the parameters and guidelines. 

The city contracts with the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department (LASO) to perform all law 
enforcement activities, including investigating cases of suspected child abuse. The city staff does not 
perform any of the reimbursable activities under this program. The city claimed contract services costs 
but misclassified these costs as salaries and benefits in its claims. We reclassified the costs to contract 
services during the audit. 

The city claimed contract services costs totaling $4,956,296 under the Complete an Investigation 
component activity (Tab 6) using an average time increment of 3.67 hours per SCAR investigation 
claimed. Of the time increment claimed, 3 .5 hours were for the Deputy to conduct the investigation and 
prepare a report and 0.17 hours were for the Sergeant to review the report (Tab 10). The city's claimed 
time increments were based on two time studies performed by staff at the LASO Palmdale Station. The 
first time study showed an average time increment of 3.93 hours per SCAR investigation (Tab 8) and 
the second time study indicated 3.27 average time increment per SCAR investigation (Tab 9). 

We found the first time study, totaling 3.93 hours, to be inappropriate to support actual costs, as the 
study was not performed contemporaneously, was performed by staff who did riot complete the actual 
investigation activities claimed, used time estimates, and used a sample of cases that were not 
representative of the total population of SCAR investigations. Furthermore, we determined that the 

, second time study, totaling 3.27 hours, included one SCAR investigation with unallowable activities 
performed after the initial SCAR investigation was completed. However, we determined the results of 
the second time study to be appropriate to use, with the exception of the one investigation that included 
activities occurring after the SCAR was determined to be a substantiated case of child abuse. Therefore, 
we accepted the city's second time study (Tab 9), with the exception of one case, and used it for our 
further analysis. 

During the audit, we analyzed the city's second time study and individual activities included in it and 
removed the time allotment for one case that included unallowable investigation time. We then 
computed a revised average time increment of 2.65 hours per SCAR investigation (2.45 for the Deputy 
and 0.20 for the Sergeant) to perform reimbursable activities listed in the parameters and guidelines 
(Tab 12). We verified the reasonableness of the second time study results by conducting a time survey 
that included interviewing both LASD Deputies who are assigned to perform SCAR investigations at 
the Palmdale Station. Our time survey revealed an average time increment ranging between 2.29 hours 
and 2.71 hours to complete reimbursable investigation activities (Tab 13). As the 2.65 hours 
determined from the second time study fell, within the survey range, we determined that the time 
documented within the city's second time study (less one unallowable investigation mentioned earlier) 
was an accurate representation of the actual time needed to perform reimbursable activities for this 
component. 



City's Response 

ISSUE 1: 
SCO's interpretation of eligible activities was excessively restrictive and denies local agencies 
reimbursement of reasonable necessary, actual activities involved in the preliminary investigative 
process to "Complete an investigation to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse or 
sever neglect is unfounded, substantiated, or Inconclusive ... " 

"Government Code (GC) sections 17500 through 17617 provide for the reimbursement of costs incurred 
by local agencies for costs mandated by the State. These are costs that local agencies are required to 
incur after July I, 1980, as a result of any statute enacted after January 1, 1975, or any executive order 
implementing such statute which mandates a new program or higher level of service of an existing 
program." 

"All claims received by the SCO will be reviewed to verify all actual costs claimed. An adjustment of 
the claim will be made if the amount claimed is determined to be excessive, improper, or unreasonable." 

Per Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1183.1, "Reasonably necessary activities are defined in the 
regulations as "those methods not specified in statute or executive order that are necessary to carry out 
the mandated program." 

Claiming Instructions and Parameters and Guidelines Component 3.a.l) Complete an investigation for 
purposes of preparing the report state: "this activity includes review of the initial Suspected Child Abuse 
Report (Form 8572), conducting interviews with parents, victims, suspects, or witnesses, where 
applicable, and making a report of the findings of those interviews, which may be reviewed by a 
supervisor." Are eligible for reimbursement 

SCO argues that eligible activities are STRICTLY LIMITED TO this list of tasks. Claimant disagrees 
and believes that these were general guidelines meant to provide direction, and not meant to be an 
exclusive and exhaustive list of eligible tasks that take place during the preliminary investigative process 
to determine if the child abuse or neglect case is founded or unfounded. To assume so is unreasonable 
and violates the intent of State Mandate Statutes which ensure the reimbursement of actual costs incurred 
to comply with the State mandated program. 

The specific activities in denied by the SCO in dispute are: 

I) Review preliminary documents and materials to determine if interviews are necessary. This 
may include checking to see if a report was already written ( duplication), call CPS or reporting 
agency to obtain more details of the case, checking prior history, and other considerations. 

(SCO is only allowing time to review the SCAR) 

2) identify involved parties 
3) schedule and set up interviews via phone and/or email when needed 
4) travel to meet with parties involved in the investigation 
5) inspection of home (in instances related to allegations of neglect) to determine living 

conditions- food, running water, safe living conditions, etc. 

Relying on parent interviews or locating other possible witnesses to determine living conditions 
is often not appropriate or reasonable. The inspection of the child's living conditions is not 
being done to "collect evidence for criminal prosecution", but to determine if the child is 
suffering neglect - specifically to determine if the case is founded or unfounded. We believe 
the Commission would find this activity eligible since it is done prior to or in conjunction with 
the first interview phase of the investigation. It is Patrol level staff that would do this activity 
(not Detective level which review would occur during the evidence collection phase for 
criminal prosecution.) 

On pages 34 of the December 2013 Statement of Decision California Department of Social Services 
(COSS) argues (and Commission agrees) that only an investigation similar to one that is conducted by 
CDSS - and not as detailed as those conducted by law enforcement agencies - should be allowed. 

to 



COSS testimony states that, "prior to the actual interviews, the social worker must make a multitude 
of considerations to first decide whether an in-person investigation is necessary". That is exactly 
the same process law enforcement goes through in reviewing each case, however those activities and 
costs are being disallowed by SCO auditors. 

Page 35 COSS describes the process their staff goes through to make the determination as to whether 
the investigation requires referral to the Department of Justice (bOJ) under CANRA (Child Abuse and 
Neglect Reporting). "In summary, these rules require the social worker to first decide whether an 
in-person investigation is necessary, which includes consideration of a multitude of considerations. 
If an in-person investigation of reported child abuse is determined to be necessary, the COSS regulations 
at MPP 31-114 describe what steps are necessary for the conduct of the investigation." 

"These rules require direct contact with the alleged child victims, and at least one adult who has 
information regarding the allegations. If after that stage the social worker does not find the referral to be 
unfounded, the social worker must conduct an in person investigation with all the children present at the 
time of the initial in person investigation, all parents who have access to the child alleged to be at risk of 
abuse, noncustodial parents if he/she has regular or frequent in person contact with the child, and make 
necessary collateral contacts with persons having knowledge of the condition of the child. Based on 
these investigative activities, the social worker is required under CDSS regulations at MPP 31-50 l to 
determine whether the results of the investigation require referral to the Department of Justice under 
CANRA." 

Page 37 the Commission concludes: "Therefore, because in-person interviews and writing a report 
of the findings are the last step taken by law enforcement before determining whether to proceed with 
a criminal investigation or close the investigation, and the last step that county welfare departments take 
before determining whether to forward the report to the DOJ and possibly refer the matter to law 
enforcement, that degree of investigative effort must be the last step that is necessary to comply 
with the mandate." 

Based on the Statement of Decision discussion, we believe that the activities listed above and performed 
by law enforcement agencies before this "last step" in the investigative process are eligible for 
reimbursement. 

SCO's reductions of time for the investigative steps conducted prior to the in-person interviews and 
report writing are incorrect and time reduced should be restored. 

SCO's Comment 

The city is disputing the SCO's determination of the allowable average time increment per SCAR for 
the Complete an Investigation for the Purposes of Preparing the Report activity under the Reporting to 
the State DOJ cost component. The portion of the finding relating to the average time increment 
disputed totals $1,132,337 for the audit period (Tab 7). The SCO determined the allowable average 
time increment per SCAR from the city's second time study performed by staff at the LASD Palmdale 
Station (Tabs 9 and 12). The city has not provided any additional documentation relating to the time 
increment disputed since the final audit report was issued, including within its IRC. The SCO responded 
to this same issue in our final audit report (Exhibit K). 

The city argues within its IRC that the SCO incorrectly reduced the average time increments for the 
Complete an Investigation component activity based on the denial of investigative steps that occur prior 
to the in-person interviews. The city asserts in its IRC that additional preliminary activities are 
reasonably necessary investigation steps and, therefore, should be reimbursable. We disagree. In 
addition, we would like to clarify that the reduction in the disputed time increment was due to the city 
including post-investigation activities within its second time study and not due to the inclusion of the 
preliminary investigation activities. The revised time increment is based on all of the time increments 
documented in the city's second time study less one case, which included unallowable activities 
occurring after the case was determined to be substantiated (Tabs 9 and 12). This issue was already 
discussed in the SCO's final audit report (E~hibit K). 



As the SCO did not make any adjustments to the city's time increment based on preliminary 
investigation activities, we believe that the city's arguments are not valid and the audit findings should 
remain unchanged. Nevertheless, we will address both the time study and preliminary activities issues 
below. · 

Time Study 

During audit fieldwork, the city provided documentation of two time studies performed by the LASD. 
The investigation activities recorded by LASD included (Tab 9): 

1) Initially respond and begin documentation of a case and contact the County Welfare Department. 

2) Complete an investigation to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse or severe neglect 
is unfounded, substantiated, or inconclusive. 

3) Prepare a written report for every case investigated of known or suspected child abuse or severe 
neglect. 

4) Review and approve the report. 

The above investigation activities included in the LASD time study are in line with the activities 
outlined in the parameters and guidelines (Tab 5) which allow reimbursement for: 

1) Reviewing the initial SCAR (Form SS 8572); 

2) Conducting initial interviews with involved parties; and 

3) Making a report of the findings of the interviews (which may include a review of the report by a 
supervisor). 

The first time study (Tab 8) resulted in a total average time increment of 3.93 hours per SCAR, while 
the second time study (Tab 9) resulted in a total average time increment of 3.27 hours per SCAR. Using 
both time studies, the city claimed a total average time increment of 3.67 hours per SCAR (Tab 10). 
Of the total time claimed, 3.5 hours were for the Deputy to conduct an investigation and prepare a report 
and 0.17 hours were for the Sergeant to review the report. It should also be noted that while amending 
its claim in the summer of 2015, the city added 0.39-hour time increment to the second time study 
conducted by LASD deputies in September 2013 (Tab 11). The city added this time increment because 
it felt that the report writing time documented by the LASD Deputies was insufficient. 

During audit fieldwork, we reviewed both time studies performed to determine the reasonableness and 
accuracy of the time increments claimed. After discussions with LASD staff, we found the first time 
study to be inappropriate to support actual costs, as the study was not performed contemporaneously, 
was performed by staff who did not complete the actual investigation activities claimed, used time 
estimates, and used a sample of cases only consisting of founded cases of child abuse. 

We determined that the second time study was performed contemporaneously by the Deputies who 
actually performed the claimed activities and included a representative sample of various SCAR 
investigations. However, during discussions with the Deputies who completed the time study, we 
determined that one SCAR investigation within the time study included unallowable activities. We 
found that the case in question, which recorded over six hours more time than the next longest 
investigation, included activities occurring after the initial SCAR investigation was completed and 
referred to the LASD Special Victims Unit (SVU) (Tab 9). Furthermore, we determined that the 0.39-
hour time increment added by the city two years after the completion of the time study was ineligible 



because report writing activity is one of the four activities already included in the city's time study 
(Tabs 9 and 11). 

pon completion of our review, we detennined that the results of the second time study would be 
appropriate to use, with the exception of the one investigation that included activities occurring after 
the case was detennined to be a substantiated case of child abuse and was referred to the SVU. The 
average time per case, using the second time study results (less the unallowable hours of the one case), 
totaled 2.65 hours (Tab 12). Of the total allowable time increment, 2.45 hours were applied to the 
Deputy position, while 0.20 hours were attributed to the Sergeant position. 

f To verify this time increment, we interviewed the Deputies responsible for performing ICAN 
investigations at the LASO Palmdale Station. We conducted time surveys with the Deputies (Tab 13) 
to verify the average time needed to perform SCAR investigations. Activities within the time survey 
questionnaire included: 

• Reviewing SCARs; 
• Researching other items; 
• .Conducting interviews with victims, parents, suspects, and witnesses; 
• Inspecting residences; 
• Coordinating with SVU; 
• Writing incident/crime reports; 
• Reviewing reports by supervisors; and 
• Clearing cases within the E-SCARS database. 

The Deputies' answers on the time survey questionnaires resulted in the time increments ranging from 
2.29 hours to 2.71 hours per SCAR investigation (Tab 13). As the average 2.65-hour time increment 
determined from the second time study fell within this range, we accepted the 2.65-hour time increment 
and used it within our calculation of allowable costs (Tabs 12 and 6). 

Contrary to the city's argument in its IRC, the SCO made no adjustments to the city's time increment 
for ineligible preliminary investigation activities. Preliminary investigation activities did not have an 
impact on the SCO's analysis of the allowable time increment per SCAR. The allowable time 
ncrements used within the audit report were based on the city's own time study (less the one 
nvestigation that included time for activities performed after the initial investigation was completed). 

We believe the allowable costs determined during the audit should remain unchanged. 

Additional Preliminary Investigation Activities 

Within its IRC, the city argues that the reduction in the time increment by SCO was due to the exclusion 
of the following five activities: 

I) Reviewing preliminary documents and material to determine if interviews are necessary; 

2) Identifying involved parties; 

3) Scheduling and setting up interviews; 

4) Traveling to meet with parties involved in the investigation; and 

5) Inspecting the home to determine living conditions. 

The city's assertions are incorrect. As discussed above, the SCO did not make any adjustments to the 
city's time increment for preliminary investigation activities. Despite making no adjustments for these 
activities, we disagree with the city's argument that the preliminary activities listed by the city are 

\ 



· eligible for reimbursement under this program. Activity five (Inspecting the home) was included in the 
SCO's time survey questionnaire (Tab 13); and although this activity may also go beyond the scope of 
the mandate, the SCO accepted this activity from the time survey questionnaire, as it was immaterial. 
Furthennore, Form SS 8572 already identifies involved parties (Tab 14) making activity two 
redundant. 

We agree that the Deputies perform many activities necessary to complete the child abuse 
investigations. However, not all activities within the investigation process are allowable for 
reimbursement, even when they appear reasonably necessary. We believe that the preliminary 
investigation activities described by the city go beyond the scope of the reimbursable component and, 
therefore, are unallowable for reimbursement. 

Section IV .B.3 .1 of the program's parameters and guidelines (Tab 5) allow reimbursement of the actual 
costs incurred to review the initial SCARs, conduct initial interviews with involved parties, and make 
a report of the findings of those interviews. All of these activities were documented in the LASD time 
study and are included within the 2.65-hour average calculated during audit fieldwork. 

The Commission clarified multiple times in its statement of decision (Tab 4) that the activities outside 
of those listed in ·the parameters and guidelines are not reimbursable. 

The Commission states on page 3 5 of its December 2013 statement of decision (Tab 4): 

... interviews with suspect(s), victim(s), and witness(es) conducted by county welfare departments are 
sufficient to comply with the mandate, and that law enforcement activities are reimbursable only to the 
same extent. The claimant has requested reimbursement, as discussed above, for much more extensive 
investigation normally pursued by law enforcement agencies, whether the investigations results in a 
finding ofno child abuse, or a finding that the suspected child abuse is substantiated ..... the Commission 
finds that a patrol officer's (or county probation or county welfare employee's) interview with the child, 
parents, siblings, witnesses, and/or suspect(s), and preliminary report of the findings, including 
supervisory review, constitute the maximum extent of investigation necessary to make the determination 
whether to forward the report to DOJ, and to make the report retainable. 

The Commission .also states on page 33 of its statement of decision (Tab 4): 

.... the scope of investigation is limited to the degree of investigation that DOJ has allowed to constitute 
a 'retainable report;' in other words, the minimum degree of investigation that is sufficient to complete 
the reporting requirement is the maximum degree of investigation reimbursable under the test claim 
statute . .. 

The city misinterprets the statement of decision and provides a quote from page 37 in its IRC: 

.... because in-person interview and writing a report of the findings are the last step taken by law 
enforcement before determining whether to proceed with a criminal investigation or close the 
investigation, and the last step that county welfare departments take before determining whether to 
forward the report to the DOJ and possibly refer the matter to law enforcement, that degree of 
investigative effort must be the last step that is necessary to comply with the mandate. 

The city infers from this quote that all preliminary investigation activities, even if not listed in the 
parameters and guidelines, should be reimbursable. We disagree. The city is taking the Commission's 
analysis out of context. The Commission continues on the same page to state that: 

.... the maximum extent under the mandate includes patrol officer's (or county probation or county 
welfare employee's) interviews with the child, parents, witnesses, and/or suspects, and the reporting of 
those findings, which may be reviewed by a supervisor, where applicable. 

{~ 
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achinncrs@aol.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Doug, 

AChinnCRS@aol.com 
Monday, February 29, 2016 10:05 AM 
DBrejnak@sco.ca.gov; kjohnston@cityofpalmdale.org 
MVorobyova@sco.ca.gov 
Re: Exit Conference Agenda Handout 

You mentioned in your email that the ICRPs that I submitted had "other issues" - could you please explain these to me 
prior to our exit conference? 

Thank you, 

Annette S. Chinn 
Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 E. Bidwell Street #294 
Folsom, CA 95630 

phone (916) 939-7901 
fax (916) 939-7801 

In a message dated 2/26/2016 2:52:15 P.M. Pacific Standard Time, DBrejnak@sco.ca.gov writes: 

Hi Karen , 

Attached is the agenda for the exit conference on March 7th . I have also attached a schedule of allowable costs 
which summarizes each of the audit finding amounts. The findings have not been changed since the last status 
meeting . 

I have reviewed all the city's indirect cost support and our position has not changed. The program's parameters 
and guidelines allows a 10% indirect cost rate against direct salaries claimed . However, the city's claim contains 
no direct salaries. The claim is made up entirely of contracted service costs. The ICRP also has a number of 
issues which we can discuss further at the exit conference if you would like. 

Please let me know if you have any questions about the agenda or schedule 1. See you on the 7th . 

Thanks, 

Douglas Brejnak 

Staff Management Auditor (Specialist) 
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State Controller's Office 

Division of Audits/Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 

Office: (916) 327-0702 

dbrejnak@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents as well as any attachments may contain confidential and/or legally privileged 
information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate 
applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all 
copies of the communication . 
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achinncrs@aol.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

AChinnCRS@aol.com 
Monday, January 25, 2016 9:02 AM 
DBrejnak@sco.ca.gov; kjohnston@cityofpalmdale.org 
Re: ICAN Audit Exit Conference 

Thank you Doug - there is definitely overhead within the contract itself, not even considering citywide overhead costs. In 
--=,, many years I calculated the rates, but most years the rate came close to 10%, so I typically used the default rate. Let me 

know if you'd want me to dig up more rate calculations from older years. 

Hopefully we'll know where we stand on the issues in dispute before then , so the meeting will be just a formality . 

I was going to listen in on the the exit conference via phone - so I'm good with most dates in early through mid March. 
was going to take a week off during spring break (March 21 - 25) 

Thanks again, 

Annette S. Chinn 
Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 E. Bidwell Street #294 
Folsom, CA 95630 

phone (916) 939-7901 
fax (916) 939-7801 

In a message dated 1/25/2016 7:48 :23 AM. Pacific Standard Time, DBrejnak@sco.ca.gov writes: 

I will take a look at this new documentation you have sent. 

Will an exit conference on March 7th work for the both of you? Let me know if another date would work bet te r. 

Thank you, 

Doug Brejnak 

From: AChinnCRS@aol.com [mailto:AChinnCRS@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 4:13 PM 
To: Brejnak, Douglas <DBrejnak@sco .ca .gov>; kjohnston@cityofpalmdale.org 
Subject: Re: ICAN Audit Exit Conference 

* Th i s zip f i l e ha s been scanned f o r v i ruses but may sti l l contain spam . 
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* Do not open i f you sus p e ct the s ource . - SCO Networ k Support Uni t 

Hi Doug, 

I disagree with the position of not allowing overhead and have attached the following documents for your review 
and consideration. The ICRP calcs for the last 7 years supports between 5-11 % overhead directly incurred 
within the Sheriff Contract itself (not even factoring City-wide overhead, which Karen has previously provided 
support for) 

There are typically 3 Sergeant positions - so even if you consider direct costs billed for the mandate (roughly 200 
hrs a year) that only amounts to about 10% of one of Sergeant's time. 

Sergeants are the first line supervisory/administrative staff positions in the department and support the deputies. 

Thank you, 

Annette S. Chinn 
Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 E. Bidwell Street #294 
Folsom, CA 95630 

phone (916) 939-7901 
fax (916) 939-7801 

In a message dated 1/12/2016 10:40:20 AM. Pacific Standard Time, DBrejnak@sco.ca.gov writes: 

Hi Annette, 

Thanks for providing the add itional information, and I apologize that I did not give reply to your email 
quicker. I was planning on discussing this issue at the exit conference. Our position on the indirect cost 
finding remains unchanged . 

I have a few questions/comments concerning the recent indirect cost support: 

The sergeant position is listed as an indirect cost. However, the sergeants time was tracked and 

included as a direct cost for the claim. 
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) The contract does not show any Watch Deputy units purchased . 

The costs of the contract are direct costs to the city, not indi rect costs. Furthermore, the time stud ies 
performed identified the time and staff needed to conduct the allowable activities. The Watch Deputy 
and Ad min staff position were not listed. 

We could discuss this issue further at the exit conference if you like, but again our position remains 
unchanged. Sorry again about not replying back, it was my original intention to discuss this ea rlier 
before we were delayed on scheduling the exit conference. 

Thanks, 

Doug Brejnak 

From: AChinnCRS@aol.com [mailto :AChinnCRS@aol.com1 
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 9:56 AM 
To: Brejnak, Douglas <DBrejnak@sco.ca.gov>; kjohnston@cityofpalmdale .org 
Subject: Re: ICAN Audit Exit Conference 

Hi Doug , 

As I recall we still had some outstanding issues and questions - one regarding the 10% overhead. 

I believed I showed you that there were even overhead costs within the contract itself (station clerks, 
ad min sergeants, etc), not to mention citywide overhead that would justify the default 10%. 

Never heard back regarding this issue. 

Thank you, 

Annette S. Chinn 
Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 E. Bidwell Street #294 
Folsom, CA 95630 

phone(916)939-7901 
fax (916) 939-7801 
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In a message dated 1/12/2016 9:50:51 AM. Pacific Standard Time, DBrejnak@sco.ca.gov writes: 

Hi Karen, 

I apologize for the delay in setting up the exit conference, we had a shuffling of staff around 
here and Masha did not have the opportunity to review all the working papers. Anyway, I am 
contacting you today to see if you would be available on Monday March 7, 2016 at 1 :00 PM 
for an exit conference? During the exit we will discuss the audit process taken and each of the 
findings. Let me know if this time will work for you and Annette. 

Thanks, 

Douglas Brejnak 

Staff Management Auditor (Specialist) 

State Controller's Office 

Division of Audits/Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 

Office: (916) 327-0702 

dbrejnak@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents as well as any attachments may contain confidential 
and/or legally privileged information . It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use 
or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not 
the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. 
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achinncrs@aol.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Doug, 

AChinnCRS@aol.com 

Tuesday, January 12, 2016 4:13 PM 
DBrejnak@sco.ca.gov; kjohnston@cityofpalmdale.org 

onference 

Palmdale Sheriff ICRPS.ZIP 

I disagree with the position of not allowing overhead and have attached the following documents for your review and 
consideration. The ICRP calcs for the last 7 years supports between 5-11 % overhead directly incurred within the Sheriff 
Contract itself (not even factoring City-wide overhead, which Karen has previously provided support for) 

There are typically 3 Sergeant positions - so even if you consider direct costs billed for the mandate (roughly 200 hrs a 
year) that only amounts to about 10% of one of Sergeant's time. 

Sergeants are the first line supeNisory/administrative staff positions in the department and support the deputies. 
Thank you, 

Annette S. Chinn 
Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 E. Bidwell Street #294 
Folsom, CA 95630 

phone(916)939-7901 
fax (916) 939-7801 

In a message dated 1/12/2016 10:40:20 AM. Pacific Standard Time, DBrejnak@sco.ca.gov writes: 

Hi Annette, 

Thanks fo r providing the additional information, and I apologize that I did not give reply to you r emai l qu icker. I 

was plann ing on discussing this issue at the exit conference. Our position on the indirect cost finding remains 
unchanged. 

I have a few questions/comments concerning the recent indirect cost support: 

1) The sergeant position is listed as an indirect cost. However, the sergeants time was tracked and included as a 
di rect cost for the claim . 

2) The contract does not show any Watch Deputy unit s purchased. 
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3) The costs of the contract are direct costs to the city, not indirect costs. Furthermore, the t ime studies 
performed identified the t ime and staff needed to conduct the allowable activities. The Watch Deputy and 
Ad min staff position were not listed. 

We could discuss this issue further at the exit conference if you like, but again our position remains unchanged. 
Sorry again about not rep lying back, it was my original intention to discuss this earlier before we were delayed 
on scheduling the exit conference. 

Thanks, 

Doug Brejnak 

From: AChinnCRS@aol.com [mailto:AChinnCRS@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 9:56 AM 
To: Brejnak, Douglas <DBrejnak@sco.ca .gov>; kjohnston@cityofpalmdale .org 
Subject: Re: ICAN Audit Exit Conference 

Hi Doug, 

As I recall we still had some outstanding issues and questions - one regarding the 10% overhead . 

I believed I showed you that there were even overhead costs within the contract itself (station clerks, admin 
sergeants, etc), not to mention citywide overhead that would justify the default 10%. 

Never heard back regarding this issue. 

Thank you , 

Annette S. Chinn 
Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 E. Bidwell Street #294 
Folsom, CA 95630 

phone (916) 939-7901 
fax (916) 939-7801 

In a message dated 1/12/2016 9:50:51 A.M. Pacific Standard Time, DBrejnak@sco.ca.gov writes: 

I Hi Karen , 
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I apologize for the delay in setting up the exit conference, we had a shuffling of staff around here and 
Masha did not have the opportunity to review all the working papers. Anyway, I am contacting you today 
to see if you would be available on Monday March 7, 2016 at 1 :00 PM for an exit conference? During 
the exit we will discuss the audit process taken and each of the findings. Let me know if this time will 
work for you and Annette. 

Thanks, 

Douglas Brejnak 

Staff Management Auditor (Specialist) 

State Controller's Office 

Division of Audits/Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 

Office: (916) 327-0702 

dbrejnak@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents as well as any attachments may contain confidential and/or legally 
privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited 
and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact 
the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. 
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Dept 1 
Dept 2 
Dept 3 
Dept 4 
Dept 5 
Dept 6 
Dept 7 
Dept 8 
Dept 9 
Dept 10 

Agency: 

Fiscal Year 
2006-07 
2007-08 
2008-09 

2009-10 
2010-11 
2011-12 
2012-13 

ICRP INPlJT SCREEN 
City of Palmdale 

Department 
Sheriff 
Sheriff 
Sheriff 
Sheriff 
Sheriff 
Sheriff 
Sheriff 

ICRP 
Rate 
6.2% 
6.0% 
5.4% 
11.3% 
9.0% 
8.7% 
8.6% 

Depart. 
Ben Rate 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

© COST RECOVERY SYSTEMS, INC. 



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Liability 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Palmdale 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2006-07 

Excludable Allowable 
Total Un allowable Indirect 
Costs Costs Costs 

$14,575,820 $525,641 

$14,575,820 $525,641 

$339,144 $339,144 

Allowable 
Direct 
Costs 

$14,050,179 

$14,050,179 

for other staff besides 56 hr deputies 

Total $339,144 

llrotal Expenditures $14,914,964 

le"' Piao c,~, 
Total 

!Total Alloc. Indirect Costs $14,914,964 
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$339,144 

$864,785 $14,050,17911 

$864,785 $14,050, 1791 

$864,785 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
$14,050,179 Total Direct Salaries 



Name/Position 

Sergeant SAO (2) 
Serqeant Motor (1) at 85% 
Stn. Clerk II 

City of Palmdale 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2006-07 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$323,314 
$144,963 
$57,364 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $525,641 
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Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Palmdale 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

Total 
Costs 

$16,751,096 

$16,751,096 

Excludable 
Un allowable 

Costs 

Allowable 
Indirect 
Costs 

$564,923 

$564,923 

Allowable 
Direct 
Costs 

$16,186,173 

$16,186,173 

Liability (less that for 56 hr deputy) $399,216 $399,216 

Total 

otal Ex enditures 

I'"' ,., ,,.. 
Total 

!Total Alloc. Indirect Costs 

:1¢.R.P RATE:~: 

$399,216 

$17,150,312 

$17,150,312 

·s· ·:o· oi 
:_ ... : :(~ 
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$399,216 

$964,139 $16,186,173 

$ss4,1as $1s,1ss,173I 

$964,139 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
$16,186,173 Total Direct Salaries 



Name/Position 

Serqeant SAO (2) 
Sergeant Motor (1) at 85% 
Stn. Clerk II 

City of Palmdale 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2007-08 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$347,886 
$155,984 

$61 ,053 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $564,923 



10/31/2008 10:36 FAX 6612722540 

ffAVJC! UHff.S 

OEPUT't' Skt!RIFF SERVICE \mil 
,U) 

/,4,n,Rclicl 

0,a'"PUTY SHERJ1F SER'llCE UNIT !BONUS LEVEl) 
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oqO\V'n-4 DEPUTY UNliS (Non•fttlkf Only) 
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l)'Q' )Hnt 
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E$W.IATE0 COST FOR !leRV1Cf UNITS -

>!OVRS OF SERVICE & ESTIMATED CHARGES 
CITY: ?al~ 
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W65 0 
2070 0 
3650 0 
,no ti."4 
17 ).33-1 

,na 
778 
718 

1na 

m 
l77S 
ma 
l71ll 
177 

177 
li78 
na 

177 
1i79 
1779 
1713 
111, 
,n 
1i78 

"" ,-. 
1ne 
718 

-D<PUl'l'. 152,211 
MP.bl"Y,D-1 17,7SG 

lllUAGE4~ . $,334 
c•o 0 

°""'"'" ,.ne 

0 
0 
0 

'3200"-0 
320<).>0 

!ll!ll!ID . 

9. 1)2.W.. 
1Jlo$,6"0 

Jl0,040 
0 

IOSJ;SO 

P[RSOHHtl. 
~tQU1Al0 

00000 
o ooo·o 
00000 

0000 
30000 

>8.00(}0 
,0000 
•o<lllO 
OO<>CO 

• o°"o 
1.0000 
2000<) 
0.0000 
0 01l0 

~ 

es2g20 
10 0000 
Jcoo.> 
0.0000 
l.V')GO 



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Liability (less 56 hr deputies) 

Total 

IC,pltal "'''"""'" 

Total 

llr otal Expenditures 

IITotal Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Palmdale 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2008-09 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

$17,633,776 $528,859 $17,104,917 

$17,633,776 $528,859 $17,104,917 

$387,581 $387,581 

$387,581 $387,581 

$18,021,357 $916,440 $17,104,91711 

$18,021,357 $916,440 $17,104,91711 

<10.RPRATE::=( :~~4:¾ $916,440 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
: : : : : : : : : : : : ?Rate is :e.ii.s.e.d:on saia.nesJ;: $17,104,917 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Palmdale 
Sheriff 

Name/Position 

Sergeant (3) at 85% 
Stn. Clerk II 

Fiscal Year 
2008-09 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Ad min. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$464,044 
$64,815 

$528,859 



10/3112008 08:50 FAX 6612722545 

HOURS OF SERVIC€ & ESTIMATED CHARGES 
CITY: Palmd,te 71\/;'00:S 

~ 
Ufi~£/JHIT~ v,t'RLV 

KO!Jlll5PfA • 
Ul'IV'Cfl>H/1' 

OEPUTV SHE"~!Ff ~ERVICf V~'IT .. .10Hovr 0.00 0.00 0.00 ?08& 
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Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Liability (less 56 hr deputies) 

Total 

ICapltal E,p,,dltm,, 

Total 

!lrotal Expenditures 

oc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Palmdale 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2009-10 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

$17,888,741 $1,681,892 $16,206,849 

$17,888,741 $1,681,892 $16,206,849 

$156,426 $156,426 

$156,426 $156,426 

$18,045,167 $1,a3s,31 a $16,2os,s4sll 

$18,045,167 $1,838,318 $16,206,.849 

/QRf':RAT.E:==::•>>•>::::•:•:·.· ••••t1~3% $1,838,318 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
... : .. :: .. : .. (R~t~ 1$ Bai~d 6iis~i~ffe~f ·:···:··:·::••:::•:•: $16,206,849 Total Direct Salaries 



Name/Position 

Sergeant SAO (2) 
SerQeant Motor ( 1) at 85% 
Station Clerk 
Watch Deputies (5) 

City of Palmdale 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2009-10 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$371,765 
$166,690 
$65,582 

$1,077,855 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $1,681,892 



11/29/2010 07:19 FAX 6612722413 ~uu.:1vv.:: 

Page Jof3 

HOURS OF SERVICE a. ESTIMATED CHARGES 
CilY: Palrrwme 7nl2009 

----✓ 
5'RY'IC"ilJIWT1 PallKllltiE\. 

Rm'-'"ED 
IITO • 

DEPUlY 51taRFF SERVICE UNIT 
40 Hour 6 1.:170 JSZ 00 2086 12,516 150 960 6.9950 
55 Hout 36 11 s,o 96400 2970 1.05 1%0 6 307 00 SB,7S20 
70HD1Jr 0 0.00 3&5C 0 0 0.0000 

Non-Ralie 201 .-.e.oo 1788 1.769 107,340 ,.0000 

0 0.00 0.00 0 0.0000 
56 Hrur 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.0000 
70 Hovr 0 0.00 0 00 0 .0000 

Noo-Rollel 1 15 57J.OO 12 4.36 1789 107340 1.0000 

14 1.9114 1196~.64 Z113 
0 0.00 
1 9 025,52 ,~ 
0 0.00 

427 3J•OO 25640.28 '62 u, 1789 5. 
l:.a!advahrde 0 0.00 0.00 0.1)0 1789 

2 300884.00 ,s~.o• 311,1~.cu 1 69 
0 0.00 0.00 0,00 1769 

SLIPPlEMENTAL POSU\OM! 
L 0 NIA O.otl 1789 0 0 

2 )71 NIA mr».OQ g 3578 214,lli0 
1 1"6. 1176e.J6 207112.>I 1789 1189 107,3~0 
o 0.00 0.00 1789 0 0 
5 1077 84.671.00 114 136.IHJ 1789 6945 538.700 
0 0.00 0.00 1789 0 0 
0 0.00 0.00 O.DO 1789 0 
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 1789 0 0 
0 0.00 NIA 0.00 1789 0 0 
0 0.00 NIA 0.00 17 0 0 
0 000 NIA 0 1789 o 0 
1 ,582.00 NIA 1789 17H 107 3AO 
0 0,00 NIA 17W 0 0 

AJ>isla<ll 0 000 000 17119 0 0 
Ottm Neei;t lo lflSert cos\ in 11ex1 totuffll'I 0 0.00 NIA 1789 0 0 

ESTIMATED COST FOR SERVICE I.JNITTI ~ $11;.UC 741.00 
UAlllurt @ill= S1,IJ47.0&:U2 - - ~ TOTAi. ESTIMATED COST 119 a ..t2 . .,..,,.,. 15a,1a3 9,526,980 11.7•10 

Df!ptJf'l',6-1 7,156 429,360 4.00<IO 
1..r,su:RCEANT S,.367 322.020 3.0000 

C3A 0 0 0.0000 
CMUAN 1,789 107,340 1 0000 

,,.,, ... 
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Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Liability (less 56 hr deputies) 

Total 

otal Ex enditures 

I'"',,.,, ... 
Total 

Total Alloc, Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Palmdale 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2010-11 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

$18,029,829 $1,271,210 $16,758,619 

$18,029,829 $1 ,271 ,210 $16,758,619 

$235,065 $235,065 

$235,065 $235,065 

$18,264,894 $1,506,275 $16,758,619 

$18 264,894 $1 ,506,275 $16,758,619 

11.·.:./t,;tt~RAT:E:=:: > < ::~~O¾ 
: : : : (Rat~:/~ si~ed ~ri: Salaries : : 

$1,506,275 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
$16,758,619 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Palmdale 
Sheriff 

Name/Position 

Sergeant SAO (2) 
Sergeant Motor( 1) at 85% 
Station Clerk 
Watch Deputy (3) 

Fiscal Year 
2010-11 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Ad min. or Support Staff 
Annual Salary 

$376,794 
$169,550 

$65,844 
$659,022 

$1,271,210 



11/29/2010 07: 19 FAX 661272241.3 @0011002 

Pale zor~ 

HOURS OF SERVICE & ESTIMATE• CHAflG~5 
CITY; P'almdelt 111120,a 

Jtqvc;eUHfTI /'ERSO,,,W!L 

REQIJIR.1!0 

DEPUTY $HEM.IFF SERVICE UNIT 
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70H<lur 0 0.00 o.oo 3600 0 0 00000 
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GROWTH OtPUlY UNITS (Non-Aeliflf O.,lyJ 
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.2!.2.:'JY, 0-1 153,094.00 6,123 .76 . 1789 1,i&9 107.340 1.0000 
De B•I wKh cSedie•ed veh1ct• 0.00 0.00 · 1769 0 0.0000 

GRANT Vi\HTS (Non..Relfef OrilyJ 

~ 434,528.00 17 J97,12 1?89 ~.351 322.,02.0 >.0000 
o, with cied'iea:ed vehich 0.00 __ ._00 178~ 0 0 0.0000 
~/'!!. B-1 MOTOR z JO518S.OO 12 'l.47 52 11ag 3 S78 214.680 ,. 
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0.00 NIA ·, .. .. 1789 0 0 
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0 0,.00 o.co ' ' ':,, 11a~ 0 
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0 000 NIA t789 0 0 
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ESTIMATEO cosr FQR $ERVICE UNITS .. :,il~~m_·· -~ 
L\ASJUTY@ 4'4 :.- S?OS.447.64 • . , 2U!l :?'f!iM!a;'' = TOTAL ESTIMATED COST 
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01:J'IJTr. 11•1 10,73• 64-1,0-40 6.0000 
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-._..,,.· 

--- ·-··--·----------------



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Liability (less 56 hr deputies) 

Total 

jlT otal Expenditures 

1•""''" c,~, 
Total 

lrrotal Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Palmdale 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2010-11 

Exciudable Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

$18,858,396 $1 ,271 ,210 $17,587,186 

$18,858,396 $1 ,271,210 $17,587,186 

$253,451 $253,451 

$253.451 $253,451 

$19,111 ,847 $1,524,661 $17,587,18611 

$19,111,847 $1 ,524,661 $17,587,18611 

<iQRP}~Att=<):<;: · > :\iji¾: 
: : : : : : : •: •:: ::: •:::•:::•:(Rat~ is fias.e.iton: sii1a.,ie~f. ::: •:::::::::::::::: 

$t524,661 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
$17,587,186 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Palmdale 
Sheriff 

Name/Position 

Sergeant SAO (2) 
Sergeant Motor( 1) at 85% 
Station Clerk 
Watch Deputy (3) 

Fiscal Year 
2011-12 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$385,450 
$172,897 

$66,936 
$689,364 

$1,314,647 



SERl/lCE UNITS : 

DEPUTY SHERIFF SERVICE UNIT 
40 Hour 
56 Hour 
70 Hour 

Non-Relief 

Non-Relief 

GROWTH DEPUTY UNITS (Non-Relief Only} 

with dedicated vehicle 

with dedicated vehicle 

(Non-Relief Only} 

with dedicatad vehicle 
B-1 Motor 
8-1 with dedicated vehicle 

SUPPLEMENTAL POSITIONS (Non-Relief Only} 
!" :~.! 

Custod Assistant 
Other Need to insert cost in next column 

ESTIMATED COST FOR SERVICE UNITS" 

'· u, 

SH-AD 575 (REV. 4/1 l) 

HOURS OF SERVICE & ESTIMATED CHARGES 
CITY: Palmdale 

6 1,436 868.00 
36 12,069,720.00 
0 0.00 
8 1,741,664.00 

0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
4 919152.00 

4 586 928.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 

3 440,196.00 
0 0.00 
2 318,710.00 
0 0.00 

0 0.00 
2 385,450.00 
1 203,406.00 
0 0.00 
3 689 364.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
1 66,936.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 

·11a .. sss'Ssa:oo 

7/1/2011 

2086 
2920 
365,0 
1789 

2086 
2920 
3650 
1789 

1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 

1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 

1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 

DEPUTY 

DEPUTY, B·1 

LT/SC f\GEANT 

CSA 
CIVILIAN 

12516 
105,120 

0 
14,312 

0 
0 

7 156 

7156 
0 
0 
0 

5,367 
0 

3 578 
0 

0 
3,578 
1 788 

0 
5,367 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 789 
0 
0 
0 

149,838 
10,734 
5,367 

0 
1,789 

---- ---------·-----· ---- -----

Page 2 of 3 

·p_E~;SON~~L 
REQUl~EO 

750 960 6.9960 
6,307,200 58,7520 

0 0.0000 
858720 8.0000 
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0 
.0 
·o : ... , ···•.; 

322,020 
0 

214,680 
0 
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0 0.0000 
322,020 MOOO 

0 :. , 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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107,340 
0 

·o 
0 
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644,040 
322,020 

0 
107,340 

83.'(480 
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~ ; ~ ;:.: 

:, 
i 
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Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Liability (less 56 hr deputies) 

Total 

r· ,,1a, ex,., .. ,, •• 

Total 

Total Ex enditures 

le,•"'" cost, 

Total 

Total Allee. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Palmdale 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2010-11 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

$18,874,178 $1 ,271 ,210 . $17,602,968 

$18,874,178 $1,271 ,210 $17 ,602,968 

$243,102 $243,102 

$243,102 $243,102 

$19,117,280 $1,514,312 $17,602,968 

$19,117,280 $1,514,312 $17,602,968 

<:10.f{P-:RATE:~::<::::::: 
::<R~i~:1~:ais~irciis~iw-resi: 

:a··::s:·~· :: 
·. ,,; : : ,o $1,514,312 == Total Allowable Indirect Costs 

$17,602,968 Total Direct Salaries 



Name/Position 

Sergeant SAO (2) 
Sergeant Motor(1) at 85% 
Station Clerk 
Motor Deputy (2) 

City of Palmdale 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2012-13 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$388,992 
$174,415 

$68,863 
$470,374 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $1 ,102,644 



SERVICE UNITS 

DEPUTY SHERIFF SERVICE UNIT 
40 Hour 
66 Hour 
70 Hour 

Non-Relief 

DEPUTY SHERIFF SERVICE UNIT (BONUS 
40 Hour 
56 Hour 
70 Hour 

Non-Relief 

GROWTH DEPUTY UNITS (Non-Relief Only) 
De ut 

with dedicated vehicle 
B-1 

B-1 with dedica(ed vehicle 

GRANT UNITS (Non-Relief Only) 
i. F1 

with dedicated vehicle 
8-1 
8-1 with dedicated vehicle 

SUPPLEMENTAL POSITIONS (Non-Relief Only) 
i ;> 

;-.;, · Law Enforcement Tech 
Operalions Asst I 
0 eratlons Ass! II 
Operations Asst Ill 
Sin Clerk II 
Crime Anal sl 
Custod Assistanl 
Olher Need to insert cost in next column 

ESTIMATED COST FOR SERVICE UNITS•• 

SH-AD 575 (REV. 4/12) 

HOURS OF SERVICE & ESTIMATED CHARGES 
CITY: 

6 
36 
0 
10 

0 
0 
0 
4 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3 
0 
2 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
o 

PALMDALE 

1,468,902.00 
12,338,784.00 

0.00 
2 225 610.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

940,748.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

444,525.00 
0.00 

322,186.00 
0.00 

0.00 
388,992.00 
205,194 .00 

0.00 
470 374.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

66 863.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

•$1'8:874ifta. o 
LIABILITY@ 4% = $736,652.92 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST 

7/112012 

2086 12 516 
2920 105120 
3650 o 
1789 17 890 

2086 o 
2920 o 
3650 o 
1789 7,156 

1789 o 
1789 0 
1789 o 
1789 0 

1789 5 367 
1789 0 
1789 3,578 
1789 0 

1789 0 
1789 3,578 
1789 1 789 
1789 0 
1789 3,576 
1789 0 
1789 0 
1789 0 
1789 0 
1789 0 
1789 0 
1789 1 769 
1789 0 
1789 o 
1789 0 

!:!ll\!M 

DEPUTY 144,471 
DEPUTY, B-1 10,734 

LT/SERGEANT 5,367 
CSA 0 

CIVILIAN 1,789 

Page 2 of 3 

PERSONNEL 
REQUIRED 

750 960 6.9960 
6,307,200 58.7520 

o 0.0000 
1,073,400 10.0000 

o 0.0000 
0 0.0000 
0 0.0000 

429,360 4.0000 

0 0.0000 

...... ,.., ........ . -.... .--. 

·322,020 3.0000 
0 O.OO!)j) 

2-14,680 . sz.oom; 
0 0. OOP 

. . - ~ i .. : t ···· 

0 0.0000 
214,680 .2,0000 
107 340 f .0000 

0 0.0000 
214,680 2,0000 

0 · . 0.0000 
0 0.0000 
0 O.OOOQ 
0 0.0000 
0 - 0.0000 
0 . :·. ,. -. 0,000Q 

107,340 ... . i ,0000 
·O ·• · .. --0,0000 
0 --o'oooo 
0 0.0000 

_i 1,,4j 

~:SB@ufei,! ~ -; 

8,666,260 8Q.7480 
644,040 · 6.0000 
322,020 :i.0000 

0 0.0000 
107,340 1.QOQO 

li:~ 
).l :n 

l 
.:,1 

---------------·-··-···-·------•--··------------------~----



achinncrs@aol.com 

From: AChinnCRS@aol.com 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Tuesday, January 12, 2016 9:56 AM 
DBrejnak@sco.ca.gov; kjohnston@cityofpalmdale.org 
Re: ICAN Audit Exit Conference 

Hi Doug, 
As I recall we still had some outstanding issues and questions - one regarding the 10% overhead. 

I believed I showed you that there were even overhead costs within the contract itself (station clerks, admin sergeants, 
etc), not to mention citywide overhead that would justify the default 10%. 

Never heard back regarding this issue. 

Thank you, 

Annette S. Chinn 
Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 E. Bidwell Street #294 
Folsom, CA 95630 

phone(916)939-7901 
fax (916) 939-7801 

In a message dated 1/12/2016 9:50:51 AM. Pacific Standard Time, DBrejnak@sco.ca.gov writes: 

Hi Karen , 

I apologize for the delay in setting up the exit conference, we had a shuffling of staff around here and Masha did 
not have the opportunity to review all the working papers. Anyway, I am contacting you today to see if you would 
be available on Monday March 7, 2016 at 1 :00 PM for an exit conference? During the exit we will discuss the 
audit process taken and each of the findings. Let me know if this time will work for you and Annette. 

Thanks, 

Douglas Brejnak 

Staff Management Auditor (Specialist) 

State Controller's Office 

Division of Audits/Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 

Office: (916) 327-0702 

dbrejnak@sco.ca.qov 
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents as well as any attachments may contain confidential and/or legally privileged 
information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception. review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate 
applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all 
copies of the communication. 
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ITEM B-2 



City of P_almdale 

Date: 

Name: 

Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect (ICAN) lnvestigation Reports Program 
Time Survey Questionnaire ( 

0
~ ~ SC...O 

o,loe.lls a..... ov.:kti;<> ( 0 
Toco. §"oc-\c f" 

Classification: 

COMPLETE AN INVEmGATION fB.3.1) 

A. Review/Research Prior to On-Site Interviews 

()8ow are SCARs assigned to deputies (E-SCAilS)? . tl«cl-\,.f 
1 

• 

b'&t\Cd e,cAA. ~~it.=, t 'l,.-\t,\o.\) ce'rc\e« l tc" \Cw ec~ "~ E.-OCA~. \ 5 t-1. ,~\)~ 

:ti ~ Q.1t t>W Qn6. C)1t ~ ,nind14'c 4\tadtat, ~ CI,( i!> 05tpd. aut'. 

2. How are SCARs assigned to deputies (9-1-1 calls or walk-ins}? 

~ ~ ~\-\ ~\\-$ O"'t. ~«ft \o ~\ ~Q &•"-{. 

3. Do you input infonnation into E-SCARS? 

NO 

0 Do you review the SCAR? How long on average does it take? 

'("5 \ 'o (l\\(\~"(-=:, 

5. Do you review the criminal history of potential victims? Average time needed? 

6. Do you review the DCFS Child Welfare History of involved families? Average time needed? 

7. Do you coordinate with DCFS prior to investigation? Average time needed? 

8. Do you contact the mandated reporter and discuss the SCAR? Average time per phone call? 

9. Do you perfonn any other duties prior to your on-site investigation? 



City of Palmdale 
lnteragency Child Abuse and Neglect (lCAN} Investigation Reports Program 

Time Survey Questioonaire 

B. Initial Jnterviews with Involved Parties 

l. How long on average do y~u spent driving to/from ~ew sites? 

~ on W~ff C,('~l'lliC, (XCUC'(fO. \'o-¢() fl\\(\\l\(&. 

~ you interview the alleged victims? How long on average does it take ·io perf~ a single interrie~ with a victim? 

'l~~ 1 \C) .. \45 O\l(l\S\f:) 

0 average, how many victims are there per SCAR investigation? 

Qf\\{'--uf\~ ~ · \-7 • 0'1(CCl~t. O• 

(:) Do you interview the alleged victim's parents? Average time per interview? 

. 'ft~. ;.0- 20 fflO\}~ -\-b~l 

t)>o you interview the alleged smpect? Average time per interview? 

'I"~ ,· \~ ().~Q \\a,\o\c_. \ S .. 2.0 N\\<\U-'c~~ 

~ you interview any witnes~? Average time per interview? 

'-/~~ a 'o -\ 5 
1
~in';;;~ -& average, how many witness interviews do you conduct for each investigation? 

\ - o l ?-.. on a-.cc ca.g,c.
3 a 

8. Do you perform any other on-site interviews with involved parties? Average time per interview? 

C. On-Scene Procedures 

I. Do you in~ the victim's residence? 

0 If an inspection is completed, what activities are perfonned? How long on average does it take to inspect a victim's house? 

~-tc<', 0-hh-n-<~ 1 \t)C)d. 1 -p\o.~.!:> Th t>\ttp. 'o m~o\,)-\.t~ "h> lO Mtnuit~ 
_ IIMDtA.liit. ,,_.,..._., 

3. Do you collect evidence or take photographs at the scene? How long on average does it take? 

-ro.\Le. p\c;ruc-t.~ o~ ·un'-)("·\t'::> • OOffiatf'C\"~ 'TO.~ C\°"'ts( ~in.3. 

6 -muiu-\-c ~ 



City ofPalmdale 
lnteragency Child Abuse and Neglect (ICJ\N) Investigation Reports Program 

Time Survey Questionnaire 

4. At what point is the Special Victim's Unit (SVU) contacted? 

onet o. c-ornt. ,~ ..._, ...... ~td. tna.u. o.\5o (!a.\\ ~ Cl. c~u\b-hcwl. 
~ -, ·, 5-lC> m,rn.r{,~ 

5. Do you ever need to remove the child from the home? If yes., what procedures are performed? How long on average does it 
ta1ce? 

6. Do you perform any other duties while completing the initia1 investigation? 

,-lo 

D. Documentation and Reporting Writing 

1. Do you -..up the outcomes of the fu,esligatlon Ul arepon? 1---==--- :¥ 
\\-t5 

2. What types of reports are created for SCAR investigations? 

• t is-the ave~e time needed to prepare a report for _an unfounded SCAR investigation? 
l 

at is the average time needed to prepare a report for a substantiated/inconclusive investigation? 

<!:)s the report reviewed by a supervisor? Who? How Jong does the supervisor review it for? 

'\Jtf:, 1 \0- 'lO m1nu-\-<":s 

6. Do you enter the findings into E-SCARS? If so, how long does it take on average? 



City of Palmdale . 

Date: 

Name: 

lnteragency Child Abuse and Neglect (ICAN) Jnvestigation Reports Program 
Time Survey Questionnaire . ~ 

1\1t>\I~ 1'-2P l'f-' l011q/ncn~) ~~ 
~C~Clt\ t)tC,CM(DQO 

Classification: 

COMPLETE AN INVESTIGATION (B.3.1} 

A. Review/Research Prior to On-Site Interviews 

1. : How are SCARs assigned to deputies (E-SCARS)? 

A~~ned. 'n> ~c'.Q~ ~t~ ~~- A«~ E.-SCMS 1cb ~ e.c~. 
0 Yh\O~~"'!> • 

2. How are SCARs assigned to deputies (9-1-1 calls OT walk-ins)? 

3. Do you input information into E-SCARS? 

--
C,Do you review the SCAR? How long on average docs it talce? 

'¥~ 1 6 M\n0~::> 
I 4 t re-res.,,--. .II 

5. Do you review the criminal history of potential victims? Average time needed? 

6. Do you review the DCFS Child W cl fare History of involved families? A vcrage time needed? 

J IP 

,~ 0"'1l\a1dc. ~ 't>Cf'S. M,(in~ t\ttd -J.o be ~lltd ~ -e.t~\o.n~~~ 
as-- 20 0'\1()\J\°(5 

7. Do you coordinate with DCFS prior to investigation? Average time needed? 

-

M,in\ ~~'ft. ·c,l){\ts"f <!.C\.\\ i-t> \<.\ ~m "1\o~ tt\e'f ~tt ~<>u,~ 
1't> a. N.-&\<1-f"Ct'. 5 ~lf>\rtO. 

8. Do you contact the mandated reporter and discuss the SCAR? Average time per phone call? 

\):,,..)0. \\'1 0.n~m~ . ~+ ~ I r r,y.yf f 10~ i~ need«J. 

9. Do you perform any other duties prior to your on-site investigation? 

p.un · nom-t$ th~\.\ t,N\\I. Stt if 0'1."{ po~~ 5CAO.s. S mtt)u-Je~ 



·• 

City of Palmdale 
lnteragency Child Abuse and Neglect (ICAN) Jnvestigation Reports Program 

Time Survey Questioonaire 

B. Initial Interviews with Involved Parties 

1. How long on average do you spent driving to/from interview sites? 

t>cpet-d.~, ~~ \(\\((''I\~ o.~e.-\a.-\ir . .n. i5•1.~ ~~~. 

(!;;)Do you interview the alleged victims? How Jong on average does it take to perfonn a single interview with a victim? 

. \J'f~' ~ \S '("tl\C\~ OC'\ 0.~'(<00{. 'I ~IMdr.>i ,w-,. 
f"l'~ . l 3. On average, how many vi~ are~ per SCAR investigation? 

_... ()t\'(Wh<.rt. ~ \-\0,. 4'1~ \S ':2.-'-{ li-) 

:14: 'lo you interview the alleged victim's parents? Average time pet interview? 
~~-

\f< ~ I 5 ... r O m((',U\r.,> f'4(L<\_ p:,r(l'\.i 

5. Do you interview the alleged suspei;t? Average time per interview? 

,J-t ~ 1 \~ t'\o\- °'\\~'"<\ a. ff u~\,. s-to Nl,no-\t~. 

-{!)t, you interview any ~itnes5e$? Average time per interview? 

~~- 5 .. tomip9fn ._ 

<;;,> average,.how many witness interviews do you conduct for each investigation? 

';C ('(&Mt~ ~, 

~9-c\tl:I . Wrlt w.i t 
trsvu tt> '\~ 
M~c{. 

D ... ~ l o.-.re ro.~ -:: 2. . 
-

3 1 
(\~\~Y\¥XY"'. ~bt ~\-",~ dc.'lrt'tt 

8. Do you perform any other on-site interviews with involved parties? Average time per interview? 

coo\ttc.t ~\Ott \ r~~':>'StOW\o.~ ft> dtSCu'S.!!. ~65'!>1 ~ 1,u~ ~~11crio·l ~ 
· S -l O o, lr'l\)W ~ 

C. On-Scene Procedures 

l. Do you inspect the victim's residence? 

G'")r an inspection is completed, what activities are performed? How Jong on average does it take to inspect a victim's house? 

cru.t\L.. ~\~ O.\\.t U)o<\c.o~• M')~\~ \-\1.0 t C~n\\l\O~ . 5 l'rltflu-l-r5. •. 
•• & 

3. Do you collect evidence or take photographs at the scene? How long on average does it talce? 

\l'C'>, to."-. ~~ "--9"-5. ~\~it" rn~ t~ct o. .fC... 5\lu i ~ 
s- 10 



City of Palmdale 
lnteragency Child Abuse and Neglect (ICAN) Investigation Reports Program 

Time Survey Questionnaire · 

S. Do you ever need to remove the child from the home? If yes. what procedures are performed? How long on average does it 
talce? 

'tt~· ·,c ~'t)e\,c-..\...c \,vt,a ,'n ~ tJ(' h.lM. ;~ nai S4&. 
j~ ~1'o\1~5s a~ 4')(\\. 1 CAll t>Cf~ 201wt1,i,J~ 

6. Do you perfonn any·other duties while completing the initial investigation? 

D. Documentation and Reportiag Writing 

I. Do you write-up the outoomosorthe mvm!garion In a ,eport? ~ <::::-
'{-4' s- -

2. What types of reports are created for SCAR investigations? 

What is the average time needed to prepare a report for an unfowided SCAR investigation? 

\45. 10 n\;f"\ 
a a 

is the average time needed to prepare a report for a substantiated/inconclusive investigation? 

4~-50 f't\\\'\ 

~•report reviewed by a supervisor? Who? How long does lhe ,_,,;,orm,iew it fur? 

. '(1'S , 2-0 rt\,"0~ -.,. 

6. Do you enter tbe findings into E-SCARS? If so. bow long does it take on average? 
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 8/23/18

Claim Number: 17-0022-I-01

Matter: Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN)

Claimant: City of Palmdale

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:
Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or remove any
party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission correspondence, and
a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except as provided otherwise by
commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written material with the commission
concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the written material on the parties and interested
parties to the claim identified on the mailing list provided by the commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, §
1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
 Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 322-7522
 SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Lacey Baysinger, State Controller's Office
 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 324-0254
 lbaysinger@sco.ca.gov

Allan Burdick, 
7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831

 Phone: (916) 203-3608
 allanburdick@gmail.com

Evelyn Calderon-Yee, Bureau Chief, State Controller's Office
 Local Government Programs and Services, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 324-5919
 ECalderonYee@sco.ca.gov

Gwendolyn Carlos, State Controller's Office
 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 323-0706
 gcarlos@sco.ca.gov

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
 Claimant Representative

 705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
 Phone: (916) 939-7901

 achinncrs@aol.com
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Anita Dagan, Manager, Local Reimbursement Section, State Controller's Office
 Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,

Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 324-4112
 Adagan@sco.ca.gov

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office
 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 322-4320
 mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance
 915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov

Dillon Gibbons, Legislative Representative, California Special Districts Association
 1112 I Street Bridge, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 442-7887
 dillong@csda.net

Heather Halsey, Executive Director, Commission on State Mandates
 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 323-3562
 heather.halsey@csm.ca.gov

Chris Hill, Principal Program Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
 Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 Chris.Hill@dof.ca.gov

Justyn Howard, Program Budget Manager, Department of Finance
 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-1546
 justyn.howard@dof.ca.gov

Edward Jewik, County of Los Angeles 
 Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012

 Phone: (213) 974-8564
 ejewik@auditor.lacounty.gov

Karen Johnston, Finance Director, City of Palmdale
 38300 Sierra Highway, Suite D, Palmdale, CA 93550
 Phone: (661) 267-5411

 kjohnston@cityofpalmdale.org
Matt Jones, Commission on State Mandates

 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 323-3562

 matt.jones@csm.ca.gov
Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office

 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
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Phone: (916) 322-9891
 jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Lisa Kurokawa, Bureau Chief for Audits, State Controller's Office
 Compliance Audits Bureau, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 327-3138
 lkurokawa@sco.ca.gov

Jill Magee, Program Analyst, Commission on State Mandates
 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 323-3562
 Jill.Magee@csm.ca.gov

Lourdes Morales, Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legal Analyst's Office
 925 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 319-8320
 Lourdes.Morales@LAO.CA.GOV

Michelle Nguyen, Department of Finance
 Education Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-0328
 Michelle.Nguyen@dof.ca.gov

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
 1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819

 Phone: (916) 455-3939
 andy@nichols-consulting.com

Arthur Palkowitz, Artiano Shinoff
 2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200, San Diego, CA 92106

 Phone: (619) 232-3122
 apalkowitz@as7law.com

Steven Pavlov, Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
 Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 Steven.Pavlov@dof.ca.gov

Keith Petersen, SixTen & Associates
 P.O. Box 340430, Sacramento, CA 95834-0430

 Phone: (916) 419-7093
 kbpsixten@aol.com

Johnnie Pina, Legislative Policy Analyst, League of Cities
 1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 658-8214
 jpina@cacities.org

Jai Prasad, County of San Bernardino
 Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415-0018

 Phone: (909) 386-8854
 jai.prasad@atc.sbcounty.gov

Carla Shelton, Commission on State Mandates
 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 323-3562
 carla.shelton@csm.ca.gov

Camille Shelton, Chief Legal Counsel, Commission on State Mandates
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980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 323-3562

 camille.shelton@csm.ca.gov
Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office

 Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 323-5849

 jspano@sco.ca.gov
Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office

 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 324-0254

 DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov
Derk Symons, Staff Finance Budget Analyst, Department of Finance

 Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 445-3274

 Derk.Symons@dof.ca.gov
Maritza Urquiza, Department of Finance

 Education Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 445-0328

 Maritza.Urquiza@dof.ca.gov


