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By my signature below, | hereby declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California that the foregoing information in this submission is true and correct to the best of my
own knowledge, information, and belief.

Executed on October S , 2022 at South Lake Tahoe, California.

Vjeff Roberson
Police Lieutenant

City of South Lake Tahoe

1901 Lisa Maloff Way, Ste. 210 | South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 | (530) 542-7431 | www.cityofslt.us




DECLARATION OF ANNETTE S. CHINN

I, Annette S. Chinn, do hereby declare as follows:

1Y)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

I am a consultant of Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. and representative to the City of South Lake
Tahoe for this Incorrect Reduction Claim. I have been involved in the preparation of the city’s
Claims for State Reimbursement since 2004, including the preparation of the Interagency Child
Abuse and Neglect Reporting claims (ICAN) including the preparation of their Indirect Cost
Rate Proposals (ICRPs).

I have personal knowledge of the facts stated in this Declaration and if called as a witness, I
could and would testify to the statements made herein.

I have been preparing State Mandate Reimbursement claims since 1992 and have personal
knowledge and experience in the preparation of Indirect Costs Proposal Rate Proposals (ICRPs)
and have prepared thousands of ICRPs for hundreds of local agencies, including the indirect cost
rates for law enforcement agencies.

ICRPs I have prepared over this time frame for law enforcement claims routinely included the
costs of police dispatch, records, and evidence staff costs, as those costs have uniformly been
found to support the general business function of the law enforcement agencies.

[ have been involved in and have provided assistance to my clients with at least a dozen State
audits related to law enforcement mandated programs and ICRP rate computations and in every
case the State Controller’s Office has allowed the cost of dispatch, records/clerical, and evidence
staff in the computation of overhead rates for those law enforcement claims in the past.

During my career as a State Mandate Cost Claims Consultant, I have participated in and taught
course/seminars offered to local agencies regarding the preparation of claims and overhead rate,
which were often attended by State Controller’s Office staff over the years. These courses
included sessions on the preparation of ICRP rates.

Attached hereto as Exhibit A are true and correct copies of various correspondences related to
this ICAN audit for the City of South Lake Tahoe.

Attached hereto as Exhibit B are true and correct copies of the State Controller Audits and

supporting documents showing ICRP computations reviewed and approved by the SCO in those
audits.

Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and correct copies of the City of South Lake Tahoe
Organization chart downloaded from the city website and copies of job descriptions for the
“Dispatcher” position. The South Lake Tahoe description was provided by the city to the auditor
during the audit. The job descriptions from the City of Fresno and the City of Rialto were
downloaded from their respective city websites this September 2022.

Attached hereto as Exhibit D are true and correct copies the City of South Lake Tahoe’s FY
2011-12 law enforcement related claims for State Reimbursement.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true
and correct and that this declaration was executed on October 3, 2022 in El Dorado Hills, California.

”%S% (O-2~22

Annette S. Chinn
President, Cost Recovery Systems, Inc.
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EXHIBIT A



From: dmcintyre@cityofslt.us,
To: AChinnCRS@aol.com, bwilliams@cityofslt.us,
Subject: RE: Auditor ICRP Questions
Date: Wed, Feb 15, 2017 4:32 pm
Attachments:

Annette,

Looks great, thank you for your help. I am sending this to Amy right now. I’ll let you know what she has to say.

Debbie MclIntyre, C.P.A.
Director of Finance

City of South Lake Tahoe
(530) 542-7402

dmcintyre@cityofslt.us

We will be closed November 24-25 and December 23-January 2

From: AChinnCRS@aol.com [mailto:AChinnCRS@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, February 10,2017 11:57 AM

To: Debbie Mclntyre; Brian Williams
Subject: Auditor ICRP Questions

Hi Debbie and Lieutenant,

I have prepared an email for you to send to Amy regarding her ICRP/Overhead rate questions and attached some evidence for you to
send along to her that shows that most of the positions that Amy is questioning should be classified as indirect.

Please review and let me know if you have any changes you'd like made.
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If it looks good to you, you send the message and attached file to Amy.
Thanks,

Annette

Hi Amy,

We are still in the process of responding to your request to have PD determine an allocation of direct vs indirect for the following
positions: Sergeant and Community Services Officer.

The Records Tech position's direct costs are clearly identified in the claims already prepared. The balance of their time should properly
be included as indirect costs as their entire function is to support to sworn staff clerically by receiving calls and visits from the public,
typing, filing and maintaining the reports and paperwork generated by sworn staff in the commission of their law enforcement duties
on various types of cases. Since their time per exact type of case or program they are working on is not readily assignable, their costs
should properly be included in the indirect cost pool.

\-> We have reviewed the job descriptions in detail and feel that the other positions we have claimed are correctly identified as indirect or
————
department support to the sworn staff who are conducting the direct activities of the claimed program and of the department.

We think you are confusing a direct position with job classes that have somewhat single faceted job duties. For example, you said you
felt an Evidence Technician is "clearly direct". We disagree. The Evidence staff is responsible for processing, collecting, and storing
evidence and fingerprints collected for all types of crimes and cases. This is a support function to all sworn staff and is necessary

in the commission of law enforcement duties and necessary dgpartmeﬁtal overhead. The evidence they process is collected for Child
Abuse and all types of other cases and cannot be readily identified as a direct cost to each unique type of case/program without
significant expenditure of time and resources. As such, these support positions belong in the overhead or indirect cost pool.

Please see the attached document extracted from one of the other SCO audits conducted that supports our position.

If you have further questions, please feel free to contact us or our consultant directly, as she has extensive experience in preparing
ICRP rates.

We will continue to review the two positions listed above and get back to you as soon as possible with the results of that analysis.
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From: dmcintyre@cityofslt.us,
To: slaney@cityofslt.us, bwilliams@cityofsit.us,
Cc: AChinnCRS@aol.com,
Subject: FW: FW: Follow-up: Indirect Costs - Indirect Salaries Claimed
Date: Mon, Mar 27, 2017 4:11 pm
Attachments: Partially Direct Positions (Sgt, CSO, Maint Worker).pdf (3223K),

Can you guys look at these three positions and let us know what portion would be direct working on these types of cases,
and then the remaining portion would be indirect and I can forward this information to Amy. Since you would know better

than I how much time these positions would spend on a claim like this [ need your input.

Thanks for your help.

Debbie Mclntyre, C.P.A.
Director of Finance

City of South Lake Tahoe
(530) 542-7402

dmcintyre@cityofslt.us

A i &
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From: AChinnCRS@aol.com [mailto:AChinnCRS@aol.com]

Sent: Monday, March 27,2017 1:31 PM

To: Debbie Mclntyre

Subject: Re: FW: Follow-up: Indirect Costs - Indirect Salaries Claimed

Hi Debbie,

Here are the positions that we thought were partially direct. Maybe the Lieutenant is also a small % direct - like working on high
profile crime cases? I highlighted the portions of their job descriptions I thought were direct activities, but I thought the Lieutenant
was going to determine what % of their time was spent doing those direct tasks, Don't think either you or I could answer that as well as
they can.
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All the other positions I thought were fully INDIRECT and as you recall I already sent my explanation as well as evidence from prior
State Audits that they allowed those positions as Indirect costs for the City of Fresno Audits on other law enforcement programs.

If they keep insisting we back down on these other positions, then I would ask them why they allowed it for Fresno and are not
allowing it for you.

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 3/27/2017 10:55:37 A.M. Pacific Daylight Time, dmcintyre@cityofslt.us writes:

Annette,

Hopefully you can help me with the response for this one also. I’'m a bit confused on their interpretation
of indirect vs. direct, so I’m not sure how to categorize. Maybe we can discuss this when you get a
chance.

Debbie MclIntyre, C.P.A.
Director of Finance

City of South Lake Tahoe
(530) 542-7402

dmcintyre@cityofslt.us

From: AArghestani@sco.ca.gov [mailto:A Arghestani@sco.ca.gov]

Sent: Thursday, March 23,2017 3:33 PM
To: Debbie McIntyre
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Ce: MVorobyova@sco.ca.gov
Subject: Follow-up: Indirect Costs - Indirect Salaries Claimed

Hello Debbie,

1 am following up with our telephone conversation on the 14", Part of that conversation had to do with the salaries claimed ag indirect

costs. We agreed to forward you previous correspondence regarding this topic and again summarize the classifications/positions where we

are requesting the city to provide a fractional percent of direct/indirect. The following are the positions needing this clarification:

o Community Services Officer

° Community Services Olfficer (Senior)
e Dispatch Supervisor

o Evidence Technician

o Lieutenant

e Police Maintenance Worker

e Police Operation Worker

° Police Records Tech (Senior)

e Public Safety Dispatcher

e Records Supervisor

o Sergeant

Below you will find forwarded copies of previous correspondence. The attachments mentioned in that correspondence are attached here.

Thank you.

Amy Arghestani | Auditor

Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee
Division of Audits, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau
3301 C Street, Suite 725A

Sacramento, CA 95816 | (916) 327-0490
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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.

To: 'Debbie McIntyrsl <dmcintyre@cityofslt.us>
Cc: Brian Williams <bwilliams@gcityofslt.us>
Subject: FW: Indirect Costs - Indirect Salaries Claimed

Good morning Debbie,

I am following up on the email below as well as the subsequent telephone conversation we had on the 18™. Our conversation was
regarding indirect costs and the unusually high amount of salaries that were claimed as being 100% indirect in the city’s ICRPs. The
claimed indirect cost rates for the 13-year audit period range from 47.3 percent to 138.8 percent. For nine of the 13 fiscal years, the rate
was near or over 100%. The high amount of salaries claimed as 100% indirect is what is inflating the indirect cost rates. To better
understand some of the classifications’ duties within the police department (those noted in red in the Excel spreadsheet), we requested duty

statements. The duty statements can help determine to what extent a classification’s daily duties are directly related to police department -
functions and to what extent they are not directly related (more of an administrative or support role). You had indicated the police et

department would know more about the duties of certain classifications. I suggested that maybe you could work with the police

department, use the duty statements as guidance, and propose what percent of these classifications’ duties are truly indirect (or not).

Please advise. Thank you.

Amy Arghestani

Auditor

State Controller’s Office

Division of Audits / Mandated Cost Audits Bureau
Office: (916) 327-0490 / Fax: (916) 324-7223

AArghestani@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
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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.

From: Arghestani, Amy

Sent: Friday, January 13, 2017 11:36 AM

To: Debbie McIntyre <dmcintyre@gityofslt.us>
Subject: Indirect Costs - Indirect Salaries Claimed

Good morning Debbie,

We are in the process of reviewing the indirect costs claimed for the audit period. In each fiscal year’s Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP)
compiled by the consultant, the amount of salaries and wages claimed as Indirect appears large. In the support provided for each fiscal
year, there is a worksheet that lists the classifications/positions considered to be “100% Admin. or Support Staff” along with an annual
salary (attached here as one pdf file for your reference). The total at the bottom of the worksheets is what was claimed as indirect salaries.
In looking at the classifications, many stand out as not being 100% indirect. As an example, in FY 2011-12 the following classifications
(with exception of Police Chief) were claimed as 100% indirect:

e  Admin Assistant

e  Dispatch Supervisor

e  Evidence Tech

e  Lieutenant

. Police Chief (50% this year, 100% some of the other years)
e  Public Safety Dispatcher

e  Records Supervisor

e  Senior Police Records Tech

e  Sergeant

e  Senior Community Services Officer

We understand that identifying which classifications are/aren’t indirect and to what extent, is not always clear-cut, as every entity is
structured differently. However, some basic generalizations can be made. For example, it is reasonable to say that the Admin. Assistant is
a support role and can be claimed as 100% indirect. For the higher ranking positions such as Police Chief, Commander, and Captain, it can
be argued that a lot of their duties are more administrative in nature and mostly indirect. Moving down to Lieutenant and Sergeant, the
duties might be more of a mix of administrative (indirect) duties and direct duties. Other positions such as Evidence Technician and Police

Records Technician are clearly direct, as they provide a direct function to the police department. Because there are 12 fiscal years to
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consider, I have attached an Excel spreadsheet that lists which classifications were claimed as indirect and for which fiscal years. Those
classifications in red font are the ones identified as likely NOT being indirect (at least not 100%). One way to better assess this would be to
read the duty statements for those classifications in question. Would it be possible to provide the duty statements for those classifications
appearing in red font?

Please feel free to contact me with any questions. Thank you for your assistance.

Amy Arghestani

Auditor

State Controller’s Office

Division of Audits / Mandated Cost Audits Bureau
Office: (916) 327-0490 / Fax: (916) 324-7223

AArghestani@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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From: dmcintyre@cityofsit.us,
To: AChinnCRS@aol.com,
Subject: FW: Follow-up: Indirect Costs - Indirect Salaries Claimed
Date: Wed, May 10, 2017 12:02 pm
Attachments:

Here is what I sent to Amy.

Debbie Melntyre, C.P.A.
Director of Finance

City of South Lake Tahoe
(520) 542-7402

dwelntyre@eityjofslt.us

From: Shannon Laney

Sent: Tuesday, April 04, 2017 8:51 AM

To: Debbie Mclntyre

Subject: RE: Follow-up: Indirect Costs - Indirect Salaries Claimed

Looks good to me.

Thank you,

Shannon

From: Debbie McIntyre

Sent: Monday, April 03, 2017 4:28 PM

To: Shannon Laney

Subject: FW: Follow-up: Indirect Costs - Indirect Salaries Claimed
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Shannon,

Sorry to bother you again about this, but here is what I am going to send to Amy and I just wanted to make sure
you agree. We didn’t talk about a few of the positions that were still outstanding.

Police Maintenance Worker and Police Operations Worker are the same position and they are 100% indirect
CSO Principal and CSO Senior are the same position with more seniority, and they are 100% indirect
Dispatch Supervisor 80% indirect

Dispatcher 80% indirect

Evidence Technician 80% indirect

Lieutenant 90% indirect
Sergeant 90% indirect
Records Technician 80% indirect
Records Supervisor 80% indirect

Do these look reasonable to you. If you agree I will forward to Amy, and hopefully we can be done. ©

Debbie Melntyre, C.P.A.

Dirvector of Finance
City of South Lake Tahoe

(530) 542-7402

dwmeintyre@cltyofslt.us

metﬁsm ¥ -

From: AArghestani@sco.ca.gov [mailto:AArghestani@sco.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2017 3:33 PM
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To: Debbie Mclntyre

Cc: MVorobyova@sco.ca.gov
Subject: Follow-up: Indirect Costs - Indirect Salaries Claimed

Hello Debbie,

I.am following up with our telephone conversation on the 141 Part of that conversation had to do with the salaries claimed as indirect
costs. We agreed to forward you previous correspondence regarding this topic and again summarize the classifications/positions where
we are requesting the city to provide a fractional percent of direct/indirect. The following are the positions needing this clarification:

e Community Services Officer
e Community Services Officer (Senior)
e  Dispatch Supervisor

e  Evidence Technician

e [Ljeutenant

e Police Maintenance Worker
e  Police Operation Worker

e Police Records Tech (Senior)
e Public Safety Dispatcher

e  Records Supervisor

o  Sergeant

Below you will find forwarded copies of previous correspondence. The attachments mentioned in that correspondence are attached
here. Thank you.

Amy Arghestani | Auditor

Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee
Division of Audits, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau
3301 C Street, Suite 725A

Sacramento, CA 95816 | (916) 327-0490

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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From: Arghestani, Amy

Sent: Wednesday, February 01, 2017 11:52 AM

To: 'Debbie Mclntyre' <dmcintyre@cityofslt.us>

Cec: Brian Williams <bwilliams@cityofslt.us>

Subject: FW: Indirect Costs - Indirect Salaries Claimed

Good morning Debbie,

I am following up on the email below as well as the subsequent telephone conversation we had on the 18", Our conversation was
regarding indirect costs and the unusually high amount of salaries that were claimed as being 100% indirect in the city's ICRPs. The
claimed indirect cost rates for the 13-year audit period range from 47.3 percent to 138.8 percent. For nine of the 13 fiscal years, the rate
was near or over 100%. The high amount of salaries claimed as 100% indirect is what is inflating the indirect cost rates. To better
understand some of the classifications’ duties within the police department (those noted in red in the Excel spreadsheet), we requested
duty statements. The duty statements can help determine to what extent a classification’s daily duties are directly related to police
department functions and to what extent they are not directly related (more of an administrative or support role). You had indicated the
police department would know more about the duties of certain classifications. | suggested that maybe you could work with the police
department, use the duty statements as guidance, and propose what percent of these classifications’ duties are truly indirect (or not).

Please advise. Thank you.

Amy Arghestani

Auditor

State Controller’s Office

Division of Audits / Mandated Cost Audits Bureau
Office: (916) 327-0490 / Fax: (916) 324-7223

AArghestani@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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From: dmcintyre@cityofslt.us,
To: AChinnCRS@aol.com, bwilliams@cityofslt.us,
Cc: dougherty@cityofsit.us,
Subject: RE: Conference call
Date: Tue, Jan 24, 2017 7:39 am

Attachments: Police Records Technician.pdf (117K), Police Sergeant.pdf (123K), Property-Evidence Technician.pdf (93K),
Public Safety Dispatch Supervisor.pdf (102K), Public Safety Dispatcher.pdf (114K), Community Service Officer.pdf
(111K), Police Lieutenant.pdf (118K), Police Maintenance Worker.pdf (101K), Police Records Supervisor.pdf (113K),

I'will need to talk to everybody about changing some of the 100% indirect positions to a portion direct. Amy’s explanation
was that although they may not be direct for this claim (they don’t work on these types of cases), they are direct positions
to police operations. I have eight positions we need to review. They are:

Community Service Officer
Dispatch Supervisor
Evidence Technician

Police Maintenance Worker
Police Records Technician
Public Safety Dispatcher
Records Supervisor

Sergeant

I asked Amy for her suggestions, and what the state would or wouldn’t recommend based on the job descriptions that she
reviewed, but she wouldn’t make a recommendation. I figure we will change the percentages, and then they will argue
over the percentages that we changed, and then we will have to go round and round, but she wouldn’t make it easier on us.

So Brian I need you to review the job descriptions and determine what percentage of these positions should be classified as
direct costs to the P.D. and what percentage are indirect costs. I have attached a direct quote from her e-mail regarding
direct vs. indirect to help you classify.

For example, it is reasonable to say that the Admin. Assistant is a support role and can be claimed as 100% indirect. For the higher ranking positions
such as Police Chief, Commander, and Captain, it can be argued that a lot of their duties are more administrative in nature and mostly indirect.
Moving down to Lieutenant and Sergeant, the duties might be more of a mix of administrative (indirect) duties and direct duties. Other positions such
as Evidence Technician and Police Records Technician are clearly direct, as they provide a direct function to the police department.

Thanks, and let me know if I can help.
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Debbie McIntyre, C.P.A.
Deputy Director, Financial Services
City of South Lake Tahoe

(530) 542-7402

dmcintyre@cityofslt.us

We will be closed November 24-25 and December 23-January 2

% St &
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From: AChinnCRS@aol.com [mailto:AChinnCRS@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2017 12:10 PM

To: Brian Williams

Cc: Debbie Mclntyre; Kathleen Dougherty

Subject: Re: Conference call

Hi Lieutenant and Kathleen,

Here's an example of a brief statement you can use to transmit the big stack of CPS forms we discussed last Friday to the auditor.

Hi Amy,

Attached is a report we requested from CPS that shows each individual Child Abuse referral they sent to our department for
investigation for the audit period.

You'll note that we often get multiple referrals per day.
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Each of these cases require our department to respond and engage in the State Mandated activity of "conducting a preliminary
investigation to determine if the cases is founded, unfounded, or inconclusive" and to report our findings back to them.

We hope that this will help justify the number of cases we claimed for these preliminary investigative activities.

Thank you,

Lt. Williams

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 1/20/2017 11:04:42 A M. Pacific Standard Time, bwilliams@cityofslt.us writes:

Sorry.... Late. Too much stuff happening. Give me 5 more minutes.

bw

From: AChinnCRS@aol.com [mailto:AChinnCRS@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, January 20, 2017 11:03 AM

To: Kathleen Dougherty; Brian Williams

Subject: Conference call

Hi - I'm hear and waiting for your call!

Thank you,
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From: AChinnCRS@aol.com,
To: dmcintyre@cityofslt.us, bwilliams@cityofslt.us,
Cc: dougherty@cityofslt.us,
Subject: Re: Conference call
Date: Tue, Jan 24, 2017 11:13 am
Attachments: image003.jpg (3K)

I've gone over the job descriptions and identified 3 positions that are partially direct. (see attached)

The CSO - as that person is working on certain tasks that are really more code enforcement related and not
directly offering support to the Sworn staff. I highlighted in GREEN for the things I think are ok to include as
indirect or support to the department and YELLOW, for direct functions that do not support the sworn staff.

Sergeants may work directly in the field for part of their time, so I highlighted again the duties that I think are
indirect (GREEN) direct (YELLOW). I'll need PD to make this determination or split between the two. You
may want to identify the duties by specific Sergeant.

Maintenance Worker - their whole role, except perhaps taking bikes and writing reports I thought was support to

the department. They are pretty much there as a service and maintenance role to support the facilities of sworn
staff. 99% direct would be my guess.

% All the other staff is there purely to support the direct role of the department, which is to support the sworn staff.
They are NOT DIRECT positions to police operations. No one in the public 1s interested in talking to a

dispatcher when they call 911, they are interested in contacting an officer.

I think Amy is way off on her directions on what is and is not a direct vs allowable indirect cost. I stay we stick
to our guns, give her the percentages for these positions and I will plan and scheduling a conference with their
supervisor to dispute their interpretation.

Be prepared for an Incorrect Reduction Claim filing - or appeal.
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 1/24/2017 7:39:25 A.M. Pacific Standard Time, dmcintyre@cityofslt.us writes:
I will need to talk to everybody about changing some of the 100% indirect positions to a portion direct. Amy’s

explanation was that although they may not be direct for this claim (they don’t work on these types of cases), they
are direct positions to police operations. I have eight positions we need to review. They are:

Community Service Officer
Dispatch Supervisor

Evidence Technician
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Police Maintenance Worker
Police Records Technician
Public Safety Dispatcher
Records Supervisor

Sergeant

I asked Amy for her suggestions, and what the state would or wouldn’t recommend based on the job descriptions
that she reviewed, but she wouldn’t make a recommendation. I figure we will change the percentages, and then
they will argue over the percentages that we changed, and then we will have to go round and round, but she
wouldn’t make it easier on us.

So Brian I need you to review the job descriptions and determine what percentage of these positions should be
classified as direct costs to the P.D. and what percentage are indirect costs. I have attached a direct quote from her
e-mail regarding direct vs. indirect to help you classify.

For example, it is reasonable to say that the Admin. Assistant is a support role and can be claimed as 100% indirect. For the higher ranking
positions such as Police Chief, Commander, and Captain, it can be argued that a lot of their duties are more administrative in nature and
mostly indirect. Moving down to Lieutenant and Sergeant, the duties might be more of a mix of administrative (indirect) duties and direct
duties. Other positions such as Evidence Technician and Police Records Technician are clearly direct, as they provide a direct function to
the police department.

Thanks, and let me know if I can help.

Debbie Mclntyre, C.P.A.

Deputy Director, Financial Services
City of South Lake Tahoe

(530) 542-7402

dmcintyre@cityofslt.us

We will be closed November 24-25 and December 23-January 2
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From: Arghestani; Amy d \
Sent: Friday, January 13,2017 11:36 AM y,
To: Debbie Mclntyre <dmcintyre@cityofslt.us> A
Subject: Inq{irect Costs - Indirect Salaries Claimed
P
N

Good morning Debbie,

We are in the process of reviewing the indirect costs claimed for the audit period. In each fiscal year’s Indirect Cost Rate Proposal
(ICRP) compiled by the consultant, the amount of salaries and wages claimed as Indirect appears large. In the support provided for
each fiscal year, there is a worksheet that lists the classifications/positions considered to be “100% Admin. or Support Staff’ along with
an annual salary (attached here as one pdf file for your reference). The total at the bottom of the worksheets is what was claimed as
indirect salaries. In looking at the classifications, many stand out as not being 100% indirect. As an example, in FY 2011-12 the
following classifications (with exception of Police Chief) were claimed as 100% indirect:

e  Admin Assistant

e  Dispatch Supervisor

o Evidence Tech

e Lieutenant

e Police Chief (50% this year, 100% some of the other years)
o  Public Safety Dispatcher

e  Records Supervisor

e  Senior Police Records Tech

e  Sergeant

e  Senior Community Services Officer

We understand that identifying which classifications are/aren’t indirect and to what extent, is not always clear-cut, as every entity is
structured differently. However, some basic generalizations can be made. For example, it is reasonable to say that the Admin. Assistant
is a support role and can be claimed as 100% indirect. For the higher ranking positions such as Police Chief, Commander, and Captain,
it can be argued that a lot of their duties are more administrative in nature and mostly indirect. Moving down to Lieutenant and
Sergeant, the duties might be more of a mix of administrative (indirect) duties and direct duties. Other positions such as Evidence
‘,\} Technician and Police Records Technician are clearly direct, as they provide a direct function to the police department. Because there

/ are 12 fiscal years to consider, | have attached an Excel spreadsheet that lists which classifications were claimed as indirect and for
which fiscal years. Those classifications in red font are the ones identified as likely NOT being indirect (at least not 100%). One way to
better assess this would be to read the duty statements for those classifications in question. Would it be possible to provide the duty
statements for those classifications appearing_in red font?

Please feel free to contact me with any questions. Thank you for your assistance.

Amy Arghestani

Auditor
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State Controller’s Office
Division of Audits / Mandated Cost Audits Bureau
Office: (916) 327-0490 / Fax: (916) 324-7223

AArghestani@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 vielate 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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From: AChinnCRS@aol.com,
To: dmcintyre@cityofslt.us,
Cc: slaney@cityofslt.us,
Subject: Re: FW: Salary Information
Date: Fri, Oct 20, 2017 12:55 pm
Attachments: Overhead Staff Positions.docx (19K), image002.jpg (3K), image001.jpg (3K)

Hi Debbie & Lieutenant,

Here's some additional info I wanted you to send to the Auditor regarding the ICRP rates and allocation of
activities for disputed positions.

I think their highlighted activities they deemed to be eligible overhead did not include many activities we believe
are administrative or general support to all officers, and not one specific unit or program area.

I have provided a three page document with justification for additional items to be considered as indirect costs.

This weekend I will review the other files, such as the cases they disallowed to see if I have any objections with
their classification of allowable cases.

But in the meantime, this is a good start.
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 10/18/2017 5:00:29 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time, dmcintyre@cityofslt.us writes:

Annette,

Just checking to make sure you received this. Please let me know if you feel comfortable with me
sending this information to the State. It is due October 24th,

Debbie MclIntyre, C.P.A.
Director of Finance

City of South Lake Tahoe
(530) 542-7402

dmcintyre@cityofslt.us
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From: Debbie McIntyre

Sent: Friday, October 13, 2017 4:44 PM
To: AChinnCRS@aol.com

Subject: Salary Information

Annette,

I put together some salary information. Please take a look and let me know if you think this is adequate
for the State. The rates are much higher, and I only included detectives since they would be the
employees working on the cases.

Debbie McIntyre, C.P.A.
Director of Finance

City of South Lake Tahoe
(530) 542-7402

dmcintyre@cityofslt.us

- ASIVERSARY

2 Attached Images
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Hi Amy and Masha,
Here are some items we believe are incorrect in the draft findings and request that you please consider.

For all ICRP rates from prior years, please include all the staff found to be allowable Indirect costs to make
the rates all consistent throughout the FY 99-00 -- FY11-12 period auditor. The rates we used were
computed from various fiscal years, from different consultants, and also for different programs where
Indirect costs were taken out of the rate because much was being claimed in the direct costs (such as Police
Chief and other command staff for POBORs claims). (For example, in all years, Chief should be 100%
indirect)

Per OMB A-87 a “cost objective” means a function, organizational subdivision, contract, grant, or other
activity for which cost data are needed and for which costs are incurred.

The Cost Objective in this case is the “Child Abuse” program. The direct activities are performed primarily
by the sworn officers — Police Officer and Detective class.

“Indirect Costs” are defined as those costs that are (a) incurred for a common or joint purpose benefiting
more than one cost objective, and (b) not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically benefitted
without effort disproportionate to the results achieved.” “... To achieve equitable distribution of indirect
expenses to the cost objectives served, it may be necessary to establish a number of pools of indirect
costs...to produce an equitable result in consideration of the relative benefits derived.”

Designation of Indirect Activities. (We believe the activities listed below should have been highlighted as
indirect activities on the 8 job descriptions being reviewed.)

1) Lieutenant—

i)  With the exception of “participating in investigative work, responding to emergency situations
and investigations, participating in case investigations, and coordinating response to
complaints”; we believe all of the other activities listed in Duty #2 should be allowed indirect as
they are incurred for a common or joint purpose benefiting more than one cost objective.
“Planning, coordinating, and reviewing; prioritizing, coordinating, supervising the work plan for
areas of assigned responsibility”, “allocating and assigning personnel, and administrative issues
are all administrative functions and benefit all law enforcement divisions and function and are
not “readily assignable”. The beneficiaries of these activities performed are not traceable to a

specific cost objective.

The “Child Abuse” program does benefit from the described activities performed by the
Lieutenant’s supervisory and administrative duties listed above, as do all the other programs or
cost objectives performed by the Police Department — be they the Patrol Unit, which responds
to all types of programs ranging from Domestic Violence, Homicide, Rape, Burglary, Theft,
Assault... types of calls for assistance; the Gang Unit; the Detective Unit; the Internal Affairs
Unit etc.
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i)

ii)

iv)

Activity 7 —should be considered an indirect costs so long as the response is not “readily
assignable” to a direct investigations or specific identifiable cases. General calls for information
and response not traceable to a specific investigation should be allowed as indirect.

Activity 8 — “monitoring Police Facility security” benefits all personnel in the Police Department,
cost objectives, and units and not a specific program, and thus should be an allowable indirect
cost.

Activity 13 — May serve as Acting Police Chief should be considered an indirect administrative

activity as this position is administrative and was found to be a 100% allowable indirect
position.

2) Sergeant

i)

Activities 2,3, & 4 are all management and supervisory activities that benefit all facets of police
operations. The Child Abuse Program is also a program area that benefits the “Indirect Costs”
are defined as those costs that are (a) incurred for a common or joint purpose benefiting more
than one cost objective, and (b) not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically
benefitted without effort disproportionate to the results achieved.”

Activities 23 & 24 are general support functions that benefits all cost objectives and units, and
not a specific program, and thus should be an allowed indirect cost.

3) Police Records Technician-

i)

ii)

The records division maintains police records (Activity 1) and types and proofreads reports etc.
(Activity 4) for all cost objectives — be they Domestic Violence, Child Abuse, Homicide, Identity
Theft, Vehicle Theft, Missing Persons, or a host of other types of reports. To identify the exact
benefit by program is not readily assignable — though it would be possible to determine an
allocation per program if we looked at all the total number of reports produced by the
department and assign a percentage or an allocation of their costs based on the percentage
child abuse reports represents of the total. However, this methodology would be cumbersome
and is “not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically benefitted without effort
disproportionate to the results achieved.” Therefore it should be allowed as an indirect cost.

Similarly, the position also answers phone calls from employees and other individuals seeking
assistance (Activity 2 & 3) and receives and screens visitors to the police department (Activity
5). These activities benefits all cost objectives and units (including the Child Abuse Investigative
program witnesses, victims, parents, and internal staff). Their duties to answer phone and
screen visitors is not related to any one specific program, and thus should be an allowed
indirect cost.

4) Property/Evidence Technician
Similar to the Records Technicians, the Evidence staff maintains and processes evidence related to

all types of law enforcement programs, including processing and maintaining evidence related to
Child Abuse Investigations. These activities provided benefit all cost objectives.
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i) While it would be possible theoretically to determine the percentage of evidence is related to
Child Abuse Cases, however, this methodology would be cumbersome and is “not readily
assignable to the cost objectives specifically benefitted without effort disproportionate to the
results achieved.” Therefore it should be allowed as an indirect cost shared among all PD
programs and activities.

5) Public Safety Dispatcher - The Dispatcher is necessary support for all Police Officers working on all types

7)

of programs and cases. They do not support any one specific program or activity, but provided benefit
to all cost objectives. All their duties (Activities 1-11), ranging from answering, logging, relaying
information from all incoming calls (911) and non-emergency calls from the public to the officers
pertain to a variety of the department’s programs and cost objectives. These include Child Abuse calls
for assistance and providing support to Detectives and Officers working on Child Abuse cases.

While it would be possible theoretically to determine the percentage of calls related to Child Abuse
cases, however, this methodology would be cumbersome and is “not readily assignable to the cost
objectives specifically benefitted without effort disproportionate to the results achieved.” Therefore it
should be allowed as an indirect cost shared among all PD programs and activities.

Police Records Supervisor & Dispatch Supervisor — These positions are supervisors of two support
division — Record and Dispatch, which provide support to all Direct Law Enforcement activities and
programs, including Child Abuse program.

i) Activities 1, 2, & 6 - Supervising, scheduling and coordinating activities of the section;
developing and implementing policies and procedures; training new personnel are all
administrative and supervisory functions, not direct time spent on any specific cost objective or
activity/program.

ii) Activity 7 — Prepares a variety of statistical and written reports should be indirect if the reports
are not assignable to a specific program or cost objective and the effort to assign the costs are
“not readily assignable without disproportionate effort.” If the reports are assignable — they
should be direct to those functions.

iii)- Activity 10 — Acts as backup support person over computer system is a task that benefits the
entire Police operations and not a specific unit of cost objective as all divisions require the use
of the computer system.

All the activities listed above benefit all PD programs, including the Child Abuse program.

Community Services Officer —
i) Activity 12 — Transportation of evidence to crime labs for analysis, delivers court documents.

These activities should be indirect because it is difficult to determine which programs should be
allocated these costs support as they pertain to all PD programs, including Child Abuse.
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From: dmcintyre@cityofsit.us,
To: AArghestani@sco.ca.gov,
Cc: slaney@cityofslt.us, bhannink@cityofsit.us, dougherty@cityofslt.us, AChinnCRS@aol.com, MVorobyova@sco.ca.gov,
Subject: RE: ICAN Audit - Status Conference Follow-up
Date: Mon, Oct 23, 2017 10:10 am

Attachments: Overhead Staff Positions.docx (19K), 2009-2010 Salary Information.pdf (1163K), 2010-2011 Salary Information.pdf
(1007K), 2011-2012 Salary Information.pdf (974K),

Attached is the productive hourly rates and some additional information about indirect costs. The additional
information regarding the duty statement responsibilities will be coming from the Police Department.

Thanks,

Debbie McIntyre, C.P.A.
Director of Finance

City of South Lake Tahoe
(530) 542-7402

dmcintyre@cityofslt.us

S ANMIVERSARY
o

From: AArghestani@sco.ca.gov [mailto:AArghestani@sco.ca.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, October 11,2017 2:11 PM

To: Debbie McIntyre

Ce: Shannon Laney; Brian Hannink; Kathleen Dougherty; AChinnCRS@aol.com; MVorobyova@sco.ca.gov
Subject: ICAN Audit - Status Conference Follow-up

Good afternoon,

Thank you again for meeting with us yesterday to discuss the preliminary findings for this audit. We feel the meeting was productive.

To recap, the following is what the city will provide within the next two weeks (on or before October 24, 2017):
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Productive Hourly Rates

Additional documentation to consider upwardly adjusting the productive hourly rates for the Officer/Detective classification. Specifically, for the

three most recent years of the audit period, provide payroll records documenting the actual salary amounts paid to the Officers/Detectives performing
the mandated activities.

Indirect Costs

A proposal to upwardly adjust the percent allocation of certain classifications’ salaries as being indirect. There are a total of 8 classifications in
question — these are listed on page 22 of the status conference handout.

The following is what the SCO will provide:

Indirect Costs

PDF copies of the duty statements for the 8 classifications in question. The copies will show our recalculations of percent indirect. These will be
provided later today.

Complete an Investigation Cost Component

A consideration of the additional time increments discussed during the status meeting in relation to the “partial initial investigation” for those cases in
which a full investigation was not conducted. We will review our audit criteria and will discuss additional time increments proposed by the Detective
during our meeting. We will notify the city as soon as we conclude our analysis. Please Note: We cannot provide the completed analysis until we
receive additional information from the Finance Department to support upwardly adjusting the PHR for the Officer/Detective classification, as
revising PHRs will affect recomputing all costs accordingly.

If I am missing something, please let me know. Please contact me with any questions.

Amy Arghestani | Auditor

Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee

Division of Audits, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 036



3301 C Street, Suite 725A

Sacramento, CA 95816 | (916) 327-0490

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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From: AChinnCRS@aol.com,
To: dmcintyre@(cityofsit.us,
Cc: slaney@cityofslt.us,
Subject: Response to SCO Auditors
Date: Fri, Oct 27, 2017 11:47 am
Attachments: SLT Comments to Preliminary Findings.pdf (14698K)

Hi Debbie,

Here is the information | have prepared to address the ICRP issues brought up by the Auditor. Also one page addresses
allowable cases - | thought some cases were disallowed that should have been allowed.

Lt. Laney has had three classifications reviewed and corrected based on actual time allocated per task. This should increase
allowed overhead for these positions. The other 4 positions remained the same (no comments) - though I'm not sure if that's
because all the job descriptions in fact do all take equal amounts of their time, or that he thought they were not reviewing as

most were completely disallowed as being eligible overhead costs.

Please let me know if you have any questions, then please send this to Masha and Amy today.
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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Masha and Amy,

Claiming instructions on pages 8 and 9 under section 3.a,1),ii — States that in some situations the
investigation required to complete the form SS 8572 is also sufficient to make the determination
required under section 11169(a).

We agree that in some instances, such as a DUI stop, or a straightforward DV case, this is true,

However, this is not true in all cases and we believe the following cases that were disallowed in the
computation of allowable cases incorrectly. While South Lake Tahoe PD (SLTPD) was the mandated
reporter, the records demonstrates that time to simply fill out a mandate reporter form (SS 8572) was
not sufficient to make the determination required under section 11169(a) (determine if the case is
founded, unfounded, or inconclusive). This is demonstrated by the narrative of the case showing the
complexity of the circumstances and by the multiple interviews conducted. In many instances, more
than one deputy was present on the scene to conduct these investigations, which further proves our
point that a simple completion of the mandated reporter form was necessary in these instances:

FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11

1003-1190 0907-2506 1009-1848
0801-1766 0908-3050 1106-2117
1811-0181 0909-2714 1007-0857
09504-0493 1002-1571 1009-1784

1104-1560

Also, we believe the following cases should not have been disallowed and that they qualify as legitimate
Child Abuse investigations required to make determinations under section 11169(a).

FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 FY 2010-11

0811-0478 1006-1336 1009-1115

1004-2466 1008-1005
1007-2551

1007-3424

Finally, you said during our meeting a couple weeks ago that the CPS statistics we provided were not
relevant to this audit.

We disagree because the Police Department is required to at least review each and every CPS referral
and this is an eligible activity. While some turn out to be duplicates or are forwarded to another
jurisdiction, the minimum cursory review by the Detective (approx. 15 minutes) is required for each and
every case.

We request that this time for all the CPS cases referred to our agency be granted this minimum amount
of time for initial review of all these cases. By our estimates, there were at least an additional 8% of
cases that were not granted any time in your analysis for the unaccounted for CPS referrals.
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INDIRECT COSTS COMMENTS

Here are some items we believe are incorrect in the draft findings and request that you please consider.

For all ICRP rates from prior years, please include all the staff found to be allowable Indirect costs to
make the rates all consistent throughout the FY 99-00 -- FY11-12 period audited. The rates we used
were computed from various fiscal years, from different consultants, and also for different programs
where Indirect costs were taken out of the rate because much was being claimed in the direct costs (such
as Police Chief and other command staff for POBORSs claims). (For example, in all years, Chief should
be 100% indirect)

Regarding ICRPs and indirect/support staff:

According to 2 CFR Part 200, Direct Costs are “those costs that can be identified specifically with a
particular final cost objective, such as a Federal Award or other internally or externally funded activity, or
that can be directly assigned to such activities relatively easily with a high degree of accuracy.”
According to the OMB A-87:

“E. Direct Costs

1. General. Direct Costs are those that can be identified specifically with a particular final cost objective.”

2. Application. Typical direct costs chargable to Federal awards are:

a, Compensation of employees for the time devoted and identified specifically to the performance of those
awards.

b. Cost of materials acquired, consumed, or expended specifically for the purpose of those awards.
¢. Equipment and other approved capital expenditures.
d. Travel expenses incurred specifically to carry out the award.

e. Minor items. Any direct costs of a minor amount may be treated as an indirect cost for reasons of
practicality where such accounting treatment for that item of cost is consistently applied to all cost
objectives.”

F. Indirect Costs

General. Indirect costs are those: (a) incurred for a common or joint purpose benefiting more than one
cost objective; and (b) not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically benefited, without effort
disproportionate to the results achieved.”

A “final cost objective” is defined by 2 CFR Part 200 (page 210) “g. Cost Objective means a function,
organizational subdivision, contract, Federal award, or other work unit for which cost data are desired
and for which provision is made to accumulate and measure the cost of processes, projects. jobs,

and capitalized projects.”

The Cost Objective in this claim for the Child Abuse program or project is the costs of the Child Abuse
Investigative program.

In this case/claim, the COST OBJECTIVE OR DIRECT costs are the mandated activities related primarily
to the Child Abuse Investigative process to determine if the case was founded, unfounded or

inconclusive.
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The Indirect costs, are according to the instructions, "costs incurred for a common or joint purpose,

benefiting more than one cost objective and not readily assignable to the cost objectives without effort
disproportionate to the results achieved.”

SCO preliminary findings incorrectly identify RECORDS, DISPATCH, and PROPERTY/EVIDENCE staff
as direct, rather than indirect or support divisions. These groups of employees do not directly perform the
cost objective of this program, which is to conduct Child Abuse Investigations. However, they do
support/benefit the Child Abuse COST OBJECTIVE by providing clerical assistance to this program, as
well as other programs performed by sworn staff. Their activities do not benefit only one cost objective.

2 CFR Part 200 (on page 136) Sect. 200.413 (c) The salaries of administrative and clerical staff should
normally be treated as indirect costs.”

Records staff are clerical staff preparing and maintaining reports generated by all sworn staff on more
than one direct cost objective or program. Similarly, Dispatch staff is also clerical — functioning primarily
as receptionists for all the sworn staff of the department and they benefit more than one “cost objective”.

DISPATCH: Dispatchers (Communication Division) provides necessary support to the Officers who are
the direct labor of the cost objective /mandate (Child Abuse Investigations). The Officer would not be
able to obtain the call for service or the case without the efforts of the Dispatch staff as noted by
Lieutenant Laney in our October 1™ meeting. They assign and track the case number and monitor the
officers in the field in their commission of their all their direct duties — investigations, including Child Abuse
Investigations.

During Child Abuse Investigations, the Officer is in constant contact with the Dispatch staff — receiving the
information/case from Dispatch, notifying Dispatch of their location, arrival time, departure time from the
call and notifying them of the status of the investigation or if any additional assistance is needed. The
Dispatchers — or Communications Division — is not there to provide a direct service to the public (the
Public does not call Dispatch to talk to a Dispatcher or to obtain a direct service from Dispatch, but to get
in touch with a Police Officer. Their job is to act as the interface — receptionists receiving calls/requests
for service. The division exists only to support the Patrol Officers, who are performing the direct programs
activities.

RECORDS: The same is true for the Records Division staff — they are the clerical support for the officers
and sworn staff. Records staff process and store the paperwork that is generate from the direct law
enforcement programs performed by the officers. They log, prepare and file all crime reports and
statistics (including Child Abuse cases). They are the clerical branch of the department, only there to
process the direct work and programs performed by the Officers. They are support only — not managing
an independent program or performing a direct function to the public.

EVIDENCE: The Evidence staff benefits our COST OBJECTIVE - or Child Abuse Investigation program
as well as other law enforcement programs such as Missing Persons, Theft, DUI, murder cases, rape,
drugs and other types of cases/programs. They provide evidence storage, processing and inventorying
for ALL types of programs and cases. Again — costing out exactly how much time the evidence it taken in
by case and how much time staff spends on each type of program (evidence collected specifically for
Child Abuse Cases) is onerous and therefore appropriately included in the overhead calculation.

The positions in these divisions are the support staff to the Officer or Patrol Division. Determining the
exact amount of time the support staff spends on the Direct Program (in this Case Child Abuse and
Neglect Investigations) would be excessively onerous or “level of effort disproportionate to the results
achieved”. Thus these support costs are included into the ICRP or overhead rate as permitted by the
instructions, OMB A-87, and 2 CFR Part 200.

If the City decided to contract for law enforcement services, the need for these three divisions (Records,

Dispatch, and Evidence) would no longer be needed. These positions that are only there to support the
direct staff — Police Officers and thus they are overhead or SUPPORT .
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Designation of Indirect Activities. (We believe the activities listed below should have been highlighted as
indirect activities on the 8 job descriptions being reviewed.)

1) Lieqtenant -

i) With the exception of “participating in investigative work, responding to emergency situations
and investigations, participating in case investigations, and coordinating response to
complaints”; we believe all of the other activities listed in Duty #2 should be allowed indirect
as they are incurred for a common or joint purpose benefiting more than one cost objective,
“Planning, coordinating, and reviewing; prioritizing, coordinating, supervising the work plan for
areas of assigned responsibility”, “allocating and assigning personnel, and administrative
issues are all administrative functions and benefit all law enforcement divisions and function
and are not “readily assignable”. The beneficiaries of these activities performed are not
traceable to a specific cost objective.

The “Child Abuse” program does benefit from the described activities performed by the Lieutenant’s
supervisory and administrative duties listed above, as do all the other programs or cost objectives
performed by the Police Department — be they the Patrol Unit, which responds to all types of programs
ranging from Domestic Violence, Homicide, Rape, Burglary, Theft, Assault... types of calls for assistance;
the Gang Unit; the Detective Unit; the internal Affairs Unit etc.

i) Activity 7 — should be considered an indirect costs so long as the response is not “readily
assignable” to a direct investigations or specific identifiable cases. General calls for
information and response not traceable to a specific investigation should be allowed as
indirect.

iii) Activity 8 — “monitoring Police Facility security” benefits all personnel in the Police
Department, cost objectives, and units and not a specific program, and thus should be an
allowable indirect cost.

iv) Activity 13 — May serve as Acting Police Chief should be considered an indirect
administrative activity as this position is administrative and was found to be a 100% allowable
indirect position.

2) Sergeant

i) Activities 2,3, & 4 are all management and supervisory activities that benefit all facets of
police operations. The Child Abuse Program is also a program area that benefits the
“Indirect Costs” are defined as those costs that are (a) incurred for a common or joint purpose
benefiting more than one cost objective, and (b) not readily assignable to the cost objectives
specifically benefitted without effort disproportionate to the results achieved.”

ii) Activities 23 & 24 are general support functions that benefits all cost objectives and units, and
not a specific program, and thus should be an allowed indirect cost.

3) Police Records Technician-

i) The records division maintains police records (Activity 1) and types and proofreads reports
etc. (Activity 4) for all cost objectives — be they Domestic Violence, Child Abuse, Homicide,
Identity Theft, Vehicle Theft, Missing Persons, or a host of other types of reports. To identify
the exact benefit by program is not readily assignable — though it would be possible to
determine an allocation per program if we looked at all the total number of reports produced
by the department and assign a percentage or an allocation of their costs based on the
percentage child abuse reports represents of the total. However, this methodology would be
cumbersome and is “not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically benefitted
without effort disproportionate to the results achieved.” Therefore it should be allowed as an
indirect cost.

iy Similarly, the position also answers phone calls from employees and other individuals

seeking assistance (Activity 2 & 3) and receives and screens visitors to the police qepartment
(Activity 5). These activities benefits all cost objectives and units (including the Child Abuse
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Investigative program witnesses, victims, parents, and internal staff). Their duties to answer
phone and screen visitors is not related to any one specific program, and thus should be an
allowed indirect cost.

4) Property/Evidence Technician

Similar to the Records Technicians, the Evidence staff maintains and processes evidence related to all
types of law enforcement programs, including processing and maintaining evidence related to Child
Abuse Investigations. These activities provided benefit all cost objectives.

i) While it would be possible theoretically to determine the percentage of evidence is related to
Child Abuse Cases, however, this methodology would be cumbersome and is “not readily
assignable to the cost objectives specifically benefitted without effort disproportionate to the
results achieved.” Therefore it should be allowed as an indirect cost shared among all PD
programs and activities.

5) Public Safety Dispatcher - The Dispatcher is necessary support for all Police Officers working on all
types of programs and cases. They do not support any one specific program or activity, but provided
benefit to all cost objectives. All their duties (Activities 1-11), ranging from answering, logging,
relaying information from all incoming calls (911) and non-emergency calls from the public to the
officers pertain to a variety of the department’s programs and cost objectives. These include Child
Abuse calls for assistance and providing support to Detectives and Officers working on Child Abuse
cases.

While it would be possible theoretically to determine the percentage of calls related to Child Abuse cases,
however, this methodology would be cumbersome and is “not readily assignable to the cost objectives
specifically benefitted without effort disproportionate to the results achieved.” Therefore it should be
allowed as an indirect cost shared among all PD programs and activities.

6) Police Records Supervisor & Dispatch Supetrvisor — These positions are supervisors of two support
division — Record and Dispatch, which provide support to all Direct Law Enforcement activities and
programs, including Child Abuse program.

i) Activities 1, 2, & 6 - Supervising, scheduling and coordinating activities of the section;
developing and implementing policies and procedures; training new personnel are all
administrative and supervisory functions, not direct time spent on any specific cost objective
or activity/program.

ii) Activity 7 — Prepares a variety of statistical and written reports should be indirect if the reports
are not assignable to a specific program or cost objective and the effort to assign the costs
are “not readily assignable without disproportionate effort.” If the reports are assignable —

they should be direct to those functions.

iii) Activity 10 — Acts as backup support person over computer system is a task that benefits the
entire Police operations and not a specific unit of cost objective as all divisions require the
use of the computer system.

All the activities listed above benefit all PD programs, including the Child Abuse program.

7) Community Services Officer — ‘
i) Activity 12 — Transportation of evidence to crime labs for analysis, delivers court documents.

These activities should be indirect because it benefits all Cost Objectives including the Child Abuse
Mandate program.
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City of South Lake Tahoe - Class Specification Bulletin

Bargaining Unit: Police Supervisors' Committee

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE
Revision Date: Aug 2, 2013

o Page 1 of 3
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(see below) |
POLICE LIEUTENANT Class Gode:
2595

SALARY RANGE

$47.34 - $57.55 Hourly
$3,787.38 - $4,604.31 Biweekly
$8,208.00 - $9,976.00 Monthly
$98,472.00 - $119,712.00 Annually

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION:
Class specifications are intended to present a descriptive list of the range of duties performed by
employees in the class. Specifications are pot intended to reflect all duties performed within the job.
Under administrative direction of the Chief of Police, the Police Lieutenant directs, manages, supervises,
and coordinates the activities and operations of a division, watch or unit of the Police Department
including patrol, crime prevention, investigative and assigned administrative services and functions;
coordinates activities with other divisions, watches, City departments, outside agencies and
organizations; performs more difficult and responsible law enforcement and crime prevention supervision
and planning; and provides highly responsible and complex administrative support to the Chief of Police.
entifving Characteristics
The Police Lieutenant is considered a Division Manager with responsibility for the management of a
Division, watch, or unit of the Police Department that includes several line areas/sections or functional
work groups of significant depth and complexity. Responsibilities include overall administration and
implementation of the Division, watch, or unit including development of objectives and design and
implementation of supporting units, programs, processes, policies, and/or procedures to successfully
achieve those objectives. Incumbents at this level exercise discretion in applying general goals and policy
statements and in resolving organizational and service delivery problems. Incumbents organize and direct
the work of subordinate staff, assume significant responsibility for a variety of personnel activities in such
areas as selection, training, and disciplinary actions, and assume significant responsibility for the
preparation and administration of the assigned budget.

REPRESENTATIVE puTiEs: //13 total representative duties are indirect = ;

The following duties are typical Tor this classification. Tncunibents may not perforii all of the listed duties
and/or may be required to perform additional or different duties from those set forth -below to address
business needs and changing business practices. ¢

1.  Accepts management responsibility for activities, operations and services of an.assigned program,
area including field operations, traffic, administration and criminal investigations; participates in the :
development and implementation of Departmental polices and procedures; works directly with sworn and
non-sworn personnel in the interpretation of City and department policies; coordinates activities with other
divisions, watches, City departments; outside agencies and organizations.

2. Plans, coordinates and reviews the work plan for areas of assigned responsibllity; supervises and
participates in investigative work; receives, prioritizes and coordinates response to complaints,
emergency situations and investigations; supervises and coordinates the allocation of assigned personnel
and equipment to calls for service, case investigations and administrative issues ; inspects departmental
equipment and ensures that deficiencies are corrected.

3. Monitors and evaluates assigned activities; establishes standards and performance for division
personnel and programs.

See more duties next
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4, Reviews and evaluates work methods and procedures for improving organizational performance;
assists in the training and evaluation of Department personnel; conducts and participates in investigations
involving department personnel; receives and reviews reports from subordinate staff: participates in the
preparation and maintenance of reports and records,
5. Particlpates in conferences and meetings with other law enforcement services, other City
departments and civic groups on matters of mutual interest.
6.  Monitors federal and state legislation and ensures Departmental compliance.
7. Responds to difficult inquiries and complaints; represents the Department with othar law
enforcement services and allied agencies, other City departments, civic groups and the public.
8. Monitors Police facility security; deploys personnel to handle emergency problems and assumes
overall command of critical incidents.
9. Establishes positive working relationships with representatives of community jorganizations,
state/local agencies and assoclations, City management and staff and the public,
10. Assists in writing and evaluating the department budget; ‘manages assigned division budget.
11. Has administrative control of SWAT< CNT, Reserves, K-9 programs, FTO and Defensive Tactics.
12. Develops, prepares and monitors various criminal justice grant projects.
13. May serve as Acting Chief of Police in the absence of the Chief of Police.

Performs related duties as required.

QUALIFICATION:

The following generaily describes the knowledge and ability required to enter the Jjob and/or be learned

within a short period of time in order to successfully perform the assigned duties.

Knowledge of:

Modern principles, practices and techniques of police administration, organization and operation.

Methods and techniques of supervision, training and motivation.

Principles and practices of program development, administration and evaluation.

Administrative and technical aspects of crime prevention and law enforcement activities including

investigation and identification, patrol, traffic control, juvenile programs, record keeping, automated

records systems, search and seizure, code violations and care and custody of persons and property.

Applicable Federal, State and local laws, codes and regulations.

Principles of law enforcement information systems, including a computer and applicable software.

Occupational hazards and standard safety practices.

Departmental organization, policies and regulations.

Rules of arrest and evidence and court procedures.

Plan, organize, direct and evaluate the work of subordinate staff,

Gather and analyze complex law enforcement issues, evaluate alternative facts and reach sound

conclusions.

Make adjustments to standard operating procedures as necessary to improve organizational

effectiveness.

Supervise, train and motivate assigned staff.

Act quickly and calmly in emergency situations.

Facilitate group participation and consensus building.

Apply applicable laws, codes and regulations.

Prepare clear and accurate reports.

Deal tactfuily and courteously with the public.

Analyze budget and technical reports.

Communicate clearly and concisely, both orally and in writing.

Establish and maintain effective working relationships with those contacted in the course of work.

Education and Experience Guidelines - Any combination of education and experience that would likely
rovide the required knowledqge and abilities is qualifying. ical way to obtain the knowledge an

abilities would be:

Education/Training: ) L . )

Equivalent to an Associate's degree from an accredited college or university with major course work in

criminal justice, public administration, or a related field. A Bachelor's degree is desirable.

Experience: )

Five years of increasingly responsible experience in a swom capacity in law enforcement including two

years of responsible administrative and supervisory experience at the Police Sergeant level.

License or Certificate:

Page 2 of 3
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Possession of a valid California or Nevada driver's license
Possession of a P.0.8.T. Advanced Certificate.

PHYSICAL DEMANDS-WORKING CONDITIONS:
The conditions herein are representative of those that must be met by an employee to successfully
perform the essential functions of this job. Reasonable accommodations may be made to enable
individuals with disabilities to perform the essential job functions.
Environment: Standard office setting, reactive emergency, natural or man-made disaster, and routine
peace keeping environments with travel to various locations to attend meetings or respond to major crime
scenes, disasters or critical incidents; the employee is occasionally exposed to outside weather
conditions; occasionally exposed to fumes or airborne particles, toxic or caustic chemicals, extreme cold,
extreme heat, risk of electrical shock, risk of radiation, and vibration; the noise level in the work
environment is usually moderate; however, the noise level is occasionally very loud due to sirens, firearm
training, etc.; incurnbents may be required to work extended hours including evenings and weekends and
may be required to travel outside City boundaries to attend meetings.
Physical: Primary functions require sufficient physical ability to work in an office setting; walk, stand, or
sit for prolonged periods of time; occasionally stoop, bend, kneel, crouch, reach, and twist; occasionally
climb and balance; regularly push, pull, lift, and/or carry light to moderate weights; frequently lift and/or
move moderate to heavy weights; occasionally lift and/or move heavy weights; operate office equipment
including use of computer keyboard; requires a sense of touch, finger dexterity, and gripping with hands
and fingers; ability to speak and hear to exchange information; ability to operate a vehicle to travel to
various locations; ability to operate and use specialized law enforcement tools and equipment including
guns and handcuffs.
Vision: See in the normal visual range with or without correction.
Hearing: Hear in the normal audio range with or without correction.

FLSA Designation: Exempt
|-
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POLICE SERGEANT =

Class Code:
3800

Bargaining Unit: Police Supervisors' Commitiee

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE
Revision Date: Feb 21, 2014
ey
SALARY RANGE
$38.60 - $46.92 Hourly

$3,088.15 - $3,753.23 Biweekly
$6,691.00 - $8,132.00 Monthly
$80,282.00 - $97,584.00 Annually

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION:

Class specifications are intended to present a descriptive list of the range of duties performed by
employees in the class. Specifications are not intended to reflect all duties performed within the job.
Summary Description

Under general direction of assigned Police Lieutenant, the Police Sergeant plans, directs, supervises and
coordinates the activities of an assigned patrol shift and/or of designated assignment(s) within the Police

Department or other City related activity, and participates as a member of the department's management
team effort.

Identifying characteristics

The Police Sergeant is the first supervisory level within the Police Department. This class level
recognizes supervisory positions that plan, assign, and evaluate the work of subordinates and are
responsible for a major departmental work unit or section. incumbents at this level typically participate in
the more complex functions of the work unit, including administrative and technical duties, in addition to
having direct supervisory responsibility over both sworn and non-sworn personnel.

. [11/25 representative duties are indirect= |

The following duties are typical for this classification. Incumbents may not perform all of the listed duties

and/or may be required to perform additional or different duties from those set forth below to address
business needs and changing business practices.

~1.  Participates in the planning, organizing and development of operational procedures.

2.  Supervises the activities of assigned personnel and/or day-to-day operations as a shift Watch
Commander; inspects equipment and personnel at roll call, takes roll call, assigns equipment, briefly
watches personnel on the status of crimes and other important events that should be called to their
attention, and assigns police officers to their beats.

3. Supervises police officers assigned to patrol; organizes shift schedules and assignments of
responsibility; assigns special traffic details, and personally supervises control of traffic in emergency
situations; assists in the organization of, and supervises, radar and selective enforcement squads; patrols
assigned area to supervise police officers in performance of thelr duties; gives advice and assistance
when necessary and may assume command in the more serious offenses.

4. Plans, coordinates, and reviews the work pian for areas of responsibility assigned to subordinates;
receives, prioritizes, and coordinates responses to complaints, emergency situations, and investigations;
supervises and coordinates the allocation of assigned personnel and equipment to calls for services,
case investigations, and administrative issues; inspects departmental vehicles and other equipment to
ensure that deficiencies are corrected.

5.  Assumes responsibility for the public information needs of the department; works with the press to
explain and highlight depariment activities.

6. Supervises and participates in the investigation of all routine/complex extended investigations,
including crimes against property, persons, narcotics and vice-related crimes in the City and tasks

See more duties next

047




City of South Lake Tahoe - Class Specification Bulletin Page 2 of 4

appropriate enforcement action when violations are found; cooperates with law enforcement officers from
adjacent municipal, county and State jurisdictions; is responsible for intelligence activities including
gathering evidence, locating and questioning witnesses; supervises surveillance of suspected criminal
activity.

7.  Responds to inquiries and complaints.

8. Directs and assists in the training development of subordinate personnel.

9. Reviews and evaluates work methods and procedures for improving organizational performance;
assists in the training and evaluation of Department personnel; conducts and participates in investigations
involving departmental personnel; receives and reviews reports for subordinate staff; participates in the
preparation and maintenance of reports and records.

10. Assumes responsibility for specialized assignments, as directed, such as Police Reserves,
Community Services Officers, SWAT, crime prevention, training, etc; participates in and supervises the
activities of team members.

11. Prepares recommendations for budget and personnel needs.

12. Assists in the rectuitment, selection and hiring of new personnel.

13. Coordinates police activities with other units in the Police Department, City departments and
divisions.

14. Coordinates functions of the unit with other law enforcement agencies.

15. Supervises, fraing and evaluates subordinate personnel.

16. May exercise field supervision over investigating personnel on an assigned watch.

17. Supervises and participates in investigating the background of applicants for police depariment
vacancies.

18. Assists motorists, especially during snow conditions. _

19. Conducts a continuing review of division activities to identify problems and develop recommendations
for improving services.

20. Conducts investigations of internal affairs and citizen complaints, as necessary.

21. Personally conducts investigations and special studies requiring a high level of discretion.

22. Speaks before groups and represents the Department.and City at meetings and;conferences.

23. Maintains statistical records for the unit.

24. Checks and monitors the safe operation of all Police vehicles and other equipment.

25. Responds to emergencies when off duty.

26. Performs related duties as required.

v

QUALIFICAYION:
Knowledge of:
Modern police practices, techniques and methods.

Principles and practices of organization and personnel management.

Principles of supervision, training, and motivation.

Technical and administrative aspects and phases of crime prevention and law enforcement including
investigation and identification, patrol, traffic control, juvenile programs, record keeping, automated
records systems, search and seizure, code violations, and care and custody of persons and property.
Operating characteristics of law enforcement information systems.

Pertinent federal, state and local laws and ordinances, particularly with reference to apprehension, attest,
search and seizure, traffic and evidence.

Police department organization, rules, regulations, policies, and procedures.

Functions and objectives of the police department and other local, state and federal agencies.

Use and care of firearms and other modern police equipment.

First aid and CPR techniques.

Occupational hazards and standard safety practices.

Ability to:

Supervise, train and evaluate assigned staff.

Know and understand all aspects of a swom Police Officer's job.

Analyze work papers, reports and special projects.

Remember accounts given by witnesses.

Identify crime suspects.

Interpret and apply the law to field situations.

Conduct surveillance.

Solve crime situation problems.
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Probiem solve crime situations.
Explain the law to the public.

Obtain infqrmation throqgh interview and interrogation and to deal firmly and courteously with the public.
Analyze crime and service patterns and to develop effective, tactical responses.
Megt and maintain required peace officer employment standards to safely and effectively perform
assigned duties.
Meet and maintain departmental firearms qualifications standards.
Analyze situations quickly and objectively and determine proper course of action.
Effectively use a variety of departmental computer and computer-related equipment.
Properly interpret and make decisions in accordance with laws, regulations and policies.
Recommend improvements in unit and departmental operations and in the rules, regulations and policies,
Undertake and satisfactorily complete required and assigned in-service training programs.
Be sensitive to various cultural and ethnic groups present in the community.
Communicate clearly and concisely, both orally and in writing.
Establish and maintain effective working relationships with those contacted in the course of work.
Education and Experience -
Required minimum gqualifications to be eligible for promotion to the rank of Police Sergeant:
Experience:

Three years of full-time experience as a designated peace officer, as defined by California Penal
Code section 830.1.
# Successful completion of probation as a Police Officer with the City of South Lake Tahoe.

License or Certificate:

Possession of California P.0.S.T. Intermediate Certificate (or higher California POST certification).

Possession of a valid California or Nevada driver's license.
Required minimum qualifications to be eligible to test for the position of Police Sergeant:
Experience*:
One year of full-time experience as a designated peace officer with the City of South Lake Tahoe.
*Applicants successfully passing the initial testing process (which may include a written exam or other
practical examination) who are expected to meet the full promotional minimum qualifications within 12
months of the final filing date, will be allowed to move forward to the interview panel process. Upon full
verifiable attainment of the promotional minimum qualifications, candidate names will be included in the
“certified list of eligible candidates" to the department to be considered for promotional opportunities.
Open Recruitment Process
At the discretion of the Chief of Police, if a recruitment/testing process conducted internally does not
result in a sufficiently broad candidate pool, a follow-up recruitment/testing process may be conducted
open to external candidates. If this process is conducted within three months of the intemal promotional
process, all successful internal candidates will not need to apply or test again but will be merged into the
new certified eligibility list based on overall test score. In the event of equal test scores, an SLTPD
incumbent candidate shall be given preference.
Relative to external candidates, the following minimum requirements are required to apply:
Experience:

Applicants must be currently employed by, or within two years of separated service from, a
California law enforcement agency.

Three years of full-time experience as a sworn peace officer, as defined in California Penal Code
section 830.1.

Minimum of one year experience at the rank of sergeant or above with a California law
enforcement agency.
License or Certificate:

Possession of an active California P.0.S.T. Intermediate Certificate (or higher California POST
certification), which will still be active 12 months beyond date of application.

Possession of a valid California or Nevada driver's license (or possession of a valid driver's license
from another State, must obtain a California or Nevada driver’s license prior to appointment).

PHYSICAL DEMANDS-WORKING CONDITIONS:

The conditions herein are representative of those that must be met by an employee to successfully
perform the essential functions of this job. Reasonable accommodations may be made to enable
individuals with disabilities to perform the essential job functions.
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Environment: Reactive emergency, natural or man-made disaster, and routine peace keeping
environments with travel from site to site; the employee is regularly exposed to outside weather
conditions; occasionally exposed to fumes or airbome particles, toxic or caustic chemicals, extreme cold,
extreme heat, risk of electrical shock, risk of radiation, and vibration; exposed to potentially hostile
environments; extensive public contact; the noise level in the work environment is usually moderate;
however, the noise level is occasionally very loud due to sirens, firearm training, etc.; incumbents
required to work various shifts, including evenings and weekends, and may be required to travel outside
City boundaries to attend meetings.

Physical: Primary functions require sufficient physical ability to work in a law enforcement setting; an
office setting; restrain or subdue individuals; walk, stand, sit, or run for prolonged periods of time;
occasionally stoop, bend, kneel, crouch, reach, and twist; occasionally climb and balance; regularly push,
pull, lift, and/or carry light to moderate weights; frequently lift and/or move moderate to heavy weights;
occasionally lift and/or move heavy weights; operate office equipment including use of computer
keyboard; requires a sense of touch, finger dexterity, and gripping with hands and fingers; ability to speak
and hear to exchange information; ability to operate a vehicle to travel to various locations; ability to
operate and use specialized law enforcement tools and equipment including guns and handcuffs.

Vision: See in the normal visual range with or without correction.

Hearing: Hear in the normal audio range with or without correction.

FLSA Designation:Non-Exempt

Page 4 of 4
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COMMUNITY SERVICE
OFFICER 8% indirect | Class Code:

j | 1.1.30 5601
/(see below) | ®

Bargaining Unit: Police Employees’ Association
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE
Revision Date: Nov 15, 2007

SALARY RANGE
$21.69 - $26.36 Hourly
$1,734.92 - $2,108.77 Biweekly
$3,759.00 - $4,569.00 Monthly
$45,108.00 - $54,828.00 Annually

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION:
Class speciﬁcations are intended to present a descriptive list of the range of duties performed by
employees in the class. Specifications are not intended to reflect all duties performed within the job.

Summary Description
Under supervision of assigned supervisory or management sta 1

Areas of responsibility include on-street and off-street parking including interpretation and enforcement of
protocols related to parking enforcement; vacation home rentals, nuisance abatement, abandoned
vehicle abatement and other public service areas; administrative, clerical and paraprofessional non-
sworn police work involving the processing and maintenance of departmental reports, records and files;
greets and responds to citizens' requests at the department's reception counter; and performs a variety of
traffic control, and other duties not requiring Peace Officer status.

Identifying characteristics

Community Services Officer is a journey level position assigned a full range of enforcement duties with
minimal assistance or direction; work independently and exercise sound judgment in the application of
policies and procedures related to issuing notice of violations to code enforcement and citations, towing,
traffic control, and recordkeeping responsibilities related to parking and code enforcement. Incumbent is
expected to become increasingly knowledgeable of state and city laws, ordinances, procedures and
practices pertaining to code enforcement, vehicles, and parking enforcement. Performs technical and
paraprofessional non-sworn duties in support of Police Department operations.

_11/17 total representative duties is indirect = 5% |
The following duties are typical for this classification. Incumbents may not perform all of the listed duties
and/or may be required to perform additional or different duties from those set forth below to address
business needs and changing business practices.

5.04 == 1. Performs a varety of record keeping, filing, indexlng:ahd other general clerigal work.

Take photos of identified violations and submit Notice of Violation
»0¢ Directs removal of parked vehicles that pose a hazard.
W ke May provide traffic control.
a 1\ w'{ 5 . Learns to take statements, prepares criminal and traffic reports and makes court appearances as
%4

required.

. Assists in snow removal activities including traffic control.

. Assists the general public at the counter by accepting fees for a variety of items, such as vehicle
impound releases, booking fees and processing receipts and explaining police procedures.

. Operates a computer data entry terminal.

© N GRW®N

‘See more duties next pagel

i
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9. May assistin t.raining new employees in the processing of records, as required.
10. Performs parking enforcement, follows up on abandoned vehicles or assists in traffic control at
vehicle accident scenes.
11. Responds to traffic accident scenes, assists with traffic control and with name exchanges.
12. Transports evidence to designated crime labs for analysis, as necessary; delivers court documents
and serves subpoenas as assigned.

13. Patrols assigned areas (both walking and motorized patrol), identify parking and code violations
and issue overtime parking citations.

14. May perform other non-criminal enforcement activities, such as enforcing City Code and Zoning
enforcement activities,

15. Assists at public counter in taking fingerprints and/or taking reports of crimes.

16. Issues administrative citations.

17. Collects meter funds

18. Performs related duties as required.

QUALIFICATION:
The following generally describes the knowledge and ability required to enter the job and/or be learned
within a short period of time in order to successiully perform the assigned duties,

Knowledge of:
Office methods and procedures, telephone and receptionist techniques.

Correct English usage, spelling, punctuation and grammar.

Public records acts and penal code sections.

City ordinances

Criteria that determines an emergency or non-emergency situation,

Computerized records system.

Geographic features and streets of South Lake Tahoe.

Positive telophons technique.

Principles of customer service, including conflict resolution principles

Techniques for interacting effectively with a variety of individuals from various socio-economic, cultural
and ethnic backgrounds.

Ability to:

Know and understand all aspects of police operations.

Intermittently analyze work papers, reports and special projects.

Remember accounts given by witnesses.

Identify crime suspects.

Interpret and apply the operational procedures and the law to field situations.
Observe while in the field and problem solve field situations.

Explain law to the public.

Understand and follow both oral and written instructions.

Speak clearly and precisely.

Work under pressure, exercise good judgment and make sound decisions in emergency situations.
Work irregular hours and shift work, as necessary.

Effectively communicate with and elicit information from upset and irate citizens.

Operate the computerized records system.

Exercise independent judgment and work with a minimum of supervision. '
Enforce the laws, regulations and ordinances goveming parking in a tactful, firm and impartial manner.
Operate a motor vehicle safely.

Work independently in carrying out assigned duties in a variety of weather conditions.

Operate office equipment quickly, accurately, and, at times, concurrently.

Communicate clearly and concisely, both orally and in writing.

Establish and maintain effective working relationships with those contacted in the course of work.

Education and Experience Guidelines - Any combination of education and experience that would likely

rovide the required knowledge and abiliti ualifying. A typical way to obtain the knowledge and
abilities would be:

Page 2 of 3
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Community Services cer
Education/Training:

Equivalent to the completion of the twelfth grade.
Experience:

?r;g year experience in a position with substantial public contact, police clerical positions, or a related
leld.

License or Certificate:
Possession of a California or Nevada driver's license.

The conditions herein are representative of those that must be met by an employee to successfully
perform the essential functions of this job. Reasonable accommodations may be made to enable
individuals with disabilities to perform the essential job functions.

Environment: Work is performed primarily in an office and field environment; travel to different sites;
exposure to inclement weather conditions; exposure to irate and abusive individuals; exposure to
mechanical hazards and to hazardous traffic conditions; limited exposure to hazardous materials; work
and/or walk on various types of surfaces including slippery or uneven surfaces and'rough terrain.

Physical: Primary functions require sufficient physical ability and mobility to work in an office and field
setting; to walk or sit for prolonged periods of time; to lift, carry, push, and/or pull light to moderate
amounts of weight; to operate office equipment requiring repetitive hand movement and fine coordination
including use of a computer keyboard; to operate assigned equipment and vehicle; and to verbally
communicate to exchange information.

Vision: See in the normal visual range with or without correction.

Hearing: Hear in the normal audio range with or without correction.

FLSA Designation: Non-Exempt
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CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE

Audit Report

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 and/or amended by various legislation

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2012

BETTY T. YEE

California State Controller

May 2018
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a, Compensation of employees for the time devoted and identified specifically to the
performance of those awards.

b. Cost of materials acquired, consumed, or expended specn‘lcally for the purpose of those
awards.

c. Equipment and other approved capital expenditures.,

d. Travel expenses incurred specifically to carry out the award.

e. Minor items. Any direct costs of a minor amount may be treated as an indirect cost for
reasons of practicality where such accounting treatment for that item of cost is consistently
applied to all cost objectives.”

The Cost Objective in this claim for the Child Abuse program or project is the costs of the Child
Abuse Investigative program: primarily to determine if the case was founded, unfounded or.
inconclusive.

The SCO determined the direct costs were performed by the Officer/Detective, the Sergeant
and Records staff. We agree.

INDIRECT COSTS:

According to the OMB A-87/2 CFR Part 200:
F. Indirect Costs
General. Indirect costs are those: (a) incurred for a common or joint purpose benefiting more

than one cost objective; and (b) not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically
benefited, without effort disproportionate to the results achieved.”

A “final cost objective” is defined by 2 CFR Part 200 (page 210) “g. Cost Objective means a
function, organizational subdivision, contract, Federal award, or other work unit for which cost
data are desired and for which provision is made to accumulate and measure the cost of
processes, projects, jobs, and capitalized projects.”

The Indirect Costs, are according to the instructions, "costs incurred for a common or joint
purpose, benefiting more than one cost objective and not readily assighable to the cost
objectives without effort disproportionate to the results achieved.”

DISPATCH/COMMUNICATIONS and PROPERTY/EVIDENCE staff do not directly perform the
cost objective of this program, which is primarily to conduct Child Abuse Investigations.
However, they do support/benefit the Child Abuse COST OBJECTIVE and DIRECT COSTS by
providing reception and clerical assistance/evidence storage and processing necessary for this
program. Their activities do not benefit only one cost objective — but a multitude of programs
including Drunk Driving, Domestic Violence, Homicides, Sexual Assaults, Missing Persons, etc.

2 CFR Part 200 (on page 136) Sect. 200.413 (c) The salaries of administrative and clerical staff
should normally be treated as indirect costs.”

e ________________.__ ]
South Lake Tahoe - Interagency Child Abuse & Neglect Investigation Reports AUDIT RESPONSE Page 5
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PUBLIC SAFETY DISPATCHERS: Dispatch staff is a support/clerical division - functioning
primarily as receptionists for all the sworn staff of the department and they benefit. more than .
ohe “cost objective”. They answer for all types of calls for service.

Dispatchers (Communication Division) provides necessary support to the Officers who are the
direct labor of the cost objective /mandate (Child Abuse Investigations). The Officer would not
be able to obtain the call for service or initiate the case without the efforts of the dispatch staff
as noted by Lieutenant Laney in our October 10, 2017 meeting. They assign and track the case

number and monitor the officers in the field in their commission of their direct duties and
investigations, including Child Abuse Investigations,

During Child Abuse Investigations, the officer is in constant contact with the dispatch staff —
receiving the information and request for service from dispatch, notifying dispatch of their
location, arrival time, departure time from the call and notifying them of the status of the
investigation or if any additional assistance is needed. The Dispatchers — or Communications
Division — is the liaison between the public and the sworn officer, as well the sworn officer and
command/support staff. They are not the ones providing the direct service — the sworn officers
are.

Public Safety Dispatcher - The Dispatcher is necessary support for all Police Officers working
_on all types of programs and cases. 1hey do not support any one specific program or activity.

but provide benefit fo all cost objectives. All their duties (See attached Job Description Activities
"1-11), ranging from answering, logging, relaying information from all incoming calls (811) and
non-emergency calls from the public pertain to a variety of the department’s programs and cost
objectives. These include Child Abuse calls for assistance and providing support to Detectives
and Officers working on Child Abuse cases.

While it would be possible theoretically to determine the percentage of calls processed that
were generated by Child Abuse cases and to develop a percentage developed to allocate their
costs, the level of effort to embark on such a project would be “disproportionate to the results
achieved." Therefore, it should be allowed as an indirect cost shared among all direct PD
programs.

EVIDENCE TECHNICIANS: The Evidence department is also similarly a support division. The
Evidence Technicians store, maintain, and process evidence for all types of cases and
programs, including the Child Abuse program. Their mission is to provide support to all the
sworn staff of the department and their work benefits more than one “cost objective”.

The Evidence staff benefits the Child Abuse Investigation program COST OBJECTIVE as well
as other law enforcement programs such as Missing Persons, Theft, DUI, murder, rape, drugs
and other types of cases/programs. They provide evidence storage, processing and
inventorying for ._AE. types of programs and cases.

Vvhile it would be theoretically possible to determine what percentage of evidence is generated
by Child Abuse Cases, this methodology would be cumbersome and is “not readily assignable
to the cost objectives specifically benefitted without effort disproportionate to the results
achieved.” Therefore, these positions, like the Public Safety Dispatcher staff, should be allowed
as an indirect cost shared among all PD programs and activities.

South Lake Tahoe - Interagency Child Abuse & Neglect Investigation Reports AUDIT RESPONSE Page 6
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CITY OF FRESNO

Audit Report

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE ARREST POLICIES AND
STANDARDS PROGRAM

Chapter 246, Statutes of 1995

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2012

BETTY T. YEE

California State Controller

May 2015
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Ciry of Fresno Domestic Violence Arrest Policies and Standards Program

The following table summarizes the audit adjustments:

Fiscal Year
200809 2009-10 VI 0101 Total
? Allowable indirect cost rate 725% T3.60% 104.00% 8920%
Less claimed indirect cost rate 0% (82400% (12060% (102.50%
Unallowable indirect cost rate (465% (880% (16.601% (1330%
Allowable salarics x$ 742 x$ 8B x$ X7 x§ B
Audit adjustment $ GR) (108 $ (13319) _§ (12489 $ (36.18)

The parameters and guidelines state, “Actual costs must be traceable and
supported by source documents that show the validity of such costs. . . .”
The parameters and guidelines also state that counties may claim indirect
costs using the procedures provided in OMB Circular A-87.

Recommendation

We recommend that the city prepare ICRPs that are supported by its
expenditure ledgers and inclusive of all departmental costs. We also
recommend that the city allocate costs consistently between fiscal years
in accordance with OMB Circular A-87.

City’s Response

The city has no changes to the finding.

-11-
060



INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL

City of Fresno
Police (SCO AUDITED RATE)
Fiscal Year
2008-09
Excludable Allowable Allowable
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct
Description of Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs
Balaries & Benefits
Salaries & Wages $87,426,761 $23,730,270  §71,178,258
Overtime $3,117.879 §3,117.879
Benefils 242% $21,144,695 $5,739,310 _ $15.405,385
Total $111.689,335 $3.117.879 520,469,580  $86,583,643
| Services & Supplies
Prof Sves/Consulting - Outs $36,100 $36.100
Prof Sves (Non-Consulting) §710,128 $710,128
Outside Legal Services $186,934 $188,934
Hazardous Waste Managem §24,235 $24,235
Specialized Services /Tech $247.777 247,777
Utilities §188,143 $188,143
Landscaping & Grounds M $7,680 $7,680
O/S Repair & Maint-Other | $64,530 $64,530
Service Contracts-Office Eq $566,819 $566,819
0/8 Repair & Maint.--Vehic $13,488 $13,486
0/8 Repair & Maint.~Equi) $17.171 $17,171
Space Rentals $508,975 $508.975
Equipment Rentals--Ex Offi $120 $120
Buildings & Improvements $13,128 $12,865 $263 $0
Communications §4.851 $4,851
Printing & Binding--O/S Ve $3,412 $3,412
Training §92,275 $02,275
Travel & Conference $79,236 $79,236
Misc. Subsistence Expense $2,286 $2,286
Mileage Reimbursement-Nq $9,082 $9,082
Clothing & Personal Suppli $53,688 $53,668
Office Equipment--Under 3 $10,600 $9,893 §707 $0
Copiers $43,080 $34 464 $8,616 $0
Freight $334 $334
| Small Tools For Field Oper §2,480 $2,480
Postage $22,338 $22,338
Office Supplies $231,976 $231,976
Photographic Supplies & Pr $30,803 $30,803
Office Equipment Rentals $3,638 $3,638
Computer Software $11,630 $9,304 $2,326
Spec Operating Materials $54,192 $54,102
Cleaning & Janitorial Suppl $1,300 §$1,300
Specialty Chemicals & Gast $13.872 $13,872
Materials & Parts--Vehicles £64,8601 $64,601
Materials & Parts--Equipme $95,252 $95,252
Provisions & Forage §13,602 $13,602
Ammunition $89,673 $89.673
Athletic & Recreation $15,308 $15,308
Laboratory & Medical Supp §7,685 $7,685
Qils & Lubricants $1,316 §$1318
Gasoline §78.738 $78,738
New Machinery & Equipme $206.448 $192,684 $13,763
Equipment $4,900 $4,573 §327 $0
Furniture & Fixtures $5,819 $5,431 $388 80
Contract Construction
County Jail Booking Fees $133,344 £§133,344
Cutside Agency Support §117,333 §117,333
Miscellancous Expenditures 3108 180
Taxes & Bond Premiums $1,918 $1918
Petty Cash--Initial/Increase $164 549 $164,549
Membership & Dues $3,749 $3748
Subscriptions & Publication $7.782 $7,782
Water Purchases §778 §778
Interdepartmental Charges $17,624,306 $17,624, 306
Total $21,985,678 $272,965 $21,243,973 $468,741
Capital Expenditures
Total
Fo‘hl Expenditures $133,675,013 $3,390,844 $50,713,553  $87,052,383
Cost Plan Costs
Total
[Fotal Alloc. Indiroct Costs $133,675,013 $3,390,844 50,113,653 $87,062,383)

50,713,553
$71,178,258

= Total Allowable Indi

Total Direct Salaries
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City of Fresno
Police (SCO AUDITED RATE)

A

Fiscal Year
2008-09
100% Admin. or Support Staff
Name/Position Annual Salary

Account Clerk Il $32,604
Accountant Auditor 11 (2) $103,080
Accounting Techician $39,324
Admin Clerk Il (43) $1,295,160
Administrative Manager $70,044
Community Coordinator (2) $140,088
Community Services Officer Il (41) $1,541,436
Computer Systems Specialist Il (3) $168,948
Computer Systems Specialist 11l (2) $126,696
Criminalist $65,148
Data Base Administrator $73,584
Deputy Police Chief (5) $477.330
Emergency Services Comm. Supr. (6) $347,400
Emergency Services Dispatcher 1/11 (75) $3,276,900
Emergency Services Dispatcher Il (18) $881,064
Executive Assist to Director (2) $95,676
Grant Writer $70,044
Helicopter Mechanic $47,112
Helicopter Mechanic Ldwrkr $51,948
Identification Technician Il (17) $834,156
Identification Technician 1 (4) $205,776
Information Services Manager $70,044
Laborer (11) $354,288
Life Skills Instructor (15) $709,740
Maintenance & Service Worker (2) $55,752
Management Analyst Il (6) $310,104
Management Analyst Il (3) $210,132
Networks Systems Specialist $63,348
Phlebotomist $35,604
Police Captain (7) $810,012
Police Chief $161,616
Police Data Transcriptionist (5) $181,740
Police Lieutenant (20) $2,009,520
Police Sergeant (32) $2,613,120
Police Specialist (21) $1,422,288
Police Tech Services Manager $70,044
Programmer/Analyst Il (4) $225,264
Programmer/Analyst [l $63,348
Programmer/Analyst IV $68.028
Property & Evidence Tech (4) $165,744

ublic Affairs Officer (2) $140,088
Rangemaster (3) $154,332
Records Supervisor (9) $496,692
Secretary $36,348
Senior Account Clerk (5) $178,860
Senior Accountant-Auditor $58,236
Senior Admin Clerk (43) $1,423,644
Senior Secretary (4) $159,744
Senior Storeskeeper $41,436
Senior Comm. Services Officer (21) $848,988
ISenior Property & Evidence Tech. (2) $91,104
Staff Assistant (7) $274,512
Supervising |dentification Tech (3) $170,676
Utility Leadworker (3) $112,356

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES

$23,730,270




# per position
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Position

Account Clerk [l
Accountant-Auditor 11
Accounting Technician
Administrative Clerk Il
Administrative Manager

Code Enforcement Specialist
Community Coordinator
Community Sanitation Manager
Community Sanitation Sup |
Community Services Officer II
Computer Systems Spec llI
Computer Systems Specialist |1
Criminalist

Database Administrator
Deputy Police Chief
Emergency Sves Comm Sup
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher |lI
Executive Asst to Dept Dir
Grant Writer

Helicopter Mechanic
Helicopter Mechanic Ldwrkr
Identification Technician Il
Identification Technician IlI
Information Services Manager
Laborer

Life Skills Instructor
Maintenance & Service Worker
Management Analyst I/1]
Management Analyst [lI
Network Systems Specialist
PAR Program Specialist
Phlebotomist

Police Cadet |

Police Cadet Il

Police Captain

Police Chief

Police Data Transcriptionist
Police Lieutenant

Police Officer

Police Officer Recruit

Police Sergeant

Police Specialist

Police Technical Services Mgr
Programmer/Analyst Il
Programmer/Analyst Il
Programmer/Analyst IV
Property and Evidence Tech
Public Affairs Officer
Rangemaster/Armorer
Records Supervisor

Secretary

Senior Account Clerk

Senior Accountant-Auditor
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Secretary

Senior Storeskeeper

Sr Community Services Officer

Sr. Property and Evidence Tech

Staff Assistant
Supervising Ident Technician
Utility Leadworker

full/

=
-t
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INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL

City of Fresno
Police (SCO AUDITED RATE)
Fiscal Year
200910
Excludable Allowable Allowable
Total  Unallowable Indirect Direct
Description of Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Wages $79,650,431 $24,358,786  $65,430,050
Overlime $3,144,811 $3,144,811
Benelits 29.0% $23,093,976 $7,062,626  $16,031,350
Total $105,889,218 $3,144 811 $31,421.412  $81,461,400
Services & Supplies
Prof Sves (Non-Consulting) $7386,338 $368,169 $368,169
Outside Legal Services $195.270 $185,270
Hazardous Waste Managem $1,390 $1,390
Specialized Services /Tech $252 459 $252,459
Utilities $183,654 $183,654
Landscaping & Grounds M: $13,929 $13,92¢
O/S Repair, Maint & Serv-] §74325 §74,325
O/S Repair & Maint-Other | $522 $522
Service Contracts-Office Eq $437,561 $437,561
O/S Repair & Maint.--Vehic $5,394 $5,394
O/S Repair & Maint.--Equij $14,312 $14,312
Space Rentals $642,426 $642 426
Equipment Rentals--Ex Offi $502 $502
Buildings & Improvements $5314 $5,208 $106 $0
Communications $4,593 $4,503
Printing & Binding--0/8 V¢ §7,468 $7,468
Training $41,058 $41,058
Travel & Conference $28,820 $28,820
Misc. Subsistence Expense $878 $878
Mileage Reimbursement-N¢ $4,587 $4,587
Clothing & Personal Suppli: $19,292 $19,292
Office Equipment--Under 3 $1,152 $922 $230 $0
Copiers $37.263 $29,810 §7,453
Freight $42 $42
Small Tools For Field Oper $1,004 $1,004
Postage $49,690 $49,690
Office Supplies $172,278 $172,276
Photographic Supplies & Pr $152 $152
Office Equipment Rentals §4,844 $4,844
Computer Software $1,230 $984 . §246
Spec Operating Materials $T77 $777
Cleaning & Janitorial Suppl $1,224 $1,224
Specialty Chemicals & Gast $1,803 $1,803
Materials & Parts--Vehicles $8,164 $8,164
Materials & Pants--Equipme $2.210 $2,.210
Provisions & Forage $4,744 $4,744
Laboratory & Medical Supp $12,906 $12,906
Gasoline $20 $20
New Machinery & Equipme $1,685 $1,554 $111 S0/
Equipment $581 $542 $38
Furniture & Fixtures $1.471 $1,373 $98 $0
Contract Construction
County Jail Booking Fees $151,988 $151,988
Miscellaneous Expenditures $48 $48
Taxes & Bond Premiums §2,088 $2,099
Petty Cash--Initial/Increase $28,793 $28,793
Membership & Dues 85678 $5676
Subscriptions & Publication $2,613 $2,613
Water Purchases $616 $616
Interdepartmental Charges $14,151,618 $14,151,8618
Total $17.316,851 $46,069 $16.719,734 $551.049
Capital Expenditures
Total
— T —
[Fotal Expenditures $123,206,069 $3,190,879  $48,141,146 _ $82,012,449)
Cost Plan Costs
Total
IToh! Alloc. Indiroct Costs 1 liﬂ ,06! $3,190,879 $48,141,1 2,01 9

$48.141,146 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs

$65,430,050

Total Direct Salaries
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City of Fresno

.

Police (SCO AUDITED RATE)
Fiscal Year
2009-10
100% Admin. or Support Staff
Name/Position Annual Salary
Accountant Auditor Il (2) $104,512
Accounting Techician $44,874
Admin Clerk Il (15) $552,517
Administrative Manager $99,440
Community Coordinator $60,189
Community Services Officer Il (8) $343,239
Computer Systems Specialist 1| (2) $132,974
Computer Systems Specialist 11l (2) $136,422
Data Base Administrator $84,090
Deputy Police Chief (4) $6587,688
Emergency Services Comm. Supr. (5) $325,070
Emergency Services Dispatcher |l (57) $2,704,687
Emergency Services Dispatcher Ill (15) $823,211
Executive Assist to Director $62,989
Grant Writer $63,674
Helicopter Mechanic $53,946
Helicopter Mechanic Ldwrkr $59,491
Identification Technician |l (12) $603,355
Identification Technician |1l (4) $173,483
Information Services Manager $110,508
Laborer (8) $284,983
Management Analyst Il (5) $279,513
Management Analyst Il (3) $240,674
Networks Systems Specialist $72,389
Phlebotomist $40,637
Police Captain (7) $917,772
Police Chief $176,228
Police Data Transcriptionist (2) $82,944
Police Lieutenant (17) $1,934,890
Police Sergeant (86) $8,003,192
Police Specialist (13) $1,006,885
Police Tech Services Manager $109,026
Programmer/Analyst Il (2) $167,394
Programmer/Analyst Ill (2) $144,778
Programmer/Analyst IV $77,710
Property & Evidence Tech (3) $141,912
Public Affairs Officer $100,140
Rangemaster (2) $113,612
Records Supervisor (7) $435,757
Senior Account Clerk (4) $161,023 |
Senior Accountant-Auditor $66,532
Senior Admin Clerk (33) $1,240,158
Senior Secretary (5) $227,098
Senior Storeskeeper $47,304
Senior Comm. Services Officer (14) $645,653
Senior Property & Evidence Tech. (2) $101,325
Staff Assistant (3) $133,872
Supervising Identification Tech (3) $193,914
Utility Leadworker (2) $85,212
TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $24,358,786
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FY 09-10

Police

Accountant-Auditor II
Accountant-Auditor II

2
Accounting Technician
Administrative Clerk I1
Administrative Clerk 11
Administrative Clerk IT
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk IT
Administrative Clerk I
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk IT
Administrative Clerk IT
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II

15
Administrative Manager
Code Enforcement Specialist

Community Coordinator
Community Sanitation Manager
Community Sanitation Supervisor I
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer I
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer I1
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer I
Community Services Officer I1
8
Computer Systems Specialist IT
Computer Systems Specialist II
2

Computer Systems Specialist III
Computer Systems Specialist I11

Database Administrator
Deputy Police Chief
Deputy Police Chief
Deputy Police Chief
Deputy Police Chief

4

Emergency Services Communications Supervisor
Emergency Services Communications Supervisor
Emergency Services Communications Supervisor
Emergency Services Communications Supervisor
Emergency Services Communications Supervisor

5
Emergency Services Dispatcher IT
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher 11
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher 11
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher 11
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
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52,816
51,696
104,512
44,874
34,381
34,381
34,381
33,792
34,381
33,049
34,381
34,381
34,381
34,381
34,381
34,381
34,151
31,507
31,334
552,517
99,440
44,778

60,189
76,776
64,366
42,729
42,930
42,930
42,930
42,930
42,930
42,930
42,930
343,239
72,389
60,585
132,974
72,389
64,033
136,422
84,090
147,705
147,713
146,463
145,807
587,688
66,171
62,739
66,171
66,171
63,818
325,070
49,809
49,809
49,809
49,809
49,809
49,809
49,477
49,809
49,809
49,809
49,809
49,437
49,809
49,747
49,809
49,809
49,809
49,353

Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
25
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
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40,569
40,011
40,056
39,748
39,913
39,054
38,993
37,446
37,344
37,344
37,446
37,344
37,344
37,446
37,344
37,271
37,344
37,344
37,344
27,924
27,536
26,539
26,504
24,380
23,761
883,349
93,499
93,499
92,277
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
92,277
92,318
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
92,544
94,472
92,277
93,499
93,990
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,434
93,499
92,081
92,583
93,483
92,563
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
92,563
92,298
93,499
93,499
93,499

93,4566
92,551



Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher IT
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher IT
Emergency Services Dispatcher I
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher IT
Emergency Services Dispatcher I
Emergency Services Dispatcher IT
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher I
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher IT
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher I
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher I
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher 11
Emergency Services Dispatcher IT
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
Emergency Services Dispatcher 11
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher I
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher II
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1
58
Emergency Services Dispatcher III
Emergency Services Dispatcher 111
Emergency Services Dispatcher 111
Emergency Services Dispatcher I11
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1I
Emergency Services Dispatcher 111
Emergency Services Dispatcher 111
Emergency Services Dispatcher I11
Emergency Services Dispatcher I1I
Emergency Services Dispatcher II1
Emergency Services Dispatcher 111
Emergency Services Dispatcher II1
Emergency Services Dispatcher 111
Emergency Services Dispatcher III
Emergency Services Dispatcher III
15

Executive Assistant to Department Director

Grant Writer

Helicopter Mechanic
Helicopter Mechanic Leadworker
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician IT
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician IT
Identification Technician IT
Identification Technician IT
Identification Technician I
Identification Technician IT
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49,809
49,809
49,809
49,569
49,809
49,186
49,809
49,809
49,207
49,809
49,809
49,809
47,262
49,809
48,363
49,809
48,700
49,809
49,753
49,809
49,809
47,017
46,271
48,453
46,397
45,372
44,663
46,378
44,307
43,889
42,749
42,822
42,849
42,424
41,960
44,828
42,220
41,161
41,950
24,080
2,754,496
55,828
51,701
49,809
55,828
55,828

55,828
55,828

55,802
55,828
55,828
55,828
53,296
55,828
54,323
55,828
823,211
62,989
63,674
53,946
59,491
56,039
56,039
56,040
53,762
49,443
53,194
47,416
50,385
47,342
45,497
47,131
41,067

Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
920
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
13
Police Technical Services Manager
Programmer/Analyst II
Programmer/Analyst II
Programmer/Analyst I1
3
Programmer/Analyst ITI
Programmer/Analyst ITI
2
Programmer/Analyst IV
Property and Evidence Technician
Property and Evidence Technician
Property and Evidence Technician
3
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93,499
93,499
93,499
92,298
92,256
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
92,590
93,956
93,499
93,304
93,499
92,298
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,379
93,499
92,563
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
90,954
93,499
93,499
92,915
93,499
93,499
93,499
93,499
92,277
93,499
92,590
93,499
92,277
93,499
93,499
92,850
86,097
85,210
8,003,192
77.494
77,548
77,548
76,363
77,548
77,548
77,548
77,548
77,548
77,548
77,548
77,548
77,548
1,006,885
109,026
63,067
59,021
45,306
167,394
72,389
72,389
144,778
77,710
47,304
47,304
47,304

141,967

$93,060.37



12
Identification Technician ITT
Identification Technician III
Identification Technician III
3
Information Services Manager
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer

Management Analyst II
Management Analyst IT
Management Analyst II
Management Analyst I1
Management Analyst I

5
Management Analyst IIT
Management Analyst I11
Management Analyst TiT

3
Network Systems Specialist
Phlebotomist
Police Cadet II
Police Cadet II
Police Cadet II
Police Cadet II
Police Cadet II
Police Cadet II

Police Captain

Police Captain

Police Captain

Police Captain

Police Captain

Police Captain

Police Captain

Police Captain

8

Police Chief

Police Data Transcriptionist
Police Data Transcriptionist

2

Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
18

§
$
§
$
$
$
$
$
b
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
b
$
$
$
§
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
5
$
b
$
$
$
$
$
)
b
$
$
8
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
§
$
$
h)
$
5

603,355
55,921
58,781
58,781

173,483

110,508
36,612
36,612
36,612
36,612
35,715
35,357
34,246
33,217

284,983
59,043
58,537
56,504
56,504
48,925

279,513
81,725
76,448
82,501

240,674
72,389
40,637
26,640
25,811
26,040
25,804
26,040
25,717

156,052

131,569

131,180

131,569

131,569

131,569

131,569

131,180

129,136

917,772

176,228
41,472
41,472
82,944

114,249

114,249

114,249

114,248

114,255

114,248

113,683

114,248

114,250

114,248

114,249

114,249

114,247

114,248

111,992

111,986

114,249

111,992

1,934,890 $113,817.06

Public Affairs Officer
Rangemaster/Armorer
Rangemaster/Armorer
2
Records Supervisor
Records Supervisor
Records Supervisor
Records Supervisor
Records Supervisor
Records Supervisor
Records Supervisor
7
Senior Account Clerk
Senior Account Clerk
Senior Account Clerk
Senior Account Clerk
4
Senior Accountant-Auditor
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
33
Senior Community Services Officer
Senior Community Services Officer
Senior Community Services Officer
Senior Community Services Officer
Senior Community Services Officer
Senior Community Services Officer
Senior Community Services Officer
Senior Community Services Officer
Senior Community Services Officer
Senior Community Services Officer
Senior Community Services Officer
Senior Community Services Officer
Senior Community Services Officer
Senior Community Services Officer
14
Senior Property and Evidence Techr
Senior Property and Evidence Techr
2
Senior Secretary
Senior Secretary
Senior Secretary
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100,140
58,781
54,731

113,512
63,055
63,055
63,055
63,055
63,055
57,427
63,055

435,757
40,836
40,837
40,837
38,513

161,023
66,532
47,134
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
33,302
37,746
37,323
37,746
37,729
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,746
37,608
34,933
34,299
34,180

1,240,158
46,145
46,139
46,145
46,145
46,102
46,145
46,145
46,145
46,145
46,145
46,145
45,817
46,145
46,145

645,653
52,027
49,298

101,325
45,597
45,597
45,568



Senior Secretary $ 45,597
Senior Secretary $ 44,710

5 $ 227,098
Senior Storeskeeper b 47,304
Staff Assistant $ 44,675
Staff Assistant $ 44,675
Staff Assistant $ 44,522

3 $ 133,872

Supervising Identification Techniciz § 64,638
Supervising Identification Techniciz § 64,638
Supervising Identification Techniciz $ 64,638

3 § 193,914
Utility Leadworker $ 42,606
Utility Leadworker $ 42,606
2 3 85,212
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INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL

City of Fresno
ice (SCO AUDITED RATE
Fiscal Year
2010-11
Excludable Allowable Allowable
Total  Unallowable Indirect Direct
Description of Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs
| Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Wages £73,148,050 $28,208,876  $54,941,938
Overtime $2,466,266 $2,466,266
Benafils 39.0% $28,535,333 $11.004,390  §$17.530,943
Total $104,149,649 $2,456,266 $39,213,267  $72,472.879
& Supplis
Prof Sves/Consulting - Outs $9,356 $4.678 $4.,678
Public Relations & Informa $2,500 $2,500
Prof Sves (Mon-Consulting) $627,724 $627,724
Outside Legal Services $549,260 $549,260
Hazardous Waste Managem
Specialized Services /Tech $195,626 $195626
Utilities $568,561 $568,561
Landscaping & Grounds Mi $17,408 $17,408
OfS Repair, Maint & Serv- | $21,191 $21,191
0/8 Repair & Maint-Other | 8195 $195
Service Contracts-Office Eq $326 451 $326 451
0O/S Repair & Maint.--Vehi $15 $15
0/S Repair & Maint.-Equi| $25,703 $25,703
Space Rentals $408,351 $408,351
Equipment Rentals--Ex Offi $622 $622
Buildings & Improvements $18,851 $18,278 §373 $0
Communications §17,322 §17.322
Printing & Binding--O/S Ve
Training $23 424 $23,424
Travel & Conference §$31,697 $31,697
Misc. Subsistence Expense $188 $188
Mileage Reimbursement-N¢ $3,807 $3,807
Clothing & Personal Suppli $51,114 §10,223 $40,891
Office Equipment--Under 3 $1,044 $835 $208 $0
Copiers $32,281 $25,825 $6,456 $0
Small Tools For Field Oper $2,828 $2,828
Postage $19,155 $19,155
Office Supplies $147,364 $147,364
Office Equipment Rentals $3,795 $3,795
Computer Software $10 $8 $2
Spec Operating Materials $303 $303
Cleaning & Janitorial Suppl $1,012 $1,012
Specialty Chemicals & Gasi $51,741 $51,741
Materials & Parts--Vehicles $57 $57
Materials & Parts--Equipme $19,454 $19,454
Provisions & Forage $1,049 $1,049
Inventory $959 $959
Laboratory & Medical Supp $18,466 $18.466
Materials & Parts - Bldg & $114 $114
Qils & Lubricants $10 $10
Gasoline §352 $352
New Machinery & Equipme $91 §85 $6 $0
Replacement Machinery & | $3.419 $3,191 §228 $0
Equipment $1,850 $1.727 $123 $0
Furniture & Fixtures $1,872 $1,747 §125 $0
County Jail Booking Fees $118,422 $118,422
Outside Agency Support $18,784 $18,784
Miscellaneous Expenditures
Taxes & Bond Premiums §2,004 $2,094
Membership & Dues $6,295 $6,205
Subseriptions & Publication $2,270 $2,270
Water Purchases
Loans Within City $56,752 $56,752
Interdepartmental Charges $14,812,500 $14,812,500
Total $18,223,505 $57,890 $17,944,771 $220,743
Capltal Expenditures
Total
[[Total Expenditures $122,373,154 $2,524,266 $57,158,038  $72,693,622
Cost Plan Costs
Total
otal Alloc. Indirect Costs $122,373,154 ,624,26 ,168,038 72,693,622
$57,158,038 = Total Al le Indirect Co:
$54,941,936 Total Direct Salaries 070




City of Fresno
Police (SCO AUDITED RATE)

Fiscal Year
2010-11

100% Admin. or Support Staff

Name/Position Annual Salary
Accountant Auditor Il (2) $108,912
Accounting Techician $42,800
Admin Clerk I (16) $531,635
Administrative Manager $105,769
Background Investigator (6) $164,680
Community Coordinator $57,968
Community Sanitation Manager $67,544
Community Services Officer Il (20) $757,462
Computer Systems Specialist Il (1) $62,278
Computer Systems Specialist |1l (2) $139,820
Contract Law Enf Svcs Coord $704
Data Base Administrator $79,417
Deputy Police Chief (4) $616,134
‘|Emergency Services Comm. Supr. (6) $393,134
Emergency Services Dispatcher Il (70) $3,203,335
Emergency Services Dispatcher Il (15) $809,851
Executive Assist to Director (2) $100,009
Grant Writer $60,179
Helicopter Mechanic $62,316
Helicopter Mechanic Ldwrkr $64,963
Helicopter Pilot $64,439
Identification Technician | (1) $34,293
Identification Technician Il (16) $864,933
Identification Technician Ill (4) $207,293
Information Services Manager $106,104
Laborer (12) $410,048
Law Enforcement Instructor $48,713
Management Analyst Il (4) $226,910
Management Analyst 111 (3) $240,194
Networks Systems Specialist $70,730
PAR Program Specialist $27,164
Phlebotomist (2) $79,136
Police Captain (8) $1,124,284
Police Chief $184,551
Police Data Transcriptionist (2.5) $98,990
Police Lieutenant (20) $2,249,605
Police Officer Recruit (9) $265,044
Police Sergeant (89) $9,736,650
Police Specialist (19) $1,506,444
Police Tech Services Manager $111,382
Programmer/Analyst Il (1) $61,464
Programmer/Analyst Ill (2) $145,023
Programmer/Analyst IV $78,016
Property & Evidence Tech (1) $46,512
Public Affairs Officer (2) $126,007
Rangemaster (1) $15,110
Records Supervisor (5) $269,841
Senior Accountant-Auditor $65,673
Senior Admin Clerk (28) $978,488
Senior Secretary (4) $180,915
Senior Storeskeeper $42,383
Services Aide (2) (PT) $9,807
Senior Comm. Services Officer (9) $480,684
Senior Property & Evidence Tech. (2) $111,149
Staff Assistant (7) $208,764
Supervising Identification Tech (3) $215,361
Utility Leadworker (2) $87,866
TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $28,208,876
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FY 10-11

Police

Accountant-Auditor II
Accountant-Auditor II

2
Accounting Technician
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk IT
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk 11
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II

23
Administrative Manager
Background Investigator
Background Investigator
Background Investigator
Background Investigator
Background Investigator
Background Investigator

6
Community Coordinator
Community Sanitation Manager
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer 11
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
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54,055.34
54,856.97
108,912.31
42,799.75
20,789.88
23,141.48
4,140.24
3,490.39
36,757.96
41,206.22
3,969.74
3,838.99
2,260.98
4,235.15
33,048.31
30,391.65
34,476.43
24,171.86
32,733.51
36,521.76
34,247.39
32,792.45
30,211.26
3,853.05
29,769.19
32,796.96
32,790.54
531,635.39
105,768.97
25,247.20
24,745.60
28,006.00
28,177.60
28,006.00
30,497.28
164,679.68
57,967.58
67,543.90
39,873.36
34,278.44
28,082.50
13,068.54
3,102.07
10,081.65
38,095.94
48,268.70
1,168.82
5,444.66
44,313.59
32,256.09
50,176.91
9,127.93
24,042.91
10,061.86
38,876.85
22,563.71
4,312.68
48,513.10

Police Captain
Police Captain
Police Captain
Police Captain
Police Captain
Police Captain
Police Captain
Police Captain
Police Captain
9
Police Chief
Police Data Transcriptionist
Police Data Transcriptionist
Police Data Transcriptionist
Police Data Transcriptionist
Police Data Transcriptionist
Police Data Transcriptionist
Police Data Transcriptionist
7
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Licutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
20
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit
9
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant

142,451.73
141,939.32
139,912.29
141,836.20
142,886.03
149,420.32
124,122.22
141,715.64
142,457.66
1,266,741.41
184,550.56
4,005.48
39,793.42
7,331.79
3,672.01
43,086.37
4,286.94
4,145.35
106,321.36
123,856.05
124,282.36
123,352.16
123,556.82
123,335.01
123,852.56
100,380.57
94,060.76
92,874.41
124,926.70
124,892.96
121,783.66
124,837.13
118,725.79
125,693.42
113,309.44
118,782.14
124,038.09
123,064.54
125,014.76
2,374,619.33
50,043.03
47,962.91
55,547.66
130.43
148.84
11,422.03
45,046.08
54,486.68
256.45
265,044.11
5,710.06
110,243.49
102,700.28
117,973.16
99,887.95
106,438.39
91,052.80

072117 625.40



Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer I
Community Services Officer I1
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer 11
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer 11
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer Il
Community Services Officer II

33
Computer Systems Spec III
Computer Systems Spec 111

2
Computer Systems Specialist II
Contract Law Enf Sves Coord
Database Administrator
Deputy Police Chief
Deputy Police Chief
Deputy Police Chief
Deputy Police Chief
Deputy Police Chief

5
Emergency Sves Comm Sup
Emergency Sves Comm Sup
Emergency Sves Comm Sup
Emergency Sves Comm Sup
Emergency Sves Comm Sup
Emergency Sves Comm Sup

6
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher II
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svecs Dispatcher II
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svecs Dispatcher I1
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher II
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher II
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher II
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher I1
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2,918.10
27,135.63
31,839.06
15,273.19

6,524.68
31,798.90
32,549.91
23,752.90

8,130.09

7,598.63
42,585.52

8,953.00
45,241.67

790,011.59
70,785.10
69,034.42

139,819.52
62,277.83

704.00
79,417.34

139,458.25

159,144.47

160,238.01

157,292.95

158,020.68

774,154.36
74,629.64
71,885.95
90,089.41
21,859.51
68,942.02
65,726.98

393,133.51
55,403.24
49,882.74
49,822.70
55,113.88

48,075.47
54,508.50

56,179.16
55,289.15

4,913.60

1,967.45
53,462.13
51,679.27
53,109.71
46,447.52
37,083.81
52,845.89
52,274.57
51,502.33
56,744.78
50,236.01
42,158.61
58,763.06
51,745.79
53,632.25
56,082.33
56,934.19
47,162.60

Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
)
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
8
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

47,372.47
105,538.70
134,177.87
104,227.83
106,366.22
103,642.58
116,368.37
101,697.86
115,597.31

84,885.48
120,260.78
108,289.16
106,839.62
109,531.32
107,918.68
114,201.44
135,452.59
113,017.35
104,022.51

96,244.41
116,522.99
104,878.68
109,064.34
106,402.66

94,670.77
102,828.42
139,212.59
109,512.28
110,153.88
103,587.28
101,603.56

97,375.88
103,029.17

99,912.62
131,751.25
101,049.84
137,202.22
126,296.41
108,946.72
111,411.71
106,195.83
102,428.29
106,166.40

97,439.68
111,345.75
100,344.48
103,143.27
107,868.55
102,877.24

95,741.25
104,332.91
101,024.53

60,805.85
132,630.64
133,622.89
132,077.53
160,933.48
140,165.92

99,415.29

073104,948.81



Emergency Svcs Dispatcher II
Emergency Sves Dispatcher I1
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher I1
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher I1
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher I1
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher II
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher II
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher I1
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher I1
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher I1
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher I1
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svces Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
71
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 111
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 111
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 111
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 111
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 111
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher III
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11T
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 111
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 111
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher III
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 111
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher III
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 111
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 111
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43,512.21
50,478.26
51,088.90

7,004.62
28,162.61
34,303.05
20,648.07
51,462.08
43,850.24
50,152.76
57,401.53
27,748.28
61,701.25
42,952.18
49,870.70
54,788.10
52,853.04
52,334.87
47,836.09
40,875.57
50,685.54
51,025.38
53,406.97
50,578.34
48,896.13
48,059.49
48,705.40
52,796.91
50,490.60
50,935.75
51,380.86
50,488.64
46,540.61
54,895.27
54,330.81
49,967.42
55,120.11
52,225.17
42 163 .42
52,475.50

6,900.15
36,925.27

5,317.20
19,454.71

3,255,810.80
54,597.67
53,474.48
29,056.85
54,108.47
55,424.63
58,179.92
40,646.41
62,856.19
61,283.44
56,324.82
57,147.83
56,715.28
57,441.11
57,908.07
54,685.77

Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant

$ 108,067.75

98
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
19
Police Technical Services Mgr
Programmer/Analyst I1
Programmer/Analyst III
Programmer/Analyst III
2
Programmer/Analyst IV
Property and Evidence Tech
Public Affairs Officer
Public Affairs Officer
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100,613.91
106,231.80
106,042.44
100,314.71
112,831.16

99,545.67
100,186.55
103,423.84

96,331.10
113,372.65
115,216.16
129,538.33
104,004.52
119,864.19
104,735.21
101,044.95

99,778.13
108,142.63
110,261.85
109,754.03
107,344.39
109,925.44
108,072.47
107,607.36
107,009.33

75,433.24
104,661.17
102,550.58
108,932.43
109,305.59

10,488,281.77

96,970.32

89,269.51

5,717.05

63,558.87

99,564.77

86,674.47

92,401.71

05,656.04

1,031.48

95,914.46

89,853.75

63,338.62

93,424.66

67,052.46

97,234.80

89,573.33

95,487.73

91,173.23

92,546.07

1,506,444.23
111,382.44

61,463.74

68,657.43

76,365.36
145,022.79

78,015.92

46,512.11

94,459.17

074 31,547.87



15
Executive Asst to Dept Dir
Executive Asst to Dept Dir
2
Grant Writer
Helicopter Mechanic
Helicopter Mechanic Ldwrkr
Helicopter Pilot
Identification Technician I
Identification Technician 11
Identification Technician I1
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician 11
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician IT
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician II
16
Identification Technician III
Identification Technician 11
Identification Technician III
Identification Technician IIT
4

Information Services Manager

Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
12
Law Enforcement Instructor
Law Enforcement Instructor
2
Management Analyst I1
Management Analyst II
Management Analyst II
Management Analyst I1
4
Management Analyst I1I
Management Analyst ITI
Management Analyst III
3
Network Systems Specialist
PAR Program Specialist
Phlebotomist
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809,850.94
62,207.35
37,801.53

100,008.88
60,178.92
62,315.91
64,962.71
64,439.36
34,292.57
65,102.79
62,990.18
58,339.88
55,398.95
56,927.04
63,922.13
65,069.13
34,003.49
57,701.87
32,927.18
54,734.41
60,104.70
57,857.12
33,297.56
66,608.91
39,947.90

864,933.24
63,753.10
68,163.14
75,338.73

38.10

207,293.07

106,103.81
35,715.96
37,137.94
23,400.41
21,381.51
36,696.06
35,244.28
37,024 95
37,315.37
37,262.73
35,923.41
36,470.67
36,474.95

410,048.24
17,220.00
31,493.00
48,713.00
56,038.09
55,761.44
58,029.04
57,081.03

226,909.60
78,889.77
79,997.07
81,307.08

240,193.92
70,730.05
27,163.53
62,419.19

2
Rangemaster/Armorer
Records Supervisor
Records Supervisor
Records Supervisor
Records Supervisor
Records Supervisor
5
Senior Accountant-Auditor
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
20
Senior Secretary
Senior Secretary
Senior Secretary
Senior Secretary
Senior Secretary
5
Senior Storeskeeper
Services Aide
Services Aide
2
Sr Community Services Officer
Sr Community Services Officer
Sr Community Services Officer
Sr Community Services Officer
Sr Community Services Officer
Sr Community Services Officer
Sr Community Services Officer
Sr Community Services Officer
Sr Community Services Officer
9
Sr Property and Evidence Tech
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126,007.04
15,109.64
60,143.49
65,341.73
19,822.26
63,113.58
61,420.07

269,841.13
65,673.14
35,998.87

559.20
32,406.89
37,778.54
36,417.84
38,743.03
40,877.99
30,919.65
5,154.85
36,410.72
37,624.24
52,139.59
38,937.02
40,018.96
36,475.88
41,233.56
39,272.19
37,955.20
40,782.08
53,797.41
41,216.64
39,253.86
37,234.33
40,465.09
38,859.14
37,673.55
39,481.62
6,100.31
38,496.83
1,032,285.08
42,829.65
46,110.91
46,724.73
45,249.49
44,887.76

225,802.54

42,382.95

5,455.35

4,352.00

9,807.35
46,863.49
47,817.64
63,156.08
40,269.89
49,059.61
79,267.41
49,104.20
47,239.87
57,905.72

480,683.91

075 55,467.59



Phlebotomist $ 16,716.47 Sr Property and Evidence Tech $ 55,681.58
2 $ 79,135.66 2 $ 111,149.17
Police Cadet [ $ 16,818.58 Staff Assistant $ 42,606.34
Police Cadet I $ 13,055.46 Staff Assistant $ 42,031.53
Police Cadet I $ 714.24 Staff Assistant $ 3,007.73
Police Cadet I 5 500.66 Staff Assistant $ 10,405.07
Police Cadet I $ 3,647.41 Staff Assistant $ 13,155.39
Police Cadet I $ 609.57 Staff Assistant $ 42,646.74
Police Cadet I $ 651.30 Staff Assistant $ 54,911.27
Police Cadet | $ 952.32 7 $ 208,764.07
Police Cadet I $ 493.72 Supervising Ident Technician $ 71,784.11
Police Cadet I $ 2,137.42 Supervising Ident Technician $ 73,756.31
Police Cadet I $ 3,102.88 Supervising Ident Technician $ 69,820.90
Police Cadet I $ 3,171.29 3 s 215,361.32
Police Cadet I $ 451.87 Utility Leadworker $ 44,984.69
Police Cadet I $ 759.43 Utility Leadworker $ 42,881.60
Police Cadet I $ 922.15 2 $ 87,866.29
Police Cadet I $ 483.87
Police Cadet 1 $ 458.10
Police Cadet I $ 1,250.62
Police Cadet I $ 894 .46
Police Cadet I $ 1,047.00
20 $ 52,122.35
Police Cadet II $ 9,768.99
Police Cadet II $ 32,283.83
Police Cadet II $ 24,684.86
Police Cadet I1 $ 30,685.39
Police Cadet II $ 320.92
Police Cadet II $ 6,846.76
Police Cadet II $ 840.92
Police Cadet II $ 4,741.76
Police Cadet IT $ 4,976.00
Police Cadet II $ 11,044.36
Police Cadet I1 $ 3,740.73
Police Cadet I1 $ 4,632.45
Police Cadet II $ 6,083.02
Police Cadet II $ 7,403.50
Police Cadet II $ 6,680.34
Police Cadet I1 $ 11,062.52
Police Cadet II $ 12,731.68
17 $ 178,528.03
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INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL

City of Fresno
Police (SCO AUDITED RATE
Fiscal Year
201112
Excludable Allowable Allowable
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct
Description of Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Wages $74,007,688 §25078.485  §59,537,311
Overtima $2,798,758 $2,798,758
Benefils 46.1% $34,157,296 $11,560,593  $22,596,703
Total $111,053,742 $2,798,758 $36,639,078  $82,134,014
& Suppli
Prof Sves/Consulting - Outs $13,580 $13,580
Public Relations & Informa $744 $744
Prof Sves (Non-Consulting) $891,936 $891,936
Outside Legal Services $121,151 $121,151
Hazardous Waste Managem $13,324 $13,324
Specialized Services /Tech $160,217 $160,217
Utilities $508618 $508,618
Landscaping & Grounds M: $17,807 $17.807
O/8 Repair, Maint & Serv- ] $22,152 $22,152
Service Contracts-Office Eq $446,970 $446,970
O/S Repair & Maint --Equij $16,537 $16,537
Space Rentals $348,888 $348,868
Equipment Rentals--Ex Offi §5,552 $5,562
Buildings & Improvements $17.403 $17,056 §$348 50
Insurance Payments $826 $826
Communications $11,608 $11,608
Printing & Binding--0/S Ve
Training $50,258 $50,258
Travel & Conference $21,874 $21,874
Misc. Subsistence Expense $287 $287
Mileage Reimbursement-N¢ $3,746 $3,746
Clothing & Personal Suppli $58,580 $58,580
Office Equipment--Under 3 $19,596 $15,677 $3,919
Copiers $20.223 $23,378 $5,845 $0
Small Tools For Field Oper $1,175 $940 $235 30
Postage $21,386 $21,386
Office Supplies $112,394 $112,394
Photographic Supplies & Pr $456 $456
Office Equipment Rentals $3,810 $3,810
Computer Software $999 §799 $200 §0
Spec Operating Materials
Cleaning & Janitorial Suppl $2,840 $2,840
Specialty Chemicals & Gast $55,999 $55,999
Materials & Parts--Vehicles $33 442 $33,442
Materials & Parts--Equipme¢ $101,412 $101,412
Provisions & Forage $11,947 $11,947
Ammunition $43,259 $43,259
Laboratory & Medical Supp $27,175 $27,175
Matenials & Parts - Bldg & $1.449 §1,449
Oils & Lubricants $19 $19
Gasoline $113,360 $113,360
New Machinery & Equipme¢ $20.274 §18,923 $1,352 $0
Replacement Machinery & | $3,443 $3.214 $230 $0
Equipment $350 $327 $23 $0
Furniture & Fixtures $8,002 §7,468 $533 $0
Contract Construction
County Jail Booking Fees -$6,301 -$6,301
Qutside Agency Support §3.128 $3,128
Miscellaneous Expenditures $24 $24
Oral Board Reimbursement $434 $434
Petty Cash--Initial/Increase -$500 -$500
Membership & Dues $6,980 $6,980
Subscriptions & Publication $3,936 $3,936
Interdepartmental Charges $13,232,477 $13,232,477
Total $16,584,246 $94,760 $16,479,079 $10,407
Capital Expenditures
Total
[Fotal Expenditures $127,637,988 $2,893,618  $53,118,157  $82,144,421
Cost Plan Costs
Total
otal Alloc. Indirect Costs $127,637,988 $2,893,518 $5=3,118,157 82,144,421

$53,118,157 = Total Allowable Indirect Cosls
$59,537,311 Total Direct Salaries
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City of Fresno
Police (SCO AUDITED RATE)

Fiscal Year
2011-12
100% Admin. or Support Staff
Name/Position Annual Salary
Accountant Auditor [l $ 56,270.00
Accounting Techician $ 42,714.00
Admin Clerk Il (13) $ 413,076.68
Administrative Manager $ 89,657.00
Background Investigator (7) $ 117,035.60
Community Coordinator $ 37,772.81
Community Sanitation Manager $ 83,754.10
Community Services Officer Il (8) 3 334,315.59
Computer Systems Specialist Il (1) $ 69,091.13
Computer Systems Specialist |1l (2) $ 70,371.18
Data Base Administrator $ 79,417.36
Deputy Police Chief (4) $ 522,038.42
Emergency Services Comm. Supr. (5) $ 362,968.78
Emergency Services Dispatcher | (6) $ 103,755.71
Emergency Services Dispatcher Il (67) | $ 3,232,624.13
Emergency Services Dispatcher Ill (12) | $ 653,878.44
Executive Assist to Director (1) $ 63,976.16
Grant Writer $ 66,878.00
Helicopter Mechanic $ 62,827.11
Helicopter Mechanic Ldwrkr $ 68,770.52
Helicopter Pilot $ 18,541.45
Identification Technician Il (12) $ 680,541.33
Identification Technician |1l (3) $ 196,845.75
Information Services Manager $ 103,477.71
Information Services Supervisor $ 90,139.59
Laborer (10) $ 378,462.78
Law Enforcement Instructor (2) $ 26,656.00
Management Analyst Il (2) $ 157,196.00
Management Analyst [l (2) $ 168,641.88
Networks Systems Specialist $ 79,700.34
PAR Program Specialist $ 41,354.36
Phlebotomist (3) $ 75,380.02
Police Captain (7) $ 934,934.99
Police Chief $ 192,573.03
Police Data Transcriptionist (2) $ 83,149.75
Police Lieutenant (20) $ 2,289,753.39
Police Officer Recruit (2) $ 90,391.68
Police Sergeant (83) $ 9,307,434.70
Police Specialist (11) $ 887,477.72
Police Tech Services Manager $ 21,701.17
Programmer/Analyst Il (1) $ 45,175.15
Programmer/Analyst 1l (3) $ 220,835.00
|Programmer/Analyst |V $ 82,222.90
Property & Evidence Tech (1) $ 50,215.57
Records Supervisor (4) $ 244,548.31
Senior Accountant-Auditor $ 62,834.00
Senior Admin Clerk (27) $ 1,025,298.32
Senior Secretary (3) $ 135,004.30
Senior Storeskeeper $ 45,044.58
Services Aide (1) (PT) $ 5,724.75
Senior Comm. Services Officer (6) $ 338,795.33
Senior Property & Evidence Tech. (2) $ 111,831.31
Staff Assistant (3) $ 36,456.87
Supervising Identification Tech (4) $ 230,014.63
Utility Leadworker (2) $ 88,937.30
TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $25,078,485
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Kresno Salary Report 2011-2012

Position

Administrative Clerk Il
Administrative Clerk Il
Administrative Clerk Il
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk ||
Administrative Clerk Il
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk II
Administrative Clerk I|
Administrative Clerk ||
Administrative Clerk Il
Administrative Clerk ||
Administrative Clerk Il

13
Background Investigator
Background Investigator
Background Investigator
Background Investigator
Background Investigator
Background Investigator
Background Investigator

7
Budget Technician
Communications Manager
Communications Technician II
Community Coordinator
Community Sanitation Manager
Community Services Officer ||
Community Services Officer ||
Community Services Officer II
Community Services Officer Il
Community Services Officer Il
Community Services Officer Il
Community Services Officer Il
Community Services Officer ||

8
Computer Systems Spec IlI
Deputy Police Chief
Deputy Police Chief
Deputy Police Chief
Deputy Police Chief
Deputy Police Chief

5
Emergency Svecs Comm Sup
Emergency Sves Comm Sup
Emergency Svcs Comm Sup
Emergency Sves Comm Sup
Emergency Svcs Comm Sup

5
Emergency Sves Dispatcher |
Emergency Sves Dispatcher |
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher |
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher |
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher |
Emergency Sves Dispatcher |

6
Emergency Sves Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Total 2011
Wages W-2
Grand Total

33,602.96
13,292.78
32,554.76
45,352.50
33,129.72
33,970.27
33,633.15
29,893.48
14,277.46
32,749.57
33,642.73
36,088.69
40,888.61
413,076.68
2,340.80
18,308.40
17,388.80
17,723.20
18,304.00
17,388.80
25,581.60
117,035.60
44,929.55
122,799.27
59,856.20
37,772.81
83,754.10
21,460.11
56,809.10
45,336.92
49,496.65
49,362.05
22,725.77
42,651.05
46,473.94
334,315.59
69,091.13
165,864.81
167,465.41
168,750.12
19,958.08
166,933.39
688,971.81
67,628.82
93,192.12
65,148.32
69,490.70
67,508.82
362,968.78
19,515.83
18,776.22
18,741.50
18,032.65
10,316.29
18,373.22
103,755.71
54,629.74
50,765.49
51,164.12
51,669.98

Position

Police Captain
Police Captain
Police Captain
Police Captain
Police Captain
Police Captain
Police Captain
Police Captain

Police Chief

Police Data Transcriptionist
Police Data Transcriptionist

Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant
Police Lieutenant

Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant

8

2

21
Police Officer Recruit
Police Officer Recruit

2

Total 2011
Wages W-2

Grand Total

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
%o

150,809.19
151,209.65
28,303.13
147,521.96
156,173.96
149,762.28
151,154.82
147,822.91
1,082,757.90
192,573.03
41,329.07
41,820.68
83,149.75
131,778.06
128,654.11
130,704.27
128,618.94
129,658.90
130,259.17
133,156.38
29,208.08
131,060.41
16,533.08
126,540.17
25,082.48
126,953.88
135,375.41
128,618.95
136,750.29
135,344.36
128,418.77
128,418.77
128,618.91
128,618.93
2,418,372.32
44,799.58
45,592.10
90,391.68
122,370.52
106,998.16
9,629.70
105,017.04
105,642.56
100,103.64
100,144.69
81,927.26
119,784.15
103,233.63
108,981.08
112,927.14
113,792.92
107,863.23
115,589.18
107,158.11
107,115.44
125,744.79
103,225.56
105,857.99
106,041.84
79 110,469.43



Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher II
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher ||
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher I
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher I
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher |1
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher I
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher ||
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher ||
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher |1
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher ||
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher ||
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher ||
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher II
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher |l
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 1
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher ||
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher |
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher |l
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher II
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svces Dispatcher |l
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 1
Emergency Sves Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 1
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher I
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher |l
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher |l
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher I
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher I
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher I
Emergency Sves Dispatcher [I
Emergency Sves Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher II
67
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

51,713.10
52,850.51
49,725.60
26,634.32
12,315.25
55,109.15
53,576.85
49,710.69
48,786.18
36,516.93
53,607.28
52,741.76
50,835.48
53,985.35
49,176.61
50,031.17
49,910.46
59,390.09
50,774.53
52,964.75
52,229.99
51,082.29
49,951.96
52,384.44
52,275.54
53,806.52
49,232.62
52,480.71
53,276.85
57,601.05
55,608.73
53,737.46
56,895.10
49,772.65
53,705.17
49,876.95
56,312.85
51,563.67
49,337.06
57,293.74
53,309.67
51,380.70
52,541.59
51,384.37
48,552.51
52,749.30
53,661.01
52,615.25
53,072.71
51,391.97
53,974.43
49,069.40
48,852.15
49,646.93
49,692.34
52,886.09
37,002.27
61.26
44,975.43
3,192.18
31,344.88
12,297.57
51,959.38
3,232,624.13
60,464.34

$51,616.83

Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
3
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

113,746.31
127,312.11
109,320.41
117,747.26
105,902.33
104,800.52
116,319.77
109,346.93

25,203.76
128,532.21
135,549.29
112,107.35
109,669.89

25,109.94
107,634.20
134,798.12
116,152.66

42,077.32

64,004.81
122,614.46
131,752.55
108,801.23
105,061.85
102,524.09
110,804.92
107,709.68
106,194.06
105,500.61
112,223.37
126,527.72
117,094.34
108,267.54
105,529.38
106,571.09
102,076.70
113,459.58
109,159.16
109,583.00
112,607.54
105,494.25
126,786.92
120,624.36
147,691.08
118,172.31
104,686.21
132,213.45
113,787.34
122,512.33
116,300.83
114,727.49

92,214.34
108,714.99
108,506.46
123,891.10
107,470.60
109,992.48
154,446.35
129,851.76
113,169.40
127,366.30
133,592.83
130,094.63
110,075.29

0g0 104,914.36
110,807.10



Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher IlI
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher 11
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher [lI
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher llI
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher |1
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher Il
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher IlI
Emergency Svcs Dispatcher [1I

12
Executive Asst to Dept Dir
Helicopter Mechanic
Helicopter Mechanic Ldwrkr
Helicopter Pilot
Identification Technician Il
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician I
Identification Technician I
Identification Technician Il
Identification Technician II
Identification Technician Il
Identification Technician Il
Identification Technician Il
Identification Technician Il
Identification Technician Il
Identification Technician Il

12
Identification Technician Il
Identification Technician IlI
|dentification Technician IlI

3
Information Services Sup
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer
Laborer

10
Law Enforcement Instructor
Law Enforcement Instructor

2
Management Analyst Il
Management Analyst llI

2
Network Systems Specialist
PAR Program Specialist
Phlebotomist
Phlebotomist
Phlebotomist

Police Cadet I
Police Cadet Il
Police Cadet Il
Police Cadet II
Police Cadet II
Police Cadet Il
Police Cadet Il
Police Cadet Il

LRl R e e R IR AR AR ARG RRCAR ECR IR e BRE  R e aR  lR cRE R A R A = AR B R B R R R N Y N N T N A N Y A

57,518.98
58,848.66
55,813.35
38,061.17
55,780.23
53,345.64
56,287.54
58,307.49
58,454.09
55,899.16
45,097.79
653,878.44
63,976.16
62,827.11
68,770.52
18,541.45
36,711.87
61,641.80
58,985.21
63,591.11
60,777.46
55,766.03
56,402.02
54,572.28
57,572.80
61,932.79
57,801.83
54,786.13
680,541.33
66,745.95
64,352.25
65,747.55
196,845.75
90,139.59
37,292.68
39,668.96
39,469.43
38,826.75
36,670.73
35,363.28
36,968.32
38,501.87
37,060.71
38,550.05
378,462.78
8,528.00
18,128.00
26,656.00
86,731.61
81,910.27
168,641.88
79,700.34
41,354.36
15,360.35
2,114.08
57,905.59
75,380.02
1,871.00
12,989.25
23,661.75
13,617.00
10,174.00
7,247.00
23,203.52
2,341.00

Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant
Police Sergeant

91
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist
Police Specialist

11

Police Technical Services Mgr

Programmer/Analyst ||
Property and Evidence Tech
Records Supervisor
Records Supervisor
Records Supervisor
Records Supervisor

4
Senior Account Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk
Senior Administrative Clerk

27
Senior Secretary
Senior Secretary
Senior Secretary
Senior Secretary

4
Senior Storeskeeper

Services Aide

Sr Communications Technician
Sr Communications Technician
Sr Communications Technician

3

$ 115,313.98
$  112,141.00
$  114,654.38
$ 118,110.97
$ 9,957,341.01
$ 9227254
$ 89,298.17
$  60,616.10
$ 95,106.39
$  87,900.72
$  98,515.09
$  89,135.00
$  94,443.64
$ 56,252.46
$  57,281.40
$  66,656.21
$ 887,471.72
$  21,701.17
$  45,175.15
$  50,215.57
$  60,991.00
$  63,170.80
$  59,083.98
$ 61,302.53
$  244,548.31
$  39,508.32
$  32,922.09
$  43,196.38
$  40,637.59
$  41,732.02
$  44,004.71
$  41,736.94
$  39,524.12
$ 3520286
$  35949.79
$  35987.49
$ 3028120
$  41,995.77
$  40,698.45
$ 38,947.73
$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

b

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

b

$

$

$

$

$

$
%o
$

39,998.04
20,793.92

38,433.77
40,824.28
39,281.35
42,341.85
37,954.84
40,606.18
19,928.93
38,310.15
39,592.86
41,680.88
42,734.13

1,025,298.32
46,273.75
45,027.49
43,703.06
45,856.25
180,860.55
45,044.58
5,724.75
76,389.66
68,610.56

g1 66,028.29
211,028.51



Police Cadet II
Police Cadet Il
Police Cadet Il
Police Cadet Il
Police Cadet Il
Police Cadet Il
Police Cadet Il
Police Cadet II
Police Cadet ||
Police Cadet II
Police Cadet Il
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232.00
525.00
615.00
936.00
24,209.00
23,586.75
6,886.50
23,541.35
812.75
2,982.00
931.00
180,361.87

8r Community Services Officer

Sr Community Services Officer

Sr Community Services Officer

Sr Community Services Officer

Sr Community Services Officer

Sr Community Services Officer
6

Sr Property and Evidence Tech

Sr Property and Evidence Tech
2

Staff Assistant

Staff Assistant

Staff Assistant
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53,589.72
62,581.50
46,602.33
46,612.08
79,897.53
49,512.17
338,795.33
54,836.85
56,994.46
111,831.31
7,991.61
4,569.76
23,895.50



CITY OF RIALTO

Audit Report

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 and/or amended by various
legislation

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2012

California State Controller

March 2019
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City of Rialto

Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program

For these positions, we reviewed the tasks identified on the city’s duty
statements. The duty statements served as a tool for determining an
allocation between direct and indirect duties based on the list of typical
duties performed.

As a general rule, any classification involved in providing specific,
identifiable, and direct services should be considered as a direct labor cost.
Indirect labor costs are those which are not readily identifiable or
assignable to one unit and would typically benefit more than one
department.

Recalculation of Fractional Percentages for Indirect Cost Pool

We analyzed the duties listed on the duty statements for the 16
classifications that we determined to be not 100% indirect. For each
classification, we calculated how many of the duties listed on the duty
statements were indirect and how many were direct. The city requested
that we re-evaluate the duties that were determined to be direct versus
indirect for each of these classifications. The city provided a supplemental
reassessment analysis document identifying 16 classifications and their
associated tasks, with clarifying details of the duties performed. The
supplemental reassessment analysis document was completed using input
provided by the city’s Administrative Support Services Captain, who is
responsible for overseeing all administrative functions of the Rialto Police
Department and who determines how frequently duties will be performed
by personnel as well as assigning responsibilities that may be outside of
the standard duty statement. In addition, the city recalculated the direct
and indirect percentages based on the duty statement tasks identified on
the supplemental reassessment analysis document. Based on our review of
the city’s supplemental reassessment analysis document and discussion
with the city’s Administrative Support Services Captain, we accepted the
city’s recalculated direct and indirect percentages for each of these 16
classifications.

We calculated fractional percentages of indirect labor for each of the 16

classifications. The final determination of the allocation of indirect labor
is as follows:

e Crime Analyst — 85%

e Crime Analyst Assistant —70%
Emergency Dispatcher (Part-time) — 94%
Emergency Dispatcher I/II — 94%
Emergency Dispatch Supervisor — 90%
Emergency Services Supervisor — 90%
Law Enforcement Technician — 80%

e Lieutenant —90%

e Police Cadet —20%

e Police Corporal —50%

e Police Sergeant — 60%

e Police Records Assistant 1 — 90%

51
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Z} Property and Evidence Assistant — 80%
e Senior Community Services Officers — 80%
e Senior Police Records Specialist — 90%

Recalculated Rates

For each fiscal year of the audit period, excluding FY 1999-2000, we
recalculated the indirect cost rates by adjusting the salaries and related
benefits costs allocated into the indirect cost pool based on the final
determination of the allocation of direct and indirect labor ratio for the 16
classifications.

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted
indirect cost rates for the audit period:

Indirect Allowable
Cost Rate Indirect Rate

Fiscal Claimed Cost Rates Difference

Year (a) (b} (e )= (b) - ()
1999-2000 58.50% 58.50% -
2000-01 66.20% 62.29% -3.91%
2001-02 70.10% 66.52% -3.58%
2002-03 66,40% 61.30% -5.10%
2003-04 75.00% 69.96% -5.04%
2004-05 85.20% 79.96% -5.24%
2005-06 89 40% 86.05% -3.35%
2006-07 84.30% 79.54% -4.76%
2007-08 98.40% 88.01% -10.39%
2008-09 107.00% 88.56% -18.44%
2009-10 107.90% 95.69% -1221%
2010-11 118.80% 105.98% -12.82%
2011-12 118.60% 103.84% -14.76%

Summary of Audit Adjustment

For each fiscal year of the audit period, we recalculated allowable indirect
costs by applying the audited indirect cost rates to the allowable salaries.
We found that the city overstated indirect costs totaling $271.606 for the
audit period ($10,107 related to overstated indirect cost rates and $261,499
related to overstated salaries and benefits in Findings 1, 2, and 3).
Indirect  Unallowable
Cost Rate Salaries Total
Fiscal Difference Cost Audit
Year Adjustment  _Adjustment _Adjustment

1999-2000 $ - 0§ (11,493) $ (11,493)
2000-01 (323) (13,418) (13,741)
2001-02 (319) (15,240) (15,559)
2002-03 (385) (12,233) (12.618)
2003-04 (571) (20,657) (21,228)
2004-05 (610) (24,326) (24,936)
2005-06 (396) (25.861) (26,257)
2006-07 (532) (23,214) (23,746)
2007-08 (751) (17,402) (18,153)
2008-09 (1,985) (28,279) (30,264)
2009-10 (1,145) (25,203) (26,348)
2010-11 (1,374) (31,518) (32,892)
2011-12 (1,716) __ (12,655) (14,371)
Total $ (10,107) $(261.499) $(271,606)
o
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Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program

Criteria

The parameters and guidelines (section V.B. — Claim Preparation and
Submission — Indirect Cost Rates) state:

Indirect costs are cost that are incurred for a common or joint purpose...

Compensation for indirect costs is eligible for reimbursement utilizing
the procedure provided in 2 CFR Part 225 (Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) Circular A-87). Claimants have the option of using 10%
of direct labor, excluding fringe benefits, or preparing an Indirect Cost
Rate Proposal (ICRP) if the indirect cost rate exceeds 10%.

If the claimant chooses to prepare an ICRP, both the direct costs (as
defined and described in 2 CFR Part 225, Appendix A and B (OMB
Circular A-87 Attachments A and B) and the indirect costs shall exclude
capital expenditures and unallowable costs (as defined and described in
2 CFR Part 225, Appendix A and B [OMB Circular A-87 Attachments
A and B]. However, unallowable costs must be included in the direct
costs if they represent activities to which indirect costs are properly
allocable.

The distribution base may be (1) total direct costs (excluding capital
expenditures and other distorting items, such as pass-through funds,
major subcontracts, etc.), (2) direct salaries and wages, or (3) another
base which results in an equitable distribution.

In calculating an ICRP, the claimant shall have the choice of one of the
following methodologies:

1. The allocation of allowable indirect costs (as defined and described
in OMB Circular A-87 Attachments A and B) shall be accomplished
by (1) classifying a department’s total costs for the base period as
either direct or indirect, and (2) dividing the total allowable indirect
costs (net of applicable credits) by an equitable distribution base.
The result of this process is an indirect cost rate which is used to
distribute indirect costs to mandates. The rate should be expressed
as a percentage which the total amount of allowable indirect costs
bears to the base selected; or

2. The allocation of allowable indirect costs (as defined and described
in OMB Circular A-87 Attachments A and B) shall be accomplished
by (1) separating a department into groups, such as divisions or
sections, and then classifying the division’s or section’s total costs
for the base period as either direct or indirect, and (2) diving the total
allowable indirect costs (net of applicable credits) by an equitable
distribution base. The result of this process is an indirect cost rate
that is used to distribute indirect costs to mandates. The rate should
be expressed as a percentage which the total amount of allowable
indirect costs bears to the base selected.

Recommendation

The ICAN Investigation Reports Program was suspended from
FY 2015-16 through FY 2017-18. If the program becomes active again,
we recommend that the city follow the mandated program claiming
instructions and the parameters and guidelines to ensure that claimed costs
include only eligible costs, are based on actual costs, and are properly
supported.

-53-
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ADMINISTRATIVE LICENSE SUSPENSION -
PER SE PROGRAM

Chapter 1460, Statutes of 1989; Chapter 431, Statutes of 1990;
Chapter 1281, Statutes of 1992; Chapters 899 and 1244,
Statutes of 1993; Chapter 938, Statutes of 1994;
and Chapter 5, Statutes of 1997

July 1, 2013, through June 30, 2017

BETTY T. YEE

California State Controller

June 2019
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BETTY T. YEE

California State Controller
June 27, 2019

The Honorable Lee Brand
Mayor of the City of Fresno
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2075
Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mayor Brand:

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by the City of Fresno for the
legislatively mandated Administrative License Suspension — Per Se Program for the period of
July 1, 2013, through June 30, 2017.

The city claimed and was paid $197,847 for the mandated program. Our audit found that
$164,829 is allowable and $33,018 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the city
overstated the number of cases claimed.

Following issuance of this audit report, the SCO’s Local Government Programs and Services
Division will notify the city of the adjustment to its claims via a system-generated letter for each

fiscal year in the audit period.

If you have any questions, please contact Lisa Kurokawa, Chief, Compliance Audits Buerau, by
telephone at (916) 327-3138.

Sincerely,
Original signed by

JIM L. SPANO, CPA
Chief, Division of Audits

JLS/hf
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The Honorable Lee Brand -2-
Mayor of the City of Fresno

cc: Michael Lima, Controller

Finance Department
City of Fresno

René Watahira, Fiscal Affairs Manager
Fresno Police Department

Kim Jackson, Finance Manager
Finance Department
City of Fresno

Richard Tucker, Lieutenant
Fresno Police Department

Courtney Espinoza, Business Manager
Fresno Police Department

Chris Hill, Principal Program Budget Analyst
Local Government Unit
California Department of Finance

Steven Pavlov, Finance Budget Analyst
Local Government Unit
California Department of Finance

Evelyn Calderon-Yee, Bureau Chief
Local Government Programs and Services Division
State Controller’s Office

June 27, 2019
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City of Fresno

Administrative License Suspension — Per Se Program

Audit Report

Summary

Background

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by the City
of Fresno for the legislatively mandated Administrative License
Suspension — Per Se Program for the period of July 1, 2013, through
June 30, 2017.

The city claimed and was paid $197,847 for the mandated program. Our
audit found that $164,829 is allowable and $33,018 is unallowable. The
costs are unallowable because the city overstated the number of cases
claimed.

The Administrative License Suspension legislation became effective on
July 1, 1990. The test claim legislation authorizes a peace officer, on
behalf of the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV), to immediately seize
a valid California driver’s license in the possession of a person arrested or
detained for driving under the influence (DUI), immediately serve an order
of suspension or revocation, and issue a temporary driver’s license to the
driver.

Section I. (Summary of the Mandate) of the program’s parameters and
guidelines states:

The Commission on State Mandates (Commission) partially approved
this test claim pursuant to Article XIII B, section 6, of the California
Constitution, and Government Code (GC) section 17514, for the
increased costs in performing the following activities:

A. Minors (under the age of 21) that are detained but not ultimately
arrested for violation of a DUI statute:

e  Admonishing those drivers that the failure to submit to, or the
failure to complete, a preliminary alcohol-screening test or
other chemical test as requested will result in the suspension or
revocation of the driver’s license.

e Requesting and administering the alcohol-screening test
pursuant to Vehicle Code (VC) sections 23136 and 23137.

e Taking possession of any driver’s license and serving the notice
of order of suspension or revocation on the detained minor if
the driver refuses or fails to complete the chemical test, or has
been found to have a concentration of alcohol in the blood in
violation of VC section 23136.

e  Completing a sworn report for those minors detained.

e Submitting a copy of the completed notice of order of
suspension, driver’s license, and sworn report to the DMV.

B. All drivers (adults and minors) that are arrested for violation of a
DUI statute:

e Taking possession of any driver’s license and serving the notice
of order of suspension or revocation on the driver refuses or
fails to complete the chemical test, or has been found to have a
concentration of alcohol in the blood in violation of VC
sections 23140, 23152, and 23153.
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City of Fresno

Administrative License Suspension — Per Se Program

Objective, Scope,
and Methodology

e Completing a sworn report for those drivers that are arrested
with a blood alcohol concentration higher than that legal limit.

e Submitting a copy of the completed notice of order of
suspension, driver’s license, and sworn report to the DMV.

The Commission also identified a uniform time allowance to account for
employees’ time spent performing the mandated activities.

In addition, the Commission identified sources of offsetting
reimbursements, including fees collected pursuant to VC section 14905
and grant money received by the State and passed through the local
agencies.

The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and
define the reimbursement criteria. The Commission adopted the
parameters and guidelines on December 2, 2003. In compliance with GC
section 17558, the SCO issues claiming instructions to assist local
agencies in claiming mandated program reimbursable costs.

The objective of our audit was to determine whether costs claimed
represent increased costs resulting from the legislatively mandated
Administrative License Suspension — Per Se Program. Specifically, we
conducted this audit to determine whether costs claimed were supported
by appropriate source documents, were not funded by another source, and
were not unreasonable and/or excessive.

The audit period was July 1, 2013, through June 30, 2017.

To achieve our objective, we:

e Reviewed the annual mandated cost claims filed by the city for the
audit period and identified the material cost components of each claim
as salaries and benefits. Determined whether there were any errors or
unusual or unexpected variances from year to year. Reviewed the
activities claimed to determine whether they adhered to the SCO’s
claiming instructions and the program’s parameters and guidelines;

e Completed an internal control questionnaire by interviewing key city
staff. Discussed the claim preparation process with city staff to
determine what information was obtained, who obtained it, and how it
was used;

e Obtained manually generated lists of DUI cases from the city for each
year of the audit period (these lists contained more cases than the city
claimed because the lists included cases funded by grant revenues that
were not claimed). Used the lists to verify the existence, completeness,
and accuracy of the unduplicated case counts; this included:

0 Reconciling the number of cases on the lists to the number of cases
claimed for reimbursement;

0 Verifying that the cases involved violations of DUI statutes by
using the reconciled case counts to select a sample for testing.
Using a random-number generator, we randomly selected a non-
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Administrative License Suspension — Per Se Program

Conclusion

statistical sample of cases for each year in the audit period, as
follows:

= 14 out 0of 2,628 cases for FY 2013-14
= 25 out of 3,049 cases for FY 2014-15
= 17 out of 2,176 cases for FY 2015-16
= 16 out of 1,423 cases for FY 2016-17

We identified two ineligible cases out of the 72 selected in the
samples and did not project these errors to the population as a
whole. We determined that the city’s case lists accurately
represented violations of DUI statutes and used the reconciled lists
of claimed cases for further testing;

e Reviewed the reconciled lists of claimed cases for each year of the
audit period to determine whether they contained duplicate case
numbers. Also reviewed the details of each case to determine whether
the case listings included cases ineligible for reimbursement because
they did not meet the requirements in the parameters and guidelines,
even though the cases represented violations of DUI statutes;

e Reviewed the Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards for each
fiscal year in the audit period, and confirmed with city staff that the
city received federal grants that it used to pay for mandated activities:

0 Reviewed source documents that the city provided to support the
grant revenues used to fund a portion of the mandated activities;
and

0 Determined that the city did not include cases funded by grant
revenues in its claims during the audit period.

GC sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561 provide the legal authority to
conduct this audit. We conducted this performance audit in accordance
with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standards
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions
based on our audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained
provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our
audit objective.

We limited our review of the city’s internal controls to gaining an
understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as
necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures. Our audit scope did
not assess the efficiency or effectiveness of program operations. We did
not audit the city’s financial statements.

As a result of performing the audit procedures, we found instances of
noncompliance with the requirements described in our audit objective. We
found that the city did not claim costs that were funded by other sources;
however, it did claim unsupported and ineligible costs, as quantified in the
Schedule and described in the Finding and Recommendation section of
this audit report.
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Administrative License Suspension — Per Se Program

Follow-up on
Prior Audit
Findings

Views of

Responsible
Officials

Restricted Use

For the audit period, the City of Fresno claimed and was paid $197,847
for the Administrative License Suspension — Per Se Program. Our audit
found that $164,829 is allowable and $33,018 is unallowable.

Following issuance of this audit report, the SCO’s Local Government
Programs and Services Division will notify the city of the adjustment to
its claims via a system-generated letter for each fiscal year in the audit
period.

We have not previously conducted an audit of the city’s legislatively
mandated Administrative License Suspension — Per Se Program.

We issued a draft audit report on April 5, 2019. René Watahira, Fiscal
Affairs Manager, responded by email dated April 8, 2019, stating that the
city “will not disagree with your report.”

This audit report is solely for the information and use of the City of Fresno,
the California Department of Finance, and the SCO; it is not intended to
be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.
This restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this audit report,
which is a matter of public record and is available on the SCO website at
WWW.SC0.Ca.goV.

Original signed by

JIM L. SPANO, CPA
Chief, Division of Audits

June 27, 2019
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Schedule—
Summary of Program Costs
July 1, 2013, through June 30, 2017

Cost Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Elements Claimed per Audit Adjust:mentl

July 1, 2013, through June 30, 2014

Direct costs:
Minors detained but not arrested:

Salaries $ 680 $ 680 $ -
Benefits 373 373 -
Total 1,053 1,053 -

Drivers arrested for violation of a DUI statute:

Salaries 26,068 19,636 (6,432)
Benefits 14,234 10,721 (3,513)
Total 40,302 30,357 (9,945)
Total direct costs 41,355 31,410 (9,945)
Indirect costs 21,292 16,172 (5,120)
Total program costs $ 62,647 47,582 $ (15,065)
Less amount paid by the State” (62,647)
Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed $ (15,065)

July 1, 2014, through June 30, 2015

Direct costs:
Drivers arrested for violation of a DUI statute:

Salaries $ 25,536 $ 21,892 $ (3,644)
Benefits 13,482 11,559 (1,923)
Total direct costs 39,018 33,451 (5,567)
Indirect costs 20,965 17,973 (2,992)
Total program costs $ 59,983 51,424 $ (8,559)
Less amount paid by the State” (59,983)
Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed $ (8,559)
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Schedule (continued)

Cost Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2015, through June 30, 2016

Direct costs:
Minors detained but not arrested:

Salaries $ 458 $ 458 $ -
Benefits 240 240 -
Total 698 698 -

Drivers arrested for violation of a DUI statute:

Salaries 20,723 17,776 (2,947)
Benefits 10,816 9,279 (1,537)
Total 31,539 27,055 (4,484)
Total direct costs 32,237 27,753 (4,484)
Indirect costs 14,340 12,345 (1,995)
Total program costs $ 46,577 40,098 $ (6,479)
Less amount paid by the State” (46,577)
Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed $ (6,479)

July 1, 2016, through June 30, 2017

Direct costs:
Minors detained but not arrested:

Salaries $ 222 $ 222 $ -
Benefits 112 112 -
Total 334 334 -

Drivers arrested for violation of a DUI statute:

Salaries 13,371 11,987 (1,384)

Benefits 6,725 6,030 (695)

Total 20,096 18,017 (2,079)
Total direct costs 20,430 18,351 (2,079)
Indirect costs 8,210 7,374 (836)
Total program costs $ 28,640 25,725 $ (2,915)
Less amount paid by the State? (28,640)
Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed $ (2,915)
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Administrative License Suspension — Per Se Program

Schedule (continued)

Cost Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Elements Claimed per Audit Adjust:mentl

Summary: July 1, 2013, through June 30, 2017
Salaries $ 87,058 $ 72,651 (14,407)
Benefits 45,982 38,314 (7,668)
Total salaries and benefits 133,040 110,965 (22,075)
Indirect costs 64,807 53,864 (10,943)
Total program costs $ 197,847 164,829 (33,018)
Less amount paid by the State” (197,847)

Amount paid in excess of allowable costs claimed $ (33,018)

! See the Finding and Recommendation section.

2 Payment amount current as of March 26, 2019.
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Finding and Recommendation

FINDING—
Overstated salaries

and related benefits

and indirect costs

The city claimed $197,847 ($87,058 in salaries; $45,982 in related
benefits; and $64,807 in related indirect costs) for the Minors Detained but
Not Ultimately Arrested ($3,070) and the Drivers Arrested for Violation
of DUI Statute ($194,777) cost components during the audit period. We
found that $164,829 is allowable and $33,018 is unallowable because the
city overstated the number of cases eligible for reimbursement under the
mandated program by 1,236 cases during the audit period.

Salary costs are determined by multiplying the number of drivers arrested
for violation of a DUI statute by the uniform time allowance and the
arresting officer’s hourly rate. The city overstated salary costs by $14,407
because it misinterpreted the program’s parameters and guidelines, which
resulted in the city claiming reimbursement for ineligible cases. In
addition, unallowable related benefit costs total $7,668 and unallowable
related indirect costs total $10,943, for a total audit adjustment of $33,018.

The following table summarizes the unallowable salaries and related
benefits, and related indirect costs by fiscal year:

Number of Drivers Arrested for Uniform Related Related Total
Fiscal Violation of DUI Statute Time Salary Salary Benefit Indirect Cost Audit
Year Claimed Allowable Difference Allowance' Rate Adjustment Adjustment2 Adjustment3 Adjustment
2013-14 2,216 1,669 (547) 0.25 $ 4706 $ (6432) $§ (3,513) $§ (51200 $ (15,065)
2014-15 2,342 2,008 (334) 0.25 $ 43.61 (3,644) (1,923) (2,992) (8,559)
2015-16 1,681 1,442 (239) 0.25 $ 49.31 (2,947) (1,537) (1,995) (6,479)
2016-17 1,121 1,005 (116) 0.25 $ 47.71 (1,384) (695) (836) (2,915)
Total 7,360 6,124 (1,236) $ (14407 $§ (7,668) $§ (10,943) $ (33,018)

'The uniform time allowance of 0.25 is equivalent to 15 minutes.
*The benefit rates are 54.60% for fiscal year (FY) 2013-14, 52.80% for FY 2014-15, 52.20% for FY 2015-16, and 52.30% for FY 2016-17.
3The indirect cost rates are 79.60% for FY 201 3-14, 82.10% for FY 2014-15, 67.70% for FY 2015-16, and 60.40% for FY 2016-17.

Indirect cost rates are applied to salaries only.

Ineligible Cases

The city claimed reimbursement for 7,360 cases for the Drivers Arrested
for Violation of a DUI Statute cost component during the audit period.
During testing, we found that 6,124 cases are allowable and 1,236 are
unallowable. The city claimed costs for 248 cases that are unsupported and
under-claimed costs for 54 cases during the audit period. In addition, we
found that 1,042 cases are ineligible for reimbursement.

098



City of Fresno

Administrative License Suspension — Per Se Program

The following table summarizes the number of cases claimed, allowable,
and unallowable for the Drivers Arrested for Violation of a DUI Statute
cost component by fiscal year:

Fiscal Amount Amount Amount Unallowable Cases

Year Claimed  Supported Allowable Unsupported Underclaimed Ineligible Total
2013-14 2,216 1,968 1,669 (248) - (299) (547)
2014-15 2,342 2,354 2,008 - 12 (346) (334)
2015-16 1,681 1,693 1,442 - 12 251) (239)
2016-17 1,121 1,151 1,005 - 30 (146) (116)
Total 7,360 7,166 6,124 (248) 54 (1,042) (1,236)

The 1,042 cases are ineligible for reimbursement because they:

Did not include information to indicate that the driver was arrested for
violation of a DUI Statute with a blood alcohol level content (BAC)
of 0.08% or greater for adults and a BAC of 0.05% or greater for
minors, and did not include a Police Officer Statement (POS) (472);

Included an adult driver arrested with a BAC lower than the legal limit
of 0.08% (87) and a minor arrested with a BAC lower than the legal
limit of 0.05% (7), and did not include a POS;

Indicated that breathalyzer tests estimated an adult driver’s BAC
lower than the legal limit of 0.08% (195) and a minor’s BAC lower
than the legal limit of 0.05% (72), and did not include POS;

Reported that the individual arrested had a negative BAC, and did not
include a POS (8);

Included a “Reference Y description (no blood level indication), and
did not include a POS (22);

Did not include any information to indicate that the arrested driver had
violated a DUI Statute, state the driver’s BAC, or include a POS (135);

Did not provide the age of the individual arrested (8); and
Are duplicate cases (36).

Section IV. (Reimbursable Activities) of the parameters and guidelines
states, in part, “To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any
fiscal year, only actual costs may be claimed. Actual costs are those costs
actually incurred to implement the mandated activities.”

Section IV. (Reimbursable Activities) of the parameters and guidelines
also states, in part:

The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased
costs for reimbursable activities identified below. Increased cost is
limited to the cost of an activity that the clamant is required to incur as a
result of the mandate.
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City of Fresno Administrative License Suspension — Per Se Program

Recommendation

We recommend that the city:

e Follow the mandated program’s claiming instructions and the
parameters and guidelines when preparing its reimbursement claims;
and

e Ensure that claimed costs include only eligible costs and are based on
actual costs incurred as a result of implementing the mandated
activities.

City’s Response

The city responded via email stating, “We will not disagree with your
report.”
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BETTY

California State Controller
December 30, 2016

The Honorable Ashley Swearengin
Mayor of the City of Fresno

2600 Fresno Street, Room 2075
Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mayor Swearengin:

The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by the City of Fresno for the legislatively
mandated Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program (Chapter 1172,
Statutes of 1989; Chapter 1338, Statutes of 1992; Chapter 1230, Statutes of 1993; Chapter 933,
Statutes of 1998; Chapter 571, Statutes of 1999; Chapter 626, Statutes of 2000; and Chapter 700,
Statutes of 2004) for the period of July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2012.

The city claimed $6,217,012 for the mandated program. Our audit found that $5,657,053 is
allowable and $559,959 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the city claimed
overstated salaries and benefits costs and claimed overstated indirect cost rates. The State made
no payments to the city. The State will pay allowable costs claimed, contingent upon available
appropriations.

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

Sincerely,
Original signed by

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA
Chief, Division of Audits

JVB/rg

cc: Michael Lima, Controller/Finance Director

City of Fresno
Jerry Dyer, Chief of Police

Police Department, City of Fresno
Kim Jackson, Administrative Manager

Finance Department, City of Fresno
Mary Halterman, Principal Program Budget Analyst

Local Government Unit, California Department of Finance
Danielle Brandon, Staff Finance Budget Analyst

Local Government Unit, California Department of Finance
Jay Lal, Manager

Division of Accounting and Reporting

State Controller’s Office
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City of Fresno

Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program

Audit Report

Summary

Background

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by the City
of Fresno for the legislatively mandated Crime Statistics Reports for the
Department of Justice Program (Chapter 1172, Statutes of 1989;
Chapter 1338, Statutes of 1992; Chapter 1230, Statutes of 1993;
Chapter 933, Statutes of 1998; Chapter 571, Statutes of 1999; Chapter 626,
Statutes of 2000; and Chapter 700, Statutes of 2004) for the period of
July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2012.

The city claimed $6,217,012 for the mandated program. Our audit found
that $5,657,053 is allowable and $559,959 is unallowable. The costs are
unallowable because the city claimed overstated salaries and benefits costs
and claimed overstated indirect cost rates. The State made no payments to
the city. The State will pay allowable costs claimed, contingent upon
available appropriations.

Penal Code section 12025, subdivisions (h)(1) and (h)(3); section 12031,
subdivisions (m)(1) and (m)(3); sections 13014 and 13023; and
section 13730, subdivision (a) require local agencies to report information
related to certain specified criminal acts to the California Department of
Justice (DOJ). These sections were added and/or amended by Chapter
1172, Statutes of 1989; Chapter 1338, Statutes of 1992; Chapter 1230,
Statutes of 1993; Chapter 933, Statutes of 1998; Chapter 571, Statutes of
1999; Chapter 626, Statutes of 2000; and Chapter 700, Statutes of 2004.

On June 26, 2008, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission)
adopted a statement of decision for the Crime Statistics Reports for the
Department of Justice Program. The Commission found that the test claim
legislation constitutes a new program or higher level of service and
imposes a reimbursable state-mandated program on city and county
claimants beginning on July 1, 2001, within the meaning of Article XII B,
section 6 of the California Constitution and Government Code
section 17514.

On July 31, 2009, the Commission heard an amended test claim on Penal
Code section 13023 (added by Chapter 700, Statutes of 2004), which
imposed additional crime reporting requirements. The Commission also
found that this test claim legislation constitutes a new program or higher
level of service and imposes a reimbursable state-mandated program for
city and county claimants beginning on January 1, 2004. On April 10,
2010, the Commission issued a corrected statement of decision to correctly
identify the operative and effective date of the reimbursable state-
mandated program as January 1, 2005.

The Commission found that the following activities are reimbursable:

e A local government entity responsible for the investigation and
prosecution of a homicide case to provide the California Department
of Justice with demographic information about the victim and the
person or persons charged with the crime, including the victim’s and
person’s age, gender, race, and ethnic background (Penal Code
section 13014).
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City of Fresno

Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program

Objectives, Scope,
and Methodology

e Local law enforcement agencies to report, in a manner to be
prescribed by the Attorney General, any information that may be
required relative to any criminal acts or attempted criminal acts to
cause physical injury, emotional suffering, or property damage
where there is a reasonable cause to believe that the crime was
motivated, in whole or in part, by the victim’s race, ethnicity,
religion, sexual orientation, or physical or mental disability, or
gender or national origin (Penal Code section 13023).

e  For district attorneys to report annually on or before June 30, to the
Attorney General, on profiles by race, age, gender, and ethnicity any
person charged with a felony or misdemeanor under Penal Code
section 12025 (carrying a concealed firearm) or section 12031
(carrying a loaded firearm in a public place), and any other offense
charged in the same complaint, indictment, or information. The
Commission finds that this is a reimbursable mandate from July 1,
2001 (the beginning of the reimbursement period for this test claim)
until January 1, 2005. (Penal Code section 12025, subdivisions
(h)(1) and (h)(3), and section 12031, subdivisions (m)(1) and

(m)(3)).

e  For local law enforcement agencies to support all domestic-violence
related calls for assistance with a written incident report (Penal Code
section 13730, subdivision (a), Chapter 1230, Statutes of 1993).

The Commission also found that beginning January 1, 2005, local law
enforcement agencies are entitled to reimbursement for reporting the
following in a manner to be prescribed by the Attorney General:

e Any information that may be required relative to hate crimes, as
defined in Penal Code section 422.55 as criminal acts committed, in
whole or in part, because of one or more of the following perceived
characteristics of the victim: (1) disability, (2) gender, (3)
nationality, (4) race or ethnicity, (5) religion, (6) sexual orientation.

e Any information that may be required relative to hate crimes,
defined in Penal Code section 422.55 as criminal acts committed, in
whole or in part, because of association with a person or group with
one or more of the following actual or perceived characteristics: (1)
disability, (2) gender, (3) nationality, (4) race or ethnicity, (5)
religion, (6) sexual orientation.

The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and
define reimbursement criteria. The Commission adopted the parameters
and guidelines on September 30, 2010, and amended them on January 24,
2014 to clarify reimbursable costs related to domestic-violence related
calls for assistance. In compliance with Government Code section 17558,
the SCO issues claiming instructions to assist local agencies and school
districts in claiming mandated program reimbursable costs.

We conducted this performance audit to determine whether costs claimed
represent increased costs resulting from the Crime Statistics Reports for
the Department of Justice Program for the period of July 1, 2001, through
June 30, 2012.
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City of Fresno

Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program

The legal authority to conduct this audit is provided by Government Code
sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561. We conducted this audit in
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient,
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions
based on our audit objectives.

We limited our review of the city’s internal controls to gaining an
understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as
necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures. Our audit scope did
not assess the efficiency or effectiveness of program operations. We did
not audit the city’s financial statements.

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

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

e Reviewed claims to identify the material cost components of each
claim, any errors, and any unusual or unexpected variances from year-
to-year;

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

e Assessed whether computer-processed data provided by the claimant
to support claimed costs was complete and accurate and could be
relied upon;

e Interviewed city staff to determine the employee classifications
involved in performing the reimbursable activities during the audit
period;

e Traced productive hourly rate calculations for auditee employees to
supporting information in the auditee’s payroll system;

e Determined whether indirect costs claimed were for common or joint
purposes and whether indirect cost rates were properly supported and
applied;

e Assessed whether average time increments claimed to perform the
reimbursable activities were reasonable per the requirements of the
program;

e Reviewed and analyzed the claimed domestic violence incident report
counts, homicide report counts, and hate crime counts for consistency
and possible exclusions; and verified that counts were supported by
the reports the city submitted to the DOJ;

e Verified incident report counts by tracing a sample of domestic
violence calls for assistance to case files to ensure that the calls for
assistance were supported by written incident reports; and

e Recalculated allowable costs claimed using audited data.
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City of Fresno

Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program

Conclusion

Views of
Responsible
Officials

Restricted Use

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

For the audit period, the City of Fresno claimed $6,217,012 for costs of
the Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program. Our
audit found that $5,657,053 is allowable and $559,959 is unallowable.

The State paid the made no payments to the city. Our audit found that
$5,657,053 is allowable. The State will pay allowable costs claimed,
contingent upon available appropriations.

We issued a draft report on November 16, 2016. Kim Jackson,
Administrative Manager, Finance Department, responded by email on
November 29, 2016, agreeing with the findings.

This report is solely for the information and use of the City of Fresno, the
California Department of Finance, and the SCQO; it is not intended to be
and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. This
restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this report, which is a
matter of public record.

Original signed by

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA
Chief, Division of Audits

December 30, 2016
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City of Fresno Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program

Schedule—
Summary of Program Costs
July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2012

Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment  Reference '
July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002
Direct costs:
Homicide reports $ 468 $ 468 $ -
Hate crime reports 160 - (160) Finding 1
Domestic violence related calls for assistance 286,005 286,005 -
Total direct costs 286,633 286,473 (160)
Indirect costs 197,549 152,310 (45,239)  Findings 1, 2
Total program costs $ 484,182 438,783 $ (45,399)
Less amount paid by the state -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 438,783
July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003
Direct costs:
Homicide reports $ 472 $ 472 3 -
Hate crime reports 167 - (167) Finding 1
Domestic violence related calls for assistance 273,402 273,402 -
Total direct costs 274,041 273,874 (167)
Indirect costs 200,904 138,228 (62,676)  Findings 1, 2
Total program costs $ 474945 412,102 $ (62,843)
Less amount paid by the state -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 412,102
July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004
Direct costs:
Homicide reports $ 478 $ 478 $ -
Hate crime reports 170 - (170) Finding 1
Domestic violence related calls for assistance 288,767 288,767 -
Total direct costs 289,415 289,245 (170)
Indirect costs 222254 163,299 (58,955) Findings 1, 2
Total program costs $ 511,669 452,544 $ (59,125)
Less amount paid by the state -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 452544
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City of Fresno Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program

Schedule (continued)

Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment  Reference !

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

Homicide reports $ 484 $ 484 $ -

Hate crime reports 98 41 (57) Finding 1

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 284,557 284,557 -
Total direct costs 285,139 285,082 67

Indirect costs 214,569 167,251 (47,318) Findings 1, 2
Total program costs $ 499,708 452333 $ (47375)
Less amount paid by the state -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 452333
July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006
Direct costs:

Homicide reports $ 462 $ 462 $ -

Hate crime reports 249,027 249,027 -

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 43 43 -
Total direct costs 249,532 249,532 -

Indirect costs 212,203 187,970 (24,233) Finding 2
Total program costs $ 461,735 437,502 $ (24,233)
Less amount paid by the state -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 437,502
July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007
Direct costs:

Homicide reports $ 520 $ 520 $ -

Hate crime reports 36 36 -

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 319,784 319,784 -
Total direct costs 320,340 320,340 -

Indirect costs 237,946 164,021 (73,925) Finding 2
Total program costs $ 558,286 484,361 $ (73,925)
Less amount paid by the state -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 484361
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City of Fresno Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program

Schedule (continued)

Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment  Reference :

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008
Direct costs:

Homicide reports $ 540 % 540 $ -

Hate crime reports 45 45 -

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 341,293 341,293 -
Total direct costs 341,878 341,878 -

Indirect costs 254,779 186,404 (68,375) Finding 2
Total program costs $ 596,657 528,282 $ (68,375)
Less amount paid by the state -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 528282
July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009
Direct costs:

Homicide reports $ 592 $ 592 $ -

Hate crime reports 55 55 -

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 336,215 336,215 -
Total direct costs 336,862 336,862 -

Indirect costs 238,138 193,250 (44,888) Finding 2
Total program costs $ 575,000 530,112 $ (44,888)
Less amount paid by the state -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 530,112
July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010
Direct costs:

Homicide reports $ 650 % 650 $ -

Hate crime reports 92 92 -

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 358,924 358,924 -
Total direct costs 359,666 359,666 -

Indirect costs 225279 205,205 (20,074) Finding 2
Total program costs $ 584945 564,871 $ (20,074)
Less amount paid by the state -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 564871
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City of Fresno Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program

Schedule (continued)

Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment ~ Reference

July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011
Direct costs:

Homicide reports $ 2,424 $ 2424 $ -

Hate crime reports 26 26 -

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 400,389 384,816 (15,573) Finding 1
Total direct costs 402,839 387,266 (15,573)

Indirect costs 349,515 289,754 (59,761) Finding 2
Total program costs $ 752,354 677,020 $ (75,334)
Less amount paid by the state -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 677,020
July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012
Direct costs:

Homicide reports $ 562 $ 562 $ -

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 421,124 421,124 -
Total direct costs 421,686 421,686 -

Indirect costs 295,845 257457 (38,388) Finding 2
Total program costs $ 717,531 679,143 $ (38,388)
Less amount paid by the state -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 679,143
Summary: July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2012
Direct costs:

Homicide reports $ 7,652 $ 7,652 $ -

Hate crime reports 249,876 249322 (554)

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 3,310,503 3,294,930 (15,573)
Total direct cost 3,568,031 3,551,904 (16,127)

Indirect costs 2,648,981 2,105,149 (543,832)
Total program costs $6,217,012 5,657,053 $ (559,959)
Less amount paid by the state -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 5,657,053

! See the Findings and Recommendations section.
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Findings and Recommendations

FINDING 1— The city overstated salaries and benefits by $16,127 for the audit period.
The related indirect costs total $13,917. The audit adjustments related to
the Domestic Violence Related Calls for Assistance and Hate Crime
Reports cost components. The city overstated the costs because it
computed costs using an overstated number of domestic violence incident
reports for fiscal year (FY) 2010-11 and claimed costs for hate crime
reports outside of the reimbursable period.

Overstated salaries
and benefits costs

The following table summarizes the overstated salaries and benefits costs:

Amount Audit
Fiscal Year Amount Claimed Allowable Adjustment
2001-02 $ 286,633 $ 286,473 $ (160)
2002-03 274,041 273,874 (167)
2003-04 289,415 289,245 (170)
2004-05 285,139 285,082 (57)
2005-06 249,532 249,532 -
2006-07 320,340 320,340 -
2007-08 341,878 341,878 -
2008-09 336,862 336,862 -
2009-10 359,666 359,666 -
2010-11 402,839 387,266 (15,573)
2011-12 421,686 421,686 -
Total $ 3,568,031 $ 3,551,904 $ (16,127)

Domestic Violence Related Calls for Assistance

For FY 2010-11, the city overstated salaries and benefits costs for the
Domestic Violence Related Calls for Assistance component by $15,573.
The related indirect cost is $13,512. The costs for this component include
supporting each related call for assistance with a written incident report.
Reimbursable activities consist of writing, reviewing, and editing the
incident reports. Costs claimed were calculated by multiplying the number
of incident reports by a time increment to process a report, then
multiplying the resulting total hours by a productive hourly rate. The costs
are overstated because the city overstated the number of incident reports it
prepared to support domestic violence-related calls for assistance.

For the audit period, the city provided the monthly reports it submitted to
the DOJ to support the number of domestic violence-related calls for
assistance it reported. We reviewed the monthly reports and calculated the
number of incident reports that were produced within each fiscal year. We
found that the monthly reports did not support the claimed number of
domestic violence-related calls for assistance for FY 2010-11; the city
overstated the number of incidents by 210. As a result, we recalculated the
costs for the effected fiscal year using the number of incidents reported to
the DOJ.
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Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program

Hate Crime Reports

The city overstated salaries and benefits costs for the Hate Crime Reports
component by $554. The related indirect cost is $405. The costs for this
component consist of extracting, reporting, and verifying hate crime
information submitted to the DOJ. The costs are ineligible because the city
claimed costs for hate crime reports outside of the reimbursable period.

For the audit period, the city provided support for the number of hate
crimes it reported to the DOJ. Our review of city records disclosed that no
hate crimes were reported prior to 2004. In addition, the program's
parameters and guidelines indicate that the mandated activity is eligible
for reimbursement beginning January 1, 2005. Therefore, costs claimed
for reporting hate crimes prior to January 1, 2005, are not eligible for
reimbursement.

The following table summarizes the ineligible costs:

Fiscal Year Audit
2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 Adjustment
Salaries and benefits $ (160) $ (167 $ (1700 $ (57) $ (554)

Related indirect costs (110) (123) (130) (42) (405)
Total $ (270) $ (2900 $ (300) $ (99 $ (959)
Criteria

The program’s parameters and guidelines (section IV) state, in part:

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only
actual costs may be claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually
incurred to implement the mandated activities. Actual costs must be
traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of
such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the
reimbursable activities.

The parameters and guidelines (section IV—Ongoing Activities D.
Domestic Violence Related Calls for Assistance) allow ongoing activities
related to costs supporting domestic violence-related calls for assistance
with a written incident report, and reviewing and editing the report.

Concerning hate crime reports, the parameters and guidelines (section I1I)
state, in part:

...Penal Code section 13023, as amended by Statutes 2004, chapter 700,
became operative and effective on January 1, 2005. Therefore, the costs
incurred for compliance with the mandated activities found in Penal
Code section 13023, as amended by Statutes 2004 chapter 700, are
reimbursable on or after January 1, 2005.
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Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program

FINDING 2—
Overstated indirect
costs

Recommendation

The Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program was
suspended in FY 2012-13 through FY 2016-17. If the program becomes
active, we recommend that the city claim costs based on the actual number
of domestic violence related calls for assistance that were supported by
written incident reports and reported to the DOJ. We also recommend that
the city claim costs within the reimbursable period identified in the
program’s parameters and guidelines.

The city overstated indirect costs by $529,915 for the audit period. The
overstatement results primarily from the application of overstated indirect
cost rates during the audit period. As a result, we recalculated the indirect
cost rates and applied them to the corresponding eligible direct costs.

The following table summarizes the overstated indirect costs:

Fiscal Year Audit
2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 Adjustment
Allowable indirect cost rate 62.10% 59.00% 66.90% 70.40%
Less claimed indirect cost rate (80.50)% (85.70)% (91.00)% (90.30)%
Unallowable indirect cost rate (18.40)% (26.70)% (24.10)% (19.90)%
Allowable salaries x § 245267 x $ 234,281 x $§ 244,089 x $ 237,569
Total $ (45,129) $ (62,553) $ (58,825) $ (47,276) $  (213,783)
Fiscal Year
2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Allowable indirect cost rate 86.10% 63.90% 68.70% 71.25%
Less claimed indirect cost rate (97.20)% (92.70)% (93.90)% (87.80)%
Unallowable indirect cost rate (11.10)% (28.80)% (25.20)% (16.55)%
Allowable salaries x $ 218314 < $ 256,683 x $ 271,331 < $ 271,226
Total $ (24,233) $ (73,925) $ (68,375) $ (44,888) (211,421)
Fiscal Year
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12
Allowable indirect cost rate 73.60% 104.00% 89.20%
Less claimed indirect cost rate (80.80)% (120.60)% (102.50)%
Unallowable indirect cost rate (7.20)% (16.60)% (13.30)%
Allowable salaries x $ 278811 x $ 278,609 x $ 288,629
Total $ (20,074) $ (46,249) $ (38,388) (104,711)
Total $  (529915)

The overstatements resulted for the following reasons, broken down by
fiscal year:

For FY 2001-02 through FY 2005-06, the indirect cost rate proposals
(ICRP) for the Police Department had been previously audited for other
mandate programs. However, instead of calculating indirect costs using
the previously audited indirect cost rates, the city revised audited indirect
cost rates to recover indirect costs for these fiscal years. The city revised
indirect cost rates to include additional salaries in the indirect cost pool.
However, the city did not provide documentation to support that the
increased salaries should be included in the indirect cost pool. Therefore,
we recalculated indirect costs using the previously audited rates.
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For FY 2006-07 and FY 2007-08, the city’s ICRPs for the Police
Department excluded salaries attributable to grant programs, (e.g., Cops
in School grant, the HUD Capitol Program, and Airport Public Safety
Program). Title 2, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 225 (Office of
Management and Budget [OMB] Circular A-87), Appendix A, Part C,
subdivision 3(b), states, “All activities which benefit from the
governmental unit’s indirect cost...will receive an appropriate allocation
of indirect costs.” We adjusted direct salaries to include the costs of grant
programs.

The city’s ICRP also included direct salaries and benefits costs of police
sergeants and police specialists in its indirect cost pool. The parameters
and guidelines define indirect costs as costs that are incurred for a common
or joint purpose, benefiting more than one program. Further, indirect costs
are not directly assignable to a particular department or program without
efforts disproportionate to the result achieved. The city’s job specifications
for each classification indicate that the duties of police sergeants and
police specialists are readily assignable specific cost objectives. The city
did not provide additional documentation, such as time records, to support
that the costs should be allocated as indirect costs. As a result, we
recalculated the indirect cost rates and applied the rates to eligible direct
costs.

For FY 2008-09 through FY 2011-12, the city’s ICRPs for the Police
Department had been previously audited. In the previous audit, we noted
that the ICRPs excluded direct salaries attributable to grant programs.
OMB A-87 provides that all activities benefiting from a unit’s indirect
costs will receive an appropriate allocation of indirect costs. In the
previous audit, we recalculated the indirect cost rates by adjusting the
direct salaries to include the grant programs. For this audit we applied the
previously audited indirect cost rates to eligible direct costs.

The following table summarizes the calculation of the allowable indirect
cost rates for the effected fiscal years:

Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Component Reported Costs Adjustment

FY 2006-07
Direct costs:

Salaries (A) $ 54,625,621 $ 68,106,699 $ 13,481,078
Indirect Costs:

Salaries and benefits 28,084,685 21,265,051 (6,819,634)

Sevices and supplies 22,233,978 22,233,978 -
Total indirect costs (B) $ 50,318,663 $ 43,499,029 $  (6,819,634)
Allowable indirect cost rate FY 2006-07 ((B) = (A)) 63.9%
FY 2007-08
Direct costs:

Salaries (C) $ 60,923,576 $ 72,785,704 $ 11,862,128
Indirect Costs:

Salaries and benefits 31,533,866 24,347,789 (7,186,077)

Sevices and supplies 25,683,573 25,683,573 -
Total indirect costs (D) $ 57,217,439 $ 50,031,362 $  (7,186,077)
Allowable indirect cost rate FY 2007-08 ((D) + (C)) 68.7%
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Criteria
The parameters and guidelines (section IV) state, in part:

Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the mandated
activities. Actual costs must be traceable and supported by source
documents that show the validity of such costs, when they were incurred,
and their relationship to the reimbursable activities.

The parameters and guidelines (section V B) provide that counties may
prepare an ICRP to recover indirect costs using the procedure identified in
OMB Circular A-87.

Title 2, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 225 (OMB Circular A-87)
provides guidance relative to local government ICRPs. Appendix A,
Part C, subdivision 3(b), states, “All activities which benefit from the
governmental unit's indirect costs ... will receive an appropriate allocation
of indirect costs.”

OMB Circular A-87 also provides the following guidance:

e Attachment A, Part C, section 3(a), states, “A cost is allocable to a
particular cost objective if the goods or services involved are
chargeable or assignable to such cost objective in accordance with
relative benefits received.”

e Attachment B, section 8(h), requires that employees must maintain
personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation when they
work on an indirect cost activity and a direct cost activity.

e Attachment E, Part A, section 1, provides that a cost may not be
allocated as an indirect cost if any other cost incurred for the same
purpose, in like circumstances, has been assigned as a direct cost.

Recommendation

The Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program was
suspended in the FY 2012-13 through FY 2016-17. If the program
becomes active, we recommend the city prepare ICRPs that are supported
by its expenditure ledgers and inclusive of all departmental costs; allocate
salaries and wages between direct and indirect activities based on
personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation that meet the
requirements of OMB Circular A-87; and, when applicable, calculate
indirect costs using the prior audited indirect cost rate.
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STEVE WESTLY
Talifornia State Qontroller

January 5, 2005

Ruthie F. Quinto, CPA

Finance Director/City Controller
City of Fresno

2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Ms. Quinto:

The State Controller’s Office audited the claims filed by the City of Fresno for costs of the
legislatively mandated Domestic Violence Arrest Policies and Standards Program (Chapter 246,
Statutes of 1995) for the period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2003.

The city claimed $655,860 for the mandated program. Our audit disclosed that the entire amount
is allowable. The State paid the city $397,889. The State will pay allowable costs claimed that
exceed the amount paid, totaling $257,971, contingent upon available appropriations.

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

Sincerely,

Ubicnd P Bzrm

VINCENT P. BROWN
Chief Operating Officer

VPB:JVB/jj

cc: Jerry P. Dyer

Chief of Police
City of Fresno

Rene J. Martin
Deputy Chief of Police
City of Fresno

James Tilton, Program Budget Manager
Corrections and General Government
Department of Finance
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City of Fresno

Domestic Violence Arrest Policies and Standards Program

Audit Report

Summary

Background

Objective,
Scope, and
Methodology

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the claims filed by the City
of Fresno for costs of the legislatively mandated Domestic Violence
Arrest Policies and Standards Program (Chapter 246, Statutes of 1995)
for the period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2003. The last day of
fieldwork was November 18, 2004.

The city claimed $655,860 for the mandated program. The audit
disclosed that the entire amount is allowable. The State paid the city
$397,889. The State will pay allowable costs claimed that exceed the
amount paid, totaling $257,971, contingent upon available
appropriations.

Penal Code Section 13701 (added by Chapter 246, Statutes of 1995)
requires local law enforcement agencies to develop, adopt, and
implement written arrest policies for domestic violence offenders by
July 1, 1996. The legislation also requires local law enforcement
agencies to obtain input from local domestic violence agencies in
developing the arrest policies. Under previous law, local law
enforcement agencies were required to develop, adopt, and implement
written policies for response to domestic violence calls and were
encouraged, but not obligated, to consult with domestic violence experts.

On September 25, 1997, the Commission on State Mandates (COSM)
determined that Chapter 246, Statutes of 1995, imposed a state mandate
reimbursable under Government Code Section 17561.

Parameters and Guidelines establishes the state mandate and defines
reimbursement criteria. COSM adopted the Parameters and Guidelines
on August 20, 1998. In compliance with Government Code Section
17558, the SCO issues claiming instructions for mandated programs, to
assist local agencies and school districts in claiming reimbursable costs.

We conducted the audit to determine whether costs claimed represent
increased costs resulting from the Domestic Violence Arrest Policies and
Standards Program for the period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2003.

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

We conducted the audit according to Government Auditing Standards,
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States, and under the
authority of Government Code Section 17558.5. We did not audit the
city’s financial statements. We limited our audit scope to planning and
performing audit procedures necessary to obtain reasonable assurance
that costs claimed were allowable for reimbursement. Accordingly, we
examined transactions, on a test basis, to determine whether the costs

Steve Westly = California State Controller 1
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Conclusion

Views of
Responsible
Officials

Restricted Use

claimed were supported.

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

For the audit period, the City of Fresno claimed $655,860 for Domestic
Violence Arrest Policies and Standards Program costs. Our audit
disclosed no material instances of noncompliance with the requirements
outlined above.

For fiscal year (FY) 1999-2000, the State paid the city $130,698. Our
audit disclosed that the entire amount is allowable.

For FY 2000-01, the State paid the city $167,160. Our audit disclosed
that the entire amount is allowable.

For FY 2001-02, the State paid the city $100,000. Our audit disclosed
that $179,055 is allowable. The State will pay allowable costs claimed
that exceed the amount paid, totaling $79,055, contingent upon available
appropriations.

For FY 2002-03, the State paid the city $31. Our audit disclosed that
$178,948 is allowable. The State will pay allowable costs claimed that
exceed the amount paid, totaling $178,917, contingent upon available
appropriations.

We discussed our audit results with the city’s representatives during a
telephone exit conference conducted on November 18, 2004. Ruthie
Quinto, City Controller, and Annette Chinn, Consultant, agreed with the
audit results. Ms. Quinto declined a draft audit report and agreed that we
could issue the audit report as final.

This report is solely for the information and use of the City of Fresno, the
California Department of Finance, and the SCO; it is not intended to be
and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. This
restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this report, which is a
matter of public record.

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD
Chief, Division of Audits

Steve Westly « California State Controller 2
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Schedule 1—
Summary of Program Costs
July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2003

Actual Costs Allowable
Cost Elements _ Claimed per Audit

July 1. 1999, through June 30, 2000
Salaries $ 847321 $ 84321
Benefits 12,227 12,227
Total direct costs 96,548 96,548
Indirect costs 34,150 34,150
Total program costs $ 130,698 130,698
Less amount paid by the State (130,698)
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ —
July 1. 2000, through June 30, 2001
Salaries $ 94,122 $ 94,122
Benefits 17,883 17,883
Total direct costs 112,005 112,005
Indirect costs 55,155 55,155
Total program costs $ 167,160 167,160
Less amount paid by the State (167.160)
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ —
July 1. 2001, through June 30. 2002
Salaries $ 95,648 $ 095,648
Benefits 24,008 24,008
Total direct costs 119,656 119,656
Indirect costs 59,398 59,398
Total program costs $ 179,054 179,054
Less amount paid by the State (100,000)
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 79,054
July 1. 2002, through June 30. 2003
Salaries $ 101,675 $ 101,675
Benefits 17,285 17,285
Total direct costs 118,960 118,960
Indirect costs 59,988 59,988
Total program costs $ 178948 178,948
Less amount paid by the State (€1))]
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 178917

Steve Westly « California State Controller 3
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Schedule 1 (continued)

Actual Costs Allowable
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit

Summary: July 1. 1999. through June 30. 2003
Salaries $ 375,766 $ 375,766
Benefits 71.403 71,403
Total direct costs 447,169 447,169
Indirect costs 208,691 208,691
Total program costs $ 655,860 655,860
Less amount paid by the State (397.889)
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 257,971

Steve Westly » California State Controller 4
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BETTY T. YEE

California State Controller

May 26, 2015

The Honorable Ashley Swearengin, Mayor
City of Fresno

2600 Fresno Street, Room 2075

Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mayor Swearengin:

The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by the City of Fresno for the legislatively
mandated Domestic Violence Arrest Policies and Standards Program (Chapter 246, Statutes of
1995) for the period of July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2012.

The city claimed and was paid $1,132,578 for the mandated program. Our audit found that
$717,846 is allowable and $414,732 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable primarily because
the city claimed non-mandate-related costs. The State will offset $414,732 from other mandated
program payments due the city. Alternatively, the city may remit this amount to the State.

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

Sincerely,
Original signed by

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA
Chief, Division of Audits

JVB/as

cc: Michael Lima, Controller/Finance Director

City of Fresno

Jerry Dyer, Chief of Police
City of Fresno Police Department

Kim Jackson, Management Analyst III
City of Fresno, Finance Department

Evelyn Suess, Principal Program Budget Analyst
Mandates Unit, Department of Finance

Jay Lal, Manager
Division of Accounting and Reporting
State Controller’s Office
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City of Fresno

Domestic Violence Arrest Policies and Standards Program

Audit Report

Summary

Background

Objectives, Scope,
and Methodology

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by the
City of Fresno for the legislatively mandated Domestic Violence Arrest
Policies and Standards Program (Chapter 246, Statutes of 1995) for the
period of July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2012.

The city claimed and was paid $1,132,578 for the mandated program.
Our audit found that $717,846 is allowable and $414,732 is unallowable.
The costs are unallowable primarily because the city claimed non-
mandate-related costs. The State will offset $414,732 from other
mandated program payments due the city. Alternatively, the city may
remit this amount to the State.

Penal Code section 13701, subdivision (b) (added by Chapter 246,
Statutes of 1995), required local law enforcement agencies to develop,
adopt, and implement written arrest policies for domestic violence
offenders by July 1, 1996. The legislation also required local law
enforcement agencies to obtain input from local domestic violence
agencies in developing the arrest policies. Under previous law, local law
enforcement agencies were required to develop, adopt, and implement
written policies for response to domestic violence calls and were
encouraged, but not obligated, to consult with domestic violence experts.

On September 25, 1997, the Commission on State Mandates
(Commission) determined that Chapter 246, Statutes of 1995, imposed a
state-mandated program reimbursable under Government Code section
17561.

The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and
define reimbursement criteria. The Commission adopted the parameters
and guidelines on August 20, 1998 and amended them on October 30,
2009. In compliance with Government Code section 17558, the SCO
issues claiming instructions to assist local agencies and school districts in
claiming mandated program reimbursable costs.

We conducted the audit to determine whether costs claimed represent
increased costs resulting from the Domestic Violence Arrest Policies and
Standards Program for the period of July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2012.

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

The legal authority to conduct this audit is provided by Government
Code sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561. We did not audit the city’s
financial statements. We conducted this performance audit in accordance
with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standards
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient,
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and
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Conclusion

Views of
Responsible
Officials

conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions
based on our audit objectives.

We limited our review of the city’s internal controls to gaining an
understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as
necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures. Our audit scope
did not assess the efficiency or effectiveness of program operations.

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

e Interviewed employees, completed the internal control questionnaire,
and performed a walk-through of the cost components of each claim.

e Traced costs claimed to supporting documentation that showed when
the costs were incurred, the wvalidity of such costs, and their
relationship to mandated activities.

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

For the audit period, the City of Fresno claimed $1,132,578 for costs of
the Domestic Violence Arrest Policies and Standards Program. Our audit
found that $717,846 is allowable and $414,732 is unallowable.

For the fiscal year (FY) 2008-09 claim, the State paid the city $245,600.
Our audit found that $139,574 is allowable. The State will offset
$106,026 from other mandated program payments due the city.
Alternatively, the city may remit this amount to the State.

For the FY 2009-10 claim, the State paid the city $261,388. Our audit
found that $162,346 is allowable. The State will offset $99,042 from
other mandated program payments due the city. Alternatively, the city
may remit this amount to the State.

For the FY 2010-11 claim, the State paid the city $319,045. Our audit
found that $194,976 is allowable. The State will offset $124,069 from
other mandated program payments due the city. Alternatively, the city
may remit this amount to the State.

For the FY 2011-12 claim, the State paid the city $306,545. Our audit
found that $220,950 is allowable. The State will offset $85,595 from
other mandated program payments due the city. Alternatively, the city
may remit this amount to the State.

We issued a draft audit report on April 15, 2015. Kim Jackson,
Management Analyst III, Finance Department responded by email dated
May 5, 2015, stating that the city has no changes to the draft audit report.
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Restricted Use

This report is solely for the information and use of the City of Fresno, the
California Department of Finance, and the SCO; it is not intended to be
and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. This
restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this report, which is a
matter of public record.

Original signed by

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA
Chief, Division of Audits

May 26, 2015
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Schedule 1—
Summary of Program Costs
July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2012

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

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009
Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits $ 152442 $ 88,694 § (63,748) Findings 1,2

Indirect costs 93,158 50,880 (42,278) Findings 1, 2,3
Total program costs $ 245,600 139,574  $ (106,026)
Less amount paid by the state (245,600)

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid ~ $§ (106,026)
July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010

Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits § 159,503 § 103,369 § (56,134)  Findings 1, 2
Indirect costs 101,885 58,977 (42,908) Findings 1,2, 3
Total program costs $ 261,388 162,346  $ (99,042)
Less amount paid by the state (261,388)

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid ~ $§  (99,042)

July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011

Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits $ 170,829 § 111,529 § (59,300) Findings 1, 2
Indirect costs 148,216 83,447 (64,769) Findings 1,2, 3
Total program costs $ 319,045 194976 % (124,069)
Less amount paid by the state (319,045)

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (124,069)
July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012

Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits $ 180,154 $ 137,190 § (42,964) Findings 1, 2
Indirect costs 126,391 83,760 (42,631) Findings 1,2, 3
Total program costs $ 306,545 220,950 $ (85,595)
Less amount paid by the state (306,545)

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid ~ $  (85,595)
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Schedule 1 (continued)

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

Summary: July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2012
Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits $ 662928 $ 440,782 $ (222,146)

Indirect costs 469,650 277,064 (192,586)
Total program costs $ 1,132,578 717,846 $ (414,732)
Less amount paid by the state (1,132,578)

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid ~ $§ (414,732)

' See the Findings and Recommendations section.
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Findings and Recommendations

FINDING 1—
Overstated and

understated claimed

costs

The city overstated and understated the number of domestic violence
incident reports it claimed during the audit period. This resulted in net

indirect cost is $9,607.

understated salaries and benefits costs totaling $5,753; the related

For each fiscal year, the city provided a summary report to support the
claimed number of domestic violence incident reports. The city created
the summary reports using its case management system. The case
management system’s information did not support the number of
domestic violence incident reports that the city claimed. The following
table summarizes the audit adjustment for the understated or overstated

number of incident reports:

Understated/(overstated)
number of reports
Uniform time allowance (hours)

Understated/overstated hours

Claimed productive hourly
rate, salaries !

Understated/(overstated)
salaries (A)

Benefit rate !

Understated/(overstated)
benefits (B)

Understated/(overstated) salaries
and benefits ((C) = (A) + (B))

Indirect cost rate claimed (D)

Related indirect costs

(B =®)x (D)

Audit adjustment,
(F)=(C) +(E))

(927) (226) 637 357
X 0.48 0.48 048  x 0.48
(445) (108) 306 171
x___ $37.63 $41.09 $47.14  x  $48.93
$  (16,745) (4,438) 14425 S 8367
X 24.20% 29.00% 39.00%  x  46.10%
(4,052) (1,287) 5,626 3,857
(20,797) (5,725) 20,051 12224 § 5753
X 75.90% 82.40% 120.60%  x  102.50%
(12,709) (3,657) 17,397 8,576 9,607
$  (33,506) (9,382) 37448  § 20800 $ 15360

" Rate applied to salaries.

The program’s parameters and guidelines state:

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year,
only actual costs may be claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually
incurred to implement the mandated activities. Actual costs must be
traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of
such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the
reimbursable activities.
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FINDING 2—
Non-reimbursable
costs

The parameters and guidelines allow a uniform time allowance of 29
minutes (0.48 hours) for responding officers to interview both parties (17
minutes) and consider various specified factors (12 minutes) in a
domestic violence incident.

Recommendation

We recommend that the city claim the number of domestic violence
incident reports that is supported by the city’s case management system.

City’s Response

The city has no changes to the finding.

The city claimed non-reimbursable salaries and benefits totaling
$227,899; the related indirect costs total $166,012.

As noted in Finding 1, the city overstated or understated the total number
of domestic violence incident reports for each fiscal year. The following
table summarizes the audited population of incident reports and the
claimed hours attributable to the audited population:

Fiscal Year

2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12

Documented number of domestic
violence incident reports 5,822 6,000 6,031 5,571
Uniform time allowance (hours) X 048 x 048 x 048 x 0.48

Claimed hours attributable to
documented incident reports ' 2,814 2,900 2915 2,693

! Calculated using 0.4833

For each fiscal year, we selected a statistical sample from the
documented number of domestic violence incident reports (the
population) based on a 95% confidence level, a precision rate of +/- §%,
and an expected error rate of 50%. We used statistical samples so that the
results could be projected to the population for each fiscal year. We
selected a random sample of 146 incident reports for each fiscal year in
the audit period. We reviewed the sample incident reports to determine
whether the city performed the required mandated program activities.
Our review found the following:

e 303 incident reports were fully reimbursable under the mandated
program. These reports are reimbursable at 29 minutes (0.48 hours)
per report.

e 121 incident reports were partially reimbursable because the officers
did not interview both parties involved in the domestic violence
incident. These reports are reimbursable at 20.5 minutes (0.34 hours)
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per report, based on 8.5 minutes to interview one party and 12
minutes to consider the various factors identified in the parameters
and guidelines.

e 160 incident reports were not reimbursable because the incidents
did not meet the definition of domestic violence, as defined by Penal
Code section 13700. The incidents involved issues such as court
order violations, annoying phone calls, and verbal arguments.

The following table summarizes the results of our statistical samples:

Allowable incident reports

Partially reimbursable incident reports -

only one party interviewed

Non-mandate-related incident reports

Total reports sampled

Fiscal Year
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 Total
79 64 78 303
28 31 38 121
39 51 30 160
146 146 146 584

The following table shows the calculation of unallowable hours based on

the results of the statistical samples:

Allowable incident reports
Uniform time allowance (hours)
Subtotal (G)

Partially reimbursable incident reports -

only one party interviewed

Allowable uniform time allowance (hours)

Subtotal (H)

Total reimbursable hours
for sampled reports ((G) + (H))
Statistical sample size

Reimbursable hours per report
Number of documented
incident reports

Total reimbursable hours
Less claimed hours attributable
to documented incident reports

Unallowable hours

Fiscal Year
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 Total
82 79 64 78 303
0.48 048 x 048  x 0.48
39.36 37.92 30.72 3744
24 28 31 38 121
0.34 034 x 034 x 0.34
8.16 9.52 10.54 12.92
4752 4744 41.26 50.36
146 146 + 146 =+ 146
0.3255 0.3249 0.2826 0.3449
5,822 6,000 x 6,031 X 5,571
1,895 1,949 1,704 1,921
(2,314 (2,900) (2,915) (2,693)
(919) (951) (1,211) (772)
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The following table summarizes the unallowable costs based on the
unallowable hours identified from the statistical samples:

Unallowable hours
Claimed average productive
hourly rate (salary)

Unallowable salaries (J) !

Benefit rate

Unallowable benefits (K) '

Unallowable salary and benefits

(M=) + )

Indirect cost rate claimed

Related indirect costs (M)

Audit adjustment ((L) + (M))

Fiscal Year

2008-09

2009-10

2010-11

2011-12

Total

X

919)

$37.63

(951)

X $41.09

(1.211)

$47.14

(772)

$48.93

(34,582)
24.20%

$ (39,077
X 29.00%

(57,087)
39.00%

(37,774)
46.10%

(8.369)

(11,332)

(22,264)

(17,414)

(42,951)

(50,409)

(79,351)

(55,188)

75.90%

X 82.40%

120.60%

102.50%

(26,248)

(32,199)

(68,847)

(38,718)

$

(227,899)

(166,012)

(69,199)

$ (82,608)

(148,198)

(93,906)

$

(393.911)

FINDING 3—
Overstated indirect
costs rates

! Applied to salaries

The parameters and guidelines state:

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year,
only actual costs may be claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually
incurred to implement the mandated activities. Actual costs must be
traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of
such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the

reimbursable activities.

The parameters and guidelines allow a total uniform time allowance of
29 minutes (0.48 hours) for responding officers to interview both parties
(17 minutes) and consider various specified factors (12 minutes) in a
domestic violence incident.

Recommendation

We recommend that the city claim costs for only those reports that
document incidents meeting the definition of domestic violence as
provided by Penal Code section 13700. In addition, we recommend that
the city claim the portion of the uniform time allowance that is
attributable to the mandated activities actually performed.

City’s Response

The city has no changes to the finding.

The city claimed indirect costs based on indirect cost rate proposals
(ICRP) prepared for the city’s police department. The city overstated its
indirect cost rate for each fiscal year. As a result, the city overstated

indirect costs claimed by $36,181 for the audit period.
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For all fiscal years, the city’s I[CRP excluded salaries attributable to grant
programs (e.g., Cops in School grant, HUD Capitol Program, and Airport
Public Safety). Title 2, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 225 (Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87), Appendix A, Part C,
subdivision 3.b. states, “All activities which benefit from the
governmental unit’s indirect cost . . . will receive an appropriate
allocation of indirect costs.” We adjusted direct salaries and benefits to
include the grant program costs.

The following table summarizes the indirect cost rate audit adjustments:

Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Component Reported Costs Adjustment

Fiscal Year (FY) 2008-09
Direct costs:

Salaries (A) $ 66,814,370 $ 71,178,258 $ 4,363,888
Indirect Costs:

Salaries and benefits 29,469,580 29,469,580 -

Sevices and supplies 21,243,973 21,243,973 -
Total indirect costs (B) $ 50,713,553 $ 50,713,553 $ -
Allowable indirect cost rate FY 2008-09 (B) + (A)) 71.25%
FY 2009-10
Direct costs:

Salaries (C) $ 58,436,456 $ 65,430,050 $ 6,993,594
Indirect Costs:

Salaries and benefits 31,421,412 31,421,412 -

Sevices and supplies 16,719,734 16,719,734 -
Total indirect costs (D) $ 48,141,146 $ 48,141,146 $ -
Allowable indirect cost rate FY 2009-10 (D ) + (C)) 73.60%
FY2010-11
Direct costs:

Salaries (E) $ 47,405,439 3 54,941,936 $ 7,536,497
Indirect Costs:

Salaries and benefits 39,213,267 39,213,267 -

Sevices and supplies 17,944,771 17,944,771 -
Total indirect costs (F) $ 57,158,038 $ 57,158,038 $ -
Allowable indirect cost rate FY 2009-10 (F + E) 104.00%
FY2011-12
Direct costs:

Salaries (G) $ 51,817,962 $ 59,537,311 $ 7,719,349
Indirect Costs:

Salaries and benefits 36,639,078 36,639,078 -

Sevices and supplies 16,479,079 16,479,079 -
Total indirect costs (H) $ 53,118,157 $ 53,118,157 $ -
Allowable indirect cost rate FY 2009-10 (H+ G) 89.20%
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The following table summarizes the audit adjustments:

Fiscal Year
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2010-11 Total
Allowable indirect cost rate 71.25% 73.60% 104.00% 89.20%
Less claimed indirect cost rate (75.90)% (82.40)% (120.60)% (102.50)%
Unallowable indirect cost rate (4.65% (8.80)% (16.60)% (13.30)%
Allowable salaries x$ 71412 x§ 80131 x$ 80237 x § 93901
Audit adjustment $ (3321) $ (105) $ (13319 § (12489 § (36,181)

The parameters and guidelines state, “Actual costs must be traceable and
supported by source documents that show the validity of such costs. . . .”
The parameters and guidelines also state that counties may claim indirect
costs using the procedures provided in OMB Circular A-87.

Recommendation

We recommend that the city prepare ICRPs that are supported by its
expenditure ledgers and inclusive of all departmental costs. We also
recommend that the city allocate costs consistently between fiscal years
in accordance with OMB Circular A-87.

City’s Response

The city has no changes to the finding.
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JOHN CHIANG
California State Controller

June 30, 2008

The Honorable Alan Autry
Mayor of the City of Fresno
2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Autry:

The State Controller’ s Office audited the costs claimed by the City of Fresno for the legidatively
mandated Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights Program (Chapter 465, Statutes of 1976;
Chapters 775, 1173, 1174, and 1178, Statutes of 1978; Chapter 405, Statutes of 1979; Chapter
1367, Statutes of 1980; Chapter 994, Statutes of 1982; Chapter 964, Statutes of 1983; Chapter
1165, Statutes of 1989; and Chapter 675, Statutes of 1990) for the period of July 1, 2003,
through June 30, 2006.

The city claimed $1,194,502 for the mandated program. Our audit disclosed that $205,281 is
allowable and $989,221 is unallowable. The unallowable costs resulted primarily because the
city claimed ineligible costs. The State paid the city $374,998. The amount paid exceeds
allowable costs claimed by $169,717.

If the city subsequently provides corroborating evidence to support the time it takes to perform
individual reimbursable activities, as well as the number of activities performed, we will revise
the final audit report as appropriate.

If you disagree with the audit finding, you may file an Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) with the
Commission on State Mandates (CSM). The IRC must be filed within three years following the
date that we notify you of a claim reduction. Y ou may obtain IRC information at CSM’s

Web site, at www.csm.ca.gov (Guidebook link); you may obtain IRC forms by telephone, at
(916) 323-3562, or by e-mail, at csminfo@csm.ca.gov.

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

Sincerely,
Original signed by

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD
Chief, Division of Audits

JVB/sk
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The Honorable Alan Autry -2- June 30, 2008

cc: Karen Bradley, CPA

Interim Finance Director
City of Fresno

Kim Jackson, Deputy Controller
City of Fresno

Sharon Shaffer, Deputy Police Chief
City of Fresno

Todd Jerue, Program Budget Manager
Corrections and General Government
Department of Finance

Carla Castaneda
Principal Program Budget Analyst
Department of Finance

Paula Higashi, Executive Director
Commission on State Mandates
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Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights Program

Audit Report

Summary

Background

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by the
City of Fresno for the legidatively mandated Peace Officers Procedural
Bill of Rights Program (Chapter 465, Statutes of 1976; Chapters 775,
1173, 1174, and 1178, Statutes of 1978; Chapter 405, Statutes of 1979;
Chapter 1367, Statutes of 1980; Chapter 994, Statutes of 1982; Chapter
964, Statutes of 1983; Chapter 1165, Statutes of 1989; and Chapter 675,
Statutes of 1990) for the period of July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2006.

The city claimed $1,194,502 for the mandated program. Our audit
disclosed that $205,281 is alowable and $989,221 is unallowable. The
unallowable costs resulted primarily because the city claimed ineligible
costs. The State paid the city $374,998. The amount paid exceeds
allowable costs claimed by $169,717.

Chapter 465, Statutes of 1976; Chapters 775, 1173, 1174, and 1178,
Statutes of 1978; Chapter 405, Statutes of 1979; Chapter 1367, Statutes
of 1980; Chapter 994, Statutes of 1982; Chapter 964, Statutes of 1983;
Chapter 1165, Statutes of 1989; and Chapter 675, Statutes of 1990, added
and amended Government Code sections 3300 through 3310. This
legidation, known as the Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights
(POBOR) was enacted to ensure stable employer-employee relations and
effective law enforcement services.

This legidation provides procedural protections to peace officers
employed by local agencies and school districts when a peace officer is
subject to an interrogation by the employer, is facing punitive action, or
receives an adverse comment in his or her personnel file. The protections
apply to peace officers classified as permanent employees, peace officers
who serve at the pleasure of the agency and are terminable without cause
(“at will” employees), and peace officers on probation who have not
reached permanent status.

On November 30, 1999, the Commission on State Mandates (CSM)
determined that this legislation imposed a state mandate reimbursable
under Government Code section 17561 and adopted the statement of
decision. CSM determined that the peace officer rights law constitutes a
partialy reimbursable state mandated program within the meaning of the
California Constitution, Article X111 B, Section 6, and Government Code
section 17514. CSM further defined that activities covered by due
process are hot reimbursable.

The parameters and guidelines establish the State mandate and define
reimbursement criteria. CSM adopted the parameters and guidelines on
July 27, 2000, and corrected it on August 17, 2000. The parameters and
guidelines categorize reimbursable activities into the four following
components. Administrative  Activities, Administrative Appeal,
Interrogation, and Adverse Comment. In compliance with Government
Code section 17558, the SCO issues claiming instructions for mandated
programs, to assist local agenciesin claiming reimbursable costs.
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Objective, Scope,
and M ethodology

Conclusion

Views of
Responsible
Official

We conducted the audit to determine whether costs claimed represent
increased costs resulting from the Peace Officer's Procedura Bill of
Rights Program for the period of July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2006.

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

We conducted the audit according to Government Auditing Standards,
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States, and under the
authority of Government Code sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561. We
did not audit the city’s financial statements. We limited our audit scope
to planning and performing audit procedures necessary to aobtain
reasonable assurance that costs clamed were allowable for
reimbursement. Accordingly, we examined transactions, on a test basis,
to determine whether the costs claimed were supported.

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

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

For the audit period, the City of Fresno claimed $1,194,502 for costs of
the Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights Program. Our audit
disclosed that $205,281 is allowable and $989,221 is unallowable.

For the fiscal year (FY) 2003-04 claim, the State made no payment to the
city. Our audit disclosed that $61,017 is allowable. The State will pay
alowable costs claimed, contingent upon available appropriations.

For the FY 2004-05 claim, the State made no payment to the city. Our
audit disclosed that $64,140 is alowable. The State will pay alowable
costs claimed, contingent upon available appropriations.

For the FY 2005-06 claim, the State paid the city $374,998. Our audit
disclosed that $80,124 is allowable. The State will offset $294,874 from
other mandated program payments due the city. Alternatively, the city
may remit this amount to the State

We issued a draft audit report on May 21, 2008. Karen Bradley, Interim
Finance Director/City Controller, responded by letter dated June 23,
2008 (Attachment), disagreeing with the audit results. While disagreeing
with our finding, Ms. Bradley stated that the city will conduct a time
study to restore some of the unallowable costs. This final audit report
includes the city’ s response.
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Restricted Use

Thisreport is solely for the information and use of the City of Fresno, the
California Department of Finance, and the SCO,; it is not intended to be
and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. This
restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this report, which is a
matter of public record.

Original signed by

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD
Chief, Division of Audits

June 30, 2008
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Schedule 1—

Summary of Program Costs
July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2006

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment *
July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004
Direct costs:
Saaries $ 199144 $ 31,253 $ (167,891)
Benefits 36,458 5,559 (30,899)
Total direct costs 235,602 36,812 (198,790)
Indirect costs 138,933 24,205 (114,728)
Total program costs $ 374535 61,017 $ (313518)
Less amount paid by the State —
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 61,017
July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005
Direct costs:
Salaries $ 159,718 $ 32518 $ (127,200)
Benefits 31,429 6,051 (25,378)
Total direct costs 191,147 38,569 (152,578)
Indirect costs 115,479 25,571 (89,908)
Total program costs $ 306,626 64,140 $ (242,486)
Less amount paid by the State —
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 64,140
July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006
Direct costs:
Salaries $ 255873 $ 38855 $ (217,018)
Benefits 36,684 7,334 (29,350)
Total direct costs 292,557 46,189 (246,368)
Indirect costs 220,784 33,935 (186,849)
Total program costs $ 513341 80,124 $ (433,217)
Less amount paid by the State (374,998)
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (294,874)
Summary: July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2006
Direct costs:
Salaries? $ 614735 $ 102,626 $ (512,109)
Benefits 2 104,571 18,944 (85,627)
Total direct costs 719,306 121,570 (597,736)
Indirect costs 2 475,196 83,711 (391,485)
Total program costs $ 1,194,502 205281 $ (989,221)
Less amount paid by the State (374,998)
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (169,717)
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Schedule 1 (continued)
Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment *

Summary by Cost Component

Administrative Activities $ 26,890 — $ (26,890)
Administrative Appesal 41,402 — (41,402)
Interrogations 810,648 — (810,648)
Adverse Comment 315,562 205,281 (110,281)
Total program costs $ 1,194,502 205,281 $ (989,221)

1

See the Finding and Recommendation section.

2 sdlaries, benefits, and indirect costs include reclassified costs of $84,273 for the City Attorney’s Office that were
originally claimed as services and supplies costs. The $84,273 amount consists of $39,993 for salaries, $6,479
for benefits, and $37,801 for indirect costs. The reclassification was discussed with city representatives during

the audit exit conference.
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Finding and Recommendation

FINDING—
Unallowable salaries
and benefitsand
related indirect costs

The Police Department and the City Attorney’s Office claimed $719,306
in salaries and benefits and $475,196 in related indirect costs for the
audit period. Salaries and benefits totaling $597,736 were unallowable
because the Police Department and City Attorney’s Office claimed
ineligible costs. The related unallowable indirect costs totaled $391,485.

The following is a summary of claimed, alowable, and unallowable
costs for the Police Department and City Attorney’s Office for the audit
period:

Claimed Allowable Audit

Costs Costs Adjustment

Salaries and Benefits
Administrative Activities:

Police Department $ 16192 $ — $ (16,192

City Attorney’s Office — — —
Total Administrative Activities 16,192 — (16,192)
Administrative Appeal:

Police Department 16,306 — (16,306)

City Attorney’s Office 8,087 — (8,087)
Total Administrative Appeal 24,393 — (24,393)
Interrogations:

Police Department 461,310 — (461,310)

City Attorney’s Office 27,046 — (27,046)
Total Interrogations 488,356 — (488,356)
Adverse Comment:

Police Department 179,026 86,677 (92,349)

City Attorney’s Office 11,339 34,893 23,554
Total Adverse Comment 190,365 121,570 (68,795)
Total salaries and benefits 719,306 121,570 (597,736)
Related indirect costs 475,196 83,711 (391,485)
Totd $1,194502 $ 205,281 $(989,221)
Recap by Department
Police Department $ 672834 $ 86,677 $(586,157)
City Attorney’s Office 46,472 34,893 (11,579)
Tota $ 719306 $ 121570 $ (597,736)

Administrative Activities

For the Administrative Activities cost component, the Police Department
claimed $16,192 in salaries and benefits. We determined that the entire
amount was unallowable because the department claimed ineligible
activities.
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The program’s parameters and guidelines allow reimbursement for the
following ongoing activities:

e Developing or updating internal policies, procedures, manuals, and
other materials pertaining to the conduct of the mandated activities;

o Attendance at specific training for human resources, law enforcement,
and legal counsel regarding the requirements of the mandate; and,

o Updating the status of the POBOR cases.

However, the city claimed costs in this category for the following
ineligible activities:

e General clerical duties;

e Dataentry of case information;

e Typing correspondence; and

e Phone calls with unspecified origin and purpose.

The city’s Internal Affairs secretary stated that time claimed in this
category was for the setup and closing of cases. More specifically, staff
entered information from case logs into the department’ s computer-based
case tracking system. However, the data entry is not a reimbursable task.
In addition, typing correspondence and engaging in phone conversations
that do not indicate the purpose or the parties involved are also not
reimbursabl e activities under the mandated program.

Administrative Appeal

For the Administrative Appeals cost component, the Police Department
and the City Attorney’s Office city claimed $24,393 in sdaries and
benefits ($16,306 by the Police Department and $8,087 by the City
Attorney’s Office). Total costs claimed were misclassified and should
have been claimed under the cost category of Adverse Comment.

The Police Department’ s source documentation supporting its portion of
the claims included review activities referenced as Skelly Hearings. The
preparation for and conduct of a Skelly Hearing is not a reimbursable
task, as it falls under due process of law. However, the activity of
reviewing cases prior to disposition to determine if they should receive
an adverse comment is a reimbursable activity. The city clarified that
costs indicated as Skelly Hearings were actually for eligible case
reviews. Accordingly, we reclassified these costs as Adverse Comment
costs.

We aso noted that costs claimed under this cost category for the City

Attorney’s Office pertained to the review of cases. Therefore, we aso
reclassified these costs as Adverse Comment.
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Interrogations

For the Interrogations cost component, the Police Department and City
Attorney’s Office claimed $488,356 in salaries and benefits ($461,310
by the Police Department and $27,046 by the City Attorney’s Office).
We determined that the amounts claimed by the Police Department were
unallowable because the department claimed ineligible activities. The
amounts claimed by the City Attorney’s Office were misclassified and
should have been claimed under the cost category of Adverse Comment.

The program’ s parameters and guidelines state that specifically identified
interrogation activities are reimbursable when a peace officer is under
investigation or becomes a witness to an incident under investigation and
is subjected to an interrogation by the commanding officer or any other
member of the employing public safety department during off-duty time
if the interrogation could lead to dismissal, demotion, suspension,
reduction in saary, written reprimand, or transfer for purposes of
punishment. Section IV(C) identifies reimbursable activities under
compensation and timing of an interrogation, interrogation notice, tape-
recording of an interrogation and documents provided to the employee.

The parameters and guidelines, Section 1V(C) (Interrogations), state that
claimants are not eligible for reimbursement for interrogation activities
when an interrogation of a peace officer isin the normal course of duty.
The parameters and guidelines allow reimbursement from the State when
required by the seriousness of the investigation and to compensate for
peace officer interrogations occurring during off-duty time in accordance
with regular department procedures.

In reference to compensation and timing of the interrogation pursuant to
Government Code section 3303, subdivision (a), the Commission on
State Mandates' Final Staff Analysis to the adopted parameters and
guidelines states:

It does not require local agencies to investigate an allegation, prepare
for the interrogation, conduct the interrogation, and review the
responses given by the officers and/or witnesses, as implied by the
clamant's proposed language. Certainly, local agencies were
performing these investigative activities before POBOR was enacted.

We interviewed city employees and reviewed documentation to
determine the activities that were included in the reimbursement claim.
The city claimed the following ineligible activities under this category.

¢ |nvestigation-related—Conducting field investigations, conducting
internal affair investigations, conducting internal affair investigations
at the division level, and preliminary case reviews.

o Interrogation-related—Interviewing accused and witness officers
during normal working hours of the interrogated officer, preparing a
synopsis of interviews when the officer does not request a
transcription, interviewing civilians, preparing documents related to
the interrogation, and preparing for an interrogation.
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Section IV(C) (Interrogations) does not specify investigative activities as
reimbursable. Further, an interrogation is reimbursable under the
mandated program only if it is conducted during the off-duty hours of the
interrogated subject or witnessing officer and the city incurs overtime
costs as a result. Per discussions with members of the Police
Department’s Internal Affairs unit, interrogations are rarely conducted
during the interrogated officers off-duty hours. Further, if eligible
interrogations were conducted during the audit period, they were not
separately identified in the department’ s time records.

Adverse Comment

For the Adverse Comment cost component, the city claimed $190,365 in
salaries and benefits ($179,026 by the Police Department and $11,339 by
the City Attorney’s Office). In addition, we determined that costs totaling
$24,393 claimed under the Administrative Appeals cost component
($16,306 by the Police Department and $8,087 by the City Attorney’s
Office) and costs totaling $27,046 claimed by the City Attorney’s Office
under the Interrogations cost component were for activities that should
have been properly classified under the Adverse Comment cost
component. Accordingly, reclassified costs totaled $241,804 ($195,332
by the Police Department and $46,472 by the City Attorney’s Office).

We determined that $120,234 was unallowable because the city had
insufficient documentation to support costs claimed ($108,655 by the
Police Department and $11,579 by the City Attorney’s Office).

Depending on the circumstances surrounding an adverse comment, the
parameters and guidelines allow some or al of the following four
activities upon receipt of an adverse comment:

¢ Providing notice of the adverse comment;
o Providing an opportunity to review and sign the adverse comment;

e Providing an opportunity to respond to the adverse comment within
30 days; and

¢ Noting on the document the peace officer’ s refusal to sign the adverse
comment and obtaining the signature or initials of the peace officer
under such circumstances.

Included in the foregoing are review of circumstances or
documentation leading to adverse comment by supervisor, command
staff, human resources staff or counsel, including determination of
whether same congtitutes an adverse comment, preparation of
comment and review for accuracy; notification and presentation of
adverse comment to officer and notification concerning rights
regarding same; review of response to adverse comment, attaching
same to adverse comment and filing.
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The supporting documentation provided by the Police Department fully
supported $86,677 of clamed costs, athough $108,655 of the
department’s costs were not supported by any documentation. The
department used case logs to track time spent working on reimbursable
tasks in this cost category. These case logs were summarized in a case
report for each year under audit. We scanned the case reports and
scheduled the costs to determine total allowable hours spent working in
this cost category. As noted above, the documentation did not fully
support the amount claimed by the department in this cost component.

The City Attorney’s Office used a case tracking system to indicate times
spent working on reimbursable tasks in this cost category. This system
was used to prepare memos that summarized the total amount of time
spent performing reimbursabl e tasks during the audit period. We scanned
printouts from the case tracking system to confirm the existence of
backup for the memos that summarized claimed costs. Allowable costs
totaling $30,209 in this cost component were based on the adverse
comment review hours claimed in the summary memos. However, the
Office provided inadequate support for $16,262 claimed.

The parameters and guidelines, Section VI (Supporting Data), state that
all costs shall be traceable to source documents that show evidence of the
validity of such costs and their relationship to the state-mandated
program.

Summary

The following table summarizes the audit adjustments by fiscal year:

Fiscal Year
2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 Total

Salaries and benefits:

Police Department $ (188,837) $ (150,853) $ (246,467) $ (586,157)
City Attorney’s Office (9,953) (1,725) 99 (11,579)
Subtotal (198,790) (152,578) (246,368) (597,736)
Related indirect costs (114,728) (89,908) (186,849) (391,485)
Audit adjustment $ (313,518) $ (242,486) $ (433,217) $ (989,221)

Recommendation

We recommend that the city ensure that claimed costs include only
eligible costs, are based on actual costs, and are properly supported.

10- 155



City of Fresno Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights Program

City' s Response

We have reviewed the draft audit results for the period covering July 1,
2003 through June 30, 2006. In general, we disagree with the State’s
narrow interpretation of the parameter's and guidelines. The
interpretations are contrary to the intent of the State Statutes as well as
to the Statement of Decision.

We disagree with the following reductions:

1) Administrative Activities:

Secretarial time was the only activity the city claimed in this section.

We believe that a portion of our time records support costs for various

eligible activities:

1. Time for the secretary to create the |A electronic master tracking
list, collect, enter and update information regarding the status of
each Internal Affair (1A) cases/investigations was included. These
files are used by investigating officers as well as by supervisory
staff to review the status of each case. We believe these activities
are reasonable and comply with the wording in the Parameter’'s and
Guidelines stating that “ Updating the status of the POBAR case’.

2. The Parameters and Guidelines also state that “Review of the
complaints, notes or records for issues of confidentiality by law
enforcement, human relations, and counsel; and the cost of
processing, service and retention of copies is also reimbursable.
The secretary would have also been responsible for properly filing
and document retention.

3. The Parameters and Guidelines also state that the adverse comment
and the subject officer’s response to the adverse comment must
also be filed appropriately. The secretary is responsible for this
task.

We will be tracking time for these activities in detail and intend to
present the time study results in order to restore a portion of the amount
deducted from our audited claims.

2) Interrogations:

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audit disallowed al of the costs
claimed under this section. While we tracked time and have extensive
time records, each specific activity was not broken down to the level of
detail required by the State Auditor. Some activities such as conducting
interrogations of peace officers during regular duty were included and
pursuant to the SCO's interpretation, were determined to be ineligible.
We disagree with this narrow interpretation and believe that this is
contrary to the intent of the statutes and Statement of Decision.

The question remains as to how much of the time and cost should be
deducted from our claim. Certainly, not all the costs should be reduced
as the audit report advises. We believe that a portion of our time
records support costs for various eligible activities:

1. providing notice of interrogations to peace officer (including in the
foregoing is the review of agency complaints or other documents
to prepare the notice of interrogation; determination of the
investigating officers; redaction of the agency complaint for names
of the complainant or other accused parties or witnesses or
confidential information; preparation of notice or agency
complaint.
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2. tape recording certain interrogations, tape storage, and
transcription (as specified by parameters and guidelines).

3. producing transcribed copes of any notes made by a stenographer
at an interrogation and copies of reports or complaints made by
investigators.

We will be tracking time for these activities in detail and intend to
present the time study results in order to restore a portion of the amount
deducted from our audited claims.

3.) Adverse Comment:

We disagreed with the State Controller’s decision to remove the legal
secretary’s time related to conducting the Administrative Appeals
process in the City Attorney’s office. A mgjority of the City Attorney’s
staff time to review of the cases was found to be an eligible activity.
We believe that the secretarial time to provide administrative and
clerical support to attorneys should also be allowed.

We believe that the time logs maintained by the Police Department
included time for €ligible activities that were cut from our claim
because the detailed descriptions were not available in our
computerized time tracking reports. We intend to conduct a time study
to support the restoration of time and costs from our FY 2003-04
through FY 2005-06 claims for the following eligible activities:

1. preparing the adverse comment and providing this to the subject
office

2. informing the officer of their rights regarding the adverse comment
3. reviewing the subject officers response to the adverse comment

4. noting the officer's refusal to sing the adverse comment and
obtaining the officersinitials or signature in this circumstance.

We wish to thank the State Controller staff for their courtesy and
professionalism. We would appreciate your ongoing assistance and
future cooperation as we develop time studies to ensure that they
comply with State requirements and that you accept these documents as
adequate documentation of our eligible costs for the audit period.

SCO'’'s Comment

Based on the city’ s response, we revised the findings to include a pro rata
share of time claimed for the City Attorney’s legal secretary to provide
administrative and clerical support for the allowable activities performed
by the City Attorney. Accordingly, alowable costs have increased for the
audit period by $8,488—from $196,793 to $205,281. The increase in
alowable costs includes $4,039 for salaries, $644 for benefits, and
$3,805 for related indirect costs. Further details are noted below under
Adverse Comment.

We will address our comments in the same order as they appear in the
city’ s response.

The city objects to our “narrow interpretation” of the parameters and
guidelines. Our audit was based on reimbursable activities included in
the parameters and guidelines, adopted by the CSM on July 27, 2000,
and corrected on August 17, 2000. This mandate has already been plead
twice before the CSM. This resulted in the adoption of the original
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statement of decision, dated November 30, 1999, and the parameters and
guidelines, dated July 27, 2000, and corrected on August 17, 2000.
Chapter 72, Statutes of 2005, section 6 (AB 138), added Section 3313 to
the Government Code and directed the CSM to review the statement of
decision to clarify whether the subject legisation imposed a mandate
consistent with the California Supreme Court Decision in San Diego
Unified School Dist. V. Commission on Sate Mandates (2004) 33 Cal .4™
859 and other applicable court decisions. The CSM reviewed its original
findings and adopted a statement of decision upon reconsideration on
May 1, 2006. The amended parameters and guidelines were adopted on
December 4, 2006, for costs incurred subsequent to July 1, 2006.

Except for changes to allowable activities for the cost components of
Administrative Appeal for probationary and at-will peace officers
(pursuant to amended Government Code section 3304) and Adverse
Comment (for punitive actions protected by the due-process clause),
reimbursable activities did not change from the original parameters and
guidelines, athough much greater clarity was provided as to what
activities are and are not allowable under the mandated program.

Our audit finding accurately reflects the eligible activities as described in
the adopted parameters and guidelines.

Administrative Activities

The city believes that time claimed for the secretary within the city’s
Police Department to perform certain tasks should be reimbursable. We
disagree. In addition, the city did not provide any additional
documentation to support its statement or indicate which time records
support the activities in question.

Item #1 in the city’s response refers to the task of entering case log
information (time and task information) into the city’s Internal Affairs
case tracking system. While the city’s investigating officers and
supervisory staff may have used this information to determine the status
of POBOR cases, the activity itself consisted of key punching data into
the system from case logs. The CSM staff analysis of the proposed
parameters and guidelines for the POBOR program discussed during the
CSM hearing of July 27, 2000, noted on page 901 of the administrative
records that “before the test claim legislation was enacted, local law
enforcement agencies were. .. maintaining files for those cases.” The
secretary did not create any reports updating the status of POBOR cases
or compile information from the case management system which updated
the procedural status of the cases.

The wording provided by the city for item #2 comes from section 1V C(5)
(Reimbursable  Activitiesnterrogations) of the parameters and
guidelines. This section describes the reimbursable activity of providing
transcribed copies of any notes made by a stenographer at an
interrogation and copies of reports or complaints made by investigators
or other persons when requested by the officer (emphasis added). While
we concur that the retention of copies under such circumstances is a
reimbursable activity, the city’s case information did not indicate when
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officers requested this information. In addition, we did not see any task
information in the city’s case logs that described this specific activity.
Accordingly, we have no way to determine how much time was spent by
the secretary to perform this reimbursable task. If the city chooses to
include this activity in their contemplated time study, it must be able to
support the number of instances that officers requested this information
during the audit period.

The task noted in item #3 for filing adverse comment documents comes
from section IVD (Reimbursable Activities-Adverse Comment) of the
parameters and guidelines. While we concur that the filing of adverse
comment documents is a reimbursable activity, the city’s case logs did
not describe this specific activity, so we have no way of determining how
much time was spent to perform this task. However, this is a task that
could be included in the time study being contemplated by the city,
provided that the city can subsequently document the number of adverse
comment documents that were filed by the secretary during the audit
period.

Interrogations

The city believes that conducting interrogations of peace officers during
regular duty hours is an eligible activity for reimbursement but is
unallowable because of our “narrow” interpretation. Our audit was not
based on the statement of decision or on Government Code sections 3300
through 3310 (the test claim legislation). As noted previously in our
comments, we based the audit on the parameters and guidelines adopted
by CSM on July 27, 2000, and corrected on August 17, 2000. Section
IVC (Reimbursable Activities-nterrogations) states that “claimants are
not eligible for reimbursement for the activities listed in this section
when an interrogation of a peace officer isin the normal course of duty,
counseling, instruction, or informal verbal admonishment by, or other
routine or unplanned contact with, a supervisor or any other public safety
officer.” Subsection (1) goes on to describe what is reimbursable, which
is “when required by the seriousness of the investigation, compensating
the peace officer for interrogations occurring during off-duty time in
accordance with regular department procedures.” The language included
by CSM in the parameters and guidelines appears clear to us that
interrogations that occur during a peace officer’s normal duty hours do
not constitute a reimbursable activity.

The city also believes that their records support time claimed for certain
tasks performed within the city’s Police Department. We disagree. In
addition, the city did not provide any additiona documentation to
support their statement or indicate which time records support the
activitiesin question.

Item #1 in the city’s response refers to the reimbursable activity of
providing prior notice to the peace officer regarding the nature of the
investigation and identification of the investigating officers. While we
concur that this is a reimbursable activity, the city’s case logs did not
identify time spent performing this task. We aso concur that the city
performed this activity for any interrogations of the city’s peace officers
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that occurred during the audit period. If the city includes this task within
its contemplated time study, it will need to support the number of
interrogation notices that were prepared during the audit period.

Item #2 refers to tape recording certain interrogations, tape storage, and
transcription. Section 1V C (3) of the parameters and guidelines describes
this reimbursable activity as “tape recording the interrogation when the
peace officer employee records the interrogation. [emphasis added]. . . .
Included in the foregoing is the cost of tape and storage and the cost of
transcription.” While we concur that this is a reimbursable activity, our
review of the city’s case management system disclosed that it is unable
to document when peace officers recorded their interrogations, which is
the caveat that makes this task reimbursable. In addition, the case
management system did not indicate how long interrogations took place
or when they began and ended.

Item #3 refers to section 1V C(5) of the parameters and guidelines, which
describes the reimbursable task of “producing transcribed copies of any
notes made by a stenographer at an interrogation and copies of reports or
complaints made by investigators or other persons. . . when requested by
the officer [emphasis added].” While we concur that producing
transcribed copies under such circumstances is a reimbursable activity,
the city’s case information did not indicate when officers requested this
information. In addition, we did not see any task information in the city’s
case logs that described this specific activity. Accordingly, we have no
way to determine how much time was spent by the secretary to perform
this reimbursable task. If the city chooses to include this activity in its
contemplated time study, it must be able to support the number of
instances that officers requested this information during the audit period.

Adverse Comment

We concur with the city that time claimed for the legal secretary to
provide administrative support as an adjunct to allowable hours claimed
for the City Attorney’s Office should be alowable. We reviewed the
invoices prepared by the City Attorney’s work on Internal Affairs
matters during the audit period. We noted that time claimed for the legal
secretary for FY 2003-04 and FY 2004-05 included time spent on both
mandate and non-mandate activities. Accordingly, we determined the pro
rata share of the legal secretary’s time for mandate-related activities,
which was 34.16 hours for FY 2003-04 and 103.16 hours for FY
2004-05. The 46.33 hours claimed for FY 2005-06 were all determined
to be alowable. As aresult, allowable costs for the audit have increased
by $8,488 ($1,509 for FY 2003-04, $4,758 for FY 2004-05, and $2,221
for FY 2005-06).

All of the digible hours within the Police Department for this cost
component were for command staff review of circumstances or
documentation leading to an adverse comment. We concur that the four
activities noted in the city’s response are appropriate for atime study. In
order to apply the time study results to the audit period, the city will need
to support the number of adverse comment documents that were
presented to the city’ s peace officers.
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June 23, 2008

Mr. James L. Spano, Chief

Division of Audits

State Controller's Office

PO Box 842850

Sacramento, California 94250-5874

RE: City of Fresno Peace Officer Bill of Rights AUDIT # S07-MCC-0001

Dear Mr. Spano,

We have reviewed the draft audit results for the petiods covering July 1, 2003 through June
30, 2006. In general, we disagree with the Stale's narrow interpretation of the parameter's
and guidelines. The interpretations are contrary to the intent of the State Statutes as wel!
as to the Staternent of Decisicn,

We disagree with the following reductions:

1) Administrative Activities:
Secretarial time was the only activity the city claimed in this section. We believe that a portion of
our time records support costs for various eligible activities:

1. Time for the secretary to create the 1A electronic master tracking list, collect, enter ang
update information regarding the status of each Internal Affair {IA} casas/investigations was
included. These files are used by investigating officers as well as by supervisory staff to
review the status of sach case. We believe these activities are reasonable and cormply with
the wording of the Parameter's and Guidelines stating that “Updating the status of the
POBAR case’.

2. The Parameters and Guidelines also siate that “Review of the complaints, notes or records
for issues of confidentiality by law enforcement, human relations, and counsel; and the cost
of processing. service and retention of copies is also reimbursabie. The secretary would
have also been responsible for properly filirg and document retenticn,

3. The Parameters and Guidelines also state that the adverse comment and the subject

officer's response to the adverse comment must alsg be filed approprigtely. The secretary
is responsible for this task.
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Page 2

We will be tracking time for these activities in detail and intend to present the time study rasults in

order to restore a partion of the amount deducted from our audited claims.

) Interrogstions:
The State Controllers Office (SCO) audit disallowed all of the costs claimed under this section.
While wa tracked time and have extensive time records, each specific activity was not broken
down to the level of detait required by the State Auditor. Some activities such as conducting
interrogations of peace officers during regular duty were included and pursuant (o the SCO's
interpretation, were determined to be ineligible. We disagree with this namow interpretation and
believe that this is contrary to the intent of the statutes and Statement of Decision.

The guestion remains as to how much of the time and cost should be deducted from our claim.
Certainly, not all the costs should be reduced as the audit report advises. We believe that a
portion of our time records support costs for various eligible activities:

1. providing natice of interrogations to peace officer {included in the foregeing is the
review of agency complaints or other documents to prepare the notice of interrogation;
determination of the investigating officers; redaction of the agency complaint for names
of the complainant or ather accused parties or witnesses or confidential information;
preparation of notice or agency complaint.

2. tape recording certain interrogations, tape storage, and transcription {as specified by
parameters and guidelines).

3. preducing transcribed copies of any notes made by a stenographer at an
interregation and copies of reports or complaints made by investigators.

We will be tracking time for these activities in detail and intend to present the time study resulls in
order to reslare a portion of the amount deducted from our audited claims.

1) Adverse Comment:
We disagree with the State Controller's decision 1o remove the legal secretary's time related te
conducting the Administrative Appeals process in the City Attorney’s office. A majornity of the
City Attorney's staff time to review of the cases was found fo be an eligible activity. We beligve
that the secretarial time to provide administrative and clerical support to attorneys should also
be allowed.

We believe that the time logs maintained by the Police Department included time for eligible

activities that were cut from our claim because the detailed descriptions were not available in
our computerized time tracking reports. We intend to conduct a time study to support the
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restoration of time and costs from our FY 2003-04 through FY 2005-06 claims for the following
aligible activities:

preparing the adverse comment and providing this to the subject office

informing the officer of their rights regarding the adverse comment

reviewing the subject officers response to the adverse comment

noting the officer's refusal to sign the adverse comment and obtaining the officers
initials or signature in this circumstance.

Sl

We wish to thank the State Controller staff for their courtesy and professionalism. We would
appreciate your ongoing assistance and future cooperation as we develap time studies to ensure
that they comply with State requirements and that you accept these documents as adeguate
documentation of our eligible costs for the audit period,

Sinceraly,

is

Kar radley
Interim Finance Director/City Cantroller

cc:  Kim Jackson, Management Analyst |Il/Grants Coordinator
Sharon Shaffer, Deputy Police Chief
Rene Watahira, Business Manager, Police Department
Licutenant Anthony Martinez, Internal Affairs
Carolyn White, Management Analyst, City Attorney's Office
Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems
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Audit Report

INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT
INVESTIGATION REPORTS PROGRAM
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(formerly 11161.7), 11169, 11170, and 11174.34
(formerly 11166.9) as added and/or amended by various
legislation
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California State Controller

March 2019
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California State Controller
March 5, 2019

The Honorable Deborah Robertson, Mayor
City of Rialto

150 South Palm Avenue

Rialto, CA 92375

Dear Ms. Robertson:

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by the City of Rialto for the
legislatively mandated Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program for
the period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2012.

The city claimed $996,998 for the mandated program. Our audit found that $292,512 is
allowable ($294,204 less a $1,692 penalty for filing a late claim) and $704,486 is unallowable
because the city claimed estimated and overstated costs, claimed unallowable activities,
overstated the number of Suspected Child Abuse Reports cross-reported and investigated,
overstated the number of Child Abuse Investigation Report Forms prepared and submitted to the
California Department of Justice, and overstated the indirect cost rates and related indirect costs.
The State made no payments to the city. The State will pay $292,512, contingent upon available
appropriations. Following issuance of this audit report, the SCO’s Local Government Programs
and Services Division will notify the city of the adjustment to its claims via a system-generated
letter for each fiscal year in the audit period.

This final audit report contains an adjustment to costs claimed by the city. If you disagree with
the audit findings, you may file an Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) with the Commission on
State Mandates (Commission). Pursuant to the Commission’s regulations, outlined in Title 2,
California Code of Regulations, section 1185.1, subdivision (c), an IRC challenging this
adjustment must be filed with the Commission no later than three years following the date of this
report, regardless of whether this report is subsequently supplemented, superseded, or otherwise
amended. You may obtain IRC information on the Commission’s website at
www.csm.ca.gov/forms/IRCForm.pdf.

If you have any questions, please contact Lisa Kurokawa, Chief, Compliance Audits Bureau, by
telephone at (916) 327-3138.

Sincerely,
Original signed by

JIM L. SPANO, CPA
Chief, Division of Audits
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The Honorable Deborah Robertson, Mayor — -2- March 5, 2019

JLS/as

cc: Jessica Brown, Director of Finance

City of Rialto

William Wilson, Captain
Administrative Support Services Bureau
Rialto Police Department

Jennifer Krutak, Crime Analyst
Crime Analysis Unit
Rialto Police Department

Chris Hill, Principal Program Budget Analyst
Local Government Unit
California Department of Finance

Steven Pavlov, Finance Budget Analyst
Local Government Unit
California Department of Finance

Anita Dagan, Manager
Local Government Programs and Services Division
State Controller’s Office
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Audit Report

Summary

Background

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by the City
of Rialto for the legislatively mandated Interagency Child Abuse and
Neglect (ICAN) Investigation Reports Program for the period of July 1,
1999, through June 30, 2012.

The city claimed $996,998 for the mandated program. Our audit found that
$292,512 is allowable ($294,204 less a $1,692 penalty for filing a late
claim) and $704,486 is unallowable because the city claimed estimated
and overstated costs, claimed unallowable activities, overstated the
number of Suspected Child Abuse Reports (SCARSs) cross-reported and
investigated, overstated the number of Child Abuse Investigation Report
Forms (SS 8583 forms) prepared and submitted to the California
Department of Justice (DOJ), and overstated the indirect cost rates and
related indirect costs. The State made no payments to the city. The State
will pay $292,512, contingent upon available appropriations.

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

Penal Code (PC) 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 various legislation:

» 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 of 1989, 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 510;

+ 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.
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The ICAN Investigation Reports Program addresses statutory
amendments to California’s mandatory child abuse reporting laws. 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 regularly expanded
to include more professions 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 DOJ maintains the Child Abuse
Centralized Index (CACI), which has tracked reports of child abuse
statewide since 1965. A number of changes to the law have occurred,
including 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 Attorney’s
(DA) 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 10 years, and to notify suspected child abusers that they have
been listed in the CACI. The Act imposes certain due process protections
owed to persons listed in the CACI, and provides certain other situations
in which a person would be notified of his or her listing in the CACL

On December 19, 2007, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission)
adopted a statement of decision 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 (GC) section 17514. The Commission
approved the test claim for the reimbursable activities described in the
program’s parameters and guidelines, section IV, performed by city and
county police or sheriff’s departments, county welfare departments,
county probation departments designated by the county to receive
mandated reports, DAs’ offices, and county licensing agencies. The
Commission outlined reimbursable activities relating to the following
categories:

» Distributing the SCAR form;

* Reporting between local departments;

* Reporting to the DOJ;

*  Providing notifications following reports to the CACI;
* Retaining records; and

*  Complying with due process procedures offered to persons listed in
the CACL
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Objective, Scope,
and Methodology

The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and
define the reimbursement criteria. The Commission adopted the
parameters and guidelines on December 6, 2013. In compliance with GC
section 17558, the SCO issues claiming instructions to assist local
agencies in claiming mandated program reimbursable costs.

The objective of our audit was to determine whether costs claimed
represent increased costs resulting from the legislatively mandated ICAN
Investigation Reports Program. Specifically, we conducted this audit to
determine whether costs claimed were supported by appropriate source
documents, were not funded by another source, and were not unreasonable
and/or excessive.

The audit period was July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2012.

To achieve our audit objective, we:

e Reviewed the annual mandated cost claims filed by the city for the
audit period and identified the material cost components of each claim
to determine whether there were any errors or any unusual or
unexpected variances from year to year. Reviewed the activities
claimed to determine whether they adhered to the SCO’s claiming
instructions and the program’s parameters and guidelines;

e Completed an internal control questionnaire by interviewing key city
staff, and discussed the claim preparation process with city staff to
determine what information was obtained, who obtained it, and how it
was used;

e Interviewed city staff to determine which employee classifications
were involved in performing the reimbursable activities;

e Interviewed city staff to determine allowable average time increments
(ATIs) for specific reimbursable activities (see Findings 1, 2, and 3);

e Reviewed and analyzed the SCAR data compiled by the Rialto Police
Department’s subject matter expert to determine the total eligible
number of SCARs cross-reported to Child Protective Services (CPS)
and the DA’s office for each fiscal year of the audit period that were
allowable for reimbursement by excluding the SCARs that were other
agency-generated and cases that were non-mandate-related. We
calculated the number of law enforcement agency (LEA)-generated
SCARs using data from fiscal year (FY) 2003-04, FY 2007-08, and
FY 2010-11. We used these three fiscal years to calculate a weighted
average percentage of LEA-generated SCARs. Consistent with the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants’ (AICPA) Audit
Sampling Guide, we projected the results by applying the weighted
average percentage of 50.40% to the total number of mandate-related
SCARs to determine the total allowable number of LEA-generated
SCARs for all fiscal years (FY 1999-2000 through FY 2011-12) that
were cross-reported to CPS and the DA’s office (see Finding 1);

e Reviewed and analyzed the SCAR data compiled by the Rialto Police
Department’s subject matter expert to determine the eligible number
of SCARs investigated that were allowable for reimbursement in each
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fiscal year of the audit period, by excluding the SCARs that were
LEA-generated and cases that were non-mandate-related. We
calculated the number of other agency-generated SCARs using data
from FY 2003-04, FY 2007-08, and FY 2010-11. We used these three
fiscal years to calculate a weighted average percentage of other
agency-generated SCARs. Consistent with the AICPA Audit
Sampling Guide, we projected the results by applying weighted
average percentages (24.00% for fully-investigated SCARs and
25.60% for partially-investigated SCARs) to the total number of
mandate-related SCARs to determine the total allowable number of
other agency-generated SCARs for all fiscal years in the audit period
(see Finding 2);

Reviewed and analyzed the SCAR data compiled by the Rialto Police
Department’s subject matter expert to determine the total eligible
number of SS 8583 forms prepared and sent to the DOJ for each fiscal
year of the audit period that were allowable for reimbursement, by
excluding the SCAR cases that were determined to be unfounded,
cases that were only partially investigated, and non-mandate-related
cases. We calculated the number of LEA-generated and other agency-
generated SCAR cases that were determined to be substantiated or
inconclusive, in which a SS 8583 form was prepared and sent to the
DOJ using data from FY 2003-04, FY 2007-08, and FY 2010-11. We
used the data from these three years to calculate an average percentage
of LEA-generated (79.37%) and other agency-generated (76.67%)
SCARs that were determined to be substantiated or inconclusive.
Consistent with the AICPA Audit Sampling Guide, we projected the
results by applying these weighted average percentages to the total
allowable number of LEA-generated and other agency-generated
SCARs for FY 1999-00 through FY 2011-12 to determine the
allowable number of LEA-generated and other agency-generated
SS 8583 forms that were prepared and forwarded to the DOJ (see
Finding 3);

Traced productive hourly rate (PHR) calculations to supporting
documentation for each classification claimed. For fiscal years in
which the department did not claim costs, we calculated an allowable
PHR using the supporting documentation that was provided;

Reviewed and analyzed the benefit rates claimed for each fiscal year.
We recomputed the benefit rates and verified that they were properly
supported;

Traced the indirect costs rates claimed to supporting documentation,
and determined that the indirect cost rates were improperly computed
for all fiscal years of the audit period excluding FY 1999-2000. We
recomputed the claimed indirect cost rates, as the city had included
salaries and benefits costs for 16 classifications that were not 100%
indirect in its indirect cost rate proposals (ICRPs) (see Finding 4); and

Verified that costs claimed were not funded by another source, based
on discussions with the Rialto Police Department’s Finance Director.

GC sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561 provide the legal authority to
conduct this audit. We conducted this performance audit in accordance
with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standards
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Conclusion

Follow-up on
Prior Audit
Findings

Views of
Responsible
Officials

require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions
based on our audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained
provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our
audit objective.

We limited our review of the city’s internal controls to gaining an
understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as
necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures. Our audit scope did
not assess the efficiency or effectiveness of program operations. We did
not audit the city’s financial statements.

As a result of performing the audit procedures, we found instances of
noncompliance with the requirements described in our audit objective. We
found that the city did not claim costs that were funded by another source;
however, it did claim unsupported and ineligible costs as quantified in the
accompanying Schedule and described in the Findings and
Recommendations section of this report.

For the audit period, the City of Rialto claimed $996,998 for costs of the
legislatively mandated ICAN Investigation Reports Program. Our audit
found that $292,512 is allowable ($294,204 less a $1,692 penalty for filing
a late claim) and $704,486 is unallowable. The State made no payments to
the city. The State will pay $292,512, contingent upon available
appropriations.

Following issuance of this audit report, the SCO’s Local Government
Programs and Services Division will notify the city of the adjustment to
its claims via a system-generated letter for each fiscal year in the audit
period.

We have not previously conducted an audit of the city’s legislatively
mandated [CAN Investigation Reports Program.

We issued a draft audit report on January 22, 2019. Jessica Brown,
Director of Finance, responded by letter dated February 4, 2019
(Attachment), disagreeing with the audit results. This final audit report
includes the city’s response.
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Restricted Use

This audit report is solely for the information and use of the City of Rialto,
the California Department of Finance, and the SCO; it is not intended to
be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.
This restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this audit report,
which is a matter of public record.

Original signed by

JIM L. SPANO, CPA
Chief, Division of Audits

March 5, 2019
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Schedule—
Summary of Program Costs

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2012

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustment Reference’
July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000
Direct costs — salaries and benefits:
Policies and procedures $ 365 $ 365 $ -
Training 631 631 -
Reporting between local departments
Cross-reporting to county welfare and DA’s Office 2,992 932 (2,060) Finding 1
Reporting to DOJ
Complete an investigation 22,749 7,638 (15,111) Finding 2
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ 11,747 2,257 (9,490) Finding 3
Total direct costs 38,484 11,823 (26,661)
Indirect costs 16,591 5,098 (11,493) Finding 4
Subtotal 55,075 16,921 (38,154)
Less late filing penalty” - (1,692) (1,692)
Total program costs $ 55075 15,229 $  (39,846)
Less amount paid by the State® -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 15,229
July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001
Direct costs — salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments
Cross-reporting to county welfare and DA’s Office $ 3,088 $ 958 $ (2,130) Finding 1
Reporting to DOJ
Complete an investigation 23,480 7,949 (15,531) Finding 2
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ 12,157 2314 (9,843) Finding 3
Total direct costs 38,725 11,221 (27,504)
Indirect costs 18,892 5,151 (13,741) Finding 4
Total program costs $ 57617 16,372 $ (41,245
Less amount paid by the State® -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 16,372
July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002
Direct costs — salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments
Cross-reporting to county welfare and DA’s Office $ 3,275 $ 1,021 $ (2,254) Finding 1
Reporting to DOJ
Complete an investigation 25,241 8,596 (16,645) Finding 2
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ 12,975 2481 (10,494) Finding 3
Total direct costs 41,491 12,098 (29,393)
Indirect costs 21,512 5,953 (15,559) Finding 4
Total program costs $ 63,003 18,051 $  (44952)
Less amount paid by the State® -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 18,051
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Schedule (continued)

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustment Reference'
July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003
Direct costs — salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments
Cross-reporting to county welfare and DA’s Office $ 2,658 $ 836 $ (1,822) Finding 1
Reporting to DOJ
Complete an investigation 20,875 6,934 (13,941) Finding 2
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ 10,169 2,018 (8,151) Finding 3
Total direct costs 33,702 9,788 (23914)
Indirect costs 17,241 4,623 (12,618) Finding 4
Total program costs $ 50943 14411 $ (36,532
Less amount paid by the State® -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 14411
July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004
Direct costs — salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments
Cross-reporting to county welfare and DA’s Office $ 4,033 $ 1,283 $ (2,750) Finding 1
Reporting to DOJ
Complete an investigation 30,214 10,339 (19,875) Finding 2
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ 16,110 3,070 (13,040) Finding 3
Total direct costs 50,357 14,692 (35,665)
Indirect costs 29,165 7,937 (21,228) Finding 4
Total program costs $ 79,522 22,629 $  (56,893)
Less amount paid by the State® -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 22,629
July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005
Direct costs — salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments
Cross-reporting to county welfare and DA’s Office $ 5,053 $ 1,607 $ (3,446) Finding 1
Reporting to DOJ
Complete an investigation 38,090 12,914 (25,176) Finding 2
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ 20,274 3,841 (16,433) Finding 3
Total direct costs 63,417 18,362 (45,055)
Indirect costs 34,240 9,304 (24,936) Finding 4
Total program costs $ 97,657 27,666 $ (69,991
Less amount paid by the State® -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 27,666
July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006
Direct costs — salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments
Cross-reporting to county welfare and DA’s Office $ 4,890 $ 1,537 $ (3,353) Finding 1
Reporting to DOJ
Complete an investigation 37,131 12,553 (24,578) Finding 2
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ 19,367 3,703 (15,664) Finding 3
Total direct costs 61,388 17,793 (43,595)
Indirect costs 36,417 10,160 (26,257) Finding 4
Total program costs $ 97,805 27,953 $  (69,852)
Less amount paid by the State® -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 27,953
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Schedule (continued)

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007

Direct costs — salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments
Cross-reporting to county welfare and DA’s Office
Reporting to DOJ
Complete an investigation
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ

Total direct costs

Indirect costs

Total program costs
Less amount paid by the State®

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008

Direct costs — salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments
Cross-reporting to county welfare and DA’s Office
Reporting to DOJ
Complete an investigation
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ

Total direct costs

Indirect costs

Total program costs
Less amount paid by the State®

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009

Direct costs — salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments
Cross-reporting to county welfare and DA’s Office
Reporting to DOJ
Complete an investigation
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ

Total direct costs

Indirect costs

Total program costs
Less amount paid by the State®

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010

Direct costs — salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments
Cross-reporting to county welfare and DA’s Office
Reporting to DOJ
Complete an investigation
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ

Total direct costs

Indirect costs

Total program costs
Less amount paid by the State®

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed Per Audit Adjustment Reference’
$ 4,581 $ 1,419 $ (3,162) Finding 1
33,845 11,531 (22,314) Finding 2
18,121 3,391 (14,730) Finding 3
56,547 16,341 (40,206)
32,649 8,903 (23,746) Finding 4
$ 89,196 25,244 $  (63952)
$ 25244
$ 2,941 $ 919 $ (2,022) Finding 1
21,870 7473 (14,397) Finding 2
11,687 2,199 (9,488) Finding 3
36,498 10,591 (25,907)
24,515 6,362 (18,153) Finding 4
$ 61,013 16,953 $  (44,060)
$ 16,953
$ 4,386 $ 1,334 $ (3,052) Finding 1
32,434 11,112 (21,322) Finding 2
17,361 3,229 (14,132) Finding 3
54,181 15,675 (38,506)
39,790 9,526 (30,264) Finding 4
$ 93971 25,201 $  (68,770)
$ 25201
$ 4,002 $ 1,192 $ (2,810) Finding 1
29,516 10,024 (19,492) Finding 2
15,811 2,912 (12,899) Finding 3
49,329 14,128 (35,201)
35,319 8,971 (26,348) Finding 4
$ 84,648 23,099 $  (61,549)
$ 23,099
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Schedule (continued)

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustment Reference'
July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011
Direct costs — salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments
Cross-reporting to county welfare and DA’s Office $ 4,884 $ 1,437 $ (3.447) Finding 1
Reporting to DOJ
Complete an investigation 34,942 11,987 (22,955) Finding 2
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ 18,888 3476 (15412) Finding 3
Total direct costs 58,714 16,900 (41,814)
Indirect costs 44258 11,366 (32,892) Finding 4
Total program costs $ 102,972 28,266 $  (74,706)
Less amount paid by the State® -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 28,266
July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012
Direct costs — salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments
Cross-reporting to county welfare and DA’s Office $ 5483 $ 1,645 $ (3,838) Finding 1
Reporting to DOJ
Complete an investigation 20,594 13,733 (6,861) Finding 2
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ 11,052 3,984 (7,068) Finding 3
Total direct costs 37,129 19,362 (17,767)
Indirect costs 26,447 12,076 (14,371) Finding 4
Total program costs $ 63,576 31,438 $  (32,138)
Less amount paid by the State® R
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 31,438
Summary: July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2012
Direct costs — salaries and benefits:
Policies and procedures $ 365 $ 365 -
Training 631 631
Reporting between local departments
Cross-reporting to county welfare and DA’s Office 52,266 16,120 (36,146) Finding 1
Reporting to DOJ
Complete an investigation 370,981 132,783 (238,198) Finding 2
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ 195,719 38,875 (156,844) Finding 3
Total direct costs 619,962 188,774 (431,188)
Indirect costs 377,036 105,430 (271,606) Finding 4
Subtotal 996,998 294,204 (702,794)
Less late filing penalty® - (1,692) (1,692)
Total program costs $ 996,998 292,512 $ (704,486)
Less amount paid by the State® -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 292512

See the Findings and Recommendations section.

2 The city filed its FY 1999-2000 initial reimbursement claim after the due date specified in GC section 17560. Pursuant to GC
section 17561, subdivision (d)(3), the state assessed a late filing penalty equal to 10% of allowable costs, with no maximum
penalty amount (for claims filed on or after September 30, 2002).

3 Payment amount current as of December 12, 2018.
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Findings and Recommendations

FINDING 1— The city claimed $52,266 in salaries and benefits for the Cross-reporting
to County Welfare and DA’s Office cost component during the audit
period. During testing, we found that $16,120 is allowable and $36,146 is
unallowable. Costs claimed are unallowable because the city
misinterpreted the program’s parameters and guidelines. As a result, the
city overstated the number of SCARSs that it cross-reported, and estimated

Unallowable salaries
and benefits — Cross-
reporting from Law
Enforcement to the

County Welfare and and overstated the number of hours performing the mandated activity.
District Attorney’s
Office cost component The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted

salaries and benefits costs for the Cross-reporting cost component for the
audit period:

Fiscal Amount Amount Audit
Year Claimed  Allowable Adjustment

1999-2000 $ 2,992 § 932 $ (2,060)

2000-01 3,088 958 (2,130)
2001-02 3,275 1,021 (2,254)
2002-03 2,658 836 (1,822)
2003-04 4,033 1,283 (2,750)
2004-05 5,053 1,607 (3,446)
2005-06 4,890 1,537 (3,353)
2006-07 4,581 1,419 (3,162)
2007-08 2,941 919 (2,022)
2008-09 4,386 1,334 (3,052)
2009-10 4,002 1,192 (2,810)
2010-11 4,884 1,437 (3,447)
2011-12 5,483 1,645 (3,838)
Total $52,266 $ 16,120 $  (36,146)

Number of SCARs Cross-reported
Claimed

For the audit period, the city claimed the SCAR case count totals in the
city’s SCAR summary document. The SCAR summary document
identifies the total number of SCAR cases that the city worked on during
each fiscal year of the audit period. For FY 1999-2000 through
FY 2001-02, the number of SCAR cases identified on the SCAR summary
document was based on estimates.

From FY 1999-2000 to FY 2001-02, the city was transitioning to new
dispatch and records management systems that did not capture all of the
SCAR cases. For FY 2002-03 through FY 2011-12, the city determined
the SCAR case counts by querying both the Computer Aided Dispatch
(CAD) System and the Records Management System (RMS). The city
used the total number of SCAR cases in the SCAR summary document to
compute the claimed costs for the Cross-reporting (Finding 1), Completing
an Investigation (Finding 2), and Forwarding Reports to the DOJ
(Finding 3) cost components.
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Allowable

Our audit found that the SCAR case count totals in the SCAR summary
document were inaccurate counts to use for this cost component. The
SCAR summary document included SCARs generated by other agencies
and cross-reported to the Rialto Police Department, without identifying
which SCARs were other agency-generated versus generated by the Rialto
Police Department. We also found that the SCAR summary document
included non-mandate-related cases.

The city did not maintain copies of the SCARs that were initiated by the
Rialto Police Department and cross-reported to CPS and the DA’s office.
In addition, during the course of the audit, the city was unable to access
historical electronic records for an extended period of time due to a system
upgrade. Consequently, we requested and the city was able to provide
detailed SCAR case listings for FY 2003-04, FY 2007-08, and
FY 2010-11. We worked with the city to devise a reasonable methodology
for approximating the number of other agency-generated SCARs and non-
mandate-related cases for each fiscal year to exclude from the total
population. We calculated a weighted average based on the results of our
testing.

For testing purposes, we judgmentally selected a non-statistical sample
from the SCAR case listings by selecting every fourth case until a sample
size of 20% was attained, totaling 151 SCAR cases (66 out of 328 in
FY 2003-04, 37 out of 186 in FY 2007-08, and 48 out of 242 in
FY 2010-11) out of 756 to review. Based on our review of the FY 2003-
04 SCAR cases, we found that of the 66 cases sampled, 13 were non-
mandate and 53 were mandate-related; of the 53 mandate-related SCAR
cases, 27 were LEA-generated and 26 were other agency-generated. For
FY 2007-08, we found that of the 37 cases sampled, five were non-
mandate and 32 were mandate-related; of the 32 mandate-related SCAR
cases, 14 were LEA-generated and 18 were other agency-generated. For
FY 2010-11, we found that of the 48 cases sampled, eight were non-
mandate and 40 were mandate-related; of the 40 mandate-related SCAR
cases, 22 were LEA-generated and 18 were other agency-generated.

We calculated weighted averages using the total number of LEA-
generated SCAR cases. The weighted average of LEA-generated SCAR
cases for these fiscal years was 50.40%. The weighted average of non-
mandate-related cases for these fiscal years was 17.22%. We applied the
weighted average percentage of 17.22% (non-mandate-related SCAR
cases) to the total number of SCAR cases claimed by fiscal year to
calculate the total number of non-mandate-related SCAR cases. We
subtracted the total number of non-mandate-related SCARs from the total
number of SCARs claimed to calculate the number of mandate-related
SCAR cases by fiscal year. We applied the weighted average percentage
of 50.40% (LEA-generated SCAR cases) to the number of mandate-
related SCAR cases to calculate the total number of LEA-generated SCAR
cases that were mandate-related. These calculations allowed us to
determine the total allowable number of LEA-generated SCAR cases that
were cross-reported from the Rialto Police Department to CPS and the
DA’s office.
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After performing these calculations, we determined that 1,416 SCAR
cases (out of 3,396 total SCAR cases) were LEA-generated during the
audit period. Therefore, the allowable number of SCARs cross-reported
for the audit period totals 1,416.

The following table summarizes the total claimed, non-mandate and
mandate-related cases; the percent of LEA-generated SCARs and the
allowable number of LEA-generated SCARs cross-reported; and the audit
adjustment per fiscal year:

Allowable
Claimed Non-mandate- Number of
Number of related Mandate- Percent of LEA-generated
SCARs Cases related LEA-generated SCARs Audit
Fiscal Cross-reported 17.22% Cases SCARs Cross-reported Adjustment
Year (@ ®=@*17.22% (c)=@-®) @ ©)=C)*@d H=C)-@

1999-2000 249 43 206 50.40% 104 (145)
2000-01 257 44 213 50.40% 107 (150)
2001-02 265 46 219 50.40% 110 (155)
2002-03 224 39 185 50.40% 93 (131
2003-04 326 56 270 50.40% 136 (190)
2004-05 319 55 264 50.40% 133 (186)
2005-06 314 54 260 50.40% 131 (183)
2006-07 293 50 243 50.40% 122 (171)
2007-08 186 32 154 50.40% 78 (108)
2008-09 256 44 212 50.40% 107 (149)
2009-10 223 38 185 50.40% 93 (130)
2010-11 242 42 200 50.40% 101 (141)
2011-12 242 42 200 50.40% 101 (141)
Total 3,396 585 2,811 1416 (1,980)

Time Increments
Claimed

The city did not have actual time records to support the time increments
claimed. For the audit period, the city estimated that it took a Police
Officer classification 10 minutes (0.17 hours) to call CPS and cross-report
each occurrence of suspected child abuse or severe neglect, and it took a
Sergeant classification six minutes (0.10 hours) to review each written
report before sending it to CPS and the DA’s office. Reviewing written
reports before sending them to CPS and the DA’s office is not a mandate-
related activity. Therefore, costs claimed for the Sergeant to review written
reports before sending them to CPS and the DA’s office are unallowable.

Allowable

Based on interviews conducted with Police Department staff, we found the
estimated time for a Police Officer classification to call CPS and cross-
report each occurrence of suspected child abuse or severe neglect is
10 minutes (0.17 hours). However, during our audit, the city requested that
we re-evaluate the classifications claimed for the cross-reporting activity.
The city requested that we include the Police Record Assistant I/II
classification in the cross-reporting activity. The city explained that the
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Police Record Assistant I/II is responsible for sending the written reports
to CPS and the DA’s office. We conducted interviews with a Police
Records Supervisor and a Police Records Assistant II from the Rialto
Police Department. They explained that it took a Police Records Assistant
I/II classification, on average, six minutes to mail/fax/email written reports
to CPS and the DA’s office. We determined that the time increment of six
minutes to mail/fax/email written reports to CPS and the DA’s office is
allowable.

Hours Adjustment
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted

hours based on the adjustments made to the number of LEA-generated
SCARs cross-reported and to ATIs for the audit period:

Hours Hours Audit

Fiscal Claimed  Allowable Adjustment

Year (2) ® ©)=0)-@
1999-2000 66.40 28.08 (38.32)
2000-01 68.53 28.89 (39.64)
2001-02 70.67 29.70 (40.97)
2002-03 59.73 25.11 (34.62)
2003-04 86.93 36.72 (50.21)
2004-05 85.07 35.91 (49.16)
2005-06 83.73 35.37 (48.36)
2006-07 78.13 32.94 (45.19)
2007-08 49.60 21.06 (28.54)
2008-09 68.27 28.89 (39.38)
2009-10 59.47 25.11 (34.36)
2010-11 64.53 27.27 (37.26)
2011-12 64.53 27.27 (37.26)
Total 905.59 382.32 (523.27)

Criteria

The parameters and guidelines (section IV — Reimbursable Activities)
require claimed costs to be supported by source documents. The
parameters and guidelines state, in part:

Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the mandated
activities. Actual costs must be traceable and supported by source
documents that show the validity of such costs, when they were incurred,
and their relationship to the reimbursable activities. A source document
is a document created at or near the same time the actual cost was
incurred for the event or activity in question. Source documents may
include, but are not limited to, employee time records or time logs, sign-
in sheets, invoices, and receipts.
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The parameters and guidelines (section [V-B.2.c) allow ongoing activities
related to costs for reporting between local departments, as follows:

Cross-Reporting of Suspected Child Abuse or Neglect from the Law
Enforcement Agency to the County Welfare and Institutions Code
Section 300 Agency, County Welfare, and the District Attorney’s Office:

City and county police or sheriff's departments shall:

1) Report by telephone immediately, or as soon as practically
possible, to the agency given responsibility for investigation of
cases under Welfare and Institutions Code section 300 and to the
district attorney’s office every known or suspected instance of
child abuse reported to it, except acts or omissions coming within
Penal Code section 11165.2(b), which shall be reported only to the
county welfare department (Penal Code section 11166(i) (As added
by Stats. 1980, ch. 1071; amended by Stats. 1981, ch. 435; Stats.
1982, ch. 905; Stats. 1984, ch. 1423; Stats. 1986, ch. 1289; Stats.
1987, ch. 1459; Stats. 1988, chs. 269 and 1580; Stats. 1990, ch.
1603; Stats. 1992, ch. 459; Stats. 1993, ch. 510; Stats. 1996, chs.
1080 and 1081; and Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241)). Renumbered
at subdivision (j) by Statutes 2004, chapter 842 (SB 1313), and
renumbered again at subdivision (k) by Statutes 2005, chapter 42
(AB 299)).

2) Report to the county welfare department every known or suspected
instance of child abuse reported to it which is alleged to have
occurred as a result of the action of a person responsible for the
child’s welfare, or as the result of the failure of a person responsible
for the child’s welfare to adequately protect the minor from abuse
when the person responsible for the child’s welfare knew or
reasonably should have known that the minor was in danger of
abuse.

3) Send a written report thereof within 36 hours of receiving the
information concerning the incident to any agency to which it is
required to make a telephone report under Penal Code
section 11166.

As of January 1, 2006, initial reports may be made by fax or electronic
transmission, instead of by telephone, and will satisfy the requirement
for a written report within 36 hours (Ibid).

The parameters and guidelines (section V.A.1. — Claim Preparation and
Submission — Actual Costs Claims, Direct Cost Reporting) state, in part:

1. Salaries and Benefits

Report each employee implementing the reimbursable activities by
name, job classification, and productive hourly rate (total wages and
related benefits divided by productive hours). Describe the specific
reimbursable activities performed and the hours devoted to each
reimbursable activity performed.

Recommendation

The ICAN Investigation Reports Program was suspended from
FY 2015-16 through FY 2017-18. If the program becomes active again,
we recommend that the city follow the mandated program claiming
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instructions and the parameters and guidelines to ensure that claimed costs
include only eligible costs, are based on actual costs, and are properly
supported.

City’s Response

FINDING 1 - UNALLOWABLE SALARIES AND BENEFITS —
CROSS-REPORTING FROM LAW ENFORCEMENT TO THE
COUNTY WELFARE AND DISTRICT ATTORNEY’S OFFICE
COST COMPONENT

On January 8, 2019, during the audit exit conference call, Captain
William Wilson of the City of Rialto Police Department mentioned
concerns he had regarding references and misstatements made [in] the
Draft Audit Report referencing systems used to query the data
examined for this audit as well as the city’s document availability. SCO
Audit Manager Lisa Kearney advised the City of Rialto to submit
language that best reflects the systems and available data when
responding to the SCO’s official draft report so that it can be corrected
and incorporated into the final report issued by the SCO.

The following are city’s proposed corrections for Finding 1:

CITY’S PROPOSED CHANGE TO PAGE 11, SECOND
PARAGRAPH, UNDER “CLAIMED” SUBHEADER (changes reflect
the system names queried for this audit; changes from SCO original
language are in bold for ease of identification):

“From FY 1999-2000 to FY 2001-02, the city was transitioning to new
dispatch and records management systems, which did not capture all
of the SCAR cases. For FY 2002-03 through FY 2011-12, the city
determined the SCAR case counts by querying both the Computer
Aided Dispatch (CAD) System and the Records Management
System (RMS). The city used the total number of SCAR cases in the
SCAR summary document to compute the claimed costs for the Cross-
reporting (Finding 1), Completing an Investigation (Finding 2), and
Forwarding Reports to the DOJ (Finding 3) cost components.”

CITY’S PROPSED CHANGE TO PAGE 12, SECOND
PARAGRAPH, UNDER “ALLOWABLE” SUB-HEADER

“In April 2017, the city was asked to begin providing SCAR case
listings for us to randomly select for review. Due to a system upgrade
preventing the city from accessing these historical electronic records,
the audit was set back nearly five months before records could be fully
accessed and submitted to us by the city. In the interest of time and to
remain on track with audit deadlines, we selected FY 2003-04, FY
2007-08, and FY 2010-11 to serve as a representative sample of the
audit period. The city was able to provide detailed SCAR case listings
for each of these three fiscal years. We worked with the city to devise a
reasonable methodology for approximating the number of other
agency-generated SCARs and non-mandate-related cases for each
fiscal year to exclude from the total population. Both parties agreed that
we would calculate a weighted average based on the results of our
testing as there was insufficient time and staffing to obtain detailed
SCAR case listings for the remaining years.”

CITY’S PROPOSED CHANGE TO POSITION TITLE, PAGE 14,
FIRST PARTIAL PARAGRAPH - Change “Police Records
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Supervisor II” to “Police Records Supervisor”
The following are city’s objections to Finding 1:

CITY’S OPPOSITION TO FINDING 1 — SERGEANT’S REVIEW
TIME UNALLOWABLE

The City claimed time for the Sergeant to review written reports that
are cross-reported to the County Welfare (hereinafter “CPS”) and the
District Attorney’s Office (hereinafter “DA”). According to the draft
report, “reviewing written reports before sending them to CPS and the
DA’s office is not a mandate-related activity. Therefore, costs claimed
for the Sergeant to review written reports before sending them to CPS
and the DA’s office are unallowable.”

The City disagrees with this finding as reviewing a written report is:

1) Eligible — Parameters and Guidelines, Section [V.B.3.a.1, allows
for “... this activity includes review of the initial Suspected Child
Abuse Report (Form 8572) ... and making a report of the findings
of those interviews, which may be reviewed by a supervisor.”

It is clear from the language of the Parameters and Guidelines that
the Commission found report review a reasonably necessary
activity and intended to allow for the reimbursement of supervisor
review time for written reports. Further, nowhere in the Parameters
and Guidelines, nor the Statement of Decision, does it specify what
type of document is eligible or ineligible for supervisory review.

2) Reasonably Necessary — Pursuant to Government Code Section
17557(a) and Section 1183.7(d) of the Commission’s regulations,
a reasonably necessary activity is defined as, “...those activities
necessary to comply with the statutes, regulations and other
executive orders found to impose a state mandated program.”

It is the City’s position, that any written document that is required to be
cross-reported as a part of the child abuse investigation to CPS or the
DA satisfies a mandated activity under Section IV.B.3.a.1 and
therefore, should be allowed for reimbursement of claimed costs for
sergeant’s review/approval of any written report for such
investigations.

CITY’S OPPOSITION TO FINDING 1 - ALLOWABLE TIME
INCREMENT TO SEND REPORT

On November 21, 2018, the SCO conducted interviews with police
records staff to inquire on the clerical steps a Police Records Assistant
I/II takes to process a written report for the purpose of sending to CPS
and the DA. Employees interviewed identified the following key steps:

1) Pull and process electronic report written by officer

2) Prepare copies of report (per officer instructions) — includes
watermarking documents for confidentiality purposes per
California Penal Code 11142-43 prior to release

3) Release documents via fax/email/mail

Discussions immediately following the interviews between the City of
Rialto and the SCO yielded an agreed average of six minutes per
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activity (steps 1-3 listed above) for a total of 18 minutes to process a
written report to send to CPS and the DA. During subsequent
conversations, the SCO reduced the total amount of time to six minutes
stating that only step three involved the activity of physically sending
the report, and therefore, steps one and two did not apply. The SCO has
stated during discussions with the City that the “plain language” of the
Parameters and Guidelines, Section IV.B.2.c.3, says “send a written
report within 36 hours of receiving the information concerning the
incident to any agency to which it is required to make a telephone report
under Penal Code Section 11166 strictly limits reimbursement to
sending the report (the physical activity of transmitting the document).

The City disagrees with this interpretation and contends that:

1) Steps one and two are necessary in order to complete step three
— the physical act of sending a report cannot be completed without
first pulling it over via the electronic system and processing the
document(s) that will be faxed/emailed/mailed (to include
scanning, if applicable, prior to emailing)

2) Reasonably Necessary — Pursuant to Government Code Section
17557(a) and Section 1183.7(d) of the Commission’s regulations,
a reasonably necessary activity is defined as, “... those activities
necessary to comply with the statutes, regulations and other
executive orders found to impose a state mandated program.”

3) Actual Costs to Completed Mandated Activity — Page 3 of the
Parameters and Guidelines states, “Actual costs are those costs
actually incurred to implement the mandated activities.” Steps one
and two (aforementioned paragraph) are actual costs incurred to
complete step three, the physical act of sending the written report.

Therefore, it is the City’s position that all three steps are inclusive of
the process to send a written report to CPS and the DA. Accordingly,
the SCO should allow costs for this activity at 18 minutes for Police
Records Assistant I/11.

SCO Comment

The audit adjustment and the recommendation for the Cross-reporting cost
component remain unchanged.

We will address the city’s response in the same order that it was presented.

The fourth paragraph on page 11 of this audit report has been revised per
the city’s request.

The second paragraph on page 12 of this audit report has been revised to
reflect minor edits requested by the city.

The position title of “Police Records Supervisor I1,” cited in the draft audit
report, has been amended to “Police Records Supervisor” in the first
partial paragraph on page 14 of this audit report, per the city’s request.
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The parameters and guidelines (section [V-B.2.c) allow ongoing activities
related to costs for reporting between local departments, as follows:

Cross-Reporting of Suspected Child Abuse or Neglect from the Law
Enforcement Agency to the County Welfare and Institutions Code
Section 300 Agency, County Welfare, and the District Attorney’s Office:

City and county police or sheriff’s departments shall:

1) Report by telephone immediately, or as soon as practically possible,
to the agency given responsibility for investigation of cases under
Welfare and Institutions Code section 300 and to the district
attorney's office every known or suspected instance of child abuse
reported to it, except acts or omissions coming within Penal Code
section 11165.2(b), which shall be reported only to the county
welfare department (Penal Code section 11166(i) (As added by
Stats. 1980, ch. 1071; amended by Stats. 1981, ch. 435; Stats. 1982,
ch. 905; Stats. 1984, ch. 1423; Stats. 1986, ch. 1289; Stats. 1987, ch.
1459; Stats. 1988, chs. 269 and 1580; Stats. 1990, ch. 1603; Stats.
1992, ch. 459; Stats. 1993, ch. 510; Stats. 1996, chs. 1080 and 1081;
and Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241)). Renumbered at subdivision (j)
by Statutes 2004, chapter 842 (SB 1313), and renumbered again at
subdivision (k) by Statutes 2005, chapter 42 (AB 299)).

2) Report to the county welfare department every known or suspected
instance of child abuse reported to it which is alleged to have
occurred as a result of the action of a person responsible for the
child’s welfare, or as the result of the failure of a person responsible
for the child's welfare to adequately protect the minor from abuse
when the person responsible for the child's welfare knew or
reasonably should have known that the minor was in danger of
abuse.

3) Send a written report thereof within 36 hours of receiving the
information concerning the incident to any agency to which it is
required to make a telephone report under Penal Code section
11166.

As of January 1, 2006, initial reports may be made by fax or electronic
transmission, instead of by telephone, and will satisfy the requirement
for a written report within 36 hours (Ibid).

The city disagrees with the SCO’s interpretation that the time it took a
Sergeant classification six minutes (0.10 hours) to review/approve each
written report before sending it to CPS and the DA’s office is not a
mandate-related activity. The city contends that any written document that
is required to be cross-reported as part of the child abuse investigation to
CPS or the DA’s office is a mandated activity under section IV.B.3.a.1 and
should be allowed for reimbursement. Section [V.B.3.a.1 of the
parameters and guidelines is applicable to the Reporting to the State DOJ:
Complete an Investigation cost component and is irrelevant to the Cross-
reporting cost component. The reimbursable activities for the Cross-
reporting cost component identified in the parameters and guidelines are
noted above (1 through 3). The six minutes (0.10 hours) claimed for a
Sergeant classification to review and approve each written report before it
is sent to CPS and the DA’s office are ineligible activities within the Cross-
reporting cost component. As a result, the costs claimed for time spent by
a Sergeant classification to review and approve each written report before
it is sent to CPS and the DA’s office is out of scope of the reimbursable
activities, and is unallowable for reimbursement under this cost
component.
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FINDING 2—
Unallowable salaries
and benefits —
Reporting to the State
Department of
Justice: Complete an
Investigation for
Purposes of Preparing
the SS 8583 Report
Form cost component

The city also disagrees with the SCO’s interpretation that the time it took
a Police Records Assistant I/1I classification to process a written report for
purposes of sending it to CPS and the DA’s office—totaling six minutes
(0.10 hours) for pulling down and processing the electronic report written
by an officer and six minutes (0.10 hours) for preparing copies of the
written report (per officer instructions), which includes watermarking the
documents for confidentiality purposes per PC section 11142-43 prior to
release—are not mandate-related activities. The city contends that these
time increments should be allowed. The reimbursable activities for the
Cross-reporting cost component identified in the parameters and
guidelines are noted above (1 through 3). The steps to pull down and
process the electronic report, and to prepare copies, are ineligible activities
within the Cross-reporting cost component. Therefore, they are out of
scope of the reimbursable activities. Additionally, the city did not claim
costs for these activities or time associated with performing these activities
during the audit period. As a result, there is no impact on the costs claimed,
and, therefore there is nothing to “restore.”

Our audit determined whether costs claimed represent increased costs
resulting from the mandated program. The city is not entitled to mandated
reimbursement for costs not allowable under the parameters and
guidelines or for costs that were not claimed.

The city claimed $370,981 in salaries and benefits for the Complete an
Investigation for Purposes of Preparing the SS 8583 Report Form cost
component during the audit period. During testing, we found that $132,783
is allowable and $238,198 is unallowable. Costs claimed are unallowable
because the city misinterpreted the program’s parameters and guidelines.
As a result, the city estimated and overstated the number of hours spent
performing the mandated activity, and neglected to base costs on the actual
number of eligible SCARs investigated.

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted
salaries and benefits costs related to the Complete an Investigation for
Purposes of Preparing the SS 8583 Report Form cost component for the
audit period:

Fiscal Amount Amount Audit
Year Claimed Allowable Adjustment

1999-2000 $ 22,749 $ 7,638 $ (15,111)

2000-01 23,480 7,949 (15,531)
2001-02 25,241 8,596 (16,645)
2002-03 20,875 6,934 (13,941)
2003-04 30,214 10,339 (19,875)
2004-05 38,090 12,914 (25,176)
2005-06 37,131 12,553 (24,578)
2006-07 33,845 11,531 (22,314)
2007-08 21,870 7,473 (14,397)
2008-09 32,434 11,112 (21,322)
2009-10 29,516 10,024 (19,492)
2010-11 34,942 11,987 (22,955)
2011-12 20,594 13,733 (6,861)
Total $370,981 $132,783 $ (238,198)
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Number of SCARs
Claimed

For the audit period, the city claimed the SCAR case count totals in the
city’s SCAR summary document. The SCAR summary document
identifies the total number of SCAR cases that the city worked on during
each fiscal year of the audit period. For FY 1999-2000 through
FY 2001-02, the number of SCARs identified in the SCAR summary
document was based on estimates.

From FY 1999-2000 to FY 2001-02, the city was transitioning to new
dispatch and records management systems that did not capture all of the
SCAR cases. For FY 2002-03 through FY 2011-12, the city determined
the SCAR case counts by querying both the CAD System and the RMS.
The city used the total number of SCAR cases in the SCAR summary
document to compute the claimed costs for the Cross-reporting
(Finding 1), Completing an Investigation (Finding 2), and Forwarding
Reports to the DOJ (Finding 3) cost components.

Allowable

This component provides reimbursement for costs associated with
completing an initial investigation of SCARs for the purposes of preparing
and submitting the SS 8583 report form to the DOJ. Reimbursable
activities are limited to reviewing the SCAR, conducting initial interviews,
and writing a report of the interviews, which may be reviewed by a
supervisor.

Our audit found that the SCAR case count totals in the SCAR summary
document were inaccurate counts to use for this cost component. The
SCAR summary document included LEA-generated SCARs investigated
by the Rialto Police Department, without identifying which SCARs were
LEA-generated versus other agency-generated. We also found that the
SCAR summary document included non-mandate-related cases.

The city did not maintain copies of the SCARs that were initiated by the
Rialto Police Department and cross-reported to CPS and the DA’s office
or copies of SCARs that were cross-reported by other mandated reporters
to the Rialto Police Department. In addition, during the course of the audit,
the city was unable to access historical electronic records for an extended
period of time due to a system upgrade. There was a lack of time and
staffing to search the master case files (electronic and paper) for each
record to retrieve a copy of the SS 8583 Report Form. Consequently, we
requested and the city was able to provide detailed SCAR case listings for
FY 2003-04, FY 2007-08, and FY 2010-11. We worked with the city to
devise a reasonable methodology for approximating the number of LEA-
generated SCARs and non-mandate-related cases for each fiscal year to
exclude from the total population. We calculated a weighted average based
on the results of our testing.

For testing purposes, we judgmentally selected a non-statistical sample
from the SCAR case listings by selecting every fourth case until a sample
size of 20% was attained, totaling 151 SCAR cases (66 out of 328 in
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FY 2003-04, 37 out of 186 in FY 2007-08, and 48 out of 242 in
FY 2010-11) out of 756 to review. Based on our review of the
FY 2003-04 SCAR cases, we found that of the 66 cases sampled, 13 were
non-mandate-related and 53 were mandate-related; of the 53 mandate-
related SCAR cases, 27 were LEA-generated, 12 were other agency-
generated SCARs that were fully investigated, and 14 were other agency-
generated SCARs that were only partially investigated. For FY 2007-08,
we found that out of the 37 cases sampled, five were non-mandate-related
and 32 were mandate-related; of the 32 mandate-related SCAR cases, 14
were LEA-generated, 14 were other agency-generated that were fully
investigated, and four were other agency-generated SCARs that were only
partially investigated. For FY 2010-11, we found that of the 48 cases
sampled, eight were non-mandate-related and 40 were mandate-related; of
the 40 mandate-related SCAR cases, 22 were LEA-generated, four were
other agency-generated SCARs that were fully investigated, and 14 were
other agency-generated SCARs that were only partially investigated.

Number of SCARS — Fully Investigated

We calculated a weighted average using the number of other agency-
generated SCAR cases that were investigated, totaling 30 (12 for
FY 2003-04, 14 for FY 2007-08, and four for FY 2010-11). We divided
this amount by the number of mandate-related SCAR cases, totaling 125
(53 for FY 2003-04, 32 for FY 2007-08, and 40 for FY 2010-11). The
weighted average for other agency-generated SCAR cases that were
investigated during these fiscal years was 24.00%. The weighted average
for non-mandate-related cases was 17.22%. We applied the weighted
average percentage of 17.22% (non-mandate-related cases) to the number
of SCAR cases claimed by fiscal year to calculate the total number of non-
mandate-related SCAR cases. We subtracted the total number of non-
mandate-related SCARs from the total number of SCARs claimed to
calculate the number of mandate-related SCAR cases by fiscal year. We
applied the weighted average percentage of 24.00% (other agency-
generated SCAR cases that were fully investigated) to the total number of
mandate-related SCAR cases by fiscal year to calculate the number of
other agency-generated, mandate-related SCAR cases that were fully
investigated. These calculations allowed us to determine the total
allowable number of other agency-generated SCAR cases that were fully
investigated by the Rialto Police Department.

After performing these calculations, we determined that 673 other agency-
generated SCAR cases (out of 3,396 total SCAR cases) were fully
investigated during the audit period. Therefore, the allowable number of
other agency-generated SCARs investigated for the audit period
totals 673.
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The following table summarizes the total claimed, non-mandate and
mandate-related cases; the percent of other agency-generated SCARSs that
were fully investigated and the allowable number of other agency-
generated SCARs that were fully investigated; and the audit adjustment
per fiscal year:

Allowable
Claimed Non-mandate- Percent of Other Number of Other
Number of related Mandate- Agency-generated Agency-generated
SCARs Cases related SCARS SCARs Audit
Fiscal Investigated 17.22% Cases Fully Investigated Fully Investigated Adjustment
Year (@ b)=@*17.22% ()=@-() ()] e)=()* ) ®H=()-(

1999-2000 249 43 206 24.00% 49 (200)
2000-01 257 44 213 24.00% 51 (206)
2001-02 265 46 219 24.00% 53 (212)
2002-03 224 39 185 24.00% 44 (180)
2003-04 326 56 270 24.00% 65 (261)
2004-05 319 55 264 24.00% 63 (256)
2005-06 314 54 260 24.00% 62 (252)
2006-07 293 50 243 24.00% 58 (235)
2007-08 186 32 154 24.00% 37 (149)
2008-09 256 44 212 24.00% 51 (205)
2009-10 223 38 185 24.00% 44 (179)
2010-11 242 42 200 24.00% 48 (194)
2011-12 242 42 200 24.00% 48 (194)
Total 3,396 585 2,811 673 (2,723)

Number of SCARs — Partially Investigated

Based on follow-up discussions with Police Department staff, we
determined that for some of the SCAR cases where a full initial
investigation was not performed, preliminary investigative activities did
occur. The city suggested re-evaluating cases that were determined to be
unallowable; we agreed to the city’s suggestion. Based on supplemental
case note information provided by the city, as well as discussions with
Police Department staff, we determined that some of the cases that were
originally determined to be unallowable should in fact be eligible for time
spent conducting a partial initial investigation, to review the referral.

We calculated a weighted average using the total number of other agency-
generated SCAR cases that were only partially investigated, totaling 32
(14 for FY 2003-04, four for FY 2007-08, and 14 for FY 2010-11). We
divided this amount by the number of mandate-related SCAR cases,
totaling 125 (53 for FY 2003-04, 32 for FY 2007-08, and 40 for FY 2010-
11). The weighted average for other agency-generated SCAR cases that
were only partially investigated for these fiscal years was 25.60%. The
weighted average for non-mandate-related cases was 17.22%. We applied
the weighted average percentage of 17.22% (non-mandate-related cases)
to the total number of SCAR cases claimed by fiscal year to calculate the
total number of non-mandate-related SCAR cases. We subtracted the total
number of non-mandate-related SCARs from the total number of SCARs
claimed to calculate the number of mandate-related SCAR cases by fiscal
year. We applied the weighted average of 25.60% (other agency-generated
SCAR cases that were only partially investigated) to the number of
mandate-related SCAR cases to calculate the number of other agency-
generated, mandate-related SCAR cases that were only partially
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investigated. These calculations allowed us to determine the total
allowable number of other agency-generated SCAR cases that were only
partially investigated.

After performing these calculations, we determined that 719 other agency-

generated SCAR cases (out of 3,396 total SCAR cases) were only partially

investigated during the audit period. Therefore, the allowable number of

other agency-generated SCARs that were only partially investigated for

the audit period totals 719.

The following table summarizes the total claimed, non-mandate and

mandate-related cases; the percent of other agency-generated SCARs that

were only partially investigated and the allowable number of SCARs that

were only partially investigated; and the audit adjustment per fiscal year:

Allowable
Claimed Non-mandate- Percent of Other Number of Other
Number of related Mandate-  Agency-generated Agency-generated
SCARs Cases related SCARs — Partial SCARs — Partial Audit
Fiscal Investigated 17.22% Cases Investigation Only Investigation Only Adjustment
Year (@ (=) *17.22% (c)=(a) - (b) (@ ()=(c)*(d H=()-@

1999-2000 249 43 206 25.60% 53 (196)
2000-01 257 44 213 25.60% 55 (202)
2001-02 265 46 219 25.60% 56 (209)
2002-03 224 39 185 25.60% 47 177)
2003-04 326 56 270 25.60% 69 (257)
2004-05 319 55 264 25.60% 68 251)
2005-06 314 54 260 25.60% 67 247)
2006-07 293 50 243 25.60% 62 (231)
2007-08 186 32 154 25.60% 39 (147)
2008-09 256 44 212 25.60% 54 (202)
2009-10 223 38 185 25.60% 47 (176)
2010-11 242 42 200 25.60% 51 (191)
2011-12 242 2 200 25.60% 51 (191)
Total 3,396 585 2,811 719 2,677)

Time Increments
Claimed

The city claimed between 1.15 hours and 2.30 hours per case for a Police
Officer classification to perform the initial investigation of every SCAR
claimed, and between 35 minutes (0.58 hours) and 2.40 hours per case (for
a cumulative total of 5.51 hours for the audit period) for a Sergeant
classification to review and approve the written reports.

Allowable

The city provided a time study to support time spent by a Police Officer
classification to perform the initial investigation on SCAR cases. The time
study supported 2.24 hours for completing the initial investigation. The
time study also included time increments of 1.04 hours for writing, editing,
and forwarding reports; six minutes (0.10 hours) for reviewing unfounded
reports; and seven minutes (0.12 hours) for reviewing substantiated and
inconclusive reports. As discussed in Finding 3, the city claimed the time
increments of 1.04 hours for writing, editing, and forwarding reports and
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six to seven minutes for reviewing unfounded, substantiated, and
inconclusive reports under the wrong cost component. During discussions
with Police Department staff members, we advised them that time
increments for these activities should not be claimed under the Forwarding
the SS 8583 Report Forms to the Department of Justice cost component.
However, we informed Police Department staff that we would reclassify
these time increments to the correct cost component. As a result, the time
increment of 2.24 hours for the Police Officer classification to perform the
initial investigation and 1.04 hours to write and edit reports, and a
combined total of 13 minutes (0.21 hours) for the Sergeant classification
to review substantiated, inconclusive, and unfounded reports are allowable
and applicable to those other agency-generated SCARs for which the
Rialto Police Department completed and documented an investigation,
totaling 673 SCARs during the audit period.

Additional Time Increment for SCARs — Review of Referral Only

Based on the information above, we determined that it was reasonable to
allow partial investigation time for reviewing the Suspected Child Abuse
Report (SS 8572 form) for SCAR cases that we determined were mandate-
related and referred by CPS or other mandated reporters, for which the
Police Department began but did not complete or document a full initial
investigation. Based on interviews with Police Department staff, it takes
the Police Officer classification 16 minutes (0.27 hours) on average to
review a SS 8572 form. We determined that 16 minutes (0.27 hours) to
perform this activity is allowable.

Hours Adjustment

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted
hours based on adjustments made to the number of SCAR cases that were
referred by CPS and other mandated reporters, for which the Police
Department completed and documented an investigation; the number of
SCAR cases for which the Police Department reviewed the SS 8572 form
but did not complete or document an investigation; and the allowable ATIs
per SCAR case for the audit period:

Hours Hours Audit

Fiscal Claimed  Allowable Adjustment

Year (a) ®) ©)=0b-@
1999-2000 563.52 185.90 (377.62)
2000-01 581.63 193.44 (388.19)
2001-02 600.17 201.15 (399.02)
2002-03 516.64 168.65 (347.99)
2003-04 730.24 24548 (484.76)
2004-05 714.56 238.23 (476.33)
2005-06 708.39 235.34 (473.05)
2006-07 656.32 219.16 (437.16)
2007-08 416.64 139.66 (276.98)
2008-09 573.44 192.57 (380.87)
2009-10 499.52 166.25 (333.27)
2010-11 542.08 181.29 (360.79)
2011-12 277.76 181.29 (96.47)
Total 7,380.91 2,548.41 (4,832.50)
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Criteria

The parameters and guidelines (section IV — Reimbursable Activities)
require claimed costs to be supported by source documents. The
parameters and guidelines state, in part:

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

The parameters and guidelines (section IV — B.3.a.1.) allow ongoing
activities related to costs for reporting to the DOJ. For the following
reimbursable activities:

From July 1, 1999 to December 31, 2011, city and county police or
sheriff's departments, county probation departments if designated by the
county to receive mandated reports, and county welfare departments
shall: (Pursuant to amendments to Penal Code section 11169(b) enacted
by Statutes 2011, chapter 468 (AB 717), the mandate to report to DOJ
for law enforcement agencies only ends on January 1, 2012. In addition,
the duty for all other affected agencies is modified to exclude an
“inconclusive” report.)

1) Complete an investigation for purposes of preparing the report

Complete an investigation to determine whether a report of
suspected child abuse or severe neglect is unfounded, substantiated
or inconclusive, as defined in Penal Code section 11165.12, for
purposes of preparing and submitting the state “Child Abuse
Investigation Report” Form SS 8583 [emphasis added], or
subsequent designated form, to the Department of Justice. (Penal
Code section 11169(a) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 5 (SB 644);
Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241); Stats. 2011, ch. 468, § 2 (AB 717));
Code of Regulations, Title 11, section 903; “Child Abuse
Investigation Report” Form SS 8583.) Except as provided in
paragraph below, this activity includes review of the initial
Suspected Child Abuse Report (Form 8572), conducting initial
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.

Reimbursement is not required in the following circumstances:

i. Investigative activities conducted by a mandated reporter to
complete the Suspected Child Abuse Report (Form SS 8572)
pursuant to Penal Code section 11166(a).

ii. In the event that the mandated reporter is employed by the same
child protective agency required to investigate and submit the
“Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583 or subsequent
designated form to the Department of Justice, pursuant to Penal
Code section 11169(a), reimbursement is not required if the
investigation required to complete the Form SS 8572 is also
sufficient to make the determination required under section
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11169(a), and sufficient to complete the essential information items
required on the Form SS 8583, pursuant to Code of Regulations,
title 11, section 903 (Register 98, No. 29).

iii. Investigative activities undertaken subsequent to the determination
whether a report of suspected child abuse is substantiated,
inconclusive, or unfounded, as defined in Penal Code section
11165.12, for purposes of preparing the Form SS 8583, including
the collection of physical evidence, the referral to a child abuse
investigator, and the conduct of follow-up interviews.

The parameters and guidelines (section V.A.1l. — Claim Preparation and
Submission — Actual  Costs Claims, Direct Cost Reporting) state:

1. Salaries and Benefits

Report each employee implementing the reimbursable activities by
name, job classification, and productive hourly rate (total wages and
related benefits divided by productive hours). Describe the specific
reimbursable activities performed and the hours devoted to each
reimbursable activity performed.

Recommendation

The ICAN Investigation Reports Program was suspended from
FY 2015-16 through FY 2017-18. If the program becomes active again,
we recommend that the city follow the mandated program claiming
instructions and parameters and guidelines to ensure that claimed costs
include only eligible costs are based on actual costs, and are properly
supported.

City’s Response

FINDING 2 — UNALLOWABLE SALARIES AND BENEFITS —
REPORTING TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE:
COMPLETE AN INVESTIGATION FOR PURPOSES OF
PREPARING SS 8583 REPORT FORM COST COMPONENT

As previously discussed in response to Finding 1, the City mentioned
concerns about misstatements made [in] the Draft Audit Report
referencing systems used to query the data examined for this audit as
well as the city’s document availability to which SCO Audit Manager
Lisa Kearney suggested providing revised language to best reflect
systems and available data when responding to the SCO’s official draft
report so that it can be corrected and incorporated into the final report
issued by the SCO.

The following are city’s proposed corrections for Finding 2:

CITY’S PROPOSED CHANGE TO PAGE 16, SECOND
PARAGRAPH, UNDER “CLAIMED” SUBHEADER (changes reflect
the system names queried for this audit; changes from SCO original
language are in bold for ease of identification):

“From FY 1999-2000 to FY 2001-02, the city was transitioning to new
dispatch and records management systems, which did not capture all
of the SCAR cases. For FY 2002-03 through FY 2011-12, the city
determined the SCAR case counts by querying both the Computer
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Aided Dispatch (CAD) System and the Records Management
System (RMS). The city used the total number of SCAR cases in the
SCAR summary document to compute the claimed costs for the Cross-
reporting (Finding 1), Completing an Investigation (Finding 2), and
Forwarding Reports to the DOJ (Finding 3) cost components.”

CITY’S PROPSED CHANGE TO PAGE 17, THIRD PARAGRAPH,
UNDER “ALLOWABLE” SUB-HEADER

“In April 2017, the city was asked to begin providing SCAR case listings
for us to randomly select for review. Due to a system upgrade preventing
the city from accessing these historical electronic records, the audit was
set back nearly five months before records could be fully accessed and
submitted to us by the city. In the interest of time and to remain on track
with audit deadlines, we selected FY 2003-04, FY 2007-08, and FY
2010-11 to serve as a representative sample of the audit period. The city
as able to provide detailed SCAR case listings for each of these three
fiscal years. We worked with the city to devise a reasonable
methodology for approximating the number of LEA-generated SCARs
and non-mandate-related cases for each fiscal year to exclude from the
total population. Both parties agreed that we would calculate a weighted
average based on the results of our testing as there was insufficient time
and staffing to obtain detailed SCAR case listings for the remaining
years.”

The following are city’s objections to Finding 2:

CITY’S OPOSITION TO FINDING 2 — NUMBER OF SCARS -
FULLY INVESTIGATED

The SCO denied investigative costs for all substantiated/inconclusive
Law Enforcement Generated (hereinafter “LEA-generated™) cases that
were fully investigated for purposes of reporting to the Department to of
Justice (hereinafter “DOJ”). The SCO contends that these cases do not
qualify for investigation or reporting writing (including supervisor
review) despite the fact that almost 100% of the LEA-generated cases
claimed were founded or inconclusive, therefore, requiring reporting to
the DOJ. The SCO based the denial of costs on the following claiming
wording of the Parameters and Guidelines (Section IV.B.3.a.1):

ii. In the event that the mandated reporter is employed by the same
child protective agency required to investigate and submit the
“Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583 or subsequent
designated form to the Department of Justice, pursuant to Penal
Code section 11169(a), reimbursement is not required if the
investigation required to complete the Form SS 8572 is also
sufficient to make the determination required under section
11169(a), and sufficient to complete the essential information items
required on the Form SS 8583...”

The City firmly believes that it has adequately proven, through actual
source documents and police staff interviews outlining investigative
procedures, that the level of investigation performed to complete the
SS 8583 exceeded that which was needed to cross report to CPS. A
significant amount of time is spent to fully investigate an allegation of
child abuse as is demonstrated with officer on-scene time logs, multiple
officers assisting with the investigation, numerous parties being
interviewed to determine the outcome of the allegation, written crime
reports, etc. This level of effort would not have been required to simply
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fill out the cross reporting form to notify CPS of a suspected child abuse
that has been fully investigated, and in some instances, where the
investigation has not yet begun.

The main objective of cross reporting to CPS (SS 8572) is to make the
county aware of the alleged child abuse in order for CPS to assess if there
is potential harm to the alleged victim(s) in the home.

The SS 8572 form is not required to be 100% completed to be accepted
by CPS; only the reporting party and victim’s basic information need to
be included. An investigation does not need to be started or completed
to obtain this information. As explained by Captain Wilson (and verified
during subsequent officer interviews), the level of investigation required
to complete SS 8572 is typically not sufficient to complete SS 8583. The
SS 8572 generally involves talking to one person and gathering basic
components of information. There are no requirements to first contract
involved parties or conclude investigative findings before submitting the
form.

However, in order to complete the SS 8583, and be accepted by the
Department of Justice, a basic patrol level investigation must be
completed. The SS 8583 has specific requirements that cannot be
answered without first contacting parties involved:

e Section A — requires officer indicate if investigation is substantiated
or inconclusive, this cannot be determined without completing an
investigation (not required for SS 8572)

e Section C — officer must indicate if suspect was properly notified
per PC 11169(b) regarding agency’s requirement to notify DOJ of
the subject being a suspected child abuse offender; investigation
must be completed first (not required for SS 8572)

e  Requires suspect’s demographic information — date of birth, height,
weight, eye color, hair color, social security number, driver’s license
number, and relationship to victim (most of these fields are not
contained on SS 8572)

For a full list of the California Department of Justice’s reporting
components under SS 8583 that are not required to complete SS 8572,
refer to http://ag.ca.gov/childabuse/pdf/8583guide.pdf. The main
requirement that exceeds SS 8572 is that a full, active, investigation
must be completed (pgs 2-4). A full investigation requires contact
[with] not only a victim, but description/nature of injuries (not required
under SS 8572). This guide further states that the form SS 8583 is to be
sent to the DOJ only after the following four elements have been
satisfied:

a) made investigative contacts
b) determined child abuse was not unfounded

c) confirmed the suspected abuse or neglect is reportable to the DOJ as
stipulated in previously mentioned statutes

d) completed the investigation.

None of these elements are required for cross reporting. Therefore, to
disallow all investigative costs for 100% of LEA-generated cases
determined to be substantiated or inconclusive is unreasonable given that
the source documents provided clearly support all the mandated
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activities were performed in furtherance of Parameters and Guidelines
Section IV.B.3.a.1.

The SCO accepted the merits of the City’s arguments and advised it was
allowing costs during the December 4, 2018, status conference call.
These allowed investigative costs were at the agreed amount of 1.74
hours. However, the very next day, the decision was reversed via email
with no explanation other than “after further review of the parameters
and guidelines, the statement of decision, and the documentation we
have to date, it is unclear that an investigation did in fact occur on LEA-
generated cases (white cases).”

The City is aware that all decisions made to allow costs must be
supported by the Parameters and Guidelines and Commission’s
Statement of Decision. Therefore, it is difficult to understand how those
very same guidelines used to support the SCO allowing costs for LEA-
generated cases on December 4, 2018, also justify denying costs on
December 5, 2018. Despite numerous requests for specifics on what
evidence is lacking in our documentation, the SCO has failed to provide
them. The City can better assess the SCO’s position if the SCO can point
the City to specific sections of the Parameters and Guidelines and
Statement of Decision that support their denial along with explanation of
their interpretation of same language.

The City affirms it has provided actual evidence from CAD logs!, written
crime reports, officer interviews, and discussions supported by Captain
[William] Wilson and Crime Analyst Jennifer Krutak that actual, eligible
costs were incurred for the reimbursement components including:

e actual officer on-scene time to conduct the preliminary investigation

e number of officers on-scene conducting the preliminary
investigation

e size and complexity of the written report

e number of parties interviewed including relationship to case and
summary of statements

The City contends that all these factors demonstrate that the level of
effort and time to conduct an investigation to complete SS 8583 exceeds
that which would have been required to simply gather basic information
to complete SS 8572 mandated reporter form.

Accordingly, it is the City’s position that LEA-generated cases,
determined to be substantiated or inconclusive, which have been allowed
for forwarding the SS 8583 form to the DOJ (that showed more than one
party was interviewed, as previously agreed by SCO on December 4,
2018) should also be allowed full investigative time, associated report
writing time and supervisor review/approval.

CITY’S OPPOSITION TO FINDING 2 — NUMBER OF SCARS -
PARTIALLY INVESTIGATED

' A CAD log (synonymous for call for service record) is used as a police department’s first form of documentation
when an officer is assigned to handle a patrol investigation. This is an entry to the Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD)
system which logs basic information about a call for service: nature of alleged crime, officer assigned to investigation,
date/time of call, location(s) involved, reporting/referring party, disposition of investigation as determined by officer.
There is a corresponding CAD log for every investigation (substantiated/unfounded). Substantiated cases are
followed by a formal written crime report in the Records Management System (RMS). Unfounded cases are closed
out in the CAD system with no report to follow.
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The SCO denied associated investigative costs stating, on page 21 of the
draft report, that “the Police Department began but did not complete or
document a full initial investigation” however, did allow time to review
each referral. These reports were investigated by officers and determined
to be unfounded. Because they were unfounded, no formal report was
written to document the investigation once the call for service was
closed. The SCO audit analysis spreadsheet identified these records in
blue (calls for service).

The City would like to clarify, for the record, that the police department
fully investigates all allegations of known or suspected child abuse. The
SCO’s statement that “a full initial investigation was not performed” is
completely false, contradicts police policies and procedures, and is a
violation of Penal Code statutes. It is impossible for an officer to
determine the case as unfounded without completing an investigation.

Throughout this audit, there has been disagreement between the City and
the SCO on what constitutes acceptable source documentation to support
that an investigation took place in order for costs to be deemed allowable.
The fact that the SCO is unwilling to accept the police department’s call
for service documents as adequate investigative support does not mean
that “a full initial investigation was not performed.”

The City explained that the process for documenting an unfounded
incident varies significantly from a substantiated investigation, and the
call for service record is procedural for serving as the only form of
documentation. The only source document for these unfounded
investigations is the CAD log (call for service record) created during the
officer’s initial investigation.

Despite lengthy review and discussions with police department staff on
the procedures for documenting unfounded incidents in CAD, including
confirmation from Support Services Captain William Wilson that a CAD
log for an unfounded incident indicates that a preliminary investigation
did, in fact occur, the SCO concluded to deny investigative costs.

The City disagrees with this conclusion for the following reasons:

1) City produced actual and contemporaneously prepared
documents — Per the Parameters and Guidelines, “a source
document is a document created at or near the same time the actual
cost was incurred for the event or activity in question...may include,
but are not limited to, employee time records or time logs...” The
City believes that CAD logs provided for review meet this criteria
and:

e are electronic records created at the time the investigation took
place

e are valid source documentation to support investigative costs
incurred by the City

e are legal documents produced for Public Records Act and
subpoena requests as well as used for official court purposes

e provide actual officer on-scene time logs (defined as an
example in the Commission’s source documentation definition
of the Parameters and Guidelines)

2) City provided specific examples to support [that] an
investigation occurred — The records originally determined to be
unallowable by the SCO were re-evaluated through a collaborative
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process in November 2018. Each unallowed record was discussed
in order for the city to present arguments as to why the record should
be allowed for investigation time.

The City believes it provided ample justification to support that an
investigation took place at the patrol level despite the minimal narrative
comments contained in the CAD logs. Officer interviews conducted by
the SCO, as well as clarification provided by Captain William Wilson
and Crime Analyst Jennifer Krutak, further explained possible reasons
why CAD log narratives would be minimal or lacking.

The following are examples of cases that were referred by other
mandated reporters to the Rialto Police Department that were allowed
for review of referral only but denied investigation time (redacted copies
of the CAD logs are attached):

Record # 148:  CPS referral — mother addicted to meth/not caring
for children; officer made contact with alleged suspect and both
children; determined “no signs of any abuse going on in house”

Record #108: CPS referral — allegations of physical abuse/four
children in home; officer comments indicate “advisal only, kids
chk’d C4 custody battle between families”; in order for officer to
give an advisal to the family and ascertain there was a custody issue
and not abuse, he would have had to make contact with the subjects
in the home (also contacted children based on comment in call)

Record #24:  CPS referral — mother on drugs/mot feeding
child/living in filthy conditions; officer made contact with alleged
suspect and child; determined “no signs of neglect”

Record # 44: Hospital referral — child admitted with leg
fracture; officer made contact with parent and doctor; determined
“appears to be no sign of child abuse, no bruising, no sign of abuse,
just fracture”

Record # 64:  Hospital referral — child admitted with large bump
on head; officer made contact with child, parent and doctor;
determined “it is my opinion that the injury happened as
explained...Dr. Thomas was also in agreement with my findings...I
did not see any reason for CPS notification.

Although full incident reports were not written for the above allegations,
there is still sufficient information documented in the CAD logs to
determine that contact was made with at least one party, satisfying the
investigation requirements of the mandate, providing this activity did
take place.

3) City followed Level 2 Investigation accepted by the Commission
on State Mandates — The Rialto Police Department’s practice not
to document unfounded investigations of child abuse with a formal
incident report complies with the Commission’s ruling to accept
varying levels of investigation presented by the test claimant, LA
County, in the Statement of Decision adopted on December 6, 2013.

Pages 24-25 of the Statement of Decision describe three basic types
of investigation. In the Level 2 Investigation (most common),
“Patrol Officer Investigation, No Child Abuse,” LA County outlined
eight steps for initiating/completing an investigation of child abuse
where the outcome was deemed no child abuse/unfound:
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a. Officer receives, prints or transcribes child abuse reports
(SCARs or calls-for-service) from the public, cross-reporting
agency department, and mandated reporters

b. Officer processes child abuse report into agency’s tracking
system

c. Officer reviews report and assigns for appropriate follow-up
investigation

d. Patrol officer receives call-for-service and acknowledges call

e. Patrol officer conducts preliminary interview with
child/children

f. Patrol officer conducts preliminary interviews with parents,
siblings, witnesses, and/or suspect(s)

g. Patrol officer enters findings into agency’s systems (ends call
in computer aided system and documents findings)

h. Supervising officer reviews investigation findings and approves
closure of the report indicating no child abuse.

*it should be noted that step H does not apply to the Rialto
Police Department — the patrol officer is authorized to close the
report in the computer aided system without the supervisor
review using his/her discretion of the proper use of call
disposition (unfounded, necessary action taken, etc.)

Steps a — g are the same procedures the Rialto Police Department
follows for investigating and  documenting its unfounded
allegations of child abuse, where the computer aided dispatch record
serves as the final source document (no written report follows).

A comparison of Level 2 (No Child Abuse) and Level 3 (Reported
CACI Investigation) investigations, Step 7, shows that the only
difference is in documentation where a Level 3 investigation
(determined to be substantiated or inconclusive) requires an officer
to write a report; this is not required for Level 2 investigation
(unfounded) that ends at the closure of the CAD call.

In addition to the above, the Parameters and Guidelines, Section
IV.B.3.a.1, state that the time to “Complete an investigation to determine
whether a report of suspected child abuse or severe neglect is unfounded,
substantiated or inconclusive” is reimbursable. This activity includes,
“...conducting initial interviews with parents, victims, suspects or
witnesses, where applicable, and making a report of the finding of those
interviews.”

The wording above “where applicable,” shows that an investigation may
or may not require interview with parties. Although the City of Rialto
still affirms that officers contacted at least one party for all mandate-
related cases claimed for investigative costs, to require documented
proof that an interview always occurred contradicts the statement above
by the Commission.

The key point to consider is that the Commission only requires that a
documentation of the investigative finding take place at the closure of
the call (Level 2 Investigation, Step 7). The officer’s call disposition
and/or call notes, however minimal, meet this very objective; the
disposition of unfounded reflects the officer’s observations, interviews
and overall conclusions as a result of conducting an investigation. Not
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having a detailed narrative report should not nullify reimbursement for
the eligible preliminary investigative procedure.

Accordingly, it is the City’s position that records allowed for review of
referral only should be eligible for full investigative time as the City has
provided ample source documentation to support that an initial
investigation, in compliance with the mandate, occurred. It would be
impossible, and negligent, for an officer to conclude an outcome of
unfounded without first contacting involved parties to gather necessary
facts to make a determination of the allegation of abuse. The fact that an
unfounded investigation is not documented identically as a substantiated
investigation (allowed by SCO) does not negate that the investigative
activity took place, and therefore, costs should be allowed.

CITY’S OPPOSITION TO FINDING 2 - ALLOWABLE TIME
INCREMENTS - PAGE 20

The SCO accepted the City’s time study supporting 2.24 hours for
completing an initial investigation and applied this to SCARs allowed
for full investigation (673 cases total). The SCO also allowed review of
referral as this is a mandate activity and [the SCO] believes the time
spent to review the referral is inclusive of the investigation time of 2.24
hours.

The City disagrees with this interpretation for the following reasons:
1) Intake of referral occurs before investigation begins — either by

reading SS 8572 submitted by other mandated reporter or talking to
mandated reporter over the phone

2) Officer interviews with SCO indicated review of referral takes place
prior to officer being assigned to handle child abuse investigation

3) It is clear from the Rialto Police Department Memorandum dated
May 22, 2014 (copy attached) and officer interviews that the time
spent to review and log the SCAR referral was not part of the initial
time study documenting investigation time, but is a separate,
allowable, activity.

Instructions provided to complete time study were specific to
logging time spent to:

a. conduct an investigation

b. write report

c. complete SS 8583 form

d. supervisor review/approval
The City asserts that including the time increment for
accepting/reviewing the SCAR referral as part of the 2.24 hours of
allowable time for those cases fully investigated is inappropriate and
unfair. A more equitable conclusion is to allow the time increment for

accepting/reviewing the SCAR referral to be added to the 2.24 hours for
all cases allowed for investigation (review time plus investigation time).

CITY’S OPPOSITION TO FINDING 2 - ADDITIONAL TIME
INCREMENT FOR SCARS — REVIEW OF REFERRAL ONLY
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The SCO determined that 16 minutes is allowable to perform the
mandated activity of an officer to review the Suspected Child Abuse
Report (SS 8572 form) referral. This time was based on interviews
conducted with officers whose responses yielded the following:

e Officer 1 — takes 10 to 15 minutes to review SCAR form (this
averages to 13 minutes)

e Officer 2 — takes 20 to 25 minutes to review SCAR form (this
averages to 23 minutes)

e Combined average to review SCAR form = 17.5 minutes

Based on the above factual data, the City requests that the SCO correct
the allowable review of referral time from 16 minutes to 17.5 minutes
based on the combined average determined as a result of the interview
statements provided by both officers.

SCO Comment

The audit adjustment and recommendation for the Complete an
Investigation cost component remain unchanged.

We will address the city’s response in the same order that it was presented.

The second paragraph on page 21 of this audit report has been revised per
the city’s request.

The fifth paragraph on page 21 of this audit report has been revised to
reflect minor edits requested by the city.

The city strongly disagrees with the denial of investigative costs for LEA-
generated cases. The city argues that the SCO’s claiming instructions and
parameters and guidelines clearly specify that reimbursement is allowable
if the level of investigation performed to complete the SS 8583 Report
Form exceeds that which is required to complete the SS 8572 Form. The
city claims that the documentation provided to support other agency-
generated cases was determined to be allowable by the SCO while
equivalent documentation to support LEA-generated cases was denied. In
addition, the city asserts that the investigative steps taken by police
officers were the same for LEA-generated cases that the SCO determined
were unallowable and other-agency generated cases that were allowable.

The city maintains that—through actual source documents, including
CAD logs and written crime reports, police officer interviews, and
discussions with Captain William Wilson and Crime Analyst Jennifer
Krutak—the city has demonstrated that the level of investigation exceeded
the basic requirements needed to complete the SS 8572 Form, and that the
level of investigation required to complete a SS 8572 Form is not sufficient
to complete the SS 8583 Report Form. The city contends that it incurred
eligible costs for LEA-generated cases and reimbursement should be
allowed for full investigative and report writing time and supervisory
review and approval. The city is requesting the following:

e 1.74 hours for a Police Officer classification to perform the initial
investigation on LEA-generated cases

-35- 204



City of Rialto

Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program

e 1.04 hours for a Police Officer classification to write a report on LEA-
generated cases that were investigated

e Seven minutes (0.12 hours) for a Sergeant classification to review and
approve the written reports

The Commission’s Statement of Decision, pages 40 through 42, discusses
in detail what activities are and are not reimbursable when a mandated
reporter (Police Department, County Welfare, and Probation Department)
is also the investigating agency. Per PC section 11166(a), a mandated
reporter is already compelled by the nature of his/her duty to report
instances of suspected child abuse via the SS 8572 form. No higher level
of service is mandated and, therefore, the duty to investigate under PC
section 11166(a) is not reimbursable. Furthermore, the level of
investigation performed by the mandated reporter to gather the necessary
information for completing the SS 8572 form is frequently sufficient to
complete form SS 8583 Report Form.

Page 41 of the Statement of Decision states the following:

The precise scope of this investigative duty is not specified, but all
mandated reporters are expected to employ the Form SS 8572 to report
suspected child abuse... This duty is triggered whenever the mandated
reporter, in his or her professional capacity or within the scope of his or
her employment, has knowledge of or observes a child whom the
mandated reporter knows or reasonably suspects has been the victim of
child abuse or neglect. Given the scope of employment within a law
enforcement agency, county probation department, or county welfare
agency generally includes investigation and observation for crime
prevention, law enforcement and child protection purposes, information
may be obtained by an employee which triggers the requirements of
11166(a), and ultimately leads to an investigation and report to DOJ
under section 11169(a). Ultimately, some of the same information to
satisfy the reporting requirements of section 11169 and the DOJ
regulations may be obtained in the course of completing a mandated
reporter’s (non-reimbursable) duties under section 11166(a)

Page 42 of the Statement of Decision states the following:

The test claim statement of decision approved only Code of Regulations,
title 11, section 903 as amended by Register 98, No. 29, which adopted
the Form SS 8583, and required that only “certain information
items...must be completed.” Those information items, as discussed
above, impose a very low standard of investigation for reporting to DOJ
regarding instances of known or suspected child abuse.

The Statement of Decision emphasizes that a mandated reporter who is an
employee of a child protective agency already has a greater responsibility
to investigate when he/she has suspicions of child abuse. The Statement of
Decision states, “[t]herefore, the regulations and statutes approved in the
test claim statement of decision impose very little beyond what would
otherwise be expected of a mandated reporter.” The threshold of what
makes the SS 8583 Report Form retainable is relatively low. Investigative
work performed to identify suspects or gather proof for criminal charges
is not necessary to complete the SS 8583 Report Form.
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The Statement of Decision also states:

[t]herefore, any investigation conducted by an employee of a county law
enforcement agency, county welfare department, or county probation
department, prior to the completion of a Form SS 8572 under section
11166(a), is not reimbursable under this mandated program. If the Form
SS 8572 is completed by an employee of the same agency, and the
information contained in the Form SS 8572 is sufficient to make the
determination and complete the essential information items required by
section 11169 and the regulations, then no further investigation is
reimbursable.

Additionally, the Commission, when crafting the Statement of Decision,
was aware of the potential of over-claiming when a mandated reporter is
also the investigating agency. Page 40 of the Statement of Decision states,
“the parameters and guidelines must be crafted to avoid over-claiming
when the mandated reporter in a particular case is also an employee of the
child protective agency that will complete the investigation under section
11169.”

The city did not provide supporting documentation for all of its costs
claimed, which is not consistent with the rules in place when the claims
were filed. The documentation requirements for the city’s mandated cost
claims are contained within the parameters and guidelines adopted by the
Commission on December 6, 2013.The parameters and guidelines require
that all costs claimed be traceable to source documents that show evidence
of the validity of such costs and their relationship to this mandate.

The city is responsible for maintaining documentation for the period the
claims were subject to audit. However, the Rialto Police Department staff
advised us that some of the supporting documentation has been destroyed,
(specifically SS 8572 forms) as the term specified in the record retention
policy for these forms had expired. Additionally, the city was unable to
retrieve copies of the SS 8583 Report Forms, due to a lack of time and
staffing necessary to search the master case files (electronic and paper) for
each record. The city contends that the documentation provided to support
the LEA-generated cases is equivalent to the documentation provided and
accepted to support eligible reimbursement costs for other agency-
generated cases.

However, the SCO is not required to make a determination on other
agency-generated cases because the SS 8572 Forms are completed by
another mandated reporter and cross-reported to the Rialto Police
Department. The city is the mandated reporter for LEA-generated cases
and must complete the SS 8572 Forms for these cases. Although the term
specified in the city’s record retention policy had expired for maintaining
copies of the SS 8572 Forms, the city advised us that there was a
possibility of obtaining copies of the SS 8572 Forms from CPS. However,
the SCO did not receive copies of the SS 8572 Forms from CPS. As the
SS 8572 Forms were not available to review, the SCO is unable to make a
determination regarding whether the SS 8572 Forms were in fact
completed and cross-reported to CPS and the DA’s office.

Additionally, if the SS 8572 Forms were completed and cross-reported to
CPS and the DA’s office, SCO is unable to confirm that an investigation
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occurred prior to the completion of the SS 8572 Forms. Costs are ineligible
for reimbursement if an investigation occurred prior to completion of the
SS 8572 Forms. Costs are also ineligible for reimbursement if information
obtained by the mandated reporter through the completion of the
SS 8572 Forms was sufficient to make the determination and complete the
essential information items required by PC section 11169.

Without being able to review the SS 8572 Forms completed by the city,
the SCO 1is unable to determine whether the city was able to obtain
sufficient information to make a determination and complete the essential
information items required by PC section 11169. In addition, although the
investigative steps performed by the city’s police officers may have been
the same for both the LEA-generated and other agency-generated cases,
the city did not provide completed SS 8583 Report Forms for our review.
For this particular component, the reimbursable activity is to complete an
investigation “for purposes of” [emphasis added] preparing an SS 8583
Report Form.

Although the city provided additional documentation with the actual CAD
logs, written crime reports, police officer interviews, and discussions with
Captain William Wilson and Crime Analyst Jennifer Krutak, the city was
unable to provide SS 8572 Forms and SS 8583 Report Forms—as required
by the mandate for reporting purposes—for the SCO to review. As aresult,
we were unable to confirm whether the city performed eligible
reimbursable activities on LEA-generated cases. Therefore, costs
associated with investigation, report writing, and supervisory review and
approval of LEA-generated cases are ineligible for reimbursement.

The city disagrees with the denial of the associated investigative costs for
the SCAR cases that were determined to be partially investigated. The city
contends that the SCAR cases that the SCO identified as “partially
investigated” were investigated by officers and determined to be
unfounded. The city maintains that no formal report was written to
document the investigation once the call for service was closed. The city
asserts that although the SCO is unwilling to accept the police
department’s call for service documents as adequate investigative support
does not mean a full investigation was not performed.

The city maintains that the process for documenting an unfounded incident
varies significantly from substantiated investigation, and the call for
service record is procedural for serving as the only form of documentation.
The city contends that the only source document for these unfounded
investigations is the CAD log (call for service record) created during the
officer’s initial investigation. The city argues that it has provided ample
justification to support that an investigation took place, and provided
examples of other agency-generated cases referred to the Rialto Police
Department, which the SCO allowed as partially-investigated SCAR
cases. The city is seeking full reimbursement for investigative costs related
to these SCAR cases determined to be partially investigated. The city
maintains that there is sufficient information documented in the CAD logs
to show that an investigation occurred and, therefore, costs should be
allowable.
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For this particular component, the reimbursable activity is to complete an
investigation “for purposes of”’ [emphasis added] preparing an SS 8583
Report Form. The documentation provided does not support that the city
prepared a written report to document the findings of the interviews.
Although unfounded reports are not filed with the DOJ, one of the
reimbursable activities in this cost component is making a report of the
findings of the interviews. The city asserts that the no formal reports are
written for unfounded cases. During our interviews conducted on
November 29 and 30, 2018, with Captain William Wilson and Crime
Analyst Jennifer Krutak, we requested that the city provide a copy of the
city’s policies and procedures (Police Report Manual) for the audit period
to support the city’s position that cases with a call disposition of
unfounded or necessary action taken do not require a written police report
to be completed.

The city has yet to provide the requested documentation. Therefore, the
city has not provided sufficient source documentation to show that these
SCAR cases, which were determined to be partially investigated, warrant
full investigative reimbursement costs. The SCO is unable to rely upon the
CAD log (call for service records) as adequate source documentation to
support eligible reimbursable costs. Therefore, the city’s request for
investigation time for cases with a call disposition of “unfounded” or
“necessary action taken,” with only a CAD log as supporting
documentation, is unsupported and unallowable. As a result, the
reimbursable costs allowed for these partially investigated SCAR cases
remains unchanged.

Time Increment — Fully Investigated

The city asserts that the SCO included the time increment of reviewing the
SS 8572 Form as part of the 2.24 hours of allowable investigation time for
other agency-generated SCARS that were fully investigated. However,
this is an inaccurate statement. The SCO did not include the time
increment of reviewing the SS 8572 Form as part of the 2.24 hours of
allowable investigation time for other agency-generated SCARs that were
fully investigated because the time increment to review the SS 8572 Form
was not claimed. The city is requesting that the SCO allow the time
increment of 2.24 hours of investigation time for other agency-generated
cases and 17.5 minutes (0.29 hours) to review the SS 8572 Forms for the
other agency-generated SCARs that were fully investigated. The city did
not claim costs for reviewing the SS 8572 Forms or time associated with
performing this activity. Therefore, the city’s request to allow 17.5
minutes (0.29 hours) to review the SS 8572 Forms for the other agency-
generated cases is out of scope for this audit and is unallowable. As a
result, there is no impact on the costs claimed, and therefore, nothing to
“restore.”

Time Increment — Partially Investigated

For SCAR cases where a full initial investigation was not performed,
preliminary investigative activities did occur. Therefore, the SCO
conducted interviews with Police Officers to determine the time associated
with reviewing a SS 8572 Form for SCARs that were partially
investigated. The city disagrees with the time increment of 16 minutes
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FINDING 3—
Unallowable salaries
and benefits —
Reporting to the State
Department of
Justice: Forwarding
the SS 8583 Report
Forms to the
Department of Justice
cost component

(0.27 hours) for a Police Officer classification to review a SS 8572 Form
for SCARs that were partially investigated. For the cases that were
determined not to have been fully investigated, the SCO determined that
it would be reasonable to allow time spent conducting a partial initial
investigation, to review the referral. The city contends that the time was
based on officer interviews conducted that resulted in a combined average
of 17.5 minutes (0.29 hours). The SCO conducted interviews with Police
Officers on November 27 and 28, 2018, which resulted in the following:

e Police Officer 1 — takes 10 minutes to review a SS 8572 Form

e Police Officer 2 — takes 20 to 25 minutes to review a SS 8572 Form

Based on our interviews, we determined that 16 minutes (0.27 hours) to
review a SS 8572 Form is allowable for SCARs that were partially
investigated. As a result, the city’s request to apply the time increment of
17.5 minutes (0.29 hours) to review SS 8572 Forms is unsupported and
unallowable.

The city claimed $195,719 in salaries and benefits for the Forwarding the
SS 8583 Report Forms to the Department of Justice cost component during
the audit period. During testing, we found that $38,875 is allowable and
$156,844 is unallowable. Costs claimed are unallowable because the city
misinterpreted the program’s parameters and guidelines. As a result, the
city estimated and overstated the number of hours spent performing the
mandated activity, and neglected to base costs on the actual number of
eligible SS 8583 report forms that were prepared and submitted to the
DOJ.

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted
salaries and benefits costs related to the Forwarding the SS 8583 Report
Forms to the Department of Justice cost component for the audit period:

Fiscal Amount Amount Audit
Year Claimed Allowable Adjustment

1999-2000 $ 11,747 $ 2,257 $ (9,490)

2000-01 12,157 2,314 (9,843)
2001-02 12,975 2,481 (10,494)
2002-03 10,169 2,018 (8,151)
2003-04 16,110 3,070 (13,040)
2004-05 20,274 3,841 (16,433)
2005-06 19,367 3,703 (15,664)
2006-07 18,121 3,391 (14,730)
2007-08 11,687 2,199 (9,488)
2008-09 17,361 3,229 (14,132)
2009-10 15,811 2,912 (12,899)
2010-11 18,888 3,476 (15,412)
2011-12 11,052 3,984 (7,068)
Total $195,719  $ 38,875 $ (156,844)
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Number of SS 8583 Forms Forwarded to the DOJ
Claimed

For the audit period, the city claimed the SCAR case count totals in the
city’s SCAR summary document. The SCAR summary document
identifies the total number of SCAR cases that the city worked on during
each fiscal year of the audit period. For FY 1999-2000 through
FY 2001-02, the number of SCAR cases identified in the SCAR summary
document was based on estimates.

From FY 1999-2000 to FY 2001-02, the city was transitioning to new
dispatch and records management systems that did not capture all of the
SCAR cases. For FY 2002-03 through FY 2011-12, the city determined
the SCAR case counts by querying both the CAD System and the RMS.
The city used the total number of SCAR cases in the SCAR summary
document to compute the claimed costs for the Cross-reporting
(Finding 1), Completing an Investigation (Finding 2), and Forwarding
Reports to the DOJ (Finding 3) cost components.

Allowable

This component provides reimbursement for costs associated with
preparing and submitting the SS 8583 form to the DOIJ for every case in
which the Rialto Police Department investigated known or suspected child
abuse or severe neglect, and which it determined to be substantiated or
inconclusive.

Our audit found that the SCAR case count totals in the SCAR summary
document were inaccurate counts to use for this cost component. The
SCAR summary document included cumulative totals of all SCARs that
the Rialto Police Department worked on during the audit period. The
SCAR summary document included cases of known or suspected child
abuse or severe neglect that were determined to be unfounded after the
Rialto Police Department investigated them; cases that were only partially
investigated (only the referral was reviewed); and non-mandate-related
cases.

During the course of the audit, the city was unable to access historical
electronic records for an extended period of time due to a system upgrade.
There was a lack of time and staffing to search the master case files
(electronic and paper) for each record to retrieve a copy of the SS 8583
Report Form. Consequently, we requested and the city was able to provide
detailed SCAR case listings for FY 2003-04, FY 2007-08, and FY 2010-
11. We worked with the city to devise a reasonable methodology for
approximating the number of LEA-generated SCARs and non-mandate-
related cases for each fiscal year to exclude from the total population. We
calculated a weighted average based on the results of our testing.

For testing purposes, we judgmentally selected a non-statistical sample
from the SCAR case listings by selecting every fourth case until a sample
size of 20% was attained, totaling 151 SCAR cases (66 out of 328 in
FY 2003-04, 37 out of 186 in FY 2007-08, and 48 out of 242 in
FY 2010-11) out of 756 to review. Based on our review of the FY 2003-
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04 SCAR cases, we found that of the 66 cases sampled, 13 were non-
mandate-related and 53 were mandate-related; of the 53 mandate-related
SCAR cases, 27 were LEA-generated and 26 were other agency-
generated. For FY 2007-08, we found that of the 37 cases sampled, five
were non-mandate-related and 32 were mandate-related; of the 32
mandate-related SCAR cases, 14 were LEA-generated and 18 were other
agency-generated. For FY 2010-11, we found that of the 48 cases sampled,
eight were non-mandate-related and 40 were mandate-related; of the 40
mandate-related SCAR cases, 22 were LEA-generated and 18 were other
agency-generated.

Number of SCARs — LEA-generated

We calculated a weighted average using the total number of LEA-
generated SCAR cases, totaling 63 (27 for FY 2003-04, 14 for FY 2007-
08, and 22 for FY 2010-11). We divided this amount by the number of
mandate-related SCAR cases, totaling 125 (53 for FY 2003-04, 32 for FY
2007-08, and 40 for FY 2010-11). The weighted average of LEA-
generated SCAR cases for these fiscal years was 50.40%. The weighted
average of non-mandate-related cases was 17.22%. We applied the
weighted average percentage of 17.22% (non-mandate-related SCAR
cases) to the total number of SCAR cases claimed by fiscal year to
calculate the total number of non-mandate-related SCAR cases. We
subtracted the total number of non-mandate-related SCARs from the total
number of SCARs claimed to calculate the number of mandate-related
SCAR cases by fiscal year. We applied the weighted average percentage
of 50.40% (LEA-generated SCAR cases) to the total number of mandate-
related SCAR cases by fiscal year to calculate the total number of
mandate-related SCAR cases that were LEA-generated. These
calculations allowed us to determine the total allowable number of LEA-
generated SCAR cases.

To determine the total number of LEA-generated SCAR cases that were
determined to be substantiated or inconclusive, we calculated a weighted
average. We used the total number of LEA-generated SCAR cases that
were determined to be substantiated or inconclusive, totaling 50 (22 for
FY 2003-04, 12 for FY 2007-08, and 16 for FY 2010-11). We divided this
amount by the number of LEA-generated cases, totaling 63 (27 for
FY 2003-04, 14 for FY 2007-08, and 22 for FY 2010-11). The weighted
average of LEA-generated SCAR cases that were determined to be
substantiated or inconclusive for these fiscal years was 79.37%. We
applied 79.37% to the allowable number of LEA-generated SCAR cases
to determine the allowable number of SS 8583 forms prepared and
submitted to the DOJ.

After performing these calculations, we determined that 1,125 LEA-
generated SCAR cases (out of 3,396 total SCAR cases) were determined
to be substantiated or inconclusive after the Rialto Police Department
investigated them during the audit period. Therefore, the allowable
number of LEA-generated SCAR cases that were substantiated or
inconclusive for the audit period totals 1,125.
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The following table summarizes the total claimed, non-mandate-related
and mandate-related cases; the percent of LEA-generated SCARs and the
allowable number of LEA-generated SCARs; the percent of SS 8583
forms that were LEA-generated and the allowable number of SS 8583
forms that were LEA-generated; and the audit adjustment per fiscal year:

Claimed Non-mandate- Allowable Percent of Allowable
Number of related Mandate- Percent of Number of SS 8583 Forms SS 8583 Forms
SCARs Cases related LEA-generated LEA-generated Prepare/Submit Prepare/Submit Audit
Fiscal Investigated 17.22% Cases SCARs SCARs LEA-Generated LEA-Generated Adjustment
Year @ (b)=(a*1722% () =(@)-(b) @ @) =()* ® @=©)*7937% (M)=(2)-(a
1999-2000 249 43 206 50.40% 104 79.37% 83 (166)
2000-01 257 44 213 50.40% 107 79.37% 85 (172)
2001-02 265 46 219 50.40% 110 79.37% 87 (178)
2002-03 224 39 185 50.40% 93 79.37% 74 (150)
2003-04 326 56 270 50.40% 136 79.37% 108 (218)
2004-05 319 55 264 50.40% 133 79.37% 106 (213)
2005-06 314 54 260 50.40% 131 79.37% 104 (210)
2006-07 293 50 243 50.40% 122 79.37% 97 (196)
2007-08 186 32 154 50.40% 78 79.37% 62 (124)
2008-09 256 44 212 50.40% 107 79.37% 85 (171)
2009-10 223 38 185 50.40% 93 79.37% 74 (149)
2010-11 242 42 200 50.40% 101 79.37% 80 (162)
2011-12 242 42 200 50.40% 101 79.37% 80 (162)
Total 3,396 585 2,811 1,416 1,125 2,271

Number of SCARs — Other Agency-Generated

We calculated a weighted average using the total number of other agency-
generated SCAR cases, totaling 30 (12 for FY 2003-04, 14 for
FY 2007-08, and four for FY 2010-11). We divided this amount by the
number of mandate-related SCAR cases, totaling 125 (53 for FY 2003-04,
32 for FY 2007-08, and 40 for FY 2010-11). The weighted average of
other agency-generated SCAR cases for these fiscal years was 24.00%.
The weighted average of non-mandate-related cases was 17.22%. We
applied the weighted average percentage of 17.22% (non-mandate-related
cases) to the total number of SCAR cases claimed by fiscal year to
calculate the total number of non-mandate-related SCAR cases. We
subtracted the total number of non-mandate-related SCARs from the total
number of SCARs claimed to calculate the number of mandate-related
SCAR cases by fiscal year. We applied the weighted average percentage
of 24.00% (other agency-generated SCAR cases) to the total number of
mandate-related SCAR cases by fiscal year to calculate the number of
mandate-related SCAR cases that were other agency-generated. These
calculations allowed us to determine the total allowable number of other
agency-generated SCAR cases.

We then calculated a weighted average of the total number of other
agency-generated SCAR cases that were determined to be substantiated or
inconclusive. We used the number of other agency-generated SCAR cases
that were determined to be substantiated or inconclusive, totaling 23 (eight
for FY 2003-04, 12 for FY 2007-08, and three for FY 2010-11). We
divided this amount by the number of other agency-generated cases,
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totaling 30 (12 for FY 2003-04, 14 for FY 2007-08, and four for
FY 2010-11). The calculated weighted average of other agency-generated
SCAR cases that were determined to be substantiated or inconclusive for
these fiscal years was 76.67%. We applied 76.67% to the allowable
number of other agency-generated SCAR totals to determine the allowable
number of SS 8583 forms prepared and submitted to the DOJ.

After performing these calculations, we determined that 517 other agency-
generated SCAR cases (out of 3,396 total SCAR cases) were determined
to be substantiated or inconclusive after the Rialto Police Department
investigated them during the audit period. Therefore, the allowable
number of other agency-generated SCAR cases that were substantiated or
inconclusive for the audit period totals 517.

The following table summarizes the total claimed, non-mandate-related
and mandate-related cases; the percent of other agency-generated SCARs
and the allowable number of other agency-generated SCARs; the percent
of other agency-generated SS 8583 forms and the allowable number of
other agency-generated SS 8583 forms that were prepared and submitted
to the DOJ; and the audit adjustment per fiscal year:

Claimed Non-mandate- Allowable Percent of Allowable
Number of related Mandate- Percent of Other Number of Other SS 8583 Forms  SS 8583 Forms
SCARs Cases related  Agency-generated Agency-generated Prepare/Submit Prepare/Submit Audit
Fiscal Investigated 17.22% Cases SCARs SCARs Other Agency  Other Agency  Adjustment
Year (@ (b)=(a)*17.22% (c)=(a)-(b) @ ©)=()* @D ® @=()*76.67% (M=(g)-(@
1999-2000 249 43 206 24.00% 49 76.67% 38 (211)
2000-01 257 44 213 24.00% 51 76.67% 39 (218)
2001-02 265 46 219 24.00% 53 76.67% 41 (224)
2002-03 224 39 185 24.00% 44 76.67% 34 (190)
2003-04 326 56 270 24.00% 65 76.67% 50 (276)
2004-05 319 55 264 24.00% 63 76.67% 48 (271)
2005-06 314 54 260 24.00% 62 76.67% 48 (266)
2006-07 293 50 243 24.00% 58 76.67% 44 (249)
2007-08 186 32 154 24.00% 37 76.67% 28 (158)
2008-09 256 44 212 24.00% 51 76.67% 39 (217)
2009-10 223 38 185 24.00% 44 76.67% 34 (189)
2010-11 242 42 200 24.00% 48 76.67% 37 (205)
2011-12 242 42 200 24.00% 48 76.67% 37 (205)

Total 3,396 585 2,811 673 517 2,879

Time Increments
Claimed

The city claimed between 59 minutes (0.98 hours) and 1.04 hours per case
for a Police Officer classification to write, prepare, and forward written
reports and between six and seven minutes (0.11 hours to 0.12 hours) for
a Sergeant classification to review and approve written reports. These time
increments were included in the Forwarding the SS 8583 Report Forms to
the Department of Justice cost component, although they should have been
claimed under the Complete an Investigation for Purposes of Preparing the
SS 8583 Report Form cost component. We informed the city of this
discrepancy during the audit, as discussed in Finding 2.
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Allowable

As a result of the time increments for this cost component being allocated
to the Complete an Investigation for Purposes of Preparing the SS 8583
Report Form cost component, we needed to determine the time increments
associated with preparing and submitting the SS 8583 forms to DOJ. We
interviewed a Police Records Supervisor and a Police Records Assistant I1
from the Rialto Police Department to obtain an understanding of the city’s
processes for preparing and submitting the SS 8583 forms to the DOJ.
Based on our discussions with Police Department staff members, we
determined that it takes a Police Officer classification 24 minutes (0.40
hours) ATI to prepare a SS 8583 form and a Police Records Assistant I/1I
classification seven minutes (0.12 hours) ATI to submit a SS 8583 form to
the DOJ. We determined that the allowable ATIs for these classifications
to prepare and submit the SS 8583 forms to the DOJ total 0.52 hours.

Hours Adjustment

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted
hours based on the adjustments made to the number of SS 8583 forms
submitted to the DOJ and the allowable ATIs to prepare and submit each
SS 8583 form to the DOJ for the audit period:

Hours Hours Audit

Fiscal Claimed  Allowable Adjustment

Year (@ () ()=0)-@
1999-2000 282.25 62.92 (219.33)
2000-01 291.91 64.48 (227.43)
2001-02 300.39 66.56 (233.83)
2002-03 24521 56.16 (189.05)
2003-04 377.07 82.16 (294.91)
2004-05 368.98 80.08 (288.90)
2005-06 358.57 79.04 (279.53)
2006-07 338.90 73.32 (265.58)
2007-08 215.14 46.80 (168.34)
2008-09 296.11 64.48 (231.63)
2009-10 257.94 56.16 (201.78)
2010-11 279.91 60.84 (219.07)
2011-12 143.43 60.84 (82.59)
Total 3,755.81 853.84 (2,901.97)

Criteria

The parameters and guidelines (section IV — Reimbursable Activities)
require claimed costs to be supported by source documents. The
parameters and guidelines state, in part:

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

The parameters and guidelines (section IV-B.3.a.2.) allow ongoing
activities related to costs for reporting to the DOJ for the following
reimbursable activities:

2) Forward [SS 8583] reports to the Department of Justice

Prepare and submit to the Department of Justice a report in writing
of every case it investigates of known or suspected child abuse or
severe neglect which is determined to be substantiated or
inconclusive, as defined in Penal Code section 11165.12.
Unfounded reports, as defined in Penal Code section 11165.12, shall
not be filed with the Department of Justice. If a report has previously
been filed which subsequently proves to be unfounded, the
Department of Justice shall be notified in writing of that fact. The
reports required by this section shall be in a form approved by the
Department of Justice (currently form 8583) and may be sent by fax
or electronic transmission. (Penal Code section 11169(a)
(Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 5 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB1241);
Stats. 2011, ch. 468, § 2 (AB 717)); Code of Regulations, Title 11,
section 903; "Child Abuse Investigation Report" Form SS 8583).

This activity includes costs of preparing and submitting an amended
report to DOJ, when the submitting agency changes a prior finding
of substantiated or inconclusive to a finding of unfounded or from
inconclusive or unfounded to substantiated.

Reimbursement is not required for the costs of the investigation
required to make the determination to file an amended report.

The parameters and guidelines (section V.A.1. — Claim Preparation and
Submission — Actual Costs Claims, Direct Cost Reporting) state:

1. Salaries and Benefits

Report each employee implementing the reimbursable activities by
name, job classification, and productive hourly rate (total wages and
related benefits divided by productive hours). Describe the specific
reimbursable activities performed and the hours devoted to each
reimbursable activity performed.

Recommendation

The ICAN Investigation Reports Program was suspended from
FY 2015-16 through FY 2017-18. If the program becomes active again,
we recommend that the city follow the mandated program claiming
instructions and the parameters and guidelines to ensure that claimed costs
include only eligible costs, are based on actual costs, and are properly
supported.

46 215



City of Rialto Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program

City’s Response

FINDING 3 — UNALLOWABLE SALARIES AND BENEFITS —
REPORTING TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE:
FORWARDING THE SS 8583 REPORT FORMS TO THE
DEPARMENT OF JUSTICE COST COMPONENT

As previously discussed in response to Finding 1, the City mentioned
concerns about misstatements made [in] the Draft Audit Report
referencing systems used to query the data examined for this audit as
well as the city’s document availability to which SCO Audit Manager
Lisa Kearney suggested providing revised language to best reflect
systems and available data when responding to the SCO’s official draft
report so that it can be corrected and incorporated into the final report
issued by the SCO.

The following are city’s proposed corrections for Finding 3:

CITY’S PROPOSED CHANGE TO PAGE 24, SECOND
PARAGRAPH, UNDER “CLAIMED” SUBHEADER (changes reflect
the system names queried for this audit; changes from SCO original
language are in bold for ease of identification):

“From FY 1999-2000 to FY 2001-02, the city was transitioning to new
dispatch and records management systems, which did not capture all
of the SCAR cases. For FY 2002-03 through FY 2011-12, the city
determined the SCAR case counts by querying both the Computer
Aided Dispatch (CAD) System and the Records Management
System (RMS). The city used the total number of SCAR cases in the
SCAR summary document to compute the claimed costs for the Cross-
reporting (Finding 1), Completing an Investigation (Finding 2), and
Forwarding Reports to the DOJ (Finding 3) cost components.”

CITY’S PROPSED CHANGE TO PAGE 24, THIRD PARAGRAPH,
UNDER “ALLOWABLE” SUB-HEADER

“In April 2017, the city was asked to begin providing SCAR case listings
for us to randomly select for review. Due to a system upgrade preventing
the city from accessing these historical electronic records, the audit was
set back nearly five months before records could be fully accessed and
submitted to us by the city. In the interest of time and to remain on track
with audit deadlines, we selected FY 2003-04, FY 2007-08, and FY
2010-11 to serve as a representative sample of the audit period. The city
as able to provide detailed SCAR case listings for each of these three
fiscal years. We worked with the city to devise a reasonable
methodology for approximating the number of SS 8583 forms that were
prepared and submitted to the DOJ for the audit period. Both parties
agreed that we would calculate a weighted average based on the results
of our testing as there was insufficient time and staffing to search the
master case file (electronic and paper) for each record to retrieve a copy
of the SS 8583 form.”

CITY’S PROPOSED CHANGE TO POSITION TITLE, PAGE 28,
FIRST PARAGRAPH — Change “Police Records Supervisor II” to
“Police Records Supervisor”
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City request for future consideration:

The city has requested the reclassification of numerous cases that were
determined to be non-mandate related or not fully documented in the
SCO’s Draft Audit Report. If the city’s explanations and evidence
presented in this response have convinced the SCO to reclassify some of
the cases from unallowable to allowable, the City requests that those
corresponding cases found to be allowable be credited appropriate time
under this eligible component Finding 3: Unallowable Salaries and
benefits — Reporting to the State Department of Justice: Forwarding
the SS 8583 Report Forms to the Department of Justice cost
component.

In closing, the City of Rialto would like to reaffirm its position that the
SCO has unjustly denied costs for several mandated activities we believe
have been supported with ample source documentation, time studies,
CAD logs to support officer time to complete an investigation, and staff
interviews.

If agreeable to the SCO, Captain William Wilson will prepare and submit
a declaration to further substantiate the city’s arguments outlined in this
response. Captain Wilson has been employed by the Rialto Police
Department for 17 '2 years, has 27 years of total law enforcement
experience, and has extensive experience in the area of child abuse
investigations.

The intent of submitting the declaration is to offer additional support to
the previously submitted documentation that was reviewed by the SCO
throughout this audit. Per page 3 of the Parameters and Guidelines:

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is
not limited to, worksheets, cost allocation reports (system
generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, training packets,
and declarations. Declarations must include a certification or
declaration stating, “I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury
under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true
and correct,” and must further comply with the requirements of
Code of Civil Procedure section 2015.5. Evidence corroborating the
source documents may include data relevant to the reimbursable
activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal
government requirements. However, corroborating documents
cannot be substituted for source documents.

The City appreciates the opportunity to respond to the SCO’s Draft Audit
Report. We believe we have accurately interpreted and supported our
costs claimed in accordance with claiming instructions and Commission
guidelines. Additional documentation is available should the SCO
determine to reconsider allowable costs and make adjustments to the
findings of this audit.

SCO Comment

The audit adjustment and the recommendation for the forwarding reports
to the DOJ cost component remain unchanged.

We will address the city’s response in the same order that it was presented.

The first complete paragraph on page 41 of this audit report has been
revised per the city’s request.
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FINDING 4—
Overstated indirect
costs

The fourth complete paragraph on page 41 of this audit report has been
revised to reflect minor edits requested by the city.

The position title of “Police Records Supervisor I1,” cited in the draft audit
report, has been amended to “Police Records Supervisor” in the first
paragraph on page 45 of this audit report, per the city’s request.

The audit adjustments and recommendations of this audit report remain
unchanged for the Cross-reporting (Finding 1), Completing an
Investigation (Finding 2), and Forwarding Reports to the DOJ (Finding 3)
cost components. The additional documentation provided with the Draft
Audit response, CAD logs, written crime reports, police officer interviews,
discussions with Captain William Wilson and Crime Analyst Jennifer
Krutak, and documentation obtained throughout the course of the audit
does not provide adequate support for additional time or eligible
reimbursable costs for these cost components.

The city claimed $377,036 in indirect costs for the audit period. During
testing, we found that $105,430 is allowable and $271,606 is unallowable.
Costs claimed are unallowable because the city misinterpreted the
program’s parameters and guidelines and, as a result, overstated its
indirect cost rates for all fiscal years excluding FY 1999-2000, and applied
the indirect cost rates to unallowable salaries.

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted
indirect costs for the audit period:

Fiscal Amount Amount Audit
Year Claimed Allowable Adjustment

1999-2000 $ 16,591 $ 5,098 $ (11,493)

2000-01 18,892 5,151 (13,741)
2001-02 21,512 5,953 (15,559)
2002-03 17,241 4,623 (12,618)
2003-04 29,165 7,937 (21,228)
2004-05 34,240 9,304 (24,936)
2005-06 36,417 10,160 (26,257)
2006-07 32,649 8,903 (23,746)
2007-08 24,515 6,362 (18,153)
2008-09 39,790 9,526 (30,264)
2009-10 35,319 8,971 (26,348)
2010-11 44,258 11,366 (32,892)
2011-12 26,447 12,076 (14,371)
Total $377,036  $105,430 $ (271,606)

Salaries claimed as indirect costs

The city classified various classifications as indirect positions and
allocated the related salary and benefit costs to the indirect cost pool when
computing claimed indirect cost rates. In our analysis, we noted that the
indirect salaries and related benefits claimed as indirect costs might have
included positions that were not indirect. The city provided a worksheet
listing the classifications that it considered to be indirect.
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The following table lists the 42 classifications that the city claimed as
being 100% indirect in its [CRPs at some point during the audit period.
Some of the classifications were claimed every fiscal year, while others

were claimed in only some fiscal years.

Classifications Claimed as Indirect

Administrative Assistant
Administrative Secretary
Accounting Technician

Captain

Crime Analyst

Crime Analyst Assistant
Commander

Corporal

Corporal (Administrative)

Deputy Police Chief

Emergency Dispatcher (Part-time)
Emergency Dispatcher I/I1
Emergency Dispatcher Supervisor
Emergency Services Supervisor
Executive Assistant

Executive Secretary

Information System Analyst

Law Enforcement Technician
Lieutenant

Office Assistant I1

Police Chief

Police Officer (Administrative Duty)
Police Cadet

Police Records Analyst I1

Police Records Assistant I/11

Police Records Supervisor

Police Sergeant

Police Training Sergeant

Police Transcriber

Police Transcriptionist

Property and Evidence Assistant
Senior Accounting Assistant

Senior Community Services Officers (2)
Senior Office Assistant

Senior Office Specialist

Senior Police Records Specialist
Sergeant

Sergeant (Administrative)
Transcriber

Technical Assistant

We identified 16 of the 42 positions as likely not 100% indirect, based on
the nature of the positions and tasks performed. The remaining
classifications are support roles or mostly administrative in nature, and
therefore we accepted the city’s assessment. The positions in question

were the following:

e Crime Analyst

e Crime Analyst Assistant

Emergency Dispatcher (Part-time)
Emergency Dispatcher I/11
Emergency Dispatch Supervisor
Emergency Services Supervisor
Law Enforcement Technician
Lieutenant

Police Cadet

Police Corporal

Police Sergeant

Police Records Assistant II
Property and Evidence Assistant
Senior Community Services Officers

Senior Police Records Specialist
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For these positions, we reviewed the tasks identified on the city’s duty
statements. The duty statements served as a tool for determining an
allocation between direct and indirect duties based on the list of typical
duties performed.

As a general rule, any classification involved in providing specific,
identifiable, and direct services should be considered as a direct labor cost.
Indirect labor costs are those which are not readily identifiable or
assignable to one unit and would typically benefit more than one
department.

Recalculation of Fractional Percentages for Indirect Cost Pool

We analyzed the duties listed on the duty statements for the 16
classifications that we determined to be not 100% indirect. For each
classification, we calculated how many of the duties listed on the duty
statements were indirect and how many were direct. The city requested
that we re-evaluate the duties that were determined to be direct versus
indirect for each of these classifications. The city provided a supplemental
reassessment analysis document identifying 16 classifications and their
associated tasks, with clarifying details of the duties performed. The
supplemental reassessment analysis document was completed using input
provided by the city’s Administrative Support Services Captain, who is
responsible for overseeing all administrative functions of the Rialto Police
Department and who determines how frequently duties will be performed
by personnel as well as assigning responsibilities that may be outside of
the standard duty statement. In addition, the city recalculated the direct
and indirect percentages based on the duty statement tasks identified on
the supplemental reassessment analysis document. Based on our review of
the city’s supplemental reassessment analysis document and discussion
with the city’s Administrative Support Services Captain, we accepted the
city’s recalculated direct and indirect percentages for each of these 16
classifications.

We calculated fractional percentages of indirect labor for each of the 16
classifications. The final determination of the allocation of indirect labor
is as follows:

e Crime Analyst — 85%

e Crime Analyst Assistant — 70%

e Emergency Dispatcher (Part-time) — 94%
e Emergency Dispatcher I/II — 94%

e Emergency Dispatch Supervisor — 90%
e Emergency Services Supervisor — 90%
e Law Enforcement Technician — 80%

e Lieutenant — 90%

e Police Cadet —20%

e Police Corporal — 50%

e Police Sergeant — 60%

e Police Records Assistant IT — 90%
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e Property and Evidence Assistant — 80%
e Senior Community Services Officers — 80%

e Senior Police Records Specialist — 90%
Recalculated Rates

For each fiscal year of the audit period, excluding FY 1999-2000, we
recalculated the indirect cost rates by adjusting the salaries and related
benefits costs allocated into the indirect cost pool based on the final
determination of the allocation of direct and indirect labor ratio for the 16
classifications.

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted
indirect cost rates for the audit period:

Indirect Allowable
Cost Rate Indirect Rate

Fiscal Claimed Cost Rates Difference

Year (a) (b) C©)=®-@
1999-2000 58.50% 58.50% -
2000-01 66.20% 62.29% -3.91%
2001-02 70.10% 66.52% -3.58%
2002-03 66.40% 61.30% -5.10%
2003-04 75.00% 69.96% -5.04%
2004-05 85.20% 79.96% -5.24%
2005-06 89.40% 86.05% -3.35%
2006-07 84.30% 79.54% -4.76%
2007-08 98.40% 88.01% -10.39%
2008-09 107.00% 88.56% -18.44%
2009-10 107.90% 95.69% -12.21%
2010-11 118.80% 105.98% -12.82%
2011-12 118.60% 103.84% -14.76%

Summary of Audit Adjustment

For each fiscal year of the audit period, we recalculated allowable indirect
costs by applying the audited indirect cost rates to the allowable salaries.
We found that the city overstated indirect costs totaling $271,606 for the
audit period ($10,107 related to overstated indirect cost rates and $261,499
related to overstated salaries and benefits in Findings 1, 2, and 3).

Indirect Unallowable
Cost Rate Salaries Total
Fiscal Difference Cost Audit
Year Adjustment  Adjustment Adjustment
1999-2000 $ - $ (11,493) $ (11,493)
2000-01 (323) (13,418) (13,741)
2001-02 (319) (15,240) (15,559)
2002-03 (385) (12,233) (12,618)
2003-04 (571) (20,657) (21,228)
2004-05 (610) (24,326) (24,936)
2005-06 (396) (25,861) (26,257)
2006-07 (532) (23,214) (23,746)
2007-08 (751) (17,402) (18,153)
2008-09 (1,985) (28,279) (30,264)
2009-10 (1,145) (25,203) (26,348)
2010-11 (1,374) (31,518) (32,892)
2011-12 (1,716) (12,655) (14,371)
Total $ (10,107) $(261,499) $(271,606)
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Criteria

The parameters and guidelines (section V.B. — Claim Preparation and
Submission — Indirect Cost Rates) state:

Indirect costs are cost that are incurred for a common or joint purpose...

Compensation for indirect costs is eligible for reimbursement utilizing
the procedure provided in 2 CFR Part 225 (Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) Circular A-87). Claimants have the option of using 10%
of direct labor, excluding fringe benefits, or preparing an Indirect Cost
Rate Proposal (ICRP) if the indirect cost rate exceeds 10%.

If the claimant chooses to prepare an ICRP, both the direct costs (as
defined and described in 2 CFR Part 225, Appendix A and B (OMB
Circular A-87 Attachments A and B) and the indirect costs shall exclude
capital expenditures and unallowable costs (as defined and described in
2 CFR Part 225, Appendix A and B [OMB Circular A-87 Attachments
A and B]. However, unallowable costs must be included in the direct
costs if they represent activities to which indirect costs are properly
allocable.

The distribution base may be (1) total direct costs (excluding capital
expenditures and other distorting items, such as pass-through funds,
major subcontracts, etc.), (2) direct salaries and wages, or (3) another
base which results in an equitable distribution.

In calculating an ICRP, the claimant shall have the choice of one of the
following methodologies:

1. The allocation of allowable indirect costs (as defined and described
in OMB Circular A-87 Attachments A and B) shall be accomplished
by (1) classifying a department’s total costs for the base period as
either direct or indirect, and (2) dividing the total allowable indirect
costs (net of applicable credits) by an equitable distribution base.
The result of this process is an indirect cost rate which is used to
distribute indirect costs to mandates. The rate should be expressed
as a percentage which the total amount of allowable indirect costs
bears to the base selected; or

2. The allocation of allowable indirect costs (as defined and described
in OMB Circular A-87 Attachments A and B) shall be accomplished
by (1) separating a department into groups, such as divisions or
sections, and then classifying the division’s or section’s total costs
for the base period as either direct or indirect, and (2) diving the total
allowable indirect costs (net of applicable credits) by an equitable
distribution base. The result of this process is an indirect cost rate
that is used to distribute indirect costs to mandates. The rate should
be expressed as a percentage which the total amount of allowable
indirect costs bears to the base selected.

Recommendation

The ICAN Investigation Reports Program was suspended from
FY 2015-16 through FY 2017-18. If the program becomes active again,
we recommend that the city follow the mandated program claiming
instructions and the parameters and guidelines to ensure that claimed costs
include only eligible costs, are based on actual costs, and are properly
supported.
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City’s Response

The city did not provide a response to this audit finding.
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Attachment—
City’s Response to Draft Audit Report
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After reviewing the Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program drafi report of
findings issued by the State Controller’s Office (hereinafter, “SCO™) on January 22, 2019, the City of
Rialto (hereinafter, “city™) responds and objects as follows:

FINDING 1 — UNALLOWABLE SALARIES AND BENEFITS - CROSS-REPORTING FROM
LAW ENFORCEMENT TO THE COUNTY WELFARE AND DISTRICT ATTORNEY’S
OFFICE COST COMPONENT

On January 8, 2019, during the audit exit conference call, Captain William Wilson of the City of Rialto
Police Department mentioned concerns he had regarding references and missiatements made of the Draft
Audit Report referencing systems used to query the data examined for this audit as well as the city’s
document availability. SCO Audit Manager Lisa Kearney advised the City of Rialto to submit language
that best reflects the systems and available data when responding to the SCO’s official draft report so that
it can be cotrected and incorporated into the final report issued by the SCO.

The following are city’s proposed corrections for Finding 1:

CITY’S PROPOSED CHANGE TO PAGE 11, SECOND PARAGRAPH, UNDER “CLAIMED” SUB-
HEADER (changes reflect the system names queried for this audit; changes from SCO original language
are in bold for ease of identification).

“From FY 1999-2000 to FY 2001-02, the city was transitioning to mew dispatch and records
management systems, which did not capture all of the SCAR cases. For FY 2002-03 through FY 2011-
12, the city determined the SCAR case counts by querying both the Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD)
System and the Records Management System (RMS). The city used the total number of SCAR cases
in the SCAR summary document to compute the claimed costs for the Cross-reporting (Finding 1),
Completing an Tnvestigation (Finding 2), and Forwarding Reports to the DOJ (Finding 3) cost
components.”

CITY'S PROPOSED CHANGE TO PAGE 12, SECOND PARAGRAPH, UNDER “ALLOWABLE”
SUB-HEADER

“In April 2017, the city was asked to begin providing SCAR case listings for us to randomly select for
review. Due to a system upgrade preventing the city from accessing these historical electronic recotds, the
audit was set back nearly five months before records could be fully accessed and submitted to us by the
city. In the interest of time and to remain on track with audit deadlines, we selected FY 2003-04, FY
2007-08, and FY 2010-11 to serve as a representative sample of the audit period. The city was able to
provide detailed SCAR case listings for each of these three fiscal years. We worked with the city to
devise a reasonable methodology for approximating the number of other agency-generated SCARs and
non-mandate-related cases for each fiscal year to exclude from the total population. Both parties agreed
that we would calculate a weighted average based on the results of our testing as there was insufficient
time and staffing to obtain dstailed SCAR case listings for the remaining years.”
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CITY’S PROPOSED CHANGE TO POSITION TITLE, PAGE 14, FIRST PARTIAL PARAGRAPH —
Change “Police Records Supervisor II” to “Police Records Supervisor”

The following are city’s objections to Finding 1:
CITY’S OPPOSITION TO FINDING 1 - SERGEANT’S REVIEW TIME UNALLOWARBLE

The City claimed time for the Sergeant to review written reports that are cross-reported to the County
Welfare (hereinafter “CPS”) and the District Attorney’s Office (hereinafter “DA”™). According to the draft
report, “reviewing written reports before sending them to CPS and the DA’s office is not a mandate-
related activity. Therefore, costs claimed for the Sergeant to review written reports before sending them to
CPS and the DA’s office are unallowable.”

The City disagrees with this finding as reviewing a written report is:

1) Eligible - Parameters and Guidelines, Section IV.B.3.a.1, allows for “... this activity includes
review of the initial Suspected Child Abuse Report (Form 8572) ... and making a report of the
findings of those interviews, which may be reviewed by a supervisor.”

It is clear from the language of the Parameters and Guidelines that the Commission found report
review a reasonably necessary activity and intended to allow for the reimbursement of supervisor
review time for written reports. Further, nowhere in the Parameters and Guidelines, nor the
Statement of Decision, does it specify what type of document is eligible or ineligible for
supervisor review,

2) Reasonably Necessary - Pursuant to Government Code Section 17557(a) and Section 1183.7(d)
of the Commission’s regulations, a reasonably necessary activity is defined as, “... those activities
necessary to comply with the statutes, regulations and other executive orders found to impose a
state mandated program.”

It is the City’s position, that any written document that is required to be cross-reported as a part of the
child abuse investigation to CPS or the DA satisfies a mandated activity under Section IV.B.3.a.1 and
therefore, should be allowed for reimbursement of claimed costs for sergeant’s review/approval of any
written report for such investigations.

CITY’S OPPOSITION TO FINDING 1 - ALLOWABLE TIME INCREMENT TO SEND REPORT
On November 21, 2018, the SCO conducted interviews with police records staff to inquire on the clerical
steps a Police Recerds Assistant I/II takes to process a written report for the purpose of sending to CPS

and the DA. Employees interviewed identified the following key steps:

1) Pull and process electronic report written by officer

L NIRRT R R,
B S e ——— 1

CITY OF RIALTO - Interagency Child Abuse & Neglect (ICAN) Investigation Reports, Response to SCO Draft Audit Page 2

227




2) Prepare copies of report (per officer instructions) — includes watermarking documents for
confidentiality purposes per California Penal Code 11142-43 prior to release

3) Release documents via fax/email/mail

Discussions immediately following the interviews between the City of Rialto and the SCO yielded an
agreed average of six minutes per activity (steps 1-3 listed above) for a total of 18 minutes to process a
written report to send to CPS and the DA, During subsequent conversations, the SCO reduced the total
amount of time to six minutes stating that only step three involved the activity of physically sending the
report, and therefore, steps one and two did not apply. The SCO has stated during discussions with the
City that the "plain language" of the Parameters and Guidelines, Section IV.B.2.¢.3, says "send a written
report within 36 hours of receiving the information concerning the incident to any agency to which it is
required to make a telephone report under Penal Code Section 11166" strictly limits reimbursement to
sending the report (the physical activity of transmitting the document).

The City disagrees with this interpretation and contends that;

1) Steps one and two are necessary in order to complete step three — the physical act of sending
a report cannot be completed without first pulling it over via the electronic system and processing
the document(s) that will be faxed/emailed/mailed (to include scanning, if applicable, prior to
emailing)

2) Reasonably Necessary - Pursuant to Government Code Section 17557(a) and Section 1183.7(d)
of the Commission’s regulations, a reasonably necessary activity is defined as, “... those
activities necessary to comply with the statutes, regulations and other executive orders found to
impose a state mandated program.”

3) Actual Costs to Completed Mandated Activity - Page 3 of the Parameters and Guidelines
states, “Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the mandated activities.”
Steps one and two (aforementioned paragraph) are actual costs incurred to complete step three,
the physical act of sending the written report.

Therefore, it is the City’s position that all three steps are inclusive of the process to send a written report
to CPS and the DA. Accordingly, the SCO should allow costs fot this activity at 18 minutes for Police
Records Assistant I/1

TINDING 2 - UNALLOWABLE SALARIES AND BENEFITS — REPORTING TO THE STATE
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE: COMPLETE AN INVESTIGATION FOR PURPOSES OF
PREPARING SS 8583 REPORT FORM COST COMPONENT

As previously discussed in response to Finding 1, the City mentioned concerns about misstatements made
of the Draft Audit Report referencing systems used to query the data examined for this audit as well as the
city’s document availability to which SCO Audit Manager Lisa Kearney suggested providing revised
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language to best reflect systems and available data when responding to the SCO’s official draft report so
that it can be corrected and incorporated into the final report issued by the SCO.

The following are city’s proposed corrections for Finding 2:

CITY’S PROPOSED CHANGE TO PAGE 16, SECOND PARAGRAPH, UNDER “CLAIMED” SUB-
HEADER (changes reflect the system names queried for this audit; changes from SCO original language
are in bold for ease of identification);

“From FY 1999-2000 to FY 2001-02, the city was transitioning to mew dispatch and records
management systems, which did not capture all of the SCAR cases. For FY 2002-03 through FY 2011-
12, the city determined the SCAR case counts by querying both the Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD)
System and the Records Management System (RMS). The city used the total number of SCAR cases
in the SCAR summary document to compute the claimed costs for the Cross-reporting (Finding 1),
Completing an Tnvestigation (Finding 2), and Forwarding Reports to the DOJ (Finding 3) cost
components.”

CITY’S PROPOSED CHANGE TO PAGE 17, THIRD PARAGRAPH, UNDER “ALLOWABLE” SUB-
HEADER

“In April 2017, the city was asked to begin providing SCAR case listings fot us to randomly select for
review. Due to a system upgrade preventing the city from accessing these historical electronic records, the
audit was set back nearly five months before records could be fully accessed and submitted to us by the
city. In the interest of time and to remain on track with audit deadlines, we selected FY 2003-04, FY
2007-08, and FY 2010-11 to serve as a representative sample of the audit period. The city was able to
provide detailed SCAR case listings for each of these three fiscal years. We worked with the city to
devise a reasonable methodology for approximating the number of LEA-generated SCARs and non-
mandate-related cases for each fiscal year to exclude from the total population. Both parties agreed that
we would calculate a weighted average based on the results of our testing as there was insufficient time
and staffing to obtain detailed SCAR case listings for the remaining years.”

The following are city’s objections to Finding 2:
CITY’S OPPOSITION TO FINDING 2 —- NUMBER OF SCARS - FULLY INVESTIGATED

The SCO denied investigative costs for all substantiated/inconclusive Law Enforcement Generated
(hereinafter “LEA-gencrated”) cases that were fully investipated for purposes of repotting to the
Department of Justice (hereinafter “DOJ”). The SCO contends that these cases do not qualify for
investigation or reporting writing (including supervisor review) despite the fact that almost 100% of the
LEA-generated cases claimed were founded or inconclusive, therefore, requiring reporting to the DOJ.
The SCO based the denial of costs on the following claiming wording of the Parameters and Guidelines
(Section IV.B.3.a.1):

W
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ii. In the event that the mandated reporter is employed by the same child protective agency
required to investigate and submit the “Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583 or
subsequent designated form to the Department of Justice, pursuant to Penal Code section
11169(a), reimbursement is not required if the investigation required to complete the Form
S8 8572 is also sufficient to make the determination required under section 11169(a), and
sufficient to complete the essential information items required on the Form SS 8583...”

The City of Rialto believes that the denial of all actual, eligible costs for this component violates the
Commission’s intent and denies the City actual, documented costs incurred. The City strongly objects to
this denial of all documented investigative costs for these LEA-generated cases for the following reasons:

1) Claiming instructions, and Parameters and Guidelines, clearly specify that reimbursement is
eligible if the investigation required to report to the DOJ exceeds that which would have been
required simply to complete the SS 8572 form. Rialto police officers conducted extensive
investigations, as supported with actual time logs, which go beyond investigation time needed to
salisfy the S8 8572 completion, thereby making these LEA-generated investigations eligible.

2) Documentation provided in support of other agency-generated cases was allowed by the SCO
while identical documentation to support LEA-generated cases was denied

3) Investigative steps taken by officers were the same in LEA-generated (denied) and other-agency
generated (allowed) investigations

4) City contends it has demonstrated that the investigation level exceeded the base requirements
needed to fill out 2 mandated reporter form (SS 8572) - level of investigation required to fill in
the SS 8572 was ot sufficient to complete the SS 8583 form for DOJ reporting

5) SCO advised the City of Rialto these cases would be allowed at the rate of 1.74 hours per case for
investigative time for all LEA-generated investigations that showed more than one interview of
parties was conducted as of the December 4, 2018, audit status conference call.

The City firmly believes that it has adequately proven, through actual source documents and police staff
interviews outlining investigative procedures, that the level of investigation performed to complete the SS
8583 exceeded that which was needed to cross report to CPS. A significant amount of time is spent to
fully investigate an allegation of child abuse as is demonstrated with officer on-scene time logs, multiple
officers assisting with the investigation, numerous parties being interviewed to determine the outcome of
the allegation, written crime reports, ete. This level of offort would not have been required to simply fill
out the cross reporting form to notify CPS of a suspected child abuse that has not been fully investigated,
and in some instances, where the investigation has not yet begun.

The main objective of cross reporting to CPS (SS 8572) is to make the county aware of the alleged child
abuse in order for CPS to assess if there is potential harm to the alleged victim(s) in the home.
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than "after further review of the parameters and guidelines, the statement of decision, and the
documentation we have to date, it is unclear that an investigation did in fact occur on LEA-generated
cases (white cases)."

The City is aware that all decisions made to allow costs must be supported by the Parameters and
Guidelines and Commission’s Statement of Decision. Therefore, it is difficult to understand how those
very same guidelines used to support the SCO allowing costs for LEA-generated cases on December 4,
2018, also justify denying costs on December 5, 2018. Despite numerous requests for specifics on what
evidence is lacking in our documentation, the SCO has failed to provide them. The City can better assess
the SCO’s position if the SCO can point the City to the specific sections of the Parameters and Guidelines
and Statement of Decision that support their denial along with an explanation of their interpretation of
same language.

The City affirms it has provided actual evidence from CAD logs', written crime reports, officer
interviews, and discussions supported by Captain Wilson and Crime Analyst Jennifer Krutak that actual,
eligible costs were incurred for the reimbursable components including:

o actual officer on-scene time to conduct the preliminary investigation

= number of officers on-scene conducting the preliminary investigation

¢ size and complexity of the written report

» number of parties interviewed including relationship to case and summary of statements

The City contends that all these factors demonstrate that the level of effort and time to conduct an
investigation to complete SS 8583 exceeds that which would have been required to simply gather basic
information to complete SS 8572 mandated reporter form,

Accordingly, it is the City's position that LEA-generated cases, determined to be substantiated or
inconclusive, which have been allowed for forwarding the SS 8583 form to the DOJ (that showed more
than one party was interviewed, as previously agreed to by the SCO on December 4, 2018) should also be
allowed full investigative time, associated report writing time and supervisor review/approval.

CITY’S OPPOSITION TO FINDING 2 ~ NUMBER OF SCARS —~ PARTIALLY INVESTIGATED

The S8CG denied associated investigative costs stating, on page 21 of the draft report, that "the Police
Department began but did not complete or document a full initial investigation" however, did allow time
to review each referral. These reports were investigated by officers and determined to be unfounded.
Because they were unfounded, no formal report was written to document the investigation once the call

' acap log {synonymous for call for service record) is used as a police department’s first form of documentation when an
officer is assigned to handle & patrol investigation. This s an entry to the Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) system which logs
basic information about a call for service: nature of alleged crime, officer assigned to investigation, date/time of call, location(s)
involved, reporting/referring party, disposition of investigation as determined by officer. There is a corresponding CAD log for
every investigation (substantiated/unfounded). Substantiated cases are followed by a formal written crime report in the
Records Management System (RMS). Unfounded cases are closed out in the CAD system with no report to follow.
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for service was closed. The SCO audit analysis spreadsheet identified these records in blue (calls for
service),

The City would like to clarify, for the record, that the police department fully investigates all allegations
of known or suspected child abuse, The SCO’s statement that “a full initial investigation was not
performed” is completely false, contradicts police policies and procedures, and is a violation of California
Penal Code statutes. It is impossible for an officer to determine the case was unfounded without
completing an investigation.

Throughout this audit, there has been disagreement between the City and the SCO on what constitutes
acceptable source documentation to support that an investigation took place in order for costs to be
deemed allowable. The fact that the SCO is unwilling to accept the police department’s call for service
documents as adequate investigative support does not mean that "a full initial investigation was not
performed."

The City explained that the process for documenting an unfounded incident varies significantly from a
substantiated investigation, and the call for service record is procedural for serving as the only form of
documentation. The only source document for these unfounded investigations is the CAD log (call for
service record) created during the officer’s initial investigation.

Despite lengthy review and discussions with police department staff on the procedures for documenting
unfounded incidents in CAD, including confirmation from Support Services Captain William Wilson that
a CAD log for an unfounded incident indicates that a preliminary investigation did, in fact occur, the SCO
concluded to deny investigative costs.

The City disagrees with this conclusion for the following reasons:

1) City produced actual and contemporaneously prepared documents — Per the Parameters and
Guidelines, “a source document is a document created at or near the same time the actual cost
was incurred for the event or activity in question...may include, but are not limited to, employee
time records or time logs...” The City believes the CAD logs provided for review meet this
criteria and:

s are electronic records created at the time the investigation took place

+  are valid source documentation to support investigative costs incurred by the City

s are legal documents produced for Public Records Act and subpoena requests as well as
used for official court purposes

» provide actual officer on-scene time logs (defined as an example in the Commission's
source documentation definition of the Parameters and Guidelines)

2) City provided specific examples to support an investigation occurred — The records originally
determined to be unallowable by the SCO were re-evaluated through a collaborative process in
November 2018. Each unallowed record was discussed in order for the city to present arguments
as to why the record should be allowed for investigation time.
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The City believes it provided ample justification to support that an investigation took place at the
patrol level despite minimal narrative comments contained in the CAD logs. Officer interviews
conducted by the SCO, as well as clarification provided by Captain William Wilson and Crime
Analyst Jennifer Krutak, further explained possible reasons why CAD log narratives would be
minimal or lacking.

The following are examples of cases that were referred by other mandated reporters to the Rialto
Police Department that were allowed for review of referral only but denied for investigation time
(redacted copies of the CAD logs are attached):

Record # 148: CPS referral — mother addicted to meth/not caring for children; officer made
contact with alleged suspect and both children; determined “no signs of any abuse going on in
the house”

Record # 108: CPS referral — allegations of physical abuse/four children in home; officer
comments indicate “advisal only, kids chk’d C4 custody battle between families”; in order for
officer to give an advisal to the family and ascertain there was a custody issue and not abuse,
he would have had to make contact with the subjects in the home (also contacted children
based on comment in call)

Record # 24: CPS referral — mother on drugs/not feeding child/living in filthy conditions;
officer made contact with alleged suspect and child; determined “no signs of neglect”

Record # 44: Hospital referral — child admitted with leg fracture; officer made contact with
parent and doctor; determined “appears to be no sign of child abuse, no bruising, no sign of
abuse, just a fracture”

Record # 64: Hospital referral — child admitted with large bump on head; officer made
contact with child, parent and doctor; determined “it is my opinion that the injury happened
as explained... Dr. Thomas was also in agreement with my findings...I did not see any reason
for CPS notification.”

Although full incident reports were not written for the above investigations, there is still sufficient
information documented in the CAD logs to determine that contact was made with at least one party,
satisfying the investigation requirements of the mandate, proving this activity did take place.

3) City followed Level 2 Investigation accepted by the Commission on State Mandates — The
Rialto Police Department’s practice not to document unfounded investigations of child abuse with
a formal incident report complies with the Commission’s ruling to accept varying levels of
investigation presented by the test claimant, LA County, in the Statement of Decision adopted on
December 6, 2013,

- e
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Pages 24-25 of the Statement of Decision describe three basic types of investigation. In the Level
2 Investigation (most common), “Patrol Officer Investigation, No Child Abuse,” LA County
outlined eight steps for initiating/completing an investigation of child abuse where the outcome
was deemed no child abuse/unfounded:

a. Officer teceives, prints or transcribes child abuse reports (SCARs or calls-for-service)

from the public, cross-reporting agency department, and mandated reporters

Officer processes child abuse report into agency’s tracking system

Officer reviews report and assigns for appropriate follow-up investigation

Patro! officer receives call-for-service and acknowledges call

Patrol officer conducts preliminary interview with child/children

Patrol officer conducts preliminary interviews with parents, siblings, witnesses, and/or

suspect(s)

g. Patrol officer enters findings into agency’s systerns (ends call in computer aided system
and documents findings)

h. Supervising officer reviews investigation findings and approves closure of the report
indicating no child abuse

*it should be noted that step H does not apply to the Rialto Police Department — the patrol

afficer is authorized to close the report in the computer aided system without the supervisor

review using his/her discretion of the proper use of call disposition (unfounded, necessary

action taken, efc.)

o oo o

Steps a — g are the same procedures the Rialio Police Department follows for investigating and
documenting its unfounded allegations of child abuse, where the computer aided dispatch record
serves as the final source document (no written report follows).

A comparison of Level 2 (No Child Abuse) and Level 3 (Reported CACI Investigation)
investigations, Step 7, shows that the only difference is in documentation where a Level 3
investigation (determined to be substantiated or inconclusive) requires an officer to write a report;
this is not required for a Level 2 investigation (unfounded) that ends at the closure of the CAD
call.

In addition to the above, the Parameters and Guidelines, Section IV.B.3.a.1, state that the time to
“Complete an investigation to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse or severe neglect is
unfounded, substantiated or inconclusive” is reimbursable. This activity includes, “...conducting initial
interviews with parents, victims, suspects or witnesses, where applicable, and making a report of the
finding of those inferviews.”

The wording above, "where applicable,” shows that an investigation may or may not require interview
with parties. Although the City of Rialto still affirms that officers contacted at least one party for all
mandate-related cases claimed for investigative costs, to require documented proof that an interview
always occurred contradicts the statement above by the Commission.

M
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The key point to consider is that the Commission only requires that a documentation of the investigative
finding take place at the closure of the call (Level 2 Investigation, Step 7). The officer's call disposition
and/or call notes, however minimal, meet this very objective; the disposition of unfounded reflects the
officer's observations, interviews and overall conclusiens as a result of conducting an investigation. Not
having a detailed narrative report should not nullify reimbursement for the eligible preliminary
investigative procedure.

Accordingly, it is the City’s position that records allowed for review of referral only should be eligible for
full investigative time as the City has provided ample source documentation to support that an nitial
investigation, in compliance with the mandate, occurred. It would be impossible, and negligent, for an
officer to conclude an outcome of unfounded without first contacting involved parties to gather necessary
facts to make a determination of the allegation of abuse. The fact that an unfounded investigation is not
documented identically as a substantiated investigation (allowed by SCO) does not negate that the
investigative activity took place, and therefore, costs should be allowed.

CITY’S OPPOSITION TO FINDING 2 — ALLOWABLE TIME INCREMENTS - PAGE 20

The SCO accepted the City's time study supporting 2.24 hours for completing an initial investigation and
applied this to SCARs allowed for full investigation (673 cases total). The SCO also allowed review of
refertal as this is a mandate activity and believes the time spent to review the referral is inclusive of the
investigation time at 2.24 hours.

The City disagrees with this interpretation for the following reasons:

1) Intake of referral occurs before investigation begins - either by reading SS 8572 submitted by
other mandated reporter or talking to mandated reporter over the phone

2) Officer interviews with SCO indicated review of referral takes place prior to officer being
assigned to handle child abuse investigation

3) Itis clear from the Rialto Police Department Memorandum dated May 22, 2014 (copy attached)
and officer interviews that the time spent to review and log the SCAR referral was not part of the
initial time study documenting investigation time, but is a separate, allowable, activity.

Instructions provided to complete time study were specific to logging time spent to:

a. conduct an investigation

b. write report

c. complete SS 8583 form

d. supervisor review/approval

The City asserts that including the time increment for accepting/reviewing the SCAR referral as part of
the 2.24 hours of allowable time for those cases fully investigated is inappropriate and unfair. A more

. T .,
T R ——
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equitable conclusion is to allow the time increment for accepting/reviewing the SCAR referral to be
added to the 2.24 hours for all cases allowed for investigation (review time plus investigation time).

CITY’S OPPOSITION TO FINDING 2 — ADDITIONAL TIME INCREMENT FOR SCARS — REVIEW
OF REFERRAL ONLY

The SCO determined that 16 minutes is allowable to perform the mandated activity of an officer to review
the Suspected Child Abuse Report (SS 8572 form) referral. This time was based on interviews conducted
with officers whose responses yielded the following:

s Officer | - takes 10 to 15 minutes to review SCAR form (this averages to 13 minutes)
e Officer 2 - takes 20 to 25 minutes to review SCAR form (this averages to 23 minutes)
e combined average to review SCAR form = 17.5 minutes

Based on the above factual data, the City requests that the SCO correct the allowable review of referral
time from 16 minutes to 17.5 minutes based on the combined average determined as a result of the
interview statements provided by both officers.

FINDING 3 — UNALLOWABLE SALARIES AND BENEFITS — REPORTING TO THE STATE
DEPARTMENT OF_JUSTICE: FORWARDING THE SS 8583 REPORT FORMS TO THE
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE COST COMPONENT

As previously discussed in response to Finding 1, the City mentioned concerns about misstatements made
of the Draft Audit Report referencing systems used to query the data examined for this audit as well as the
city’s document availability to which SCO Audit Manager Lisa Kearney suggested providing revised
language to best reflect systems and available data when responding to the SCO’s official draft report so
that it can be corrected and incorporated into the final report issued by the SCO.

The following are city’s proposed corrections for Finding 3:

CITY’S PROPOSED CHANGE TO PAGE 24, SECOND PARAGRAPH, UNDER “CLAIMED” SURB-
HEADER (changes reflect the system names queried for this audit; changes from SCO original language
are in bold for ease of identification):

“From FY 1999-2000 to FY 2001-02, the city was transitioning to new dispatch and records
management systems, which did not capture all of the SCAR cases. For FY 2002-03 through FY 2011-
12, the city determined the SCAR case counts by querying both the Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD)
System and the Records Management System (RMS). The city used the total number of SCAR cases
in the SCAR summary document to computer the claimed costs for the Cross-reporting (Finding 1),
Completing an Investigation (Finding 2), and Forwarding Reports to the DOJ (Finding 3) cost
components.”

CITY’S PROPOSED CHANGE TO PAGE 24, THIRD PARAGRAPH, UNDER “ALLOWABLE” SUB-
HEADER

m
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“In April 2017, the city was asked to begin providing SCAR case listings for us to randomly select for
review. Due to a system upgrade preventing the city from accessing these historical electronic records, the
audit was set back nearly five months before records could be fully accessed and submitted to us by the
city. In the interest of time and to remain on track with audit deadlines, we selected FY 2003-04, FY
2007-08, and FY 2010-11 to serve as a representative sample of the audit period. ‘The city was able to
provide detailed SCAR case listings for each of these three fiscal years. We worked with the city to
devise a reasonable methodology for approximating the number of S8 8583 forms that were prepared and
submitted to the DOJ for the audit period. Both parties agreed that we would calculate a weighted average
based on the results of our testing as there was insufficient time and staffing to search the master case
files (electronic and paper) for each record to retrieve a copy of the SS 8583 form.”

CITY’S PROPOSED CHANGE TO POSITION TITLE, PAGE 28, FIRST PARAGRAPH — Change
“Police Records Supervisor I1” to “Police Records Supervisor”

City request for future consideration:

The city has requested the reclassification of numerous cases that were determined to be non-mandate
related or not fully documented in the SCO’s Draft Audit Report. If the city's explanations and evidence
presenfed in this response have convinced the SCO to reclassify some of the cases from unallowable to
allowable, the City requests that those corresponding cases found to be allowable be credited appropriate
time under this eligible component Finding 3: Unallowable Salaries and benefits — Reporting to the
State Department of Justice: Forwarding the SS 8583 Report Forms to the Department of Justice
cost component.

In closing, the City of Rialto would like to reaffirm its position that the SCO has unjustly denied costs for
several mandated activities we believe have been supported with ample source documentation, time
studies, CAD logs to support officer time to complete an investigation, and staff interviews,

If agreeable to the SCO, Captain William Wilson will prepare and submit a declaration to further
substantiate the city’s arguments outlined in this response. Captain Wilson has been employed by the
Rialte Police Department for 17 % years, has 27 years of total law enforcement experience, and has
extensive experience in the area of child abuse investigations.

The intent of submitting the declaration is to offer additional support to the previously submitted
documentation that was reviewed by the SCO throughout this audit. Per page 3 of the Parameters and
Guidelines:

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost
allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, training packets, and
declarations. Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, “T certify (or declare)
under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and
correct,” and must further comply with the requirements of Code of Civil Procedure section
2015.5. Bvidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to the

T TR,
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reimbursable activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government
requirements. However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents.

The City appreciates the opportunity to respond to the SCO’s Draft Audit Report. We believe we have
accurately interpreted and supported our costs claimed in accordance with claiming instructions and
Commission guidelines. Additional documentation is available should the SCO determine to reconsider
allowable costs and make adjustments to the findings of this audit.

et
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ATTACHMENTS IN SUPPORT OF
CITY OF RIALTO
INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE & NEGLECT (ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS

RESPONSE TO SCO DRAFT AUDIT

e S e ———
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Call Number

100725-0147

RIALTO POLICE DEPARTMENT

Printed:

01/27/2018 03:41 PM

_
END

[067/29/2010 1
Cross streets:
Geo Comment:

7:05:45 . pos.

RP W. CPS REQ WELCL ON 1 YO LIVING AT LOC W. MOTHER
TO 1 YO POSS NOT FEEDING CHILD AND LIVING IN FILTHY
STEALING MONEY FRM ELDERY FATHER

I BFA MOTHER
858 DOING METH AND

RP WAS OUT AT LOC ON 7/18 TODAY AND FEMALE AT LOC REFUSED TO ALLOW CPS TO CHECK ON
THE CHILD AND ADVSD THAT

uTl

WELCK ON 1 YO FEMALE _- I BF)
Location Comment
Geo Comment: POSTED PC602K

Department Numbers

. Department " | | Dept Number | uni€lD. |
3609 100728-00122 P30G

Call Dispositions

; Date - Time - |1 Disposition- | Unit Id

2010/07/29 19:30:10.3NECESSARY ACTION TAKEN

WAS NOT AT THE LOCATION AND APPEARED TO BE

Call Log
Unit- | Status | Date - Time | Dept | Type |Comments | officers. - |ods:
P30G ENR 7/29/2010 18:58:17 3609 POL FAVE, 0.0
P21G ENR 7/29/2010 18:58:19 3609 POL FAVE, 0.0
P30G ONS 7/29/2010 19:01:24 3608 POL FAVE, 0.0
P21G ONS 7/20/2010 19:04:02 3609 POL FAVE, 0.0
P21G COM 7/20/2010 19:30:10 3609 POL  COM 0.0
P30G COM 7/20/2010 19:30:10 3609 POL  COM 0.0
‘ Unit _Dept. | DIS.  _ENR “ONS. (LEF | ARR ©BUS REM . COM
P21G 3609 18:58:19  19:04:02 19:30:10
P30G 3609 18:68:17 19:01:24 19:30:10
Page 3 of 5
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RIALTO POLICE DEPARTMENT

Call Number 100729-0147 Printed:  01/27/2018 03:41 PM
Unit Log
Date-Time . -~ - | Dept | Unit | PfficerID - |Action = - . [Comiments |
7/20/2010 18:50:56 3609 P21G - Change Patrol Patrol SEC 2, —
RIALTO
712012010 19:00:09 3609  P30G _— Change Patrol - Patrol 3 |
RIALTO

Call Persons

Category “|Last Name | EirstName - -] Middie Name: | Suffix| Crim Hist | RMS Alerts |
Race |Sex |Ethnic| Height| Weight| Age . ]DOB.-~ | OLN - |
Clothing. - - ] Demeanior = |
Relationship . .°~ . Hair Golor - | Eye Clr | Complexion |
Business Name.~ | Description:-
Location -~ i AptiSte | Flrisldlclgy | sT]zIP | phone .~ - |
| ] 7 |
F 32 [ CA
Call Subject Statistics
Question | Answer - |
Category -[Last Name : __| FirstName: - | Middle Name . | Suffix| Crim Hist:| RMS Alerts
Race ISex |Ethn|c| elgh | weight| Age - |DOB-- .| OLN ] |
Clothing n DPemeanor . |
Refatnonshlp_ : ] Hair Color | Eyé CIr -~ | Gompiexion |
Business Namie:. | Deseription - - |
Location - | AptiSte - | ElnBld{City . - ] sT]ziP. . | Phore. |
a O
0 0 CA
Call Subject Statistics
Question Answer
Page 4 of 5
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RIALTO POLICE DEPARTMENT
Call Number 100829-0102 Printed:  01/27/2018 04:24 PM

..-||,|.|,||"”r|1|,|||,”||
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RIALTO POLICE DEPARTMENT
Call Number 100829-0102 Printed:  01/27/2018 04:24 PM

I '|| II||||||||‘ ll

[08/29/2010 13:22:30 : pos1 :M]
PER 810 UNIT NEEDS TO R TO MONTCLAIR HOSPITAL

[08/29/2010 13:18:34 : pos1 SN
JUVIE IN ER D # FATHER : |

JUVIE 2YOA
Location Comment

Department Numbers
{Department |  DeptNumber-~ - | { UnitID . |
3609 100829-00082 P10D

Call Dispositions
Date - Titwe | . Disposition . | Unit Id- |
2010/08/29 15:33:19.69NFOUNDED
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RIALTO POLICE DEPARTMENT

Call Number 100829-0102 Printed: 01/27/2018 04:24 PM

Call Log

Unit | status |Date - Time | Dept | Type {Comments | officers " lodo ]

P10D ENR 8/20/2010 13:24:112 3609 POL HST, RIALTO 0.0

P10D LEF 8/28/2010 13:26:068 3609 POL eft Scene, MONTCLAIR 0.0
HOSPTIAL , RIALTO

P10D ONS 8/29/2010 14:08:49 3608 POL  MONTCLAIR HOSPTIAL, 0.0
RIALTO

P10D LEF 8/29/2010 15:00:43 3609 POL  Left Scene, ENRT CITY, 0.0
RIALTO

P10D COM 8/29/2010 15:33:19 3609 POL  COM 0.0

: “Unit ‘Dept . | DIS [ 'ENR . ONS LEF - T ARR- ["BUS {'REM ' COM

P10D 3609 13:24:12  14:08:49 13:26.06 15:33:19

Page 4 of 5

254




RIALTO POLICE DEPARTMENT

Call Number 100829-0102 Printed: 01/27/2018 04:24 PM

Call Persons

Category [Last Name . .| First Name. .. .| Middle Name _| Suffix| Crim Hist | RMS Alerts .|

Race |Sex ‘|Ethnic| Height| Weight| Age * |DOB._.- | OLN. i T

Clothing - y Demeanor |

Relationship ] Hair Color. | Eye Clr .| Complexion- |
Busingss Nane .- | Description = 7 - |
Location | Aptiste | ElrBid|City o ] st]zIP { Phone- |

. I 5] |
M 0 [ | CA

Call Subject Statistics
Question' _ |

Answer . I
Category [Last Name | First Name | Middle Name | Suffix Crim Hist | RMS Alerts I
Race |Sex |Ethnic|Height| Weight| Age:  |DOB: . | OLN: ] |
Clothing - - a Demeanor |
Relationship o Halr Color - | Eye Cir_ | Complexion |
Business Name | Description’ - |
Location © - © | Aptiste. | FirBld|City = - | sT)ZIP | Phohe _}
O O
0 0 ] CA
Call Subject Statistics
Question” _ | Answer

Call References

Reference_Type Reference RelatedCalls
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RIALTO POLICE DEPARTMENT
Call Number 100927-0233 Printed: 01/27/2018 05:13 PM

[09/27/2010 21:13:59 : P40G |
ER FOR FURTHER DIAGNOSIS. EF WAS VERY COOPERATIVE AND CALM. [l wAs VERY
RESPONSIVE AND DID NOT APP

09/27/2010 21:13:14 : P0G |
TOOK 1MTHEIR PERSONAL DOCTOR, N /O ADVISED

TO THE

[09/27/2010 21:12:26 : P40G ]
TODAY AND NOTICED THAT HER EYES LOOKED VERY DROOPY AND TIRED. THEN - NOTICED A
LARGE BUMP ON HEAD

[09/27/2010 21:11:54 : P40G ]

| CONTACTmMOTHER, I~ THE HOSPITAL. [l TOLD ME THAT SHE

PICKED UP SCHOOL

09/27/2010 21:10:58 : P40G |
DID NOT TELL ANYONE ABOUT THE INC.

[09/27/2010 21:10:36 : P40G

HER COUSIN PUSHED_ AND I HIT HER HEAD ON THE cLOSET DooR. [ FEL7

DIZZY AND LAID DOWN.

[09/27/2010 21:10:01 : P40G
WITH HER COUSINS WAS IN THE CLOSET WITH HER COUSIN AND TRIED TO GET HER OFF A
HIGH AREA INTHE C

[09/27/2010 21:09:02 : P40G ]
| SPOKE WITH AT THE HOSPITAL. S8HE TOLD ME THAT SHE WAS AT HER AUNTS HOUSE,

) DAY PLAYING

[09/27/2010 21:08:17 : P40G |
HE STATED THAT IT DID NOT LOOK LIKE |l HAD BEEN STRUCK WITH A BLUNT OBJECT.

[09/27/2010 21:07:36 : P40G ]
POLICE TO KNOW ABOUT THE INCIDENT. DR [Jli] STATED THAT THERE WAS BLEEDING UNDER
THE SCALP AND DRAINED SOME OF IT

[09/27/2010 21:06:59 : P40G
CONTACTED DR U AT HOSPITAL. HE STATED THAT HE DID NOT SUSPEGCT ANY

SUSP CIRCS BU
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RIALTO POLICE DEPARTMENT

Call Number 100927-0233 Printed: 01/27/2018 05:13 PM

Call Persons

kst .| Middle Name | Suffix] Crim Hist.| RMS Alerts |
Race [Sex |Ethnic|Hatght] Weight| Age - | DOB ] oLN" : |

Clothing .~ | Demeanior - I
Relationship | Hair Color -| Eye CIr | Complexion |
Business Name. Description .- .|
Location. - AptiSte | FiriBld]City. | sTlzip - | Phone: - : |
N I & D
F 0 | CA
Call Subject Statistics
Quiestion . | Answer

Call References

Reference : Type Reference Related_calls
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RIALTO POLICE DEPARTMENT
MEMORANDUM

TO: Patrol Sergeants
FROM: Jennifer Krutak, Crime Analyst
SUBJECT: State Mandated Cost Recovery, Child Abuse Reporting

DATE: May 22,2014

Each year, the department is required to submit detailed statistics in support of vatious
reimbursement claims submitted to the State. The State recently finalized parameters to be used
for the Child Abuse & Neglect section added. All agencies are required to provide data going
back to 1999 and must submit supporting time logs related to the injtial investigation/contact
with vietim, report writing and report approval. Since it is not feasible to provide time logs for all
prior fiscal years, we are required to complete a 30-day time study which will then be used to
calculate annual average time spent for current and prior years.

The following are the categories that allow for reimbursement on the attached forms:

¢ Initial Investigation: time spent gathering necessary facis to conduct an investigation
“to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse or severe neglect is unfounded,
substantiated or inconclusive” — use time log for process “Child Abuse Investigation”

* Report Writing: drafting (includes dictation), reviewing and editing of incident reports
before submitting to supervisor; this includes time spent by officer to review transcribed
report — use time log for process “Child Abuse Report Prep”

¢ Filling Out Form SS 8583: time spent to fill out State Form SS 8583 (and/or subsequent
DOJ forrm) ~ use time log for process “Child Abuse Report Prep”

¢ Report Review: time spent by supervisor to approve officer’s report and Form SS 8583
—use time log for process “Child Abuse Report (SS 8593) Review & Approve”

Investigations for the following should all be included: physical, mental, and sexual abuse; child
neglect; child endangerment; child pornography.

Time logs are to be filled out by all employees that are involved in any of the above steps during
the period 05/25/14 — 06/21/14. Please have completed time logs turned into CAU no later
than Wednesday, June 25, 2014,
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State Controller’s Office
Division of Audits
Post Office Box 942850
Sacramento, CA 94250

http://www.sco.ca.gov
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South Lake Tahoe Police Department

Organizational Chart

Police Chief

Operations Lieutenant

Patrol Sergeants (5) Administrative Assistant IT

Patrol Officers (27)

Boat Patrol (Seasonal ~ 4)

Support Lieutenant

Detective Sergeant Background Investigators (4) Dispatch Supervisor Records Supervisor

Detectives (5) Dispatchers (9) Records Technicians

Cannabis Detective

Evidence Technicians (2)

r

Community Service Officers (6) ]

Code Investigator

Code Admin Assistant
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PUBLIC SAFETY
DISPATCHER [indirect |, ., Ciass Code:

((see below) |-

Bargaining Unit: Police Employees' Association
CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE

Established Date: May 11, 2011
Revision Date: May 11, 2014

SALARY RANGE
$23.86 - $29.00 Hourly

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION;
Class specifications are intended to present a descriptive list of the range of duties performed by
employees in the class. Specifications are pot intended fto reflect all duties performed within the job.

Under general supervision from supervisory or management staff, the Public Safety Dispatcher receives
and transmits routine and emergency requests for police, fire, ambulance and/or emergency assistance
and dispatches required personnel and equipment; performs responsible clerical work of moderately high
difficulty; and operates complex teletype and video terminals for automated information retrieval.
Identifving characteristics

The Public Safety Dispatcher is a journey level non-swom classification in the Police Department. This
position requires the incumbent to work under general supervision and within a framework of established
procedures. They are expected to perform a full range of duties with only occasional instruction or
assistance. Work normally is reviewed only on completion, and may be expected to provide limited
training and assistance to less experienced staff.

IOI11 representatlve duties are indirect = »

The followmg duties are typical for this classification. Incumbents may not perform all of the listed duties
and/or may be required to perform additional or different duties from those set forth below to address
business needs and changing business practices.

1. On assigned shift, receives and processes incoming 911 calls, non-emergency calls, and voice
radio calls; secures and records information as to the exact location and circumstances, and uses radio to
dispatch necessary units, including police, fire depariment, and ambulance personnel and equipment as
well as other resources that may be necessary.

2, Maintains status of units on assignments; keeps department officials informed of situations and
dispatches equipment that either protocol or the dispatcher deem appropriate.

3. Inputs highly sensitive and technically difficult warrants, restraining orders, weapons, evidence,
vehicles, property, missing persons, runaways, into the local, state and national teletype system.

4, Provides emergency medical instruction over the phone and must be EMD certified to perform this
task.

5. Logs all police, fire, and medical calls for service; compiles data and prepares reports of reported
emergencies, equipment dispatched, and/or status of emergency and non-emergency calls.

6. Relays emergency and non-emergency information to public safety personnel in the field; interprets
information from units in field which may be unclear, broken or in code.

7.  Processes all paperwork related to arrests and citations as part of completing the package for the
District Attorney or other related agencies.

8.  Relays information to other agencies as required; relays the nature of the incident.

9. Receives the public at the front counter; responds to requests for information; answers general
questions about department's procedures and processes.

10. Performs clerical work related to Police activities including logs, reports, applications and
comrespondence.

11. Accurately inputs program information into electronic data bases.
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12. Performs related duties as required.

QUALIFICATION:

The following generally describes the knowledge and ability required to enter the Jjob and/or be learned
within a short period of time in order to successfully perform the assigned duties.

Knowledge of:

English usage and grammar.

Modern office procedures and practices.

Ability to:

Review documents related to dispatching operations.

Observe, identify and problem solve incidents while dispatching.

Remember, understand, interpret and exp)am operational policies and procedures io the public and staff,
Operate radio and telephone equipment in dispatching public safety equipment and personnel.

Analyze a situation and determine effective course of action.

Perform job tasks effectively under pressure for sustained periods of time.

Memorize and retain information presented clearly and unclearly from a vanety of sources.

Perform several tasks at once and assign reasonable priorities to incoming calls; monitor multiple radio
frequencies.

Speak clearly and concisely in an understandable voice via radio and telephone and in person,

Use a keyboard and computer efficiently and effectively.

Type a minimum of 40 net words per minute.

Work under stress and exercise good judgment in emergency situations.

Learn the geography of the city, county and location of streets and important buildings

Adjust quickly to changing situations.

Listen carefully and attentively and remember names, locations and numbers.

Give and take orders.

Read maps quickly and accurately.

Perform arithmetic computations with speed and accuracy.

Work irregular hours and shift work.

Communicate clearly and concisely, both orally and in writing.

Establish and maintain effective working relationships with those contacted in the course of work.
Education and Experience Guidelines - Any combination of education and expetience that would likely

provide the required knowledge and abilities is qualifying. A typical way to obtain {he knowledge and
abilities would be:

Education/Training:
Equivalent to the completion of the twelfth grade.

Experience:

Some experience performing duties similar to dispatching emergency services.

The conditions herein are representative of those that must be met by an employee to successfully
perform the essential functions of this job. Reasonable accommodations may be made to enable
individuals with disabilities to perform the essential job functions.

Environment: Work is performed primarily in a standard office environment; incumbents may be required
to work extended hours including evenings and weekends. Incumbents may also be called in for local
emergencies at irregular hours.

Physical: Primary functions require sufficient physical ability and mobility to work in an office setting; to
stand or sit for prolonged periods of time; to frequently stoop, bend, kneel, crouch, reach, and twist; to lift,
carry, push, and/or pull light to moderate amounts of weight; to operate office equipment requiring
repetitive hand movement and fine coordination including use of a computer keybtard; and to verbally
communicate to exchange information.

Vision: See in the normal visual range with or without correction.

Hearing: Hear in the normal audio range with or without correction.

FLSA Designation:Non-Exempt
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City of Fresno
410001/410002

EMERGENCY SERVICES DISPATCHER I/li

DEFINITION

Under supervision, performs communications and related work in the Police Department.

SUPERVISION RECEIVED/EXERCISED
Receives supervision from the Emergency Services Communication Supervisor.
Exercises no supervision.

DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS

Positions in these classes are flexibly staffed. Incumbents in the class of Emergency Services
Dispatcher | are expected to progress to the Emergency Services Dispatcher Il level with
appropriate training and experience, and satisfactory job performance. Satisfactory performance
requires the ability to answer and evaluate emergency police, fire and medical service calls,
prepare police and fire service calls, and operate a multi-channel Computer-Assisted-Dispatch
(CAD) system console and related equipment to dispatch appropriate public safety units. These
classes differ from Emergency Services Dispatcher Il in that the latter is the advanced working/lead
level class in which incumbents train subordinate employees. Incumbents may be assigned to work
any shift period and are required to work weekends and holidays.

EXAMPLES OF IMPORTANT AND ESSENTIAL DUTIES
(May include, but are not limited to, the following:)

Answers emergency calls for police, fire, and/or emergency medical service; elicits necessary
information about the incident and enters it simultaneously into the computer via a CRT terminal.

Determines appropriate priority and response to calls according to established policy, procedures,
and codes; dispatches public safety personnel and equipment using CAD, radio systems, and
peripheral equipment.

Receives and transmits coded messages to and from police and fire personnel and field units.
Advises callers of police and fire procedures, if no emergency response is required.

Maintains computer records of communications traffic.

Inputs driver’s license, vehicle registration, wants and warrants and other miscellaneous queries
through the CAD system to CLETS and NCIC to provide information to officers.

Performs other duties as assigned.

267



Emergency Services Dispatcher I/IT

Page 2

JOB RELATED AND ESSENTIAL QUALIFICATIONS

Knowledge of:

(By the end of the probationary period, incumbents must demonstrate adequate knowledge,
abilities, and skills to perform all tasks at the journey level.)

The major streets, areas, and buildings in Fresno.
Police and Fire Department policies, procedures, and codes.

Skill to:

Operate office equipment, a computer, and a variety of word processing and software
applications.

Ability to:

Handle emergency calls while maintaining composure and perform efficiently and calmly in a
demanding work environment.

Maintain harmonious working relationships with other employees.
Follow written and oral instructions and read and interpret maps.

Deal tactfully with citizens who may be abusive, excited, intoxicated, ill, disabled, incoherent,
etc.

Speak clearly and concisely.

Operate radio communications equipment at a speed necessary for timely completion of
assigned duties.

MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS

Emergency Services Dispatcher |

One year of experience in a high volume customer service environment which included
answering phones, general clerical and computer experience.

Must type a net rate of 40 words per minute on a computer keyboard.

-AND-

Possession of a High School Diploma or equivalent GED completion.
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Emergency Services Dispatcher I/IT
Page 3

Emergency Services Dispatcher |l

Promotional - An Emergency Services Dispatcher | may be flexed to an Emergency Services
Dispatcher Il at the discretion of management within the first eighteen months of employment.
Flexing is contingent upon successful completion of the Emergency Services Dispatcher Training
Program and certification by the Police Department verifying that the incumbent is capable of
performing solo radio duty.

-OR- \

)
Lateral - Two years of experience equivalent to that gained as an Emergency Services Dispatcher ||
with the City of Fresno, which included operation of a multi-channel Computer-Assisted-Dispatch
(CAD) system console and related equipment to dispatch public safety units.

SPECIAL QUALIFICATIONS
Bilingual abilities may be required to meet community needs, or operational and recruitment needs.

Must successfully complete a polygraph test, a medical examination, and an extensive
background investigation prior to appointment.

Possession of a valid California Driver's License may be required.

APPROVED: (Signature on File) DATE: 6/14/2017
Director of Personnel Services

JC:CBW:jl:12/05/02
TB:TM:RLR: 08-29-07
JC:SCM 09/09/10

TJM: SCM:KP: It 06/07/17
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Emergency
- Class Code:
Dispatcher I 7505

CITY OF RIALTO
Revision Date: Mar 1, 2011

SALARY RANGE

$21.73 - $29.12 Hourly
$3,766.00 - $5,047.00 Monthly

CLASSIFICATION DEFINITION / DISTINGUISHING
CHARACTERISTICS:

To learn to perform a variety of dispatching duties in support of public safety emergency
services; to receive and route emergency and non-emergency telephone and radio calls; to
dispatch police officers to calls for service; to operate a variety of communication equipment

including radio, telephone, and computer systems; and to perform a variety of duties relative
to assigned areas of responsibility.

ESSENTIAL FUNCTIONS & RESPONSIBILITIES:

DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS

This is the training and entry level class in the Emergency Dispatcher series. This class is
distinguished from the Emergency Dispatcher Il by the performance of the more routine tasks
and duties assigned to positions within the series. Since this class is typically used as a
training class, employees may have only limited or no directly related work experience.

SUPERVISION RECEIVED AND EXERCISED
Receives immediate supervision from higher level management or supervisory staff.

ESSENTIAL AND MARGINAL FUNCTION STATEMENTS--Essential and other important
responsibilities and duties may include, but are not limited to, the following:

1. Receive emergency and non-emergency calls for service; dispatch field units to
emergency situations.

2. Determine nature and location of call; determine priority of calls and dispatch units
accordingly.

3. Provide assistance, information and directions to non-emergency callers.

4. Maintain awareness of field units activity within the computer aided dispatch (CAD)
system; communicate with field units through radio in accordance with mandated
regulations; maintain status and location of units on patrol.

5. Perform warrant checks as directed by police officers on the scene; relay results to
officers.

6. Respond to field personnel resource requests; dispatch necessary resources.
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7. Operate a variety of specialized communication equipment in the performance of all job
duties including computer terminal with computer aided dispatch software, radio
console, scanner and related electronic systems and devices.

8. Maintain logs and record of all calls.

9. Respond to public inquiries in a courteous manner; provide information within the area
of responsibility; resolve complaints in an efficient and timely manner.

10. Collect and file information regarding incidents and departmental activity; compile data;
prepare and type reports as necessary.

11. Monitor inventory levels of office supplies and equipment; requisition and replenish
supplies as necessary.

12. As required, search suspects and perform other matron duties.

13. Receive and handle after hours calls not directly related to police services; contact
other City departments as needed in order to obtain proper response to citizen
concerns and issues.

14. Perform related duties and responsibilities as required.

QUALIFICATIONS:

EXPERIENCE AND TRAINING GUIDELINES Minimum requirements as a condition of hire:

Training: Equivalent to the completion of the twelfth grade.

Experience: Some emergency or non-emergency dispatch experience is desirable.

Knowledge of:

Operations, services and activities of an emergency dispatching system.
Rialto area streets, landmarks, and geography.

English usage, spelling, grammar and punctuation.

Modern office procedures, methods and computer equipment.

Pertinent Federal, State and local laws, codes and regulations

Ability to:

e Learn to perform a variety of emergency and non-emergency dispatch duties.

» Learn to react calmly and effectively to emergency situations.

» Learn to respond quickly and efficiently to emergency situations.

» Learn to establish priority of emergency situations,

« Learn to effectively communicate and elicit information from callers.

« Learn to analyze and interpret maps.

» Learn to operate 9-1-1 systems, radio transmitting system, and computer aided
dispatch system.
Learn to respond to and resolve difficult and sensitive citizen inquiries and complaints.
Prepare and maintain a variety of files, records and reports.
Type accurately at a speed necessary for successful job performance (35 wpm).
Understand and follow oral and written instructions.
Learn to operate a variety of office equipment including a computer, teletype and radio.
Learn to interpret and apply Federal, State and local policies, procedures, laws, codes
and regulations.
» Communicate clearly and concisely, both orally and in writing.
 Establish and maintain cooperative working relationships with those contacted in the

course of work.
« Maintain mental capacity which allows for effective interaction and communication with
others.
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* Maintain physical condition appropriate to the performance of assigned duties and
responsibilities.

+ Maintain effective audio-visual discrimination and perception needed for making

observations, communicating with others, reading, writing and operating assigned
equipment.

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION:

Background Check Process

All appointments to this position are subject to the successful completion of an in-depth
background investigation conducted by the Rialto Police Department as well as a physical
examination including a drug screening. The background investigation is a rigorous process.
A typical background investigation includes but is not limited to: background interviews with
individuals designated by the Rialto Police Department (this may include current and former
co-workers, friends, relatives, neighbors, or any other relevant individual), criminal
background check, credit check, polygraph examination, and psychological evaluation.
Candidates may be disqualified from further consideration during the background
investigation for a variety of reasons including if they have: an excessive number of traffic
citations and/or collisions; arrests and/or convictions; a history of illegal substance abuse;
poor credit history (factors include bankruptcy, foreclosures, liens and repossessions); or
thefts from a previous employer. For clarification of any of the above disqualifying reasons,
please call the Police Department Personnel and Training Unit at (909) 421-4926. The
following list describes some areas that are covered in the background investigation:

Your relatives, references, and acquaintances are asked to comment on your suitability
for this position.

The information supplied regarding your educational history is examined and verified.
You must list a history of your residences.

Your work history and experience are examined with regard to your dependability,
relationships with fellow workers, trustworthiness, and general job performance.
Military service records are subject to verification.

The background investigation considers your management of personal finances
(however, being in debt does not automatically disqualify you).

Your criminal, driving, and insurance records are evaluated.

Application Procedure:

A City application form and supplemental questionnaire (if applicable) MUST be submitted
and received by the closing date. Please apply online at www.yourrialto.com. All other
employment inquiries can be directed to The City of Rialto, Human Resources Department.
246 S. Willow, Rialto, CA 92376. Telephone: (909) 820-2540.

Selection Process:

Candidates must clearly demonstrate through their application material that they meet the
employment standards outlined above. All properly completed applications will be reviewed,
and the most appropriately qualified individuals will be invited to continue in the selection
process. Examinations for the positions may consist of any combination of written,
performance, and oral exams to evaluate the applicant's skills, training, and experience for
the position. Successful applicants will be placed on an eligibility list. The City may also
merge lists. The selected candidate(s) must successfully complete pre-employment
clearances which may include a physical, drug screen, and fingerprinting.

Veterans Preference Credit Eligibility:
Veterans of the armed forces, who have been discharged or released from active duty under
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conditions other than dishonorable (Government Code: 18540.4), shall receive an additional
five (5) points to their final examination score for ranking purposes only. This preference will
apply only to the first appointment to any regular full-time City appointment. A copy of your
valid DD214 must be submitted on or before the final filing date in order to be eligible for
Veterans Preference Credit. For more information, please see the City's Veteran's Preference
Policy.

E-Verify:

The City of Rialto is an E-Verify employer. E-Verify is an internet based system operated by
the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) in partnership with the Social Security
Administration (SSA) that allows participating employers to electronically verify the
employment eligibility of newly hired employees in the United States.
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EXHIBIT D



~ For State Controller Use Only

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 00358 Program
INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT @0 DateFied___/__/__
(ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS ()LRSInput ___/__/ 358
01) Claimant Identification Number 9809886 (22) FORM 1, (04) A1.g
(02) Claimant Name City of South Lake Tahoe (23) FORM 1. (04) A.2.g
Mailing Address 1901 Airport Road 24) FORM 1, (04) B.1.g
Street Address or P.O. Box Suite 210 (25) FORM 1,(04.1) ¢ 2080
City South Lake Tahoe (26) FORM 1,(04) B.2£.1) g
State CA Zip Code 96150-7004 (27) FORM 1, (04.2) g
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim |(28) FORM 1, (04) B.3.a. g 61975
(29) FORM 1, (04) B.3.b. g 541
(03) Estimated (09) Reimbursement (30) FORM 1, (04) B.4. g
(31) FORM 1, (04) B.5. g
(04) Combined [:I (10) Combined I_—I (32) FORM 1, (04) B.6. g
(33) FORM 1, (06) 93
(05) Amended (11) Amended X | |(34) FORM 1, (07) 35848
(35) FORM 1, (09)
Fiscal Year of |(06) (12)
Cost A1 (36) FORM 1, (10)
Total Claimed |(07) (13)
$100,443
Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14)
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) $3,542
Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received |(15)
Net Claimed (16)
Amount $96,901
Due from State [(08) (17)
$96,901
Due to State (09) (18)

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Sections 17560 & 17561, | certify that | am the person authorized by the local agency to file
claims with the State of California for mandated cost claims with the State of California for this program and | and certify under penalty of perjury
that | have not violated any of the provisions of Article 4, Chapter 1 of Division 4 of Title 1 Government Code.

| further certify that there was no application for nor any grant or payment received, other that from the claimant, for reimbursement of costs
claimed herein; and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting savings and
reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all ocosts claimed are supported by source documentation currently
maintained by the claimant.

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

Signature of Authorized Representative Date

"YW\l r) . K\) \a-ot/ Date Signed 7 / & / (5

MaryAnne Brgn Telephone Numbe (510) 542-6062

Financial Servf;es Supervisor Email Address mbrand@cityofslt.us

Name of Contact Personfor Claim .~ TelephoneNumber -~~~ .= = = E-MailAddress

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com
New 3/14 Form FAM-27
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INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT FORM

(ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS 1
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year
City of South Lake Tahoe Reimbursement || 2011-12

Claim Stafistics

03) Department - POLICE

{94y Rag Number of Cases = 427

DirectCosts = i | ObjectAccounts =

(04) Reimbursable Components 4 (a) (b) (c&d) (5) ‘ ; ® (9)
Salaries Benefits Services Fixed Travel Total

and Assets and

A. ONE-TIME ACTIVITIES Supplies Training

1. Policies and Procedures

2. Training to implement ICAN

B. ON-GOING ACTIVITIES

1. Distribute Child Abuse Report (5S8572) [ l

2.a. Accept & refer reports when lacking jurisdiction

2.b. Cross reporting from County to law enforcement

2.c. Cross reporting from law enf. to county and DA $1,236 $844 $2,080

2.d. Receipt of cross-reports by DA's office

2.e. Report by phone & send to licensing agencies

(04.1) Subtotal B.2 (a through e) $1,236 $844 $2,080

report to Co. Welfare

1) Law enforcement cross

i. Cross rpt child death case to law enforcement

ii. Created record in County CWS/CMS system

ii. Enter info in CWS/CMS if death not abuse/nglct

(04.2) Subtotal B.2 f. 2) (i through iii)

a. Complete an investigation to prepare a report $36,824 $25,151 $61,975

b. Prepare/submit/amend rpt for substantiated cases $321 $219 $541

4. Notify suspected abuser they are in CACI

5. Records retention post required period

6. Provide due process procedures to those in CACI

(05) TOTAL DIRECT COSTS $38,381 | $26,214 $64,595

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP)  (Applied to Salaries) 93.4%

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (08) x fine (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)] $35,848
(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (08)(d) + line (07) $100,443
Cost Reduc na : R b i .

i N

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable

(11) TOTAL CLAIMED AMOUNT Line (08)- (line(09) + Line(10)) $100,443
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MANDATED COSTS

(ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS AA-2

CLAIM SUMMARY

FORM

(01) Claimant: City of South Lake Tahoe

(02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 2011-12

A. One-Time Costs

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed

D Update Policies and Procedures & develop ICAN due process procedures

DDevelop training to implement ICAN requirements

B. On-Going Costs

2. Reporting Between Local Departments

EIRI

d. Receipt of cross report by DA

0

D 1. Distribute Suspected Child Abuse Rpt Form (SS 8572)

b. Cross-rept from Co. Welfare to law enforcement

c. Cross-report from Law Enforcement to Co Welfare &DA

f. Additional cross reporting in cases of child death

a. Accept & refer abuse report when a dept. lacks jurisdiction

e. Report by phone & send written report to licensing agency

[[] 1) PolicesSheriff cross report all cases of child death to Co. Welfare

f. Additional cross-reporting in cases of death
2. County welfare department

D i. Cross report death cases to law enforcement
D ii. Create arecord in the CWS.CMS system
D iii, Enter info in CWS/CMS if death not abuse

3. Reporting to DOJ
D a. Complete investigation to prepare a report
D b. Prepare/submit report for substantiated cases
D 4. Notify abuser they are reported to CACI
D 5. Mandated 8 yr record retention

D 8. Provide due process procedures to CACI

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f)

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f&g) (h) (M)
Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed Hourly Rate| Benefit | Hours Services Fixed Travel Total
and or Rate | Worked | Salaries | Benefits and Assets and Salaries
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies Training & Benefits
Records Techician $25.79 |168.3%| 17.08 $440| $301 $741
Sergeant $46.57 (68.3%| 17.08 $795| $543 $1,339
Report to the appropriate County Department and/or
the District Attorney's Office as mandated.
(05) Total 34.16| $1,236| $844 $2,080
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MANDATED COSTS
(ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS

CLAIM SUMMARY

FORM
AA-2

(01) Claimant: City of South Lake Tahoe

(02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred:

2011-12

A. One-Time Costs

D Update Policies and Procedures & develop ICAN due process procedures

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed

DDevelop training to implement ICAN requirements

B. On-Going Costs

2. Reporting Between Local Departments

D d. Receipt of cross report by DA

D 1. Distribute Suspected Child Abuse Rpt Form (SS 8572)

D b. Cross-rept from Co. Welfare to law enforcement

f. Additional cross reporting in cases of child death

D a. Accept & refer abuse report when a dept. lacks jurisdiction

D ¢. Cross-report from Law Enforcement to Co Welfare &DA

[:I e. Report by phone & send written report to licensing agency

D 1) Police/Sheriff cross report all cases of child death to Co. Welfare

f. Additional cross-reporting in cases of death

2. County welfare department

D i. Cross report death cases to law enforcement

D ii. Create arecord in the CWS.CMS system

D iii, Enter info in CWS/CMS if death not abuse
3. Reporting to DOJ

a. Complete investigation to prepare a report

D b. Prepare/submit report for substantiated cases

D 4. Notify abuser they are reported to CACI

I:] 5. Mandated 8 yr record retention

D 6. Provide due process procedures to CACI

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f)

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f&Q) (h) 0]
Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed Hourly Rate| Benefit| Hours Services Fixed Travel Total
and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and Assets and Salaries
Description of Expenses Unit Gost or Quantity Supplies Training & Benefits

Records Techician $25.79 |68.3% 17.79 $459| $313 $772
Officer/Detective $40.14 |68.3%| 864.68| $34,708| $23,706 $58,414
Sergeant $46.57 (68.3% 35.58 $1,657| $1,132 $2,789
Complete investigation to determine whether
report of suspected child abuse or severe neglect
is unfounded, substantiated, or inconclusive (per
PC 11165.12) for purposes of preparing & submitting
Fomr SS 8583 and prepare report forms,
(05) Total 918.05| $36,824| $25,151 $61,975
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MANDATED COSTS

(ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS

CLAIM SUMMARY

FORM
AA-2

(01) Claimant:

City of South Lake Tahoe

(02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred:

2011-12

A. One-Time Costs

D Update Policles and Procedures & develop ICAN due process procedures

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed

I:] Develop training to implement ICAN requirements

B. On-Going Costs

OO OOod

D 1. Distribute Suspected Child Abuse Rpt Form (SS 8572)

2. Reporting Between Local Departments

b. Cross-rept from Co. Welfare to law enforcement

c. Cross-report from Law Enforcement to Co Welfare &DA
d. Receipt of cross report by DA

f. Additional cross reporting in cases of child death

a. Accept & refer abuse report when a dept. lacks jurisdiction

e. Report by phone & send written report to licensing agency

[:] 1) Police/Sheriff cross report all cases of child death to Co. Welfare

f. Additional cross-reporting in cases of death

2. County welfare department

D i. Cross report death cases to law enforcement

D ii. Create a record in the CWS.CMS system

I:I iii, Enter info in CWS/CMS if death not abuse

3. Reporting to DOJ

D a. Complete investigation to prepare a report

b. Prepare/submit report for substantiated cases

I:I 4. Notify abuser they are reported to CACI

D 5. Mandated 8 yr record retention

D 6. Provide due process procedures to CACI

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f)

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f&g) (h) U}
Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed Hourly Rate| Benefit| Hours Services Fixed Travel Total
and or Rate | Worked | Salaries | Benefits and Assets and Salaries
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies Training & Benefits

Records Techician $25.79 [68.3% 5.88 $151| $103 $255
Officer/Detective $40.14 |68.3%| 1.96 $79| $54 $132
Sergeant $46.57 (68.3% 1.96 $91| $62 $153
Prepare, review, approve, and forward reports of
substantiated child abuse cases.
(05) Total 9.79 $321| $219 $541
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INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL

City of South Lake Tahoe

Police
Fiscal Year
201112
Excludable Allowable Allowable
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct
Description of Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs
Salaries & Benefits

Salaries & Wages $4,513,498 $1,273,104 $3,240,394
Overtime $382,246 $382,246
Benefits 68.3% $3,081,348 $869,143 $2,212,205

Total $7,977,092 $2,142,247 $5,834,844

Services & Supplies

OFFICIAL/ADMINISTRATIVE SV $14,054 $14,054
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $33,169 $33,169
TECHNICAL SERVICES $12,556 $12,556
SHOP -MOTOR POOL ONLY!! $139,314 $139,314
WATER/SEWER-UTILITIES $4,960 $4,960
GARBAGE-UTILITY $8,504 $8,504
DISPOSAL $1,792 $1,792
CUSTODIAL $10,560 $10,560
REPAIR & MAINT QUTSIDE $6,005 $6,005
LAUNDRY $3,418 $3,418
RENTAL OF EQUIP & VEHICLES $5,179 $5,179
RISK MGT-SELF INSUR.CLAIMS $3,507 $3,507
RISK MGT -CITY PROPERT DAh $1,363 $1,363
COMMUNICATIONS $30,817 $30,817
POLICE/FIRE WIRELESS $2,804 $2,804
P.D. SPECIAL EVENT COSTS $2,647 $2,647
CANINE MAINTENANCE COSTS $6,993 $6,993
PRINTING & BINDING $3,098 $3,098
TRAVEL (MEALS HOTL,PERDIE $1,284 $1,284
TRAINING/SEMINARS REGISTR $1,551 $1,551
MEMBERSHIPS-DUES-SUBSCR $790 $790
POLICE OFFICERS STANDRD 1 $66,690 $66,690
SLEDNET EXPENSE $163,400 $163,400
TESTING -MEDICAL $2,877 $2,877
SAFETY EQUIPMENT -RISK MG $156 $156
GENERAL SUPPLIES WITHIN F* $44,755 $44,755
POSTAGE $5,591 $5,591
MEDICAL SUPPLIES $135 $135
AWARDS $1,552 $1,552
CLOTHING-UNIFORMS(REPLAC $2,410 $2,410
SNOW CHAINS
NATURAL GAS $5,090 $5,090
ELECTRICITY $33,638 $33,638
FUEL (GASOLINE) $109,333 $109,333
MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT ($5 $10,374 $9,683 $692 $0
TOOLS, PARTS AND LEASES <! $26,065 $26,065
FIRE EXTINGUISHERS
SOFTWARE PURCHASES/UPGI $1,503 $1,203 $301 $0
FURNITURE AND FIXTURES $2,096 $1,797 $299 30
OPERATING TRANSFR OUT TC $5,194 $5,194

Total $775,224 $13,472 $716,139 $45,614

Capital Expenditures
Total
[[Total Expenditures $8,752,316 $13,472 $2,858,386  $5,880,458|
Cost Plan Costs

Citywide Overhead = 16.24% $526,240 $526,240
of direct salaries

Total $526,240 $526,240

(Total Allog. Indirect Costs -~ $9,278,556 $13,472 $3,384,626  $5,880,458)

$3,384,626 =_Total Allowable Indirect Costs

$3,622,639

Total Direct Salaries
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City of South Lake Tahoe

Police
Fiscal Year
2011-12

100% Admin. or Support Staff

Name/Position Annual Salary
Admin Assistant $49,704
Dispatch Supervisor (2) $123,192
Evidence Tech $60,156
Lieutenant (2) $205,632
Police Chief (50%) $67,860
Public Safety Dispatcher (6) $307,872
Records Supervisor $58,212
Senior Police Records Tech (2) 346,416
Sergeant (3) $251,460
Snr Community Services Officer (2) $102,600

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES

$1,273,104
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POLICE (10002110-10002180)

41015
41020

41040

41042
41110
41111
41112
41113
41114
41116
41117
41118
41119
41120
41128
41137
41139

42010
42020
42030
42040
43011

43012
43021

43023
43025
43026
43042
44016
44018
44020
44021

44022
44023
44040
44050
44060
44070
44080
44081

44082
44097
45010
45011
45014
45015
45016
45020
45021
45022
45024
46110
46120
46121
46122
46140

50001

REGULAR EMPLOYEES
TEMPORARY/PART-TIME EMPLOYEES

OVERTIME

RETIREMENT PAYOUTS
MEDICAL/DENTAL INSURANCE
VISION INSURANCE

LIFE INSURANCE

LONG TERM DISABILITY INSURANCE
SURVIVOR'S BENEFIT

PERS EMPLOYER PORTION

PERS EMPLOYEE PORTION/CITY PD
TUITION REIMBURSEMENT
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
WORKER'S COMPENSATION INSURNC
MEDICARE-REGULAR EMPLOYEES
HRA EXPENSES/FUNDING

RMSA EXPENSE

OFFICIAL/ADMINISTRATIVE SVCS
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
TECHNICAL SERVICES

SHOP -MOTOR POOL ONLY!!!
WATER/SEWER-UTILITIES
GARBAGE-UTILITY

DISPOSAL

CUSTODIAL

REPAIR & MAINT OUTSIDE
LAUNDRY

RENTAL OF EQUIP & VEHICLES
RISK MGT-SELF INSUR.CLAIMS

RISK MGT -CITY PROPERT DAMAGE
COMMUNICATIONS

POLICE/FIRE WIRELESS

P.D. SPECIAL EVENT COSTS
CANINE MAINTENANCE COSTS
PRINTING & BINDING

TRAVEL (MEALS,HOTL,PERDIEM)
TRAINING/SEMINARS REGISTR,SUPP
MEMBERSHIPS-DUES-SUBSCRIPTIONS
POLICE OFFICERS STANDRD TRAIN
SLEDNET EXPENSE

TESTING -MEDICAL

SAFETY EQUIPMENT -RISK MGMT
GENERAL SUPPLIES WITHIN FY
POSTAGE

MEDICAL SUPPLIES

AWARDS
CLOTHING-UNIFORMS(REPLACEMEN'
SNOW CHAINS

NATURAL GAS

ELECTRICITY

FUEL (GASOLINE)

MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT ($5,000)
TOOLS, PARTS AND LEASES <$5000
FIRE EXTINGUISHERS

SOFTWARE PURCHASES/UPGRADES
FURNITURE AND FIXTURES
OPERATING TRANSFR OUT TO GEN F

Total Police

P T I A T A S A A A A R R R ch R R I I IR AR I B IR IR eI BRI IR B AR S B I IRl S )

ACTUAL FY
11-12

4,447,831.37
65,666.44
4,513,497.81
382,245.64
382,245.64
114,235.00
913,572.58
15,837.32
8,310.59
4,007.76
1,525.83
1,474,335.58
43,905.52
20,647.74
75,508.00
310,986.83
72,914.68
4,661.95
20,898.83
3,081,348.21
7,977,091.66
14,053.65
33,168.80
12,556.49
139,314.34
4,960.38
8,503.62
1,792.00
10,560.00
6,005.05
3,417.59
5,179.20
3,507.21
1,362.88
30,817.32
2,804.24
2,647.31
6,993.25
3,098.32
1,284.09
1,551.12
790.00
66,689.64
163,400.42
2,876.76
155.64
44,754.88
5,590.88
134.65
1,551.61
2,409.82
5,090.24
33,637.65
109,333.04
10,374.40
26,065.17

1,503.15
2,095.97
5,193.51
775,224.29

8,752,315.95
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City of South Lake Tahoe

CITY WIDE OVERHEAD CALCULATION:
Based on Actual FY 2012-13 Data

Excludable Allowable Allowable
Department Total Unallowable Indirect Direct
Costs Costs Costs Costs

City Council $187,355 $187,355
City Clerk $375,107 $119,932 $255,175
City Attorney $966,382 $966,382
Risk Management $331,982 $331,982
City Manager $411,621 $411,621
Human Resources $326,577 $326,577
Accounting $741,972 $741,972
Treasurer $28,782 $28,782
Purchasing $60,514 $60,514
Revenue Collection $357,521 $357,521
Vacation Ordinance
Information Systems $483,909 $483,909
Non-Departmental $794,460 $794,460
Emergency Perp $5,231 $5,231
Community Marketing $141,579 $141,579
GFR Transfers $7,323,107 $7,323,107
Rent & Leases $277,140 $277,140
Sustainable SLT $38,840 $38,840
Police $8,103,766 $8,103,766
Fire $4,586,369 $4,586,369
Public Works & Engineering $2,407,933 $2,407,933
Facility Maintenance $400,265 $400,265
Planning $448,713 $448,713
Golf Course $215,894 $215,894
Park Areas & Campgrounds $501,743 $501,743
Beaches & Parks & Rec $1,582,745 $1,682,745

Totals: $31,099,507 $307,287 $5,049,997 $25,742,223
Total Allowable Indirect = $5,049,997 = 16.24% city wide overhead rate
Total City Expenditures $31,099,507 based on dollars of total expenditure
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State Controll
Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 00167 Program
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed __/___ /[ 1 67
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE ARREST POLICIES & STANDARDS |@1)LRSInput___/___/___
(01) Claimant Identification Number 9809886 (22) FORM-1,(04)(a)
(02) Claimant Name City of South Lake Tahoe 168
Mailing Address 1901 Airport Road (23) FORM-1,(04)(b)
Street Address or P.O. Box Suite 210 105
City South Lake Tahoe (24) FORM-1,(06)
State CA Zip Code  96150-7004 8,530
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim [(25) FORM-1,(07)(A)(g)
(03) Estimated [ ] |©9) Reimbursement [ X | |(26) FORM-1,(07)(B)(@)
(04) Combined [ ] |¢10) combined [ ] [@7) Form-1,07) C)a)
(05) Amended [ ] |(11) Amended | [28) ForM-1, (09)
93
Fiscal Year of ((06) (12) (29) FORM-1, (10)
s 2011-12 o
Total Claimed |(07) (13) $8.530 (30) FORM-1, (12)
Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (31) FORM-1, (13)
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) $853
Less: Estimated Claim Payment (15) (32)
Received
Net Claimed (16) (32)
Amount $7,677
Due from State [(08) (17) (33)
$7,677
Due to State (09) (18) (34)

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

Divison 4 of Title 1 Government Code.

maintained by the claimant.

Signature of Authorized Representative

| Vs / . “‘ g
1 j )/\Céﬁ’l( Lo /ékcz(f

MaryAnne Brand
Financial Services Manager

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, | certify that | am the person authorized by the local agency to file claims with the
State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that | have not violated any of the provisions of Article 4, Chapter 1 of

| further certify that there was no application for nor any grant or payment received, other that from the claimant, for reimbursement of
costs claimed herein; and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting savings and
reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source documents currently

The amount for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of actual costs set forth on the
attached statement. | certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Date Signed

il

Telephone Numbe (510) 542-6062

Email Address mbrand@cityofslt.us

Name of Contact Person for Clai - Telephone Number E dress
Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCIsf@aol.com
Revised (12/09) Form FAM-27




MANDATED COSTS FORM
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE ARREST POLICIES & STANDARDS 1
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year
City of South Lake Tahoe Reimbursement 2011-12
Estimated |:| (see FAM-27 for estimate)
(03) Department Police
(04) Claim Statistics
(a) Number of reported domestic violence incident responses in the fiscal year of claim 168
(b) Average productive hourly rate $40.14
Average productive hourly rate (With Benefits and ICRP included) $105.05
0.48 hour

(05) Ongoing Direct Activity Costs For Activity D - Implementation of New Policies

3,259
Total Salaries $
2,226.15
Total Benefits 68.30% $
3,044
Total Indirect Costs 93.4% $
(06) Total Direct and Indirect Costs for Activity D $8,530

Direct Costs

_ Object Accounts

Actual Cost Method (b) (c) & (e) ‘

(@

(a)
Salaries Benefits Services& Supplies Training
(07) One-Time Activities and and
Fixed Assets Travel

A. Develop of Written Arrest Policies

B. Adoption of Policies

C. Training Officers on New Policies

(08) Total Direct Costs

Indirect Costs

93.4%

(09) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP)  (Applied to Salaries)
(10) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)] $3,044
(11) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07) $8,530

Cost Reductions

(12) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable

(13) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable

(14) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (line(09) + Line(10)]

$8,530

Revised £f209)



INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL

City of South Lake Tahoe

Police
Fiscal Year
201112
Excludable Allowable Allowable
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct
Description of Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Wages $4,513,498 $1,273,104 $3,240,394
Overtime $382,246 $382,246
Benefits 68.3% $3,081,348 $869,143 $2,212,205
Total $7,977,092 $2,142,247 $5,834,844
Services & Supplies
OFFICIAL/ADMINISTRATIVE SV $14,054 $14,054
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $33,169 $33,169
TECHNICAL SERVICES $12,556 $12,556
SHOP -MOTOR POOL ONLY!! $139,314 $139,314
WATER/SEWER-UTILITIES $4,960 $4,960
GARBAGE-UTILITY $8,504 $8,504
DISPOSAL $1,792 $1,792
CUSTODIAL $10,560 $10,560
REPAIR & MAINT OUTSIDE $6,005 $6,005
LAUNDRY $3,418 $3,418
RENTAL OF EQUIP & VEHICLES $5,179 $5,179
RISK MGT-SELF INSUR.CLAIMS $3,507 $3,507
RISK MGT -CITY PROPERT DAN $1,363 $1,363
COMMUNICATIONS $30,817 $30,817
POLICE/FIRE WIRELESS $2,804 $2,804
P.D. SPECIAL EVENT COSTS $2,647 $2,647
CANINE MAINTENANCE COSTS $6,993 $6,993
PRINTING & BINDING $3,008 $3,098
TRAVEL (MEALS,HOTL,PERDIE $1,284 $1,284
TRAINING/SEMINARS REGISTR $1,551 $1,551
MEMBERSHIPS-DUES-SUBSCR $790 $790
POLICE OFFICERS STANDRD 1 $66,690 $66,690
SLEDNET EXPENSE $163,400 $163,400
TESTING -MEDICAL $2,877 $2,877
SAFETY EQUIPMENT -RISK MG $156 $156
GENERAL SUPPLIES WITHIN F* $44,755 $44,755
POSTAGE $5,591 $5,591
MEDICAL SUPPLIES $135 $135
AWARDS $1,552 $1,552
CLOTHING-UNIFORMS(REPLAC $2,410 $2,410
SNOW CHAINS
NATURAL GAS $5,090 $5,090
ELECTRICITY $33,638 $33,638
FUEL (GASOLINE) $109,333 $109,333
MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT ($5 $10,374 $9,683 $692 $0
TOOLS, PARTS AND LEASES <! $26,065 $26,065
FIRE EXTINGUISHERS
SOFTWARE PURCHASES/UPGI $1,503 $1,203 $301 $0
FURNITURE AND FIXTURES $2,096 $1,797 $299 $0
OPERATING TRANSFR QUT TC $5,194 $5,194
Total $775,224 $13,472 $716,139 $45,614
Capital Expenditures
Total
[Total Expenditures $8,752,316 $13,472 $2,858,386  $5,880,458|
Cost Plan Costs
Citywide Overhead = 16.24% $526,240 $526,240
of direct salaries
Total $526,240 $526,240
[Total Alioc. Indirect Costs $9,278,556 $13,472 $3,384,626  $5,880,458|
$3.384626 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs
.-:(Rate is Based-bn Salaties) $3,622,639 Total Direct Salaries
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City of South Lake Tahoe

Police
Fiscal Year
2011-12
100% Admin. or Support Staff
Name/Position Annual Salary

Admin Assistant $49,704
Dispatch Supervisor (2) $123,192
Evidence Tech $60,156
Lieutenant (2) $205,632
Police Chief (50%) $67,860
Public Safety Dispatcher (6) $307,872
Records Supervisor $58,212
Senior Police Records Tech (2) $46,416
Sergeant (3) $251,460
Snr Community Services Officer (2) $102,600

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $1,273,104
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POLICE (10002110-10002180)

41015
41020

41040

41042
41110
41111
41112
41113
41114
41116
41117
41118
41119
41120
41128
41137
41139

42010
42020
42030
42040
43011
43012
43021
43023
43025
43026
43042
44016
44018
44020
44021
44022
44023
44040
44050
44060
44070
44080
44081
44082
44097
45010
45011
45014
45015
45016
45020
45021
45022
45024
46110
46120
46121
46122
46140
50001

REGULAR EMPLOYEES
TEMPORARY/PART-TIME EMPLOYEES

OVERTIME

RETIREMENT PAYOUTS
MEDICAL/DENTAL INSURANCE
VISION INSURANCE

LIFE INSURANCE

LONG TERM DISABILITY INSURANCE
SURVIVOR'S BENEFIT

PERS EMPLOYER PORTION

PERS EMPLOYEE PORTION/CITY PD
TUITION REIMBURSEMENT
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
WORKER'S COMPENSATION INSURNC
MEDICARE-REGULAR EMPLOYEES
HRA EXPENSES/FUNDING

RMSA EXPENSE

OFFICIAL/ADMINISTRATIVE SVCS
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
TECHNICAL SERVICES

SHOP -MOTOR POOL ONLY!!!
WATER/SEWER-UTILITIES
GARBAGE-UTILITY

DISPOSAL

CUSTODIAL

REPAIR & MAINT OUTSIDE
LAUNDRY

RENTAL OF EQUIP & VEHICLES
RISK MGT-SELF INSUR.CLAIMS
RISK MGT -CITY PROPERT DAMAGE
COMMUNICATIONS

POLICE/FIRE WIRELESS

P.D. SPECIAL EVENT COSTS
CANINE MAINTENANCE COSTS
PRINTING & BINDING

TRAVEL (MEALS,HOTL,PERDIEM)
TRAINING/SEMINARS REGISTR,SUPP
MEMBERSHIPS-DUES-SUBSCRIPTIONS
POLICE OFFICERS STANDRD TRAIN
SLEDNET EXPENSE

TESTING -MEDICAL

SAFETY EQUIPMENT -RISK MGMT
GENERAL SUPPLIES WITHIN FY
POSTAGE

MEDICAL SUPPLIES

AWARDS
CLOTHING-UNIFORMS(REPLACEMEN"
SNOW CHAINS

NATURAL GAS

ELECTRICITY

FUEL (GASOLINE)

MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT ($5,000)
TOOLS, PARTS AND LEASES <$5000
FIRE EXTINGUISHERS

SOFTWARE PURCHASES/UPGRADES
FURNITURE AND FIXTURES

OPERATING TRANSFR OUT TO GENF

Total Police

ACTUAL FY
11-12

4,447,831.37
65,666.44
4,513,497.81
382,245.64
382,245.64
114,235.00
913,572.58
15,837.32
8,310.59
4,007.76
1,525.83
1,474,335.58
43,905.52
20,647.74
75,508.00
310,986.83
72,914.68
4,661.95
20,898.83
3,081,348.21
7,977,091.66
14,053.65
33,168.80
12,556.49
139,314.34
4,960.38
8,503.62
1,792.00
10,560.00
6,005.05
3,417.59
5,179.20
3,507.21
1,362.88
30,817.32
2,804.24
2,647.31
6,993.25
3,098.32
1,284.09
1.551.12
790.00
66,689.64
163,400.42
2,876.76
155.64
44,754.88
5,590.88
134.65
1,551.61
2,409.82
5,090.24
33,637.65
109,333.04
10,374.40
26,065.17
1,503.15
2,095.97
5,193.51
775,224.29

8,752,315.95
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City of South Lake Tahoe

CITY WIDE OVERHEAD CALCULATION:

Based on Actual FY 2012-13 Data

Excludable Allowable Allowable
Department Total Unallowable Indirect Direct
Costs Costs Costs Costs

City Council $187,355 $187,355
City Clerk $375,107 $119,932 $255,175
City Attorney $966,382 $966,382
Risk Management $331,982 $331,982
City Manager $411,621 $411,621
Human Resources $326,577 $326,577
Accounting $741,972 $741,972
Treasurer $28,782 $28,782
Purchasing $60,514 $60,514
Revenue Collection $357,521 $357,521
Vacation Ordinance
Information Systems $483,909 $483,909
Non-Departmental $794,460 $794,460
Emergency Perp $5,231 $5,231
Community Marketing $141,579 $141,579
GFR Transfers $7,323,107 $7,323,107
Rent & Leases $277,140 $277,140
Sustainable SLT $38,840 $38,840
Police $8,103,766 $8,103,766
Fire $4,586,369 $4,586,369
Public Works & Engineering $2,407,933 $2,407,933
Facility Maintenance $400,265 $400,265
Planning $448,713 $448,713
Golf Course $215,894 $215,894
Park Areas & Campgrounds $501,743 $501,743
Beaches & Parks & Rec $1,582,745 $1,582,745

Totals: $31,099,507 $307,287 $5,049,997 $25,742,223
Total Allowable Indirect = $5,049,997 = 16.24% city wide overhead rate
Total City Expenditures $31,099,507 based on dollars of total expenditure
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“For State Controllel

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 000274 Program
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed ___/___ [ 27 4
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE ARRESTS AND VICTIM ASSISTANCE @N)LRSInput __/___/__
(01) Claimant Identification Number 9809886 (22) FORM-1 (04)(A)(1)(f)
(02) Claimant Name City of South Lake Tahoe
Mailing Address 1901 Airport Road (23) FORM-1 (04)(A)(2)(f)
Street Address or P.O. Box Suite 210
City South Lake Tahoe (24) FORM-1 (04)(A)(3)(f)
State CA Zip Code 96150-7004
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim  [(25) FORM-1 (04)(B)(1)(f)
1,135
(03) Estimated [ ] |09) Reimbursement [ X] [(26) Form-1 (06)
93
(04) Combined [ ] |¢10) Combined | [27) Form-1 (07)
630
(05) Amended [ ] |(11) Amended [ ] [28) Form-1 (09)
Fiscal Year of |(06) (12) (29) FORM-1 (10)
Cost 2011-12
Total Claimed 07 13 30
(07) (13) $1.765 (30)
Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (31)
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) $176
Less: Estimated Claim Payment (15) (32)
Received
Net Claimed (16) (32)
Amount $1,588
Due from State |(08 7 33
r ate ((08) (17) $1 588 (33)
Due to State (09) (18) (34)

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, | certify that | am the person authorized by the local agency to file claims with the
State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that | have not violated any of the provisions of Article 4, Chapter 1 of
Divison 4 of Title 1 Government Code.

| further certify that there was no application for nor any grant or payment received, other that from the claimant, for reimbursement of
costs claimed herein; and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting savings and

reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source documents currently
maintained by the claimant.

The amount for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of actual costs set forth on the
attached statement. | certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Signature of Authorized Representative

(_\Y\(/( (,/ 6/[(3 & Date Signed %/é// S/

MaryAnne Bran Telephone Numbe (510) 542-6062

Financial Services Manager Email Address ~ mbrand@cityofslt.us

Name of Contact Person for Claim . Telephone Number G ,
Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChmnCRS@aoI com

200

Revised (12/09) Form FAM-27



FORM

MANDATED COSTS
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE ARRESTS AND VICTIM ASSISTANCE
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year
City of South Lake Tahoe Reimbursement 2011-12

Estimated |:|

(see FAM-27 for estimate)

(03) Department

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) (¢ (d)

(e)

Police

(05) Total Direct Costs $674 $461

(from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries)

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries)

U}
Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Total
and Services Assets
Supplies

A. One-Time Activities

1. Printing Victim Cards

2. AddingTwo New Crimes to Response Policy

3. Adding Information to Response Policy
B. On-Going Activity

1. Provide Cards to Victims $674 $461 $1,135

$1,135

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)]

Line (05)(d) + line (07)

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs
oS

o s

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable

(11) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (iine(09) + Line(10)]

$1,765

Revised (12/09)
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Program MANDATED COSTS FORM
\ 274 ‘ DOMESTIC VIOLENCE ARRESTS AND VICTIM ASSISTANCE
‘ ACTIVITY COST DETAIL
(01) Claimant: City of South Lake Tahoe (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 2011-12
(03) Reimbursable Activities Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed
ONE-TIME ACTIVITIES ON-GOING ACTIVITY
[_] Printing Victim Cards Providing Cards to Victims
] Adding Two New Crimes to Response Policy
[ Adding Information to Response Policy
(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f)
(a) (b) (d) (e () (c)
Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed Hourly Rate| Benefit | Hours Material | Contract Fixed Total
and or Rate | Worked | Salaries | Benefits and Services | Assets Salaries
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity| Supplies & Benefits
Officer $40.14 168.3%| 16.80 $674| $461 $1,135
Obtain card, present and explain to victim, and answer
victim's qusetions pertaining to state mandated info on
card.
(05) Total 16.80 $674| $461 $1,135

Revised (12/09)
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INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL

City of South Lake Tahoe
Police
Fiscal Year
201112
Excludable Allowable Allowable
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct
Description of Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Wages $4,513,498 $1,273,104 $3,240,394
Overtime $382,246 $382,246
Benefits 68.3% $3,081,348 $869,143 $2,212,205
Total $7,977,092 $2,142,247  $5,834,844
Services & Supplies
OFFICIAL/ADMINISTRATIVE SV $14,054 $14,054
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $33,169 $33,169
TECHNICAL SERVICES $12,556 $12,556
SHOP -MOTOR POOL ONLY!!! $139,314 $139,314
WATER/SEWER-UTILITIES $4,960 $4,960
GARBAGE-UTILITY $8,504 $8,504
DISPOSAL $1,792 $1,792
CUSTODIAL $10,560 $10,560
REPAIR & MAINT OUTSIDE $6,005 $6,005
LAUNDRY $3,418 $3,418
RENTAL OF EQUIP & VEHICLES $5,179 $5,179
RISK MGT-SELF INSUR.CLAIMS $3,507 $3,507
RISK MGT -CITY PROPERT DAM $1,363 $1,363
COMMUNICATIONS $30,817 $30,817
POLICE/FIRE WIRELESS $2,804 $2,804
P.D. SPECIAL EVENT COSTS $2,647 $2,647
CANINE MAINTENANCE COSTS $6,993 $6,993
PRINTING & BINDING $3,098 $3,098
TRAVEL (MEALS,HOTL,PERDIE $1,284 $1,284
TRAINING/SEMINARS REGISTR $1,551 $1,551
MEMBERSHIPS-DUES-SUBSCR $790 $790
POLICE OFFICERS STANDRD T $66,690 $66,690
SLEDNET EXPENSE $163,400 $163,400
TESTING -MEDICAL $2,877 $2,877
SAFETY EQUIPMENT -RISK MG $156 $156
GENERAL SUPPLIES WITHIN F* $44,755 $44,755
POSTAGE $5,591 $5,591
MEDICAL SUPPLIES $135 $135
AWARDS $1,552 $1,552
CLOTHING-UNIFORMS(REPLAC $2,410 $2,410
SNOW CHAINS
NATURAL GAS $5,090 $5,090
ELECTRICITY $33,638 $33,638
FUEL (GASOLINE) $109,333 $109,333
MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT ($5 $10,374 $9,683 $692 $0
TOOLS, PARTS AND LEASES <! $26,065 $26,065
FIRE EXTINGUISHERS
SOFTWARE PURCHASES/UPGI $1,503 $1,203 $301 $0
FURNITURE AND FIXTURES $2,006 $1,797 $299 $0
OPERATING TRANSFR OUT TC $5,194 $5,194
Total $775,224 $13,472 $716,139 $45,614
Capital Expenditures
Total
[Total Expenditures $8,752,316 $13,472 $2,858,386 _ $5,880,458|
Cost Plan Costs
Citywide Overhead = 16.24% $526,240 $526,240
of direct salaries
Total $526,240 $526,240
[Total Alloc. Indirect Costs $9,278,556 $13,472 $3,384,626  $5,880,458|
$3.384.626 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs
(Rate is Based pn Salaties) $3,622,639 Total Direct Salaries
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City of South Lake Tahoe

Police
Fiscal Year
2011-12
100% Admin. or Support Staff
Name/Position Annual Salary

Admin Assistant $49,704
Dispatch Supervisor (2) $123,192
Evidence Tech $60,156
Lieutenant (2) $205,632
Police Chief (50%) $67,860
Public Safety Dispatcher (6) $307,872
Records Supervisor $58,212
Senior Police Records Tech (2) $46,416
Sergeant (3) $251,460
Snr Community Services Officer (2) $102,600

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $1,273,104
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POLICE (10002110-10002180)

41015
41020

41040

41042
41110
41111
41112
41113
41114
41116
41117
41118
41119
41120
41128
41137
41139

42010
42020
42030
42040
43011
43012
43021
43023
43025
43026
43042
44016
44018
44020
44021
44022
44023
44040
44050
44060
44070
44080
44081
44082
44097
45010
45011
45014
45015
45016
45020
45021
45022
45024
46110
46120
46121
46122
46140
50001

REGULAR EMPLOYEES
TEMPORARY/PART-TIME EMPLOYEES

OVERTIME

RETIREMENT PAYOUTS
MEDICAL/DENTAL INSURANCE
VISION INSURANCE

LIFE INSURANCE

LONG TERM DISABILITY INSURANCE
SURVIVOR'S BENEFIT

PERS EMPLOYER PORTION

PERS EMPLOYEE PORTION/CITY PD
TUITION REIMBURSEMENT
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
WORKER'S COMPENSATION INSURNC
MEDICARE-REGULAR EMPLOYEES
HRA EXPENSES/FUNDING

RMSA EXPENSE

OFFICIAL/ADMINISTRATIVE SVCS
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
TECHNICAL SERVICES

SHOP -MOTOR POOL ONLY!!!
WATER/SEWER-UTILITIES
GARBAGE-UTILITY

DISPOSAL

CUSTODIAL

REPAIR & MAINT OUTSIDE
LAUNDRY

RENTAL OF EQUIP & VEHICLES
RISK MGT-SELF INSUR.CLAIMS

RISK MGT -CITY PROPERT DAMAGE
COMMUNICATIONS

POLICE/FIRE WIRELESS

P.D. SPECIAL EVENT COSTS

CANINE MAINTENANCE COSTS
PRINTING & BINDING

TRAVEL (MEALS,HOTL,PERDIEM)
TRAINING/SEMINARS REGISTR,SUPP
MEMBERSHIPS-DUES-SUBSCRIPTIONS
POLICE OFFICERS STANDRD TRAIN
SLEDNET EXPENSE

TESTING -MEDICAL

SAFETY EQUIPMENT -RISK MGMT
GENERAL SUPPLIES WITHIN FY
POSTAGE

MEDICAL SUPPLIES

AWARDS
CLOTHING-UNIFORMS(REPLACEMEN"
SNOW CHAINS

NATURAL GAS

ELECTRICITY

FUEL (GASOLINE)

MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT ($5,000)
TOOLS, PARTS AND LEASES <$5000
FIRE EXTINGUISHERS

SOFTWARE PURCHASES/UPGRADES
FURNITURE AND FIXTURES
OPERATING TRANSFR OUT TO GENF

Total Police

L R R I IR AR A T = A = = = R R < I R R = B = A = e R = R R AR - IR < = = R = R e IR A e R R R R R e R R R R R R R IR - AR U T R

ACTUAL FY
11-12

4,447,831.37
65,666.44
4,513,497.81
382,245.64
382,245.64
114,235.00
913,572.58
15,837.32
8,310.59
4,007.76
1,525.83
1,474,335.58
43,905.52
20,647.74
75,508.00
310,986.83
72,914.68
4,661.95
20,898.83
3,081,348.21
7,977,091.66
14,053.65
33,168.80
12,556.49
139,314.34
4,960.38
8,503.62
1,792.00
10,560.00
6,005.05
3.417.59
5,179.20
3,507.21
1,362.88
30,817.32
2,804.24
2,647.31
6,993.25
3,098.32
1,284.09
1.551.12
790.00
66,689.64
163,400.42
2,876.76
155.64
44,754.88
5,590.88
134.65
1,551.61
2,409.82
5,090.24
33,637.65
109,333.04
10,374.40
26,065.17
1,503.15
2,095.97
5,193.51
775,224.29

8,752,315.95
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City of South Lake Tahoe

CITY WIDE OVERHEAD CALCULATION:

Based on Actual FY 2012-13 Data

Excludable Allowable Allowable
Department Total Unallowable Indirect Direct
Costs Costs Costs Costs

City Council $187,355 $187,355
City Clerk $375,107 $119,932 $255,175
City Attorney $966,382 $966,382
Risk Management $331,982 $331,982
City Manager $411,621 $411,621
Human Resources $326,577 $326,577
Accounting $741,972 $741,972
Treasurer $28,782 $28,782
Purchasing $60,514 $60,514
Revenue Collection $357,521 $357,521
Vacation Ordinance
Information Systems $483,909 $483,909
Non-Departmental $794,460 $794,460
Emergency Perp $5,231 $5,231
Community Marketing $141,579 $141,579
GFR Transfers $7,323,107 $7,323,107
Rent & Leases $277,140 $277,140
Sustainable SLT $38,840 $38,840
Police $8,103,766 $8,103,766
Fire $4,586,369 $4,586,369
Public Works & Engineering $2,407,933 $2,407,933
Facility Maintenance $400,265 $400,265
Planning $448,713 $448,713
Golf Course $215,894 $215,894
Park Areas & Campgrounds $501,743 $501,743
Beaches & Parks & Rec $1,582,745 $1,682,745

Totals: $31,099,507 $307,287 $5,049,997 $25,742,223
Total Allowable Indirect = $5,049,997 = 16.24% city wide overhead rate
Total City Expenditures $31,099,507 based on dollars of total expenditure
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Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 00246 Program
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed _/___/___ 2 46
ADMINISTRATIVE LICENSE SUSPENSION @DLRSInput /[
(01) Claimant Identification Number 9809886 (22) FORM 1,(04)(A)(1)(h)
(02) Claimant Name City of South Lake Tahoe
Mailing Address 1901 Airport Road (23) FORM 1,(04)(A)(2)(h)
Street Address or P.O. Box Suite 210
City South Lake Tahoe (24) FORM 1,(04)(B)(1)(h)
State CA Zip Code  96150-7004 3,547
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim |(25) FORM 1,(06)
93
(03) Estimated [ ] |09 Reimbursement [ X] |(26) Form 1,07)
1,968
(04) Combined [ ] |10) combined | [27) Form 1,(09)
(05) Amended [ ] |11 Amended | [28) Form 1,(10)
Fiscal Year of |(06) (12) (29)
Cost 2011-12
Total Claimed |(07 13 30
o t $5,515 (30)
Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (31)
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) $551
Less: Estimated Claim Payment (15) (32)
Received
Net Claimed (16) (33)
Amount $4,963
Due from State ((08 17 34
(08) (17) $4.963 (34)
Due to State  |(09) (18) (35)

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, | certify that | am the person authorized by the local agency to file claims with the
State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that | have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code
Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive.

| further certify that there was no application for nor any grant or payment received, other that from the claimant, for reimbursement of

costs claimed herein; and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting savings and
reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source documents currently
maintained by the claimant.

The amount for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or actual costs
set forth on the attached statement. | certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Signature of Authorized Representative

W )}Lﬁﬂ ( Ko )\ e ( Date Signed :Q/Q:// «

MaryAnne Brénd Telephone Numbe (510) 542-6062
Financial Services Manager Email Address  mbrand@cityofsit.us

Name of Contact Person for Claim ‘ S
Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChmnCRS@aoI com

202

_Telephone Number

Revised (12/09) Form FAM-27



MANDATED COSTS
ADMINISTRATIVE LICENSE SUSPENSION
CLAIM SUMMARY

FORM
ALS-1

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim

eimbursement

Fiscal Year
2011-12

City of South Lake Tahoe

(04) Reimbursable Components (a)

(b)

(c)

Estimated [__|  (see FAM-27 for estimate)

(d)

(e)

®

A.5)

Number of Uniform Salary Benefit Subtotal Subtotal Materials
Cases Allowance Hourly Rate Salaries Benefits &
A. Minors Detained But Not Arrested Time (hours)|  Rate @x®)xe)| (€ x(d) Supplies
1. Admonishing Drivers/Screening Tests on Minors
(IV.A1&2) 0.2667 | $40.14 | 68.3%
2. Seizing Licenses & Serving Notice/ Completing
Sworn Reports/Submitting Reports to DMV (IV.A.3 to 0.2500 | $40.14 | 68.3%

Total
(e) + (f) +(9)

B. Arrested Drivers for Violation of DUI Statues

1. Seizing Licenses & Serving Notice/ Completing
Sworn Reports/Submitting Reports to DMV (IV.B.1 to
B.3)

210

0.2500

$40.14

68.3%

$3,547

C. Arrested Drivers for Controlled Substances

1. Informing Arrested Drives of Sanctions

(05) Total Direct Costs

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP per OMB-A87) (Applied to Salaries) 93.4%
(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(e) $1,968
(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(h) + line (07) $5,515

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable

NOTE: Grant funded arrests were removed from claim statistics

(11) Total Claimed Amount

Line (08)- (line(09) + Line(10)]

$5,515
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INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL

City of South Lake Tahoe
Police
Fiscal Year
201112
Excludable Allowable Allowable
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct
Description of Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Wages $4,513,498 $1,273,104 $3,240,394
Overtime $382,246 $382,246
Benefits 68.3% $3,081,348 $869,143 $2,212,205
Total $7,977,092 $2,142,247 $5,834,844
Services & Supplies
OFFICIAL/ADMINISTRATIVE SV $14,054 $14,054
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $33,169 $33,169
TECHNICAL SERVICES $12,556 $12,556
SHOP -MOTOR POOL ONLY!! $139,314 $139,314
WATER/SEWER-UTILITIES $4,960 $4,960
GARBAGE-UTILITY $8,504 $8,504
DISPOSAL $1,792 $1,792
CUSTODIAL $10,560 $10,560
REPAIR & MAINT OUTSIDE $6,005 $6,005
LAUNDRY $3,418 $3,418
RENTAL OF EQUIP & VEHICLES $5,179 $5,179
RISK MGT-SELF INSUR.CLAIMS $3,507 $3,507
RISK MGT -CITY PROPERT DAN $1,363 $1,363
COMMUNICATIONS $30,817 $30,817
POLICE/FIRE WIRELESS $2,804 $2,804
P.D. SPECIAL EVENT COSTS $2,647 $2,647
CANINE MAINTENANCE COSTE $6,993 $6,993
PRINTING & BINDING $3,098 $3,008
TRAVEL (MEALS HOTL,PERDIE $1,284 $1,284
TRAINING/SEMINARS REGISTR $1,551 $1,551
MEMBERSHIPS-DUES-SUBSCR $790 $790
POLICE OFFICERS STANDRD 1 $66,690 $66,690
SLEDNET EXPENSE $163,400 $163,400
TESTING -MEDICAL $2,877 $2,877
SAFETY EQUIPMENT -RISK MG $156 $156
GENERAL SUPPLIES WITHIN F* $44,755 $44,755
POSTAGE $5,591 $5,591
MEDICAL SUPPLIES $135 $135
AWARDS $1,552 $1,552
CLOTHING-UNIFORMS(REPLAC $2,410 $2,410
SNOW CHAINS
NATURAL GAS $5,090 $5,090
ELECTRICITY $33,638 $33,638
FUEL (GASOLINE) $109,333 $109,333
MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT ($5 $10,374 $9,683 $692 $0
TOOLS, PARTS AND LEASES <! $26,065 $26,065
FIRE EXTINGUISHERS
SOF TWARE PURCHASES/UPGI $1,503 $1,203 $301 $0
FURNITURE AND FIXTURES $2,096 $1,797 $299 $0
OPERATING TRANSFR OUT TC $5,194 $5,194
Total $775,224 $13,472 $716,139 $45,614
Capital Expenditures
Total
[otal Expenditures $8,752,316 $13,472 $2,858,386  $5,880,458|
Cost Plan Costs
Citywide Overhead = 16.24% $526,240 $526,240
of direct salaries
Total $526,240 $526,240
([Total Alloc. Indirect Costs $9,278,556 $13,472 $3,384,626  $5,880,458||

$3.384,626
$3,622,639

= Total Allowable Indirect Costs

Total Direct Salaries
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City of South Lake Tahoe

Police
Fiscal Year
2011-12

100% Admin. or Support Staff

Name/Position Annual Salary
Admin Assistant $49,704
Dispatch Supervisor (2) $123,192
Evidence Tech $60,156
Lieutenant (2) $205,632
Police Chief (50%) $67,860
Public Safety Dispatcher (6) $307,872
Records Supervisor $58,212
Senior Police Records Tech (2) $46,416
Sergeant (3) $251,460
Snr Community Services Officer (2) $102,600

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES

$1,273,104
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POLICE (10002110-10002180)

41015
41020

41040

41042
41110
41111
41112
41113
41114
41116
41117
41118
41119
41120
41128
41137
41139

42010
42020
42030
42040
43011
43012
43021
43023
43025
43026
43042
44016
44018
44020
44021
44022
44023
44040
44050
44060
44070
44080
44081
44082
44097
45010
45011
45014
45015
45016
45020
45021
45022
45024
46110
46120
46121
46122
46140
50001

REGULAR EMPLOYEES
TEMPORARY/PART-TIME EMPLOYEES

OVERTIME

RETIREMENT PAYOUTS
MEDICAL/DENTAL INSURANCE
VISION INSURANCE

LIFE INSURANCE

LONG TERM DISABILITY INSURANCE
SURVIVOR'S BENEFIT

PERS EMPLOYER PORTION

PERS EMPLOYEE PORTION/CITY PD
TUITION REIMBURSEMENT
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
WORKER'S COMPENSATION INSURNC
MEDICARE-REGULAR EMPLOYEES
HRA EXPENSES/FUNDING

RMSA EXPENSE

OFFICIAL/ADMINISTRATIVE SVCS
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
TECHNICAL SERVICES

SHOP -MOTOR POOL ONLY!!!
WATER/SEWER-UTILITIES
GARBAGE-UTILITY

DISPOSAL

CUSTODIAL

REPAIR & MAINT OUTSIDE
LAUNDRY

RENTAL OF EQUIP & VEHICLES
RISK MGT-SELF INSUR.CLAIMS
RISK MGT -CITY PROPERT DAMAGE
COMMUNICATIONS

POLICE/FIRE WIRELESS

P.D. SPECIAL EVENT COSTS
CANINE MAINTENANCE COSTS
PRINTING & BINDING

TRAVEL (MEALS,HOTL,PERDIEM)
TRAINING/SEMINARS REGISTR,SUPP
MEMBERSHIPS-DUES-SUBSCRIPTIONS
POLICE OFFICERS STANDRD TRAIN
SLEDNET EXPENSE

TESTING -MEDICAL

SAFETY EQUIPMENT -RISK MGMT
GENERAL SUPPLIES WITHIN FY
POSTAGE

MEDICAL SUPPLIES

AWARDS
CLOTHING-UNIFORMS(REPLACEMEN"
SNOW CHAINS

NATURAL GAS

ELECTRICITY

FUEL (GASOLINE)
MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT ($5,000)
TOOLS, PARTS AND LEASES <$5000
FIRE EXTINGUISHERS

SOFTWARE PURCHASES/UPGRADES
FURNITURE AND FIXTURES

OPERATING TRANSFR OUT TO GENF

Total Police

[ A A R IR - AR AR R N R - IR I = A= I

[ I - A R R R - A A R A A < A A R R A A A I I R R A - IR A AR - BB R e ]

ACTUAL FY
11-12

4,447,831.37
65,666.44
4,513,497.81
382,245.64
382,245.64
114,235.00
913,572.58
15,837.32
8,310.59
4,007.76
1,525.83
1,474,335.58
43,905.52
20,647.74
75,508.00
310,986.83
72,914.68
4,661.95
20,898.83
3,081,348.21
7,977,091.66
14,053.65
33,168.80
12,556.49
139,314.34
4,960.38
8,503.62
1,792.00
10,560.00
6,005.05
3.417.59
5,179.20
3,507.21
1,362.88
30,817.32
2,804.24
2,647.31
6,993.25
3,098.32
1,284.09
1,.551.12
790.00
66,689.64
163,400.42
2,876.76
155.64
44,754.88
5,590.88
134.65
1,551.61
2,409.82
5,090.24
33,637.65
109,333.04
10,374.40
26,065.17
1,503.15
2,095.97
5,193.51
775,224.29

8,752,315.95
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City of South Lake Tahoe

CITY WIDE OVERHEAD CALCULATION:
Based on Actual FY 2012-13 Data

Excludable Allowable Allowable
Department Total Unallowable Indirect Direct
Costs Costs Costs Costs
City Council $187,355 $187,355
City Clerk $375,107 $119,932 $255,175
City Attorney $966,382 $966,382
Risk Management $331,982 $331,982
City Manager $411,621 $411,621
Human Resources $326,577 $326,577
Accounting $741,972 $741,972
Treasurer $28,782 $28,782
Purchasing $60,514 $60,514
Revenue Collection $357,521 $357,521
Vacation Ordinance
Information Systems $483,909 $483,909
Non-Departmental $794,460 $794,460
Emergency Perp $5,231 $5,231
Community Marketing $141,579 $141,579
GFR Transfers $7,323,107 $7,323,107
Rent & Leases $277,140 $277,140
Sustainable SLT $38,840 $38,840
Police $8,103,766 $8,103,766
Fire $4,586,369 $4,586,369
Public Works & Engineering $2,407,933 $2,407,933
Facility Maintenance $400,265 $400,265
Planning $448,713 $448,713
Golf Course $215,894 $215,894
Park Areas & Campgrounds $501,743 $501,743
Beaches & Parks & Rec $1,582,745 $1,5682,745
Totals: $31,099,507 $307,287 $5,049,997  $25,742,223
Total Allowable Indirect = $5,049,997 = 16.24% city wide overhead rate
Total City Expenditures $31,099,507 based on dollars of total expenditure
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Claim for Payment
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561
CRIME STATISTICS REPORTS FOR THE DOJ

~ For State Controlle

(19) Program Number: 00310
(20) Date Filed / /

(21) LRS Input / /

Program

310

(01) Claimant Identification Number

9809886

(02) Claimant Name
Mailing Address

City of South Lake Tahoe
1901 Airport Road

(22) FORM (04)1.A(g)

(23) FORM (04)2.A.1)(g)

Street Address or P.O. Box Suite 210 27
City South Lake Tahoe (24) FORM (04)2.A.2(g)
State CA Zip Code 96150-7004 27
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim  |(25) FORM (04)2.A,3(q)
(03) Estimated |___| (09) Reimbursement | X | |(26) FORM (04)2.B.1(g)
16,558
(04) Combined [ ] [¢10) Combined [ ] [@7) Form (04)2.8.2(q)
2,680
(05) Amended [ ] [c11) Amended [ ] |i28) FORM (042C1(@)
Fiscal Year of |[(06) (12) 29) FORM (04)2.C.2(g)
Cost 2011-12 @)
Total Claimed |(07) (13) 30) FORM (04)2.C.3(g)
$29,999 (%0)
Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to exceed |(14) (31) FORM (04)2.D.1(g)
$1,000 (if applicable) $3,000
Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) FORM (04)2.D.2(g)
Net Claimed (16) (33) FORM (06)
Amount $27,000 93
Due from State ((08) (17) (34) FORM (07)
$27,000
10,707
Due to State (09) (18) (35) FORM (09)

(35) FORM (10)

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

maintained by the claimant.

true and correct.

Signature of Authorized Representative

Date

Date Signed

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, | certify that | am the person authorized by the local agency to file claims
with the State of California for costs mandated by Chapter 783, statues of 1995, Chapter 156 and 749, Statutes of 1996; and certify under
Ipenalty of perjury that | have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive.

| further certify that there was no application for nor any grant or payment received, other that from the claimant, for reimbursement of costs
claimed herein; and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting savings and
reimbursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source documentation currently

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

s/b//;/

Telephone Numbei (510) 542-6062

MaryAnn{Br nd
-

Financial Services Supervisor Email Address mbrand@cityofslt.us
Name of Contact Person for Claim ~ Telephone Number: . E-Mail Address.
Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com

Form FAM-27




MANDATED COSTS
CRIME STATISTICS REPORTS FOR THE DOJ
CLAIM SUMMARY

FORM

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year
City of South Lake Tahoe Reimbursement 2011-12
Estimated I:l (see FAM-27 for estimate)
Claim Statistics |
(03) Department =
Police
Direct Costs ; ~ Object Ac
(04) Reimbursable Components (a) (b) (c&d) (e) ®
Salaries Benefits Services Fixed Travel Total
and Assets
1. ONE-TIME ACTIVITY Supplies
A. Revise Policies and Procedures

2. ON-GOING ACTIVITIES

A. Homicide Reports (PC 13014)

Reimbursable Period: FY 2001-02 through FY 2009-10

1. Extract Demographic Information $16 $11 $27

2. Monthly Report to DOJ $16 $11 $27
3. Verify/provide Additional Explanation

B. Domestic Violence Related Calls for Assistance (PC 13730)

1. Write Incident Report $9,838 $6,720 $16,558
2. Review and Edit Report $1,593 $1,088 $2,680
Reimbursable Period: FY 2004-05 beginning 01/01/05 through FY 2009-10

C. Hate Crime Reports (PC 13023)

1. Extract Information from PD Records

2. Monthly/ Annual Report to DOJ

3. Verify/provide Additional Explanation

Reimbursable Period: FY 2001-02 through FY 2004-05 (ending 12/31/04)

D. Firearm Reports (PC 12031)

1. Extract Information from PD Records

2. Report to Attorney General

(05) Total Direct Costs $11,463 $7,829 $19,293
Indirect Costs e
(08) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP)  (Applied to Salaries) 93.4%
(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)] $10,707
(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07)

$29,999

Cost Reductions !

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable

(11) Total Claimed Amount

Line (08)- (line(09) + Line(10)]

$29,999




MANDATED COSTS FORM
CRIME STATISTICS REPORTS FOR THE DOJ AA-2
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Claimant: City of South Lake Tahoe (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 2011-12
(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed
A. One-Time Costs
D Policies and Procedures
B. On-Going Costs
Homicide Report Demographic Info |:| Hate Crime Extract Info D Fire Arm Report extract info
[:l Homicide Monthly Report to DOJ I:] Hate Crime Report to DOJ D Firearm Report to DOJ
l:l Homicide Additional Info & Explanation D Hate Crime Additional Info
D Domestic Violence - Write Incid. Report D Domestic Violence Review & Edit Report
(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (€) (f&g) (h) (i)
Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed Hourly Rate| Benefit | Hours Services Fixed Travel Total
and or Rate | Worked | Salaries | Benefits and Assets and Salaries
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies Training | & Benefits
Records Supervisor $32.34 (68.3% 0.50 $16| $11 $27
Extract demographic information from existing
local records as required by state statute to report
information to DOJ.
(05) Total 0.50 $16| $11 305 $27




MANDATED COSTS FORM
CRIME STATISTICS REPORTS FOR THE DOJ AA-2
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Claimant: City of South Lake Tahoe (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 2011-12

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed

A. One-Time Costs
D Policies and Procedures

B. On-Going Costs
l:l Homicide Report Demographic Info |___’ Hate Crime Extract Info El Fire Arm Report extract info

Homicide Monthly Report to DOJ I:l Hate Crime Report to DOJ D Firearm Report to DOJ

D Homicide Additional Info & Explanation |:| Hate Crime Additional Info

D Domestic Violence - Write Incid. Report D Domestic Violence Review & Edit Report

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f&g) (h) @

Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed Hourly Rate| Benefit | Hours Services Fixed Travel Total
and or Rate | Worked | Salaries | Benefits and Assets and Salaries
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies Training | & Benefits
Records Supervisor $32.34 |68.3% 0.50 $16| $11 $27

Report the demographic information about the
homicide victim and the person or persons
charged with the crime to the DOJ.

(05) Total 0.50|  $16| $11 306 $27
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MANDATED COSTS FORM
CRIME STATISTICS REPORTS FOR THE DOJ AA-2
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Claimant: City of South Lake Tahoe (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 2011-12
(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed
A. One-Time Costs
[:l Policies and Procedures
B. On-Going Costs

El Homicide Report Demographic Info D Hate Crime Extract Info |:| Fire Arm Report extract info

l:l Homicide Monthly Report to DOJ [:I Hate Crime Report to DOJ |:| Firearm Report to DOJ

[:I Homicide Additional Info & Explanation |:| Hate Crime Additional Info

Domestic Violence - Write Incid. Report l__—l Domestic Violence Review & Edit Report
(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f)

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f&g) () 0]
Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed Hourly Rate| Benefit | Hours Services Fixed Travel Total
and or Rate | Worked | Salaries | Benefits and Assets and Salaries
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies Training | & Benefits

Officer $40.14 |68.3%| 245.10 $9,838| $6,720 $16,558
Write & type Domestic Violence Report as required by
State Statutes.
(05) Total 245.10| $9,838| $6,720 $16,558




MANDATED COSTS FORM
CRIME STATISTICS REPORTS FOR THE DOJ AA-2
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Claimant: City of South Lake Tahoe (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 2011-12
(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed
A. One-Time Costs
|:| Policies and Procedures
B. On-Going Costs
Homicide Report Demographic Info |:| Hate Crime Extract Info |:| Fire Arm Report extract info
|:| Homicide Monthly Report to DOJ I:I Hate Crime Report to DOJ D Firearm Report to DOJ
|:| Homicide Additional Info & Explanation D Hate Crime Additional Info
|:| Domestic Violence - Write Incid. Report Domestic Violence Review & Edit Report
(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f&9) (h) 0]
Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed Hourly Rate| Benefit | Hours Services Fixed Travel Total
and or Rate | Worked | Salaries | Benefits and Assets and Salaries
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies Training | & Benefits
Sergeant $46.57 |68.3%| 34.20| $1,593|$1,088 $2,680
Review and edit Domestic Violence Reports
(05) Total 34.20( $1,593|$1,088 $2,680

SUo




INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL

City of South Lake Tahoe

Police
Fiscal Year
2011-12
Excludable Allowable Allowable
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct
Description of Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Wages $4,513,498 $1,273,104  $3,240,394
Overtime $382,246 $382,246
Benefits 68.3% $3,081,348 $869,143 $2,212,205
Total $7,977,092 $2,142,247 $5,834,844
Services & Supplies
OFFICIAL/ADMINISTRATIVE SV $14,054 $14,054
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $33,169 $33,169
TECHNICAL SERVICES $12,556 $12,556
SHOP -MOTOR POOL ONLY!!! $139,314 $139,314
WATER/SEWER-UTILITIES $4,960 $4,960
GARBAGE-UTILITY $8,504 $8,504
DISPOSAL $1,792 $1,792
CUSTODIAL $10,560 $10,560
REPAIR & MAINT OUTSIDE $6,005 $6,005
LAUNDRY $3,418 $3,418
RENTAL OF EQUIP & VEHICLES $5,179 $5,179
RISK MGT-SELF INSUR.CLAIME $3,507 $3,507
RISK MGT -CITY PROPERT DAM $1,363 $1,363
COMMUNICATIONS $30,817 $30,817
POLICE/FIRE WIRELESS $2,804 $2,804
P.D. SPECIAL EVENT COSTS $2,647 $2,647
CANINE MAINTENANCE COSTS $6,993 $6,993
PRINTING & BINDING $3,008 $3,098
TRAVEL (MEALS,HOTL,PERDIE $1,284 $1,284
TRAINING/SEMINARS REGISTR $1,551 $1,551
MEMBERSHIPS-DUES-SUBSCR $790 $790
POLICE OFFICERS STANDRD T $66,690 $66,690
SLEDNET EXPENSE $163,400 $163,400
TESTING -MEDICAL $2,877 $2,877
SAFETY EQUIPMENT -RISK MG $156 $156
GENERAL SUPPLIES WITHIN F* $44,755 $44,755
POSTAGE $5,591 $5,591
MEDICAL SUPPLIES $135 $135
AWARDS $1,552 $1,552
CLOTHING-UNIFORMS(REPLAC $2,410 $2,410
SNOW CHAINS
NATURAL GAS $5,090 $5,090
ELECTRICITY $33,638 $33,638
FUEL (GASOLINE) $109,333 $109,333
MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT ($5 $10,374 $9,683 $692 $0
TOOLS, PARTS AND LEASES <! $26,065 $26,065
FIRE EXTINGUISHERS
SOFTWARE PURCHASES/UPGH $1,503 $1,203 $301 $0
FURNITURE AND FIXTURES $2,096 $1,797 $299 $0
OPERATING TRANSFR OUT TC $5,194 $5,194
Total $775,224 $13,472 $716,139 $45,614
Capital Expenditures
Total
[Total Expenditures $8,752,316 $13,472 $2,858,386  $5,880,458||
Cost Plan Costs
Citywide Overhead = 16.24% $526,240 $526,240
of direct salaries
Total $526,240 $526,240
[Total Alloc. Indirect Costs $9,278,556 $13,472 $3,384,626  $5,880,458|

Rate is Based on Salaries)

$3.384,626 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs

$3,622,639

Total Direct Salaries
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City of South Lake Tahoe

Police

Fiscal Year
2011-12

100% Admin. or Support Staff

Name/Position Annual Salary
Admin Assistant $49,704
Dispatch Supervisor (2) $123,192
Evidence Tech $60,156
Lieutenant (2) $205,632
Police Chief (50%) $67,860
Public Safety Dispatcher (6) $307,872
Records Supervisor $58,212
Senior Police Records Tech (2) $46,416
Sergeant (3) $251,460
Snr Community Services Officer (2) $102,600

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES

$1,273,104
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POLICE (10002110-10002180)

41015
41020

41040

41042
41110
41111
41112
41113
41114
41116
41117
41118
41119
41120
41128
41137
41139

42010
42020
42030
42040
43011
43012
43021
43023
43025
43026
43042
44016
44018
44020
44021
44022
44023
44040
44050
44060
44070
44080
44081
44082
44097
45010
45011
45014
45015
45016
45020
45021
45022
45024
46110
46120
46121
46122
46140
50001

REGULAR EMPLOYEES
TEMPORARY/PART-TIME EMPLOYEES

OVERTIME

RETIREMENT PAYOUTS
MEDICAL/DENTAL INSURANCE
VISION INSURANCE

LIFE INSURANCE

LONG TERM DISABILITY INSURANCE
SURVIVOR'S BENEFIT

PERS EMPLOYER PORTION

PERS EMPLOYEE PORTION/CITY PD
TUITION REIMBURSEMENT
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
WORKER'S COMPENSATION INSURNC
MEDICARE-REGULAR EMPLOYEES
HRA EXPENSES/FUNDING

RMSA EXPENSE

OFFICIAL/ADMINISTRATIVE SVCS
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
TECHNICAL SERVICES

SHOP -MOTOR POOL ONLY!!!
WATER/SEWER-UTILITIES
GARBAGE-UTILITY

DISPOSAL

CUSTODIAL

REPAIR & MAINT OUTSIDE
LAUNDRY

RENTAL OF EQUIP & VEHICLES
RISK MGT-SELF INSUR.CLAIMS

RISK MGT -CITY PROPERT DAMAGE
COMMUNICATIONS

POLICE/FIRE WIRELESS

P.D. SPECIAL EVENT COSTS

CANINE MAINTENANCE COSTS
PRINTING & BINDING

TRAVEL (MEALS,HOTL,PERDIEM)
TRAINING/SEMINARS REGISTR.SUPP
MEMBERSHIPS-DUES-SUBSCRIPTIONS
POLICE OFFICERS STANDRD TRAIN
SLEDNET EXPENSE

TESTING -MEDICAL

SAFETY EQUIPMENT -RISK MGMT
GENERAL SUPPLIES WITHIN FY
POSTAGE

MEDICAL SUPPLIES

AWARDS
CLOTHING-UNIFORMS(REPLACEMEN"
SNOW CHAINS

NATURAL GAS

ELECTRICITY

FUEL (GASOLINE)

MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT ($5,000)
TOOLS, PARTS AND LEASES <$5000
FIRE EXTINGUISHERS

SOFTWARE PURCHASES/UPGRADES
FURNITURE AND FIXTURES

OPERATING TRANSFR OUT TO GEN F

Total Police

ACTUAL FY
11-12

4,447,831.37
65,666.44
4,513,497.81
382,245.64
382,245.64
114,235.00
913,572.58
15,837.32
8,310.59
4,007.76
1,525.83
1,474,335.58
43,905.52
20,647.74
75,508.00
310,986.83
72,914.68
4,661.95
20,898.83
3,081,348.21
7,977,091.66
14,053.65
33,168.80
12,556.49
139,314.34
4,960.38
8,503.62
1,792.00
10,560.00
6,005.05
3,417.59
5,179.20
3,507.21
1,362.88
30,817.32
2,804.24
2,647.31
6,993.25
3,098.32
1,284.09
1.551.12
790.00
66,689.64
163,400.42
2,876.76
155.64
44,754.88
5,590.88
134.65
1,551.61
2,409.82
5,090.24
33,637.65
109,333.04
10,374.40
26,065.17
1,503.15
2,095.97
5,193.51
775,224.29

8,752,315.95
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City of South Lake Tahoe

CITY WIDE OVERHEAD CALCULATION:

Based on Actual FY 2012-13 Data

Excludable Allowable Allowable
Department Total Unallowable Indirect Direct
Costs Costs Costs Costs

City Council $187,355 $187,355
City Clerk $375,107 $119,932 $255,175
City Attorney $966,382 $966,382
Risk Management $331,982 $331,982
City Manager $411,621 $411,621
Human Resources $326,577 $326,577
Accounting $741,972 $741,972
Treasurer $28,782 $28,782
Purchasing $60,514 $60,514
Revenue Collection $357,521 $357,521
Vacation Ordinance
Information Systems $483,909 $483,909
Non-Departmental $794,460 $794,460
Emergency Perp $5,231 $5,231
Community Marketing $141,579 $141,579
GFR Transfers $7,323,107 $7,323,107
Rent & Leases $277,140 $277,140
Sustainable SLT $38,840 $38,840
Police $8,103,766 $8,103,766
Fire $4,586,369 $4,586,369
Public Works & Engineering $2,407,933 $2,407,933
Facility Maintenance $400,265 $400,265
Planning $448,713 $448,713
Golf Course $215,894 $215,894
Park Areas & Campgrounds $501,743 $501,743
Beaches & Parks & Rec $1,582,745 $1,582,745

Totals: $31,099,507 $307,287 $5,049,997 $25,742,223
Total Allowable Indirect = $5,049,997 = 16.24% city wide overhead rate
Total City Expenditures $31,099,507 based on dollars of total expenditure
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL

I, the undersigned, declare as follows:

I am a resident of the County of Sacramento and I am over the age of 18 years, and not a party to
the within action. My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300, Sacramento,
California 95814.

On October 4, 2022, I served the:

e Claimant’s Late Comments on the Draft Proposed Decision filed
October 4, 2022

Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN), 20-0022-1-02

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, Chapters 1289 and 1496; Statutes 1987, Chapters 82, 531, and 1459;
Statutes 1988, Chapters 269, 1497, and 1580; Statutes 1989, Chapter 153; Statutes 1990,
Chapters 650, 1330, 1363, 1603; Statutes 1992, Chapters 163, 459, and 1338; Statutes
1993, Chapters 219 and 510; Statutes 1996, Chapters 1080 and 1081; Statutes 1997,
Chapters 842, 843, and 844; Statutes 1999, Chapters 475 and 1012; and Statutes 2000,
Chapter 916; California Code of Regulations, Title 11, Section 903 (Register 98, Number
29);2 “Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583 (Rev. 3/91)

Fiscal Years: 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 2001-2002, 2002-2003, 2003-2004, 2004-2005,
2005-2006, 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011, and 2011-2012
City of South Lake Tahoe, Claimant

By making it available on the Commission’s website and providing notice of how to locate it to
the email addresses provided on the attached mailing list.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is
true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on October 4, 2022 at Sacramento,
California.

@iy
Hll L. Magee =
Commission on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 323-3562

! Renumbered as Penal Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 (SB 1313)).

2 The substantive requirements of section 903 are now found at section 902, pursuant to
amendments effected by Register 2010, Number 2.



9/9/22, 3:13 PM Mailing List

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 9/9/22
Claim Number: 20-0022-1-02
Matter: Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Reports (ICAN)
Claimant: City of South Lake Tahoe

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.)

Lili Apgar, Specialist, State Controller's Office

Local Reimbursements Section, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0254

lapgar@sco.ca.gov

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

Aaron Avery, Legislative Representative, California Special Districts Association
1112 T Street Bridge, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 442-7887

Aarona@csda.net

Guy Burdick, Consultant, MGT Consulting

2251 Harvard Street, Suite 134, Sacramento, CA 95815
Phone: (916) 833-7775

gburdick@mgtconsulting.com

Allan Burdick,

7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 203-3608

allanburdick@gmail.com

Evelyn Calderon-Yee, Burcau Chief, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 324-5919

ECalderonYee@sco.ca.gov

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 1/4
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Mailing List

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems, Inc.
Claimant Representative

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

achinners@aol.com

Kris Cook, Assistant Program Budget Manager, Department of Finance
915 L Street, 10th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 445-3274

Kris.Cook@dof.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance

915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-8918
donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov

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

Tiffany Hoang, Associate Accounting Analyst, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 323-1127

THoang@sco.ca.gov

Angelo Joseph, Supervisor, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 323-0706

AlJoseph@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

Erika Li, Chief Deputy Director, Department of Finance
915 L Street, 10th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 445-3274

erika.li@dof.ca.gov

Everett Luc, Accounting Administrator I, Specialist, State Controller's Office
3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone: (916) 323-0766

ELuc@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

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php
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Darryl Mar, Manager, State Controller's Office
3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0706

DMar@sco.ca.gov

Elizabeth McGinnis, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
Elizabeth.McGinnis@csm.ca.gov

Jane McPherson, Financial Services Director, City of Oceanside
300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054

Phone: (760) 435-3055

JmcPherson@oceansideca.org

Lourdes Morales, Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 319-8320

Lourdes.Morales@LAO.CA.GOV

Marilyn Munoz, Senior Staff Counsel, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 445-8918

Marilyn.Munoz@dof.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

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@sbcountyatc.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
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 3/4
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Phone: (916) 323-3562
camille.shelton@csm.ca.gov

Natalie Sidarous, Chief, State Controller's Office

Local Government Programs and Services Division, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA
95816

Phone: 916-445-8717

NSidarous@sco.ca.gov

Michelle Skaggs Lawrence, City Manager, City of Oceanside
300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054

Phone: (760) 435-3055

citymanager@oceansideca.org

Brittany Thompson, Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274

Brittany. Thompson@dof.ca.gov

Olga Tikhomirova, Acting Finance Director, City of South Lake Tahoe
Claimant Contact

1901 Lisa Maloff Way, Suite 210, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
Phone: (530) 542-7431

otikhomirova@cityofslt.us

Jacqueline Wong-Hernandez, Deputy Executive Director for Legislative Affairs, California State
Association of Counties (CSAC)

1100 K Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 650-8104

jwong-hernandez@counties.org

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 4/4
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