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INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM FORM

Section 1

Proposed Incorrect Reduction Claim Title: 
________________________________________________________________________________
Section 2

Local Government (Local Agency/School District) Name: 
________________________________________________________________________________

Name and Title of Claimant’s Authorized Official pursuant to CCR. tit. 2, § 1185.1(a)(1-5): 

________________________________________________________________________________

Street Address, City, State, and Zip: 

________________________________________________________________________________

Telephone Number  Email Address

____________________ ___________________________________________________________

Section 3 – Claimant designates the following person to act as its sole representative in this 
incorrect reduction claim. All correspondence and communications regarding this claim shall 
be forwarded to this representative. Any change in representation must be authorized by the 
claimant in writing, and sent to the Commission on State Mandates.  (CCR, tit.2, § 1185.1(a)(1-
5).) 

Name and Title of Claimant Representative: 

________________________________________________________________________________

Organization: 

________________________________________________________________________________

Street Address, City, State, Zip: 

________________________________________________________________________________

Telephone Number  Email Address

____________________ ___________________________________________________________ 

For CSM Use Only

Filing Date:

iIRC #: 25-0308-I-01

September 2, 2025

Commission on 
State Mandates 

Filed Date



2 
Revised 03/2025 

Section 4 – Identification of Statutes or Executive Orders

Please specify the subject statute or executive order that claimant alleges is not being fully 
reimbursed pursuant to the adopted parameters and guidelines.  
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________

Incorrect Reduction Claim is Timely Filed on [Insert Filing Date]: ___/___/_____

Which is not later than three years following the date [Insert Receipt Date of Notice that 
Complies with Government Code section 17558.5(c)]:  ___/___/_____ the claimant first 
received from the Office of State Controller a final state audit report, letter, or other written 
notice of adjustment to a reimbursement claim, which complies with Government Code section 
17558.5(c) by specifying the claim components adjusted, the amounts adjusted, interest 
charges on claims adjusted to reduce the overall reimbursement to the claimant, and the 
reason for the adjustment.  The filing shall be returned to the claimant for lack of jurisdiction if 
this requirement is not met.

(Gov. Code section 17558.5(c); Cal. Code Regs., tit.2, sections 1185.1(c) and 1187.5.) 

Section 5 – Amount of Incorrect Reduction  

Please specify the fiscal year and amount of reduction.  More than one fiscal year may be 
claimed. 

________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________

Section 6 – Written Detailed Narrative

Under the heading “6. Written Detailed Narrative,” please describe the alleged incorrect 
reduction(s).  The narrative shall include a comprehensive description of the reduced or 
disallowed area(s) of cost(s). Pages ________________ to____________________. 

 This incorrect reduction claim includes a description of the alleged incorrect reduction(s) and
includes a comprehensive description of the reduced or disallowed area(s) of cost(s). (Cal. 
Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1185.1(f)(2).) 
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Section 7 – Documentary Evidence and Declarations

If the narrative describing the alleged incorrect reduction(s) involves more than discussion of 
statutes or regulations or legal argument and utilizes assertions or representations of fact, 
such assertions or representations shall be supported by testimonial or documentary 
evidence and shall be submitted with the claim under the heading “7. Documentary Evidence 
and Declarations.”  All documentary evidence must be authenticated by declarations under 
penalty of perjury signed by persons who are authorized and competent to do so and be 
based on the declarant’s personal knowledge or information or belief.   
Pages _____________ to________________. 

This incorrect reduction claim’s narrative describing the alleged incorrect reduction(s) involves 
more than discussion of statutes or regulations or legal argument and utilizes assertions or 
representations of fact that are supported by testimonial or documentary evidence and are 
included with the incorrect reduction claim.  (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1185.1(f)(3).) 

 All documentary evidence must be authenticated by declarations under penalty of perjury 
signed by persons who are authorized and competent to do so and be based on the 
declarant’s personal knowledge, information, or belief.  Assertions or representations of fact 
shall be supported by testimonial or documentary evidence.  Hearsay evidence may be used 
for the purpose of supplementing or explaining other evidence but shall not be sufficient in 
itself to support a finding unless it would be admissible over objection in civil actions.  (Cal. 
Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1187.5.)  

Section 8 – Claiming Instructions

Under the heading “8. Claiming Instructions,” please include a copy of the Office of the State 
Controller’s claiming instructions that were in effect during the fiscal year(s) of the 
reimbursement claim(s).  Pages _____________ to _______________. 

 The incorrect reduction claim includes a copy of the Office of the State Controller’s claiming 
instructions that were in effect during the fiscal year(s) of the reimbursement claims.  (Cal. 
Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1185.1(f)(1).) 

Section 9 – Final State Audit Report or Other Written Notice of Adjustment 

Under the heading “9. Final State Audit Report or other Written Notice of Adjustment,” please 
include a copy of the final state audit report, letter, or other written notice of adjustment from 
the Office of the State Controller that explains the reason(s) for the reduction or disallowance.  
Pages _________________ to ________________________. 

 The incorrect reduction claim includes a copy of any final state audit report, letter, or other 
written notice of adjustment from the Office of State Controller that explains the claim 
components adjusted, amounts reduced, and the reasons for the reduction or disallowance.  
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1185.1(f)(4).) 

Section 10 – Reimbursement Claims 

Under the heading “10. Reimbursement Claims,” please include a copy of the subject 
reimbursement claims the claimant submitted to the Office of State Controller.  
Pages ________________ to ___________________________. 

 The incorrect reduction claims includes a copy of the subject reimbursement claims the 
claimant submitted to the Office of State Controller.  (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1185.1(f)(5).) 
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Section 11 – Notice of Intent to File a Consolidated Incorrect Reduction Claim
This claim is being filed with the intent of acting as lead-claimant to consolidate on behalf of other 
claimants. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1185.3.):  Yes or No  
If yes is checked, the claimant certifies the following:  

(1) The method, act, or practice that the claimant alleges led to the reduction has led to similar 
reductions of other parties’ claims, and all of the claims involve common questions or law or fact.
(2) The common questions of law or fact among the claims predominate over any matter affecting 
only an individual claim.
(3) The consolidation of similar claims by individual claimants would result in consistent decision 
making by the Commission.
(4) The claimant filing the consolidated claim would fairly and adequately protect the interests of the 
other claimants:  Yes or No  

Section 12 - Notice of Intent to Join a Consolidated Incorrect Reduction Claim 

I intend to join a consolidated claim:  Yes or No 

If yes is checked, please complete the following:

Title of Consolidated Incorrect Reduction Claim: 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
Lead-Claimant Local Government (Local Agency/School District) Name: 
________________________________________________________________________________

Name and Title of Lead-Claimant’s Authorized Official pursuant to CCR. tit. 2, § 1185.1(a)(1-5): 
________________________________________________________________________________
Street Address, City, State, and Zip: 

________________________________________________________________________________

Telephone Number Email Address 

____________________ ___________________________________________________________ 

The claimant certifies that (1) The method, act, or practice that the claimant alleges led to the 
reduction is similar to that for the reductions of lead-claimant’s claim, and involves common questions 
or law or fact; (2) The common questions of law or fact predominate over any matter affecting only an 
individual claim; (3) The consolidation of these claims by would result in consistent decision making 
by the Commission; (4) The lead-claimant in the consolidated claim would fairly and adequately 
protect the interests of the claimants; and authorizes the lead-claimant in the above-named incorrect 
reduction claim to act as its sole representative in this consolidated incorrect reduction claim, which is 
filed pursuant to Government Code section 17558.7:  

Yes or  No  
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Section 13 – INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM CERTIFICATION Pursuant to Government Code 
section 17553

The incorrect reduction claim form is signed and dated at the end of the document, under 
penalty of perjury by the eligible claimant, with the declaration that the incorrect reduction claim 
is true and complete to the best of the declarant's personal knowledge, information, or belief.

Read, sign, and date this section.  Incorrect reduction claims that are not signed by authorized 
claimant officials pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1185.1(a)(1-5) will be 
returned as incomplete.  In addition, please note that this form also serves to designate a claimant 
representative for the matter (if desired) and for that reason may only be signed by an authorized 
local government official as defined in section 1185.1(a)(1-5) of the Commission’s regulations, and 
not by the representative.

This incorrect reduction claim alleges an incorrect reduction of a reimbursement claim 
filed with the State Controller’s Office pursuant to Government Code section 17561.  
This incorrect reduction claim is filed pursuant to Government Code section 17551, 
subdivision (d).  I hereby declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 
California, that the information in this incorrect reduction claim is true and complete to 
the best of my own personal knowledge, information, or belief.  All representations of 
fact are supported by documentary or testimonial evidence and are submitted in 
accordance with the Commission’s regulations.  (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2 sections 1185.1 
and 1187.5.)

___________________________________   _____________________________

Name of Authorized Local Government Official Print or Type Title 
pursuant to Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2 section 1185.1

___________________________________ 

Signature of Authorized Local Government Official

pursuant to Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2 section 1185.1





Section 6 – 

Written Detailed Narrative 
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SECTION 6: NARRATIVE STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF FUTURE CONSOLIDATION 

AND SERVING AS LEAD INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM (IRC) CLAIMANT     

FOR FUTURE IRC CLAIMS  

I. Introduction

Pursuant to: 

California Code of Regulations tit. 2, § 1185.3 

(b) If a claimant intends to pursue an incorrect reduction claim on behalf of a class of 
claimants, it must notify the Commission of its intent to do so at the time it files its 
incorrect reduction claim and meet the requirements of section 1185.3 of these 
regulations.

Government Code section 17558.7 

(b) A claimant eligible to file an incorrect reduction claim may file a consolidated

incorrect reduction claim on behalf of other claimants whose claims for reimbursement

under the same mandate are alleged to have been incorrectly reduced if all of the

following apply:

(1) The method, act, or practice that the claimant alleges led to the reduction has led

to similar reductions of other parties’ claims, and all of the claims involve

common questions of law or fact.

(2) The common questions of law or fact among the claims predominate over any

matter affecting only an individual claim.

(3) The consolidation of similar claims by individual claimants would result in

consistent decision making by the commission.

(4) The claimant filing the consolidated claim would fairly and adequately protect the

interests of the other claimants.

(c) A claimant that seeks to file a consolidated incorrect reduction claim shall, at the time

it files an incorrect reduction claim, on a form provided by the commission, notify the

commission of its intent to file a consolidated incorrect reduction claim.

The City of Rancho Cucamonga (“City”) has checked the box in Section 11 of the IRC 

claim form indicating that the claim is being filed with the intent to consolidate on behalf 

of other claimants. 

Consolidation would satisfy all of the requirements of Government Code 17558.7.  The 

City respectfully states that it intends to act as lead IRC claimant for future IRCs to be 

filed by other cities that contract for law enforcement services (“contract cities”) arising 

from the State Controller’s Office (SCO) interpretation they are not able to compute 

overhead/Indirect Cost Rates (ICRPs) for their contract police departments utilizing 

existing Parameters and Guidelines (Ps and Gs), Claiming Instructions, and Indirect 
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Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) Methodologies (subject to Federal CFR/(formerly OMB A-87 

Guidelines) as specified in existing, State approved documents. 

 

The SCO’s creation and use of an alternate methodology to compute indirect/overhead 

costs demonstrates inconsistent treatment of cities that contract for law enforcement 

services versus cities with their own in-house police departments.  This inconsistent 

treatment penalizes the City of Rancho Cucamonga (as well as other contract cities) 

because it uses inconsistent criteria in determining eligibility of indirect costs and 

creates and applies an alternate methodology for computing the indirect cost 

rates which are less advantageous to contract cities.   

 

II. Consolidation of the Listed IRCs is Appropriate Here 

A. All of the IRCs Raise Common Questions of Law or Fact related to SCO 

interpretation regarding departmental overhead/indirect cost (ICRP) rate eligibility 

and proper computational methodology for cities that contract for law 

enforcement services.  

As set forth in the Declaration of Annette Chinn in support hereof, each of the SCO final 

audits raised the same main legal issue: that the SCO argues that if a city contracts for 

law enforcement services, the existing Ps and Gs and claiming methodologies do not 

apply to them and that they are not entitled to obtaining reimbursement of all 

departmental indirect costs as they would be had they provided the services via their 

own in-house police departments.   

 

B.  Common Questions of Law or Fact Among the Claims Predominate Over any 

Matter Affecting Only an Individual Claim 

As discussed above, each of the IRCs with which the City wishes to consolidate this 

IRC raise the same issues of law and fact. Each IRC involves application of the same 

claiming instruction and Parameters and Guidelines (Ps and Gs) sections related to the 

computation of indirect costs and whether these existing guidelines apply to cities that 

contract for law enforcement services.  

 

SCO lack of adherence to existing Ps and Gs, instructions, and Indirect Cost Rate 

Proposal (ICRP) methodologies results in an after-the-fact and unilateral creation of 

new, alternate overhead rate computational methodologies which improper substituted 

Commission adopted Ps and Gs with a new, unwritten overhead computational 

methodology.  These new methodologies, created solely by the SCO without allowing 

appropriate Commission review and approval, and without providing the opportunity for 

interested party comment, violate Due Process principles.  
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C. The Consolidation of Similar Claims by Individual Claimants Would Result in 

Consistent Decision Making by the Commission 

The decisions to be reached by the Commission should be consistent among these 

IRCs. Consolidation would allow consistency and would save Commission, claimant 

and SCO resources by allowing a single proceeding to determine these common 

issues. 

 

D. The Claimant Filing the Consolidated Claim Would Fairly and Adequately 

Protect the Interests of the Other Claimants 

The City submits that it would fairly and adequately protect the interests of the other 

claimants on the common issues, since they are identical to those of the City. As noted 

above, the legal and factual issues on the main legal issue are the same.  

 

 III. Conclusion 

For all of the above reasons, the City respectfully requests the Commission to allow the 

City of Rancho Cucamonga to service as the lead IRC claimant for future claim 

consolidations related to the SCO divergence from the plain language of the Ps and Gs 

and claiming instructions and creation of alternate overhead/ICRP computational 

methodologies for cities that contract for law enforcement services.  

 

Contract cities are requesting the same reimbursement rights as cities with in-house 

police departments.  If the SCO believes that alternate rules and guidelines exist for 

cities that contract for law enforcement services to compute overhead rates, they should 

be required to notify and provide those instructions and guidelines in advance of claim 

submission and audit. 

 



DECLARATION OF ANNETTE S. CHINN 

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

1) 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.

2) I have been a consultant in the field of State Mandate Reimbursement claim preparation since
1992 and have personal knowledge and experience in the preparation of Indirect Costs Rate
Proposals (ICRPs) and have prepared thousands ofICRPs for hundreds of local agencies,
including preparation ofICRPs for contract city's law enforcement overhead costs.

3) I am a consultant/President of Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. and representative of the City of
Rancho Cucamonga (City) for this Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC). I was directly involved in
the preparation of the City's State Mandate claims since FY 1999-2000, including the Identity
Theft claims subject to this IRC. The law enforcement ICRP rates were prepared in compliance
with written State Parameters and Guidelines, Claiming Manuals and Instructions, and Federal
OMB/CFR Guidelines.

4) I have also represented and filed claims for other comparable contract cities (cities that contract
for law enforcement services), including the Town of Apple Valley and the City of Hesperia; two
other cities that also contract with San Bernardino County Sheriffs Department for law
enforcement services, and who also prepared indirect/overhead costs similar to how the City of
Rancho Cucamonga did and which also had their Indirect Cost Rate Proposals (ICRPs) denied
and subsequently recalculated (resulting in substantially reductions) by the State Controller's
Office utilizing their new, unwritten, alternate overhead/administrative cost percentage
methodology created at the time of the audit.

5) 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 14, 2025 in El Dorado Hills,
California.

President 
Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 



Background 

“Rather than having a traditional, municipal police department, nearly 30 percent of 
the 478 cities in California contract with their county sheriff for police services.”
(Source: U.S. Office of Justice, https://www.ojp.gov/ncjrs/virtual-
library/abstracts/municipal-contracting-county-sheriffs-police-services-
california#:~:text=Rather%20than%20having%20a%20traditional%2C%20municipal
%20police%20department,contract%20with%20their%20county%20sheriff%20for%2 
0police%20services) 

The City of Rancho Cucamonga (City) has contracted with the San Bernardino 
County Sheriff’s Department (SBCSD) since its incorporation in 1977.  The City pays 
for those County contracts (using general funds) to provide a complete Police 
Department equivalent to what is provided by a full-service city; legally and 
functionally. 

The City of Rancho Cucamonga has no in-house Police Department other than the 
one provided through its contract with SBCSD.  This contract includes all costs (both 
direct and indirect) associated with operating a police department.  Those costs are 
itemized by the County in a detailed format, similar to city departmental expenditure 
report.   

The City began submitting claims for State Mandate Reimbursement in 2000 which 
included law enforcement program claims dating back to FY 1996-97.  These claims 
including indirect costs billed within those law enforcement contracts with the County.  
The overhead/indirect costs were supported with Indirect Cost Rate Proposals 
(ICRPs) prepared in accordance with State Parameters and Guidelines, Claiming 
Manuals, and Instructions and following the required methodology established in 
those documents.  

The indirect costs we included in the City’s ICRP rates were allowable under Federal 
OMB/CFR guidelines and matched those being claimed (and allowed by the SCO) by 
other local agencies, including San Bernardino County (our contracting agency). The 
indirect costs were denied solely because our costs were incurred via a contract 
rather than our own in-house/full-service Police Department.  

Until this Audit, the City had been fully paid by the State Controller’s Office (SCO) for 
all other funded law enforcement programs for over twenty years, including the ICRP/
overhead costs.  The City has never been aware that there was a question or issue 
regarding the validity of claiming indirect/overhead costs or that using existing written 
ICRP methodologies/guidelines did not apply to cities which contracted for law 
enforcement services (contract cities). 

Given that the City has consistently included and has been paid for overhead costs 
billed within our law enforcement contracts for the past twenty-five years, it was 
reasonable to believe that indirect costs were eligible and that using the existing 
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ICRP methodology found in Parameters and Guidelines and State Manuals, was the 
correct methodology. 

In the City of Rancho Cucamonga’s Identity Theft Audit, the SCO audit found that 
direct costs of the mandate (primarily take and prepare a report, and conduct a 
preliminary investigation) were performed by San Bernardino contract Deputies and 
Sergeants we purchased via the contract (not in-house or “city staff”) and these direct 
costs were allowable for the City of Rancho Cucamonga to claim. 

However, when it came to indirect costs (also billed within the same contract), the 
State Controller’s Auditors came to a different conclusion.  Initially, the SCO 
completely denied all overhead costs claimed saying that it was the County Sheriff 
Department’s staff, not “city staff members performing the reimbursable activities”, 
and therefore it was the County incurring the indirect costs and not the city.   

When we disagreed and showed them the many overhead items the county charged 
us for within the contract [captain/our police chief, lieutenants, clerical positions, 
vehicle usage & dispatch support charges…] ; pointing out that these items would 
have been eligible for inclusion in the ICRP had we been a full-service city --the SCO 
agreed the costs were included and paid for, but still denied the costs (see the May 
12, 2023 SCO email) saying: “Yes -- San Bernardino County includes its indirect 
costs as separate line items in its contracts.  However… that does not also make 
those costs incurred by Rancho Cucamonga.” 

We did not follow that logic: if the City paid for indirect costs billed in the contract – 
how can they not have been “incurred” by the City of Rancho Cucamonga?   The 
SCO themselves determined that the County was not allowed to submit 
reimbursement claims for costs paid for by the city.  Thus, all eligible costs paid for 
by the contracting cities should be allowable for the cities to claim. 

The SCO explained that, “the only indirect costs incurred by the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga for law enforcement services are its internal costs incurred by various 
city departments for negotiation and administering its contract with San Bernardino 
County.”  They said that because we were a contract city, all costs relating to the law 
enforcement function within our contract police department were “direct” costs and 
requesting reimbursement for this overhead or preparing an ICRP was not an option. 

The SCO explained that had these costs been incurred via our own in-house police 
department, they could have been considered eligible for indirect/overhead 
reimbursement.  However, since we were a contract city/had a contract police 
department, we were told preparing an ICRP using existing methodology and 
OMB/CRR guidelines was not permitted, nor applicable. 

We questioned why contract cities are not entitled to claim their “law enforcement 
function”/ departmental overhead costs.  Why are different definitions and criteria 
being applied depending on whether the service was provided by an in-house Police 
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By the SCO denying contract cities the ability to include comparable overhead costs 
utilizing the same methodology permitted to other agencies resulted in a grossly 
understated allowable hourly rate, stripped of many indirect costs that would have 
been considered allowable had we had our own in-house police department. The 
table below shows the impact of these new SCO interpretations by comparing the 
SCO’s audit of San Bernardino County for their Identity Theft claims vs. our claims for 
the same program.    

Department vs. via a contract Police Department?  Why, in one situation, are the 
same costs considered an allowable indirect cost, but in the other, they are not?  

By the SCO labeling everything in a law enforcement contract supporting the law 
enforcement function a “direct” cost and not allowing any means/method for obtaining 
reimbursement for a share of those reasonably necessary costs, it is unfair to 
contracting cities by denying them reimbursement of like/equivalent costs.   

We pointed out to the SCO their inconsistent audit findings and treatment of costs. 
For example, in their audit of the 2017 City of San Marcos (an agency that contracts 
with San Diego County Sheriff’s Office for law enforcement service) Crime Statistics 
and Reporting claim and other city audits (see table below summarizing audits 
findings and Section 7- Documentary Evidence for audit copies) the SCO allowed 
inclusion of indirect costs such as dispatch, vehicle charges, command staff, clerical 
support etc. Costs completely denied to our city.  In addition, the SCO utilized the 
existing ICRP methodology to compute the overhead rates/ICRPs for the City of San 
Marcos – including “law enforcement” related charges.    

Table 1 
Comparison of Positions and Costs Allowed by SCO in Other Audited ICRP Rates

City
 of R

anch
o Cuca

monga

County 
of S

an Bernardino

City
 of R

ialto

City
 of F

resn
o

City
 of S

an M
arco

s (C
ontra

ct 
w/ S

an Diego Co.)

Captain 0% 100.0% 100.0% 95.0% allowed under Station Staff
Lieutenant 0% 92.3% 90.0% 90.0% allowed under Station Staff
Sergeant 0% 14.6% 60.0% 50.0% Admin Sgt Allowed, other Sgts not allow
Sheriff Services Specialist 0% 100.0% 80.0% n/a allowed under Station Staff
Office Specialist 0% 92.4% 100.0% 100.0% allowed under Station Staff
Secretary 0% 95.4% 100.0% 100.0% allowed under Station Staff
Supervising Office Specialist 0% 100.0% 90.0% 100.0% allowed under Station Staff
Motor Pool Assistant 0% 82.8% n/a 100.0% allowed under Station Staff
Crime Analyst 0% 88.1% 85.0% n/a allowed under Station Staff
Dispatchers 0% 100.0% 94.0% 100.0% allowed under ancilary Support
Vehicle Usage & Fuel 0% allowed allowed allowed allowed
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Table 2 

In FY 2011-12, the SCO allowed San Bernardino County a billable Deputy hourly rate 
of $118.15 ($82.81 for salaries and benefits plus a 42.67% allowable overhead/ICRP 
rate).  Conversely, the SCO denied all costs they deemed “departmental” overhead 
costs to Rancho Cucamonga which resulted in an allowable hourly billing rate of 
$83.26 (a rate about 40% less than that allowed to the agency it contracted with for 
law enforcement services).   

Since the SCO was insistent that we could not utilize the ICRP methodology and that 
our “administrative costs” (Captains, Lieutenants, Sergeants, Clerical and Support 
staff) “did not fit the definition of indirect costs”. (Despite the fact that the SCO 
routinely allowed those same costs/positions to be allowed in full-service agency 
claims; (See Table 1) we suggested methods by which these costs could be 
reimbursed to us “directly”.  The SCO declined either approach – so we remain 
unreimbursed for these “reasonably necessary” departmental indirect costs.  

After much discussion, the SCO conceded that there “could be” some overhead cost 
that were “clearly administrative” billed within the contract that they would consider.  
They explained that in other audits of Los Angeles County Sheriff’s (LA) contract 
cities, they allowed a “liability” surcharge that was an add-on to the staff billing rates, 
thus they would consider doing something similar for us.   

We explained that each county structured their contracts differently and that LA 
County already had most overhead costs already included in their Deputy Hourly 
rates. (see Section 7 under Los Angeles Contracts and Billing Rates)  

For example, in FY 2011-12 LA County charged their contract cities $119.41/hour for 
their Deputies (including the extra 4% liability percentage surcharge).  If one reviews 
Los Angeles County’s own Identity Theft claims, one can see LA County claimed 
$80.30/hour for their own Deputy’s salary and benefit costs, plus 46.5% for their 

Hourly 
PHR ICRP Rate 

Total Hour Rate 
including benefits 

and Overhead 

 County 
Contract 

Billing Rates

SCO New 
Allowable 

Administrative 
Percentage

Total Hour Rate 
including benefits 

and Overhead 

FY 2011-12 82.81$      42.67% 118.15$               78.98$           5.42% 83.26$                 
FY 2012-13 80.80$      42.02% 114.75$               82.41$           6.14% 87.47$                 

ALLOWED BY SCO TO CITY

 San Bernardino County vs Rancho Cucamonga (Contracting City)

ALLOWED BY SCO TO COUNTY

Comparison of SCO Allowable DEPUTY SHERIFF Houly Rates: 
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overhead/ICRP rate, bringing their total billable and claimed hourly rate for a Deputy 
to $117.64.  A rate comparable to the what other claimants were allowed.  Again – 
over 40% lower because we were denied inclusion of departmental overhead costs.  
(see Section 7 for copies of LA County claims as well as actual contracts with 
contract cities with their rate sheets). 

To “help us” obtain reimbursement for at least “some” of the cost the SCO deemed 
“clearly administrative” they computed a rate using a new and unwritten 
computational methodology they named the “Administrative Cost Rate”.  When we 
asked why they weren’t using the existing ICRP methodology presented in the 
claiming instructions they stated that they were compelled to create this new, 
alternate methodology because the existing methods and guidelines didn’t apply to 
cities that contract for law enforcement services. 

Table 3 

 (See Section 7- Documentary Evidence, for details including supporting audits and claims – note that 
some overhead rates were based on salaries only and other on salaries + benefits) 

The SCO’s new “Administrative Cost Rate or Percentage” methodology was unfair for 
a number of reasons.  First, without any written guidelines, their selection of what 
they deemed clearly “administrative” costs appeared to be inconsistent and arbitrary, 
not following Federal CFR/ (former OMB) Guidelines nor what other agencies with in-
house police departments were being allowed.  It is unclear how they were 
determining and defining what was consider a “clearly administrative” cost.   

For example, the SCO allowed Vehicle Insurance costs in their new allowable 
“Administrative Percentage”, but not actual vehicle and equipment usage charges.  
We asked how our Deputies could respond to Identity Theft (or any) calls for service 

Comparison of SCO Audited Deputy Hourly Rates: FY 2011-12 

Salaries 
and 
Benefits Overhead 

allowed 
overhead 
rate 

Total 
Productive 
Hourly 
Rate With 
overhead 

Rancho Cucamonga (San Bernardino Co. Sheriff) $78.98 $4.28 5.42% $83.26 
San Bernardino County Sheriff $82.81 $35.34 42.67% $118.15 
Los Angeles County Sheriff $80.30 $37.34 46.50% $117.64 
Los Angeles County Sheriff - Contract City $114.82 $4.59 4.00% $119.41 
City of San Marcos (San Diego Sheriff) $79.32 $37.44 47.20% $116.76 
City of Rialto (San Bernardino County) $74.14 $46.24 103.84% $120.38 
City of Fresno  $71.49 $50.15 102.50% $121.64 
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without use of a vehicle or radios? Clearly, these are reasonably necessary indirect 
costs we should be entitled to some type of reimbursement. 

Additionally, we asked why costs such as our management and support personnel 
(Captain/Police Chief, Lieutenants, clerical staff, etc.) were not allowable in their 
“Administrative Cost Percentage”, when, by definition, the Police chief/command staff 
and clerical positions were “clearly administrative”?  Under the existing ICRP 
Methodology and Federal CFF/OMB A-87 Guidelines these would have been 
allowable indirect costs.  

Second, we pointed out that their findings contradicted their prior audit of another 
contract city: the 2017 City of San Marcos Crime Statistics and Reporting claim 
(attached in Section 7).  In that audit, the SCO not only ALLOWED the use of the 
EXISTING ICRP methodology, they allowed costs they were denying us: such as 
vehicle usage charges, management support, and clerical costs/station support, and 
dispatch support/ancillary support costs.  (See Table 1). 

Third, the new methodology the SCO developed in our audit: the new “Administrative 
Percentage” used Total Contract Cost as the base for distributing their selected 
indirect cost pool.  This is inconsistent with Federal and State Guidelines and 
Principles (2 CFR Section 200.414) because using total costs incorrectly comingles 
indirect costs with direct costs (See items SCO identified as “administrative” or 
indirect). This is specifically prohibited.  Only a direct cost base is allowed to 
distribute overhead/ indirect/ administrative costs. Using total costs is contrary to 
ICRP and OMB/CFR methodologies because it unfairly includes distorting items.   

Additionally, the SCO’s new “Administrative Percentage” computational method is 
non-compliant because it conflicts with Section V.B. of Parameters and Guidelines 
which states that the overhead “distribution base may be: (1) total direct costs 
(excluding capital expenditures and other distorting items…”  [emphasis added].   
The City’s contract includes vehicle costs (amortized amount), which are a capital 
expenditure.   

SCO said they had no way of knowing if and what overhead costs SBCSD may have 
included in the city’s hourly billing rates.  This should not have made a difference 
because the contract shows that there was clearly additional overhead costs included 
and itemized in addition to the position hourly rates charge.   

The SCO demonstrated in their own prior audits (2017 Audit of the City of San 
Marcos and LA County contract city audits), that there could be additional overhead 
charges not included in the hourly billing rates which could still be factored into the 
reimbursable hourly rates. 

SCO audits of LA County contract cities routinely allowed (see attached City of 
Palmdale Audit), additional overhead charges (liability costs) to be factored into 
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Deputy hourly rates that already containing most overhead costs. (see Table 3:  LA 
County claimed $80.30/hr. for their own Deputy’s salary and benefits, yet billed their 
contract cities $114.82/hr. for the same position).  This shows that LA County rates 
charged to their contracting agencies included overhead.  

In San Bernardino County’s case, additional overhead was not charged in the Deputy 
billing rates.  The SCO could have verified this by: 1) asking the County during the 
audit; 2) comparing the Identity Theft claims submitted by County vs the City (see 
Section 7 – Documentary Evidence for agency claim copies); or 3) checking actual 
salary and benefit cost from the State Controller’s own ‘Government Compensation 
in California” transparency database. https://publicpay.ca.gov/.   

The rates claimed by both the San Bernardino County and Rancho Cucamonga 
(contract city) track with actual salary and benefit costs only. (claim copies of both 
agencies are included in Section 7).   

Table 4 

The SCO’s application of disparate methodologies and inconsistent treatment of 
similar overhead cost items (sometimes allowing them, sometimes not); then the 
creation of a new, unwritten “Administrative Allocation Rate” overhead methodology 
(again – sometimes used for a contract cities, sometimes not) – puts cities which 
contract for police services in a position where they can never know how to “properly” 
compute overhead/ICRP or administrative allocation rates and allows the SCO to 
treat agencies inconsistently and arbitrarily.  

SBCSD 
Claimed 
DEPUTY 
Hourly 

PHR

SBCSD 
Charged 
DEPUTY 

Hourly PHR 
billed to City

FY 2011-12 82.81$      78.98$           
FY 2012-13 80.80$      82.41$           
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ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION: 

Issue 1:  Which local agency should submit claims for state reimbursement – 
the agency that provides the service (county) - or the agency that pays for 
(incurs the cost) for that service (city)? 

All parties agree (the city/claimant, the SCO, and the Commission on State Mandate) 
that contracting cities are the entities which have incurred the mandated costs, not 
the Counties providing the services; thus, it is the contract cities which must submit 
claims for state reimbursement. 

The Commission on State Mandates (CSM) agrees and has determined (see page 
15-16 of the Commission on State Mandates Draft Decision and Parameters and
Guidelines for the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana
Region, Order No. R8-2009-0030) that the Government Code requires

“each eligible claimant to file its own reimbursement claim and does not allow 
one local agency to file a combined claim for the costs incurred by other 
eligible local agencies[.]” and “[l]ikewise, the County is authorized to claim only 
for its own costs incurred to comply with the mandated activities, may not 
claim the cities’ costs [Emphasis added], and must identify and deduct as 
offsetting revenues any funds received for its own state-mandated expenses 
that are not the County’s proceeds of taxes.”   

The State Controller’s Office also found that cities must claim for reimbursement – 
not counties - in its June 2022 audit of San Bernardino County’s Interagency Child 
Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN): 

“…we [SCO] found that the county included costs for providing services to 
contract cities as part of its mandated cost claims for all activities. The 
parameters and guidelines state that any county, city, or city and county is 
eligible to submit a mandate reimbursement claim. Therefore, all counties and 
cities—including contract cities—are eligible to submit mandate 
reimbursement claims. Because contract cities are eligible to submit 
reimbursement claims, and the county received fees for law enforcement 
services from its contract cities, we determined that the county should only 
claim costs associated with the unincorporated areas of the county. We 
determined that the costs incurred by contract cities are unallowable because 
the county had already been compensated by contract fees. The county did 
not report offsetting reimbursements for the contract city cases in its mandated 
cost claims. Therefore, we found that the county overstated these claimed 
costs because it did not offset costs that were funded by other sources.” 

Since the contract cities are being charged for and are paying for both the direct and 
indirect costs within their contracts, and because the county has received 
compensation for not only the direct staff costs – but also the indirect costs – the 
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contract cities should be reimbursed for an equitable share of all those costs that 
were reasonably necessary for the provision of the mandated program.  

The SCO is incorrect when they state that the Lieutenants, Sergeants and clerical 
positions including in our contract are providing an administrative function to the 
County.  The positions included in the City’s contract are to provide administrative 
and clerical support to the contract CITY’S contracted Police Department, not to the 
County.  

Why can a full-service city claim (include in the ICRP) the administrative and support 
costs of Captains, Lieutenants, Admin Sergeants, and Clerical staff to support and 
administer their in-house Police Departments – but a “contract” city cannot?   

The SCO’s interpretation the contract cities must be treated differently and cannot 
claim for departmental indirect costs and cannot utilize the same methodology is 
unfair and treats contract cities inconsistently.  SCO interpretation and application of 
different standards is flawed and not supported by the Parameters and Guidelines, 
claiming manuals, instructions as well as State Guidelines and Accounting Principles. 

Issue 2:  Are agencies that contract for law enforcement services entitled to 
computation of indirect/overhead costs using the existing Claiming Manuals/ 
instructions and Parameters and Guidelines or is it appropriate for the SCO to 
create alternate overhead claiming methodologies? 

Contract cities DO incur overhead/indirect costs within their contracts.  Costs 
which are necessary to support the law enforcement function/police 
department and to perform the mandated activities. 

SCO’s own prior audits as well as other Commission Decisions found that the agency 
that “incurs” the cost is the appropriate entity to submit for reimbursement.  It is 
inconsistent and unfair to apply different standards: saying a contract city cannot 
include or be reimbursed for all their eligible costs.  

The SCO’s June 2022 Audit of SBCSD Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Reports 
“found that the county included costs for providing services to contract cities as part 
of its mandated cost claims for all activities (Emphasis added)”, therefore the eligible 
costs for all activities incurred by contract cities must be allowable because the cities 
were the one’s paying for all the costs and the county had already been 
compensated by contract fees.  Since contract fees included both direct and indirect 
costs –both direct and indirect costs should be allowable to the city who paid for 
those charges. 

In their Draft Decision and Parameters and Guidelines for the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region, Order No. R8-2009-0030, the 



Rancho Cucamonga IRC Narrative  10 | P a g e

Commission on State Mandates (CSM) referred to Section V. of the Parameters and 
Guidelines and explained that cities that contracted with counties to provide services 
and to comply with the state-mandated duties are the entities that must submit the 
claims as they incurred those costs: Section V. 3. Contract Services, states: 

“Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement the 
reimbursable activities. If the contractor bills for time and materials, report the 
number of hours spent on the activities and all costs charged (Emphasis 
added). If the contract is a fixed price, report the services that were performed 
during the period covered by the reimbursement claim. If the contract 
services are also used for purposes other than the reimbursable 
activities, only the pro-rata portion of the services used to implement the 
reimbursable activities can be claimed. (Emphasis added) Submit contract 
consultant and attorney invoices with the claim and a description of the 
contract scope of services.”  

By the SCO denying inclusion of “departmental” indirect costs eligible under the ICRP 
methodology, they are denying contract cities the allowable “pro-rata portion of the 
services used to implement the reimbursable activities”. Services without which 
the contract law enforcement departments would not be able to function and provide 
law enforcement services. 

The CSM analysis in its Draft Decision and Parameters and Guidelines for the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region, Order No. R8-
2009-0030 finds that a contracting entity is eligible to receive reimbursement of all 
costs incurred to comply with a mandate:  

“Thus, any share of costs paid by an eligible city (Emphasis added) to the 
principal permittee [in this case, to the county sheriff’s office] under the 
permittees’ implementation agreement to comply with the state-mandated 
activities may be claimed by the city (Emphasis added) pursuant to 
Government Code section 17561(d)(1)(A) and Section V. of the Parameters 
and Guidelines.” 

The SCO requirement that “a city staff member perform reimbursable activities” in 
order to obtain reimbursement of indirect costs is contrary to the plain language of 
the Ps & Gs and would mean that no contract city would be able to obtain 
reimbursement for its full mandated overhead/indirect costs billed within the 
contracts. 

Since law enforcement service contracts includes not only direct salaries and benefits 
of the law enforcement staff spending time on the eligible mandated activities, but 
also the support/overhead costs such as vehicles (equipment use charges), 
equipment (HTs or handheld talkies), administrative and support personnel, and 
dispatch services costs necessary to perform the mandate; therefore a “pro-rata 
portion of those services used to implement the reimbursable activity can be 
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claimed.” (see Section V. Parameters and Guidelines).  These costs would all have 
been allowable for a full-service city.  

The CSM further states, “… the County is authorized to claim only for its own costs 
incurred to comply with the mandated activities, may not claim the cities’ costs, and 
must identify and deduct as offsetting revenues any funds received for its own state-
mandated expenses that are not the County’s proceeds of taxes.” (page 16, Draft 
Decision and Parameters and Guidelines for the California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, Santa Ana Region, Order No. R8-2009-0030) 

Since the cities have paid for law enforcement service contracts (contracts which 
contain both the direct and indirect costs) using their proceeds of tax to perform the 
mandated activities, therefore both types of costs – direct and indirect must be 
eligible for reimbursement, and by utilizing the same rules and guidelines applicable 
to a full-service city.  

The County may NOT claim the cities costs.  Therefore, if the county bills the city for 
indirect costs – then those indirect costs belong to and should be claimed by the city. 
The CSM makes a clear distinction that a cost that is paid – or incurred – by the city, 
must be claimed by the city. 

Therefore, the SCO audit staff’s argument (see page 24 of the Draft Audit Report) 
that “… the entire amount [of indirect costs claimed] is unallowable because no 
city staff member performed any of the reimbursable activities…” is contrary to 
parameters and guidelines and created a new, arbitrary restriction upon contract 
cites.  Having an internal staff member perform the activity is not a necessary 
condition to obtain reimbursement for either the direct or the indirect costs.  The 
criteria are simply that the party that paid for/incurred that cost should be entitled to 
the reimbursement using the same parameters and guidelines.  

Issue 3: Are there indirect costs within the City’s Contract for law enforcement 
services? 

Both city and SCO agree that indirect costs do exist within the contract.  

The SCO does not dispute the existence of overhead costs within the city’s contract. 
The SCO’s May 12, 2023 email response to the City under “Issue 3”, stated, “Yes, 
San Bernardino County includes its indirect costs as separate line items in its 
contracts.  However… that does not also make those costs incurred by Rancho 
Cucamonga.”  (If Rancho Cucamonga paid for those costs – how could we not have 
incurred them?) 

The SCO argues that, “the only indirect costs incurred by the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga for law enforcement services are its internal costs incurred by various 
city departments for negotiation and administering its contract with San Bernardino 
County,” are eligible.   
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Not only is this contradictory, it would disregard all costs in item (1) of the Parameters 
and Guidelines Section V.B. Indirect Cost Rate:  

“Indirect costs may include: (1) the overhead costs of the unit performing 
the mandate; and (2) the costs of the central government services distributed 
to the other departments based on a systematic ad rational basis through a 
cost allocation plan.” 

The SCO’s position (see August 30, 2022 email) is that costs under item (1) of the Ps 
and Gs definition would not apply to Rancho Cucamonga (contract cities) because 
the “unit performing the mandate…describes the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s 
Department, not the city.”  The city disagrees.  Once payment was made by the city, 
the city was entitled to the indirect cost they incurred for the “unit providing the 
mandate”:  their “contract” police department.  By accepting payment, the County 
didn’t incur those costs, the City did. 

Contract departments should not be held to a different standard and denied equal 
reimbursement of similar costs.  SCO implies that those indirect costs would have 
been allowed had the city had their own in-house police department.  See SCO Audit 
Manager Jim Venneman’s May 12, 2023 email response under Response to Issue 8.  
SCO states, “If city employees performed law enforcement services within a city 
Police Department, then the city would be eligible to claim indirect costs for personnel 
performing clerical and/or administrative functions.”  

Ps and Gs do not suggest different criteria are to be applied if the mandated activity 
is performed in-house with its own Police Department or via a contract.   The “unit 
performing the mandate” was the County in both instances and “direct” cost incurred 
were eligible, but not an “indirect” cost incurred through the same contract and paid in 
the same invoices.   

The plain language of State guidelines in The Mandated Cost Manual for Local 
Agencies Instructions states in Section 5:  

“Allowable costs are those direct and indirect costs [emphasis added], less 
applicable credits, considered eligible for reimbursement.  In order for costs to be 
allowable and thus eligible for reimbursement, the costs must meet the following 
general criteria: 

• The cost is necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient administration
of the mandate and not a general expense required in carrying out the overall
responsibilities of government;

• The cost is allocable to a particular cost objective identified in the Ps & Gs;
and
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• The cost is net of any applicable credits that offset or reduce expenses of
items allocable to the mandate.

The Mandated Cost Manual for Local Agencies in Section 8. Indirect Costs states: 

“Indirect costs can originate in the department performing the mandate or in 
the departments that supply the department performing the mandate with 
good, services, and facilities.” 

Further, the “Mandated Cost Manual”, Section 7, Direct Costs, d) Contract Services 
states: 

“The claimant must … support… the number of hours spent performing the 
mandate, the total hours spent performing the mandate, the hourly billing 
rate… and the total cost [emphasis added].” 

“Parameters and Guidelines” in Section A. Direct Cost Reporting, 3. Contracted 
Services states:   

“If the contractor bills for time and materials, report the number of hours spent 
on the activities and all costs charged [emphasis added].” 

CFR guidelines in Section 200.306 (f) of 2 CFR Part 200 state:  

“(f) When a third-party organization furnishes the services of an employee, 
these services must be valued at the employee’s regular rate of pay plus an 
amount of fringe benefits that is reasonable, necessary, allocable, and 
otherwise allowable, and indirect costs at either the third-party organization’s 
approved federally negotiated indirect cost rate or, a rate in accordance with § 
200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs, paragraph (d), provided these services employ 
the same skill(s) for which the employee is normally paid.  

Legally and functionally, the city does have a police department: one that provides 
the same services that an in-house department provides.  Regardless of the method 
by which the services are provide, Parameters and Guidelines do not make a 
distinction and intended that all local agencies be entitled to obtain reimbursement for 
the actual direct and indirect costs necessary to comply with the mandate.   

The plain language of State and Federal guidelines affirms that there can be eligible 
and reimbursable indirect costs within a contract.  The City properly accounted for the 
indirect costs necessary to perform the reimbursable activities by computing an ICRP 
in accordance with the instructions and Parameters and Guidelines.   

The Parameters and Guidelines and Claiming Manual make no distinction nor 
reference that different rules applying if the city has an in-house department versus 
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those that contract with a County Sheriff for law enforcement services.  To allow only 
cities that have their own internal police departments to obtain full reimbursement of 
actual cost and not cities that contract for police departments would be unfair and 
inconsistent (arbitrary and capricious) and would violate State and Federal 
Guidelines and principles. 

Issue 4:  Was it correct for the SCO to replace the existing Indirect Cost Rate 
Proposal (ICRP) methodology and create a new alternate methodology for 
contract cities? 

SCO’s new “Administrative Percentage” methodology used in the computation of 
eligible overhead costs differs from that shown in State claiming instructions, 
manuals, and Parameters and Guidelines.   

Distribution Base.   

The ICRP Methodology in the Parameters and Guidelines (Ps & Gs) state that, 

“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.” 

SCO “Allowable Administrative Percentage” computation divides SCO determined 
“total administrative costs” by the “total contract amount.” 

The city’s “total contract amount” includes indirect costs as well as capital 
expenditure charges (vehicle costs), which violates principle (1) of the ICRP 
Methodology as well as State and Federal OMB/CFR guidelines. Thus, the SCO 
computation results in an inequitable distribution of overhead costs.  

Prior precedent supports the use of existing ICRP Methodologies. 

For over 25 years the SCO has been accepting and paying contract cities law 
enforcement claims which used the existing ICRP methodology.  In addition, their 
audits of other contract cities (See San Marcos 2017 Crime Statistics Audit Report) 
allowed computation of ICRP/overhead rates specifically allowed use of the existing 
methodology and format prescribed in the Claiming Instructions and manuals. 

In those prior audits, the SCO not only used the existing ICRP methodology, but also 
used direct contract labor costs as the distribution base/denominator.   

The City of San Marcos’s 2017 Crime Statistics Audit Report states in the overhead 
cost computation section: 

“Contract Indirect Costs 

“We reviewed the contract agreements between the city and the SDSO. For FY 
2007-08 through FY 2011-12, the SDSO contract agreements provided 
supplemental schedules and identified contracted labor costs and contracted 



Rancho Cucamonga IRC Narrative  15 | P a g e

overhead costs. We determined that overhead costs identified in the contract 
were appropriate as they related to the performance of mandated activities. We 
computed indirect cost rates for contract services for these years by 
dividing total contract overhead costs, station support staff costs, and 
Sergeant Admin position costs, by the contracted labor costs [Emphasis 
added] identified in the contract supplemental schedules. 

Prior precedent (twenty-plus years of claim and ICPR payment) and approval of the 
ICRP methodology in other contract cities claims validated the use of Ps and Gs and 
existing methodologies.   Since no other written guidelines, methodology, examples, 
or discussion was provided to indicate another method of computing overhead costs 
existed; it was reasonable for contract city claimants to believe that existing 
instructions and methodologies were applicable.   

If the SCO’s allegation that using “contract” direct salary and wage costs was 
“inconsistent with generally accepted accounting principles as well as federal cost 
principles contained in 2 CFR Part 225” –this have been explained in the instructions, 
forms, and manuals.  If it truly was inconsistent with generally accepted accounting 
principles, why did they allow it in the City of San Marcos Audit?  

SCO’s new overhead methodology differs from ICRP format 

The format of the SCO’s new “Administrative Percentage” overhead method for 
preparing an overhead does not match the ICRP format specifically required in the 
Claiming Manual, which states, “A method for preparing a departmental indirect cost 
rate proposal for programs is presented as Table 6. Only this format is acceptable 
under the SCO reimbursement requirements.”   The ICRPs the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga computed and submitted with our claims WAS in this format, while SCO 
proposed new “Allowable Administrative Percentage” audit methodology is not. 

If local agencies are expected to compute claims and overhead costs in a consistent 
manner, then all claimants should be notified in advance of the State required and 
desired format and acceptable methodologies.  It is not fair to create and apply new 
methodologies, and guidelines for determine eligible costs, without written notice and 
after the fact.    

We believe that there was no reason for having to diverge from the instructions and 
methodologies presented in Parameters and Guidelines and the Claiming Manual.  
The only difference is that costs were incurred via a “contract” department rather than 
by an “in-house” police department.   

The SCO audit report cites Section V.B. “Indirect Cost Rate” of the Ps and Gs which 
state:  

“Indirect costs may include both: (1) overhead costs of the unit performing the 
mandate; and (2) the costs of the central government services distributed to the 
other departments based on a systematic and rational basis through a cost 
allocation plan.” 
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The unit performing the mandate is our Police Department, purchased via the 
contract with the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department.  Thus, the overhead 
costs billed to us via that contract (just as the direct labor charges were found to be 
eligible) are eligible for reimbursement as those are the overhead costs of the unit 
performing the mandate.   

The instructions do not make a distinction between an in-house or contract 
department in the claiming instructions.  ICRP Instructions state that indirect costs of 
the “unit performing the mandate” (our contract PD) not just city’s central government 
services (cost to administer the contract) are eligible.  Why would a contract 
department not be eligible for the same “departmental indirect costs” an in-house 
department is entitled to?  

This section of the Ps & Gs continues: “Compensation for indirect costs is eligible for 
reimbursement utilizing the procedure provided in 2 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) part 225 (Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87).”  Thus, the 
plain language of the guidelines indicates that the same rules of what is and is not an 
eligible overhead cost applies to ALL local agencies (whether they be full-service or 
contract agencies).  

Roughly thirty percent of all California cities contract for law enforcement services 
and have been using the State’s Ps & Gs, claim forms, and instructions since the 
inception of this mandate reimbursement program.  If the rules in the State’s 
instructions were not applicable for this large segment of eligible claimants and there 
were some alternate methodology contract city departments were expected to use to 
compute overhead rates; then that should have been explained and provided in 
advance of the filings; not after the fact in audits decades later.    

The city prepared its contract Police Department overhead rates/ICRPs using State 
rules and instructions in place at the time of filing and request that the SCO audit to 
those existing guidelines and standards; not some new, non-defined, alternate 
methodology. 

Commission on State Mandates (CSM) prior decisions support the sufficiency 
and validity of existing Parameters and Guidelines and methodology in 
computation of Overhead/ICRP rates for contract cities:  

In the City of Palmdale’s Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) pertaining to the 2016 Audit 
of Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting claims (See November, 2018 
CSM meeting transcript), the Commission reviewed whether the City of Palmdale, 
which contracted with Los Angeles County for law enforcement services, was entitled 
to the 10% default overhead rate they claimed in their reimbursement claims.   

The Commission staff concluded that while it was not appropriate for a contracting 
agency to use the default 10% ICRP rate when computing overhead costs, since this 
rate was designed specifically for application to only salaries; a contract city would 
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have been eligible for indirect cost reimbursement if the city prepared a ICRP 
(which we did) demonstrating the validity of the indirect cost rate.   

Commissioner Alex stated during the meeting (Page 46 of transcript, Lines 5-8 of 
hearing transcript) that he agreed that “…there is overhead associated with a 
contract and I think that’s typical.”   

Mr. Jones of the Commission staff noted that “...the Parameters and Guidelines say 
you can – you can prepare an indirect cost rate proposal if the indirect cost rate 
exceeds 10%.” (Page 44 lines 24-25 and page 45, lines 1-2 of hearing transcript)  

Commission Member Adams asked, “And under Parameters – Parameters and 
Guidelines, would there have been an appropriate way to claim these indirect 
costs?” (Page 38 lines 14-21 of hearing transcript) 

Mr. Jones of the Commission staff responds, “Staff’s position is that, yes, there 
was an appropriate way, and it was to develop an indirect cost rate proposal 
with documentation that the Controller could review.” (Page 38 lines 24-25 and 
Page 39 lines 1-2) 

Ms. Shelton of the Commission noted that, “…you have to follow the plain 
language of the Parameters and Guidelines.” (Page 47, lines 21-23 of hearing 
transcript).  The plain language being that indirect costs were eligible for inclusion in 
the reimbursement claims under the language and rules established in the 
Parameters and Guidelines. 

Prior State Controller Audits of other contract cities allowed overhead costs 
using existing ICRPs methodologies. 

In 2017, the SCO audited the City of San Marcos’s (another city that contract for law 
enforcement service) Crime Statistics Reporting claims (see Section 7). The initial 
claiming instructions for this program were released the same year as the Identity 
Theft program claims.    

In the San Marcos audit, State Controller’s Office auditors recognized there were 
additional indirect/overhead costs and they allowed for reimbursement using the 
existing ICRP methodology.  Below is an extract from the SCO Audit Report on page 
23 that addressed the Contract Indirect Costs: 

“Contract Indirect Costs 

We reviewed the contract agreements between the city and the SDSO. For FY 
2007-08 through FY 2011-12, the SDSO contract agreements provided 
schedules and identified supplemental contracted labor costs and contracted 
overhead costs. We determined that overhead costs identified in the contract 
were appropriate as they related to the performance of mandated activities. We 
computed indirect cost rates for contract services for these years by dividing 
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total contract overhead costs, station support staff costs, and Sergeant Admin 
position costs, by the contracted labor costs identified in the contract 
supplemental schedules.” 

In the allowable ICRP/ “contract overhead costs”, the audit permitted: 

1) proration of support/admin costs including Station level Staff Support
including: Captain, Admin Secretary, Lieutenant, Sergeants, Volunteer
Coordinator, Senior Clerk, Department Aide, Receptionist, Intermediate Clerk.

3) Law Enforcement Support including Station Detectives, Communication
Center (Central Dispatch support), Crime Prevention, Juvenile Intervention,
Regional Services

4) Services and Supplies Costs

5) Support Costs including Vehicles, Facilities/Space, County Management
Support (Admin, Fiscal, Data Services, Personnel & Other)

6) Liability

“No city staff member performed any of the reimbursable activities, they had no in-
house “city” police department, their contract employees performed all its law 
enforcement services”; but, in that audit, the SCO acknowledged the existence of 
overhead/indirect costs within the contract and provided reimbursement of equivalent 
overhead costs. 

These prior SCO audits recognized overhead costs within contract police 
departments and allowed reimbursement using the existing ICRP methodology. 
SCO’s stance regarding Rancho Cucamonga’s overhead costs demonstrated 
inconsistent and unequitable application of the guidelines.   

Altering rules and eligibility of costs after the fact constitutes ‘underground 
rule making’ and violate Due Process principles 

The City disagrees with SCO assertion that existing Federal CFR, “A-87 … is not 
applicable” to contract city overhead/indirect cost rate computations.  Federal CFR 
guidelines are clear that the same rules and guidelines apply whether or not the work 
is performed by an in-house police department, or one which was purchased from 
another local governmental entity to provide those identical types of services.   

The language of the Federal CRF Guidelines shows the intent that those same 
principals and guidelines were applicable to all entities.  “The term ‘‘indirect costs,’’ 
as used herein, applies to costs of this type originating in the grantee 
department, as well as those incurred by other departments in supplying 
goods, services, and facilities. To facilitate equitable distribution of indirect 
expenses to the cost objectives served, it may be necessary to establish a 
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number of pools of indirect costs within a governmental unit department or in 
other agencies providing services to a governmental unit department”.   

State mandate law and Parameters and Guidelines were created to allow the 
consistent and uniform computation of direct and indirect costs incurred to comply 
with reimbursable programs for all local agencies.  The guidelines do not specify 
separate rules or guidance on computation of overhead costs to be applied for a full-
service city or a city that contracts for services – there is only one ICRP methodology 
and only one manner of determining eligibility of indirect costs (those found in 
Federal OMB/CRF Guidelines).  The SCO did not have the authority to unilaterally 
create and impose alternative indirect cost claiming methodologies and guidelines. 

The City computed and submitted Indirect Cost Rate Proposals (ICRPs) prepared in 
accordance with State Parameters and Guidelines, Claiming Manuals, and 
Instructions and following the required methodology established in those documents. 

Until this Audit, the City of Rancho Cucamonga had been paid by the State 
Controller’s Office (SCO) for all other funded law enforcement programs for over the 
last twenty years, including the overhead costs, and has never been aware that there 
was a question or issue regarding the validity of requesting departmental  
indirect/overhead costs or that using existing written ICRP guidelines did not apply to 
cities which contracted for law enforcement services (contract cities). 

The State Controller’s Office is charged with drafting and developing claiming 
instructions that reflect the intention of the Parameters and Guidelines.  They are also 
required to audit to and allow costs as specified by plain language of the Parameters 
and Guidelines and State Mandate law.  All documents clearly allow agencies to be 
reimbursement for both direct and indirect costs.   

The 2010 Claiming Manual in Section 9. Indirect Costs, states: 

“GC Section 17564(b) provides that claims for indirect costs must be filed in 
the manner prescribed by the SCO.”  

“If a local agency elects not to utilize the 10% fixed rate method but wants to 
claim indirect costs, it must prepare an ICRP for the program. The proposal 
must follow the provisions of the Office of Management and Budget (0MB) 
Circular A-87 (Title 2 CFR Part 225), Cost Principles for State, Local, and 
Indian Tribal Governments” 

“A method for preparing a departmental indirect cost rate proposal for 
programs is presented as Exhibit 1. Only this format is acceptable under the 
SCO reimbursement requirements. If more than one department is involved in 
the reimbursement program, each department must have their own indirect 
cost rate proposal for the program.” 
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The guidelines specifically state that “ONLY this format” and “ONLY in the manner 
prescribed” are acceptable methods to be used for computing indirect costs.   The 
City complied and used this methodology.  If the SCO felt there was some alternate, 
acceptable, methodology for contract cities to compute their overhead costs besides 
the ICRP methodology presented in the instructions they should have specified this in 
the instructions and guidelines.  

If the SCO felt that contract cities needed additional direction as to: 

• how those indirect costs were to be prepared (that there was some alternate,
acceptable, methodology for computing indirect costs;

• what the correct “base” was to use to compute overhead costs
• what standards were to be used for determining eligible overhead costs (if not

Federal OMB/CFR Guidelines);

that should have been provided to all parties when instructions were being drafted so 
all could comment and discuss; and claims could have been prepared in accordance 
to those instructions.   

Creating and applying new, alternate, non-written standards of what is and what is 
not an eligible indirect cost (solely and unilaterally determined after-the-fact by the 
SCO), as well as developing an alternate indirect cost computational methodology 
that didn’t comply with Parameters and Guidelines and which were imposed after the 
fact without proper discussion and notification, is unfair to a large number of impacted 
local agencies that contract for law enforcement services. 

Notifying 30% of eligible city claimants decades after the fact:  after instructions were 
released, after contracts were entered into, after activities were performed, and after 
claims were prepare and submitted, that a major element of cost (departmental 
overhead billed within their contracts) is not allowable using the existing guidelines 
constitutes “underground rule making” and violates “Due Process” requirements by 
creating new rules and standards that were not enumerated in claiming manuals, 
parameters and guidelines, claiming instructions, and the OMB/CFR Guidelines.   

Conclusion 

The SCO’s creation and use of an alternate methodology to compute overhead costs 
demonstrates inconsistent treatment of cities that contract for law enforcement 
services.  This inconsistent treatment penalizes the City of Rancho Cucamonga (as 
well as all other contract cities) because it uses inconsistent criteria in determining 
eligibility of indirect costs and creates and applies an alternate methodology 
for computing the indirect cost rates which are less advantageous to contract 
cities.   
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The City respectfully requests that the Commission on State Mandate allow the City 
of Rancho Cucamonga and all contract cities the same reimbursement rights as cities 
with in-house police departments.  Existing guidelines should be applied consistently 
to ensure fair reimbursement for actual incurred costs.  If the SCO believes that 
alternate rules and guidelines exist- it should be required to notify and provide these 
in advance. 

Denying contract cities reimbursement for indirect costs they have legitimately paid 
for would be inconsistent, unfair, and in violation of Article XIII B, section 6 or the 
California Constitution which mandates full reimbursement of state-imposed costs. 



Section 7 – 

Documentary Evidence 
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Correspondence with SCO 



June 28, 2023 

Ms. Lisa Kurokawa, Audit Bureau Chief 

State Controller's Office 

Division of Audits 

P.O. Box 942850 

Sacramento, CA 94250 

SENT VIA EMAIL 

Dear Ms. Kurokawa: 

Mayor l. Dennis Michael I Mayor Pro Tem Lynne B. Kennefly 

Council Members Ryon A. Hutchison, Kristine D. Scott, Ashley N . Stickler 

City Manager John R. Gillison 

10500 Civic Center I Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 I 1-909-477-2700 I www.CityofRC.us 

We appreciate the time spent by SCO staff reviewing this State Mandate Program and for the 

opportunity to respond to the Draft Audit Report {DAR) findings. We have reviewed the DAR document 

and explanation of the findings. 

The City of Rancho Cucamonga's disagreement with the DAR findings lies in the denia l of various 

necessary costs within our contract with the San Bernardino County Sheriffs Depar,tment, including cost 

for our administrative command staff (our Police Chief and departmental supervisory staff), cost for our 

patrol cars and other vehicles, cost for our clerical staff, and cost for our city's share of dispatch support 

costs billed by the County. 

As you know State mandate law and procedures were created to satisfy the requirements of Article XIII 

B of the California Constitution which state that, "Whenever the Legislature or any state agency 

111andates a new program or higher level of service on any local government, the State shall provide a 

subvention of funds to reimburse that local government for the costs of the program or increased level 

of service." 

Government Code (GC) sections 17500 through 17617 provide for the reimbursement of costs incurred 

by local agencies for costs mandated by the State. Parameters and Guidelines {Ps and Gs) and Claiming 

Instructions assure that .fill actual costs - both direct and indirect related to the performance of the 

mandate be reimbursed to local agencies. 

It is clear that, this audit did not result in a fair reimbursement of those necessary costs as all that the 

State Controller's Office {SCO) staff recommends for reimbursement is the direct costs of Deputies and 

Sergeants working specifically/directly on mandated activities {salaries and benefits) plus an average of 

a 6% "Administrative Allocation Rate." 

We were told the Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) or overhead rate cannot be used because SCO audit 

staff contends that indirect costs are not eligible for reimbursement in our situation. Our situation being 

that we are a city that contracts for law enforcement services and that our service provider, San 

Bernardino County Sheriffs Department (SBCSD), charges us for overhead costs on a detai led basis 
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within our contract; thus, making it impossible according to SCO audit staff, for us to use the existing 
Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) methodology prescribed in claiming instructions, claiming manuals 
and the Federal CFR/OMB guidelines to compute an overhead rate as other local agencies can. 

SCO staff stated in the audit that they were sympathetic to our plight of not being able to recover any 
overhead costs, so they created a new methodology they named the “Administrative Cost Rate” (we’ll 
refer to this new type of rate as the “ACR”) to allow the recovery of some costs that they could identify 
as “clearly administrative” in nature.  Thus, instead of allowing us the overhead rates that would have 
been allowed under existing Ps and Gs and Claiming Instructions which averaged about 70%, we were 
granted the “ACR” rate that averaged about 6%.   

The primary activity that this State mandate program requires is that law enforcement personnel take 
an Identity Theft Report and begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts sufficient 
to determine where the crime(s) occurred and what pieces of personal identifying information were 
used for an unlawful purpose.  

We agreed that this activity was performed by the Deputy Sheriff positions we pay for through our 
contract with the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department (SBCSD).  The City has no in-house Police 
Department other than the one it has purchased through its contract with the SBCSD.  This contract 
includes all direct sworn staff, indirect support and administrative personnel, and overhead costs – such 
as vehicle expenses, and other costs associated with operating a police department.  Schedule A of our 
contract lists all costs charged in detail by type of cost - similar to how a full- service city would account 
for these costs in an expenditure report.   

SCO audit staff determined that the direct costs incurred through our contract -- the salary and benefits 
costs of the Deputies we purchase though our contract for service with the San Bernardino County 
Sheriff’s Department (SBCSD) positions -- were eligible for reimbursement, however, not the vast 
majority of other necessary overhead costs billed within that contract. For example: 

The mandate requires that our Deputy drive to the scene to take a report from the victim – yet SCO 
audit findings include no reimbursement of costs for the actual vehicles, fuel, and maintenance.  A 
Deputy needs a vehicle to perform their law enforcement duties.  Our Deputy would not be able to 
perform the mandate as they typically drive to the victim’s location to take their Identity Theft Reports.  
This is a reasonable and necessary cost to perform the mandate, yet the DAR findings only allow costs 
for vehicle insurance but omit the cost of the vehicles themselves.   

The mandate requires that our communications/dispatch staff transmit information about the call for 
service to the Deputy so that they are aware of what the nature of the call is and where the victim is 
located.  Yet SCO staff reimbursement allows for no dispatch/communications staff to take the phone 
calls from the public and relay the request for service to the sworn Deputies who perform the direct law 
mandated enforcement duties.   

The mandate requires that the Identity Theft report be typed, entered, and maintained in our records 
and computer system – yet there is no allotment of costs to reimburse us for the clerical personnel to do 
this activity that is required as a result of this mandate.    

The mandate requires employment of sworn personnel to perform this activity.  In order for an agency 
to provide sworn staff, it must supervise them and provide administrative support; yet no departmental 

---
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support costs such as our departmental command staff costs were allowed (including our Captain, who 
functions as our Department’s Police Chief, his Lieutenant or second-in-command, or administrative 
time of Sergeants who are the first line supervisors).   

It is clear that the Audit Report Findings are not reasonable, nor would they satisfy the intent of the 
State or Federal laws and guidelines.  No reasonable person would agree that a Deputy could perform 
their law enforcement duties or perform the mandated activities without a vehicle, 
administrative/command staff support, or clerical and dispatch service support. 

City staff and our consultant have spent many hours and numerous correspondences back and forth 
trying to resolve this issue.   However, to avoid this correspondence from becoming overly lengthy or 
repetitive, we will only touch on a few main points in this response, and will include our past 
communications as an attachment to our future Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) to serve as back up and 
to provide greater detail to the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) when they review this 
matter. 

CLARITY, DISCLOSURE, AND TRANSPARENCY IS NEEDED FROM THE SCO AND CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS 
TO EXPLAIN WHICH ENTITY IS ELIGIBLE TO CLAIM WHAT REIMBURSABLE COST  

Mr. Venneman’s May 12, 2023 email attempts to explain to us why the indirect costs/ICRP costs we 
incurred are not eligible for reimbursement: “Those [our contract] salary and benefit costs belong solely 
to San Bernardino County, not the City of Rancho Cucamonga.”  And “Just because the county incurs 
indirect costs and bills the city for them does not mean that these are also indirect costs incurred by 
Rancho Cucamonga.” 

It appears that the crux of the argument to deny our city (and if audit precedent applies, all contract 
cities) law enforcement overhead costs is because SCO staff believes that technically the contracting 
entity (in this case San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department or SBCSD) whose employees perform 
the administrative and support tasks paid for in our contract [in our case the Captains, Lieutenants, 
Sergeants, Office Specialists, Secretaries, etc.] and support costs [such as vehicles, walkie-talkies, 
dispatch center charges, etc.]  don’t “belong” to us (the city who contracts for and pays for them) -- but 
to the agency that “provides” those personnel and services.    

It was our understanding (and common accounting practice), that if you bought and paid for something 
(if you “incurred” that cost), then that cost/product becomes “yours”, and that the agency “incurring” 
the costs should be the one to claim for State Reimbursement since you were the agency that ultimately 
“lost” that money from your budget to pay for the State Mandate program.    

Since both direct and indirect costs are all a part of the same contract with SBCSD then it would stand to 
reason that both types of costs would be treated consistently – either the city is eligible to claim and 
receive reimbursement for both – or neither.   

However, Page 24 of the Draft Audit Report states, “We found that the entire amount [of indirect costs 
claimed] is unallowable because no city staff member performed any of the reimbursable activities…”    

How can this logic hold: that indirect costs are somehow not allowable “because no city staff member 
performed any of the reimbursable activities”, when the opposite conclusion was arrived at regarding 
direct costs and activities.  SCO Audit allows reimbursement for the direct contract staff performed by 
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SBCSD Deputies and Sergeants, even though those positions are also not “city staff members” and their 
costs are charged and incurred through the same exact contract.  

When the city requested clarification, Mr. Venneman’s May 12, 2023 email response explains, “the city 
did not incur any indirect overhead costs within its contract with San Bernardino County”.  Then he 
goes on to say, seemingly contradicting himself, “[j]ust because the county incurs indirect costs and 
bills the city for them doesn’t mean that these are also indirect costs incurred by Rancho Cucamonga.”   

How does this make sense?  SCO staff agrees that the costs are indirect when they “belonged” to the 
County; but if the county who incurs those indirect costs, bills the city for them, then they are no longer 
indirect costs or costs “incurred” by the city?   

If contract cities do not “incur” indirect costs and cannot claim indirect costs billed within their contracts 
– does this mean that the counties that provide/incur those cost are eligible for the reimbursement of 
those costs?  In this case, would SBCSD receive reimbursement for those costs? 

Prior State Controller audits have found this is not the case.  The following is a quote from page 19 of 
the SCO’s June 2022 audit of San Bernardino County’s Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation 
Reports (ICAN)):  

“…we [SCO] found that the county included costs for providing services to contract cities as part of 
its mandated cost claims for all activities. The parameters and guidelines state that any county, city, 
or city and county is eligible to submit a mandate reimbursement claim. Therefore, all counties and 
cities—including contract cities—are eligible to submit mandate reimbursement claims. Because 
contract cities are eligible to submit reimbursement claims, and the county received fees for law 
enforcement services from its contract cities, we determined that the county should only claim 
costs associated with the unincorporated areas of the county. We determined that the costs 
incurred by contract cities are unallowable because the county had already been compensated by 
contract fees. The county did not report offsetting reimbursements for the contract city cases in its 
mandated cost claims. Therefore, we found that the county overstated these claimed costs 
because it did not offset costs that were funded by other sources.” 

This audit is not unique.  There are numerous other audits of county law enforcement claims where the 
SCO comes to the same conclusion: that the contracting entity - the city, not the county -- is eligible to 
request or receive reimbursement of mandated costs because those costs are incurred/paid for by the 
contracting cities.  A sampling of other similar audits includes San Bernardino County April 2022, Identity 
Theft Program, Los Angeles County September 2019, Crime Statists Reports for the Department of 
Justice Program, and Los Angeles County November 2019, Domestic Violence Arrest Policies and 
Standards Program. 

So, which is it?  Who is entitled to claim the costs –the city that pays for the service, or the county that 
provides the service?  Based on this audit analysis, neither the contract city nor the county would be 
able to obtain reimbursement of indirect costs charged to cities.   

State instructions say indirect costs that are incurred by the agency incurring the direct costs are to 
submit the claims for reimbursement.  The SCO requirement that “a city staff member perform 
reimbursable activities” in order to obtain reimbursement of both direct and indirect costs is contrary to 
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the plain language of the Ps & Gs and would mean that no contract city would be able to obtain 
reimbursement for mandate overhead costs.   

Since counties did not receive any State Mandate reimbursement for indirect costs that were paid for 
via city contracts and now this Audit indicates that contracting cities cannot claim for the indirect costs, 
this creates a loophole where only the State gains unfairly by not having to pay either party for those 
State Mandated costs.  Claimants deserve clear, written guidelines/instructions provided to them prior 
to claim preparation and submission, and consistent treatment/interpretation of those rules.  The State 
Controller’s Office cannot use different metrics and methodologies from audit to audit. 

 

DID THESE ISSUES ARISE DUE TO A DEFICIENCY IN STATE CLAIMING FORMS? 

Early in this audit in August of 2022, SCO auditor, Josephina (Joji) Tyree, issued her first set of findings 
which stated that indirect costs could not be claimed because the Claiming Instructions “Form 1” and 
“Form 2” precluded reimbursement of indirect costs because those forms “differentiate contract 
services” from salaries or (direct labor) for purposes of calculating indirect costs.”   

Our responds to this was if the SCO didn’t like the way forms looked or how costs were displayed or 
presented on those forms, that they had the authority to format the forms to their liking.   However, 
having an issue with form format or how costs should be presented/displayed was not a legitimate 
reason for the SCO to ignore the underlying principles and direction of the Parameters and Guidelines 
and Claiming Instructions and deny reimbursement of eligible costs. 

SCO audit report on page 20 notes that “The SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual states that costs of contract 
services are allowable.  Costs for contract services can be claimed using an hourly billing rate.”  
However, the Manual does not provide specific guidelines on how to calculate an hourly billing rate. 

The issue in this audit was not how direct salary costs were computed.  The City of Rancho Cucamonga 
used the prescribed method allowed in instructions by dividing total salaries and benefits by 1,800 
annual productive hours – which the SCO auditor agreed was appropriate. 

The issue was how the indirect cost component should be calculated.   

Mr. Venneman informed us in his January 5th email that “[o]ur posi�on has always been that using the A-
87 methodology contained in Subpart E to claim administra�ve costs using contract services as a base is 
a non-starter for our office.”  And in the May 13th email, “Indirect costs cannot be claimed against 
contract services.”  

Our consultant provided him with evidence that this was not the case citing the 2017 City of San Marcos 
Crime Statistics Reporting Audit.   

In the City of San Marcos audit (which contracts with the San Diego Sheriff’s Office (SDSO) for law 
enforcement services, the following indirect costs were allowed (See City of San Marcos 2017 – Crime 
Statistics Reporting Audit Report on page 23).  State Controller’s Office auditors recognized there were 
additional indirect/overhead costs and those costs were allowed as valid overhead charges.  Below is an 
extract from the Audit Report on page 23 that addressed the Contract Indirect Costs: 

“Contract Indirect Costs 
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We reviewed the contract agreements between the city and the SDSO. For FY 2007-08 through FY 
2011-12, the SDSO contract agreements provided schedules and identified supplemental 
contracted labor costs and contracted overhead costs. We determined that overhead costs 
identified in the contract were appropriate as they related to the performance of mandated 
activities. We computed indirect cost rates for contract services for these years by dividing total 
contract overhead costs, station support staff costs, and Sergeant Admin position costs, by the 
contracted labor costs identified in the contract supplemental schedules.” 

In the allowable ICRP/ “contract overhead costs”, the audit permitted:  

1) proration of support/admin costs including Station Level Staff Support including: Captain, 
Admin Secretary, Lieutenant, Sergeants, Volunteer Coordinator, Senior Clerk, Department Aide, 
Receptionist, Intermediate Clerk. 

3) Law Enforcement Support including Station Detectives, Communication Center (Central 
Dispatch support), Crime Prevention, Juvenile Intervention, Regional Services 

4) Services and Supplies Costs 

5) Support Costs including Vehicles, Facilities/Space, County Management Support (Admin, Fiscal, 
Data Services, Personnel & Other) 

6) Liability (charged separately) 

The items we included in our ICRP are all similar, if not identical items: Administrative support, such as 
Captains, Lieutenants, and Sergeants; Clerical support; Vehicles; and Communication Center (Central 
Dispatch Services, etc.) but in our case they were NOT allowed as indirect costs.   

In addition, in the case of San Marcos’ Audit, the prescribed ICRP format/computational methodology 
was employed; using contract salaries and benefits as the denominator for determining the overhead 
rate, and not total contract costs as the SCO uses in their new “ACR” methodology rate computation. 

Please explain why Rancho Cucamonga is being treated differently and why the interpretations and 
methodologies are different for two similar contract cities.   

 
EXISTING PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES AND CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS PERMIT CITIES THAT 
CONTRACT FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES TO OBTAIN REIMBURSEMENT FOR THEIR FULL INDIRECT 
COSTS AS DEFINED UNDER FEDERAL CFR/OMB STANDARDS. 

 
Exis�ng claiming instruc�ons and claiming manuals under Contract Services state that “all costs charged” 
can be claimed.   

 
Iden�ty The� Claiming Instruc�ons  
Sec�on V. A. 3. Contracted Services: 
 

“Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement the reimbursable ac�vi�es and 
atach a copy of the contract to the claim.  If the contractor bills for �me and materials, report the number 
of hours spent on the ac�vi�es and all costs charged.  If the contract is a fixed price, report the dates when 
services were performed and itemize all costs for those services during the period covered by the 
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reimbursement claim.  If the contract services were also used for purposes other than the reimbursable 
ac�vi�es, only the pro-rata por�on of the services used to implement the reimbursable ac�vi�es can be 
claimed.  Submit contract consultant and invoices with the claim and a descrip�on of the contract scope of 
services.” 

The Claiming Manual adds that the claimant should provide: “… the mandated ac�vi�es performed, the 
number of hours spent performing the mandate, the hourly billing rate, and the total cost.”   

 
The City complied with these instruc�ons and provided a copy of the contract and detailed costs related 
to the reimbursable ac�vi�es, �me studies to show number of hours spent performing the mandate, the 
hourly billing rates – including how direct and indirect/overhead costs were computed.  We accounted 
for all costs charged.  Total costs include the necessary overhead [vehicles, dispatch support, command 
staff, clerical staff, etc.] to perform the mandated ac�vi�es. 

 
There is nothing in the Ps and Gs, Claiming Instruc�ons, or the Claiming Manual that would suggest that 
the Commission intended that ci�es that contract for law enforcement would not be eligible for indirect 
costs or that contract ci�es would have to use a different set of rules or standards to compute allowable 
indirect costs.   We see nothing that would indicate that Federal CFR/OMB guidelines would not apply. 
 

USE OF A NEW METHODOLOGY TO COMPUTE OVERHEAD/ICRP COSTS IS NOT SUPPORTED BY 
CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS, PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES, OR THE CLAIMING MANUAL 

In our correspondence, SCO staff provided many reasons why our Indirect Cost Rate Proposals (ICRPs) – 
rates derived using the exact format and guidelines prescribed by the Claiming Manual, Parameters and 
Guidelines, and in compliance with Federal CRF Guidelines - could not be used and instead why audit 
staff had to create and apply a new alternate methodology and format to compute indirect costs, which 
you have entitled: “The Allowable Administrative Percentage” or the “Administrative Cost Rate” (see 
page 21 of SCO Draft Audit Report).    

One of the issues with this “new methodology” is that it does not allow for the inclusion of all the costs 
that would have been allowable under existing claiming instructions and Federal CFR/OMB Guidelines.  
Cost such as vehicle usage costs, command staff administrative costs, secretarial support, etc.   Mr. 
Venneman tried to explain why CFR/OMB Guidelines do not apply, but his explanations do not seem to 
be grounded in established written guidelines.   Denying that existing written rules apply and then 
creating and applying new, unwritten methodologies without any prior notice or explanation in fact 
creates new rules that have not been vetted by the Commission and other interested parties. 

Page 20 of the Audit narrative explains that this new methodology developed by the SCO’s staff, the 
“Administrative Cost Percentage,” was calculated by…dividing the costs of the following items 
“Administrative Support, Office Automation, Services and Supplies, Vehicle Insurance, Personnel Liability 
and Bonding, Telephone Reporting Unit, County Administrative Cost (COWCAP), COWCAP subsidy, and 
Start-up Costs” by the total contract cost.  

Claiming Instructions pages 4-5 and the Claiming Manual on pages 11-12 states:     

A. Indirect Cost Rate Proposal Method 
 
If a local agency elects not to utilize the 10% fixed rate method but wants to claim indirect costs, it 
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must prepare an ICRP for the program. The proposal must follow the provisions of the OMB Circular 
2 CFR, Chapter I and Chapter II, Part 200 et al., formerly OMB Circular A-87, Cost Principles for State, 
Local, and Indian Tribal Governments. The development of the indirect cost rate proposal requires that 
the indirect cost pool include only those costs which are incurred for a common or joint purpose that 
benefit more than one cost objective. The indirect cost pool may include only costs that can be 
shown to provide benefits to the program. In addition, total allocable indirect costs may include only 
costs that cannot be directly charged to an identifiable cost center (i.e., program). 
 
A method for preparing a departmental indirect cost rate proposal for programs is presented as Table 
6. Only this format is acceptable under the SCO reimbursement requirements. If more than one 
department is involved in the reimbursement program, each department must have its own indirect 
cost rate proposal for the program. 

We followed these rules and guidelines in preparing overhead/ICRP rates, and find no language in the 
Claiming Manual, the Claiming Instructions, Parameters and Guidelines, or Federal CFR Guidelines to 
describe or support SCO staff’s alternate and newly created “Administrative Cost Percentage” method of 
computing overhead costs.  There is no distinction made in the instructions or alternate methodology 
described for cities that contract for law enforcement services.   

There is no reason why the existing instructions and ICRP format presented in Table 6 of the Claiming 
Manual cannot be used and that would necessitate the creation of an alternate indirect cost rate 
methodology (as we have demonstrated by preparing and submitted ICRPs in the required format with 
our claims – and numerous other contract city claims - over the last twenty years with no issue).  Our 
law enforcement contract with SBCSD (See Schedule A) clearly lists and segregates all direct and indirect 
costs in a level of detail which is similar to how a full-service city’s Actual Expenditure Report is 
organized and how the example in Table 6 is presented.  

This new approach proposed by staff is flawed in a number of aspects.  First, and most importantly, it is 
not described in any manual or instructions provided to us at the time of filing of these claims.  How is a 
local agency expected to be able to compute allowable overhead costs correctly and in a consistent, 
uniform manner if those methods and guidelines are not described or provided in advance in any 
documents or manuals?  Why are there different rules of eligibility for determining indirect costs for 
contract cities?   

Creating a new procedure and methodology, after the fact, without any notice to local agencies or 
review by the Commission on State Mandates violates Due Process guidelines and has not been properly 
vetted through the State’s required procedures.  In addition, by creating a new methodology just for 
agencies that contract for Law Enforcement Services and saying they are not entitled to use the same, 
existing Instructions and Parameters and Guidelines constitutes “Underground Rule Making”.  We 
request that you comply with written Claiming Instructions and Guidelines and use the same ICRP 
methodology prescribed in the existing Parameters and Guidelines and the Federal CFR/OMB standards 
to audit our claims’ overhead rates.  

Secondly, SCO’s new “Allowable Administrative Cost Percentage” or “Administrative Cost Rate” 
methodology which uses total contract services costs as the denominator instead of salaries and wages, 
is flawed because it does NOT exclude capital expenditures (see all the equipment usage charges in our 
contract) and other distorting items such as pass-through funds (See Countywide Cost Allocation or 
COWCAP costs in the contract).   
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The Claiming Manual states: 
 

“The distributions 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. 

 

Claiming Manual, Section 8. Indirect Costs (Example) 

“ f) Distribution base for the computation of the indirect cost rate is total salaries and wages. 

ICRP =  Allowable 
Indirect Costs   

 
=  

 
$300,000  

 
= 30.00%  

          Total Salaries and Wages      $1,000,000  

 
The contract with SBCSD itemized salaries and benefits separately, so there is no reason why this could 
not have been used as the base for distributing indirect costs as is required in the Claiming Instructions.   

The “administrative cost rate” methodology proposed appears to contradict SCO Audit’s own 
statements on page 20 which says, “OMB A-87… does not allow for the recovery of administrative costs 
using contract services as a base”.  Yet it appears that is exactly what SCO staff’s newly created “ACR” 
“rate” does.  Page 21 of the Audit report states, “…we divided the cost of the following line 
items…[administrative support, office automation, etc.] that we identified as being “clearly 
administrative” by the “total contract amount”.   

We thought using total contract costs as a base not allowed.  Our rate was prepared using total actual 
salaries and benefits, as specified in the instructions.         

 FY 2012-13  Rate Comparison 

 
City computed ICRP = 
 

 
$12,167,160 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs =      76.5% 

$15,907,114 Total Direct Salaries & Benefits 
 

 
SCO computed “ACR” =  
  

 
$1,731,698, = Total “Allowable Admin. Costs” =       6.1% 

$28,209,685 TOTAL CONTRACT SERVICE AMOUNT 
 

 

SCO JUSTIFICATION FOR DENYING INDIRECT COSTS ARE FLAWED 

We agree with SCO staff’s statement that there are clearly administrative costs in the contract, but 
why didn’t you include our administrative command and clerical staff, who are clearly administrative 
and clerical, in SCO’s version of the ICRP or their “Administrative Cost Rate”?  

2 CFR Ch. II Part 200 Appendix IV:  

“(4) General administration and general expenses. The expenses under this heading are those that have 
been incurred for the overall general executive and administrative offices of the organization and other 
expenses of a general nature which do not relate solely to any major function of the organization. This 
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category must also include its allocable share of fringe benefit costs, operation and maintenance expense, 
depreciation, and interest costs. Examples of this category include central offices, such as the director’s 
office, the office of finance, business services, budget and planning, personnel, safety and risk 
management, general counsel, management information systems, and library costs. “ 

2 CFR Ch. II  

“The salaries and wages of administrative and pooled clerical staff should normally be treated as indirect 
costs. Direct charging of these costs may be appropriate where a major project or activity explicitly 
requires and budgets for administrative or clerical services and other individuals involved can be 
identified with the program or activity.”   

Command/administrative staff.  Can you please explain why none of our command staff costs, including 
our Captain, who is our city’s Police Chief; the Lieutenants who oversee administration and operations 
of the entire unit; and our Sergeants, who are the first line supervisors of the Deputies; were not 
included in SCO overhead rate computations? These staff perform the “executive and administrative” 
functions of the department.    

Every Deputy requires command staff oversight – supervisors must perform annual reviews of employee 
performance, deal with disciplinary issues, decide on pay increases, schedule time off and ensure there 
is always adequate coverage and staffing, perform department budgeting functions, schedule training, 
offer guidance and support on difficult cases, etc. In prior correspondence we provided copies of the job 
descriptions for these positions so you can confirm that their duties are indeed administrative and 
necessary support to the entire department.   
(https://www.governmentjobs.com/careers/sanbernardino/promotionaljobs)  

1) Captain – serves as our department Police Chief.  The job description for this position (attached) 
states under “Distinguishing Characteristics: Sheriff’s Captain is characterized by the 
administrative responsibility for an assigned major division, facility or station.”  

2) Lieutenant - is also an administrative position, whose job description states, “Positions in this 
class are characterized by their status as second in command with authority to assume full 
administrative and supervisory responsibilities during the absence of the commanding officer.” 

3) Sergeants - “The class of Sheriff’s Sergeant represents the first full level of supervision.”  

Clerical staff all are costs incurred for a common or joint purpose (supporting the entire department and 
law enforcement staff), and they provide necessary administrative, supervisory and clerical support that 
is necessary to operate a police department.  They provide benefits to more than one cost objective, 
benefit the program, and cannot be directly charged to an identifiable cost center (i.e., program). 
Secretaries and dispatchers don’t provide direct law enforcement service.  2 CFR Ch. II §200.414 (c) 
specifically identifies clerical staff as an administrative cost:  The salaries of administrative and clerical 
staff should normally be treated as indirect (F&A) costs.” 

OMB/CFR guidelines also specify that clerical staff are a part of the administrative function.  Thus, our 
Secretaries, Office Specialists, and Supervising Office Specialists should have also been included in the 
SCO computation as they provide necessary clerical support to the department.   Please explain the 
rational for excluding these necessary clerical staff both directly and indirectly from our claims.   
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How are these positions not administrative?  Except for a portion of the Sergeant positions (who review 
and approve Identity Theft reports directly), these individuals are not providing direct law enforcement 
services, but supporting and administering the department.   These positions oversee not just one 
program, but the entire law enforcement department and all staff.  This is no different from the function 
of command staff in a full-service (non-contracting city) which the SCO office has routinely allowed to be 
included in the computation of their overhead rates.  These same positions were allowed by the SCO in 
the SBCSD’s audited Identity Theft claims overhead ICRP rates. 

We previously provided SCO staff with the full job descriptions for these positions to support our 
contention that these are administrative positions that support the entire department (and not just one 
program) and are necessary administrative support to the entire department.  Your staff declined 
numerous offers to schedule a meeting with county command staff to  answer any questions your staff 
may have about these positions’ duties so  they could  feel confident that these positions do indeed 
perform eligible administrative functions that support the entire department.   

Below we have provided the citation from Federal 2 CFR Part 225 Guideline that supports allowability of 
the indirect costs the City of Rancho Cucamonga incurred through our contract with SBCSD – not just the 
eight items SCO staff included in their “ACR” rate: 
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OTHER ALLOWABLE AND NECESSARY SUPPORT COSTS PURSUANT TO CFR / OMB 

2 CFR §200.403 Factors affecting allowability of costs.  

“Except where otherwise authorized by statute, costs must meet the following general criteria in order to be 
allowable under Federal awards:  

Contract Cost Items NOT Included by 
 SCO as allowable Indirect cost 

Federal CFR Citation supporting the allowability 
of the cost 

Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeants  2 CFR Ch. II §200.414 (c) ”The salaries of administrative and 
clerical staff should normally be treated as indirect (F&A) costs.” 

2 CFR Ch. II Pt. 200, App. IV B. ALLOCATION OF INDIRECT 
COSTS AND DETERMINATION OF INDIRECT COST RATES
The salaries and wages of administrative and pooled clerical staff 
should normally be treated as indirect costs. Direct charging of 
these costs may be appropriate where a major project or activity 
explicitly requires and budgets for administrative or clerical 
services and other individuals involved can be identified with the 
program or activity. 

Office Specialists & Secretaries  2 CFR Ch. II §200.414 (c) ”The salaries of administrative and 
clerical staff should normally be treated as indirect (F&A) 
costs.”  (See additional narrative above) 

Dispatch Support Appendix B to Part 225—Selected Items of Cost  
7. Communication costs. Costs incurred for telephone services, local
and long distance telephone calls, telegrams, postage, messenger,
electronic or computer transmittal services and the like are allowable. 
[the County charges a share of the dispatch/communications division
costs with contracting cities] 

Also see above- 2 CFR Ch. II Pt. 200, App. IV B. ALLOCATION OF 
INDIRECT COSTS AND DETERMINATION OF INDIRECT COST RATES  
The salaries and wages of administrative and pooled clerical staff 
should normally be treated as indirect costs.     

Vehicle Usage Charges:  
Marked units, Unmarked Units, Marked Citizen 
Patrol Sedan, Pickup Trucks, & Motorcycles 

Also, Handheld Talkies (HTs), Radar Units, Tasers 

Multiple Sections of OMB/CFR Guidelines address 
eligibility of equipment charges and usage: 

Appendix B to Part 225—Selected Items of Cost  
11. Depreciation and use allowances. a) use allowances are
means of allocating the cost of fixed assets to periods benefiting 
from asset use. 
Compensation for the use of fixed assets on hand may be made 
through depreciation or use allowances. A combination of the 
two methods may not be used in connection with a single class of 
fixed assets (e.g., buildings, office equipment, computer
equipment, etc.) 

15. Equipment and other capital expenditures. 
(2)‘‘Equipment’’ means an article of nonexpendable, tangible 
personal property having a useful life of more than one year and 
an acquisition cost which equals or exceeds the lesser of the 
capitalization level established by the governmental unit for
financial statement purposes, or $5000. 

43. Travel costs. 
a. General. Travel costs are the expenses for transportation, 
lodging, subsistence, and related items incurred by employees
who are in travel status on official business of the governmental 
unit. Such costs may be charged on an actual cost basis, on a per 
diem or mileage basis in lieu of actual costs incurred,
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Be necessary and reasonable for the performance of the Federal award and be allocable thereto under these 
principles” 

CFR Guidelines do not limit indirect costs to only “administrative” items.  The language is written 
broadly to take various programs into account.  For example, if a “program” requires waste pick up and 
disposal (like in the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Claim), then in addition to the direct 
costs of staff who do the waste pickups, the departmental support and equipment usage (garbage truck 
usage costs), would be considered necessary and reasonable and allowable in the overhead rate.   

Similarly, in a mandate that requires “law enforcement” services – then the departmental costs that are 
needed to ensure a Deputy can provide law enforcement services are eligible for inclusion in the 
overhead rate.  Those eligible overhead costs include:  

Necessary Support Costs 

Without vehicles, radios, and dispatch services the Deputies could not provide law enforcement 
services.  They could not receive any calls for service or communicate with either the public or with the 
department command staff; they could not drive to the scene of any call for service; and there would be 
no clerical support to process, store, and access any of the police reports (including these mandated 
Identity Theft Reports) and records as required by law.  No law enforcement agency could function 
without these support functions.  

 

SCO ACTIONS TO DENY APPLICABILITY OF OMB/CFR GUIDELINES AND ESTABLISH NEW CLAIMING 
METHODOLOGIES (Administrative Cost Rates in lieu of Indirect Cost Rates) CONSTITUTES 
UNDERGROUND RULE MAKING. 

If it is the SCO’s posi�on that in order for a contrac�ng city to be able to obtain full reimbursement of all 
direct and indirect overhead costs,  a County Sheriff’s Department MUST show a billable rate that 
includes all overhead in its direct staff’s (Deputy Rate) cost  – then shouldn’t that be stated very clearly 
somewhere in the instruc�ons?  It would be very easy for the SBCSD  to alter their format and show all 
charged costs in the direct staff/Deputy Rate, similar to how Los Angeles County does.  Since SCO staff 
interpreta�on makes a very material difference in reimbursement amounts – this should have been very 
explicitly stated in the claiming manuals and instruc�ons.    By having our costs presented by San 
Bernardino County individually vs. aggregately, as Los Angeles County did, we stand to be denied over 
$200,000 in indirect costs which would have been eligible if we were allowed to use exis�ng claiming 
instruc�ons and OMB/CFR guidelines.  

Local agencies which contract for law enforcement services have been claiming overhead costs 
computed based on OMB/CFR standards for over 25 years now with no issue, but suddenly this has 
become a new avenue for SCO staff to think it is a legi�mate way of cu�ng State costs.  SCO appears to 
be making up rules as you go and doing so inconsistently for that mater from audit to audit.   

In the SCO’s audits of Los Angeles County contract ci�es, overhead costs built into the Deputy hourly 
rates (as well as liability charges) were allowed.   In the SCO audit of San Marcos (San Diego County 
Sheriff contrac�ng agency) most overhead costs were allowed and computed “using contract services 
costs improperly iden�fied as salaries and benefits as a base for claiming indirect costs” – the exact same 
method we used and that you are now saying is invalid.  Each of these audits show inconsistent 
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treatment of overhead costs in ci�es that contract for law enforcement services and failure to adhere to 
writen State and Federal instruc�ons and guidelines.  

The DAR states (on page 20) that the SCO acknowledged that different coun�es include different costs in 
their rates – for example, Los Angeles (LA) County contract ci�es include overhead in their hourly billing 
rates, plus a percentage for insurance and liability charges.  SCO narra�ve stated the desire to “be 
equitable with other California ci�es contrac�ng for law enforcement services” so allowed us an average 
6% “administra�ve cost rate”.  However, that “ACR” rate is vastly lower than what the true ICRP rate 
prepared in compliance with CFR/OMB standard (76.5% for FY 12-13) would have been.  It is evident 
from the table below how “fair” the “administra�ve alloca�on rate” is.  

SCO approved rate for LA County contract ci�es was $124/hour vs. $87/hour for us and other contract 
ci�es in San Bernardino County, a rate that is substan�ally lower than was approved for ci�es in LA 
County and even more than the city of Rialto (a comparable full-service city in our same county). 

FY 2012-13 Deputy Sheriff Hourly Rate Comparison 

LA COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES HOURLY RATE  
CITY REQUESTED*  
(Including additional 10% overhead requested, but denied by SCO) * 

 
$136.40* 

LA COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES AUDITED SCO HOURLY RATE  
SCO APPROVED*  
  

 
$124.00* 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES HOURLY RATE  
CITY REQUESTED  
(including “ICRP/OMB A-87” rate)  

 
$145.45 

CITY OF RIALTO AUDITED OFFICER HOURLY RATE  
SCO APPROVED**  
(including “ICRP/OMB A-87” rate)  

 
$126.84** 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES SCO HOURLY 
RATE SCO RECOMMENDED PER PRELIM. AUDIT REPORT 
 (including SCO new “ACR” Rate) 

 
$87.47 

 
*See City of West Hollywood Iden�ty The� Audit and City of Palmdale Child Abuse and Neglect Audits 
**This is the FY 11-12 SCO Officer audited hourly rate for the City of Rialto, a full-service city in the same county.  

 

These hourly rates were computed in the following manner – first, just as SCO staff computed them on 
page 21 of the SCO DAR, and, second, just as we computed for the claims we originally submited. 

FY 2012-13: Billable Hourly Rate Computa�on for the San Bernardino County Deputy Sheriff:  
 

SCO Allowed Hourly Billing Rate using SCO created “Administra�ve Cost Rate” (ACR) 
FY 12-13 based rate with only salaries and benefits per contract =     $82.41 
+ overhead per SCO allowed “ACR” = $82.41 x 6.14% rate =  +  $5.06  
SCO allowed hourly billing rate =          $87.47   

 vs 

City Claimed Hourly Billing Allowed Rate using exis�ng ICRP Methodology/Claiming Instruc�ons  
FY 12-13 based rate with only salaries and benefits per contract =         $82.41 
+ overhead per Ps&Gs ICRP guidelines = $82.41  x 76.5% ICRP rate =  + $63.04  
Actual hourly billing rate =                 $145.45 
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If the SCO wishes to change the rules, head in this new direc�on, and apply this new interpreta�on – 
that OMB A-87/CFR methodology does not apply for computa�on of law enforcement  
overhead/Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) rates paid through contracts with county law enforcement 
agencies – then this should be explicitly stated in the writen rules and guidelines and all par�es should 
be able to review and par�cipate in the adop�on of those rules.  Further, it is not fair to retroac�vely 
apply new standards and impose new rules on local agencies without providing advanced no�ce to 
them.    

 If OMB/CFR guidelines are inapplicable and SCO’s newly developed “ACR” methodology must be used, 
there is no writen explana�on of how this new overhead/”ACR” rate is to be computed and how   to 
determine which costs are “clearly administra�ve in nature”.  It may be “clear” to SCO staff what costs 
apply, but we would also have included our command staff as we believe the costs are clearly 
administra�ve in nature:  costs for our “Captains, Lieutenants, and Sergeants, as well as various other 
line- item charges” which SCO auditors concede “may [emphasis added] or may not be administra�ve in 
nature dependent on the func�ons that each classifica�on performs” can qualify for inclusion in the 
overhead rate.    

Finally, we believe SCO staff ac�ons violate “Due Process” requirements by crea�ng new rules and 
standards that are not enumerated in writen claiming manuals, parameters and guidelines, claiming 
instruc�ons, and the OMB/CFR Guidelines.  There is no statement that Ps and Gs do not apply to ci�es 
contrac�ng for law enforcement services: that contract ci�es don’t qualify for reimbursement of indirect 
costs.  There is no explana�on that indirect costs are not allowable if they are itemized in the contract 
with the county; but are allowable if they are already built into direct staff (Deputy) hourly billing rates.  
There is no descrip�on, explana�on, or examples provided in any manual of how local agencies that 
contract for law enforcement services are supposed to claim their allowable indirect or 
“administra�ve”/“ACR”costs in a manner acceptable to the SCO.   

Given SCO staff response that 1) OMB/CFR Guidelines do not apply to the computa�on of indirect costs 
for ci�es that contract for law enforcement agencies with county agencies; 2) that indirect costs for 
contract ci�es are in fact completely unallowable costs or are subject to some alternate, non-writen 
standards that only SCO staff can determine or dictate at their sole discre�on, 3) that there is no 
explana�on or  writen guidelines provided to claimants in the instruc�ons that explain what costs are 
and are not eligible;  4) that SCO findings that city contract agencies (like those in LA County) can obtain 
reimbursement for all direct and indirect charges included in their hourly rates, but those contracts that 
do not already have overhead pre-built into their Deputy rates forfeit their right to obtain indirect costs 
computed  in the same manner suggests that the SCO is engaged in underground rule making.  

 

THERE ARE NO SEPARATE RULES AND GUIDELINES FOR CONTRACT CITIES (CITIES WHO PURCHASE 
THEIR LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES VIA A CONTRACT) TO CLAIM ALLOWABLE OVERHEAD COSTS:  

On page 13 of the SCO’s DAR that correctly states “the city contracts with San Bernardino County to 
have the SBCSD (San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department) to provide all its law enforcement 
services.”   The City website (https://www.cityofrc.us/RCPD) states, “Police Department:   Since 
incorporation in 1977, law enforcement services in the City have been provided through a contract with 
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the San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department. Rancho Cucamonga continues to be one of Southern 
California's most family-oriented, safe, and prosperous cities.  The low crime rate that the City continues 
to enjoy, is a direct result of not only the hard work and dedication of the men and women of the Police 
Department, but the positive interaction and participation by the community in crime prevention 
activities.” 

The agreements and the annual Schedule of Costs shows that the city is purchasing all the components 
of a Police Department, including direct and indirect (overhead) costs.  The expenditures listed in the 
contract under Schedule A is in a similar level of detail and format to a full-service city’s departmental 
expenditure report.  San Bernardino County segregates each line item of cost separately and the billing 
rates of each position ONLY include salary and benefit costs (see Contract, Schedule A, Footnote 1).  All 
necessary overhead is included separately in the contract and is described in detail.  Many of those costs 
are eligible indirect costs that are necessary to support the function of the department and to allow the 
Deputies to perform their primary duty of providing law enforcement services.   

There are no alternate or separate guidelines for computing overhead rates in claiming instructions or in 
Federal CFR Guidelines, to be used for contract cities, as you are proposing.  The city calculated and 
provided Departmental Indirect Cost rates, computed exactly as shown in the State’s guidelines and in 
compliance with Federal CFR/OMB Guidelines.   

We agree with the Parameters and Guidelines (Ps and Gs), Claiming Instructions, and the Claiming 
Manual where it explains how indirect costs are to be prepared; however, the instructions must be read 
in their entirety to determine their intent.   

Parameters and Guidelines V.B. Indirect Cost Rates:  

“Indirect costs are costs that are incurred for a common or joint purpose, benefiting more than one 
program, and are not directly assignable to a particular department or program without efforts 
disproportionate to the result achieved.  Indirect costs may include: (1) the overhead costs of the unit 
performing the mandate; and (2) the costs of the central government services distributed to the other 
departments based on a systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan.”  
 

In this case the UNIT performing the mandate is the law enforcement unit purchased by the City of 
Rancho Cucamonga from the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department (SBCSD) as outlined in detail 
in their contract showing all cost components charged to the city.  The Schedule A shows that in addition 
to the Direct Salaries and Benefits of Law Enforcement Personnel, salaries of support and administrative 
staff for positions such as Captain, Lieutenants, Clerical Support positions, as well as other necessary and 
eligible (compliant with CFR guidelines) overhead costs such as vehicle and equipment usage charges 
which were billed to the city.   

Claiming Manual, Section 8 states,  

“Indirect costs 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 benefited without effort disproportionate 
to the results achieved. Indirect costs can originate in the department performing the mandate or in 
departments that supply the department performing the mandate with goods, services, and facilities. To 
be allowable, a cost must be allocable to a particular cost objective. Indirect costs must be distributed to 
benefiting cost objectives on bases, which produce an equitable result, related to the benefits derived by 
the mandate. 
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DAR states on page 24 that “none of the costs that the city incurred for law enforcement services 
provided by the SBCSD were indirect costs” and appears to argue that because ALL costs in the contract 
are assignable to the law enforcement contract or City Police Department, then ALL costs must be 
direct. 

If SCO staff interpretation was correct, there would be no such thing as a Departmental Indirect Cost 
Rate as shown in State claiming manuals, examples, and instructions because every cost “assignable” to 
that department would be a direct cost.  Nothing would be indirect except for costs outside of that 
department that were allocated to the department through the City or County-wide cost allocation 
plans.  That is clearly not the case as “Departmental” Indirect Cost rates are the standard. 

Staff’s statement “if it’s assignable to the department, then it’s direct” is disproved by SCO’s own 
analysis as you acknowledged that over eight items “assigned” to our “Department”/ law enforcement 
services contract were indeed allowable indirect (administrative) costs and included in SCO staff’s 
“Administrative Cost Rate”.    Since these costs were also “assignable to the department”, then that 
would make those costs also direct costs by SCO’s definition.   

The wording in the instructions and guidelines shows that the terminology between: “program”, 
“department”, and “cost objective” are used interchangeably to allow maximum flexibility to apply to 
various situations.   The entire instructions must be read in context, not abbreviated and cherry picked. 
Claiming Manual, 8.  Indirect Costs states: “Indirect costs can originate in the department performing 
the mandate or in departments that supply the department performing the mandate with goods, 
services, and facilities.”  Clearly indirect costs can originate in the law enforcement unit purchased from 
SBCSD.   

 

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES PRIOR DECISIONS SUPPORT THE VALIDITY OF EXISTING 
PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES AND EXISTING METHODOLOGY IN COMPUTATION OF 
OVERHEAD/ICRP RATES FOR CONTRACT CITIES:  

Prior Commission on State Mandates (CSM) decisions also provided insight on the topic of overhead for 
cities contracting for law enforcement services. 

In the City of Palmdale’s Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) of the SCO’s 2016 Audit of their Interagency 
Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting claims (See November, 2018 CSM meeting transcript) the 
Commission reviewed whether the City of Palmdale, which contracted with Los Angeles County for law 
enforcement services, was entitled to the 10% default overhead rate they claimed in their requests for 
reimbursement.   

The Commission staff concluded that while it was not appropriate for a contracting agency to use the 
default 10% ICRP rate when computing overhead costs since this rate was designed specifically for 
application to only salaries (not salaries and benefits); a contract city would have been eligible for 
indirect cost reimbursement if the city prepared their own ICRP rate demonstrating valid indirect costs.  
The city did prepare and submit their ICRPs showing overhead cost computations. 

Commissioner Alex stated during the meeting (Page 46 of transcript, Lines 5-8 of hearing transcript) that 
he agreed that “…there is overhead associated with a contract and I think that’s typical.”   
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Mr. Jones of the Commission staff noted that “...the Parameters and Guidelines say you can – you can 
prepare an indirect cost rate proposal if the indirect cost rate exceeds 10%.” (Page 44 lines 24-25 and 
page 45, lines 1-2 of hearing transcript)  

Commission Member Adams asked, “And under Parameters – Parameters and Guidelines, would there 
have been an appropriate way to claim these indirect costs?” (Page 38 lines 14-21 of hearing 
transcript) 

Mr. Jones of the Commission staff responds, “Staff’s position is that, yes, there was an appropriate 
way, and it was to develop an indirect cost rate proposal with documentation that the Controller 
could review.” (Page 38 lines 24-25 and Page 39 lines 1-2) 

Ms. Shelton of the Commission noted that, “…you have to follow the plain language of the Parameters 
and Guidelines.” (Page 47, lines 21-23 of hearing transcript).  The plain language being that indirect 
costs were eligible for inclusion in the reimbursement claims under the language and rules established 
in the Parameters and Guidelines. 
 

SCO FINDINGS THAT OUR ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF (CAPTAINS, LIEUTENANTS, SERGEANTS); SUPPORT 
STAFF (STATION CLERKS, SECRETARIES, AND SHERIFF’S SERVICE SPECIALISTS); AND SUPPORT COSTS 
(DISPATCH SERVICES, VEHICLE AND EQUIPMENT USAGE CHARGES) ARE NOT ALLOWABLE ARE 
INCONSISTENT WITH PRIOR AUDITS OF BOTH OTHER CONTRACT SERVICE CITIES AND FULL SERVICE 
CITIES:  

We already cited the City of San Marcos Audit, another contract city in a similar situation.  But there are 
many examples of full-service (non-contract) cities SCO audited where identical indirect costs (Captains, 
Lieutenants, Sergeants, Clerical Support, Vehicle and Equipment usage, etc.) were found to be allowable 
overhead/indirect costs.  This list is only a small sample, listing audits our consultant was directly 
involved in and has personal information of:  

- County of San Bernardino: Identity Theft Audit  
- City of Rialto: Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Audit  
- City of South Lake Tahoe: Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Audit 
- City of Fresno: Administrative License Suspension Audit 
- City of Fresno: Domestic Violence Audit 
- City of Fresno: Identity Theft Audit 
- City of Fresno: Peace Officer Bill of Rights Audits 

Please let us know if you’d like us to send you a copy of the audits or ICRPs allowed in these reviews.   

Like costs must be treated consistently to have a fair and non-arbitrary audit. 

1) SCO audits of San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department:  

The SCO has already audited and approved indirect cost rates for the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s 
Department (our contracting agency) for this same program (Identity Theft) and for the same years.   
Since SCO approved indirect cost rates for this same organization, for activities which were performed 
by the same class of employees, paid at the same rates, for the same program and for the same years, 
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our allowable overhead rates which are sourced from the same agency should not be less than those 
approved rates.    

San Bernardino County : Identity Theft Audit Report, Release April 2022  

Allowable   Direct      Indirect   Approved ICRP Rate:  
2002-03   $34,330   $24,543   =$24,543/$34,330= 71.5% 
2003-04   $34,123   $20,965   = 61.4%  
2004-05   $44,177   $27,142   = 61.4%  
2005-06   $44,188   $20,875   = 47.2%  
2006-07   $49,011   $21,727   = 46.2%  
2007-08   $50,876   $27,743   = 54.5%  
2008-09   $43,288   $20,596   = 47.6%  
2009-10   $34,516   $15,770   = 45.7%  
2010-11   $30,836   $14,215   = 46.1% 
2011-12   $38,594   $16,468   = 42.7%  
2012-13   $34,115   $14,335   = 42.0%  
 

Allowing the City only an average of 6% overhead or “administrative cost allocation rate” when SCO 
audit of the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department that provides us with law enforcement services 
is about 7 to 10 times that, shows the inequity and erroneous basis of staff computations.  

CFR guidelines state in Section 200.306 (f) of 2 CFR Part 200:   

(f) When a third-party organization furnishes the services of an employee, these services must be valued at 
the employee’s regular rate of pay plus an amount of fringe benefits that is reasonable, necessary, allocable, 
and otherwise allowable, and indirect costs at either the third-party organization’s approved federally 
negotiated indirect cost rate or, a rate in accordance with § 200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs, paragraph (d), 
provided these services employ the same skill(s) for which the employee is normally paid.  

OMB/CFR clearly states that in addition to third-party salaries and benefits (which you properly 
allowed), indirect costs, at either the third-party organizations approved federally negotiated indirect 
cost rate, or a rate in accordance with 2 CFR Part 200 § 200.414 are eligible.  OMB A-87/CFR guidelines 
do not distinguish or provide alternate indirect cost rate methodologies between first- and third-parties.  
The same rules would apply.  

If SCO staff believe Federal CFR/(prior OMB A-87 methodology) does not apply to or allow for the 
recovery of full indirect costs for contract cities, or that some alternate methodology exists for contract 
cities, please provide evidence and references to the pertinent sections of Claiming Instructions, 
Parameters and Guidelines, or OMB/CFR Guidelines that support this.  Other than State and Federal CFR 
guidelines, we are not aware of any alternate rules or guidelines that dictate how indirect costs are to 
be computed for contract cities.  Therefore, we believe the existing rules would be applicable in the 
computation of our ICRP rates.  
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IF COSTS ARE DIRECT, AS THE DAR IMPLIES, THEN WHY DOESN’T THE SCO PAY FOR THOSE COSTS 
DIRECTLY? 

Page 20 of the DAR narrative states, “The city’s contracts with the SBCSD also includes additional 
employee classifications and items – such as vehicles, dispatch services, and equipment – that are all a 
part of the direct costs incurred to provide law enforcement for the city.”    

If it is SCO’s position that these costs are not allowable in the Indirect Cost Rate, or in the SCO’s newly 
created “Allowable Cost  Rate” (ACR), then because a portion of these costs were legitimately necessary 
to perform the mandate program these costs should be reimbursed.  Simply brushing them off and 
saying that they are all a part of the direct costs to provide law enforcement to the city does not satisfy 
mandate law or parameters and guidelines which state all direct and indirect costs must be reimbursed.   

Under Section 5 of the Claiming Manual, it states:  

“Allowable costs are those direct and indirect costs, less applicable credits, considered eligible for 
reimbursement. In order for costs to be allowable and thus eligible for reimbursement, the costs must meet 
the following general criteria:   

1. The cost is necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient administration of the mandate and not a 
general expense required in carrying out the overall responsibilities of government;   

2. The cost is allocable to a particular cost objective identified in the Ps & Gs; and   
3. The cost is net of any applicable credits that offset or reduce expenses of items allocable to the mandate“ 

It would not be possible to provide law enforcement services or comply with the mandate without 
vehicles, dispatch services, and equipment.  Vehicles, equipment and dispatch services meet these 
criteria.   The State Mandate Claiming Manual in the ICRP Example Table 6, page 13 states that “(Each 
line item should be reviewed to see if it benefits the mandate to insure a fair and equitable 
distribution.)”   

Vehicle/Equipment Use:  SCO proposed “ACR” rates do not include costs for the actual vehicles/ 
transportation costs. Also, handheld ratios or talkies were also omitted.  Deputies would not be able to 
get the information from Dispatch without their handheld radios (HTs) or drive to the scene of the 
Identity Theft case.   Both travel and vehicle/equipment usage are allowable as direct or indirect costs 
based on the instructions, so they could be claimed either way.     

 Appendix E to Part 225—State and Local Indirect Cost Rate Proposals Section A. 4. states:  

“… typical examples of indirect costs may include certain State/local-wide central service costs, general 
administration of the grantee department or agency, accounting and personnel services performed within 
the grantee department or agency, depreciation or use allowances on buildings and equipment, the costs 
of operating and maintaining facilities, etc.”  

The State Controller Claiming Manual in Section 7. Direct Costs, (6) Travel Expenses states:  

“Travel expenses are normally reimbursable in accordance with the travel rules and regulations of the 
local jurisdiction...”  

Based on these State and Federal Guidelines, we felt it was more appropriate to include the 
vehicle/equipment usage and related travel expenses in the overhead rate/ICRP. However, it could be 
claimed directly as you seem to be suggesting.  
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The City could be provided with a reimbursement for these costs using the allowable Federal vehicle 
mileage reimbursement rates by fiscal year, for example, in FY 2012-13 the rate was $.555 per mile.  We 
could compute the total mileage for all ID Theft cases and apply this rate to reimburse us for our travel 
expenses.  For example, if each ID Theft victim is an average of 10 miles from the station, that would be 
20 miles round trip per case (304 cases) x $.555 per mile, or $3,374 reimbursement for travel costs in FY 
2012-13.  

Dispatch Services.  The Audit report state that dispatch services are a direct function.  Clearly the 
dispatcher/communications function “benefits the mandate” and is necessary support to the entire law 
enforcement function of the department.  As dispatch support is necessary support to the Deputies for 
this mandate and for all law enforcement services, the “fair and equitable distribution” (see Claiming 
Instructions Manual, ICRP Example, Table 6, page 13) of costs related to this mandated program must be 
allowed.  

We could take the total number of calls for service in a year, then, using the total number of Identity 
Theft cases, charge that same percentage of “Dispatch Services” costs to the mandate  

Administrative and Clerical Support.  A similar computation can be performed to distribute a fair 
allocable share of administrative support costs directly.  We can take the total number of Deputies (the 
staff who provides the direct services of the law enforcement department) and then distribute the costs 
of the Captain/Police Chief and other administrative personnel for their necessary supervision and 
support.    

Direct costing can certainly be done, but in the SCO audit, the city was not reimbursed for the cost 
either directly or indirectly.  This omission violates the California Constitution and Parameters and 
Guidelines by denying us actual, increased costs that were necessary to perform the mandate.  
 

“ALL COSTS SUBMITTED TO THE SCO ARE SUBJECT TO REVIEW TO DETERMINE IF THE COSTS 
ARE RELATED TO THE MANDATE”:   

Page 2 of Mandated Cost Manual, Section: Audit of Costs, “All claims submitted to the SCO are subject 
to review to determine if costs are related to the mandate…and are prepared in accordance with SCO’s 
Claiming Instructions.”  We believe we have complied with the instructions and shown that the items we 
requested reimbursement for were necessary and are supported by Parameters and Guidelines, State 
Instructions, and Federal CFR Guidelines. 

Not allowing reimbursement of those costs for vehicles, administrative personal such as our Police Chief, 
clerical staff, and the dispatch charges billed to us from the county when they are clearly necessary for 
the provision of the mandated services would be contrary to Claiming Instructions, Parameters and 
Guidelines, as well as Federal CFR-200 standards which all specifically allow for the inclusion and 
reimbursement of both direct AND indirect costs.  To simply exclude or not allow legitimate costs is 
contrary to State and Federal rules, and also would be inconsistent with SCO’s own office’s prior audit 
determinations.  

Please let us know if we you have any questions or if we can provide any additional information.   We 
believe that the costs shown by the city are the proper and allowable costs, in compliance with State 
and Federal rules and guidelines. 



Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Tamara L. Oatman 

Finance Director 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Annette S. Chinn 

Consultant 

Cost Recovery Systems Inc. 
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From: Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us, 

To: achinncrs@aol.com, 

Subject: FW: S22MCC0009 RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CITY OF 

Date: Thu, May 18, 2023 2:13 pm 

Attachments: Rancho Cucamonga -Audit Manager Response to Identity Theft Audit lssues.pdf (163K), 

Hi, Annette. 

Please review and let me know how I should respond. Thanks@ 

-Tamara 

From: Venneman, Jim <jvenneman@sco.ca.gov> 
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2023 3:06 PM 
To: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us>; Kurokawa, Lisa <LKurokawa@sco.ca.gov> 
Cc: Tyree, Joji <JTyree@sco.ca .gov> 
Subject: RE: S22MCC0009 RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CITY OF 

Good afternoon Tamara, 

Thanks for your previous e-mail. My apologies, as I thought that the wording within the narratives for the finding within 
our Status Update, various email messages, and the draft report addressed the various issues raised by your consultant. I 
see now that more specifics were needed. 

That said, we considered and discussed the issues identified by your consultant in tt:ie January 12, 2023, email included 
with your message. Attached is our response to each issue raised . 

We will soon begin processing our final report for this audit. If the city intends to provide a formal response to the draft 

report on city letterhead, please send it to us by May 22nd. We will then include a copy of the city's response within the 
audit report. If possible, please include an MS Word version of the response so our report processing unit can more easily 
include the responses within the report. 

If you have any additiona l questions or comments, please let me know. 

Thanks, 

Jim Venneman, CPA I Audit Manager 

Office of the State Controller Malia M. Cohen 
Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 
3301 C Street, Suite 735B 
Sacramento, CA 95816 I (916) 501-8693 
jvenneman@sco.oa.gov 

~()@ 

CONFIDENTIAL/TY NOTICE=: This communication with its contents may contain confident/al and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of 

the intended recipient (s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibfted 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. Nothing in this 

email, Including any attachment, is intended to be a legally binding signature or acknowledgemenL Any views or opinions presented are solely those of 

the author and do not necessarily represent those of the State Controller's Office or the State of California 



"Ifwe understand your response correctly, it appears that your rationale for denying the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga indirect costs hinges on the fact that the format in which costs are presented by the 
contracting agency determines whether or not a city would be entitled to obtain full reimbursement of 
their indirect/overhead costs," 

Response - That is incorrect. The format is not the issue. Indirect costs cannot be claimed against contract 
services. And, the city did not incur any indirect/overhead costs within its contracts with San Bernardino 
County. Indirect costs are defined in the Parameters and Guidelines as: 

. . . costs that are incurred for a common or joint purpose benefitting more than one program, and are not 
directly assignable to a particular department or program without efforts disproportionate to the results 
achieved. Indirect costs may include: ( 1) the overhead costs of the unit performing the mandate; and (2) 
the costs of the central government services distributed to other departments based on a systematic and 
rational basis through a cost allocation plan. 

Since Rancho Cucamonga contracts out for its law enforcement services, there is only one program 
(contracted law enforcement services) and there are no city departments. The "overhead costs ofthc 
unit perfonning the mandate" describes the San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department, not the 
city. Just because the county incurs indirect costs and bills the city for them does not mean that these 
are also indirect costs incurred by Rancho Cucamonga. That is why we state that the city does not 
incur indirect costs through its contracts with San Bernardino County. 

Issue 2 

"So, Los Angeles (LA) County contracting cities can obtain full reimbursement of their direct and indirect 
costs because LA County contract format presents their deputy hourly rate with overhead costs already 
built into the rate. But cities that contract with San Bernardino County are not entitled to their full 
indirect overhead costs because the format of the contract separates costs in more detail listing salaries 
and benefits separate from the other contract line items, many of which would be considered allowable 
overhead items using OMB/CFR Guidelines?" 

Response - We recognized that cities contracting with San Bernardino County for law enforcement 
services cannot recover "administrative" costs that the county includes as specific line item costs by 
claiming a productive hourly rate based solely on personnel costs for various county staff. That is why wc 

determined, in this instance, that it is appropriate to calculate an allowable administrative percentage and 
add it to the PHR calculation. This is similar to the methodology that Los Angeles County ·uses for its 
contract cities, which is an issue your consultant raised in response to audit issues we communicated 
earlier. And, we agreed. We recognize that this may not meet your definition of"full reimbursement." 
From our standpoint, it docs. 

Issue 3 

"If Parameters and Guidelines (Ps and Gs) and State law require the reimbursement of full actual costs­
including direct and INDIRECT costs, how are local agencies that contract with County Sheriff's 
Departments that itemize and show those costs separately supposed to compute and get reimbursed for the 
allowable indirect costs if federal OMB/CFR and state guidelines are "not applicable", as you contend?" 

Response - The only indirect costs incurred by the City of Rancho Cucamonga for law enforcement 
services are its internal costs incurred by various city departments for negotiating and administering its 
contracts with San Bernardino County. Yes - San Bernardino County includes its indirect costs as 



separate line items in its contracts. However, as explained in Issue 1, that does not also make those costs 
indirect costs incurred by Rancho Cucamonga. There is a clear distinction. That is why we refer to these 
line item costs as "administrative costs," in order to differentiate them from indirect costs. 

Issue 4 

"Your statement that we used "contract services costs improperly identified as salaries and benefits as a 
base" to compute indirect costs is inaccurate -we used contract SALARIES AND BENEFITS as the base. 
Please explain how salaries and benefits that are paid via a contract are different from salaries and 
benefits paid by a full-service city and why this would nullify OMB/CFR guidelines? We see no such 
statements in any of the claiming instructions, claiming manuals, or Parameters or Guidelines that make a 
distinction on bow salaries and benefits are paid regarding eligibility of costs or how this would alter the 
application of claiming instructions and OMB/CFR guidelines. 

Response - We describe in our response to Issue I why Rancho Cucamonga did not incur any indirect 
costs within its contracts with San Bernardino County, so this argument is moot, from our standpoint. 
That said, what this argument proposes is a clear violation of the GASB 's Statements of Government 
Accounting Standards. Re-classifying contract services costs incurred by the city as salaries and benefit 
costs just because they appear as salary and benefit costs in San Bernardino County's contracts is 
incorrect. Those salary and benefit costs belong solely to San Bernardino County, not the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga. This issue has come up in previous Incorrect Reduction Claims before the Commission on 
State Mandates and rejected. 

Issue 5 

In addition, may we remind you that your own office used "contract service salaries and benefits as a 
base" to compute the overhead for the City of San Marcos, a city that contracts with San Diego County 
and who also has a situation where overhead items are charged separately through the contract (see the 
City of San Marcos 2017 Crime Statistic Reports for the Department of Justice Audit, page 23), "We 
[SCO) determined that overhead costs identified in the contract were appropriate as they related to the 
performance of mandated activities. We computed indirect cost rates for contract services for these years 
by dividing total contract overhead costs, station support staff costs, and Sergeant Admin position costs, 
by the contracted labor costs identified in the contract supplemental schedules." 

Response - Yes, that is correct. However, the Commission on State Mandates stated within previously 
adjudicated Incorrect Reduction Claims that each audit stands alone. Therefore, references to issues raised 
and conclusions reached in previous audits are irrelevant for the purposes of this audit. 

Issue 6 

"If it is your position that a County Sheriffs Department MUST show a billable rate that includes all 
overhead in the rate in order to obtain reimbursement for overhead costs is correct- then shouldn't that be 
stated very clearly somewhere in the instructions? It would be very easy for the County Sheriffs 
Department to alter their format and show costs in one rate which includes all overhead vs. showing the 
detailed itemized list of charges. Since your interpretation makes a very material difference in 
reimbursement amounts - this should have been very explicitly stated in the claiming manuals and 
instructions. By having our costs presented by San Bernardino County individually vs. aggregately, as 
LA County did, we stand to be denied over $1.3 million in indirect costs which would have been eligible 
if we were allowed to use existing claiming instructions and OMB/CFR guidelines." 



Response- The SCO's Mandated Cost Manuals cannot be expected to provide direct instructions for 
every possible scenario under which claimants incur mandated costs. The reference in Issue 6 to "contract 
services salaries and benefits" used to calculate indirect costs for the City of San Marcos was also not an 
instruction appearing in the SCO's Mandated Cost Manuals. Further, for this audit, the allowance of 
administrative costs within the PHR calculations is an additional allowable cost, not a reduction of 
claimed costs. Instead, the reduction in the audit is for indirect costs, which were improperly claimed. 

'Local agencies which contract for law enforcement services have been claiming overhead costs 
computed based on OMB/CFR standards for over 25 years now with no issue, but suddenly this has 
become a new avenue your office which seems to think it is a legitimate way of cutting State costs. It 
appears to us that you are simply making up rules as you go. And doing so inconsistently for that matter 
from audit to audit. In your LA County contact city audits, overhead costs built into the Deputy hourly 
rates (as well as liability charges) were allowed. In your audit of San Marcos (San Diego County Sheriff 
contracting agency) most overhead costs were allowed and computed ''using contract services costs 
improperly identified as salaries and benefits as a base for claiming indirect costs" - the exact same 
method we used and that you are now saying is invalid. Each of your audits show inconsistent treatment 
of overhead costs in cities that contract for law enforcement services and failure to adhere to written State 
and Federal instructions and guidelines. 

If your office wishes to change the rules, head in this new direction, and apply your new interpretation -
that 0MB A-87 /CFR methodology does not apply for computation of law enforcement overhead/Indirect 
Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) rates paid through contracts with county law enforcement agencies - then this 
should be explicitly stated in the written rules and guidelines and all parties should be able to review and 
participate in the adoption of those rules . Further, it is not fair to retroactively apply new standards and 
impose new rules on local agencies without providing advanced notice to them." 

Response - There has been no "changing of the rules" on our part. The parameters and guidelines provide 
a definition of indirect costs that reiterate O:MB/ A-87 cost principles. The costs that the city claimed as 
indirect costs do not meet this definition. If you believe otherwise, the City can certainly file an Incorrect 
Reduction Claim with the Commission on State Mandates and have the matter adjudicated there. 

Issue 8 

"Under your new methodology - if OMB/CFR guidelines are inapplicable - how is overhead to be 
computed and how do you determine which costs are "clearly administrative in nature"? We also deserve 
an explanation of how we can prove that the costs for our "Captains, Lieutenants, and Sergeants, as well 
as various other line- item charges" which you concede "may [emphasis added] or may not be 
administrative in nature dependent on the functions that each classification performs" can qualify for 
inclusion in the overhead rate. 

How do we prove to you that our clerical staff perf onns necessary support functions to our sworn staff? 
We provided job descriptions- but they seem to have been completely ignored. You stated that they 
"may" be administrative in nature, yet you denied everything without asking us a single question. Would 
it help to set up a meeting with command staff so your auditor could ask about the job duties, as they have 
for other audits, to determine allowable percentages? What guidelines are we supposed to be following if 
not OMB/CFR guidelines and written instructions? What format are we to use to show allowable 
overhead costs?" 



Response -1bis argument is confusing administrative costs with indirect costs. Our determination of 
calculating additional allowable costs based on administrative costs within the city's contracts has nothing 
to do with OMB/ A-87 cost principles. While activities perfonned by certain San Bernardino County law 
enforcement staff may be for an administrative function, the costs are still direct contract services costs 
incurred by the city for law enforcement services. If city employees performed law enforcement services 
within a city Police Department, then the city would be eligible to claim indirect costs for personnel 
performing clerical and/or administrative functions. We based our determination that certain contract 
costs are "clearly" administrative costs on auditor judgment that such costs are not directly related to 
providing law enforcement services for the city. We believe that the line item descriptions describe 
various types of indirect costs that San Bernardino County incurs to provide law enforcement services 
pursuant to its contracts with the city. As already explained, just because the city is reimbursing the 
county for its indirect costs does not also make those indirect costs incurred by Rancho Cucamonga. 

Further, there is no purpose holding a discussion to determine the percentage of time certain San 
Bernardino County Sheriff Department staff spend performing administrative activities. This will not 
change our position that such costs are a portion of the direct costs incurred by the city for its law 
enforcement services and are not "administrative" costs." Reimbursable personnel costs are those costs 
incurred by the city for county staff directly performing the reimbursable activities. 

Issue 9 

"Finally, we believe your actions violate ''Due Process" requirements by creating new rules and standards 
that are not enumerated in written claiming manuals, parameters and guidelines, claiming instructions, 
and the OMB/CFR Guidelines. There is no statement that Ps and Gs do not apply to cities contracting for 
law enforcement services. There is no explanation that indirect costs are not allowable if they are 
itemized, but they are allowable if they are already built into staff hourly rates. There is no description of 
how local agencies that contract for law enforcement services are supposed to claim their allowable 
indirect costs in a manner acceptable to the SCO. 

Given your response that OMB/CFR Guidelines do not apply to the computation of indirect costs for 
cities that contract for law enforcement agencies with county agencies; that indirect costs for contract 
cities are in fact completely unallowable costs or are subject to some alternate, non-written standards that 
only your office can determine or dictate at your sole discretion and without any explanation as to how 
you conclude what is or is not an allowable cost because you've unilaterally determined that Federal 
OMB/CFR guidelines are inapplicable; that your conclusion that those agencies whose law enforcement 
contracts do not already have overhead pre-built into their Deputy rates, like LA county does, somehow 
forfeits their right to compute and claim the same allowable, actual overhead costs based on existing 
federal and State principals indicates that your office is engaged in underground rule making and that 
higher level discussion is required. 

Because this issue is of Statewide consequence, impacting approximately 30% of California cities that 
contract for law enforcement services, in order to avoid flooding the Commission on State Mandates with 
many similar Incorrect Reduction Claims, I believe it would be prudent to pause this Audit temporarily 
and have an informal conference with the Commission on State Mandates and with other interested 
parties to further address this issue. Perhaps there needs to be some amendment to the boilerplate 
language included in the SCO's Mandated Cost Manual for Local Agencies so there arc clear and 
coherent written guidelines for these thousands of law enforcement claims that involve contract cities. 

Because this impacts other agencies and consultants who work on State mandate claims, I believe all 
interested parties should be invited to meet to discuss and resolve these issues before we go further. It is 



not fair to local agencies to say that Federal OMB/CFR guidelines do not apply and to have no other 
written instructions on how local agencies that contract for law enforcement services are supposed to 
compute and claim for legitimate and blatantly allowable overhead costs (such as in our case: 
aclminis1rative support- Police Chief/Captain, Lieutenants, Sergeants; vehicles and fuel for deputies; and 
clerical support staff). 

I am cc'ing Heather Halsey, Camille Shelton, and your supervisor on this email so that they can advise us 
on how best to proceed." 

Response - We responded positively to an argument raised during the audit that cities contracting with 
Sao Bernardino County for law enforcement services cannot recover the mandated cost portion of 
administrative costs appearing within the county's contracts solely because of the way that the county 
prepares those contracts. To support that argument, we were asked to consider the methodology that Los 
Angeles County uses to bill its contracting cities for law enforcement services, specifically in the way it 
includes administrative costs within the productive hourly rate calculations for county personnel. We 
concurred with that argument and used a similar methodology to include the costs we identified as 
administrative costs within the city's contracts and re~alculated allowable productive hourly rates for 
county staff. This resulted in additional allowable costs for the city. 

We stand by our audit finding that indirect costs are not claimable against contract services costs. Our 
answer to Issue 1 explains why this is a violation of OMB/ A-87 guidelines and guidance also provided 
within the Parameters and Guidelines for the Identity Theft Program. The Commission on State Mandates 
previously agreed to thfa conclusion within prior Incorrect Reduction Claims. However, the City can 
certainly file an Incorrect Reduction Claim with the Commission on State Mandates and have the matter 
adjudicated there once again. 





From: Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us. 

To: LKurokawa@sco.ca.gov, jvenneman@sco.ca.gov, 

Cc: achinncrs@aol.com. 

Subject: S22MCC0009 RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CITY OF 

Date: Fri, Apr 28, 2023 3:00 pm 
Attachments: Response to Jim Venneman re exit conf info Jan 12 email.docx (19K), Response to Jim Venneman (April 28 2023).docx 

(49K) 

Good afternoon, Ms. Kurokawa. 

According to our records we were still awaiting Mr. Venneman's response to our consultant's January 

12th correspondence. 

In addition, we had a few more questions that we'd appreciate further explanation (see two attached 
documents) before this audit is finalized. We would request that you allow us 10 days after we receive your 
response to these two correspondences before we send you our formal response. 

Again, we would request a meeting with you and our command staff to answer questions about job duties so 
we can prove that our Captain (who acts as our Police Chief), our Lieutenants, and a portion of our Sergeants 
perform eligible administrative functions that should be allowed in the overhead rate. 

Thank you. 

-Tamara Oatman 

Tamara L. Oatman 
Finance Director 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Email: Tamara.Oatman@citv.ofrc.us 
Phone: (909) 774-2430 

Have a joyful day @ 



Jim, 

If we understand your response correctly, it appears that your rationale for denying the City of Rancho 

Cucamonga indirect costs hinges on the fact that the format in which costs are presented by the 

contracting agency determines whether or not a city would be entitled to obtain full reimbursement of 
their indirect/overhead costs. 

So, Los Angeles (LA) County contracting cities can obtain full reimbursement of their direct and indirect 

costs because LA County contract format presents their deputy hourly rate with overhead costs already 

built into the rate. But cities that contract with San Bernardino County are not entitled to their full 

indirect overhead costs because the format of the contract separates costs in more detail listing salaries 
and benefits separate from the other contract line items, many of which would be considered allowable 
overhead items using OMB/CFR Guidelines? 

If Parameters and Guidelines (Ps and Gs) and State law require the reimbursement of full actual costs -
including direct and INDIRECT costs, how are local agencies that contract with County Sheriffs 

Departments that itemize and show those costs separately supposed to compute and get reimbursed for 

the allowable indirect costs if federal OMB/CFR and state guidelines are "not applicable", as you 
contend? 

Your statement that we used "contract services costs improperly identified as salaries and benefits as a 

base" to compute indirect costs is inaccurate-we used contract SALARIES AND BENEFITS as the base. 
Please explain how salaries and benefits that are paid via a contract are different from salaries and 
benefits paid by a full-service city and why this would nullify OMB/CFR guidelines? We see no such 
statements in any of the claiming instructions, claiming manuals, or Parameters or Guidelines that make 
a distinction on how salaries and benefits are paid regarding eligibility of costs or how this would alter 
the application of claiming instructions and OMB/CFR guidelines. 

In addition, may we remind you that your own office used "contract service salaries and benefits as a 

base" to compute the overhead for the City of San Marcos, a city that contracts with San Diego County 

and who also has a situation where overhead items are charged separately through the contract (see 

the City of San Marcos 2017 Crime Statistic Reports for the Department of Justice Audit, page 23), "We 
[SCO] determined that overhead costs identified in the contract were appropriate as they related to the 
performance of mandated activities. We computed indirect cost rates for contract services for these 
years by dividing total contract overhead costs, station support staff costs, and Sergeant Ad min position 
costs, by the contracted labor costs identified in the contract supplemental schedules." 

So, your January 5th email statement that "Our position has always been that using the A-87 
methodology contained in Subpart E to claim administrative costs using contract services as a base is a 

non-starter for our office" is not supported by or consistent with your own prior audit record. 

Please explain what other guidelines or manuals exist that explain how overhead costs are to be 

computed if claiming instructions and OMB/CFR guidelines are not applicable. According to the Claiming 

Manual pertaining to indirect costs it states that, "Only this format is acceptable under the SCO 

reimbursement requirements." We used exactly this format. We used Salaries and Benefits as the base. 

Please explain how your office computed allowable overhead costs for our claims. You do not show 
your computational methodology, nor is there any guidance in the written manuals and instructions to 



show agencies how to compute overhead in the manner you deem acceptable. o. How is this not a 

"new" or "hybrid" approach if it is not described in the instructions? 

If it is your position that a County Sheriffs Department MUST show a billable rate that includes all 

overhead in the rate in order to obtain reimbursement for overhead costs is correct - then shouldn't 

that be stated very clearly somewhere in the instructions? It would be very easy for the County Sheriffs 
Department to alter their format and show costs in one rate which includes all overhead vs. showing the 
detailed itemized list of charges. Since your interpretation makes a very material difference in 
reimbursement amounts - this should have been very explicitly stated in the claiming manuals and 

instructions. By having our costs presented by San Bernardino County individually vs . aggregately, as 
LA County did, we stand to be denied over $1.3 million in indirect costs which would have been eligible 

if we were allowed to use existing claiming instructions and OMB/CFR guidelines. 

Loca l agencies which contract for law enforcement services have been claiming overhead costs 

computed based on OMB/CFR standards for over 25 years now with no issue, but suddenly this has 
become a new avenue your office which seems to think it is a legitimate way of cutting State costs. It 

appears to us that you are simply making up rules as you go. And doing so inconsistently for that matter 
from audit to audit. In your LA County contact city audits, overhead costs built into the Deputy hourly 

rates (as well as liability charges) were allowed. In your audit of San Marcos (San Diego County Sheriff 

contracting agency) most overhead costs were allowed and computed "using contract services costs 
improperly identified as salaries and benefits as a base for claiming indirect costs" - the exact same 

method we used and that you are now saying is invalid. Each of your audits show inconsistent 

treatment of overhead costs in cities that contract for law enforcement services and failure to adhere to 

written State and Federal instructions and guidelines. 

If your office wishes to change the rules, head in this hew direction, and apply your new interpretation -
that 0MB A-87/CFR.methodology does not apply for computation of law enforcement 

overhead/Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) rates paid through contracts with county law enforcement 
agencies- then this should be explicitly stated in the written rules and guidelines and all parties should 

be able to review and participate in the adoption of those rules. Further, it is not fair to retroactively 
apply new standards and impose new rules on local agencies without providing advanced notice to 
them. 

Under your new methodology- if OM B/CFR guidelines are inapplicable - how is overhead to be 
computed and how do you determine which costs are "clearly administrative in nature"? We also 

deserve an explanation of how we can prove that the costs for our "Captains, Lieutenants, and 

Sergeants, as well as various other line- item charges" which you concede "may [emphasis added] or 

may not be administrative in nature dependent on the functions that each classification performs" can 

qualify for inclusion in the overhead rate. 

How do we prove to you that our clerical staff performs necessary support functions to our sworn staff? 
We provided job descriptions - but they seem to have been completely ignored. You stated that they 
"may" be administrative in nature, yet you denied everything without asking us a single question. 
Would it help to set up a meeting with command staff so your auditor could ask about the job duties, as 
they have for other audits, to determine allowable percentages? What guidelines are we supposed to 

be following if not OMB/CFR guidelines and written instructions? What format are we to use to show 

allowable overhead costs? 



Finally, we believe your actions violate "Due Process" requirements by creating new rules and standards 

that are not enumerated in written claiming manuals, parameters and guidelines, claiming instructions, 
and the OMB/CFR Guidelines. There is no statement that Ps and Gs do not apply to cities contracting for 
law enforcement services. There is no explanation that indirect costs are not allowable if they are 
itemized, but they are allowable if they are already built into staff hourly rates. There is no description 
of how local agencies that contract for law enforcement services are supposed to claim their allowable 
indirect costs in a manner acceptable to the SCO. 

Given your response that OMB/CFR Guidelines do not apply to the computation of indirect costs for 

cities that contract for law enforcement agencies with county agencies; that indirect costs for contract 

cities are in fact completely unallowable costs or are subject to some alternate, non-written standards 

that only your office can determine or dictate at your sole discretion and without any explanation as to 

how you conclude what is or is not an allowable cost because you've unilaterally determined that 

Federal OMB/CFR guidelines are inapplicable; that your conclusion that those agencies whose law 
enforcement contracts do not already have overhead pre-built into their Deputy rates, like LA county 
does, somehow forfeits their right to compute and claim the same allowable, actual overhead costs 

based on existing federal and State principals indicates that your office is engaged in underground rule 

making and that higher level discussion is required. 

Because this issue is of Statewide consequence, impacting approximately 30% of California cities that 

contract for law enforcement services, in order to avoid flooding the Commission on State Mandates 
with many similar Incorrect Reduction Claims, I believe it would be prudent to pause this Audit 

temporarily and have an informal conference with the Commission on State Mandates and with other 

interested parties to further address this issue. Perhaps there needs to be some amendment to the 

boilerplate language included in the SCO's Mandated Cost Manual for Local Agencies so there are clear 

and coherent written guidelines for these thousands of law enforcement claims that involve contract 

cities. 

Because this impacts other agencies and consultants who work on State mandate claims, I believe all 
interested parties should be invited to meet to discuss and resolve these issues before we go further. It 
is not fair to local agencies to say that Federal OMB/CFR guidelines do not apply and to have no other 
written instructions on how local agencies that contract for law enforcement services are supposed to 

compute and claim for legitimate and blatantly allowable overhead costs (such as in our case: 

administrative support- Police Chief/Captain, Lieutenants, Sergeants; vehicles and fuel for deputies; and 

clerical support staff). 

I am cc'ing Heather Halsey, Camille Shelton, and your supervisor on this email so that they can advise us 

on how best to proceed. 

Thank you, 

Annette Chinn 
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Dear Mr. Venneman, 

As you noted, the Commission often upholds your office's finding in Incorrect Reduction Claims (IRCs) 

citing your "expertise". As experts -we'd really appreciate your clear explanation of these issues along 
with citations to written instructions, so going forward we are aware of the methods to correctly 

compute these types of costs since reliance on claiming instructions and 200 CFR Guidelines/former 

0MB A-87 rules are apparently not applicable based on your statements. 

You agreed that the San Bernardino County's contract itemized all costs {direct and indirect} separately 

and that the Deputy Hourly costs shown in the contract only included salaries and benefits- and zero 

overhead costs. 

You agreed that this format differed from other counties, such as Los Angeles (LA) County Sheriff's, that 

provide law enforcement services to contract cities and already have indirect costs included in the 

Deputy hourly billing rate. You noted that you didn't know what types of overhead costs were included 

in LA County rates, but allowed 100% of those costs that were already billed into the Deputy rates in 

prior claims. 

We showed you that the rates you allowed for cities that contracted with LA County for law enforcement 

services in prior audits, which did include Indirect costs pre-built into their rates, were significantly 

higher than those you were allowing for cities that contract with San Bernardino County, where no 

overhead costs were included in the base Deputy rates. ($124/hr. for LA County contract cities vs. 

$82/hr. for San Bernardino County contract cities - 48% less than what was approved for cities in LA 

County) 

FY 2012-13 Deputy Sheriff Hourly Rate Comparison 

LA COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES HRLY RATE 
CITY REQUESTED* $136.40* 
(Including additional 10% overhead reQuested, but denied by SCO) • 

LA COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES AUDITED SCO HRLY RATE SCI==-
SCO APPROVED* $124.00* 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES HRLY RATE 
CITY REQUESTED $145.45 
lincludin11: "ICRP/OMB A-87" rate) 

CITY OF RIALTO AUDITED OFFICER HRLY RATE 
SCO APPROVED** $126.84** 
(lncludln11: "ICRP/OMB A-87" rate) 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES SCO HRLY RATE 
SCO RECOMMENDED PER PREUM. AUDIT REPORT $87.47 
(including sea new "ACR" Rate) 

•see City of West Hollywood Identity Theft Audit and City of Palmdale Child Abuse and Neglect Audits 

._This is the FY 11-12 sea Officer audited hourly rate for the City of Rialto, a full-service city in the same county. 

These rates were computed in the following manner: 

FY 2012-13: Billable Hourly Rate Computation for the San Bernardino County Deputy Sheriff: 

SCO Allowed Hourly Billing Rate using SCO created "Administrative Cost Rate" (ACR} 
FY 12-13 based rate with only salaries and benefits per contract= $82.41 

+ overhead per SCO allowed "ACR" = $82.41 x 6.14% rate = + $5.06 

,.. doc,x 



SCO allowed hourly billing rate= $87.47 

VS 

City Claimed Hourly Billing Allowed Rate using existing ICRP Methodology/Claiming Instructions 

FY 12-13 based rate with only salaries and benefits per contract= $82.41 

+ overhead per Ps&Gs ICRP guidelines= $82.41 x 76.5% ICRP rate = + $63.04 
Actual hourly billing rate= $145.45 

In regards to your January 5th email, we would like to state for the record that when we said that you had 
developed an alternate or "hybrid methodology" we were referring to the computation of your alternate 

ICRP/overhead or your "Administrative Cost Rate" (ACR). We had no issue with how you computed the 

hourly billing rate, which is simply adding the salaries and benefits to the allowable overhead, same as 
how our hourly rate would be computed. 

You acknowledged that because our contract rates didn't include any overhead costs at all-you felt that 

it was reasonable to allow us "some" overhead, but because you stated "OMB A-87/CFR Guidelines don't 
apply" (because we were a contract city), your office had to use another methodology to compute 

overhead costs. This is what we feel was done improperly. 

The Claiming Manual in Section 8. Indirect Costs states that indirect costs "must be prepared in 
accordance with the provision of 0MB Circular 2 CFR, Chapter 1 and Chapter II, Part 200 et al.", thus we 
were not aware that an alternate methodology existed for contract cities and would appreciate a 

detailed explanation and support for your position and any references to instructions. Since you said 

your "ACR" was not a "new methodology", could you please direct us to where those written guidelines 

are located in the instructions so we too know how to compute the correct rates in the future? 

You stated on page 7 of your Preliminary Audit Report narrative that our ICRP rates were not eligible 
because "using the A-87 methodology contained in Subpart E to claim administrative costs using 

contract services as a base is a non-starter for our office." 

This is confusing because your "ACR" rate is computed using total contract services as a base, our ICRP 
rate did not - we used salaries and benefits as shown in the claiming instructions. Please explain your 
contradictory statement. 

FY 2012-13 Deputy Sheriff Rate Comparison 

City computed ICRP = $12,167,160 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs= 76.5% 
$15,907,114 Total Direct Salaries & Benefits 

SCO computed "ACR" = $1,731,698, = Total "Administrative Costs"= 6.1% 
$28,209,685 TOTAL CONTRACT SERVICE AMOUNT 

According to the Claiming Manual in Indirect Costs, Section 8 in the last paragraph it states that, "[O)nly 
this (ICRP) format [shown in Table 6) is acceptable under the SCO reimbursement requirements"; 

however, your new methodology does not use the ICRP format. 



Your "ACR" methodology also limits eligible costs to only "administrative" type costs while OMB/CFR 

Guidelines list numerous eligible items. If we are not to use OMB/CFR Guidelines to determine cost 

eligibility, then please direct us to where a description of what exact costs are eligible can be found. 

The following costs/items would have been allowable indirect costs under existing CFR/OMB A-87 rules: 

Contract Cost Items NOT Included by Federal CFR Citation supporting the allowability 
SCO as allowable Indirect cost of the cost 

Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeants 2 CFR Ch. II §200.414 (c) "The salaries of admjnjstrative and 
clerical staff should normally be treated as indirect (F&A) costs." 

2 CF-R Ch. II Pt. 200, App. IV B. ALLOCATION OF INDIRECT 
COSTS AND DETERMINATION OF INDIRECT COST RATES 
The salaries and wages of administrative and pooled clerical staff 
should normally be treated as Indirect costs. Direct charging of 
these costs may be appropriate where a major project or activity 
explicitly requires and budgets for administrative or clerical 
services and other individuals involved can be identified with the 
program or activity. 

Office Specialists & Secretaries 2 CFR Ch. II §200.414 (c) "The salaries of administrative and 
den cal staff should normally be treated as indirect (F&A) 
costs." (See additional narrative above) 

Dispatch Support Appendix B to Part 225-Selected Items of Cost 
7. Communication costs. Costs incurred for telephone services, local 
and long distance telephone calls, telegrams, postage, messenger, 
electronic or computer transmittal services and the like arc allowable. 
[the County charges a share of the dispatch/communications division 
costs with conlracting cities] 

Also see above• 2 CFR Ch. II Pt. 200, App. IV B. ALLOCATION OF 
INDIRECT COSTS AND DETERMINATION OF INDIRECT COST RATES 
The salaries and wages of administrative and pooled clerical staff 
should normally be treated as indirect costs. 

Vehicle Usage Charges: MultJple Sections ofOMB/CFR Guidelines address 

Marked units, Unmarked Units, Marked Citizen eligibility of equipment charges and usage: 

Patrol Sedan, Pickup Trucks, & Motorcycles Appendix B to Part225- Selected Items of Cost 
11. Depreciation and use allowances. a) use allowance.s are 

Also, Handheld Talkies (HTs), Radar Units, Tasers 
means of allocating the cost of fixed assets to periods benefiting 
from asset use. 
Compensation for the use of fixed assets on hand may be made 
through depreciation or use allowances. A combination of the 
two methods may not be used In connection with a single class of 
fixed assets (e.g., buildings, office equipment, computer 
equipment, etc.) 

15. Equipment and ocher capital expenditures. 
(2)"Equlpment" means an article of nonexpendable, tangible 
personal property having a useful life of more than one year and 
an acqul.sition cost which equals or exceeds the lesser of the 
capitalization level established by the governmental unit for 
financ!al statement purposes, or $5000. 

43. Travel costs. 
a. General. Travel costs are the expenses for transportation, 
lodging. subsistence, and related items incurred by employees 
who arc in travel status on official business of the governmental 
unit. Such costs may be charged on an actual cost basis, on a per 
diem or milea e:e basis in lieu of actual costs incurred, 

Below are references to which support our method used. Can you please provide references that 

support your position? 



2 CFR §200.403 Factors affecting allowability of costs: 

"Except where otherwise authorized by statute, costs must meet the following general criteria in order 
to be allowable under Federal awards: 

Be necessary and reasonable for the performance of the Federal award and be allocable thereto 
under these principles" 

FEDERAL CFR GUIDELINES: APPENDIX A TO PART 225-GENERAL PRINCIPLES FOR DETERMINING 
ALLOWABLE COSTS 

" A. Purpose and Scope 

Objectives. This Appendix establishes principles for determining the allowable costs incurred by State, 
local, and federally- recognized Indian tribal governments (governmental units) under grants, cost 

reimbursement contracts. and other agreements with the Federal Government (collectively referred to 

in this appendix and other appendices to 2 CFR part 225 as "Federal awards"). The principles are for the 

purpose of cost determination and are not intended to identify the circumstances or dictate the extent 

of Federal or governmental unit participation in the financing of a particular program or project. The 

principles are designed to provide that Federal awards bear their fair share of cost recognized under 
these principles except where restricted or prohibited by law. 

1. Policy guides. 

a. The application of these principles is based on the fundamental premises that: 

(I) Governmental units are responsible for the efficient and effective administration of Federal 

awards through the application of sound management practices. 

(2) Governmental units assume responsiblllty for administering Federal funds in a manner consistent 

with underlying agreements, program objectives, and the terms and conditions of the Federal award. 

(3) Each governmental unit, In recognition of its own unique combination of staff, facilities, and 

experience, will have the primary responsibility for employing whatever form of organization and 
management techniques may be necessary to assure proper and efficient administration of Federal 

awards. 

3. Application. 

a. These principles will be applied by all Federal agencies in determining costs incurred by 
governmental units under Federal awards {including subawards} except those with (1) publicly­

financed educational institutions subject to, 2 CFR part 220, Cost Principles for Educational 

Institutions (0MB Circular A- 21), and (2) programs administered by publicly-owned hospitals and 

other providers of medical care that are subject to requirements promulgated by the sponsoring 

Federal agencies. However, 2 CFR part 225 does apply to all central service and department/agency 

costs that are allocated or billed to those educational institutions, hospitals, and other providers of 
medical care or services by other State and local government departments and agencies. 

b. All subawards are subject to those Federal cost principles applicable to the particular organization 
concerned. Thus, If a subaward is to a governmental unit (other than a college, university or 

hospital), 2 CFR part 225 shall apply; if a subaward is to a commercial organization, the cost 

principles applicable to commercial organizations shall apply; if a subaward is to a college or 
university, 2 CFR part 220 (Circular A-21) shall apply; If a subaward is to a hospital, the cost 



principles used by the Federal awarding agency for awards to hospitals shall apply, subject to the 
provisions of subsection A.3.a. of this Appendix; if a subaward is to some other non-profit 
organization, 2 CFR part 230, Cost Principles for Non-Profit Organizations (Circular A-122), shall 
apply. 

''F. Indirect Costs 

1. General. Indirect costs are those: Incurred for a common or joint purpose benefiting more than 
one cost objective, and not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically benefitted, without 
effort disproportionate to the results achieved. The term "indirect costs," as used herein, applies to 

costs of this type originating in the grantee department, as well as those incurred by other 
deportments in supplying goods, services, and facilities. To facilitate equitable distribution of indirect 

expenses to the cost objectives served, it may be necessary to establish a number of pools of indirect 

costs within a governmental unit department or in other agencies providing services to a 

governmental unit department. Indirect cost pools should be distributed to benefitted cost objectives 
on bases that will produce an equitable result in consideration of relative benefits derived. 

2. Cost allocation plans and indirect cost proposals. Requirements for development and submission 
of cost allocation plans and indirect cost rate proposals are contained in Appendices C, D, and E to this 
part. 

J. Limitation on indirect or administrative costs. 

a. In addition to restrictions contained in 2 CFR part 225, there may be laws that further limit the 
amount of administrative or indirect cost allowed. 

b. Amounts not recoverable as indirect costs or administrative costs under one Federal award may 
not be shifted to another Federal award, unless specifically authorized by Federal legislation or 
regulation. 

c. lnteragency Services. The cost of services provided by one agency to another within the governmental 
unit may include allowable direct costs of the service plus a pro rate share ofindirect costs. A standard 
indirect cost allowance equal to ten percent of the direct salary and wage cost of providing the service 
(excluding overtime, shift premiums, and fringe benefits) may be used in lieu of determining the actual 
Indirect costs of the service. These services do not include centralized services included in central service cost 
allocation plans as described in Appendix C to this part. " 

The Claiming Manual Section 8. A shows examples of when one local agency provides services to 

another local agency or "On Behalf of' another local agency. These examples show that not only are the 

direct salaries of the staff performing the eligible activity eligible for reimbursement, so are the 

departmental indirect costs (see examples: of Auditor Dept providing "Warrant Writing" services and 

Building and Grounds Dept providing Building Maintenance services to other departments. 

The section immediately following states that if the local agency wants to utilize a rate over the 10% 

fixed rate, they must prepare an Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) for the program following the 

provisions of Federal CFR Guidelines. This is exactly what we did but if your position is that ICPR format 

and CFR/OMB A-87 rules are not applicable - what rules are we to follow? 

We disagree with your assertion that existing Federal CFR, "A-87 ... is not applicable" . Federal CFR 

guidelines seem quite clear that the same rules and guidelines apply whether or not the work is 

performed by an in-house police department, or one which was purchased from another local 

governmental entity to provide those identical types of services. A county organization is subject to the 
same CFR/OMB methodology, as is validated by your own audit of San Bernardino County's Identity 



Theft claims. We don't see the need to create your alterative "ACR" methodology to compute overhead 

costs nor your decision to say A-87 guidelines are not applicable. 

The language of the Federal CFR Guidelines seems to show the intent that those same principals and 

guidelines were applicable to all governmental entities. "The term "indirect costs," as used herein, applies 
to costs of this type originating in the grantee department, as well as those incurred by other departments in 

supplying goods, services. and facilities. To facilitate equitable distribution of indirect expenses to the cost 

objectives served, it may be necessary to establish a number of pools of indirect costs within a governmental 

unit department or in other agencies providing services to a governmental unit department". In our opinion, 

creating your " new" or alternate methodology- with your unique set of definitions, limitations, and 

guidelines- is not required, supported, or permitted by the plain language of the Ps and Gs nor the 
Federal CFR Guidelines. 

DIRECT COSTS: 

State Mandate Government Codes and Parameters and Guidelines state that we are to be reimbursed 

for all the direct and indirect costs of the program. Section 1 ofthe Claiming Manual states, 

"Government Code (GC) sections 17500 through 17617 provide for the reimbursement of costs incurred 

by local agencies for costs mandated by the State." 

State and Federal instructions and guidelines state that direct costs are those that "can be identified 

specifically for the performance" of the "award" or "cost objective". Your Draft Audit Report identified 

the Deputy and Sheriff Services Specialists as the direct staff that performs the "award/cost 

objective/mandate" in the amount of 79 minutes to take the ID Theft Report and begin the investigation 

and Sergeants to review and approve those reports at 13 mins each. 

Ps and Gs, claiming instructions, and CFR/OMB Guidelines state a direct cost is: 

"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 chargeable 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. 

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." 

CFR Part §200.44 Final cost objective. 



"Final cost objective means a cost objective which has allocated to it both direct and indirect costs and, in 

the non-Federal entity's accumulation system, is one of the final accumulation points, such as a particular 

award, internal project, or other direct activity of a non-Federal entity. See also §§200.28 Cost objective 

and 200.60 Intermediate cost objective. " 

The Claiming Manual states: 

"5. Payment of Claims 

"Unless specified in the statutes, regulations, or Parameters and Guidelines (Ps & Gs), the 

determination of allowable and unallowable costs for mandates is based on the Ps & Gs adopted 

by the CSM. Allowable costs are those direct and indirect costs. less applicable credits, 

considered eligible for reimbursement. In order for costs to be allowable and thus eligible for 
reimbursement, the costs must meet the following general criteria: 

1. "The cost is necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient administration of the 

mandate and not a general expense required in carrying out the overall responsibilities of 

government;" 

2. The cost is allocable to a particular cost objective identified In the Ps & Gs: 

A "final cost objective" is defined by 2 CFR Part 200 

"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" is to determine the direct and indirect costs for the "award" or the mandate 

program activities identified in Parameters and Guidelines: to take an identity theft report and begin an 

investigation of the facts - not to determine all the all-inclusive costs of "providing law enforcement 

services for the city's residents" as you broadly define in your January 5th email. If this was our "cost 
objective" the entire police departmental budget/contract would be a direct cost then there would be no 
such thing as a departmental indirect cost rate proposal since no cost would be indirect. This is clearly 

not the case as the examples in the claiming manual show departmental indirect costs as well as Cost 
Allocation Plan costs originating outside of the department. 

Are you saying that there is an alternate definition of a "direct cost" for contract cities? Because in your 
other audits of other agencies' Identity Theft claims, as well as other law enforcement claims, you have 

not used this broad definition to exclude command staff, vehicles, clerical and dispatch support costs 

from their indirect cost rates. 

On the one hand you state that the costs of our administrative/supervisory staff (Captains, Lieutenants, 

Sergeants), county Sheriff vehicle usage charges, office clerical support staff, and county dispatch service 

charges are direct costs, but then fail to pay for them directly, though we showed that their support is 
required to perform the mandate and proposed various methods of how it would be possible to pay 
directly (by using federal mileage rates to pay for transportation/vehicle usage, for example). 

Then when we point out that you haven't paid for any share of those costs directly and request that they 

be included in the indirect costs because they are necessary for the performance and support of the 

mandate, you again decline to include them in the overhead or your "ACR" rate. This violates the 



principals of State Mandate law which requires payment of all direct and indirect costs. Performance of 

the mandate would not be possible without these costs and functions, and thus a share of those costs 
must be reimbursed. 

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." 

Your preliminary findings incorrectly identify VEHICLE USAGE CHARGES, DISPATCH SUPPORT COSTS, and 
CLERICAL and COMMAND staff as direct costs -yet, these groups of employees and support functions do 
not directly perform the cost objective/ mandate program which is to take or investigate Identity Theft 
Reports. Captains, Lieutenants, clerical and dispatch staff time is not, "devoted and identified 
specifically to the performance of those awards." However, they do provide support that is "necessary 
and reasonable for proper and efficient administration of the mandate". They support/benefit the 
Identity Theft COST OBJECTIVE by providing support to this program, as well as other programs 
performed by sworn staff in the entire department. 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. 

DISPATCH DIVISION CHARGES: The County Sheriff bills a share of Dispatch support costs 

(Communication Division) to provide necessary support to the Deputies who are the direct labor of the 
cost objective /mandate (Identity Theft Report taking and preliminary investigations). The Deputy would 

not be able to obtain the call for service, communicated with, or be tracked in the field without the 

efforts of the Dispatch division. They assign and track the case number and monitor the sworn staff in 

the field in their commission of their all their direct duties -including the activities under these Ps & Gs. 

While responding to the Identity Theft case, the Deputy is in constant contact with the Dispatch division 
- 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 Dispatcher Unit- or Communications Division - is not there to provide a 
direct service to the public (the Public does not call Dispatch to request assistance from a Dispatcher, the 

dispatch staff cannot provide law enforcement services) . Their job is to act as the communication 

interface and the division exists only to support the Deputies who are performing the direct law 

enforcement services and the mandate program. 

CLERICAL STAFF: Records staff process and store the paperwork that is generated from the direct law 

enforcement programs performed by the officers. They log, prepare and file all crime reports and 
statistics (including Identity Theft 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. 

The positions in these divisions are necessary support staff to the sworn staff. They do not provide direct 

law enforcement services to the public, nor do they take Identity Theft Reports from the public. Thus, 

their clerical support costs should be included into the ICRP or overhead rate as permitted by the 

instructions, 0MB A-87, and 2 CFR Part 200. 



We certainly agree with you that there can be some positions in a police department that are neither 

directly chargeable to the "award"/mandate program and are also not indirect costs because they do not 

provide benefit/support to the department, or the cost objective/mandate program. For example, 

positions such as parking enforcement officers or Animal Control staff do not provide support/benefit to 
the entire department, or the mandate program, but perform a specific direct function unrelated to the 

support of the entire department. The Deputies who are performing the direct function of providing 

law enforcement service, including the mandate program, do not rely on the support of these positions 

to perform their law enforcement duties. 

This is not true of our Captains, Lieutenants, Sergeants, Vehicle usage charges, dispatch division costs, 

and clerical support. These positions and costs are necessary to support the Deputies who provide the 

law enforcement services - the core function of the entire police department, and are necessary for the 

performance of the cost objective/mandated program. The Deputy would not be able to properly 
perform the mandated program without these expenses; thus, a share of their cost should be included 
for reimbursement - either directly or indirectly as required in the Claiming Manual Section 5, 

1. "The cost is necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient administration of the mandate 
and not a general expense required in carrying out the overall responsibilities of government;" 

2. The cost Is allocable to a particular cost objective identified in the Ps & Gs: 

We believe these costs should be Included in the overhead rate - either in your "ACR" version, or 

preferably in the ICRP format as we requested in our claims. However, if you believe these costs are 

direct, then you should pay for those costs that are necessary for the performance of the mandate 

directly. Currently, in your Draft Findings, you have neither paid for these necessary costs either directly 

or indirectly, which violates the intent of Mandate Government Code and Parameters and Guidelines. 

Thank you and please let us know what times/dates work best w ith your schedule to discuss these issues 

further. 

Sincerely, 

Tamara Oatman 

Finance Director 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Annette S. Chinn 

Consultant 

Cost Recovery Systems Inc. 





From: Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us. 

To: achinncrs@aol.com, 

Subject: FW: S22MCC0009 RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CITY OF 
Date: Wed, Apr 19, 2023 10:37 am 

Attachments: S22MCC0009 DRAFT OSB.pdf (1265K) 

Good morning, Annette. 

I'm not sure if you received a copy of this as well or not. I haven't reviewed it yet, but I will by the end of the 
week. Can you assist me with drafting our response to the report? Thanks for your help @) 

-Tamara 

From: AUD CPU <audcpu@sco.ca.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 8:32 AM 

Subject: S22MCC0009 RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CITY OF 

CAUTION: his email is from outside our Co orate network. Do not click links or o en attachments unless 
ou reco • e the sender and know the content is safe. 

Please DO NOT respond to this email. 

Please find attached the draft audit report for the costs claimed by the City of Rancho Cucamonga for the 
legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program for the period of July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013. 

Please respond to the draft report within 10 calendar days of receipt. In particular, you should address the 
accuracy of the audit finding and include your views concerning the conclusion, finding, and recommendation, 
as well as any planned corrective actions. We may modify the report based on your comments or additional 
information that develops. We will also include your comments in the final audit report. Ifwe do not receive 
your comments within the specified time, we will release the report as final. 

Please send your response via email to lkurokawa@sco.ca.gQY, or to Lisa Kurokawa, Chief, Compliance Audits 
Bureau, Division of Audits, State Controller's Office, Post Office Box 942850, Sacramento, California 94250. If 
your response is a hard copy with a wet signature or a PDF attachment submitted via email, we request that you 
also provide your response in Microsoft Word format to help us comply with Web Content Accessibility 
Guidelines. 

This draft audit report is confidential. We limit report access and distribution to those referenced in the letter. 
However, when we issue the final audit report, it becomes a public record. 

lfyou have any questions, please contact Ms. Kurokawa by telephone at (916) 327-3138. If you would a)so like 
a hard copy of this report, please email your request to audcpu@sco.ca.gov. 

CONFTDENTIALITY 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. 



 

MAILING ADDRESS P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250 
SACRAMENTO 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816  (916) 324-8907 

LOS ANGELES 901 Corporate Center Drive, Suite 200, Monterey Park, CA 91754  (323) 981-6802 

 

MALIA M. COHEN 

California State Controller 

April 19, 2023 
 
CERTIFIED MAIL—RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
 
Tamara Oatman, Finance Director 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 
10500 Civic Center Drive 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA  91729 
 
Dear Ms. Oatman: 
 
The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by the City of Rancho Cucamonga for 
the legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program for the period of July 1, 2002, through 
June 30, 2013. 
 
The city claimed $500,098 for costs of the mandated program. Our audit found that $195,540 is 
allowable and $304,558 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable  because the city claimed 
misclassified costs, overstated the number of identity theft reports taken, misstated the time 
increments needed to perform the reimbursable activities, and claimed unallowable indirect 
costs. The State made no payments to the city. The State will pay $195,540, contingent upon 
available appropriations.  
 
Following issuance of the final audit report, the Local Government Programs and Services 
Division of the State Controller’s Office will notify the city of the adjustment to its claims via a 
system-generated letter for each fiscal year in the audit period.  
 
Please respond to the draft report within 10 calendar days of receipt. In particular, you should 
address the accuracy of the audit findings; include your views concerning the conclusion, 
finding, and recommendation. We may modify the report based on your comments or additional 
information that develops. We will also include your comments in the final audit report. If we do 
not receive your comments within the specified time, we will release the report as final. 
 
Please send your response via email to lkurokawa@sco.ca.gov, or via mail to Lisa Kurokawa, 
Chief, Compliance Audits Bureau, Division of Audits, State Controller’s Office, Post Office 
Box 942850, Sacramento, California 94250. If your response is a hard copy with a wet signature 
or a PDF attachment submitted via email, we request that you also provide your response in 
Microsoft Word format to help us comply with Web Content Accessibility Guidelines. 
 
This draft report is confidential. We limit report access and distribution to those referenced in the 
letter. However, when we issue the final report, it becomes a public record. 
 



 
Tamara Oatman, Finance Director -2- April 19, 2023 
 
 

 

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Kurokawa by telephone at (916) 327-3138. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Original signed by 

 
KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 
Chief, Division of Audits 
 
KT/ac 
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Audit Report 
 
The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by the City 
of Rancho Cucamonga for the legislatively mandated Identity Theft 
Program for the period of July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013. 
 
The city claimed $500,098 for costs of the mandated program. Our audit 
found that $195,540 is allowable and $304,558 is unallowable. The costs 
are unallowable primarily because the city claimed misclassified costs, 
overstated the number of identity theft reports taken, misstated the time 
increments needed to perform the reimbursable activities, and claimed 
unallowable indirect costs. The State made no payments to the city. The 
State will pay $195,540, contingent upon available appropriations. 
 
 
Penal Code (PC) section 530.6(a), as added by the Statutes of 2000, 
Chapter 956, requires a local law enforcement agency to take a police 
report and begin an investigation when a complainant residing within its 
jurisdiction reports suspected identity theft. 
 
On March 27, 2009, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) 
found that this legislation mandates a new program or higher level of 
service for local law enforcement agencies within the meaning of service 
for local law enforcement agencies within the meaning of Article XIII B, 
section 6 of the California Constitution, and imposes costs mandated by 
the State pursuant to Government Code (GC) section 17514. 
 
The Commission determined that each claimant is allowed to claim and be 
reimbursed for the following ongoing activities identified in parameters 
and guidelines (Section IV., “Reimbursable Activities”): 
 

1. Either a) or b) below: 

a) Take a police report supporting a violation of Penal Code 
section 530.5 which includes information regarding the 
personal identifying information involved and any uses of that 
personal identifying information that were non-consensual and 
for an unlawful purpose, including, if available, information 
surrounding the suspected identity theft, places where the 
crime(s) occurred, and how and where the suspect obtained and 
used the personal identifying information. This activity 
includes drafting, reviewing, and editing the identity theft 
police report; or 

b) Reviewing the identity theft report completed on-line by the 
identity theft victim. 

2. Begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts 
sufficient to determine where the crime occurred and what pieces of 
personal identifying information were used for an unlawful purpose. 
The purpose of the investigation is to assist the victims in clearing 
their names. Reimbursement is not required to complete the 
investigation for purposes of criminal prosecution. 

 
  

Summary 

Background 
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The Commission also determined that providing a copy of the report to the 
complainant and referring the matter to the law enforcement agency in the 
location where the suspected crime was committed for further 
investigation are not reimbursable activities. 
 
The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and 
define the reimbursement criteria. In compliance with GC section 17558, 
the SCO issues the Mandated Cost Manual for Local Agencies (Mandated 

Cost Manual) to assist local agencies in claiming mandated program 
reimbursable costs. 
 
 
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with GC 
sections 17558.5 and 17561, which authorize the SCO to audit the city’s 
records to verify the actual amount of the mandated costs. In addition, GC 
section 12410 provides the SCO with general authority to audit the 
disbursement of state money for correctness, legality, and sufficient 
provisions of law for payment. 
 
 
The objective of our audit was to determine whether claimed costs 
represent increased costs resulting from the legislatively mandated 
Identity Theft Program. Specifically, we conducted this audit to determine 
whether claimed costs were supported by appropriate source documents, 
were not funded by another source, and were not unreasonable and/or 
excessive. 
 
Unreasonable and/or excessive costs include ineligible costs that are not 
identified in the program’s parameters and guidelines as reimbursable 
costs. 
 
The audit period was July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013. 
 
To achieve our objective, we performed the following procedures: 

 We analyzed the annual mandated cost claims filed by the city for the 
audit period and identified the significant cost components of each 
claim as salaries, benefits, and indirect costs. We determined whether 
there were any errors or unusual or unexpected variances from year to 
year. We also reviewed the claimed activities to determine whether 
they adhered to the SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual and the program’s 
parameters and guidelines. 

 We completed an internal control questionnaire by interviewing key 
city staff. We discussed the claim preparation process with city staff 
members to determine what information was obtained, who obtained 
it, and how it was used. 

 We obtained system-generated lists of identity-theft cases with 
jurisdiction codes for the City of Rancho Cucamonga from the 
San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department’s (SBCSD) computer-
aided dispatch (CAD) system to verify the existence, completeness, 
and accuracy of unduplicated case counts for each fiscal year in the 
audit period. We recalculated the costs based on the allowable number 
of cases for each of the reimbursable activities.  

Objective, Scope, 
and Methodology 

Audit Authority 
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 We designed a statistical sampling plan to test approximately 25-50% 
of claimed costs, based on a moderate level of detection (audit) risk. 
We judgmentally selected the city’s filed claims for fiscal year 
(FY) 2010-11 through FY 2012-13 for testing, which comprised 
claimed costs totaling $138,470 (or 27.7%) of the total costs claimed 
($500,098). The sampling plan is described in the Finding and 
Recommendation section.  

 We used a random number table to select 264 out of 695 identity theft 
reports from the three fiscal years sampled. We tested the identity theft 
report as follows: 

o We determined whether a contemporaneously prepared and 
approved police report supported that a violation of PC 
section 530.5 occurred. 

o We determined whether the initial police reports were courtesy 
reports from other law enforcement agencies that had been 
forwarded to SBCSD’s Rancho Cucamonga Patrol Station for 
further investigation.  

o We determined whether the victim of identity theft contacted the 
SBCSD to initiate the law enforcement investigation. 

o We obtained employee numbers, names, and classifications from 
sampled police reports documenting who performed the 
reimbursable activities. We compared the employee 
classifications obtained from the police reports to those claimed 
by the city. 

o We obtained system-generated time stamps from SBCSD’s CAD 
system for the “Time On Scene” and “Time Closed” associated 
with each report to determine the time spent to begin an 
investigation. For reports with unreasonable and excessive time 
spent, we reviewed the detailed history of time stamps from the 
CAD system for the incident number related to the sampled police 
report, and adjusted for ineligible time spent on arrests and other 
incident numbers. 

 We interviewed sworn and non-sworn county employees who 
performed the mandated activities, as documented in the sampled 
police reports, about their time spent performing reimbursable 
activities not captured by the CAD system. 

 As no city staff members performed the reimbursable activities, we 
used copies of the city’s annual law enforcement services contracts 
with the county during the audit period to obtain the annual contract 
services costs incurred by the city. The contract services costs 
included salary and benefit costs for various employee classifications, 
administrative costs, and various other additional costs related to 
providing law enforcement services for the city. 

 We projected the audit results of the three years tested by multiplying 
the allowable case counts by the audited average time increments 
needed to perform the reimbursable activities, and multiplying the 
product by the contract hourly rates of county employees who 
performed them. Due to the homogeneity of the population, we 
applied the weighted three-year average error rate that we derived 
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from testing our samples to the remaining eight years of the audit 
period.  

 We reviewed the city’s Single Audit Reports to identify potential 
sources of offsetting savings or reimbursements from federal or pass-
through programs applicable to the Identity Theft Program. We did 
not identify any applicable offsetting revenues. The city certified in its 
claims that it did not receive such offsetting revenues applicable to this 
mandated program.  

 
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 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. 
 
 
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 are funded by another source; 
however, we did find that it claimed unsupported and ineligible costs, as 
quantified in the Schedule and described in the Finding and 
Recommendation section of this audit report. 
 
For the audit period, the City of Rancho Cucamonga claimed $500,098 for 
costs of the legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program. Our audit 
found that $195,540 is allowable and $304,558 is unallowable. The State 
made no payments to the city. The State will pay $195,540, contingent 
upon available appropriations. 
 
Following issuance of the final 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 Identity Theft Program.  
 
 
 
We discussed our audit results with the city’s representative at an exit 
conference conducted on January 5, 2023. At the exit conference, we 
stated that the final audit report will include the views of responsible 
officials. 
 
  

Conclusion 
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This audit report is solely for the information and use of the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga, 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 the final 
audit report, which is a matter of public record and will be available on the 
SCO website at www.sco.ca.gov. 
 
 
 
 
 
KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 
Chief, Division of Audits 
 
______________________, 2023 
 
 

Restricted Use 
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Schedule— 
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003

Direct costs:
   Salaries:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 20,587$      -$                (20,587)$         
     Beginning an investigation of facts 7,356          -                  (7,356)             

   Total salaries 27,943        -                  (27,943)           

   Contract services:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 -                  10,999        10,999            
     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  9,057          9,057              

   Total contract services -                  20,056        20,056            

Total direct costs 27,943        20,056        (7,887)             
Indirect costs 26,267        -                  (26,267)           

Total program costs 54,210$      20,056        (34,154)$         

Less amount paid by the State2 -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 20,056$      

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004

Direct costs:
   Salaries:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 20,865$      -$                (20,865)$         
     Beginning an investigation of facts 7,456          -                  (7,456)             
   Total salaries 28,321        -                  (28,321)           

   Contract services:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 -                  11,098        11,098            
     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  9,161          9,161              

   Total contract services -                  20,259        20,259            

Total direct costs 28,321        20,259        (8,062)             
Indirect costs 24,838        -                  (24,838)           

Total program costs 53,159$      20,259        (32,900)$         

Less amount paid by the State2 -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 20,259$      

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005

Direct costs:
   Salaries:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 27,093$      -$                (27,093)$         
     Beginning an investigation of facts 9,688          -                  (9,688)             

   Total salaries 36,781        -                  (36,781)           
   Contract services:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 -                  12,910        12,910            
     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  10,674        10,674            

   Total contract services -                  23,584        23,584            

Total direct costs 36,781        23,584        (13,197)           
Indirect costs 29,499        -                  (29,499)           

Total program costs 66,280$      23,584        (42,696)$         
Less amount paid by the State2 -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 23,584$      

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006

Direct costs:
   Salaries:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 28,650$      -$                (28,650)$         
     Beginning an investigation of facts 10,147        -                  (10,147)           

   Total salaries 38,796        -                  (38,796)           
   Contract services:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 -                  14,241        14,241            
     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  11,569        11,569            

   Total contract services -                  25,810        25,810            

Total direct costs 38,796        25,810        (12,986)           
Indirect costs 31,542        -                  (31,542)           

Total program costs 70,338$      25,810        (44,528)$         
Less amount paid by the State2 -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 25,810$      

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007

Direct costs:
   Salaries:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 18,065$      -$                (18,065)$         
     Beginning an investigation of facts 6,443          -                  (6,443)             

   Total salaries 24,508        -                  (24,508)           
   Contract services:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 -                  8,696          8,696              
     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  7,124          7,124              

   Total contract services -                  15,820        15,820            

Total direct costs 24,508        15,820        (8,688)             
Indirect costs 19,312        -                  (19,312)           

Total program costs 43,820$      15,820        (28,000)$         
Less amount paid by the State2 -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 15,820$      

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008

Direct costs:
   Salaries:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 11,859$      -$                (11,859)$         
     Beginning an investigation of facts 4,218          -                  (4,218)             

   Total salaries 16,077        -                  (16,077)           
   Contract services:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 -                  5,993          5,993              
     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  4,884          4,884              

   Total contract services -                  10,877        10,877            

Total direct costs 16,077        10,877        (5,200)             
Indirect costs 12,718        -                  (12,718)           

Total program costs 28,795$      10,877        (17,918)$         
Less amount paid by the State2 -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 10,877$      

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009

Direct costs:
   Salaries:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 8,615$        -$                (8,615)$           
     Beginning an investigation of facts 3,060          -                  (3,060)             

   Total salaries 11,675        -                  (11,675)           
   Contract services:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 -                  4,473          4,473              
     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  3,629          3,629              

   Total contract services -                  8,102          8,102              

Total direct costs 11,675        8,102          (3,573)             
Indirect costs 9,282          -                  (9,282)             

Total program costs 20,957$      8,102          (12,855)$         
Less amount paid by the State2 -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 8,102$        

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010

Direct costs:
   Salaries:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 9,803$        -$                (9,803)$           
     Beginning an investigation of facts 3,480          -                  (3,480)             

   Total salaries 13,283        -                  (13,283)           
   Contract services:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 -                  5,557          5,557              
     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  4,508          4,508              

   Total contract services -                  10,065        10,065            

Total direct costs 13,283        10,065        (3,218)             
Indirect costs 10,786        -                  (10,786)           

Total program costs 24,069$      10,065        (14,004)$         
Less amount paid by the State2 -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 10,065$      

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011

Direct costs:
   Salaries:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 12,662$      -$                (12,662)$         
     Beginning an investigation of facts 4,495          -                  (4,495)             

   Total salaries 17,157        -                  (17,157)           
   Contract services:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 -                  5,948          5,948              
     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  4,150          4,150              

   Total contract services -                  10,098        10,098            

Total direct costs 17,157        10,098        (7,059)             
Indirect costs 12,697        -                  (12,697)           

Total program costs 29,854$      10,098        (19,756)$         
Less amount paid by the State2 -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 10,098$      

July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012

Direct costs:
   Salaries:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 21,912$      -$                (21,912)$         
     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  -                  -                      

   Total salaries 21,912        -                  (21,912)           

   Contract services:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 -                  7,385          7,385              
     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  6,803          6,803              

   Total contract services -                  14,188        14,188            

Total direct costs 21,912        14,188        (7,724)             
Indirect costs 16,214        -                  (16,214)           

Total program costs 38,126$      14,188        (23,938)$         
Less amount paid by the State2 -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 14,188$      

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2012, through June 30, 2013

Direct costs:
   Salaries:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 39,938$      -$                (39,938)$         
     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  -                  -                      

   Total salaries 39,938        -                  (39,938)           
   Contract services:
     Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 -                  20,474        20,474            
     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  16,207        16,207            

   Total contract services -                  36,681        36,681            

Total direct costs 39,938        36,681        (3,257)             
Indirect costs 30,552        -                  (30,552)           

Total program costs 70,490$      36,681        (33,809)$         
Less amount paid by the State2 -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 36,681$      

Summary:  July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013

Direct costs
   Salaries 276,391$    -$                (276,391)$       
   Contract services -                  195,540      195,540          

Total direct costs 276,391      195,540      (80,851)           
Indirect costs 223,707      -                  (223,707)         

Total program costs 500,098$    195,540      (304,558)$       
Less amount paid by the State2

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 195,540$    

Cost Elements

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

_________________________ 
1 See the Finding and Recommendation section. 
2 Payment amount current as of March 6, 2023. 
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Finding and Recommendation 
 
The city claimed $500,098 ($276,391 in salary costs and $223,707 in 
related indirect costs) for the Identity Theft Program. We found that 
$195,540 is allowable and $304,558 is unallowable. The costs are 
unallowable primarily because the city claimed misclassified costs, 
overstated the number of identity theft reports taken, misstated the time 
increments needed to perform the reimbursable activities, and claimed 
unallowable indirect costs. 
 
The city used the correct methodology to calculate its salary costs. It 
multiplied the number of identity theft police reports by the time required 
to perform the reimbursable activities, and it multiplied the product by the 
hourly rates obtained from the city’s contracts with SBCSD. The 
SBCSD’s contracts included costs for salaries and benefits, as well as 
additional administrative costs.  
 
However, the city should have classified its salary costs as contract 
services costs, because no city staff members performed the reimbursable 
activities. The city contracted with San Bernardino County to have the 
SBCSD perform all of its law enforcement services during the audit 
period. Therefore, the city did not incur any salary costs—or indirect costs 
related to salary costs—but rather incurred contract services costs. We 
reallocated the costs to the appropriate cost category of Contract Services. 
  
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and audit 
adjustment amounts by fiscal year: 
 

(A) (B) (C) (D)=(A)+(B)+(C)
Related Contract Total

Fiscal Amount Amount Audit Indirect Cost Services Audit
Year Claimed 1 Allowable Adjustment Adjustment Adjustment Adjustment

2002-03 27,943$        -$               (27,943)$        (26,267)$     20,056$      (34,154)$           
2003-04 28,321          -                 (28,321)          (24,838)       20,259       (32,900)            
2004-05 36,781          -                 (36,781)          (29,499)       23,584       (42,696)            
2005-06 38,796          -                 (38,796)          (31,542)       25,810       (44,528)            
2006-07 24,508          -                 (24,508)          (19,312)       15,820       (28,000)            
2007-08 16,077          -                 (16,077)          (12,718)       10,877       (17,918)            
2008-09 11,675          -                 (11,675)          (9,282)         8,102         (12,855)            
2009-10 13,283          -                 (13,283)          (10,786)       10,065       (14,004)            
2010-11 17,157          -                 (17,157)          (12,697)       10,098       (19,756)            
2011-12 21,912          -                 (21,912)          (16,214)       14,188       (23,938)            
2012-13 39,938          -                 (39,938)          (30,552)       36,681       (33,809)            

Total 276,391$      -$               (276,391)$      (223,707)$    195,540$    (304,558)$         

1 Amounts claimed for FY 2004-05, FY 2007-08, FY 2010-11, and FY 2011-12 adjusted by $1 due to claim 
   rounding errors

Salaries

 
  

FINDING— 
Overstated Identity 
Theft Program costs 



City of Rancho Cucamonga Identity Theft Program 

-13- 

Contract Services Costs 
 
The city contracted with San Bernardino County to have the SBCSD 
provide all of its law enforcement services during the audit period. These 
services included reimbursable activities claimed for the mandated 
program. The city contracted for various SBCSD staff positions each fiscal 
year and paid the SBCSD annual contract billing rates for the positions. 
These positions included, but were not limited to, Deputy Sheriffs, Office 
Specialists, Service Specialists, and Sergeants. No city staff members 
performed any of the reimbursable activities under this program; therefore, 
the city did not incur salary and related indirect costs as claimed, but rather 
incurred contract services costs. We reallocated the costs to the appropriate 
cost category of Contract Services. 
 
Identity Theft Incident Reports 
 
The city stated in its claims that it took 2,749 identity theft incident reports 
during the audit period. We found that the city overstated the number of 
reports taken by 715, and that allowable reports totaled 2,034. 
 
The following table summarizes the counts of claimed, supported, and 
allowable identity theft cases, and the audit adjustment by fiscal year: 
 

(A) (B) (C) (D)=(C)-(A)
Fiscal 
Year

Claimed 
Reports

Audited 
Population 

Allowable 
Reports

Audit 
Adjustment

2002-03 370                386               269            (101)          
2003-04 375                376               262            (113)          
2004-05 397                393               274            (123)          
2005-06 404                408               284            (120)          
2006-07 232                228               159            (73)            
2007-08 144                148               103            (41)            
2008-09 103                109               76              (27)            
2009-10 120                135               94              (26)            
2010-11 155                156               96              (59)            
2011-12 163                181               113            (50)            
2012-13 286                358               304            18             

Total 2,749             2,878            2,034          (715)          

 
For each fiscal year, the SBCSD provided Excel spreadsheets, generated 
from its CAD system, to support the claimed number of initial police 
reports for violations of PC section 530.5. This list of police reports 
identified the county jurisdiction code, the year of the report, and the report 
number. The SBCSD also provided a Jurisdiction Reference Chart, which 
disclosed county jurisdiction codes and jurisdiction codes for the cities that 
contract with the county for law enforcement services. The spreadsheets 
supported 2,878 identity theft police reports filed for the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga during the audit period.   
 
We verified the accuracy of the unduplicated counts of initial police 
reports recorded in the CAD system by determining whether: 

 Each identity theft case was supported by a contemporaneously 
prepared and approved police report; and 
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 The police report supported a violation of PC section 530.5. 
 

We selected FY 2010-11 through FY 2012-13 for testing purposes, as 
claimed costs for these three fiscal years totaled $79,007 ($17,158, 
$21,911, and $39,938 respectively), which represents 28.6% of the 
$276,392 amount claimed for salaries during the audit period. 
 
For the three years, we selected a statistical sample from the documented 
number of identity theft incident reports (the population) based on a 95% 
confidence level, a precision rate of ±8%, and an expected error rate 
of 50%. We used statistical samples in order to project the results to the 
population for each fiscal year. We randomly selected 264 out of 695 
identity theft incident reports for review. 
 
Our review of sample incident reports disclosed the following: 

 For FY 2010-11, we found that 29 out of 76 identity theft incident 
reports were unallowable because: 

o Seven reports did not meet the requirements of PC 
section 530.6(a), because the victim(s) of identity theft did not 
initiate the investigation by contacting the local law enforcement 
agency;  

o Two reports were not for violations of PC section 530.5;  

o One report did not indicate that a crime occurred; and  

o Nineteen reports were courtesy reports (police reports taken and 
prepared by other law enforcement agencies).  

 

Therefore, we calculated an error rate of 38.16% for FY 2010-11. 

 For FY 2011-12, we found that 31 out of 82 identity theft incident 
reports were unallowable because: 

o Nine reports did not meet the requirements of PC section 530.6(a), 
because the victim(s) of identity theft did not initiate the 
investigation by contacting the local law enforcement agency;  

o Two reports did not indicate that a crime occurred;  

o Two reports were incident reports that did not specify violation of 
any specific code section; 

o Four reports did not include violations of PC section 530.5 as an 
offense; 

o Two reports were for victims who did not reside in the City of 
Rancho Cucamonga; and 

o Twelve reports were courtesy reports.  
 

Therefore, we calculated an error rate of 37.80% for FY 2011-12. 

 For FY 2012-13, we found that 16 out of 106 identity theft incident 
reports were unallowable because: 

o Two reports were not for violations of PC section 530.5; 

o Three reports did not indicate that a crime occurred; 

o Five reports were for victims who did not reside in the City of 
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Rancho Cucamonga; and  

o Six reports were courtesy reports.  

Therefore, we calculated an error rate of 15.09% for FY 2012-13. 
 
The following table shows the average error rates for FY 2010-11 through 
FY 2012-13: 
 

(A) (B)

Fiscal 
Year

Number of 
Unallowable 

Cases 
Sampled

Sample 
Size

2010-11 29               76         38.16%
2011-12 31               82         37.80%
2012-13 16               106        15.09%

Total 91.05%
Number of fiscal years sampled ÷ 3

Average Error Rate

(C)=(A)÷(B)

Error Rate

30.35%
 

We extrapolated the average error rate to the audited population of reports 
for FY 2002-03 through FY 2009-10, and applied the actual audited error 
rate for each of the other fiscal years to determine the allowable and 
unallowable number of incident reports taken.  
 
The following table shows the number of allowable and unallowable 
incident reports by fiscal year: 
 

(A) (C)=(A)×(B) (D)=(A)-(C)

Fiscal 
Year

Audited 
Population

Error 
Rate

Average 
Error 
Rate

Total 
Unallowable 

Reports

Total 
Allowable 
Reports

2002-03 386            N/A 30.35% 117            269            
2003-04 376            N/A 30.35% 114            262            
2004-05 393            N/A 30.35% 119            274            
2005-06 408            N/A 30.35% 124            284            
2006-07 228            N/A 30.35% 69              159            
2007-08 148            N/A 30.35% 45              103            
2008-09 109            N/A 30.35% 33              76              
2009-10 135            N/A 30.35% 41              94              
2010-11 156            38.16% N/A 60              96              
2011-12 181            37.80% N/A 68              113            
2012-13 358            15.09% N/A 54              304            

Total 2,878          844            2,034          

(B)

 
Time Increments 
 
The parameters and guidelines identify the following reimbursable 
activities: 

 Activity 1a – Taking a police report on a violation of PC 
section 530.5; 

 Activity 1b – Reviewing an online identity theft report completed by 
a victim; and 

 Activity 2 – Beginning an investigation. 
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The parameters and guidelines specify that Activity 1a “includes drafting, 
reviewing, and editing the identity theft police report.” 
 
For convenience, we separated Activity 1a into two sub-activities: 
 
 Activity 1a.1 – Taking a police report; and  

 Activity 1a.2 – Reviewing, editing, and approving a police report. 
 
The city claimed the following time increments for Activity 1a.1 during 
the audit period: 

 55 minutes for a Deputy Sheriff for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11;  

 74 minutes for a Deputy Sheriff for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13; and 

 15 minutes for an Office Specialist to provide related clerical support 
for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13.  

 
The city claimed the following time increments for Activity 1a.2 during 
the audit period: 

 12 minutes for a Sergeant for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11; and  

 16.5 minutes for a Sergeant for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13. 
 
The city claimed 25 minutes for a Deputy Sheriff to perform Activity 2 for 
FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11. It did not claim costs related to this 
activity for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13.  
 
The city based its time increments for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11 
on a 2011 phone interview with an SBCSD Sergeant, who estimated the 
amount of time required to perform the mandated activities. The city also 
included a time log signed on October 9, 2011, by a Service Specialist for 
an unspecified activity that took place from March 9 through May 20, 
presumably in 2011, although the year is unspecified. The activity is 
described only as “PC 530.5,” with time increments ranging from “2” to 
“4.5” and no indication whether those are minutes or hours.   
 
For FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13, an SBCSD Office Specialist estimated 
that staff members in the Office Specialist classification spent 15 minutes 
per case providing clerical support related to Activity 1a.1 – taking or 
editing a police report. In addition, the city conducted a time study in 2012 
and provided two summary time logs containing time entries for 16 cases. 
The entries were dated from January 5, 2012, through August 21, 2012, 
and were completed by various employees performing Activity 1a.1 – 
taking or editing a police report and Activity 1a.2 – reviewing and 
approving a police report. An SBCSD Office Specialist signed and dated 
the summary time log for Activity 1a.1 – taking or editing a police report, 
certifying the accuracy of the entries. An SBCSD Sergeant signed and 
dated the summary time log for Activity 1a.2 – reviewing and approving 
a police report, certifying the accuracy of the results.  
 
However, the city did not provide any contemporaneously prepared 
documentation supporting the time log entries, such as the related police 
reports or information from the SBCSD’s CAD system. In addition, the 
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city did not provide a time study plan or any other information explaining 
how it acquired and analyzed this data. Therefore, we could not determine 
whether the city based these time entries on actual time or on estimates.  
 
Allowable Time Increments 
 
The county’s CAD system did not record time on Activity 1a., taking a 
police report on a violation of PC section 530.5; or on Activity 1a.2, 
reviewing and approving a police report. We interviewed various SBCSD 
employees, who provided testimonial evidence of the approximate time 
spent on reimbursable activities not recorded by the CAD system. We 
found that this information provided a reasonable representation of the 
time needed to perform these reimbursable activities. 
 
For Activity 1a.1, we interviewed three Deputy Sheriffs, three Service 
Specialists, and one Sergeant about drafting and editing identity theft 
police reports taken by Officers. Based on these interviews, we determined 
that SBCSD staff members spent an average of 35 minutes drafting and 
editing identity theft police reports taken by SBCSD Deputies.  
 
For Activity 1a.2, we interviewed three Detectives and three Sergeants 
about reviewing identity theft police reports. Based on these interviews, 
we determined that SBCSD staff members spent an average of 13 minutes 
reviewing police reports.  
 
For Activity 2, the SBCSD’s Rancho Cucamonga Patrol Station provided, 
at our request, copies of CAD reports for the same police reports that we 
sampled for FY 2010-11, FY 2011-12, and FY 2012-13. These reports 
provided time stamps detailing when an Officer arrived on scene and 
departed, and the time spent on the specific incident. The reports also 
identified the employee classification (Deputy Sheriff or Service 
Specialist) that performed the activity of beginning an investigation by 
interviewing the victim to determine where the crime occurred and what 
pieces of personal identifying information were used for an unlawful 
purpose. We used these contemporaneously prepared time reports as 
support for the time spent on beginning an investigation.   
 
Based on our analysis, we determined the following time increments for 
each allowable police report that originated in the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga: 

 35 minutes (0.58 hours) for Deputy Sheriffs or Service Specialists to 
perform Activity 1a.1 – taking a police report on violations of PC 
section 530.5;  

 13 minutes (0.22 hours) for Sergeants to perform Activity 1a.2 – 
reviewing and approving a police report; and 

 44 minutes (0.73 hours) for Deputy Sheriffs or Service Specialists to 
begin an investigation (Activity 2) for FY 2002-03 through 
FY 2009-10, 38 minutes (0.63 hours) for FY 2010-11, 50 
minutes (0.83 hours) for FY 2011-12, and 43 minutes (0.72 hours) for 
FY 2012-13. 
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The following table summarizes the time increments claimed and 
allowable for the reimbursable activities by fiscal year: 
 

Activity 1a.1 Activity 1a.1 Activity 1a.2 Activity 2 Activity 1a.2
Taking a Clerical Reviwing a Beginning an Reviwing a
Report Support Police Report Investigation Police Report

Deputy 
Sheriff

Office 
Specialist Sergeant Deputy Sheriff

Deputy Sheriff and 
Service Specialist Sergeant

Deputy Sheriff 
and Service 
Specialist

55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     
55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     
55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     
55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     
55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     
55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     
55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     
55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     
55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   38                     
74              15               16.5               -                   35                       13                   50                     
74              15               16.5               -                   35                       13                   43                     

* As stated in the narrative, Deputy Sheriffs took police reports and began investygations for 74% of cases during 
FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11, 75% for FY 2011-12, and 72% for FY 2012-13. Service Specialists took police reports 
for 26% of cases for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11, 25% for FY 2011-12, and 28% for FY 2012-13. 

2012-13

2004-05
2005-06
2006-07
2007-08
2008-09

Fiscal Year
2002-03
2003-04

Claimed Minutes Allowable Minutes

2009-10
2010-11
2011-12

Activity 1a.1
Taking a Police

Activity 2
Beginning an

Investigation *Report *

 
 

Claimed Job Classifications 
 
As noted previously, the city claims for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11 
included costs for  Deputy Sheriffs to perform Activity 1a.1 – taking or 
editing a police report), for Sergeants to perform Activity 1a.2 – review 
and approve a police report, and for Deputy Sheriffs to perform 
Activity 2 – beginning an investigation. The city’s claims for FY 2011-12 
and FY 2012-13 only included costs for Deputy Sheriffs and Office 
Specialists to perform Activity 1a.1 and for Sergeants to perform 
Activity 1a.2. However, the city did not claim any costs for Activity 2 in 
its claims for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13.  
 
Staff Allowable 
 
In order to clarify which SBCSD staff members performed the mandated 
activities, we:   

 Prepared a schedule of the police reports selected for testing;  

 Reviewed the police reports for each case to determine the actual 
employee classification of the staff member who prepared each report; 
and  

 Calculated the extent (percentage of involvement) that staff members 
in various employee classifications performed the mandated activities 
for the sampled identity theft cases. 

 
Although the city claimed time for Deputy Sheriffs, Office Specialists, and 
Sergeants to perform the mandated activities, we found that Deputy 
Sheriffs and Sheriff Service Specialists prepared and edited police 
reports (actions included in Activity 1a.1) and began investigations 
(Activity 2). We also found that Sergeants reviewed and approved the 
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police reports (Activity 1a.2). We based this conclusion on our review of 
the copies of the uniform crime reports (police reports) that SBCSD’s 
Rancho Cucamonga Patrol station provided for our sample selections of 
identity theft cases from FY 2011-11 through FY 2012-13. Using this 
information, we analyzed the extent to which staff members in these 
employee classifications performed the mandated activities and reached 
the following conclusions: 

 Sheriff Deputies performed Activity 1a.1 and Activity 2 at an average 
of 74% for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11, while Service Specialists 
averaged 26% performing these activities; 

 For FY 2011-12, Sheriff Deputies performed Activity 1a.1 and 
Activity 2 at an average of 75%, while Service Specialists averaged 
25% performing these activities;  

 For FY 2012-13, Sheriff Deputies performed Activity 1a.1 and 
Activity 2 at an average of 72%, while Service Specialists averaged 
28% performing these activities; 

 Sergeants performed 100% of Activity 1a.2 for all years of the audit 
period; and 

 We found no corroborating evidence that SBCSD Office Specialists 
provided clerical support for Activity 1a.1.   

  
Contract Hourly Rates 
 
The city’s claims included copies of its annual contract that it negotiated 
with the SBCSD for each year of the audit period. Each contract specifies 
the level of service performed for the city, indicating the number of various 
employee classifications involved in the city’s law enforcement (the level 

of service) and the county’s cost for providing these employees. The 
county uses this contract to indicate the authorized SBCSD staffing level 
for each year of the audit period. However, none of the contracts identified 
the total annual hours per service level. As a result of recalculating contract 
hourly rates, we determined that the city used 1,800 annual productive 
hours, as specified in the SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual, for all SBCSD 
employees. 
 
We used this information to determine the contract hourly billing rates for 
various employee classifications by using the total contract cost for each 
employee classification divided by the number of personnel that the 
county provided. For example, the city’s contract for FY 2012-13 indicates 
that 96.75 Deputy Sheriffs and 12 Sergeants provided law enforcement for 
the city during the year.1  
 
The following table shows the contract hourly rate calculation for Deputy 
Sheriffs and Sergeants during FY 2012-13: 
 

Employee Annual Level of Cost per Productive Hourly
Classification Cost Service Employee Hours Rate

Deputy Sheriff 14,351,923$  96.75     148,340$   1,800        82.41$   
Sergeant 2,250,050$   12.00     187,504$   1,800        104.17$    

                                                 
1 The 0.75 Deputy Sheriff designation refers to one Deputy that only provided law enforcement services for the city 
during nine months of FY 2012-13 (75% of the fiscal year).  
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The city used this same methodology to calculate hourly billing rates in all 
of its claims for the audit period.  
 
The city’s contracts with SBCSD also include additional employee 
classifications and items—such as vehicles, dispatch services, and 
equipment—that are part of the direct costs incurred to provide law 
enforcement for the city. However, the city explained during the audit that 
its contracts also include items that are clearly administrative in nature. 
During the audit, we discussed with city representatives the issue of 
recovering these administrative costs. The city believes that it should be 
able to prepare Indirect Cost Rate Proposals to recover these costs. 
However, OMB A-87 Office of Management and Budget guidance does 
not allow for the recovery of administrative costs using contract services 
as a base and classifying the administrative costs as indirect costs. The 
administrative costs included within the city’s contracts for law 
enforcement services do not fit the definition of indirect costs. 
 
The SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual states that the costs of contract 
services are allowable. Costs for contract services can be claimed using an 
hourly billing rate. However, the Manual does not provide specific 
guidance on how to calculate an hourly billing rate. Generally speaking, 
an hourly rate for a specific employee classification would be determined 
by dividing the contract cost for an individual employee by 1,800 annual 
productive hours. However, this approach does not allow claimants to 
recover any additional contract costs, such as administrative costs, that 
could be reimbursable. For additional guidance, we reviewed law 
enforcement service contracts for cities contracting with Los Angeles 
County. Having previously audited a number of these cities, we noted that 
the county’s billing rates included the costs for various employee 
classifications. However, the total costs for those classifications included 
salaries and benefits plus an additional “liability percentage,” which was 
added to the contract hourly rate at a specific percentage amount. It is our 
understanding that this liability percentage covers costs for administrative 
items, such as various forms of insurance and amounts for countywide cost 
allocation plans.  
 
However, San Bernardino County does not structure its contracts this way 
and, instead, includes administrative costs and indirect costs as separately 
billed line items in its contracts for law enforcement services. In order to 
be equitable with other California cities contracting for law enforcement 
services, we concluded that it was appropriate to allow the city to claim 
costs for line items included in San Bernardino County’s contracts that are 
clearly administrative in nature.    
 
We calculated an administrative cost percentage for each fiscal year of the 
audit period based on the city’s Law Enforcement Services Contract. To 
calculate the percentage, we divided the cost of the following line items 
by the total contract cost:  

 Administrative support 

 Office automation 

 Vehicle insurance 
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 Personnel liability and bonding 

 TRU – Telephone Reporting Unit (FY 2002-03 through FY 2004-05) 

 County-wide Cost Allocation Plan (COWCAP) – Administrative and 
Indirect Costs 

 Board approved COWCAP subsidy (one-time for FY 2012-13 only) 

 Startup costs (FY 2002-03 through FY 2009-10)  
 
The following table shows the allowable administrative cost percentage 
for each fiscal year during the audit period: 
 

Fiscal Year Administrative Cost Rate
2002-03 9.45%
2003-04 6.18%
2004-05 5.18%
2005-06 4.56%
2006-07 4.86%
2007-08 5.51%
2008-09 5.39%
2009-10 8.19%
2010-11 5.33%
2011-12 5.42%
2012-13 6.14%  
 
As mentioned previously, we added all of the items within each contract 
that we determined to be administrative in nature (based on the 
descriptions provided in the contracts) and then divided the total by each 
year’s total contract cost to determine the extent that administrative costs 
were represented in each year’s contract. The following table shows this 
calculation for FY 2012-13: 
 

Cost Contract
Category Amount

Administrative support 124,976$    
Office automation 65,223        
Vehicle insurance 110,792      
Personnel liability & bonding 407,133      
Countywide administrative cost plan (COWCAP) 1,270,734   
Board approved COWCAP subsidy (254,147)     
Startup costs 6,987         

Total administrative costs 1,731,698$  
Divided by total contract amount 28,209,685  
Administrative cost percentage 6.14%

  
 

Therefore, claimed hourly rates for Deputy Sheriffs and Sergeants 
increased as follows for FY 2012-13: 
 

Employee Hourly Administrative Revised
Classification Rate Percentage Rate

Deputy Sheriff 82.41$   6.14% 87.47$   
Sergeant 104.17$ 6.14% 110.57$ : 
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The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable contract hourly 
billing rates for Deputy Sheriffs during the audit period, and the difference 
between those rates:   
 

Claimed Allowable Revised Revised
Fiscal Hourly Hourly Rate Administrative Hourly Rate
Year Rate Rate Difference Percentage Rate Difference

2002-03 47.72$      47.72$        -$            9.45% 52.10$        4.38$         
2003-04 47.72        51.14          3.42            6.18% 54.30          6.58           
2004-05 58.57        56.97          (1.60)           5.18% 59.92          1.35           
2005-06 60.28        60.28          -             4.56% 63.03          2.75           
2006-07 66.65        66.65          -             4.86% 69.89          3.24           
2007-08 70.31        70.30          (0.01)           5.51% 74.17          3.86           
2008-09 71.31        71.31          -             5.39% 75.15          3.84           
2009-10 69.60        69.60          -             8.19% 75.30          5.70           
2010-11 69.60        75.03          5.43            5.33% 79.03          9.43           
2011-12 78.98        78.98          -             5.42% 83.26          4.28           
2012-13 82.41        82.43          0.02            6.14% 87.49          5.08           

Deputy Sheriff

 
 
The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable contract hourly 
billing rates for Service Specialists during the audit period, and the 
difference between those rates: 
 

 
  

Claimed Allowable Revised Revised
Fiscal Hourly Hourly Rate Administrative Hourly Rate
Year Rate Rate Difference Percentage Rate Difference

2002-03 -$         25.81$        25.81$       9.45% 28.25$     2.44$       
2003-04 -           28.25          28.25         6.18% 30.00       1.75         
2004-05 -           32.42          32.42         5.18% 34.10       1.68         
2005-06 -           33.13          33.13         4.56% 34.64       1.51         
2006-07 -           34.80          34.80         4.86% 36.49       1.69         
2007-08 -           36.12          36.12         5.51% 38.11       1.99         
2008-09 -           35.18          35.18         5.39% 37.08       1.90         
2009-10 -           34.87          34.87         8.19% 37.73       2.86         
2010-11 -           35.74          35.74         5.33% 37.64       1.90         
2011-12 -           37.16          37.16         5.42% 39.17       2.01         
2012-13 -           38.34          38.34         6.14% 40.69       2.35         

Service Specialists
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The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable contract hourly 
billing rates for Sergeants during the audit period, and the difference 
between those rates:  
 

Claimed Allowable Revised Revised
Fiscal Hourly Hourly Rate Administrative Hourly Rate
Year Rate Rate Difference Percentage Rate Difference

2002-03 59.50$      59.50$        -$          9.45% 63.18$     3.68$       
2003-04 59.50        63.52          4.02           6.18% 67.45       7.95         
2004-05 72.80        70.77          (2.03)         5.18% 74.44       1.64         
2005-06 78.31        78.31          -            4.56% 81.88       3.57         
2006-07 83.83        83.83          -            4.86% 87.90       4.07         
2007-08 89.50        89.52          0.02           5.51% 94.45       4.95         
2008-09 91.35        91.35          -            5.39% 96.27       4.92         
2009-10 89.44        89.44          -            8.19% 96.77       7.33         
2010-11 89.44        96.99          7.55           5.33% 102.16     12.72       
2011-12 101.63      101.63        -            5.42% 107.14     5.51         
2012-13 104.17      104.17        -            6.14% 110.57     6.40         

Sergeant

 
  

For the audit period, we calculated allowable contract services costs based 
on the audited counts of PC section 530.5 identity theft reports, audited 
time increments, audited contract hourly billing rates, and the additional 
allowable percentage to allow for administrative costs.  
 
The following table shows the calculation of allowable contract services 
costs for FY 2012-13: 
 

 Contract             Number               Activity Allowable
Employee PHR of cases Minutes Hours % costs

Classification [a]  [b] [c] [d=(b*g)/60] [e] [f=a*i*k]

Prepare a report:
Deputy Sheriff 87.49$       304          35           177.33          72.0% 11,171        
Service Specialist 40.69         304          35           177.33          28.0% 2,020          

Total, prepare a report 13,191$      

Review a report:

Sergeant 110.57       304          13           65.87           100.0% 7,283          

Total, review a report 7,283$        

Begin an investigation:

Deputy Sheriff 87.49$       304          43           217.87          72.0% 13,724        
Service Specialist 40.69         304          43           217.87          28.0% 2,482          

Total, begin an investigation 16,206$      

Total allowable contract services costs 36,681$      

 
 
We performed similar calculations of allowable contract services costs for 
all the other fiscal years of the audit period.  
 

  



City of Rancho Cucamonga Identity Theft Program 

-24- 

Indirect Costs 
 
For the audit period, the city included copies of its Indirect Cost Rate 
Proposals with its mandated cost claims. The city claimed related indirect 
costs totaling $223,707 for the audit period, based on $276,393 in claimed 
salaries. We found that the entire amount is unallowable, because no city 
staff member performed any of the reimbursable activities under this 
program during the audit period. Instead, the city contracted with the 
county to have the SBCSD perform all of its law enforcement services 
during the audit period. Therefore, the city did not incur any direct salary 
costs or related indirect costs. 
 
Furthermore, none of the costs that the city incurred for law enforcement 
services provided by the SBCSD were indirect costs. The parameters and 
guidelines (Section V.B., “Indirect Cost Rates”) provide that indirect costs 
are “incurred for a common or joint purpose, benefiting more than one 
program, and . . . not directly assignable to a particular department or 
program.” In this instance, there is only one program (law enforcement 
services provided by a contractor) and there are no city departments.  
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and audit 
adjustment amounts for indirect costs by fiscal year: 
 

(A) (B) (C)=(B)-(A)
Indirect

Fiscal Salaries Indirect Indirect Costs Audit
Year Claimed Cost Rate Costs 1 Allowable Adjustment

2002-03 27,943$        94.00% 26,267$        -$           (26,267)$       
2003-04 28,321          87.70% 24,838          -             (24,838)         
2004-05 36,781          80.20% 29,499          -             (29,499)         
2005-06 38,796          81.30% 31,542          -             (31,542)         
2006-07 24,508          78.80% 19,312          -             (19,312)         
2007-08 16,077          79.10% 12,718          -             (12,718)         
2008-09 11,675          79.50% 9,282            -             (9,282)          
2009-10 13,283          81.20% 10,786          -             (10,786)         
2010-11 17,158          74.00% 12,697          -             (12,697)         
2011-12 21,912          74.00% 16,214          -             (16,214)         
2012-13 39,938          76.50% 30,552          -             (30,552)         

Total 276,392$      223,707$       -$           (223,707)$     

1 Differences in Indirect Costs column are due to rounding.

Claimed

 
Criteria 
 
Section III, “Period of Reimbursement,” of the parameters and guidelines 
states, “Actual costs for one fiscal year shall be included in each claim.” 
 
Section IV, “Reimbursable Activities,” of the parameters and guidelines 
begins: 
 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any given 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 to 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 
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in question. Source documents may include, but are not limited to, 
employee time records or time logs, sign-in sheet, invoices, and receipts. 

 
Section IV continues: 
 

For each eligible claimant, the following ongoing activities are eligible 
for reimbursement: 

1. Either a) or b) below: 

a) Take a police report supporting a violation of Penal Code 
section 530.5 which includes information regarding the 
personal identifying information involved and any uses of that 
personal information that were non-consensual and for an 
unlawful purpose, including, if available, information 
surrounding the suspected identity theft, places where the 
crime(s) occurred, and how and where the suspect obtained and 
used the personal identifying information. This activity 
includes drafting, reviewing, and editing the identity theft 
police report; or 

b) Reviewing the identity theft report completed on-line by the 
identity theft victim. 

2. Begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts 
sufficient to determine where the crime(s) occurred and what pieces 
of personal identifying information were used for an unlawful 
purpose. The purpose of the investigation is to assist the victims in 
clearing their names. Reimbursement is not required to complete the 
investigation for purposes of criminal prosecution. 

 
Section IV concludes, “Referring the matter to the law enforcement 
agency where the suspected crime was committed for further investigation 
of the facts is also not reimbursable under this program.” 
 
Section V.A.1, ”Salaries and Benefits,” of the parameters and guidelines 
states:   

 
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 these 
activities. 

 
Section V.B, “Claim Preparation and Submission – Indirect Costs,” of the 
parameters and guidelines states, in part: 
 

Indirect costs are costs that are incurred for a common or joint purpose, 
benefiting more than one program, and are not directly assignable to a 
particular department or program without efforts disproportionate to the 
result achieved. Indirect costs may include: (1) the overhead costs of the 
unit performing the mandate; and (2) the costs of the central government 
services distributed to the other departments based on a systematic and 
rational basis through a cost allocation plan. 
 
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 labor, excluding fringe benefits, or preparing an Indirect Cost Rate 
Proposal (ICRP) if the indirect cost rate exceeds 10%. 
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The SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual (“Filing a Claim,” part 7.3, “Contract 
Services”), dated July 1, 2013, states: 

 
The cost of contract services is allowable if the local agency lacks the 
staff resources or necessary expertise, or it is economically feasible to 
hire a contractor to perform the mandated activity. The claimant must 
keep documentation on hand to support the name of the contractor, 
explain the reason for having to hire a contractor, describe the mandated 
activities performed, give the dates when the activities were performed, 
the number of hours spent performing the mandate, the hourly billing 
rate, and the total cost. The hourly billing rate must not exceed the rate 
specified in the P’s & G’s for the mandated program. The contractor's 
invoice or statement must include an itemized list of costs for activities 
performed. A copy of the contract must be included with the 
submitted claim. 

 
Recommendation 
 
The State Legislature suspended the Identity Theft Program in the 
FY 2013-14 through FY 2022-23 Budget Acts. If the program becomes 
active again, we recommend that the city: 

 Adhere to the program’s parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s 
Mandated Cost Manual when claiming reimbursement for mandated 
costs; and 

 Ensure that claimed costs include only eligible costs, are based on 
actual costs, and are properly supported.
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From: Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us, 

To: achinncrs@aof.com, 

Subject: FW: City of Rancho Cucamonga - Identity Theft Program Audit Exit Conference Information 
Date: Tue, Mar 21 , 2023 10:26 am 

Attachments: City of Rancho Cucamonga Exit Conference lnformation.docx (22K), 
City of Rancho Cucamonga - Summary of Program Costs Schedule.xlsx (24K), 
City of Rancho Cucamonga - Identity Theft Program - Exit Narratlve.docx (273K), 
Response to SCO re Exit Conference lnformation.pdf (118K) 

Is this what you wanted me to send you? 

From: Oatman, Tamara 

Sent: Thursday, January 12, 2023 5:46 PM 
To: Venneman, Jim <jvenneman@sco.ca.gov> 

Cc: Kurokawa, Lisa <LKurokawa@sco.ca .gov>; Tyree, Joji <JTyree@sco.ca.gov>; Annette Chinn <achinncrs@aol .com>; 
heather.halsey@csm.ca .gov; camille.shelton@csm.ca.gov 

Subject: FW: City of Rancho Cucamonga - Identity Theft Program Audit Exit Conference Information 

Good evening, Jim. 

Please see attached response from our consultant, Annette Chinn, on behalf of the City of Rancho Cucamonga 
regarding your draft Identity Theft Program Audit Exit Conference Information (forwarded with this email) that 

was sent to us on January 5th . As is noted in our response, I am cc'ing Heather Halsey and Camille Shelton 
with the Commission on State Mandates as well as your supervisor so that they can advise us on how best to 
proceed with this matter. Thank you . 

-Tamara 

Tamara L. Oatman 

Finance Director 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Email: Tamara.Oatman@citv.ofrc.us 
Phone: {909) 774-2430 

Have a joyful day @ 

From: Venneman, Jim <jvenneman@sco.ca.gov> 

Sent: Thursday, January 5, 2023 3:45 PM 
To: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@citv.ofrc.us> 

Cc: Tyree, Jaji <JTyree@sco.ca.gov> 

Subject: City of Rancho Cucamonga - Identity Theft Program Aud it Exit Conference Information 

CAUTION: is email is from outside our Co orate network. Do not click links or o en attachments unless 
ou reco ize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good afternoon Tamara, 

Thanks for providing a response to our preliminary status update. We reviewed the information provided. However, our 
finding and recommendation remain unchanged. 



Our continued position is that the city's claims were prepared incorrectly by including Indirect Cost Rate Proposals using 
contract services costs improperly identified as salaries and benefits as a base for claiming indirect costs. Toe entire 

premise of the December 19TH response focuses on allowing indiiect costs claimed against contract services costs. 
Reliance for this position is placed on 2 CFR Part 200, Section 200.306(f). However, reliance on this section of2 CFR Part 
200 is misplaced. Section 200.306(f) is included within Subpart D of 2 CFR 200, which provides guidance for recipients of 
federal awards to account for cost sharing amounts. This guidance is not applicable to indirect costs. 

The parameters and guidelines for the Identity Theft Program identify 2 CFR Part 225, Appendix A and B (0MB Circular 
A-87) as the controlling requirements applicable for claiming indirect costs, The Commission on State Mandates adopted 
the parameters and guidelines for the Identity Theft Program in 2011 and 2 CFR Part 225 was later codified in 20 I 4 by the 
federal government within 2 CFR Part 200 as Subpart E. We noted previously that this guidance precludes claiming 
indirect costs using misclassified contract services costs as a base. Our position has always been that using the A-87 
methodology contained in Subpart E to claim administrative costs using contract services as a base is a non-starter for our 
office. In addition the Commission on State Mandates has upheld this position in various Incorrect Reduction Claims filed 
against our office. 

That said, your consultant's previous email to us dated August 30, 2022, correctly identified that Los Angeles County 
includes salaries, benefits, and indirect costs within its contract hourly rates for law enforcement services applicable to the 
contract cities served by Los Angeles County (although we have no evidence relating to the specifics of how Los Angeles 
County calculates the indirect cost portion of its contract billing rates). In addition, that email also correctly noted that San 
Bernardino County includes salaries and benefits in amounts identified for SBCSD personnel within its law enforcement 
contracts, but, unlike Los Angeles County, San Bernardino County includes administrative costs as individual line items • 
within its law enforcement contracts. 

We were receptive to this line of reasoning. However, since using an A-87 methodology to recover these administrative 
costs is not applicable, we proposed recovering them by including such costs within the calculation of hourly billing rates 
for SBCSD personnel. This is not a new or ''hybrid" methodology, as your consultant suggested in the response. 

The SCO's Mandated Cost Manual for Local Agencies states ...... .. . 

Contract Services 
The cost of contract services is allowable If the local agency lacks the staff resources or necessary 

expertise, or it is economically feasible to hire a contractor to perform the mandated activity. The claimant must 
keep documentation on hand to support the name of the contractor, explain the reason for having to hire a 
contractor, describe the mandated activities performed, give the dates when the activities were performed, the 
number of hours spent performing the mandate, the hourly billing rate [emphasis added], and the total cost. 
The hourly billing rate must not exceed the rate specified in the P's & G's for the mandated program. The 
contractor's invoice or statement must include an itemized list of costs for activities performed. A copy of the 
contract must be Included with the submitted claim. 

Our preliminary status narrative identified the line items in SBCSD's contracts that we believe arc clearly administrative in 
nature, the percentage that these costs were represented in each year 's contract, and how we increased the allowable 
contract hourly billing rates to include an allowance for these costs. The response mentions other items that may be 
administrative in nature, such as costs for the Captain, Lieutenants, and Sergeants, as well as various other line item 
charges. These costs may or may not be administrative in nature depen·dent, for example, on the functions that each 
classification performs. From our perspective, such costs are all the direct costs of providing law enforcement services for 
the city s residents. We realize that your consultant is not going to agree with this position, so we will need to agree to 

disagree on this issue. 

I believe that we have addressed all of the items included in the city's response. Unless there are any other issues that we 
need to discuss, this exchange of email messages will constitute our exit conference for this audit. If you want to schedule 
a meeting with us to discuss the audit finding further, please let Joji or myself know. 



I am including as an attachment our exit conference information, which describes, among other things, our reporting 
process along with a copy of our exit conference narrative, and a Summary of Program Costs Schedule. 

Thanks again for your assistance during the conduct of this audit, 

Jim Venneman, CPA I Audit Manager 

Office of the State Controller Malia M. Cohen 
Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 
3301 C Street, Suite 735B 
Sacramento, CA 95816 I (916) 501-8693 
jvenneman@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents 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. Nothing in this 

email, including any attachment, is intended to be a legally binding signature or acknowledgement. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of 

the author and do not necessarily represent those of the State Controller's Office or the State of California 



Jim, 

If we understand your response correctly, It appears that your rationale for denying the City of Rancho 

Cucamonga indirect costs hinges on the fact that the format in which costs are presented by the 

contracting agency determines whether or not a city would be entitled to obtain full reimbursement of 
their Indirect/overhead costs. 

So, Los Angeles (LA) County contracting cities can obtain full reimbursement of their direct and indirect 
costs because LA County contract format presents their deputy hourly rate with overhead costs already 

built into the rate. But cities that contract with San Bernardino County are not entitled to their full 

indirect overhead costs because the format of the contract separates costs in more detail listing salaries 

and benefits separate from the other contract line items, many of which would be considered allowable 
overhead items using OMB/CFR Guidelines? 

If Parameters and Guidelines (Ps and Gs) and State law require the reimbursement of full actual costs -
including direct and INDIRECT costs, how are local agencies that contract with County Sheriffs 

Departments that itemize and show those costs separately supposed to compute and get reimbursed for 

the allowable Indirect costs if federal OMB/CFR and state guidelines are "not applicable", as you 
contend? 

Your statement that we used "contract services costs improperly identified as salaries and benefits as a 
base" to compute indirect costs Is inaccurate -we used contract SALARIES AND BENEFITS as the base. 

Please explain how salaries and benefits that are paid via a contract are different from salaries and 

benefits paid by a full-service city and why this would nullify OMB/CFR guidelines? We see no such 
statements in any of the claimlng instructions, claiming manuals, or Parameters or Guidelines that make 

a distinction on how salaries and benefits are paid regarding eligibility of costs or how this would alter 

the application of cla iming instructions and OMB/CFR guidelines. 

In addition, may we remind you that your own office used "contract service salaries and benefits as a 

base" to compute the overhead for the City of San Marcos, a city that contracts with San Diego County 

and who also has a situation where overhead items are charged separately through the contract (see 

the City of San Marcos 2017 Crime Statistic Reports for the Department of Justice Audit, page 23), "We 
[SCO] determined that overhead costs identified in the contract were appropriate as they related to the 

performance of mandated activities. We computed indirect cost rates for contract services for the.se 
years by dividing total contract overhead costs, station support staff costs, and Sergeant Admin posit ion 

costs, by the contracted labor costs identified in the contract supplemental schedules." 

So, your January 5th email statement that "Our position has always been that using the A-87 

methodology contained in Subpart E to claim administrative costs using contract services as a base Is a 

non-starter for our office" is not supported by or consistent with your own prior audit record. 

Please explain what other guidel ines or manuals exist that explain how overhead costs are to be 

computed if claiming instructions and OMB/CFR guidelines are not applicable. According to the Claiming 
Manual pertaining to indirect costs it states that, "Only this format Is acceptable under the SCO 
reimbursement requirements." We used exactly this format. We used Salaries and Benefits as the base. 

Please explain how your office computed allowable overhead costs for our claims. You do not show 
your computational methodology, nor is there any guidance in the written manuals and instructions to 



Jim, 

If we understand your response correctly, it appears that your rationale for denying the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga indirect costs hinges on the fact that the format in which costs are presented by the 
contracting agency determines whether or not a city would be entitled to obtain full reimbursement of 
their indirect/overhead costs. 

So, Los Angeles (LA) County contracting cities can obtain full reimbursement of their direct and indirect 
costs because LA County contract format presents their deputy hourly rate with overhead costs already 
built into the rate.  But cities that contract with San Bernardino County are not entitled to their full 
indirect overhead costs because the format of the contract separates costs in more detail listing salaries 
and benefits separate from the other contract line items, many of which would be considered allowable 
overhead items using OMB/CFR Guidelines?  

If Parameters and Guidelines (Ps and Gs) and State law require the reimbursement of full actual costs – 
including direct and INDIRECT costs, how are local agencies that contract with County Sheriff’s 
Departments that itemize and show those costs separately supposed to compute and get reimbursed for 
the allowable indirect costs if federal OMB/CFR and state guidelines are “not applicable”, as you 
contend?  

Your statement that we used “contract services costs improperly identified as salaries and benefits as a 
base” to compute indirect costs is inaccurate –we used contract SALARIES AND BENEFITS as the base.  
Please explain how salaries and benefits that are paid via a contract are different from salaries and 
benefits paid by a full-service city and why this would nullify OMB/CFR guidelines?   We see no such 
statements in any of the claiming instructions, claiming manuals, or Parameters or Guidelines that make 
a distinction on how salaries and benefits are paid regarding eligibility of costs or how this would alter 
the application of claiming instructions and OMB/CFR guidelines. 

In addition, may we remind you that your own office used “contract service salaries and benefits as a 
base” to compute the overhead for the City of San Marcos, a city that contracts with San Diego County 
and who also has a situation where overhead items are charged separately through the contract (see 
the City of San Marcos 2017 Crime Statistic Reports for the Department of Justice Audit, page 23), “We 
[SCO] determined that overhead costs identified in the contract were appropriate as they related to the 
performance of mandated activities. We computed indirect cost rates for contract services for these 
years by dividing total contract overhead costs, station support staff costs, and Sergeant Admin position 
costs, by the contracted labor costs identified in the contract supplemental schedules.”   

So, your January 5th email statement that “Our position has always been that using the A-87 
methodology contained in Subpart E to claim administrative costs using contract services as a base is a 
non-starter for our office” is not supported by or consistent with your own prior audit record.   

Please explain what other guidelines or manuals exist that explain how overhead costs are to be 
computed if claiming instructions and OMB/CFR guidelines are not applicable. According to the Claiming 
Manual pertaining to indirect costs it states that, “Only this format is acceptable under the SCO 
reimbursement requirements.”  We used exactly this format.  We used Salaries and Benefits as the base.   

Please explain how your office computed allowable overhead costs for our claims.  You do not show 
your computational methodology, nor is there any guidance in the written manuals and instructions to 



show agencies how to compute overhead in the manner you deem acceptable. o.  How is this not a 
“new” or “hybrid” approach if it is not described in the instructions?    

If it is your position that a County Sheriff’s Department MUST show a billable rate that includes all 
overhead in the rate in order to obtain reimbursement for overhead costs is correct – then shouldn’t 
that be stated very clearly somewhere in the instructions?  It would be very easy for the County Sheriff’s 
Department to alter their format and show costs in one rate which includes all overhead vs. showing the 
detailed itemized list of charges.  Since your interpretation makes a very material difference in 
reimbursement amounts – this should have been very explicitly stated in the claiming manuals and 
instructions.    By having our costs presented by San Bernardino County individually vs. aggregately, as 
LA County did, we stand to be denied over $1.3 million in indirect costs which would have been eligible 
if we were allowed to use existing claiming instructions and OMB/CFR guidelines. 

Local agencies which contract for law enforcement services have been claiming overhead costs 
computed based on OMB/CFR standards for over 25 years now with no issue, but suddenly this has 
become a new avenue your office which seems to think it is a legitimate way of cutting State costs.  It 
appears to us that you are simply making up rules as you go.  And doing so inconsistently for that matter 
from audit to audit.  In your LA County contact city audits, overhead costs built into the Deputy hourly 
rates (as well as liability charges) were allowed.   In your audit of San Marcos (San Diego County Sheriff 
contracting agency) most overhead costs were allowed and computed “using contract services costs 
improperly identified as salaries and benefits as a base for claiming indirect costs” – the exact same 
method we used and that you are now saying is invalid.  Each of your audits show inconsistent 
treatment of overhead costs in cities that contract for law enforcement services and failure to adhere to 
written State and Federal instructions and guidelines. 

If your office wishes to change the rules, head in this new direction, and apply your new interpretation – 
that OMB A-87/CFR methodology does not apply for computation of law enforcement 
overhead/Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) rates paid through contracts with county law enforcement 
agencies –  then this should be explicitly stated in the written rules and guidelines and all parties should 
be able to review and participate in the adoption of those rules.  Further, it is not fair to retroactively 
apply new standards and impose new rules on local agencies without providing advanced notice to 
them.   

Under your new methodology – if OMB/CFR guidelines are inapplicable - how is overhead to be 
computed and how do you determine which costs are “clearly administrative in nature”?  We also 
deserve an explanation of how we can prove that the costs for our “Captains, Lieutenants, and 
Sergeants, as well as various other line- item charges” which you concede “may [emphasis added] or 
may not be administrative in nature dependent on the functions that each classification performs” can 
qualify for inclusion in the overhead rate.   

How do we prove to you that our clerical staff performs necessary support functions to our sworn staff?  
We provided job descriptions – but they seem to have been completely ignored.  You stated that they 
“may” be administrative in nature, yet you denied everything without asking us a single question.  
Would it help to set up a meeting with command staff so your auditor could ask about the job duties, as 
they have for other audits, to determine allowable percentages?   What guidelines are we supposed to 
be following if not OMB/CFR guidelines and written instructions? What format are we to use to show 
allowable overhead costs? 



Finally, we believe your actions violate “Due Process” requirements by creating new rules and standards 
that are not enumerated in written claiming manuals, parameters and guidelines, claiming instructions, 
and the OMB/CFR Guidelines.  There is no statement that Ps and Gs do not apply to cities contracting for 
law enforcement services.  There is no explanation that indirect costs are not allowable if they are 
itemized, but they are allowable if they are already built into staff hourly rates.  There is no description 
of how local agencies that contract for law enforcement services are supposed to claim their allowable 
indirect costs in a manner acceptable to the SCO.  

Given your response that OMB/CFR Guidelines do not apply to the computation of indirect costs for 
cities that contract for law enforcement agencies with county agencies; that indirect costs for contract 
cities are in fact completely unallowable costs or are subject to some alternate, non-written standards 
that only your office can determine or dictate at your sole discretion and without any explanation as to 
how you conclude what is or is not an allowable cost because you’ve unilaterally determined that 
Federal OMB/CFR guidelines are inapplicable; that your conclusion that those agencies whose law 
enforcement contracts do not already have overhead pre-built into their Deputy rates, like LA county 
does, somehow forfeits their right to compute and claim the same allowable, actual overhead costs 
based on existing federal and State principals indicates that your office is engaged in underground rule 
making and that higher level discussion is required. 

Because this issue is of Statewide consequence, impacting approximately 30% of California cities that 
contract for law enforcement services, in order to avoid flooding the Commission on State Mandates 
with many similar Incorrect Reduction Claims, I believe it would be prudent to pause this Audit 
temporarily and have an informal conference with the Commission on State Mandates and with other 
interested parties to further address this issue.  Perhaps there needs to be some amendment to the 
boilerplate language included in the SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual for Local Agencies so there are clear 
and coherent written guidelines for these thousands of law enforcement claims that involve contract 
cities.  

Because this impacts other agencies and consultants who work on State mandate claims, I believe all 
interested parties should be invited to meet to discuss and resolve these issues before we go further.  It 
is not fair to local agencies to say that Federal OMB/CFR guidelines do not apply and to have no other 
written instructions on how local agencies that contract for law enforcement services are supposed to 
compute and claim for legitimate and blatantly allowable overhead costs (such as in our case: 
administrative support- Police Chief/Captain, Lieutenants, Sergeants; vehicles and fuel for deputies; and 
clerical support staff).  

I am cc’ing Heather Halsey, Camille Shelton, and your supervisor on this email so that they can advise us 
on how best to proceed. 

Thank you, 

 

Annette Chinn 
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January 5, 2023 
3 :45 p.m. by email 

SCO Staff Assigned to the Engagement: 
Lisa Kurokawa, Audit Bureau Chief 
Jim Venneman, CPA, Audit Manager 
Joji Tyree, Auditor-in-Charge 

Mailing Address: 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits 
PO Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

UPS,FedEx: 
3301 C Street, Suite 700 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

Audit Authority: 

(916) 549-2753 
(916) 501-8693 
(916) 479-0633 

lkurokawa@sco.ca.gov 
jvenneman@sco.ca.gov 
jtyree@sco.ca.gov 

• Government Code sections 12410, 17558.5, and 17561 provide the legal authority for us to conduct this audit. 

Audit Objective: 
• The objective of our audit was to determine whether costs claimed represent increased costs resulting from the 

legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program. Specifically, we conducted this audit to determine whether costs 
claimed were supported by sufficient source documents, were not funded by another source, and were not 
unreasonable and/or excessive. 

Audit Standards: 
• Our audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government audit 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 recommendations based on our audit objective. 

Audit Scope: 
• The audit period was from July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013. 

Audit Criteria: 
• Identity Theft Program's parameters and guidelines 

• SCO's claiming instructions 

• Title 2, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 200, Subpart E (formerly 2 CFR Part 225 (Office of Management and 
Budget Circular A-87) { for indirect costs} 

Audit Report Process: 
• On December 9, 2022, the SCO provided the city with the draft audit report finding, summary of program costs, 

and detailed work papers that support Finding - Overstated Identity Theft Program costs. 
• Finding presented today reflect what will be presented in the draft audit report. The SCO will notify the city of 

any substantive changes made subsequent to the exit conference. 

(11-28-2022) 



• The audit report will disclose that the SCO conducted the audit in accordance with generaJly accepted 
government auditing standards. 

• The city will receive a draft report in approximately 6-8 weeks. The draft report will be addressed to Tamara 
Oatman, Finance Director, City of Rancho Cucamonga. Please let us know if you want us to send a copy of the 
draft report to any other city staff. 

• The city will have 10 calendar days from report receipt to submit a response to the draft audit report. Once the 
SCO bas confinned the report receipt date, the auditor will e-mail Tamara Oatman to confirm the due date for 
the response to the draft audit report. 

• The SCO will incorporate the city's response into the final audit report. 

• The city will receive the final audit report approximately 6-8 weeks after the SCO receives the city's response. 
The final audit report will be addressed to Tamara Oatman, Finance Director, City of Rancho Cucamonga; and a 
copy will be sent to: 

o The Honorable L. Dennis Michael, Mayor of the City of Rancho Cucamonga; 
o Ernie Perez, Captain, Rancho Cucamonga Patrol Station, San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department. 
o Sarkis Ohannessian, Deputy Chief, Field Support Services Bureau, San Bernardino County Sheriff's 

Department; 
o Chris Hill, Principal Program Budget Analyst, California Department of Finance; and 
o Ted Doan, Finance Budget Analyst, California Department of Finance. 

• The final audit report is considered final. We will not consider additional documentation provided by the city at 
a later date. 

• The SCO posts final audit reports to its website at: https://www.sco.ca.gov/ard rnancost.html 

• Questions regarding SCO mandated program payments and collections may be directed to Steve Purser, Analyst, 
Local Government Programs and Services Division, at (916) 616-7 441 or SPurser@sco.ca.gov. 

Audit Confidentiality: 
• The finding presented at this exit conference is for discussion purposes only. The finding is confidential and 

disclosure to any parties not involved with this engagement is prohibited. However, the distribution of tbe final 
nudit report is a. mntter of public record when it is issued. 

Audit Findings and Summary of Program Costs (Schedule): 
• See Attachments 

Audit Resolution: 
• The city may file an incorrect reduction claim (IRC) with the Commission on State Mandates (Commission). 

• Information regarding the IRC process is available on the Commission's website at: 
http://www.csm.ca.gov/forms/IRCForm.pdf 

Engagement Customer Service Suni-ey: 

• Upon issuance of the final audit report, our Quality Assurance Unit within the Division of Audits may send the 
audit liaison an electronic Engagement Customer Service Survey, using Survey Monkey®, which consists of 1 S 
brief questions about the audit, customer service, and reporting. 

(11-28-2022) 



JT6/2 1 023 
C,ry of Rancho Cuc:amons:a Jdenrity Theft Program 

Schedule--
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013 
Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed eer Audit Adjustment' 

Jul:t I, 2002, thr2ugh June 30, 2003 
Direct costs: 

Salaries 
Taking police report on a violation of PC§ 530.5 $ 20,587 $ $ (20,587) 
Beginning an investigation of facts 7,356 (7,356~ 

Total salaries 27,943 (27,943) 

Contract services 

Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 10,999 10,999 

Beginning an investigation of facts 9,057 9,057 

Total contract services 20,056 20,056 

Total direct costs 27,943 20,056 (7,887) 

indirect costs 26,267 ~26,267) 

Total program costs $ 54,210 20,056 $ p4,154l 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 20,056 

July I, 200J, through Jun1. JQ, 2004 
Direct costs: 

Salaries 
Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 $ 20,865 $ $ (20,865) 

BegiMing an investigation of facts 7,456 {7,4562 

Total salaries 28,321 (28,321) 

Contract services 
Talcing police report on a violation of PC§ 530.5 11,098 11 ,098 

Beginning an investigation of facts 9,161 9, 161 

Total contract services 20,259 20,259 

Total direct costs 28,321 20,259 (8,062) 

Indirect costs 24,838 {24,838} 

Total program costs s 53,159 20,259 $ i32,9ool 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 20,259 

July 1, 2004, thrQugh June ~o. 2005 
Direct costs: 

Salaries 
Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 $ 27,093 $ $ (27,093) 

Beginning an investigation of facts 9,688 ~9.6882 

Total salaries 36,781 (36,781) 

Contract services 
Talcing police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 12,910 12,910 

Beginning an investigation of facts 10,674 10,674 

Total contract services 23,584 23,584 

Total direct costs 36,781 23,584 (13,197) 

indirect costs 29,499 (29,4992 

Total program costs $ 66,280 23,584 $ {42,696l 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs clai.me-d in excess of amount paid $ 23,584 

PBge I of 4 
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City of /lancho C11comongo /r:k1111ty Theft l'ragram 

Schedule--
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013 
Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed eer Audit Adjustment' 

July I, 20Q5, thr21.1gb Jun!:: 30, 2Q06 
Direct costs: 

Salaries 
Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 $ 28,650 $ $ (28,650) 
Beginning an investigation of facts 10,147 (10,147) 

Total salaries 38,796 (38,796) 

Contract services 
Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 14,241 14,241 

Dcginning an investigation of facts 11,569 11,569 

Total contract services 25,810 25,810 

Total direct costs 38,796 25,810 {12,986) 

Indirect costs 31,542 pl,542} 

Total program costs $ 70,338 25,810 $ {44,528} 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 25,810 

Jul):'. l, 20Q6, thrQugh June 30, 2007 
Direct costs: 

Salaries 
Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 $ 18,065 $ $ (18,065) 

Beginning an investigation of facts 6,443 (6,443) 

Total salaries 24,508 (24,508) 

Contract services 
Taking police report on a violation of PC§ 530.5 8,696 8,696 

Beginning an investigation of facts 7!124 7,124 

Total contract services 15,820 15,820 

Total direct costs 24,508 15,820 (8,688) 

Indirect costs 19,312 il9,312) 

Total program costs $ 43,820 15,820 $ (28,000) 

Less amount paid by tbe State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 15,820 

Jul):'. I, 2007, throygh June 30, 2008 
Direct costs: 

SaJaries 
Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 $ 11,859 $ $ (11,859) 

Beginning an investigation of facts 4,218 (4,218) 

Total salaries 16,077 (16,077) 

Contract services 
Taking police report on a violation of PC§ 530.S 5,993 5,993 

Beginning an investigation of facts 4,884 4,884 

Total contract services 10,877 10,877 

Total direct costs 16,077 10,877 (5,200) 

Indirect costs 12,718 (12,718) 

Total program costs $ 28,795 10,877 $ (17,918) 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 101877 

Page 2 of4 
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C11y of Rnnd,o Cucamonga ld,ntity The/I Program 

Schedule--
Summary of Program Costs 

Jull:'. 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013 
Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed 2er Audit Adjustrnent1 

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

Salaries 
Taking police report on a violation of PC§ 530.5 $ 8,615 $ $ (8,615) 

Beginning an investigation of facts 3,060 (3,060) 

Total salaries 11,675 (11,675) 

Contract services 
Taking police report on a violation of PC§ 530.5 4,473 4,473 

Beginning an investigation of facts 3.629 3,629 

Total contract services 8,102 8,102 

Total direct costs 11 ,675 8 l02 (3 ,573) 

Indirect costs 9!282 (9,282) 

Total program costs s 20,957 8,102 $ (12,855) 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 81102 

Jul~ 1, 2009, thr2ugh Jyne 3Q, 20IQ 
Direct costs: 

Salaries 
Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530. 5 $ 9,803 $ $ (9,803) 

Beginning an investigation of facts 3,480 (3,480) 

Total salaries 13,283 (13,283) 

Contract services 
Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 5,557 5,557 

Beginning an investigation of facts 4,508 4,508 

Total contract services 10,065 10,065 

Total direct costs 13,283 10,065 (3,218) 

Indirect costs 10,786 (10,786) 

Total program costs $ 24,069 10,065 $ p4,oo4l 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 10,065 

Jyly 1, 2010, thrQylili June 30, 20] l 
Direct costs: 

Salaries 
Taking police report on a violation of PC§ 530.5 $ 12,662 $ $ (12,662) 

Beginning an investigation of facts 4,495 (4,495) 

Total salaries 17,157 (17,157) 

Contract services 
Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 5,948 5,948 

Beginning an investigation of facts 4,150 4,150 

Total contract services 10,098 10,098 

Total direct costs 17,157 10,098 (7,059) 

Indirect costs 12,697 {12,697} 

Total program costs $ 29,854 10,098 $ (19,756) 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid s 10!098 

Page 3 of4 
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City uf Ran, l,o C11"1mongo Identity Theft Program 

Schedule--
Summary of Program Costs 

Jul)'. 1 2002, through June 30, 2013 
Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed eer Audit Adjustment' 

July 1,201 l, through June 30, 2012 
Direct costs: 

Salaries 
Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 s 21,912 $ $ (21,912) 

Beginning an investigation of facts 

Total salaries 21,912 (21,912) 
Contract services 

Taking police report on a violation of PC§ 530.5 7,385 7,385 

Beginning an investigation of facts 6,803 6,803 

Total contract services 14,188 14,188 

Total direct costs 21,912 14,188 (7,724) 

Indirect costs 16,214 {16,2142 

Total program costs $ 38,126 14,188 $ (23,938) 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 14,188 

Juli 1, 2012, thrQUgb lune 30, 20Il 
Direct costs: 

Salaries 
Taking police report on a violation of PC§ 530.5 $ 39,938 $ $ (39,938) 

Beginning an investigation of facts 

Total salaries 39,938 (39,938) 

Contract services 
Taking police report on a violation of PC § 530.5 20,474 20,474 

Beginning an investigation of facts 16,207 16,207 

Total contract services 36,681 36,681 

Total direct costs 39,938 36,681 (3,257) 

Indirect costs 30,552 (30,552} 

Total program costs $ 70.490 36.681 $ (33 ,809~ 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 36,681 

Sl!mman::: July 1, 2QQ2, throu11:h l!!ne 30, 2Q 1 ~ 

Direct costs 
Salaries $ 276,391 $ $ (276,391) 

Contract services 195,540 195,540 

Total direct costs 276,391 195,540 (80,851) 

Indirect costs 223,707 (223,707) 

Total program costs $ 500!098 195,540 ~304,558~ 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid s 195,540 

1 See the Finding and Recommendation section. 
2Payment amount current as of January 3, 2023 
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The followi11g /za11dout is for discussi01t purposes only. This information is confidential and 
disclosure to any parties not involved with t/zis engageme11t is prohibited. However, the distrib11tio11 of 
tlte final report is a matter of public record whe11 it is issued, unless otherwise restricted. 

FINDING - Overstated Identity Theft Program costs 

The city claimed $5001098 ($276,391 in salary costs and $223,707 in related indirect costs) for the Identity Theft 
Program. We found that $195,540 is allowable and $304,558 is unallowable.1 

We found that the city incorrectly classified claimed costs as salary costs because it contracted with the San 
Bernardino County Sheriff's Department (SBCSD) for all of its law enforcement services during the audit period. 
Therefore, the city did not incur any salary costs, but rather incurred contract services costs. We reallocated the 
costs to the appropriate cost category of Contract Services. 

The city used the correct methodology to calculate its salary costs: it multiplied the number of identity theft police 
reports by the time required to perfonn the reimbursable activities, and then by the hourly rates obtained from the 
city's contracts with San Bernardino County. The county's contracts included costs for the salaries and benefits of 
its various employee classifications as weU as additional administrative costs. However, because no city staff 
members performed the reimbursable activities, these costs should have been classified as contract services costs, 
not as salaries. 

The costs are unallowable primarily due to the city claiming misclassified costs, overstating the number of identity 
theft reports taken, misstating the time increments needed to perform the reimbursable activities, and claiming 
unallowable indirect costs. 

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and audit adjustment amounts by fiscal year: 

Salaries Related Contract Total 
Fiscal Amount Amount Audit Indirect Cost Services Audit 

Year Claimed 1 Allowable Adjustment Adjustment Adjustment Adjustment 

2002--03 $ 27,943 s s (27,943) $ (26;1.67) $ 20,056 $ (34,154) 

2003-04 28,321 (28,321) (24,838) 20,259 (32,900) 

2004-05 36,78L (36,781) (29,499) 23,584 (42,696) 

2005-06 38,796 (38,796) (31,542) 25,810 (44,528) 

2006-07 24,508 (24,508) (19,312) 15,820 (28,000) 

2007-08 16,077 (16,077) (12,718} 10,877 (17,918) 

2008-09 11,675 (11,675) (9,282) 8,102 (12,855) 

2009-10 13,283 (13,283) (10,786) 10,065 (14,004) 

2010-11 17,157 (17,157) (12,697) 10,098 (19,756) 

2011-12 21,912 (21,912) (16,214) 14,188 (23,938) 

2012-13 391938 (39,938) p0,552) 361681 (33,809) 

Total $ 276,391 $ $ (276,391) $ (223,707) $ 195.540 $ (304,558) 

1 Amounts claimed for FY 2004-05, FY 2007-08, FY 2010-11, and FY 2011-12 adjusted by $1 due to claim 
rounding errors 
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The city contracted with the SBCSD to perform all of its law enforcement services during the audit period. These 
services included the reimbursable activities claimed for the mandated program. The city contracted for various 
SBC SD staff positions each fiscal year, which included, but were not limited to, Deputy Sheriffs, Office Specialists, 
Service Specialists, and Sergeants, and paid the SBCSD annual contract billing rates for these positions. No city 
staff pe~fof?1ed any of the reimbursable activities under this program; therefore, the city did not incur salary and 
related md1rect costs as claimed, but rather incurred contract services costs. We reallocated the costs to the 
appropriate cost category of Contract Services. 

Identity Theft Incident Reports 

The city claimed that it took 2,749 identity theft incident reports during the audit period. We found that the city 
overstated the number of reports taken by 715, and 2,034 reports are allowable. 

The following table summarizes the counts of claimed supported, and allowable identity theft cases, and the audit 
adjustment by fiscal year: ' 

{A} (B} {q (D2=(C2-(A2 
Fiscal Claimed Audited Allowable Audit 
Year ReeQrts Poeulation RePorts Adjustment 

2002-03 370 386 269 (IOI) 
2003-04 375 376 262 (I 13) 
2004-05 397 393 274 (123) 
2005-06 404 408 284 (120) 
2006-07 232 228 159 (73) 
2007-08 144 148 103 (41) 
2008-09 103 109 76 (27) 
2009-10 120 135 94 (26) 
2010-11 155 156 96 (59) 
2011 - 12 163 181 113 (50) 

2012-13 286 358 304 18 

Total 2749 21878 2,034 ~715l 

For each fiscal year, the SBCSD provided Excel spreadsheets to support the claimed number of identity theft 
incident reports taken for the city. SBCSD generated these spreadsheets using its crime reports record management 
system (Tiburon). Tiburon provided unduplicated counts of initial police reports filed for violations of PC section 
530.5 and identifies the specific origin of each report. The spreadsheets supported 2,878 identity theft police reports 
filed during the audit period for the City of Rancho Cucamonga. 

We verified the accuracy of the unduplicated counts of initial police reports recorded in SBCSD's Tiburon by 
determining whether: 

• Each identity theft case was supported by a contemporaneously prepared and approved police report; and 

• The police report supported a violation of PC section 530.5. 

We selected FY 2010-11 through FY 2012-13 for testing purposes because our audit plan called for testing 25% of 
claimed costs at a minimum. Claimed costs for these three fiscal years totaled $79,007 ($17,158, $21,911, and 
$39,938 respectively) which represents 28.6% of the $276,392 amount claimed for the audit period. 
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Based on these three years, we selected a statistical sample from the documented number of identity theft incident 
reports (the population) based on a 95% confidence leve~ a precision rate of ±8%, and an expected error rate of 
50%. We used statistical samples in order to project the results to the population for each fiscal year. We randomly 
selected 264 out of 695 identity theft incident reports for review. 

Our review of sample incident reports disclosed the following: 

• For FY 20 I 0-11 we found that 29 out of 7 6 identity theft incident reports were unallowable because of the 
following reasons: 

o Seven reports did not meet the requirements of PC section 530.6(a), in which the victim(s) of identity theft 
did not initiate the investigation by contacting the local law enforcement agency 

o Two reports were not for violations of PC section 530.S, 
o One report did not indicate that a crime occurred, and 
o Nineteen reports were courtesy reports (police reports taken and prepared by other law enforcement agencies). 

Therefore, we calculated an error rate of 38.16% for FY 2010-11 . 

• For FY 2011-12, we found that 31 out of 82 identity theft incident reports were unallowable because of the 
following reasons: 

o Nine reports did not meet the requirements of PC section 530.6(a) in which the victim(s) of identity theft 
did not initiate the investigation by contacting the local law enforcement agency, 

o Two reports did not indicate that a crime occurred, 
o Two reports were incident reports only (not for violations of PC section 530.5), 
o Four reports did not include PC section 530.5 as an offense, 
o Two reports were for victims that were not residents of Rancho Cucamonga, and 
o Twelve reports were unallowable because they were courtesy reports. 

Therefore, we calculated an error rate of 3 7 .80% for FY 2011-12. 

• For FY 2012-13, we found that I 6 out of 106 identity theft incident reports were unallowable because of the 
following reasons: 

o Two reports were not for violations of PC section 530.5, 
o Three reports did not indicate that a crime occurred, 
o Five reports were for victims that were not residents of Rancho Cucamonga, and 
o Six reports were unallowable because they were courtesy reports. 

Therefore, we calculated an error rate of 15.09% for FY 2012-13. 

Using the testing results for these three fiscal years, we calculated an average error rate of 3 0 .3 5%, which we applied 
to the untested years of FY 2002-03 through FY 2009-10. 

The following table shows the average error rates for FY 2010-1 l through FY 2012-13: 



Fiscal 
Year 

2010-11 
2011-12 
2012- 13 

(Al 
Number of 
Unallowable 

Cases 
Sameled 

29 
31 
16 
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(B) (C)=(A}.-(B} 

Sample 
Siz.e Error Rate 

76 38.16% 
82 37.80% 

106 15.09% 

Total 91.05% 
Number ofFY's sampled 3 

Average Error Rate 30.35% 

We extrapolated the average error rate to the audited population of reports for FY 2002-03 through FY 2009-10 and 
applied the actual audited error rate for each of the other fiscal years to determine the allowable and unallowable 
number of incident reports taken. 

The following table shows the number of allowable and unallowable incident reports taken by fiscal year: 

(A} {B) {q::!A}x{B} (D};:iA)-(q 
Average Total Total 

Fiscal Audited Error Error UnaDowable Allowable 
Year Poeulation Rate Rate RcQQrtS Reoorts 

2002-03 386 NIA 30.35% 117 269 
2003-04 376 NIA 30.35% 114 262 
2004-05 393 NIA 30.35% 119 274 
2005-06 408 NIA 30.35% 124 284 
2006-07 228 NIA 30.35% 69 159 
2007-08 148 NIA 30.35% 45 103 

2008-09 109 NIA 30.35% 33 76 
2009-10 135 NIA 30.35% 41 94 
2010-11 156 38.16% NIA 60 96 

2011-12 181 37.80% NIA 68 113 
2012-13 358 15.09% NIA 54 304 

Total 2,878 844 2,034 

Time increments 

The city claimed the following time increments during the audit period: 

• 55 minutes for a Deputy Sheriff taking/drafting a police report (Activity la.I) for FY 2002-03 through FY 
2010-11 and 74 minutes for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13, 

• 15 minutes for an Office Specialist to provide clerical support for taking/drafting a police report (Activity la.I) 
for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13, 

• 12 minutes for a Sergeant to review and approve the police report for the audit period (Activity la.2) for FY 
2022-03 through FY 2-10-11 and 16.5 minutes for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13, and 

• 25 minutes for a Deputy Sheriff to begin an investigation (Activity 2) for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11 and 
0 minutes for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13. 
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The city based its time increments for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11 on a phone interview in 2011 with an 
~BCSD Se~geant, w_ho estimated the amount of time required to perform the mandated activities. The city also 
included a time log signed by a Service Specialist for an unspecified activity that took place from March 9th through 
May 20th of an unspecified year. 

F~r FY 2011-12 and~~ 2012-~3, an SBCSD Office Specialist estimated that this employee classification spent 15 
m mutes per case prov1dmg clencal support related to taking/preparing police reports. In addition, the city conducted 
a time study in 2012 and provided two Summary Time Logs containing time entries for 16 cases dated from January 
5, 2012 through August 21 , 2012 for completion by various employees for the activities of taking/preparing police 
reports and reviewing/approving police reports. An SBSCD Office Specialist signed and dated the summary time 
log for taking/preparing a report, certifying the accuracy of the entries. An SBSCD Sergeant signed and dated the 
summary time log for reviewing/approving reports, certifying the accuracy of the results. However, the city did not 
provide any contemporaneously prepared documentation supporting any of the time Jog entries, such as the related 
police reports or information from the county's Computer-Aided Dispatch (CAD) system. In addition, the city did 
not provide a time study plan indicating bow the city acquired and analyzed this data .. Therefore, we had no basis 
from which to determine whether the city based these time entries on actual time or estimates. 

Allowable Time Increments 

Taking a police report 

The county's CAD system did not record time spent drafting, reviewing, and editing identity theft police reports 
(Activities la and la.I -Sergeant review). We interviewed various SBCSD employees, who provided. testimonial 
evidence of the approximate time spent on reimbursable activities not recorded by the CAD system. We found that 
this information provided a reasonable representation of the time needed to perfom1 these reimbursable activities. 

For Activity la, we interviewed three Deputy Sheriffs, three Service Specialists, and one Sergeant about drafting, 
reviewing, and editing identity theft police reports taken by Officers. Based on these interviews, we determined that 
SBCSD staff spent an average of 35 minutes drafting, reviewing, and editing identity theft police reports taken by 
Officers. 

For Activity I a. I - Sergeant review, we interviewed three Detectives and three Sergeants about reviewing identity 
heft police reports taken at the police station counter. Based on these interviews, we determined that SBCSD staff 
spent an average of 13 minutes reviewing police reports taken at the police station counter. 

For Activity 2, the SBCSD's Rancho Cucamonga Patrol Station provided copies of CAD reports at our request for 
the same police reports that we sampled for FY 2010-11, FY 2011-12, and FY 2012-13. These reports provided 
time stamps detailing when an Officer arrived on scene and departed, and the time spent for the specific incident. 
The reports also identified the employee classification (Deputy Sheriff or Service Specialist) that performed the 
activity of beginning an investigation by interviewing the victim to determine where the crime occurred and what 
pieces of personal identifying infonnation were used for an unlawful purpose. We used these contemporaneously 
prepared time reports as support for the time spent beginning an investigation. 

Based on our analysis, we determined the following time increments for each allowable police report that originated 
in the City of Rancho Cucamonga: 

• 35 minutes (0.58 hours) for Deputy Sheriffs or Service Specialists to perform Activity la. I - taking a police 
report on violations of PC section 530.5; 
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• 13.minutes (0.22 hours) for Sergeants to perfonn Activity la.2 - reviewing incident reports on violations of PC 
section 530.5· and 

• 44 minutes (0. 73 hours) for Deputy Sheriffs or ~ervice Specialists to begin an investigation of the facts (Activity 
2) for FY 2002-03 through FY 2009-10, 38 mmutes (0.63 hours) for FY 2010-11, 50 minutes (0.83 hours) for 
FY 2011-12, and 43 minutes (0.72 hours) for FY 2012-13. 

The following table summarizes the time increments claimed and allowable for the reimbursable activities by fiscal 
year: 

Claimed Minutes Allowable Minutes 

Activitt la. I Activity la. I Activitr la.2 Activi!}'. 2 Activity la. l Activity la2 Activity 2 

Taking a Clerical Reviwinga Beginning an Taking a Police Rcviwinga Beginning an 

Ree2rt Su~rt Police Ree2rt InvesliS!tion Ree2rt • Police Re122rt Investigation 

Deputy Sheriff 

Deputy Office Deputy Sheriff and and Service 

Fiscal Year Sheriff S~cialist Serseant DeE!!!!l'. Sheriff Service Se!::cialist Sergeant SQ!:Cialist 

2002-03 55 12 25 35 13 44 

2003-04 55 12 25 35 13 44 

2004-05 55 12 25 35 13 44 

2005-06 55 12 25 35 13 44 

2006-07 55 12 25 35 13 44 

2007-08 55 12 25 35 13 44 

200&-09 55 12 25 35 13 44 

2009-10 55 12 25 35 13 44 

201~11 55 )2 25 35 13 38 

2011-12 74 15 16.5 35 13 so 
20)2-13 74 15 16.5 35 13 43 

• As stated in the nam1tive, Deputy Sheriffs took police reports and began invcstygations for 74% of" c:,ses during 

FY 2002-03 through FY 201~11 75% for FY 2011-12, and 72% for FY 2012-13. Service Specialists took police reports 
for 26% of eases for FY 2002-03 through FY 201~1 I, 25% for FY 20ll-12, and 28% for FY 2012-13. 

Classification of SBCSD Staff Who Performed the Reimbursable Activities 

Claimed Job Classifications 

As noted previously, the city claimed that Deputy Sheriffs and Offi<;e Specialists (for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13 
only) prepared police reports Activity la.I), Sergeants reviewed the reports (Activity la.I - Sergeant review), and 
Deputy Sheriffs began investigations (Activity 2). However, the city did not claim any costs for beginning 
investigations in its claims for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13. 

Staff Allowable 

In order to clarify which SBCSD staff members performed the mandated activities, we: 

l. Prepared a schedule of the police reports selected for testing; 

2. Reviewed the police reports for each case to determine the actual job classification that prepared each report; 

and 
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3. Calculated the extent (percentage of involvement) that various employee classifications perfonned the 
mandated activities for the sampled identity theft cases. 

While the city claimed time for Deputy Sheriffs, Office Specialists, and Sergeants to perform the mandated activities, 
we found that Deputy Sheriffs and Sheriff Service Specialists prepared and edited police reports (Activity 1 a. I) and 
began investigations (Activity 2). We also found that Sergeants reviewed and approved the police reports (Activity 
la,2). We based this conclusion on the copies of the uniform crime reports (police reports) that SBCSD's Rancho 
Cucamonga station provided for the identity theft cases for our sample selections from FY 2011-11 through FY 
2012-13. Using this information, we analyzed the extent to which these various employee classifications performed 
the mandated activities and concluded the following: 

• Sheriff Deputies perfonned Activity I a. l and Activity 2 at an average of 74% for FY 2002-03 through FY 
2010-11 while Service Specialists averaged 26% performing these activities, 

• For FY 2011-12, Sheriff Deputies performed Activity la. I and Activity 2 at an average of 75%, while Service 
Specialists averaged 25% performing these activities, 

• For FY 2012-13, Sheriff Deputies performed Activity la. I and Activity 2 at an average of 72%, while Service 
Specialists averaged 28% performing these activities, 

• Sergeants performed 100% of Activity la.2 for all years of the audit period, and 
• We found no corroborating evidence that SBCSD Office Specialists provided clerical support for the taking of 

police reports. 

Contract Hourly Rates 

The city's claims included copies of its annual contract that it negotiated with San Bernardino County for each year 
of the audit period. Each contract specifies the level of services performed for the city by indicating the number of 
various employee classifications involved in the city's law enforcement (level of service) and the county 's cost for 
providing these employees. The county uses this fonn to indicate the authorized SBCSD staffing level for each year 
of the audit period. We used this infonnation to determine the contract hourly billing rates for various employee 
classifications by using the total contract cost for each employee classification divided by the number of personnel 
that the county provided. For example, the city's contract for FY 2012-13 indicates that 96.75 Deputy Sheriffs and 
12 Sergeants provided law enforcement for the city during the year. The table below shows the contract hourly rate 
calculation for Deputy Sheriffs and Sergeants during FY 2012-13 : 

Employee Annual Level of Cost per Productive Hourly 
Classification Cost Service Employee Hours Rate 

Deputy Sheriff $14,351,923 96.75 $ 148,340 1,800 $ 82.41 
Sergeant 2,250,050 12.00 187,504 1,800 $104.17 

The city used this same calculation of hourly billing rates for its FY 2012-13 claim. 

The city's contracts with SBCSD also include additional employee classifications and other items, such as vehicles, 
dispatch services, and equipment that are all part of the direct costs incurred to provide law enforcement for the city. 
However, the city explained during the audit that its contracts also include items that are clearly administrative in 
nature. During the audit, we bad discussions with city representatives concerning the issue of recovering costs for 
these administrative costs. The city argued that it should be able to prepare Indirect Cost Rate Proposals to recover 
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these costs. However, 0MB A-87 methodology does not allow for the recovery of indirect costs using contract 
services as a base. 

We concluded that it is appropriate to add an additional percentage to the calculation of contract hourly billing rates 
as a mechanism to account for the annual administrative costs related to the performance of the reimbursable 
activities. We made these calculations and used the following percentages as an add-on to the hourly contract billing 
rate calculations: 

Fiscal Year 
2002-03 
2003-04 
2004-05 
2005-06 
2006-07 
2007-08 
2008-09 
2009-10 
2010-11 
2011 -12 
2012-13 

Administrative Cost Rate 
9.45% 
6.18% 
5.18% 
4.56% 
4.86% 
5.51% 
5.39% 
8.19% 
5.33% 
5.42% 
6.14% 

In order to calculate these rates, we added all of the items within each contract that we determined were clearly 
administrative in nature and divided the total by each year' s tota l contract cost to determine the extent that 
administrative costs were represented in each year s contract. The table below shows how we made this calculation 
for FY 2012-13: 

Cost 
Category 

Administrative support 
Office automation 
Vehicle insurance 
Personnel liability & bonding 
County administrative cost 
Board approved COWCAP subsidy 
Startup costs 

Total administrative costs 
Divided by total contract amount 
Administrative cost percentage 

Contract 
Amount 

$ 124,976 
65,223 

110,792 
407,133 

1,270,734 
(254,147) 

6,987 

$1 ,73 1,698 
28,209,685 

6.14% 

Therefore, claimed hourly rates for Deputy Sheriffs and Sergeants increased as follows for FY 2012-13: 

Employee Hourly Administrative Revised 

Classification Rate Percentage Rate 

Deputy Sheriff $ 82.41 6.14% $ 87.47 

Sergeant $104.17 6.14% $110.57 
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The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable contract hourly billing rates for Deputy Sheriffs during 
the audit period, and the difference between those rates: 

DeEu!_r Sheriff 
Claimed Allowable Revised Revised 

Fiscal Hourly Hourly Rate Adm~trative Hourly Rate 
Year Rate Rate Difference Percentage Rate Difference 

2002-03 $ 47.72 $ 47.72 $ 9.45% $ 52. 10 $ 4.38 
2003-04 47.72 51.14 3.42 6.18% 54.30 6.58 
2004-05 58.57 56.97 (1.60) 5.18% 59.92 1.35 
2005-06 60.28 60.28 4.56% 63.03 2.75 
2006-07 66.65 66.65 4.86% 69.89 3.24 
2007-08 70.31 70.30 (0.01) 5.51% 74.17 3.86 
2008-09 71.31 71.31 5.39% 75. 15 3.84 
2009-10 69.60 69.60 8.19% 75.30 5.70 
2010-11 69.60 75.03 5.43 5.33% 79.03 9.43 
2011-12 78.98 78.98 5.42% 83.26 4.28 
2012- 13 82.41 82.43 0.02 6.14% 87.49 5.08 

The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable contract hourly billing rates for Service Specialists 
during the audit period, and the difference between those rates: 

Service S~cialists 
Claimed Allowable Revised Revised 

Fiscal Hourly Hourly Rate Administrative Hourly Rate 
Year Rate Rate Difference. Percentage Rate Difference 

2002-03 $ $ 25.81 $ 25.81 9.45% $ 28.25 $ 2.44 
2003-04 28.25 28.25 6.18% 30.00 1.75 
2004-05 32.42 32.42 5.18% 34.10 1.68 

2005-06 33.13 33.13 4.56% 34.64 1.51 

2006-07 34.80 34.80 4.86% 36.49 1.69 
2007-08 36.12 36. 12 5.51% 38.11 1.99 
2008-09 35.18 35.18 5.39% 37.08 l.90 
2009-10 34.87 34.87 8.19% 37.73 2.86 
2010-11 35.74 35.74 5.33% 37.64 1.90 

2011-12 37.16 37.16 5.42% 39.17 2.01 

2012-13 38.34 38.34 6.14% 40.69 2.35 

The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable contract hourly billing rates for Sergeants during the 
audit period, and the difference between those rates: 
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Sergeant 
Claimed Allowable Revised Revised 

Fiscal Hourly Hourly Rate Administrative Hourly Rate 
Year Rate Rate Difference Percentage Rate Difference 

2002-03 $ 59.50 $ 59.50 $ 9.45% $ 63.18 $ 3.68 
2003-04 59.50 63.52 4.02 6.18% 67.45 7.95 

2004-05 72.80 70.77 (2.03) 5.18% 74.44 1.64 
2005-06 78.31 78.31 4.56% 81.88 3.57 
2006-07 83.83 83.83 4.86% 87.90 4.07 
2007-08 89.50 89.52 0.02 5.51% 94.45 4.95 
2008-09 91.35 91.35 5.39% 96.27 4.92 
2009-10 89.44 89.44 8.19% 96.77 7.33 
2010-ll 89.44 96.99 7.55 5.33% 102.16 12.72 

201J-12 101.63 101.63 5.42% l07. ]4 5.51 
2012-13 104.17 104.17 6.14% 110.57 6.40 

For the audit period, we calculated allowable contract services costs based on the audited counts of PC 530.5 identity 
theft reports, audited time increments, audited contract hourly billing rates, and the additional allowable percentage 
to allow for administrative costs. 

For example, the following table shows the calculation of allowable contract services costs for FY 2012-13: 

Employee 
Classification 

Prepare a report; 
Deputy SherifT 
Service Specialist 

Total, prepare a reJX)rt 

Review n report ; 

Sergeant 

Total, revx:w a report 

Begin an jnvestigalion: 

Deputy Sheriff 
Service Speciulist 

Total, begin an investigati:m 

Total allowable conlTOct services costs 

Contract 
PHR 
[al 

S 87.49 
40.69 

110.57 

$ 87.49 
40.69 

Nwnbcr 
of cases 

lb] 

304 
304 

304 

304 
304 

Minutes 
[c] 

35 
35 

13 

43 
43 

Activity 
Hours % 

[d=(b•g)/60] [c] 

177.33 72.0% 
177.33 28.0% 

65.87 Hl0.0% 

217.87 72.0% 
217.87 28.0% 

Anowablc 
costs 

[f=a•i•k) 

11,171 
2.020 

$ 13, 191 

7,283 

$ 7,283 

13,724 
2.482 

$ 16,206 

$ 36,681 
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We perfonned similar calculations of allowable contract services costs for each fiscal year of the audit period. 

Indirect Costs 

The city claimed related indirect costs totaling $223,707 for the audit period based on salaries claimed totaling 
$276,393. We found that the entire amount is unallowable because no city staff member performed any of the 
reimbursable activities under this program during the audit period. Instead, the city contracted with SBCSD for all 
of its law enforcement services during the audit period. Therefore, the city did not incur any direct salary costs, but 
rather incurred contract services costs. 

The city provided copies of its Indirect Cost Rate Proposals for all years of the audit period. However, the city used 
a distribution base of direct salaries and wages for SBCSD staff to calculate its indirect cost rates. Since the city 
only incurred contract services costs, there are no related indirect costs. 

We discussed this issue with the city during audit fieldwork. As mentioned previously the city pointed out that its 
annual contract for law enforcement services with San Bernardino County included items that are clearly 
administrative in nature rather than directly related to the costs for providing law enforcement services. We were 
receptive to this argument and added an additional percentage to the calculation of contract hourly rates to allow 
for these costs, as noted above in the explanation of how we calculated contract hourly billing rates. 

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and audit adjustment amounts for indirect costs by fiscal 
year: 

(A) (Bl (C)=(B)-(A) 
Claimed Indirect 

Fiscal Salaries Indirect Indirect Costs Audit 

Year Claimed Cost Rate Costs 1 Allowed Adjustment 

2002-03 $ 27,943 94.00% $ 26;267 $ $ (26,267) 
2003-04 28,321 87.70% 24,838 (24,838) 
2004-05 36,781 80.20% 29,499 (29,499) 
2005-06 38,796 81.30% 31,542 (31,542) 
2006-07 24,508 78.80% 19,312 (19,312) 
2007-08 16,077 79.10% 12,718 (12,718) 
2008-09 11,675 79.50% 9,282 (9,282) 

2009-10 13,283 81.20% 10,786 (10,786) 
2010-11 17,158 74.00% 12,697 {12,697) 
20ll-12 21,912 74.00% 16,214 (16,214) 

2012-13 39938 76.50% 30;!52 (30,552) 

Total $ 276,392 $ 223,707 $ $ (223,707) 

1 Differences in Indirect Costs column are due to rounding. 

Criteria 

Section ID (Period of Reimbursement) of the parameters and guidelines states, in part "Actual costs for one fiscal 
year shall be included in each claim". 

Sec.tion IV (Reimbursable Activities) of the parameters and guidelines begins: 
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To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any given 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 to 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 sheet, .invoices, and receipts. 

Section IV oftbe parameters and guidelines continues: 

For each eligible claimant, the following ongoing activities are eligible for reimbursement: 

I. Either a) or b) below: 

a) Take a police report supporting a violation of Penal Code section 530.5 which includes information regarding 
the personal identifying information involved and any uses of that personal information that were non­
consensual and for an unlawful purpose, including, if available, infonnation surrounding the suspected 
identity theft, places where the crime(s) occurred, and bow and where the suspect obtained and used the 
personal identifying infonnation. This activity includes drafting, reviewing, and editing the identity theft 
police report; or 

b) Reviewing the identity theft report completed on-line by the identity theft victim. 

2. Begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts sufficient to determine where the crime(s) 
occurred and what pieces of personal identifying information were used for an unlawful purpose. The purpose of 
the investigation is to assist the victims in clearing their names. Reimbursement is not required to complete the 
investigation for purposes of criminal prosecution. 

In addition, Section IV states that, "Referring the matter to the law enforcement agency where the suspected 
crime was committed for further investigation of the facts is also not reimbursable under this program." 

Section V.A (Claim Preparation and Submission-Direct Cost Reporting) of the parameters and guidelines states, 
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 these activities. 

Section V.B (Claim Preparation and Submission -Indirect Costs) of the parameters and guidelines states, in part: 

Indirect costs may include: (I) the overhead costs of the unit performing the mandate; and (2) the costs of the central 
government services distn'buted to the other departments based on a systematic and rational basis through a cost 
allocation plan. 

The SCO's Mandated Cost Manual forLocaJ Agencies, dated July 1, 2013, states the following in part7 (Direct Costs), Subpart 
3 (Contract Services) of the Filing A Claim section: 

Contract Services 
The cost of contract services is allowable if the local agency lacks the staff resources or necessary expertise, 
or it is economically feasible to hire a contractor to perform the mandated activity. The claimant must keep 
documentation on hand to support the name of the contractor, explain the reason for having to hire a contractor, 
describe the mandated activities performed, give the dates when the activities were performed, the number of 
hours spent performing the mandate, the hourly billing rate [emphasis added), and the total cost. The hourly 
billing rate must not exceed the rate specified in the P's & O's for the mandated program. The contractor's invoice 
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or statement must include an itemized list of costs for activities performed. A copy of the contract must be 
included with the submitted claim . 

Recommendation 

The State Legislature suspended the Identity Theft Program in the FY 2013-14 through FY 2022-23 Budget Acts. 
If the program becomes active again, we recommend that the city: 

• Adhere to the program's parameters and guidelines and claiming instructions when claiming reimbursement 
for mandated costs; and 

• Ensure that claimed costs include only eligible costs, are based on actual costs, and are properly supported. 





From: Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us, 
To: JTyree@sco.ca.gov, 

Cc: achinncrs@aol.com, jvenneman@sco.ca.gov, 
Subject: RE: Status Update 

Date: Mon, Dec 19, 2022 3:47 pm 

Attachments: Response to SCO Draft Prelim Audit Report.pdf (328K), San Bernardino Co ICRP.pdf (4328K) 
Job Descriptions (Indirect Costs).pdf (17791 K) ' 

Good afternoon, Joji. 

Please see attached response from our conJultant, Annette Chinn, regarding your preliminary audit report 
finding that was sent to us on December 9th. Thank you. 

-Tamara 

From: Tyree, Joji <JTyree@sco.ca.gov> 
Sent: Monday, December 19, 2022 7:23 AM 
To: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us> 

Cc: Annette Chinn {achinncrs@aol.com) <achinncrs@aol.com>; Venneman, Jim <jvenneman@sco.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Status Update 

That will be ok. 

Thank you Tamara. 

From: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@citv.ofrc.us> 
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2022 12:00 PM 
To: Tyree, Jaji <JTyree@sco.ca.g~> 

Cc: Annette Chinn (achinncrs@aol.com) <achinncrs(@aol.com>; Venneman, Jim <jvenneman@sco.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Status Update 

. ---- ········... ·········- --··----.. --........ , ___ ---
!CAUTION: 
I This email originated from outside of the organization. 
L .. - ~.?. .. not click links or open attachm:~ts unless you recognize the sender's email address and know the content is safe. 

Good morning/afternoon, Joji @ 

Would it be acceptable to get you our response by end of day Monday? We need a little more time to complete 
the response. Please let me know at your earliest convenience. 

-Tamara 

From: Tyree, Joji <JTy~sco.ca.gov> 
Sent: Friday, December 9, 2022 9:30 AM 
To: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us> 
Cc: Annette Chinn (achinncrs@aol.com) <achinncrs@aol.com>; Venneman, Jim <jvenneman@sco.ca.gov> 
Subject: Status Update 

CAUTION: his email is from outside our Co orate network. Do not click links or o en attachments unless 
• e the sender and know the content is safe. 



Good morning, 

The attached status update is for discussion purposes only. This information is confidential and disclosure to any parties 
not involved with this engagement is prohibited. However, the distribution of the final report is a matter of public record 
when it is issued, unless otherwise restricted . 

You may send your comments/response by email next week. 

Thank you and have a nice weekend. 

Josefina (Joji) Tyree I Auditor 
Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee 

Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 
3301 C Street, Suite 7358 
Sacramento, CA 95816 I (916) 720-3006 Teams I (916) 479-0633 Mobile 
JTY.ree@sco.ca.gQY 

CONFIDIENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged Information. II is solely for lhe 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 end destroy all copies of the communication. Nothing in this 

email, Including any attachment, /s Intended to be e legally bindings gnature or acknowledgement. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of 

Iha author and do not necessarily represent those of the State Controller's Office or the Stale of California 



Hello Joji, 

Thank you for giving us an opportunity to review and comment on your Draft Preliminary Audit Report. 
Our main concern we have with your preliminary findings pertains to Indirect Costs. 

On page 1 of your Preliminary Audit Report Finding, last paragraph, you state ''The costs are unallowable 
primarily due to ... unallowable indirect costs." Then on page 7 you state, "A-87 methodology does not 
allow for the recovery of indirect costs based on contract services" . 

In your August 30 email, you indicated that you believed a Contract City (a city that contracts with a 
county for law enforcement services) is not allowed to request reimbursement of Indirect Costs at all. 
Then after our September 27 response, you seem to have slightly modified your position to allow some, 
though not all, of the indirect costs from our contract that would normally be considered eligible under 
OMB/CFR rules . 

It seems you have created some new hybrid standards or rules for claiming indirect costs for Contract 
Cities that we are struggling to understand and that don't seem to follow State or Federal Guidelines. 
Why were only the items you selected deemed eligible for inclusion in your computation of the ICRP? 
Your selections of items eligible and not eligible for Inclusion appear inconsistent with CFR/OMB 
guidelines. Our specific areas of concern are enumerated below: 

1) Your statement (last sentence on page 7) that "A-87 methodology does not allow for the recovery 
of Indirect costs based on contract services," is not supported by OMB/CFR guidelines which state: 

Section 200.306 (f) of 2 CFR Part 200: 

(f) When a third-party organization furnishes the services of an employee, these services must be valued 
at the employee's regular rate of pay plus an amount of fringe benefits that is reasonable, necessary, 
allocable, and otherwise allowable, and Indirect costs at either the third-party organization's approved 
federa lly ne(lotiated indirect cost rate or, a rate in accordance with § 20QA14 Indirect (P&A) costs, 
parauaph (d), provided these services employ the same skill(s) for which the employee Is normally 
paid. 

As shown by the above statement, OMB/CFR clearly states that in addition to third-party salaries and 

benefits (which you properly allowed), indirect costs, at either the third-party organizations approved 
federally negotiated indirect cost rate. or a rate in accordance with 2 CFR Part 200 § 200.414 are eligible. 
0MB A-87/CFR guidelines do not distinguish or provide alternate indirect cost rate methodologies 
between first- and third-parties. The same rules would apply. 

The State Mandate Claiming Manual in Section 8 states: "Indirect costs can originate in the department 
performing the mandate or in departments that supply the department performing the mandate with 
goods, services, and facilities." 

In addition, your Office has already audited and approved indirect cost rates for the San Bernardino 
County Sheriffs Office for this same program and for the same years. Since you have approved indirect 
cost rates for this same organization, for activities which were performed by the same class of 
employees, paid at the same rates, for the same program and for the same years, our allowable 
overhead rates which are sourced from the same agency should not be less than those approved rates. 

llP a ge 
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Hello Joji, 
 
Thank you for giving us an opportunity to review and comment on your Draft Preliminary Audit Report.  
Our main concern we have with your preliminary findings pertains to Indirect Costs. 
 
On page 1 of your Preliminary Audit Report Finding, last paragraph, you state “The costs are unallowable 
primarily due to…unallowable indirect costs.”  Then on page 7 you state, “A-87 methodology does not 
allow for the recovery of indirect costs based on contract services”. 
 
In your August 30 email, you indicated that you believed a Contract City (a city that contracts with a 
county for law enforcement services) is not allowed to request reimbursement of Indirect Costs at all. 
Then after our September 27 response, you seem to have slightly modified your position to allow some, 
though not all, of the indirect costs from our contract that would normally be considered eligible under 
OMB/CFR rules.   
 
It seems you have created some new hybrid standards or rules for claiming indirect costs for Contract 
Cities that we are struggling to understand and that don’t seem to follow State or Federal Guidelines.   
Why were only the items you selected deemed eligible for inclusion in your computation of the ICRP?   
Your selections of items eligible and not eligible for inclusion appear inconsistent with CFR/OMB 
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1) Your statement (last sentence on page 7) that “A-87 methodology does not allow for the recovery 

of indirect costs based on contract services,” is not supported by OMB/CFR guidelines which state:  
 
Section 200.306 (f) of 2 CFR Part 200: 

 
(f) When a third-party organization furnishes the services of an employee, these services must be valued 
at the employee’s regular rate of pay plus an amount of fringe benefits that is reasonable, necessary, 
allocable, and otherwise allowable, and indirect costs at either the third-party organization’s approved 
federally negotiated indirect cost rate or, a rate in accordance with § 200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs, 
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As shown by the above statement, OMB/CFR clearly states that in addition to third-party salaries and 
benefits (which you properly allowed), indirect costs, at either the third-party organizations approved 
federally negotiated indirect cost rate, or a rate in accordance with 2 CFR Part 200 § 200.414 are eligible.  
OMB A-87/CFR guidelines do not distinguish or provide alternate indirect cost rate methodologies 
between first- and third-parties.  The same rules would apply. 
 
The State Mandate Claiming Manual in Section 8 states: “Indirect costs can originate in the department 
performing the mandate or in departments that supply the department performing the mandate with 
goods, services, and facilities.” 

 
In addition, your Office has already audited and approved indirect cost rates for the San Bernardino 
County Sheriff’s Office for this same program and for the same years.   Since you have approved indirect 
cost rates for this same organization, for activities which were performed by the same class of 
employees, paid at the same rates, for the same program and for the same years, our allowable 
overhead rates which are sourced from the same agency should not be less than those approved rates.   
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San Bernardino County : Identity Theft Audit Report, Release April 2022 
 
Allowable  Direct     Indirect Approved ICRP Rate: 
2002-03 $34,330  $24,543  =$24,543/$34,330= 71.5% 
2003-04 $34,123  $20,965  = 61.4% 
2004-05 $44,177  $27,142  = 61.4% 
2005-06 $44,188  $20,875  = 47.2% 
2006-07 $49,011  $21,727  = 46.2%  
2007-08 $50,876  $27,743  = 54.5%  
2008-09 $43,288  $20,596  = 47.6% 
2009-10 $34,516  $15,770  = 45.7% 
2010-11 $30,836  $14,215  = 46.1% 
2011-12 $38,594  $16,468  = 42.7% 
2012-13 $34,115  $14,335  = 42.0% 
 
Allowing us only an average of 6% overhead when your own audit of the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s 
Office that provides us with law enforcement services is about 7 to 10 times that, shows the inequity 
and erroneous basis of your computations for Rancho Cucamonga. 
 
In your draft report, you neither allowed Rancho Cucamonga the ICRP rates you allowed for San 
Bernardino County in their audit of this same program, nor did you allow us “a rate in accordance with § 
200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs.”   
 
If you believe A-87 methodology does not allow the recovery of full indirect costs for contract cities, or 
that some alternate methodology exists for contract cities, please provide your evidence and references 
to the pertinent sections of OMB/CFR Guidelines.  Other than State and Federal CFR guidelines, we are 
not aware of any alternate rules or guidelines on how indirect costs are to be computed for third party 
provided services.  Therefore, the rules of OMB/CFR Guidelines would be applicable in the computation 
of our ICRP rates. 
 
2) We agree with your statement that “the contract includes items that are clearly administrative in 

nature”.   
So, why didn’t you include our administrative command and clerical staff in your overhead rate 
computations? 
 

You correctly identified some of the eligible administrative support costs:  
 
2 CFR Ch. II Part 200 Appendix IV: 

(4) General administration and general expenses. The expenses under this heading are those that have 
been incurred for the overall general executive and administrative offices of the organization and other 
expenses of a general nature which do not relate solely to any major function of the organization. This 
category must also include its allocable share of fringe benefit costs, operation and maintenance expense, 
depreciation, and interest costs. Examples of this category include central offices, such as the director’s 
office, the office of finance, business services, budget and planning, personnel, safety and risk 
management, general counsel, management information systems, and library costs. 

 
And  
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Command/administrative staff.  Can you please explain why none of our command staff costs, including 
our Captain, who is our city’s Chief of Police; the Lieutenants who oversee administration and 
operations of the entire unit; and our Sergeants, who are the first line supervisors of the Deputies; were 
not included in your overhead rate computations? These staff perform the “executive and 
administrative” function of the department.   Every Deputy requires command staff oversight – 
supervisors must perform annual reviews of employee performance, deal with disciplinary issues,  
decide on pay increases, schedule time off and ensure there is always adequate coverage and staffing, 
perform department budgeting functions, schedule training, offer guidance and support on difficult 
cases, etc. Attached are copies of the job descriptions for these positions so you can confirm that their 
duties are indeed administrative and necessary support to the entire department.   
(https://www.governmentjobs.com/careers/sanbernardino/promotionaljobs) 
 
These positions have always been included in other law enforcement agency overhead rates, and they 
were allowed in the San Bernardino County overhead rates, so please explain why those same costs paid 
for by Rancho Cucamonga wouldn’t be eligible?  As stated above, we believe that CFR Guidelines 
explicitly state that third party service providers are entitled to overhead using the same computation 
methodology outlined in the OMB/CFR Guidelines.  If you have evidence to the contrary, please provide 
us with this material. 
 
Our ICRPs included costs which follow these provisions: they were incurred for a common or joint 
purpose: Captains, Lieutenants, Sergeants (who are the first line supervisors of the Deputies) and clerical 
staff all are costs incurred for a common or joint purpose, and they provide necessary administrative, 
supervisory and clerical support that is absolutely necessary to operate a police department.  They 
provide benefits to more than one cost objective, benefit the program, and cannot be directly charged 
to an identifiable cost center (i.e. program). 
 
OMB/CRF guidelines also specify that clerical staff is includable in the administrative function: this 
includes our Secretaries, Office Specialists, and Supervising Office Specialists who should have also been 
included in your computation.  Yet none of their costs were included in your allowable costs.  Please 
explain your rational for excluding these necessary clerical staff both directly and indirectly from our 
claims.  We’d appreciate it if you could provide citations from State and Federal Guidelines that support 
your position. 
  
3) You stated, “Vehicles, dispatch services, and equipment are all a part of the direct costs to provide 

law enforcement for the city.” 
  

Certainly, it would not be possible to provide law enforcement services to the city without vehicles, 
dispatch services, and equipment.  These costs benefit the entire police department/law enforcement 
agency and are necessary to respond to any calls for service. 
 
Under Section 5 of the Claiming Manual, it states: 
 

2 CFR Ch. II (The salaries and wages of administrative and pooled clerical staff should normally be 
treated as indirect costs. Direct charging of these costs may be appropriate where a major project or 
activity explicitly requires and budgets for administrative or clerical services and other individuals involved 
can be identified with the program or activity.  
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“Allowable costs are those direct and indirect costs, less applicable credits, considered eligible for 
reimbursement. In order for costs to be allowable and thus eligible for reimbursement, the costs must 
meet the following general criteria:  
 
1. The cost is necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient administration of the mandate and not a 
general expense required in carrying out the overall responsibilities of government;  
 
2. The cost is allocable to a particular cost objective identified in the Ps & Gs; and  
 
3. The cost is net of any applicable credits that offset or reduce expenses of items allocable to the 
mandate.  
 

Vehicles, equipment and dispatch services ARE necessary and reasonable for the proper and efficient 
administration of the mandate.  How do you proposed to factor in these costs (directly as you appear to 
be suggesting) that are necessary components of the mandate?  Clearly, the mandate program requires 
these services (benefit the mandate) so we should be allowed some of these costs.  The State Mandate 
Claiming Manual in the ICRP Example Table 6, page 13 states that “(Each line item should be reviewed to see if 
it benefits the mandate to insure a fair and equitable distribution.)”  

Vehicle/Equipment Use:  While your proposed overhead rate included vehicle insurance, there is no 
allowance for the actual vehicles/transportation costs. How would the Deputies get the communication 
from Dispatch without their handheld radios (HTs)? How would the Deputy get to the Identity Theft 
victim/crime scene to take a report without a vehicle?  Both travel and vehicle/equipment usage are 
allowable direct or indirect costs based on the instructions, so they could be claimed either way.    

 Appendix E to Part 225—State and Local Indirect Cost Rate Proposals Section A. 4. states: 

“… typical examples of indirect costs may include certain State/local-wide central service costs, general administration of 
the grantee department or agency, accounting and personnel services performed within the grantee department or 
agency, depreciation or use allowances on buildings and equipment, the costs of operating and maintaining facilities, etc.” 

§ 200.416 Cost allocation plans and indirect cost proposals states:  

For states, local governments and Indian tribes, certain services, such as motor pools, computer centers, purchasing, 
accounting, etc., are provided to operating agencies on a centralized basis. Since Federal awards are performed within the 
individual operating agencies, there needs to be a process whereby these central service costs can be identified and 
assigned to benefitted activities on a reasonable and consistent basis.  

The State Controller Claiming Manual in Section 7. Direct Costs, (6) Travel Expenses states: 

“Travel expenses are normally reimbursable in accordance with the travel rules and regulations of the local jurisdiction...” 

Based on these State and Federal Guidelines, we felt it was more appropriate to include the 
vehicle/equipment usage and related travel expenses in the ICRP. However, it could be claimed directly 
as you seem to be suggesting. 

We could use allowable Federal vehicle mileage reimbursement rates by fiscal year, for example, in FY 
2012-13 the rate was $.555 per mile.  We could compute the total mileage for all ID Theft cases and 
apply this rate to reimburse us for our travel expenses.  For example, if each ID Theft victim is an 
average of 8 miles from the station, that would be 16 miles round trip per case (300 cases) x $.555 per 
mile, or $2,664 reimbursement for travel costs in FY 2012-13. 
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Or, we could take total vehicle usage costs for FY 2012-13 of about $986,000, then divide this by total 
calls for service for the year at 120,000, that would be a cost of $8.21 of cost per vehicle cost for each 
call per service multiplied by eligible cases for the mandate of about 300 cases in FY 2012-13, which 
would be about $2,465 direct cost for the vehicle usage related to this state mandate program.  But 
we’d also have to add some of the Motor Pool assistant’s time, since they are the ones maintaining the 
vehicles. 

Dispatch Services.  You state that dispatch services are a direct function.  So, how do you suggest we 
compute the direct costs related to this mandated program?  Clearly the dispatcher/communications 
function “benefits the mandate” and is necessary support to the entire law enforcement function of the 
department.  Without dispatch support, the Deputy would 1) have no way of knowing that someone 
called to report an identity theft incident,  2) have no way of knowing who the victim was or where they 
were located, 3) be unable to determine which Deputies were available and closest to the location to 
respond to the call,  4) have no one to provide them with pertinent information or explain the basic 
nature of the call, 5) have no one to contact for back up or support in case there was an issue or 
problem on scene, 6) have no one to record and enter the necessary information into the CAD system, 
and 7)  have no one to notify to let them know they completed the call and left the scene and were 
available for other calls for service.  As dispatch support is necessary support to the Deputies for this 
mandate and for all law enforcement services, the “fair and equitable distribution” (see Claiming 
Instructions Manual, ICRP Example, Table 6, page 13) of costs related to this mandated program must be 
allowed. 
 
You said you reviewed our agency’s CAD reports to examine documentation on each ID Theft incident 
showing when the Deputy arrived on scene, call status, location, crime code, and time of departure.  
These necessary tasks would not be possible without dispatch support and entry of that necessary 
information. 
 
We could approach the equitable distribution of these costs as outlined above for Vehicle Usage 
charges:  To compute a fair share of these costs directly, as you are suggesting, for this mandated 
Identity Theft program - we could take the total number of calls for service in a year, then, using the 
total number of Identity Theft cases, charge that same percentage of “Dispatch Services” costs to the 
mandate.  For example, you found 304 allowable cases of ID Theft in FY 2012-13.  If total number of 
incidents in FY 2012-13 was 120,000 calls for service (there were about 150,000 in FY 2021-22 based on 
the city’s budget document), we would then take .25% of dispatch cost (300 ID Theft cases/120,000 
total calls for service) line items billed by the county and apply it as a direct charge to this mandate or 
about $3,764 for dispatch support.  Does that sound agreeable? 
 
Administrative Support.  We can do the same for administrative staff since you are excluding them from 
the overhead rate.  We can distribute their costs on a similar basis and claim their costs directly.  We 
take the total number of Deputies (in FY 2012-13 there were 108 regular patrol + Motorcycle Deputies – 
the staff who provides the direct services of the law enforcement department) and then distribute the 
costs of the Captain ($282,185) + Lieutenants ($436,200) + a share of the Sergeants ($2,250,050 x 60% 
admin allocation)?  In FY 2012-13 there were about 300 allowable Deputy hours for this mandate.  Since 
we have 108 deputies at 1,800 productive annual hours a year, that’s 300 allowable mandate hours / 
194,400 total deputy hours or .15% of those costs and bill directly to this mandate program, so another 
about $3,000 for supervisory support related to this mandate program.  Sound fair? 
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Clerical Support.  We can do a similar computation for clerical support, but would probably base the 
distribution on total reports taken in a year, because not all calls for service may result in an actual 
report being taken.  Or we can do a time study of how long each clerical position spends in entering 
each case into their records management system, typing/transcribing, storing, maintaining each ID Theft 
record for the required time periods. 
 
Direct costing, as you have suggested, can certainly be done.  Let’s discuss your preference so we can 
compute applicable charges to this mandated program.    
 
4) We appreciate that you have attempted to compute an allowable indirect cost rate; however, we 

have some issues with your methodology. 
 

The Claiming Manual related to Indirect Costs states: 
 

If a local agency elects not to utilize the 10% fixed rate method but wants to claim indirect costs, it must 
prepare an ICRP for the program. The proposal must follow the provisions of the OMB Circular 2 
CFR, Chapter I and Chapter II, Part 200 et al., formerly OMB Circular A-87, Cost Principles for State, 
Local, and Indian Tribal Governments. The development of the indirect cost rate proposal requires 
that the indirect cost pool include only those costs which are incurred for a common or joint purpose that 
benefit more than one cost objective. The indirect cost pool may include only costs that can be shown to 
provide benefits to the program.  In addition, total allocable indirect costs may include only costs that 
cannot be directly charged to an identifiable cost center (i.e., program).  

 
As discussed above, your proposed rates are non-compliant because they do not include all costs which 
were incurred for a common or joint purposed that benefit more than one cost objective, as discussed 
above.  
 
Second, the Claiming Manual states: 
  

“A method for preparing a departmental indirect cost rate proposal for programs is presented as Table 6. 
Only this format is acceptable under the SCO reimbursement requirements.” 

 
We request to use the same format as is shown in your Table 6, on page 13 of the Manual, and as we 
submitted with our claims and in our ICRPs.  We see no reason to use your proposed ICRP format, when 
all the components needed to prepare an ICRP rate as shown in the Claiming Instructions examples exist 
and are readily available to permit us to prepare a rate exactly in the format specified.  The San 
Bernardino Contract Cost Schedule A is formatted almost exactly as a full-service city’s Expenditure 
Report is; and, thus, all the same components exist to prepare the ICRP using the same format and 
methodology prescribed. 
 
Third, the Claiming Manual states: 

 
“The distributions 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. 

And Section 8. Indirect Costs (Example) 

“ f) Distribution base for the computation of the indirect cost rate is total salaries and wages. 
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ICRP =  Allowable 
Indirect   
Costs    

 
=  

 
$300,000  

 
= 30.00%  

          Total Salaries and Wages              $1,000,000  

 
Your methodology which uses total expenditures as the denominator, is flawed in that it does not 
distribute costs on an equitable base – the rate’s denominator should be Total Allowable Direct Salaries 
and Wages, just as your own Claiming Manual specifies on page 13 of the Sample ICPR rate 
computation.   By including all expenditures, including equipment and vehicle usage charges, county 
wide Cost allocation charges (COWCAP), etc., these expenses distort the rate and do not result in an 
equitable distribution of cost.  Expressing the rate based on “salaries’ or “salaries and benefits” is the 
standard methodology used to compute ICRP rates and we request that this base be used. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on your preliminary results of this audit.  We 
appreciate your consideration and look forward to talking to you soon about these issues.   
 
 
Annette Chinn 
Cost Recovery Systems Inc. 



State of CaJifomla 
S~te Controller's Office 

=- FORM 
fj.W-27'.-~ 

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE ARREST 
POLICIES AND STANDARDS 
CLAIM FOR PAYMENT FORM 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 
9936 
(02) Claimant Name 
San Bernardino County 
County of Location 
San Bema.rdino c_ounty 
Street Address or P.O. Box 

268 West Hospitality Lane 
l_;lly 

San Bernardino 

Fiscal Year of Cost 

Total Claimed Amount 

(03) 

(04) 

(05) 

(06) 

(08) 

state 
CA 

Less: 10% Late Penalty (refer to attached Instructions) 

Less: Prior Claim Payment Received 

Net Claimed Amount 

Due from State 

suite 
4th Floor 
lip Code 

92415-0018 

Type of Claim 

(09) Reimbursement 

(10) Combined 

(11) Amended 

(12) 
2019-2020 

(13) $86,121 

(14) 

(15) 

(16) $86,121 

(17) $86,121 

~ 

□ 

D 

I 

Mandated Cost Manual for Local Agencies 

For State Controller Use Only 

(19) Program Number 00167 

120> 0a1e J;iJed FEB i 6 2021 
(21) LRS Input 

PROGRAM - . 
- 1;s·-1·· -/~, - ... - .. . - . ·.. " . 

-

Reimbursement Claim Data 

(22) FORM 1, (04)(a) 
1,062 

(23) FORM 1, (04)(b) 
168 

(24) FORM 1, (06) 
86,121 

(25) FORM 1, (07) A. (g) 

(26) FORM 1, (07) 8. (g) 

(27) FORM-1, (07) C. (g) 

(28) FORM 1, (09) 
54 

(29) FORM 1, (10) 

(30) FORM 1, (12) 

(31) FORM 1, (13) 

(32) 

(33) 

(34) 

(35) 

Due to State (18) "Tlt (36) 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In ,;,ccordanco w;tt, tho provlr,lono of O ovemmont CoClo ::so=on• ,Tolli"O ana ,7c,a,1 1 I GOrtlTy tnat I am Ule olTlcer authorized by the local 
agency to file mandated cost clalms with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not 
violated any of the provisions of Article 4, Chapter 1 of Division 4 or Titte 1 of the Government Code. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grants or payments received for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein and claimed coats are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting 
revenues and reimbursements set forth In the parameters and guidelines are Identified, and all costs claimed are supporttld by source 
documentation currently maintalnod by the clalmant. 

The amount for this reimbursement is hereby claimed from the State for payment of actual costs set forth on the attached statements. 

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Date Signed "/~f-·, ?,.'=1-¼\__,.:,6-!-\ - - ----1 
Telephone Number I - I (SO~} 382-3191 

- u / ,.._ / \ 
•~kl11a Younger. Mana~ ement SeM6es Manager 
Type or Prinl Name and Title of Auiholized Signatory 

(38) Name or Agency Contacl Pe/SOil for Claim 

Jal Prasad 
":-"- =---==-~·~.,..;:.,_-~ ..... - =· ~~,-:-a~tti< •• • ~... • ..,_ : =:::t<=- .,-,I. 

Yessenia Valverde 

Revised 09/2020 

E-Mail Address Sakura Younger@atc.sbcounty.gov 

Telephone Number (909) 382-7026 
E-Mail Address - ---,Jr=ar.1. P=--=r~as~a~d-;;@"'"'a..,...tc:-:.s,..,,b-:-co--u""'n.,..ty-.g-o_v_---c 

. 
•,y ,-;,T,;p,.url~-~ ;-il,.,;=-;: _.,-" ,._ - ,_,u:,fJ'62 'Hj3="--: • -I .,....- _,; 

E-Man Address Yessenia.Valverde@atc.sbcounty.gov 
I 



State of California 
State Controller's Office 

oca 9enc1es 
PROGRAM 

FORM 

167 DOMESTIC VIOLENCE ARREST POLICJES AND STANDARDS 

1 CLAIM SUMMARY 

Mandated Cost Manual for L I A 

(01) Claimant: (02) Fiscal Year 
San Bernardino County 2019-2020 

(03) Department: Sheriff 

(04) Claim Statistics 

(a) Number of reported respon~~s lo incidents in the fiscal year of claim . 
1,062 

(b) Average productive hourly rate induding applicable indirect costs 
Productive hourly rate $109.23 X 1.536 /CRP s 167.78 (Submit supporting documentation for productive hourly rate) 

(c) Standard time allowed - 29 minutes (0.48 or an hour) Excel formula = 29 minutes divided by 60 minutes 0.4833333 

Unit Cost Method - Reimbursable Activity D 

(05) Ongoing Activity 

D. Implement New Policies [Line (04)(a) x (04)(b) x (04) (c)] $ 86,121.47 

(06) Total Direct and Indirect Costs for Activity D [Carry forward from Line (05)(0) $ 86,121 .47 

Actual Cost Method - Reimbursable Activities A through C 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

(07) One-Time Activities Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Travel Total 
and Services Assets and 

Supplies Training 

A Develop Written Poficies 
1 

B. Adopt Written Policies 

C . Train Officer<> on Naw Polici-

(08) Total Direct Costs (A, B, C) 

Indirect Costs 

(09) Indirect Cost Rate [From ICRP or 10%] 
53.60% 

(10) Total Indirect Costs [Refer to Claim Summary Instructions] 
$ . 

(11) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line {06) + Line (08){g) + Line {10)] 
$ 86,1 21.47 

Cost R-eduction 

(12) Less: Offsetting Revenues 

(13) Less: Other Reimbursements 

r _ _ {44'_ fotal-Glc:il'f!ed-Aw.01:1n! f:inc:{tt _ • {'w.i «. \ I t;} -+'_. -'11- ... - A • s - , • - I --:- --,c.~-~ -- ~--:: 
" 

Revised 09/2020 



Sheriff" 
Indirect Casi Rate Proposal 
AduaLCosls-F..Y-io:19-2020 •• 

Claim Year 2020--20~-

COSTS UNALLOWABLE 
DEPARTMENT COSTS INCURRED COSTS 

Salarles & Benefits 530,313,n2.34 527,859.32 
Office Elcoense 1.932.035.01 
Staff Uni orms 336,888.99 
Insurance 28,788,867.23 
Ma~ ServlceS 154,731.35 
Prinling Service:; 105,431.64 
ODCU111ent Sllredding. & Slorage 25,873.57 
Ullllties 3,063,386.58 
Communleanons 5,824,0S9.20 
Tra' 895,942.18 
Tr.ivel 952,932.14 
Alllomotlve & Transpo,talion 10,579,398.85 
Special Oepertmenl Expense 4,868,812.09 2,950.00 
Profnsslonsl Setvlces 37,068,720.46 
ContrlbuUons lo Other Agencies ., ,316,549, 11 

Data Processing Charges 8,031,919.91 
Computer Hardware/Software 9.939,861.90 

ontnvenloriable Equlpmenl 795,06507 
lnvenlorlable Equipment 3,079,907 46 
Clolhlng/PersonaJ Supplies 624,069.71 

Food 10,454,467 64 
Kllchen & Dining 747,699.35 
Bedding 235,381 .01 
Laundry & Dry Cleaning 23,241.02 

General Household Expenses 1,356,281.n 
Medlcal Se1Vlc'es & Supplie$ 4,702,894.13 

Medical tndlgenls 2,051,939.84 

Maintenance 12.798,808.77 
Rents & Leases • Equipment 391,499.32 

Rents & Leases • structures 1,052,373.20 

onier SelV!ces & Suppfies 426,200.66 174.&4 

Capita ize<I Expenditures 18,076,888.10 18,076,888.10 

EXTERNAL lNDlRECT COSTS 
County-Wide Cost Alloc Plan 43,338,060.00 

Tola! Costs 742.151,837.30 16,607 .852.06 

INDIRECT COSTS . 
DIRECT SALARIES & BENEFITS 

The ICRP rale lncreased from 53.12% for Clalm Vur 201~20 10 1-3 .111~ •- ca., .... v....- .,..,..,.., ' · 

fNOIRECT 
COSTS 

106,630,082.40 
1,444,788.84 

314.910.41 
19,680.421.23-

131.S.13.03 
54,244.08 
2t,006.38 

2,074,828.34 
4,528,637.52 

604,214.51 
56M92.65 

7,379,313.71 
3,627,878,52 
3,729,051 .50 

367,757.62 
8,809,545.◄ 1 
8,068,222.33 

357,976.82 
3,060.402.91 

(46,175.69) 
69,355.30 
43,563.75 

151.74 
4,748.68 

410,391,413 
618,839.71 
69,209.51 

11,860,608.17 
353,012.09 
844,768.28 
276,357.96 

43,338,060.00 

226,819,579.05 

22s1e13,579.05 
423,155,830.62 

DIRECT 
COSTS 

423,155,630.62 
487,246.17 

21,976.58 
9,108,468.00 

22,918.32 
51 ,187.66 
4,867 19 

988.558.24 
1.295,401 .88 

91,727.67 
387,339 59 

3,200,086.1 
1,235,983.57 

33,339,668.96 
948,7(11.49 

1,222,374.50 
1,871,639.57 

437,08825 
19,50-i.56 

870,2◄5.◄0 

10,385, 112.3-i 
704,035.60 
235,229.27 

18,492.3'1 
1,315.890.34 
4,184,054.42 
1,992,730.13 

938,200.60 
38,487.23 

207,604.92 
1◄9.667 . 86 

498,730,406.19 



ERNARDINo Sheriff's Captain 
UNTY 

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
Establlshed Date: Oct 18, 1977 
Revlsloll Date: Dec 20, 2008 

DEFINITION: 

Bargaining Unit: Exempt 

SALARY RANGE 

$60.83 - $96.58 Hourly 
$4,866.40 - $7,726.40 Biweekly 

$10,543.87 - $16,740.53 Monthly 
$126,526.40 - $200,886.40 Annually 

Class Code: 
19465 

U_n?~r general ~irection,. ~lans, organizes, and directs the operations and activities of a major 
d1v1s1on, correctional facility or station of the Sheriffs Department; establishes policies and 
procedures for assigned command, working within departmental and legal parameters; 
performs related duties as required. 

DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS: 

Sheriffs Captain is characterized by the administrative responsibility for an assigned major 

division, facility or station. 

This class is distinguished from Sheriffs Deputy Chief by the latter's responsibility to dirocl tho 

activities of a group of operating diVlslons. 

EXAMPLES OF DUTIES: 

Duties may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Plans, assigns, and supervises the work of personnel of an assigned major division of the 
Sheriffs Department; formulates and implements policies and procedures of the division using 
departmental policies and procedures, legislation, and ethical considerations as guidelines. 

2. Prepares and submits annual budget requests for the division; evaluates and anticipates 
future personnel and equipment needs. 

3. Coordinates divisional activities and operations with other departments, divisions and law 

enforcement agencies. 



4. Receives citizen complaints and takes appropriate action; performs complex and critical 
investigations involving actions taken by subordinate personnel; prepares investigative 
reports; recommends disciplinary action when necessary, subject to review by superiors. 

5. Participates with other public safety agencies in preparation of a masterplan for response 
to civil defense and other emergency situations. 

6. Prepares or supervises the preparation of correspondence, records, and reports. 

7. Takes charge of emergency situations and major crime scenes until relieved by superiors. 

8. Analyzes or supervises the analysis of new and proposed legislation; prepares reports 
stating implications and recommendations for support or opposition to proposed bills. 

9. Represents the Sheriffs Department at various community functions; makes presentations 
on various subjects related to general law enforcement and specific programs; answers 
questions concerning various topics; explains policies and procedures of the Department. 

10. Conducts training sessions at the Sheriffs Regional Training Facility. 

11. Provides vacation and temporary relief as required . 

yt/10-18-77 
rev.: jkr/07-07-98 

REPRESENTATION UNIT: 

Exempt 

SALARY RANGE: 

83C 

MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS: 

Experience: Applicants must be currently employed in a regular full-time position with the 
San Bernardino County Sheriffs Department as a Sheriffs Lieutenant, and have at least one 
(1} year of experience in said position , as of the filing deadline of March 19, 2021. 

NOTE: on your application, clearly differentiate between Lieutenant experience and prior 
experience. 



ERNARDI ro 
Sheriff's 

Lieutenant UNTY 
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
Established Date: Aug 19, 1977 
Revision O11te: Jul 3, 2010 

DEFINITION: 

Bargaining Unit: Safety Management 

SALARY RANGE 

$56.91 - $83.01 Hourly 
$4,552.80 - $6,640.80 Biweekly 
$9,864.40 - $14,388.40 Monthly 

$118,372.80 - $172,660.80 Annually 

Class Code: 
19515 

Under direction, directs and supervises the operation of a small specialized unit within the 
Sheriffs Department; or serves as second in command in the operation of a station 
correctional facility, or major investigative division within the Sheriffs office; perform1s related 
duties as required. 

DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS: 

Positions in this class are characterized by their status as second in command with authority 
to assume full administrative and supervlsorlal responsibilities during the absence of the 
commanding officer. Positions in this class may direct the operation of a small specialized 
unit 

This class is distinguished from the class of Sheriffs Captain by the latter's responsibility to 
direct a major operation or facility. 

EXAMPLES OF DUTIES: 

Duties may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Supervises and directs investigative personnel in the handling and resolving of criminal 
cases; assigns and prioritizes cases to subordinate personnel; reviews the status of felony 
cases and serves as a resource for the more difficult case assignments; reviews all completed 
case assignments to ascertain thoroughness of investigation and prepare case for 
prosecution by the District Attorney. 

2. Supervises and directs the operation of a small specialized unit within the Sheriffs office; 
coordinates the efforts of Investigative personnel in gathering information as to the activities of 



criminal elements within the County. 

3. Assists in the operation of a station, correctional facility or operating support division and 
assumes full administrative and supervisorial responsibilities during the absence of the 
commanding officer; participates in the preparation of the unit budget, and assists in the 
development and implementation of new policies and procedures; may review proposed 
legislation and prepare analysis for commanding officer; schedules shift personnel and makes 
reassignments as necessary. 

4. Conducts statistical surveys and assists in the evaluation and dissemination of information 
gathered; prepares all necessary reports and correspondence as required. 

5. Directs contingency planning and preparations for civil defense emergencies and disasters, 
including organization of training for public safety personnel and volunteer workers. 

6. May represent the Sheriffs Department at community meetings; maintains a favorable 
rapport between the Sheriffs Department and the surrounding community, and assists in 
receiving and resolving community complaints. 

7. Supervises and participates in the personnel selection process, and advises the Sheriff's 
administrative staff on all personnel matters. 

8. May write or assist in the writing of grant proposals for the Sheriff's Office; may write, 
coordinate and assume responsibility of the Sheriffs Department operating budget. 

9. Testifies in court as required. 

10. Provides vacation and temporary relief as required. 

drs/08-19-77 
revised: jkr/06-08-92 

REPRESENTATION UNIT: 

Safety Management 

SALARY RANGE: 

28 

MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS: 

Experience: Applicants must be currently employed in a re~ular full-time position with the 
San Bernardino County Sheriffs Department as a Shenff s Sergeant, and have at 
least two (2) years of fulMlme experience as a San Bernardino County Sheriffs Sergeant 
as of the filing deadline of April 17, 2020. 



NOTE: On your application, clearly differentiate between Sergeant experience and prior 
experience. 

Certificates: Indicate any certificates you possess, including certificates for Bomb/Arson and 
for Aviation; include certificate number and expiration dates. Those who list specialized 
certificates on the application may be considered for specific positions. 



ERNARDINO 
Sheriff's Sergeant 

- 12 Hour Shift UNTY 
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
Est11bl1shed Date; Dec 18, 2001 
Revision Date: Sep 1, 2010 

DEFINITION: 

Bargaining Unit: Safety Management 

SALARY RANGE 

$49.34 - $71.93 Hourly 
$3,947.20 - $5,754.40 Biweekly 
$8,552.27 - $12,467.87 Monthly 

$102,627.20 - $149,614.40 Annually 

Class Code: 
04199 

Under direction, trains, assigns, directs, and supervises the activities of subordinate safety 
and general personnel; completes assignments requiring the integration of law enforcement 
and technical skills, knowledge and abilities; performs difficult investigations; performs related 
duties as required. 

DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS: 

The class of Sheriffs Sergeant represents the first full level of supervision. Also included in 
this class are positions which perform duties requiring the integration expertise and positions 
which are responsible for independently performing comolex investigations: of a <>onc:itivo 

nature. 

This class is distinguished from Sheriffs Lieutenant by the latter's responsibility to serve as 
second in command of a large unit such as a station or to supervise the operation of a small 
specialized unit. 

EXAMPLES OF DUTIES: 

Duties may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Assigns, trains, and supervises patrol, correctional, and investigative personnel; provides 
instruction in policies and procedures: establishes priorities for assignments to subordinates; 
evaluates performance of assigned safety and general personnel; conducts briefings; serves 
as reference for subordinates. 



2. Establishes training programs; schedules various courses: determines appropriate 
instructors; plans tactical situation; instructs various courses, including advanced officers' 
course; establishes methods for instructing officers using POST guidelines; advises superiors 
on existing courses. 

3. Coordinates divisional law enforcement activities; conducts studies on criminal activity in 
various areas; determines appropriate personnel needs and makes employment decisions. 

4. Conducts investigations; interviews and interrogates witnesses, victims, and suspects; 
takes charge of investigations as assigned; prepares detailed reports of findings of 
investigations and actions taken; takes charge of emergency operations until relieved by 
superiors. 

5. Supervises Civil Defense and emergency planning and preparedness activities, including 
training of volunteers who would respond In case of disaster. 

6. Reviews, analyzes, and evaluates reports and records; discusses reports with 
subordinates to ensure accuracy and completeness; assists subordinates in writing reports. 

7. Coordinates the work of the unit supervised with other Sheriff's Department divisions, 
County departments, and outside Jaw enforcement agencies. 

8. Takes charge of all matters involving explosive substances and devices; issues permits for 
the use of explosives; inspects storage magazines; conducts investigations of crimes 
involving stolen, found and threatened use of explosives; locates and dismantles explosive 
devices. 

9. Writes or supervises the writing of procedure manuals; reviews and evaluates procedures 
and makes recommendations for revisions. 

1 o. Testifies in court; may testify as an expert in explosive substances and devices. 

11 . Provides vacation and temporary relief as required . 

REPRESENTATION UNIT: 

Safety Management and Supervisory 

SALARY RANGE: 

25 



ERNARDL~O 
Sheriff's 

Detective/ Corporal UNTY 

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
Established Date: May 20, 2002 
Revision Date: Jul 3, 2010 

DEFINITION: 

Bargaining Unit: Safety 

SALARY RANGE 

$41.79 - $60.70 Hourly 
$3,343.20 - $4,856.00 Biweekly 
$7,243.60 - $10,521.33 Monthly 

$86,923.20 - $126,256.00 Annually 

Class Code: 
04204 

Positions In this series perform a variety of sworn law enforcement functions depending upon 
level and area of assignment. Positions perform related duties as required. 

DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS: 

Positions conduct complex criminal and specialized investigations requiring a high level of 
expertise, and train and evaluate sworn employees. This class is distinguished from Sheriffs 
Sergeant, which is a full scope, first level supervisor. 

EXAMPLES OF DUTIES: 

Depending upon area of assignment, duties may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Conducts follow-up criminal investigations; interrogates and obtains statements from 
victims, witnesses, informants, and suspects. Conducts major criminal investigations such as 
murder, child molestation and undercover narcotic investigations. Supervises the gathering of 
evidence and the protection of a crime scene. 

2. Locates and apprehends subjects wanted for criminal offenses; recovers and returns stolen 
property to the rightful owner; traces persons suspected of issuing fraudulent checks. 

3. May be responsible for the operat.ion of a station, including supervision of staff, on holidays, 
weekends or in the absence of a sergeant. 

4. Serves as Training Officer, monitoring trainees' progress, preparing evaluations, and 
making recommendations to management staff. Determines training needs, develops lesson 
plans, keeps current with new laws, procedures and training practices. 



5. Conducts background or special investigations as required. Prepares and serves search 
and arrest warrants. Enforces writs initiated from the courts of justice. 

6. Reviews reports prepared by deputies prior to submission to the District Attorney's Office 
for accuracy, clarity and inclusion of all necessary elements. 

7. Prepares and maintains all necessary reports, records and correspondence. 

8. Performs special assignments in a training capacity. 

9. Maintains equipment. 

10. Appeals and testifies in court as required. 

11 . Provides vacation and temporary relief as required. 

crh/5-20-02 

REPRESENTATION UNIT: 

Safety 

SALARY RANGE: 

19 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION: 

Incumbents must be sworn peace officers at the time of appointment. 

MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS: 

Experience: Applicants must currently be employed by San Bernardino County Sheriff's 
Department as a Deputy Sheriff and must meet ~ of the options below, as of the filing 
deadline: 

Option A: Five {5) years as a San Bernardino County Deputy Sheriff. 
Option B: Four {4) years as a San Bernardino County Deputy Sheriff, which includes one (1) 
year as a patrol officer. 
Option C: Three (3) years as a San Bernardino County Deputy Sheriff, which includes two {2) 
years as a patrol officer. 



Option D: Three (3) years as a San Bernardino County Deputy Sheriff, which includes one 
(1) year as a patrol officer; AND three (3) years of patrol experience gained through working 
as a POST certified peace officer in a patrol function for another CA POST certified law 
enforcement agency. 

Certificates: Indicate any certificates you possess, including certificates for Aviation, Boating 
Enforcement, and for Bomb/Arson; include certificate number and expiration dates. Those 
who list specialized certificates on the supplemental questionnaire may be considered for 
specific positions. 

Location: Indicate if you are willing to accept a promotion to the Colorado River or Trana 
areas on the Supplemental Ques1ionnaire. Trana is a resident-post position, and requires a 
minimum 2-year commitment. Only those who indicate a willingness to work in the Trona area 
will be considered for a vacancy in the Trana area. 



ER.NARDINO 
Supervising Office 

Specialist UNTY 
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
Established Date: Nov 1, 2004 
Revision Date: Jan 3, 2009 

DEFINITION: 

Bargaining Unit: Supervisory 

SALARY RANGE 

$22.01 - $30.29 Hourly 
$1,760.80 - $2,423.20 Biweekly 
$3,815.07 - $5,250.27 Monthly 

$45,780.80 - $63,003.20 Annually 

Class Code: 
03321 

Under general direction, performs supervisory and administrative support work, planning, 
organizing, and coordinating the work of clerical, administrative and other support staff. These 
classes are characterized by their respective responsibility to plan, assign and supervise the 
work of a unit or group as a primary part of the job. Work requires supervising workflow, 
assisting with and reviewing work procedures, timelines and quality of work products and 
resolving questions and issues regarding policies and procedures for subordinates. 
Incumbents serve as authoritative source on regulations, rules and interpretation of policy and 
guidelines. 

DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS: 

These classes are two separate levels of clerical supervision that are distinguished by the 
complexity of support work supervised. While the supervisory responslbllitles are consistent 
from department to department, the competencies and skills may be specific to the 
department served. Positions in this class work under general direction with considerable 
independence for ensuring accuracy of content. 

This class is distinguished from the class of Supervising Office Assistant by the responsibllity 
to plan and supervise the work of an office support unit performing highly varied, complex and 
specialized functions and/or with subordinate supelillsors. Staff supervised typically Includes 
Office Specialists. This class is further distinguished from Supervising Office Assistant by the 
complexity of the clerical operation. 

EXAMPLES OF DUTIES: 

1. Supervises the work of assigned staff. Evaluates work performance, prepares and signs 
performance evaluations. Participates in personnel decisions including hiring and disciplinary 



actions and assists in resolving employee grievances; approves leave requests. 

2. Plans, organizes, schedules and assigns the day to day clerical support operations of the 
office; establishes work sequence, priorities, deadlines, and work standards; estimates 
supply, staff and equipment requirements. 

3. Identifies training needs and plans training programs; may develop training curricula and 
prepare training materials. 

4. Reviews work products prepared and processed by unit/section for accuracy and 
compliance with County policy. 

5. Assists in developing, revising and implementing new or revised procedures, forms and 
office systems; coordinates clerical services with other departmental operations. 

6. Maintains records of workload and personnel information; prepares operational, narrative 
and statistical reports. 

7. Researches data, laws, regulations and policies, and explains and interprets same to the 
public, employees, supervisors and others; handles unusual or difficult problems referred by 
subordinates. 

8. Operates computer and applicable software and a variety of other office machines to enter 
and retrieve a variety of data and to produce and/or process a variety of materials. 

9. Composes correspondence, and compiles information for reports, budget justifications, 
special projects and studies; prepares manuals on office procedures and instructs clerical 
staff in their use. 

10. Supervises the preparation of narrative, statistical, legal and other reports, forms or 
correspondence. 

11 . Sets up and maintains indexing and filing systems, record keeping procedures and 
systems and office procedures; directs the storing, retrieving and purging of information in 
automated or manual filing systems. 

12. Performs mathematical calculations; computes statistics and receives and issues receipts 
for cash; prepares purchase orders and requisitions; checks and maintains appropriate 
records. 

13. Reviews the preparation of, or processing of a variety of complex documents, calendars, 
legal orders, forms, correspondence and other material; functions as an authoritative source 
of information on regulations, rules, department policy, and guidelines; updates knowledge 
through reading, training, meetings or briefings. 

14. Orders and/or supervises ordering of supplies and supervises tracking of supplies and 
equipment. 

15. Projects budget, equipment and staff needs. 

16. Serves as the authoritative source of information on the intent, coverage, and content of 
instructions, guides, precedents and regulations. 

17. Conducts special studies relating to the development and implementation of office clerical 
operations, policies and procedures. 

18. Updates staff of changes in laws and procedures and ensures compliance. 

cps 11/04 



REPRESENTATION UNIT: 

Supervisory 

SALARY RANGE: 

43 

MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS: 

Experience: Three (3) years of full-time work experience performing a wide variety of 
complex, specialized office clerlcal duties, which are non-routine in nature and require 
independent decision making, serving as a lead clerical worker, or supervising a clerical unit. 

Qualifying experience Is typically equivalent to the San Bernardino County Office Assistant Ill 
classification and above. 

Note: Retail sales and food service experience Is not qualifying. 



ERNARDLNO Office Specialist 
UNTY 

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
Established Date: Nov 1, 2004 
Revision Date: Jan 3, 2009 

DEFINITION: 

Bargaining Unit: Clerical 

SALARY RANGE 

$18.11 - $24.87 Hourly 
$1,448.80 - $1,989.60 Biweekly 
$3,139.07 - $4,310.80 Monthly 

$37,668.80 - $51,729.60 Annually 

Class Code: 
03320 

Under general direction, performs administrative support work involving a variety of complex 
and/or specialized departmental programs and services, requiring advanced knowledge/skills 
of the subject matter and office support systems involved. Assignments will vary from unit to 
unit and will often require knowledge of specific departmental procedures and practices. 

Office Specialists are assigned technical and analytical duties in support of administrative 
support processes. Positions in this class have considerable opportunity for exercising 
Independent judgment in the interpretation of policies and guidelines that only approximately 
fit particular circumstances and to resolve non-standard situations in a manner consistent with 
such regulations. Work requires understanding and referencing a variety of documents and 
resources, understanding, Interpreting and communicating information to others In order to 
complete a process, transaction and/or resolve a technical problem. 

DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS: 

This class is characterized by responsibility for exercising Independent judgment In 
interpreting, applying and explaining department policies and procedures that are not routine. 
An incumbent is required to discern and distinguish nuances from a great variety of sources. 
While essential functions may include processing assignments as identified in the Office 
Assistant series, an essential element of the Office Specialist position is research and 
problem solving. Work is perfonned under general direction. Office Specialists may also 
oversee/coordinate office support functions. 

EXAMPLES OF DUTIES: 

1 . Reviews, audits and processes a variety of transactions in accordance with applicable rules 
and regulations. Corrects or requests re-submittal of transactions in accordance with County 



policies. 

2. Performs a variety of audit and fiscal functions related to benefits, such as determining 
actual premiums collected against premiums due; collecting payments; posting transactions; 
and calculating and recommending claims for payment. 

3. Counsels, advises, assists and explains complex policies, procedures, practices and local, 
state and federal regulations to employees, clients, candidates, voters and the general public. 

4. Researches and responds to problems and complaints. 

5. Administers disbursement of benefits, services by considering options, consulting 
alternative sources and determines payments, billings, fees, repayment amounts and 
processing transactions based on varying conditions; compares, interprets and contrasts 
options. 

6. Monitors and ensures compliance with all applicable laws and regulations. 

7. Interviews patients, clients, public, voters, employees and others to detennine conditions 
and eligibility. 

8. Contacts, collects and responds to outside sources to obtain and/or verify information 
which may influence action. 

9. Prepares and maintains a wide variety of detailed documents, reports, case histories, 
financial, medical, legal record. 

10. Maintains, examines and reviews complex files, applications, registrations, medical charts 
or supporting documents for completeness and accuracy and compliance with a variety of 
rules, policies and regulations. Provides written and oral justification for action selected. 

11. Interprets and applies technical and procedural infonnation. 

12. Compares, interprets and contrasts options. Acts as advocate in resolving problems. 
Ascertains the nature of the problem, and reviews the determination to ensure compliance 
with contracts or documents. Explains outcome of the problem resolution process. 

13. Trains and presents to others details on policies and procedures, laws and regulations. 

14. Determines and obtains any additional information required. Recommends 
approval/denial of the qualifying event based on supporting documents. 

15. Some positions, as their primary function, may type verbatim testimony and minutes of 
hearings and meetings. 

16. Positions within the Sheriff's Department may be required to perform matron duties. 

cps 11/04 

REPRESENTATION UNIT: 

Clerical 



SALARY RANGE: 

35 

MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS: 

Experience: Two (2) years full-time experience performing complex clerical tasks in an office 
environment. Experience must be comparable to duties performed by a clerical lead worker 
and/or supervisor, fiscal assistant, or other office work which is non-routine in nature and 
requires exercising independent decision making. 

Experience must be clearly descrlbed on the application and must include performing a 
variety of clerical tasks including public contact and computer usage. 

Qualifying experience is typically equivalent to the San Bernardino County Office Assistant 111 
classification and above. 

Note: Retail sales and food service experience Is not qua/lfying. 



ERNARDINO 

Motor Pool 
Services Assistant UNTY 

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
Established Date: Dec 30, 1976 
Revision Date: Jan 3, 2009 

DEFINITION: 

Bargaining Unit: Craft, Labor and Trades 

SALARY RANGE 

$17.64 - $24.29 Hourly 
$1,411.20 - $1,943.20 Biweekly 
$3,057.60 - $4,210.27 Monthly 

$36,691.20 - $50,523.20 Annually 

Class Code: 
13265 

Under general supervision, inspects and test drives automobiles assigned to a County motor 
pool; evaluates their drivability, makes minor repairs and adjustments; performs related duties 
as required. 

DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS: 

This class is characterized by the responsibility for detecting defects in motor pool vehicles 
and taking the necessary steps to correct them. 

EXAMPLES OF DUTIES: 

Duties may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Inspects and test drives motor pool vehicles for tire wear, brake effectiveness, engine 
performance and other items to ensure that vehicles are serviceable. 

2. Adjusts fan pulleys and carburation, fills radiators and batteries, changes and rotates tires, 
replaces light bulbs and performs other similar tasks that can be accomplished without 
mechanic's tools and equipment. 

3. Reviews defect notices submitted by drivers, makes corrections when possible or arranges 
for repair. 

4. Diagnoses mechanical problems and for those requiring garage correction assists in the 
preparation of a work order. 



5. Makes arrangements for repair of vehicles in outlying areas; operates garage wrecker to 
pick up disabled vehicles when necessary; assigns substiMe vehicles. 

6. Diagnoses mechanical problems, and prepares work orders for vehicles to be repaired at 
the garage. 

7. Monitors vehicle dispatch to maximize utilization. 

8. Participates in new employee orientation by infonning drivers of good safety practices, 
preventive maintenance and the use of credit cards. 

9. Provides vacation and temporary relief as required. 

wss/12-30-76 
rev.: jkr/10-12-94 

REPRESENTATION UNIT: 

Craft, Labor & Trade 

SALARY RANGE: 

34 

MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS: 

Experience: Eighteen (18) months full-time equivalent pai~ work experience making minor 
repairs on automotive equipment. (Minor repairs generally include replacement and 
maintenance of batteries, cables, tires, fluid levels, etc.). 



From: JTyree@sco.ca.gov, 

To: Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us, 

Cc: achinncrs@aol.com, jvenneman@sco.ca.gov, 
Subject: Status Update 

Date: Fri, Dec 9, 2022 9:30 am 

Attachments: City of Rancho Cucamonga Preliminary Finding - Auditor Prepared.docx (270K), 
Schedule - Preliminary Summary of Program Costs - Auditor Prepared.xlsx (26K) 

Good morning, 

The attached status update is for discussion purposes only. This information is confidential and disclosure to any parties 
not involved with this engagement is prohibited. However, the distribution of the final report is a matter of public record 

when it is issued, unless otherwise restricted. 

You may send your comments/response by email next week . 

Thank you and have a nice weekend. 

Josefina (Joji) Tyree I Auditor 
Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee 
Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 
3301 C Street, Suite 7358 
Sacramento, CA 95816 I (916) 720-3006 Teams 1 (916) 479-0633 Mobile 

Jiym.@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIAL/TY NOTICE: This communication with its contents 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. Nothing in this 

email, including any attachment, is Intended to be a legally binding signature or ackllowledgemenL Any views or opinions presented are solely those of 

the author and do not necessarily rapresent those of the State Controller's Office or the Stale of California 

., .. 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Schedule--
Preliminary Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013 

JT 12/09/2022 
Identity The.ft Program 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustments Reference1 

Tlze followi11g status update is for disc11ssio11 purposes only. TJ,is illformatio11 is confulential and disclosure to 
any parties /lot bzvolved wit/z this e11gagement is prohibited. However, the distribution oftheji11al report is a 
matter of public record when it is issued, unless otherwise restricted. 

July 1. 2002. through June 30, 2003 

Direct costs: 
Salaries 

Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 
Beginning an investigation of facts 

Total salaries 
Contract services 

Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 
Beginning an investigation of facts 

Total contract services 

Total direct costs 
Indirect costs 

Total program costs 
"J. 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 

July 1. 2003, through June 30, 2004 

Direct costs: 
Salaries 

Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 
Beginning an investigation of facts 

Total salaries 
Contract services 

Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 

Beginning an investigation of facts 

Total contract services 

Total direct costs 
Indirect costs 

Total program costs 
'J. 

Less amount paid by the State 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 

$ 20,587 
7,356 

27,943 

27,943 
26,267 

$ 54,210 

$ 20,865 
7,456 

28,321 

28,321 
24,838 

$ 53,159 

Page I of6 

$ $ (20,587) 
~7,356) 

(27,943) 

10,999 10,999 
9,057 9,057 

20,056 20,056 .. ·, 

20,056 (7,887) 
(26,267) 

20,056 $ (34,154} Finding 1 

$ 20,056 

$ $ (20,865) 
(7,456) 

(28,321) 

11,098 11,098 

9,161 9,161 

20,259 20,259 

20,259 (8,062) 
(24,838) 

20,259 $ (32,900) Finding 1 

$ 20,259 



City of Rancho Cucomonga 

Schedule--
Preliminary Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

JT 12/09/2022 
Identity Theft Program 

.g I 

Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustments Reference1 

Tlze following status update is for discussion p11rposes only. Tltis information is conjide11tial and disclosure to 
any parties not i11volved with this e11gagement is prohibited. However, the distribution of the.final report is a 
matter of public record when it is issued, unless otherwise restricted. 

July 1. 2004. through June 30, 2005 

Direct costs: 
Salaries 

Talcing police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 
Beginning an investigation of facts 

Total salaries 
Contract services 

Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 
Beginning an investigation of facts 

Total contract services 

Total direct costs 
Indirect costs 

Total program costs 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 

July 1. 2005. through June 30. 2006 

Direct costs: 
Salaries 

Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 
Beginning an investigation of facts 

Total salaries 
Contract services 

Talcing police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 

Beginning an investigation of facts 

Total contract services 

Total direct costs 
Indirect costs 

Total program costs 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 

$ 27,094 
9,688 

36,781 

36,781 
29,499 

$ 66,280 

$ 28,650 
10,147 

38,796 

38,796 
31,542 

$ 70,338 

Page2 of6 

i ~: 

$ $ (27,094) 
(9,6882 

(36,782) 

12,910 12,910 
10,674 10,674 

23,584 23,584 

23,584 (13,197) 
(29,499) 

; 

23,584 $ (42,696) Finding 1 

$ 23,584 

$ $ (28,650) 
(10,147) 

(38,796) 
1-o , 

14,241 14,241 

11,569 11 ,569 

25,810 25,810 

25,810 (12,986) 
{31,542) 

25,810 $ (44,528) Finding 1 

$ 25,810 
,. 



City of &ncl,o Cucamonga 

Schedule--
Preliminary Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013 

Actual Costs Allowable 

Cost Elements Claimed per Aud.it 

Audit 

JT 12/09/2022 
lde11Jity Theft Program 

Adjustments Reference1 

Tlie/ollowi11g status update is/or discussio11 purposes 011/y. This informatio11 is confidet1tial and disclosure to 
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July I. 2006, through June 30. 2007 

Direct costs: 
Salaries 

Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 $ 18,065 $ $ (18,065) 
Begin an investigation of facts 6,443 (6,443) 

Total salaries 24,508 (24,508) I 
H:C 

Contract services 
Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 8,696 8,696 

Begin an investigation of facts 7,124 7,124 

Total contract services 15,820 15,820 

Total direct costs 24,508 15,820 (8,688) 

Indirect costs 19,312 (19,312) 

Total program costs $ 43,820 15,820 $ (28,000) Finding 1 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 15,820 
•·' 
' --· 

July I. 2007, through June 30, 2008 

Direct costs: 
Salaries 

Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.S $ 11,859 $ $ (11,859) 

Begin an investigation of facts 4,219 (4,219) 

Total salaries 16,077 (16,078) .. 
'·=-

Contract services 
Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 5,993 5,993 

Begin an investigation of facts 4,884 4,884 

Total contract services 10,877 10,877 

Total direct costs 16,077 10,877 (5,200) 

Indirect costs 12,718 (12,718) 

Total program costs $ 28,795 10,877 $ (17,918} Finding 1 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 10,877 
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July 1, 20081 through June 30! 2002 

Direct costs: 
Salaries 

Talcing police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 $ 8,615 $ $ (8,615) 

Begin an investigation of facts 3,060 (3,060) 

Total salaries 11,675 (11,675) .lC"I 

Contract services 
Talcing police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 4,473 4,473 

t· 

Begin an investigation of facts 3,629 3,629 

Total contract services 8,102 8,102 

Total direct costs 11,675 8,102 (3,573) 

Indirect costs 9,282 (9,2822 

Total program costs $ 20,957 8,102 $ (12,855) Finding 1 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 8,102 
it. 

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010 
,, 

Direct costs: 
Salaries 

Taldng police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 $ 9,803 $ $ (9,803) 

Begin an investigation of facts 3,480 (3,480) 

Total salaries 13,283 (13,283) 

Contract services 
Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 5,557 5,557 

Begin an investigation of facts 4,508 4,508 

Total contract services 10,065 10,065 

Total direct costs 13,283 10,065 (3,218) 

Indirect costs 10,786 {10,786) 

Total program costs $ 24,069 10,065 $ (14,004) Finding 1 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 10,065 
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July 1, 2010. through June 30, 2011 
r I 

Direct costs: 
Salaries 

Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 $ 12,662 $ $ (12,662) 

Begin an investigation of facts 4,495 ~4,495} 

Total salaries 17,158 (17,158) I~. 

Contract services ?'(I 

Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 5,948 5,948 

Begin an investigation of facts 4,150 4,150 

Total contract services 10,098 10,098 

Total direct costs 17,157 10,098 (7,059) 

Indirect costs 12,697 (12,697) 

Total program costs $ 29,854 10,098 $ (19,756} Finding 1 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 10,098 
,. 

July 1. 2011. through June 30, 2012 

Direct costs: 
Salaries 

Tal<lng police report in violation of Penal Code 530.S $ 21,912 $ $ (21,912) 

Begin an investigation of facts 

Total salaries 21,912 (21 912) 

Contract services 
Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 7,385 7,385 

Begin an investigation of facts 6,803 6,803 

Total contract services 14,188 14,188 

Total direct costs 21,912 14 188 (7,724) 

Indirect costs 16,214 (16,214) 

Total program costs $ 38,126 14,188 $ (23,938) Finding 1 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid $ 14,188 
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July I, 2012, through June 30, 2013 

Direct costs: 
Salaries 

Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 
Begin an investigation of facts 

Total salaries 
Contract services 

Taking police report in violation of Penal Code 530.5 
Begin an investigation of facts 

Total contract services 

Total direct costs 
Indirect costs 

Total program costs 

Less amount paid by the State2 

Allowable costs c1aimed in excess of amount paid 

Summazy: July 1. 2002. through June 30. 2013 

Direct costs: 
Salaries 
Contract services 

Total direct costs 
Indirect costs 

Total program costs 

Less amount paid by the State2 

$ 39,938 

39,938 

39,938 
30,552 

$ 70,490 

$276,391 

276,391 
223 ,707 

$500,098 

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

1 See the Finding and Recommendation section. 
2 Payment information is current as of November 22, 2022. 
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$ 

20,474 
16,207 

36,681 

36,681 

36,681 

$ 36,681 

$ 

195,540 

195,540 

195,540 

$195,540 

$ (39,938) 

(39,938) 

20,474 
16,207 

36,681 

(3,257) 
(30,552} 

$ (33,809) 

$ (276,391) 
195,540 

(80,851) 
(223,707) 

$ (304,558) 

Finding 1 

L'I ' .- ' 
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The followillg handout is for disc11ssion purposes only. This information is co1,ji.de11tial and 
disclosure to any parties not involved with t/zis e11gagement is pro1zibited. However, tlte distributio11 of 
tl,e fi11al report is a matter of public record when it is issued, 1111/ess otherwise restricted. 

FINDING - Overstated Identity Theft Program costs 

The city claimed $500,098 ($276,391 in salary costs and $223,707 in related indirect costs) for the Identity Theft 
Program. We found that $195,540 is allowable and $304,558 is unallowable. 1 

We found that the city incorrectly classified claimed costs as salary costs because it contracted with the San 
Bernardino County Sheriff's Department (SBCSD) for aU of its law enforcement services during the audit period. 
Therefore, the city did not incur any salary costs, but rather incurred contract services costs. We reallocated the 
costs to the appropriate cost category of Contract Services. 

The city used the correct methodology to calculate its saJary costs: it multiplied the number of identity theft police 
reports by the time required to perfonn the reimbursable activities, and then by the hourly rates obtained from the 
city's contracts with San Bernardino County. The county's contracts included costs for the salaries and benefits of 
various employee classifications as well as additional administrative costs. However, because no city staff members 
perfonned the reimbursable activities, these costs should have been classified as contract services costs, not as 
salaries. 

The costs are unallowable primarily due to the city cJaiming misclassified costs, overstating the number of identity 
theft reports taken, misstating the time increments needed to perfonn the reimbursable activities, and claiming 
unallowable indirect costs. 

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and audit adjustment amounts by fiscal year: 

Salaries Related Contract Total 
Fiscal AmoWlt AmoWlt Audit Indirect Cost Services Audit 
Year Claimed 1 Allowable Adh!stment Adjustment Adjustment Adjustment 

2002-03 $ 27,943 $ s (27,943) $ (26,267) $ 20,056 $ (34,154) 
2003-04 28,321 (28,321) (24,838) 20,259 (32,900) 
2004-05 36,781 (36,781} (29,499) 23,584 (42,696) 
2005-06 38,796 (38,796) (31,542) 25,810 (44,528) 
2006-07 24,508 (24,508) (19,312) 15,820 (28,000) 
2007-08 16,077 (16,077) (12,718) 10,877 (17,918) 
2008-09 11,675 (11,675) (9,282) 8,102 (12,855) 
2009-10 13,283 (13,283) (10,786) 10,065 (14,004) 
2010-11 17,157 (17,157) (12,697) 10,098 (19,756) 
201 I-L2 21,912 (21,912) (16,214) 14,188 (23,938) 
2012-13 39,938 (39,938} {30252} 36,681 (33,809} 

Toial $ 276,391 $ $ (276,391) $ (223,707) $ 195.540 $ (304,558) 

1 Amounts claimed for FY 2004-05, FY 2007-08, FY 2010-11, and FY 2011-12 adjusted by $1 due to claim 
rowiding errors 
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The _city ~ontracted with the SBCSD to perform all of its law enforcement services during the audit period. These 
services include~ the reimbursable activities claimed for the mandated program. The city contracted for various 
SBC~D staff po~1tions each fiscal year, whi~h included, but were not limited to, Deputy Sheriffs, Office Specialists, 
Service Speciahsts, an~ Sergeants, ~d. ~aid the SB~SD annual contract rates for these positions. No city staff 
~er~onned any of t~e rennbursable ~ct'lVltles under this p\ogram; therefore, the city did not incur saJary and related 
indirect costs as clauned, but rather incurred contract services costs. We reaUocated the costs to the appropriate cost 
category of Contract Services. 

Identity Theft Incident Reports 

The city claimed that it took 2,749 identity theft incident reports during the audit period. We found that the city 
overstated the number of reports taken by 715, and 2,034 reports are allowable. 

The following table summarizes the counts of claimed, supported, and allowable identity theft cases, and the audit 
adjustment by fiscal year: 

{A} (B} (Cl (D}={C2-(Al 
Fiscal Claimed Audited Allowable Audit 
Year ReQ2rts Poeulation Reports Adjustment 

2002-03 370 386 269 (101) 
2003-04 375 376 262 (113) 
2004-05 397 393 274 (123) 
2005-06 404 408 284 (120) 
2006-07 232 228 159 (73) 
2007-08 144 148 103 (41) 
2008-09 103 109 76 (27) 
2009-10 120 135 94 (26) 
2010-11 155 156 96 (59) 
2011-12 163 181 11:) (.SO) 

2012-13 286 358 304 18 

Total 2,749 2,878 2,034 (715} 

For each fiscal year, the SBCSD provided Excel spreadsheets to support the claimed number of identity theft 
incident reports taken for the city. SBC SD generated these spreadsheets using its crime reports record management 
system (Tiburon). Tiburon provided unduplicated counts of initial police reports filed for violations of PC section 
530.5 and identifies the specific origin of each report. The spreadsheets supported 2,878 identity theft police reports 
filed during the audit period for the City of Rancho Cucamonga. 

We verified the accuracy of the unduplicated counts of initial police reports recorded in SBCSD's Tiburon by 
detenninfog whether: 

• Each identity theft case was supported by a contemporaneously prepared and approved police report; and 

• The police report supported a violation of PC section 530.5. 

We selected FY 20 I 0-11 through FY 2012-13 for testing purposes because our audit plan cal led for testing 25% of 
claimed costs at a minimum . Claimed costs for these three fiscal years totaled $79,007 ($17,158, $21,911, and 
$39,938 respectively) which represents 28.6% of the $276,392 amount claimed for the audit period. 
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Based on these thre~ years, we selected a statistical sample from the documented number of identity theft incident 
reports (the population) based on a 95% confidence level, a precision rate of ±8%, and an expected error rate of 
50%. We used statistical samples in order to project the results to the population for each fiscal year. We randomly 
selected 264 out of 695 identity theft incident reports for review. 

Our review of sample incident reports disclosed the following: 

• For FY 2010-11, we found that 29 out of 76 identity theft incident reports were unaUowable because of the 
folJowing reasons: 

o Seven reports did not meet the requirements of PC section 530.6(a), in which the victim(s) of identity theft 
did not initiate the investigation by contacting the local law enforcement agency, 

o Two reports were not for violations of PC section 530.5, 
o One report did not indicate that a crime occurred, and 
o Nineteen reports were courtesy reports (police reports taken and prepared by other law enforcement agencies). 

Therefore, we calculated an error rate of38.16% for FY 2010-11. 

• For FY 2011-12, we found that 31 out of 82 identity theft incident reports were unallowable because of the 
following reasons: 

o Nine reports did not meet the requirements of PC section 530.6(a), in which the victim(s) of identity theft 
did not initiate the investigation by contacting the local law enforcement agency, 

o Two reports did not indicate that a crime occurred, 
o Two reports were incident reports only (not for violations of PC section 530.5), 
o Four reports did not include PC section 530.5 as an offense, 
o Two reports were for victims that were not residents of Rancho Cucamonga, and 
o Twelve reports were unallowable because they were courtesy reports. 

Therefore, we calculated an error rate of 37.80% for FY 2011-12. 

• Por FY 2012-13, we found that 16 out of 106 i1.k:ntity theft incident reports were unallowable because of the 
following reasons: 

o Two reports were not for violations of PC section 530.5, 
o Three reports did not indicate that a crime occurred, 
o Five reports were for victims that were not residents of Rancho Cucamonga, and 
o Six reports were unallowable because they were courtesy reports. 

Therefore, we calculated an error rate of 15.09% for FY 2012-13. 

Using the testing results for these three fiscal years, we calculated an average error rate of30.35%, which we applied 
to th.e untested years of FY 2002-03 through FY 2009-10. 

The following table shows the average error rates for FY 2010-1 1 through FY 2012-13: 



Fiscal 
Year 

2010-11 
2011-12 
2012-13 

{A} 
Number of 

Unallowable 
Cases 

Sameled 

29 

31 
16 

(B) 

Sample 
Size 
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(C)='(Ap{B) 

Error Rate 

76 38.16% 

82 37.80% 
106 15.09% 

Total 91.05% 
Nwnber ofFY's sampled + 3 ____ .;:... 

Average Error Rate 30.35% 

We ~xtrapolated the a~erage error rate to the audited population of reports for FY 2002-03 through FY 2009-1 o and 
applied the actual audited error rate for each of the other fiscal years to determine the allowable and unallowable 
number of incident reports taken. 

The following table shows the number of allowable and unallowable incident reports taken by fiscal year: 

(A} (B} (q=(A)>e(Bl (D):{A)-(q 
Average Total Total 

Fiscal Audited Error Error Unallowable Allowable 
Year Poeulation Rate Rate Re~rts Re~rts 

2002-03 386 NIA 30.35% 117 269 
2003-04 376 NIA 30.3S% 114 262 
2004-0S 393 NIA 30.35% 119 274 
2005-06 408 NIA 30.35% 124 284 
2006-07 228 NIA 30.35% 69 159 
2007-08 148 NIA 30.35% 45 103 
2008-09 109 NIA 30.35% 33 76 
2009-10 135 NIA 30.35% 41 94 
2010-11 156 3R.16% NIA 60 96 

2011-12 181 37.80% NIA 68 113 
2012-13 358 15.09"/o NIA 54 304 

Total 2,878 844 2,034 

Time increments 

The city claimed the following time increments during the audit period: 

• 55 minutes for a Deputy Sheriff taking/drafting a police report (Activity la. I) for FY 2002-03 through FY 
2010-11 and 74 minutes for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13, 

• 15 minutes for an Office Specialist to provide clerical support for taking/drafting a police report (Activity 1 a. l) 
for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13, 

• 12 minutes for a Sergeant to review and approve the police report for the audit period (Activity la.2) for FY 
2022-03 through FY 2-10-11 and 16.5 minutes for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13, and 

• 25 minutes for a Deputy Sheriff to begin an investigation (Activity 2) for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11 and 
0 minutes for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13. 
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The city based its time increments for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11 on a phone interview in 2011 with an 
SBCSD Sergeant, who estimated the amount of time required to perform the mandated activities. The city also 
included a time log signed by a Service Specialist for an unspecified activity that took place from March 9th throuah 
May 20th of an unspecified year. 0 

F~r FY 2011-12 and ~~ 2012- ! 3, an SBCSD Office Specialist estimated that this employee classification spent 15 
m1:11utes per ~ase prov1dmg cl:ncal support related to taking/preparing police reports. In addition, the city conducted 
a time study m 2012 and provided two Summary Time Logs containing time entries for 16 cases dated from January 
5, 2012 throug~ A~gust 21, 2? 12 for_completion by various employees for the activities of taking/preparing police 
reports and rev1ewmg/approvmg police reports. An SBSCD Office Specialist signed and dated the summary time 
log for taking/preparing a report, certifying the accuracy of the entries. An SBSCD Sergeant signed and dated the 
su~ary time log for reviewing/approving reports, certifying the accuracy of the results. However, the city did not 
provide any contemporaneously prepared documentation supporting any of the time log entries, such as the related 
police reports or information from the county's Computer-Aided Dispatch (CAD) system. In addition, the city did 
not provide a time study plan indicating how the city acquired and analyzed this data .. Therefore, we had no basis 
from which to detennine whether the city based these time entries on actual time or estimates. 

Allowable Time Increments 

Taking a police report 

The county>s CAD system did not record time spent drafting, reviewing, and editing identity theft police reports 
(Activities la and la. l - Sergeant review). We interviewed various SBCSD employees, who provided testimonial 
evidence of the approximate time spent on reimbursable activities not recorded by the CAD system. We found that 
this information provided a reasonable representation of the time needed to perfonn these reimbursable activities. 

For Activity la, we interviewed three Deputy Sheriffs, three Service Specialists, and one Sergeant about drafting, 
reviewing, and editing identity theft police reports taken by Officers. Based on these interviews, we detennined that 
SBCSD staff spent an average of 35 minutes drafting, reviewing, and editing identity theft police reports taken by 
Officers. 

For Activity 1 a. I - Sergeant review, we interviewed three Detectives and three Sergeants about reviewing identity 
heft police reports taken at the police station counter. Based on these interviews, we determined that SBCSD staff 
spent an average of 13 minutes reviewing police reports taken at the police station counter. 

For Activity 2 , the SBCSD's Rancho Cucamonga Patrol Station provided copies of CAD reports at our request for 
the same police reports that we sampled for FY 2010-11, FY 2011-12, and FY 2012-13. These reports provided 
time stamps detailing when an Officer arrived on scene and departed, and the time spent for the specific incident. 
The reports also identified the employee classification (Deputy Sheriff or Service Specialist) that performed the 
activity of beginning an investigation by interviewing the victim to determine where the crime occurred and what 
pieces of personal identifying information were used for an unlawful purpose. We used these contemporaneously 
prepared time reports as support for the time spent beginning an investigation. 

Based on our analysis, we determined the following time increments for each allowable police report that originated 
in the City of Rancho Cucamonga: 

• 35 minutes (0.58 hours) for Deputy Sheriffs or Service Specialists to perform Activity I a.1 - taking a police 
report on violations of PC section 530.5; 
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• 13.~utes (0.22 hours) for Sergeants to perform Activity la.2 - reviewing incident reports on violations of PC 
sect10n 530.5; and 

• 44 minutes (0. 73 hours) for Deputy Sheriffs or Service Specialists to begin an investigation of the facts (Activity 
2) for FY 2002-03 through FY 2009-10, 38 minutes (0.63 hours) for FY 2010-11, 50 minutes (0.83 hours) for 
FY 2011-12, and 43 minutes (0.72 hours) for FY 2012-13. 

The following table summarizes the time increments claimed and allowable for the reimbursable activities by fiscal 
year: 

Claimed Minutes Allowable Minutes 
Activity I a. I Activilr la. I Activitv la.2 Activi!}:'. 2 Activity la. I Activity la.2 Activity 2 

Taking a Clerical Revl\ving a Beginning an Taking a Police Reviwing a Beginning an 
RceQrt Support Police RceQrt Investigation Re22rt • Police ReeQ!! Investigation • 

Deputy Sheriff 
Deputy Office Deputy Sheriff and and Service 

Fiscal Year Sheriff S(!!:Cia!ist Sergeant Deeu!,l:'. Sheriff Service S~cialist Sergeant S~cialist 

2002-03 55 12 25 35 13 44 

2003-04 55 12 25 35 13 44 

2004-05 55 12 25 35 13 44 

2005-06 S5 12 25 35 13 44 

2006-07 55 12 25 35 13 44 

2007-08 5S 12 25 35 13 44 

2008-09 55 12 25 35 13 44 

2009-10 55 12 25 35 13 44 

2010-11 55 12 25 3S 13 38 

2011-12 74 15 16.5 35 13 50 

2012-13 74 15 16.5 35 13 43 

• As stated in the narrative, Deputy Sheriffs took p0licc reports and began investyg.ations for 7do/o of coses during 
FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11 , 75% for FY 2011-12, and 72% for FY 2012-13. Service Specialists took police reports 
for 26% of oases for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11, 25% for FY 2011-12, and 28% for F 2012- 13. 

Classification ofSBCSD Staff Who Performed the Reimbursable Activities 

Claimed Job Classifications 

As noted previously, the city claimed that Deputy Sheriffs and Office Specialists (for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13 
only) prepared police reports (Activity I a. I), Sergeants reviewed the reports (Activity 1 a. l - Sergeant review), and 
Deputy Sheriffs began investigations (Activity 2). However, the city did not claim any costs for beginning 
investigations in its claims for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13. 

Staff Allowable 

In order to clarify which SBCSD staff members performed the mandated activities, we: 

l . Prepared a schedule of the police reports selected for testing; 

2. Reviewed the police reports for each case to determine the actual job classification that prepared each report; 
and 
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3. Calculated the extent (percentage of involvement) that various employee classifications perfonned the 
mandated activities for the sampled identity theft cases. 

While the city claimed time for Deputy Sheriffs, Office Specialists, and Sergeants to perform the mandated activities 
we fou~d tha.t D~puty She.~s and Sheriff Service Specialists prepared and edited police reports (Activity I a. I) anl 
began mvestigatio~s (Achv11?' 2). We also ~ound that Se:geants ~eviewed and approved the police reports (Activity 
la.2). We based.tlus con~lus1on on th_e co~1es of the uniform en.me reports (police reports) that SBCSD's Rancho 
Cucamonga _stat10~ provided_ for the identity theft cases for our sample selections from FY 2011-11 through FY 
2012-13. Usmg this mformat1on, we analyzed the e>..1ent to which these various employee classifications performed 
the mandated activities and concluded the following: 

• Sheriff Deputies perfonned Activity la. I and Activity 2 at an average of 74% for FY 2002-03 through FY 
20 I 0-11 while Service Specialists averaged 26% performing these activities, • 

• For FY 2011-12, Sheriff Deputies performed Activity la.1 and Activity 2 at an average of 75%, while Service 
Specialists averaged 25% performing these activities, 

• For FY 2012-13, Sheriff Deputies perfonned Activity la_J and Activity 2 at an average of 72%, while Service 
Specialists averaged 28% perfonning these activities, 

• Sergeants perfonned 100% of Activity 1 a.2 for all years of the audit period, and 
• We found no evidence that SBCSD Office Specialists provided clerical support for the taking of police reports. 

Contract Hourly Rates 

The city's claims included copies of its annual contract that it negotiated with San Bernardino County for each year 
of the audit period. Each contract specifies the level of services perfom1ed for the city by indicating the number of 
various employee classifications involved in the city's law enforcement (level of service) and the county's cost for 
providing these employees. The county uses thJs fonn to indicate the authorized SBC SD staffing level for each year 
of the audit period. We used this information to determine the contract hourly rates for various employee 
classifications by using the cost for each employee classification divided by the number of personnel that the county 
provided. For example, the city's contract for FY 2012-13 indicates that 96.75 Deputy Sheriffs and 12 Sergeants 
provided law enforcement for the city during the year. The table below shows the contract hourly rate calculation 
for Deputy Sheriffs and Sergeants during FY 2012-13: 

Employee Annual Level of Cost per Productive Hourly 
Classification Cost Service Employee Hours Rate 

Deputy Sheriff $14,351,923 96.75 $ 148,340 1,800 $ 82.41 
Sergeant 2,250,050 12.00 187,504 1,800 $104.17 

The city used this same calculation of hourly rates for its FY 2012-13 claim. 

The crty's contracts with SBCSD also include additional employee classifications and other items, such as vehicles, 
dispatch services, and equipment that are all part of the direct cost to provide law enforcement for the city. However, 
the contracts also include items that are clearly administrative in nature. During the audit, we had discussions with 
city representatives concerning the issue of recovering costs for these administrative costs. The city argued that it 
should be able to prepare Indirect Cost Rate Proposals to recover these costs. However, A-87 methodology does 
not allow for the recovery of indirect costs based on contract services. 
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We concluded that it is appropriate to add an additional percentage to the calculation of contract hourly rates as a 
mechanism to recover the annual administrative costs related to the performance of the reimbursable activities. We 
made these calculations and used the following percentages as an add-on to the hourly rate calculations: 

Fiscal Year 
2002-03 
2003-04 
2004-05 
2005-06 
2006-07 
2007-08 
2008-09 
2009-10 
2010-11 
2011 -12 
2012-13 

Administrative Cost Rate 
9.45% 
6.18% 
5.18% 
4.56% 
4.86% 
5.51% 
5.39% 
8.19% 
5.33% 
5.42% 
6.14% 

In order to calculate these rates, we added all of the items within each contract classified as administrative costs and 
divided the total by each year's total contract cost to determine the extent that administrative costs were represented 
in each year's contract. The table below shows how we made this calculation for FY 2012-13: 

Cost 
Category 

Administrative support 
Office automation 
Vehicle insurance 
Personnel liability & bonding 
County administrative cost 
Board approved COWCAP subsidy 
Startup costs 

Total administrative costs 
Divided by total contract amount 
Administrative cost percentage 

Contract 
Amount 

$ 124,976 
65,223 

110,792 
407133 

1,270,734 
(254,147) 

6,987 

$1,731,698 
28,209,685 

6.14% 

Therefore, claimed hourly rates for Deputy Sheriffs and Sergeants increased as follows for FY 2012-13: 

Employee Hourly Administrative Revised 
Classification Rate Percentage Rate 

Deputy Sheriff $ 82.41 6.14% $ 87.47 
Sergeant $104.17 6.14% $110.57 

The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable contract hourly rates for Deputy Sheriffs during the 
audit period, and the difference between those rates: 
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De~uty Sheriff 
Claimed Allowable Revised Revised 

Fiscal Hourly Hourly Rate Administrative Hourly Rate 
Year Rate Rate Difference Percentage Rate Difference 

2002-03 $ 47.72 $ 47.72 $ 9.45% $ 52.10 $ 4.38 
2003-04 47.72 51.14 3.42 6.18% 54.30 6.58 
2004-05 58.57 56.97 (1.60) 5.18% 59.92 l.35 
2005-06 60.28 60.28 4.56<'/o 63.03 2.75 
2006-07 66.65 66.65 4.86% 69.89 3.24 
2007-08 70.31 70.30 (0.01) 5.51% 74.17 3.86 
2008-09 71.31 71.31 5.39% 75.15 3.84 
2009-10 69.60 69.60 8.19% 75.30 5.10 
2010-1 l 69.60 75.03 5.43 5.33% 79.03 9.43 
2011-12 78.98 78.98 5.42% 83.26 4.28 
2012-13 82.41 82.43 0.02 6.14% 87.49 5.08 

The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable contract hourly rates for Service Specialists during the 
audit period, and the difference between those rates: 

Service S~cialists 
Claimed Allowable Revised Revised 

Fiscal Hourly Hourly Rate Administrative Hourly Rate 
Year Rate Rate Difference Percentage Rate Difference 

2002-03 $ $ 25.81 $ 25.81 9.45% $ 28.25 $ 2.44 
2003-04 28.25 28.25 6.18% 30.00 1.75 
2004-05 32.42 32.42 5.18% 34.10 1.68 
2005-06 33.13 33.13 4.56% 34.64 1.51 
2006-07 34.80 34.80 4.86% 36.49 1.69 
2007-08 36.12 36. 12 5.51% 38.11 1.99 
2008-09 35.18 35.18 5 .39% 37.08 1.90 
2009-10 34.87 34.87 8.19% 37.73 2.86 
2010-1 1 35.74 35.74 5.33% 37.64 1.90 
2011-12 37.16 37.16 5.42% 39. 17 2.01 
2012-13 38.34 38.34 6.14% 40.69 2 .35 

The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable contract hourly rates for Sergeants during the audit 
period, and the difference between those rates: 
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Sergeant 
Claimed Allowable Revised Revised 

Fiscal Hourly Hourly Rate Administrative Hourly Rate 
Year Rate Rate Difference Percentage Rate Difference 

2002-03 $ 59.50 $ 59.50 $ 9.45% $ 63.18 $ 3.68 
2003-04 59.50 63.52 4.02 6.18% 67.45 7.95 
2004-05 72.80 70.77 (2.03) 5.18% 74.44 1.64 
2005-06 78.31 78.31 4.56% 81.88 3.57 
2006-07 83.83 83.83 4.86% 87.90 4.07 
2007-08 89.50 89.52 0.02 5.51% 94.45 4.95 
2008-09 91.35 91.35 5.39% 96.27 4.92 
2009-10 89.44 89.44 8. 19% 96.77 7.33 
2010-11 89.44 96.99 7.55 5.33% 102.16 12.72 
2011-12 101.63 101.63 5.42% 107.14 5.51 
2012-13 104.17 104.17 6.14% 110.57 6.40 

For the audit period, we calculated allowable contract services costs based on the audited counts of PC 530.5 identity 
theft reports, audited time increments, contract hourly rates, and the additional allowable percentage to allow for 
administrative costs. 

For example, the following table shows the calculation of allowable contract services costs for FY 2012-13 : 

Pre pare a re port: 

Emplo ee 
Classificati>n 

Deputy Sheriff 
Service Spccial5t 

Total. prepare a report 

Review a report: 

Sergeant 

Tola], rcvi!w a report 

Bciiiu an investi~ation: 

Deputy Sheriff 

Service Speciamt 

Tota~ begin an investigation 

Total allowable contract services costs 

Contract 
PHR 

[aj 

S 87.49 
40.69 

110.57 

$ 87.49 
40.69 

Number 
of cases 

[bl 

304 
304 

304 

304 
304 

Minutes 
[cj 

35 
3S 

13 

43 
43 

Activity 
Hows % 

[d=(b♦g)/60] [c] 

177.33 72.0% 
177.33 28.0% 

65.87 100.0% 

217.87 72.0% 
217.87 28.0% 

Allowable 
costs 

(f=a•i•kj 

11,171 
21020 

li 13,191 

7,283 

$ 7,283 

13,724 
2,482 

$ 16,206 

$ 36,681 
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We performed similar calculations of allowable contract services costs for each fiscal year of the audit period. 

Indirect Costs 

The city claimed related indirect costs totaling $223,707 for the audit period based on salaries claimed totaling 
$276,393. We found that the entire amount is unallowable because no city staff member perfonned any of the 
reimbursable activities under this program during the audit period. Instead, the city contracted with SBCSD for all 
of its law enforcement services during the audit period. Therefore, the city did not incur any direct salary costs, but 
rather incurred contract services costs. 

The city provided copies of its Indirect Cost Rate Proposals for all years of the audit period. However, the city used 
a distribution base of direct salaries and wages for SBCSD staff to calculate its indirect cost rates. Since the city 
only incurred contract services costs, there are no related indirect costs. 

We discussed this issue with the city during audit fieldwork. The city pointed out that its annual contract for law 
enforcement services with San Bernardino County included items that are clearly administrative in nature rather 
than directly related to the costs for providing law enforcement services. We were receptive to this argument and 
added an additional percentage to the calculation of contract hourly rates to allow for these costs, as noted above in 
the explanation of how we calculated contract hourly rates. 

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and audit adjustment amounts by fiscal year: 

{Al {Bl {q5BHA) 
Claimed Jndirect 

Fiscal Salaries Indirect Indirect Costs Audit 

Year Claimed Cost Rate Costs 1 Allowed Adjustment 

2002-03 $ 27,943 94.00% $ 26;267 $ s (26;2.67) 

2003-04 28,321 87.70%, 24,838 (24,838) 

2004-05 36,781 80.20% 29,499 (29,499) 

2005-06 38,796 81.30% 31,542 (31,542) 

2006-07 24,508 78.80%, 19,312 (19,312) 

2007-08 16,077 79.10% 12,718 (12,718) 

2008-09 11,675 79.50% 9;2.82 (9;282) 

2009-10 13;2.83 81.20%, 10,786 (10,786) 

2010-11 17,158 74.00% 12,697 (12,697) 

2011-12 21,912 74.00% 16,214 (16,214) 

2012-13 39z238 76.50% 301552 (301552} 

Total $ 276.392 $ 223,707 $ $ (223,707) 

1 Differences in Indirect Costs column are due to rounding. 

Criteria 

Section m (Period of Reimbursement) of the parameters and guidelines states, in part, "Actual costs for one fiscal 
year shall be included in each claim". 

Section IV (Reimbursable Activities) of the parameters and guidelines begins: 
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To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any given 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 to and 
supporte_d by source d~c~ents that show the vali~ty of such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship 
!o the reunbursable act1v1t1es. A source document 1s a document created at or near the same time the actual cost was 
mcurred fo~ the event _or ~ctivity in: que_stion. Source documents may include, but are not limited to, employee time 
records or time logs, s1gn-m sheet. mvo1ces, and receipts. 

Section lV of the parameters and guidelines continues: 

For each eligible claimant. the following ongoing activities are eligible for reimbursement: 

l. Either a) orb) below: 

a) Take a police report supporting a violation of Penal Code section 530.5 which includes infonnation regarding 
the personal identifying infonnation involved and any uses of that personal information that were non­
consensual and for an unlawful purpose, including, if available, information surrounding the suspected 
identity theft, places where the crime(s) occurred, and how and where the suspect obtained and used the 
personal identifying information. This activity includes drafting, reviewing, and editing the identity theft 
police report; or 

b) Reviewing the identity theft report completed on-line by the identity theft victim. 

2. Begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts sufficient to determine where the crime(s) 
occurred and what pieces of personal identifying information were used for an unlawful purpose. The purpose of 
the investigation is to assist the victims in clearing their names. Reimbursement is not required to complete the 
investigation for purposes of criminal prosecution. 

In addition, Section IV states that, "Referring the matter to the law enforcement agency where the suspected 
crime was committed for further investigation of the facts is also not reimbursable under this program." 

Section V .A (Claim Preparation and Submission - Direct Cost Reporting) of the parameters and guidelines states 
in part: 

l. 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 these activities. 

Section V.B (Claim Preparation and Submission - Indirect Costs) of the parameters and guidelines states, in part: 

Indirect costs may include: (1) the overhead costs of the unit performing the mandate; and (2) the costs of the central 
government services distributed to the other departments based on a systematic and rational basis through a cost 
all0<:ation plan. 

Recommendation 

The State Legislature suspended the Identity Theft Program in the FY 2013-14 through FY 2022-23 Budget Acts. 
If the program becomes active again, we recommend that the city: 

• Adhere to the program's parameters and guidelines and claiming instructions when claiming reimbursement 
for mandated costs; and 

• Ensure that claimed costs include only eligible costs, are based on actual costs, and are properly supported. 



From: JTyree@sco.ca.gov. 

To: Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us, 

Cc: achlnncrs@aol.com, ADiaz@sbcsd.org, Jvenneman@sco.ca.gov, Noah.Daniels@cltyofrc.us, 
Subject: RE: Identity Theft Program 

Date: Wed, Sep 28, 2022 7:18 am 

Good morning Tamara, 

Confirming receipt of your consultant's response. We will be scheduling a status update soon. 

Thank you. 

Josefina (JoJi) Tyree I Auditor 
Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee 
Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 
3301 C Street, Suite 7358 

Sacramento, CA 95816 I {916) 720-3006 Teams I (916) 479-0633 Mobile 
JIY.ree@sco.ca, g.QY 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidant/al and/or legally privileged In formation. It Is solely for the use of 

the Intended recipient (s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited end 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. Nothing In this 

email, Including any attachment, is Intended to be a legally binding signature or acknowledgement. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of 

the author end do not necessarily represent those of the State Controllers Office or the State of California 

From: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 2:52 PM 
To: Tyree, Jaji <JTyree@sco.ca.goV> 
Cc: Annette Chinn (achinncrs@aol.com) <achinncrs@aol.com>; Amanda Diaz (ADiaz@sbcsd.org) <A0iaz@sbcsd.org>; 
Venneman, Jim <Jvenneman@sco.ca.gov>; Daniels, Noah <Noah.Oaniels@cityofrc.us> 
Subject: RE: Identity Theft Program 

--------------------------------------- -------··-··1 
lcAuT10N: ! 
j This email originated from outside of the organization. I 
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Good afternoon, Jaji. 

Please see attached response from our consultant, Annette Chinn, regarding your August 30th email. Thank 
you. 

-Tamara 

From: Tyree, Jaji <JlY~sco,ca.~~> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 1:20 PM 
To: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@citY.ofrc.us> . 
Cc: Annette Chinn (achinncrs@aol.com) <achinncrs@aol.com>; Amanda Diaz (ADiaz@sbcsd.or~) <AD1az@sbcsd.org>; 
Venneman, Jim <jvenneman@sco.ca.gov> 
Subject: Identity Theft Program 



CAUTION: his email is from outside our Co o rate network. Do notclick links or o en attachments unless 
ze the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good afternoon Tamara, 

On Page 3 of the Entrance Conference Information (Attached), the Audit Methodology stated that we will determine 
whether the costs claimed are in accordance with the program's parameters and guidelines. 

Also attached are the Applicable Statutes, Laws, and Regulations, the program parameters and guidelines as well as the 
SCO's claiming instructions. 

The Parameters and Guidelines state that indirect costs may include (1) the overhead costs of the unit performing the 
mandate, and (2) the costs of the central government services distributed to the other departments based on a 

systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan. For the City of Rancho Cucamonga (city), the "unit 
performing the mandate" was San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department (SBCSD), not the city. In addition, the ICRPs 
for the audit period submitted with the claims were not distributing the costs of the city's central government services 
distributed to the other departments based on a systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan. 

The city claimed related indirect costs totaling $223,706 for the audit period based on salaries claimed totaling $276,392. 
We found those amounts unallowable because no city staff member performed any of the reimbursable activities under 
this program during the audit period. Instead, the city contracted with SBCSD for all of its law enforcement services 
during the audit period. Therefore, the city did not incur any direct salary costs, but rather incurred contract services 
costs. Since the city did not Incur any direct salary costs during those years to perform the mandated activities, there are 
no indirect costs related to direct salaries. 

In the SCO's Claiming Instructions for the Identity Theft Program (see attached), specifically the Identity Theft Claim 
Summary Instructions for Form 1, indirect costs are computed as percentage of direct labor costs, either 10% or ICRP. 
Additionally, the Identity Theft Activity Cost Detail Instructions for Form 2, contract services are clearly differentiated from 
Salaries (or direct labor) for purposes of calculating indirect costs. 

For the audit period, the city provided copies of its Indirect Cost Rate Proposals (ICRP). All of the city's ICRPs use a 
distribution base of direct salaries and wages for SBCSD staff. This is inconsistent with 2 CFR Part 225 (Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-87) because the City of Rancho Cucamonga did not incur any direct salaries and 
wages costs for SBCSD staff. San Bernardino County incurred those costs and the city incurred contract services costs. The 
indirect costs erroneously included salaries of Deputies, Sergeants and Sheriff's Service Specialists, which are contract 
services direct costs to the identity theft program . 

After my manager reviews my work papers for this audit, I will contact you for a status meeting to discuss preliminary 

findings and allowable costs, prior to holding an exit conference. 

Thank you. 

Josefina (Joji) Tyree I Auditor 
Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee 
Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 
3301 C Street, Suite 735B 
Sacramento, CA 95816 I (916) 720-3006 Teams I (916} 479-0633 Mobile 

JTyNfilQlsco.ca.gov 
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From: Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us, 

To: JTyree@sco.ca .gov, 

Cc: achlnncrs@aol.com, ADiaz@sbcsd.org, jvenneman@sco.ca.gov, Noah.Daniels@cityofrc.us, 
Subject: RE: Identity Theft Program 

Date: Tue, Sep 27, 2022 2:52 pm 

Attachments: Response to SCO Aug 30 2022 email FINAL 09-27-22.pdf (204K), 06-2022_cab-mcc-ica-sanbemardinoCounty.pdf 
(1419K}, LA Co - Crime Stats Reports for DOJ - S19MCC0002 - 9-11-19.pdf (422K}, 
LA Co- Identity Theft- S16MCC0037 - 6-12-17.pdf (4781<). San Bernardino Co - Identity Theft - S21MCC0004- 4-20-
22.pdf (815K) 

Good afternoon, Joji. 

Please see attached response from our consultant, Annette Chinn, regarding your August 30th email. Thank 
you. 

-Tamara 

From: Tyree, Joji <JTyree@sco.ca.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 1:20 PM 
To: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us> 
Cc: Annette Chinn (achinncrs@aol.com) <achinncrs@aol.com>; Amanda Diaz (ADiaz@sbcsd.org) <ADiaz@sbcsd.org>; 
Venneman, Jim <jvenneman@sco.ca.gov> 
Subject: Identity Theft Program 

CAUTION: his email is from outside our Co orate network. Do not click links or o en attachments unless ou 
reco ize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good afternoon Tamara, 

On Page 3 of the Entrance Conference Information (Attached), the Audit Methodology stated that we will determine 
whether the costs claimed are in accordance with the program's parameters and guldelines. 

Also attached are the Applicable Statutes, Laws, and Regulations, the program parameters and guidelines as well as the 
SCO's claiming instructions. 

The Parameters and Guidelines state that indirect costs may include (1) the overhead costs of the unit performing the 
mandate, and (2) the costs of the central government services distributed to the other departments based on a 
systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan. For the City of Rancho Cucamonga {city), the "unit 
performing the mandate" was San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department (SBCSD), not the city. In addition, the ICRPs 
for the audit period submitted with the claims were not distributing the costs of the city's central government services 
distributed to the other departments based on a systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan. 

The city claimed related indirect costs totaling $223,706 for the audit period based on salaries claimed totaling $276,392. 
We found those amounts unallowable because no city staff member performed any of the reimbursable activities under 
this program during the audit period. Instead, the city contracted with SBCSD for all of its law enforcement services 
during the audit period. Therefore, the city did not Incur any direct salary costs, but rather incurred contract services 
costs. Since the city did not incur any direct salary costs during those years to perform the mandated activities, there are 
no indirect costs related to direct salaries. 

In the SCO's Claiming Instructions for the Identity Theft Program (see attached), specifically the Identity Theft Claim 
Summary Instructions for Form 1, indirect costs are computed as percentage of direct labor costs, either 10% or ICRP. 
Additionally, the Identity Theft Activity Cost Detail Instructions for Form 2, contract services are clearly differentiated from 
Salaries (or direct labor) for purposes of calculating indirect costs . 



For the audit period, the city provided copies of its Indirect Cost Rate Proposals {ICRP). All of the city's ICRPs use a 

distribution base of direct salaries and wages for SBCSD staff. This is inconsistent with 2 CFR Part 225 (Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-87) because the City of Rancho Cucamonga did not incur any direct salaries and 
wages costs for SBCSD staff. San Bernardino County incurred those costs and the city incurred contract services costs. The 
indirect costs erroneously included salaries of Deputies, Sergeants and Sheriff's Service Specialists, which are contract 
services direct costs to the identity theft program. 

After my manager reviews my work papers for this audit, I will contact you for a status meeting to discuss preliminary 
findings and allowable costs, prior to holding an exit conference. 

Thank you. 

Josefina (Joji) Tyree I Auditor 
Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee 
Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 
3301 C Street, Suite 7358 
Sacramento, CA 95816 I (916) 720-3006 Teams I (916) 479-0633 Mobile 
JTY.ree@sco.ca. gg_y 
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Hello Joji, 
 
Attached are our responses to your August 30th email. We have copied your correspondence and added 
our comments, highlighted in gray. 
 
Annette Chinn 
Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
On Page 3 of the Entrance Conference Information (Attached), the Audit Methodology stated that we 
will determine whether the costs claimed are in accordance with the program’s parameters and 
guidelines. 
  
Also attached are the Applicable Statutes, Laws, and Regulations, the program parameters and 
guidelines, as well as the SCO’s claiming instructions. 
  
The Parameters and Guidelines state that indirect costs may include (1) the overhead costs of the unit 
performing the mandate and (2) the costs of the central government services distributed to the other 
departments based on a systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan. For the City of 
Rancho Cucamonga (city), the “unit performing the mandate” was San Bernardino County Sheriff’s 
Department (SBCSD), not the city.   
 
Claiming Instructions, Page 1 of Section 1, specify that it is the local agency which “incurs the cost” of 
the mandate that is to file for State reimbursement of those costs (direct and indirect), not the “unit 
performing the mandate” who is to file for the costs of the claim.  If your office did not believe this basic 
premise to be correct, then the costs of all cities contracting for law enforcement services should be 
included in the counties’ claims who “performed the mandate.”  This, however, is not the case and not 
what your own agency has determined in prior audits.   
 
We agree with the Parameters and Guidelines (Ps & Gs) and applicable laws and regulations, yet your 
recommendation to deny us the overhead cost of the “unit performing the mandate” – the overhead 
cost of “the unit” the CITY paid for - violates the plain language of the first sentence of the Parameters 
and Guidelines you purport to be following.   
 
The unit performing the mandate was the law enforcement unit the City of Rancho Cucamonga paid for 
via its contract; thus, it is the City that incurred those costs: both direct and indirect.  You rightly 
determined that the City is entitled to the direct costs even though the “unit performing the mandate” is 
San Bernardino County.  Why the double standard regarding indirect costs?  Please show us where in 
the Claiming Instructions or Parameters and Guidelines it states that contracted salaries and benefits are 
not eligible to obtain reimbursement of indirect costs. 
 
As you know, the City does not have its own staff performing law enforcement services but has 
purchased an entire Police Department from SBCSD, including all direct law enforcement personnel as 
well as indirect support staff, to provide its residents with a complete Police Department.  In the 
contract, it clearly states (see Schedule A, Footnote 1 of SBCSD Contract) that the costs of salaries and 
benefits are being paid for BY THE CITY.  Schedule A further lists all the overhead costs that the City has 
purchased to support this Police Department.  Since it is the City that has paid for (incurred) those costs 
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(both direct and indirect), it is appropriate that the City files for and obtains the reimbursement of all 
the mandated costs. 
 
You concede it was the SBCSD contract staff (the “Unit”) that performed the mandate, yet you then 
somehow conclude that the overhead incurred in that “unit” is not eligible and would only have been 
eligible if internal City staff performed direct law enforcement duties. This conclusion is illogical.  If the 
City had sworn staff, they would not have had to contract for law enforcement services.  And if a 
contract city cannot request reimbursement for overhead costs as your analysis suggests, then that 
would mean that all cities that contract for law enforcement services (roughly 30% of all California 
Cities) would be denied the indirect costs guaranteed in the Claiming Instructions and Parameters and 
Guidelines and could only obtain partial reimbursement of mandated costs.  Why would direct costs be 
allowable for a contract city to claim, but not indirect costs?   
 
This conclusion is not only illogical, it is not supported by State law, the Parameters and Guidelines, prior 
Commission analysis, or your own agency’s prior audits and analysis. 
 
In your prior audits of Los Angeles and San Bernardino County Audits (attached) that also addressed law 
enforcement services that overlapped with costs paid for by contract cities, those audits specifically 
stated that because Counties were receiving funding from local agencies via payments of the law 
enforcement contracts, the contract cities who incurred the costs were the appropriate agency to 
submit for reimbursements from the State.  There were no exclusions made for indirect costs.   
 
In our August 25th email to you, we pointed out the City of San Marcos, 2017 Crime Statistic Reports for 
the Department of Justice Audit your office conducted.  In that program, also incurred by a city 
contracting for law enforcement services from a county, your office acknowledged that there were 
additional overhead charges within the contract and allowed much of the costs claimed in those ICRPs.   
 
Local agencies are entitled to consistent and non-arbitrary application of State Mandate regulations and 
guidelines.  Other contract cities were allowed indirect costs; we should also be. 
 
It might be helpful for you to review your office’s analysis of the San Bernardino County’s (our 
contracting agency’s) Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Audit issued last June 2022.  
(https://www.sco.ca.gov/Files-AUD/06-2022_cab-mcc-ica-sanbernardinoCounty.pdf).  Your audit states: 
    

1) “The parameters and guidelines state that any county, city, or city and county is eligible to 
submit a mandate reimbursement claim. Therefore, all counties and cities—including contract 
cities—are eligible to submit mandate reimbursement claims.” (See page 24, paragraph 4) 

2) “The SBCSD contracts with cities within the county’s boundaries that do not have a police force. 
The contract cities purchase various SBCSD staff positions (i.e. Deputy Sheriff Officer and Sheriff 
Sergeant) each fiscal period and pay the SBCSD annual contract rates for the purchased 
positions to provide law enforcement services. As the contract cities do not have a police force, 
none of the contract cities’ staff members performed any of the reimbursable activities under 
the ICAN Investigation Reports Program. In addition, the staff positions purchased by the 
contract cities include those staff positions that were responsible for performing the 
reimbursable mandated activities for the ICAN Investigation Reports Program. Therefore, the 
SBCSD is responsible for performing all law enforcement duties, including the mandated 
activities for the ICAN Investigation Reports Program, for contract cities.” (See page 24, 
paragraph 2) 
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3) The audit concludes that “The county is not entitled to mandated reimbursement for costs for 
contract city cases.”  All costs, including costs for overhead services requested by SBCSD related 
to services provided for contract cities, were denied.  (See page 25, paragraph 2) 

4) “Because contract cities are eligible to submit reimbursement claims, and the county received 
fees for law enforcement services from its contract cities, these fees included payment of 
overhead costs], we determined that the county should only claim costs associated with the 
unincorporated areas of the county. We determined that the costs incurred by contract cities 
are unallowable because the county had already been compensated by contract fees. The 
county did not report offsetting reimbursements for the contract city cases in its mandated cost 
claims. Therefore, we found that the county overstated these claimed costs because it did not 
offset costs that were funded by other sources.”  (Page 19, paragraph 3) 
 

Your own analysis concludes the city is entitled to reimbursement of all costs, including indirect costs 
because the city paid for them through the contract.  Your office rightly concluded that the County 
Sheriff’s office is not entitled to receive reimbursement for costs incurred (paid for) by the contracting 
cities.   
 
Therefore, if the SCO denies the city indirect/overhead costs, as you are suggesting, neither the city nor 
the county would be paid for indirect costs incurred by cities’ contracts. This results in a Catch-22 
situation where no local agency is entitled to that indirect cost reimbursement, and the State unjustly 
gains by not paying for eligible indirect/overhead costs supposedly guaranteed to local agencies 
contracting for law enforcement services. 
 
The Commission on State Mandates (CSM) also provided some input on the topic of the application of 
overhead for cities contracting for law enforcement services. 
 
In the City of Palmdale’s Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) of the SCO’s 2016 Audit of their Interagency 
Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting claims (See November 2018 CSM meeting transcript), the 
Commission reviewed whether the City of Palmdale, which contracted with Los Angeles County for law 
enforcement services, was entitled to the 10% default overhead rate they claimed in their requests for 
reimbursement.   
 
The Commission staff concluded that while it was not appropriate for a contracting agency to use the 
default 10% ICRP rate when computing overhead costs since this rate was designed specifically for 
application to only salaries (not salaries and benefits); a contract city would have been eligible for 
indirect cost reimbursement IF the city prepared their own ICRP rate demonstrating valid indirect costs.  
The City of Rancho Cucamonga did prepare and submit their ICRPs showing overhead cost 
computations. 
 
Commissioner Alex stated during the meeting (Page 46 of transcript, Lines 5-8 of hearing transcript) that 
he agreed that “…there is overhead associated with a contract, and I think that’s typical.”   
 
Mr. Jones of the Commission staff noted that “...the Parameters and Guidelines say you can – you can 
prepare an indirect cost rate proposal if the indirect cost rate exceeds 10%.” (Page 44, lines 24-25 and 
page 45, lines 1-2 of hearing transcript)  
 
Commission Member Adams asked, “And under Parameters – Parameters and Guidelines, would there 
have been an appropriate way to claim these indirect costs?” (Page 38, lines 14-21 of hearing transcript) 
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Mr. Jones of the Commission staff responds, “Staff’s position is that, yes, there was an appropriate way, 
and it was to develop an indirect cost rate proposal with documentation that the Controller could 
review.” (Page 38, lines 24-25 and Page 39, lines 1-2) 
 
Ms. Shelton of the Commission noted that “…you have to follow the plain language of the Parameters 
and Guidelines.” (Page 47, lines 21-23 of hearing transcript).  The plain language being that indirect costs 
were eligible for inclusion in the reimbursement claims. 
 
In addition, the ICRPs for the audit period submitted with the claims were not distributing the costs of 
the city’s central government services distributed to the other departments based on a systematic and 
rational basis through a cost allocation plan.   
 
The City’s central government services costs are certainly an eligible cost, which can be included in 
addition to indirect costs of the “unit performing the mandate”.  The City did not have a formal Cost 
Allocation Plan during the majority of the years being audited, so central city-wide overhead costs were 
not included in the ICRP/overhead rate calculations submitted with our claims. 
  
The City claimed related indirect costs totaling $223,706 for the audit period based on salaries claimed 
totaling $276,392. We found those amounts unallowable because no city staff member performed any 
of the reimbursable activities under this program during the audit period.   
 
There is no language in the instructions, Ps & Gs, or Federal CFR Guidelines which require that the “unit 
performing the mandate” must be staffed with City personnel in order to qualify for reimbursement of 
indirect costs.  We see no wording in the “Contract Services” section of the Parameters and Guidelines 
which excludes the reimbursement of overhead costs for entities contracting for law enforcement 
services.  Indeed, your own agency’s prior audits specifically reduced the claims of Los Angeles and San 
Bernardino Counties for submitting for ALL costs that pertained to contract city cases and were paid for 
via those contracts.   
 
We see no instructions that say contracting cities’ indirect costs should be claimed by the County– or by 
the “unit performing the mandate”.  Instructions say indirect costs that are incurred by the agency 
incurring the direct costs are to submit the claims for reimbursement.  Your requirement that “a city 
staff member perform reimbursable activities” in order to obtain reimbursement of both direct and 
indirect costs is contrary to the plain language of the Ps & Gs and would mean that no contract city 
would be able to obtain reimbursement for mandate overhead costs.  Since counties did not receive any 
reimbursement for indirect costs that were paid for via city contracts and now you are saying those 
contracting cities cannot claim for the indirect costs, this creates a loophole where only the State gains 
unfairly.    
 
Instead, the city contracted with SBCSD for all of its law enforcement services during the audit period. 
Therefore, the city did not incur any direct salary costs but rather incurred contract services costs.   
 
The City is indeed paying for DIRECT SALARY COSTS (See Contract, Schedule A).  We can show the 
transfer of funds to the County for these costs.  There is no requirement we are aware of that states 
salary costs had to have to be run through the City payroll system to count as “direct salary costs”.  Nor 
is there any section of the instructions that states that direct costs incurred through a contract are not 
eligible for indirect/overhead costs.   
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Claiming Instructions in section 8 state, “A cost that is necessary for proper and efficient administration 
of a program and is identifiable to that program is eligible for consideration as an allocable indirect 
cost.”  The overhead costs included in our claim comply with these provisions. 
 
Payment is payment – regardless of whether they are run through our payroll system or paid directly to 
the service provider. Your interpretation that only cities that pay their law enforcement staff via an 
internal payroll system is not supported by claiming instructions and would mean that contracting cities 
would be treated inconsistently by denying the indirect costs incurred.   
 
Since the city did not incur any direct salary costs during those years to perform the mandated activities, 
there are no indirect costs related to direct salaries.   
 
This is incorrect on two counts.  If you look at Schedule A, footnote 1 in our law enforcement contract it 
states: “1Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' 
action.”  Rancho Cucamonga has paid for the direct salaries and benefits of contract law enforcement 
staff including the Deputies who directly performed the mandate.  The indirect costs are listed in the 
contract and are included in our ICRPs.  Please explain how they are unrelated when the costs are 
necessary to support the department/law enforcement unit purchased and all sworn staff.   The indirect 
costs included in the ICRPs are eligible based on state and federal guidelines. 
 
Secondly, there is a long list of indirect costs listed in the Schedule A that are indeed eligible overhead 
items in compliance with 2 CFR Part 200. 
 
In the SCO’s Claiming Instructions for the Identity Theft Program (see attached), specifically the Identity 
Theft Claim Summary Instructions for Form 1, indirect costs are computed as a percentage of direct 
labor costs, either 10% or ICRP.  
 
The City prepared and submitted ICRPs pursuant to instructions that were based on direct labor costs 
(salary and benefit costs of direct staff).  There is no exemption of contract salary and benefit costs that 
we are aware of.  
 
In addition, Parameters and Guidelines (see pages 4-5 of SCO Identity Theft Claiming Instructions) and 2 
CFR Circular specifically allow indirect costs to be computed on various distribution bases: 
 

“The distributions 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; (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 2 CFR Part 225, Appendix 
A and B (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 
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2.  The allocation of allowable indirect costs (as defined and described in 2 CFR Part 225, Appendix 
A and B (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) 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 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.” 

Therefore, your logic that somehow the use of “’contract’ salaries and benefits” would not be applicable 
and are somehow different from “’in-house’ salaries and benefits” does not stand.  Claiming instructions 
and CFR Guidelines have very broad and inclusive language allowing the computation of indirect costs 
on multiple bases as long as it resulted in an ‘equitable distribution’.   
 
The indirect cost must show that they “provide benefits to the program.”  (See Claiming Instructions, 
page 11).  We believe the costs we included were necessary for the support of the entire department 
including the mandate program.  Rates computed complied with these provisions. 
 
Your office accepted that there were overhead costs in the City of San Marcos’s claim which similarly 
contracted with a sheriff’s department (San Diego Sheriff’s Office) for law enforcement services and 
allowed overhead for their contract sheriff direct labor charges, “We [SCO] determined that overhead 
costs identified in the contract were appropriate as they related to the performance of mandated 
activities. We computed indirect cost rates for contract services for these years by dividing total contract 
overhead costs, station support staff costs, and Sergeant Admin position costs, by the contracted labor 
costs identified in the contract supplemental schedules.” 
 
Therefore, the SCO demonstrated that an ICRP can be prepared in a contract law enforcement situation 
and derived the rate in this audit by dividing total contract overhead costs by the contracted labor costs 
identified – it used an “equitable distribution base” to compute an ICRP rate. 
 
It would be unfair and inconsistent if Rancho Cucamonga is denied overhead when other contract cities 
were allowed to claim for and be reimbursed for overhead within their law enforcement contracts.   
 
Additionally, the Identity Theft Activity Cost Detail Instructions for Form 2, contract services are clearly 
differentiated from Salaries (or direct labor) for purposes of calculating indirect costs.   
 
SCO forms are supposed to comply with Parameters and Guidelines, not the other way around.  If the 
SCO doesn’t believe the forms display costs in the desired format, then your office has the authority and 
latitude to devise a form that better displays costs to your liking. As mentioned above, in many other 
prior audits of contract city claims, the forms’ formatting did not preclude other contract cities from 
obtaining reimbursement of eligible overhead costs.  
  
For the audit period, the city provided copies of its Indirect Cost Rate Proposals (ICRP). All of the city’s 
ICRPs use a distribution base of direct salaries and wages for SBCSD staff. This is inconsistent with 2 CFR 
Part 225 (Office of Management and Budget Circular A-87) because the City of Rancho Cucamonga did 
not incur any direct salaries and wages costs for SBCSD staff. San Bernardino County incurred those 
costs and the city incurred contract services costs.  
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We disagree – the City paid for the direct salaries and wages of the staff performing the mandate in 
addition to all indirect costs enumerated in the contract found in Schedule A; therefore, those costs 
were incurred by the City – and by your own analysis (see above section addressing San Bernardino 
County audit where SCO explains that the cities “purchased positions from SBDSD” and “the County has 
received fees/compensation for those services”). In your audit of San Bernardino County’s ICAN claim, it 
is the city you determined who should be compensated for cases that occurred within the city.  By this 
same reasoning, we are entitled to claim for the direct and indirect costs incurred by the City.   
 
The indirect costs erroneously included salaries of Deputies, Sergeants, and Sheriff’s Service Specialists, 
which are contract services direct costs to the Identity Theft Program.   
  
1) ICRP rates did NOT include Deputies’ salaries in any of the indirect rate computations.  Where are you 
seeing salaries of Deputies in the ICRP rates? 
 
2)  I believe you meant Office Specialists, not Sheriff’s Services Specialists.  The Office Specialist positions 
were only claimed directly in two of the 11 fiscal years (FY 11-12 and FY 12-13) for a maximum of 71 
hours direct cost out of 32,400 hours (18 positions x 1,800 annual productive hours, or 71 hours/32,400 
hours = less than 1% of their total time - a negligible amount claimed directly).  In addition, only 15 of 
the 18 positions were claimed in the ICRP rate, avoiding any duplication of direct costs claimed.  
 
3) Sergeants were included as that position is primarily a support and supervisory position and only 11 
of 12 positions were included in the ICRP rate to ensure there would be no issue of claiming both 
directly and indirectly.  Since only 20 – 80 hours per year were claimed directly, there would not be an 
issue of double claiming this time as it represented less than 1% of that position’s total time (12 
Sergeant positions x 1,800 annual productive hours = 21,600 total hours.  And 80housr/21,600 hours = 
less than 1% of their total time - a negligible amount).   
 
2 CFR Part 225 guidelines on ICRPs state a position can perform both a direct and indirect function, so it 
was appropriate to claim the Sergeant and Office Specialist as we did.  For example – if a Police Chief 
spent 30 minutes on a directly billable activity – that does not mean that the Police Chief could not be 
included in the overhead (ICRP) rate since most of that position’s time/responsibility is to oversee and 
provide administrative support (and provide benefit) to the entire department.   
 
2 CRR Part 225, Section 200.414(c) states salaries of administrative and clerical staff should normally be 
treated as indirect costs. 
 
Regarding your question about salary rates.  This is all readily available in our contract in the Schedule A.  
Footnote 1 states the position costs “include salary and benefits”.  Thus, to compute an hourly rate, you 
would take the cost for all positions in that classification; divide by the number of positions; then divide 
again by the 1,800 allowable productive hours.  For example in FY 2008-09, to compute Deputy Sheriff 
rate, take $12,964,262 total cost for this classification / 101 total positions / 1,800 annual productive 
hours = $71.31 (rate includes salaries and benefits).   
 
When we compared the productive hourly rates we computed to the rates allowed in the San 
Bernardino County Audit of its Identity Theft Program, the rates were very similar.  The slight variance is 
likely explained by your office’s blending the rates of a number of different positions.  I’m sure you have 
access to their records as the audit was very recently conducted. 
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After my manager reviews my work papers for this audit, I will contact you for a status meeting to 
discuss preliminary findings and allowable costs, prior to holding an exit conference. 
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CERTIFIED MAIL—RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
 
Ensen Mason, CPA, CFA 
Auditor-Controller/Treasurer/Tax Collector 
San Bernardino County 
222 West Hospitality Lane 
San Bernardino, CA  92415 
 
Dear Mr. Mason: 
 
The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by San Bernardino County for the 
legislatively mandated Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program for 
the period of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2015. 
 
The county claimed $3,089,647 for the costs of the mandated program. Our audit found that 
$184,800 is allowable ($204,572 less a $19,772 penalty for filing late claims) and $2,904,847 is 
unallowable because the county claimed unsupported and ineligible costs, overstated claimed 
costs because it did not offset costs that were funded by other sources, misstated the number of 
cases claimed for each cost component, overstated the productive hourly rates, and overstated the 
indirect cost rates and related indirect costs. The State made no payments to the county. The 
State will pay $184,800, contingent upon available appropriations.  
 
Following issuance of this audit report, the Local Government Programs and Services Division 
of the State Controller’s Office will notify the county 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 Bureau, by 
telephone at (916) 327-3138. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Original signed by 

 
KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 
Chief, Division of Audits 
 
KT/ls 
 
 



 
Ensen Mason, CPA, CFA,  -2- June 15, 2022 
  Auditor-Controller/Treasurer/Tax Collector 
 
 

 

cc: Vanessa Doyle, Chief Deputy Controller  
  Auditor-Controller/Treasurer/Tax Collector’s Office 
  San Bernardino County 
 Jai Prasad, Supervising Accountant III 
  Auditor-Controller/Treasurer/Tax Collector’s Office 
  San Bernardino County 
 The Honorable Curt Hagman, Chairman 
  San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
 Kelly Welty, Chief Deputy Director 
  Bureau of Administration 
  San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department 
 Vicki Dela Cruz, Financial Manager 
  San Bernardino County Sheriff’s 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 

 Darryl Mar, Manager 
  Local Reimbursement Section 
  State Controller’s Office 
 Everett Luc, Supervisor 
  Local Reimbursement Section 
  State Controller’s Office 
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Audit Report 
 
The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by San 
Bernardino County for the legislatively mandated Interagency Child 
Abuse and Neglect (ICAN) Investigation Reports Program for the period 
of July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2015. 
 
The county claimed $3,089,647 for the costs of the mandated program. 
Our audit found that $184,800 is allowable ($204,572 less a $19,772 
penalty for filing late claims) and $2,904,847 is unallowable because the 
county claimed unsupported and ineligible costs, overstated claimed costs 
because it did not offset costs that were funded by other sources, misstated 
the number of cases claimed for each cost component, overstated the 
productive hourly rates, and overstated the indirect cost rates and related 
indirect costs. The State made no payments to the county. The State will 
pay $184,800, contingent upon available appropriations.  
 
 
Various statutory provisions; Title 11, California Code of Regulations, 
section 903; and the Child Abuse Investigation Report (Form SS 8583) 
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.1     
 
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: 

 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. 

                                                 
1 Form SS 8583 has been replaced with the Child Abuse or Severe Neglect Indexing Form (BCIA 8583). 

Summary 

Background 
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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 (now termed “mandated reporters”) required 
to report suspected child abuse, and in 1980, California reenacted and 
amended the law, entitling it the “Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act” 
(Act). As part of this program, the Department of Justice (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 professions as having 
frequent contact with children. The Act provides rules and procedures for 
local agencies, including law enforcement agencies 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 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 from 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 describes other situations in which a person would be notified 
of his or her listing in the CACI.  
 
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 
section IV of the program’s parameters and guidelines, performed by city 
and county police or sheriff’s departments, county welfare departments, 
county probation departments designated by the county to receive 
mandated reports, District Attorney’s offices, and county 
licensing agencies.  
 
The Commission outlined the following ongoing reimbursable activities: 

 Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report (Form SS 8572); 

 Reporting between local departments; 

 Reporting to the DOJ; 

 Providing notifications following reports to the CACI; 
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 Retaining records; and 

 Complying with due process procedures offered to persons listed in 
the CACI. 

 
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 the Mandated Cost Manual for Local 

Agencies (Mandated Cost Manual) to assist local agencies in claiming 
mandated program reimbursable costs. 
 
 
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with 
GC sections 17558.5 and 17561, which authorize the SCO to audit the 
county’s records to verify the actual amount of the mandated costs. In 
addition, GC section 12410 provides the SCO with general audit authority 
to audit the disbursement of state money for correctness, legality, and 
sufficient provisions of law. 
 
 
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.2  
 
The audit period was July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2015. 
 
To achieve our objective, we performed the following procedures: 

 We reviewed the annual mandated cost claims filed by the county for 
the audit period and identified the significant cost components of each 
claim as salaries, benefits, and indirect costs. We determined whether 
there were any errors or unusual or unexpected variances from year to 
year, and we reviewed the claimed activities to determine whether 
they adhered to the SCO’s claiming instructions and the program’s 
parameters and guidelines. 

 We completed an internal control questionnaire by interviewing key 
county staff members. We discussed the claim preparation process 
with county staff members to determine what information was 
obtained, who obtained it, and how it was used.  

 We accessed the reliability of data generated by the county’s 
information management system (payroll and expenditure reports) and 
the Law Enforcement Intelligence Network Center (LEINC) by 
interviewing county staff members and examining supporting records. 
We determined that the data was sufficiently reliable to address the 
audit objectives. 

                                                 
2 Unreasonable and/or excessive costs include ineligible costs that are not identified in the program’s parameters and 
guidelines as a reimbursable cost. 

Objective, Scope, 
and Methodology 

Audit Authority 
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 We interviewed county staff members to determine what employee 
classifications were involved in performing the reimbursable activities 
during the audit period.  

 We assessed whether the average time increments claimed for each 
fiscal year in the audit period to perform the reimbursable activities 
were reasonable per the requirements of the program. 

 We interviewed county staff members and found that they do not 
distribute Form SS 8572 to mandated reporters. We determined that 
the costs claimed for the Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse 
Report Form cost component are ineligible for reimbursement (see 
Finding 1). 

 We reviewed and analyzed the detailed Crimes Against Children 
(CAC) case listing reports generated by the LEINC and provided by 
the county to determine the total eligible number of cases for the 
Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement to County Welfare and the 
District Attorney’s Office cost component. We identified and 
excluded non-mandate-related cases and cases that were ineligible for 
reimbursement. We judgmentally selected a non-statistical sample of 
200 cases for testing to determine the allowable number of cases cross-
reported. Based on our review, we found that 187 (all 50 in fiscal year 
[FY] 2003-04; 49 out of 50 in FY 2006-07; 49 of 50 in FY 2008-09; 
and 39 out of 50 in FY 2014-15) out of 200 cases were eligible.  
 
Based on our testing results, we found that the county cross-reported 
59 (16 out of 50 in FY 2003-04; eight out of 49 in FY 2006-07; 22 out 
of 49 in FY 2008-09; and 13 out of 39 in FY 2014-15) out of 187 cases. 
Consistent with the American Institute of Certified Public 
Accountants’ (AICPA’s) Clarified Statement on Auditing Standards 
(AU-C) section 530, we calculated a weighted average based on the 
results of our testing. We projected the results by applying the 
weighted average of 31.6% to the total number of eligible cases to 
determine the total allowable number of cases that were cross-reported 
during the audit period. We recalculated the costs based on the 
allowable number of cases (see Finding 2). 

 We reviewed and analyzed the detailed CAC case listing reports 
generated by the LEINC and provided by the county to determine the 
total eligible number of cases for the Reporting to Licensing Agencies 
cost component. We identified and excluded non-mandate-related 
cases and cases that were ineligible for reimbursement. We relied 
upon the results of our review of the 200 cases that were judgmentally 
selected as a non-statistical sample. Based on our review, we found 
that 187 out of 200 cases were eligible. 
 
Based on our testing results, we found that one out of the 187 cases 
were reported to a licensing agency. Consistent with the AICPA’s 
AU-C section 530, we calculated a weighted average based on the 
results of our testing. We projected the results by applying the 
weighted average of 0.5% to the total number of eligible cases to 
determine the total allowable number of cases that were reported to 
licensing agencies during the audit period. We recalculated the costs 
based on the allowable number of cases (see Finding 3). 
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 We reviewed and analyzed the detailed CAC case listing reports 
generated by the LEINC and provided by the county to determine the 
total eligible number of cases for the Complete an Investigation for 
Purposes of Preparing the Report cost component. We identified and 
excluded non-mandate-related cases and cases that were ineligible for 
reimbursement. We judgmentally selected a non-statistical sample of 
150 cases for testing purposes to determine the allowable number of 
cases investigated. Based on our review, we found that 148 (all 50 in 
FY 2003-04; 49 out of 50 in FY 2006-07; and 49 out of 50 in 
FY 2008-09) out of the 150 cases were eligible.  

Based on our testing results, we found that the county investigated 31 
(13 out of 50 in FY 2003-04; 11 out of 50 in FY 2006-07; and seven 
out of 49 in FY 2008-09) out of 148 cases. Consistent with the 
AICPA’s AU-C section 530, we calculated a weighted average based 
on the results of our testing. We projected the results by applying the 
weighted average of 20.9% to the total number of eligible cases to 
determine the total allowable number of cases that were investigated 
during the audit period. We recalculated the costs based on the 
allowable number of cases (see Finding 4). 

 We reviewed and analyzed the detailed CAC case listing reports 
generated by the LEINC and provided by the county to determine the 
total eligible number of cases for the Forward Reports to the 
Department of Justice cost component. We identified and excluded 
non-mandate-related cases and cases that were ineligible for 
reimbursement. We relied upon the results of our review of the 
150 cases that were judgmentally selected as a non-statistical sample. 
Based on our review, we found that 148 out of 150 cases were eligible.   
 
Based on our testing results, we found that a Form SS 8583 was 
prepared and submitted to the DOJ for 32 (14 out of 50 in FY 2003-04; 
six out of 49 in FY 2006-07; 12 out of 49 in FY 2008-09) out of 
148 cases. Consistent with the AICPA’s AU-C section 530, we 
calculated a weighted average based on the results of our testing. We 
projected the results by applying the weighted average of 21.6% to the 
total number of eligible cases to determine the total allowable number 
of cases for which the county prepared and submitted a Form SS 8583 
to the DOJ during the audit period. We recalculated the costs based on 
the allowable number of cases (see Finding 5).  

 We reviewed and analyzed the detailed CAC case listing reports 
generated by the LEINC and provided by the county to determine the 
total eligible number of cases for the Notifications Following Reports 
to the Child Abuse Central Index cost component. We identified and 
excluded non-mandate-related cases and cases that were ineligible for 
reimbursement. We relied upon the results of our review of the 
150 cases that were judgmentally selected as a non-statistical sample. 
Based on our review, we found that 148 out of 150 cases were eligible.   
 
Based on our testing results, we determined that CACI notifications 
were sent for 20 (eight out of 50 in FY 2003-04; seven out of 49 in 
FY 2006-07; and five out of 49 in FY 2008-09) out of 148 cases, or a 
weighted average of 13.5%; relevant information was made available, 
when received by the DOJ, to the child custodian, guardian, or 
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appointed counsel for one out of 148 eligible cases, or a weighted 
average of 0.7%; and a mandated reporter was informed of the 
investigation results and any action taken with regard to the child or 
family upon completion of the investigation for six out of 148 eligible 
cases, or a weighted average of 4.1%. Consistent with the AICPA’s 
AU-C section 530, we calculated a weighted average based on the 
results of our testing. We projected the results by applying the 
weighted averages to the eligible number of cases for each of the 
activities performed during the audit period. We recalculated the costs 
based on the allowable number of cases (see Finding 6).  

 We traced productive hourly rate calculations for all employee 
classifications performing the mandated activities to supporting 
information in the county’s financial accounting and payroll system 
(see Findings 2 through 4, 6, and 7). 

 We verified the indirect costs claimed by the county for the audit 
period. We recalculated the indirect costs based on the audit 
adjustments made to the claimed salaries and benefits for each cost 
component and the indirect cost rate adjustments for FY 2001-02 
through FY 2004-05 (see Findings 1 through 6, and 8).   

 We reviewed and analyzed the detailed CAC case listing reports 
generated by the LEINC and provided by the county to determine the 
total eligible number of cases for the audit period. We found that the 
county claimed cases for both contract cities and unincorporated areas 
of the county. The county received fees for law enforcement services 
from its contract cities, but did not report offsetting reimbursements 
for the contract city cases in its mandated cost claims. We determined 
that the contract city cases are ineligible for reimbursement, because 
the county had already been compensated by contract fees. We 
recalculated the costs based on the allowable number of cases for each 
of the activities performed during the audit period. Therefore, we 
found that the county overstated these claimed costs because it did not 
offset costs that were funded by other sources (see Findings 2 
through 6, and 8).     
 

We did not audit the county’s financial statements. 
 
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally 
accepted government auditing standards. Those standards require that we 
plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to 
provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our 
audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a 
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our 
audit objective. 
 
 
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 county claimed unsupported and ineligible costs, and 
overstated claimed costs because it did not offset costs that were funded 
by other sources, as quantified in the Schedule and described in the 
Findings and Recommendations section of this audit report. 
 

Conclusion 
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For the audit period, San Bernardino County claimed $3,089,647 for costs 
of the legislatively mandated ICAN Investigation Reports Program. Our 
audit found that $184,800 is allowable ($204,572 less a $19,772 penalty 
for filing late claims) and $2,904,847 is unallowable. The State made no 
payments to the county. The State will pay $184,800, contingent upon 
available appropriations. 
 
Following issuance of this audit report, the SCO’s Local Government 
Programs and Services Division will notify the county 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 county’s legislatively 
mandated ICAN Investigation Reports Program.  
 
 
 
We issued a draft audit report on March 28, 2022. Kelly Welty, Chief 
Deputy Director, Sheriff’s Bureau of Administration, responded by letter 
dated April 7, 2022. The county’s response is included as an attachment. 
 
 
This audit report is solely for the information and use of San Bernardino 
County, 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.sco.ca.gov. 
 
 
 
Original signed by 

 
KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 
Chief, Division of Audits 
 
June 15, 2022 
 
 

Restricted Use 

Follow-up on 
Prior Audit 
Findings 

Views of 
Responsible 
Officials 
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Schedule— 
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2015 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment Reference1

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 3,075$        -$           (3,075)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 8,733          1,660      (7,073)         Findings 2, 7, 8
        Reporting to Licensing Agencies 11,853        42           (11,811)       Findings 3, 7, 8
    Reporting to DOJ
        Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
          Preparing the Report 47,751        5,670      (42,081)       Findings 4, 7, 8
         Forward Reports to the Department of Justice -                337         337             Findings 5 and 8
    Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 12,303        588         (11,715)       Findings 6, 7, 8

Total direct costs 83,715        8,297      (75,418)       
Indirect costs 56,365        5,587      (50,778)       Findings 1-6, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 140,080      13,884     (126,196)     

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2-6, 8

Subtotal 140,080      13,884     (126,196)     

Less late filing penalty3 - (1,388)     (1,388)         

Total program costs 140,080$     12,496     (127,584)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 12,496$   

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 3,177$        -$           (3,177)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 9,038          1,590      (7,448)         Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 12,216        29           (12,187)       Findings 3, 7, 8
    Reporting to DOJ
        Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
          Preparing the Report 49,398        5,456      (43,942)       Findings 4, 7, 8
        Forward Reports to the Department of Justice -                324         324             Findings 5 and 8
    Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 12,709        566         (12,143)       Findings 6, 7, 8

Total direct costs 86,538        7,965      (78,573)       
Indirect costs 47,535        4,375      (43,160)       Findings 1-6, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 134,073      12,340     (121,733)     

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2-6, 8

Subtotal 134,073      12,340     (121,733)     

Less late filing penalty3 -                (1,234)     (1,234)         

Total program costs 134,073$     11,106     (122,967)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 11,106$     
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment Reference1

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 3,326$        -$           (3,326)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 9,481          1,757      (7,724)         Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 12,856        31           (12,825)       Findings 3, 7, 8
    Reporting to DOJ
        Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
          Preparing the Report 51,884        6,002      (45,882)       Findings 4, 7, 8
        Forward Reports to the Department of Justice -                356         356             Findings 5 and 8
    Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 13,306        621         (12,685)       Findings 6, 7, 8

Total direct costs 90,853        8,767      (82,086)       
Indirect costs 53,758        4,133      (49,625)       Findings 1-6, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 144,611      12,900     (131,711)     

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2-6, 8

Subtotal 144,611      12,900     (131,711)     

Less late filing penalty3 -                (1,290)     (1,290)         

Total program costs 144,611$     11,610     (133,001)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 11,610$   

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 3,373$        -$           (3,373)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 9,686          1,639      (8,047)         Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 13,059        31           (13,028)       Findings 3, 7, 8
    Reporting to DOJ
        Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
          Preparing the Report 52,282        5,522      (46,760)       Findings 4, 7, 8
        Forward Reports to the Department of Justice -                337         337             Findings 5 and 8
    Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 13,494        575         (12,919)       Findings 6, 7, 8

Total direct costs 91,894        8,104      (83,790)       
Indirect costs 65,695        4,795      (60,900)       Findings 1-6, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 157,589      12,899     (144,690)     

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2-6, 8

Subtotal 157,589      12,899     (144,690)     

Less late filing penalty3 -                (1,290)     (1,290)         

Total program costs 157,589$     11,609     (145,980)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 11,609$   
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment Reference1

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 3,059$        -$           (3,059)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 8,880          1,385      (7,495)         Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 11,939        34           (11,905)       Findings 3, 7, 8
    Reporting to DOJ
        Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
          Preparing the Report 47,660        4,619      (43,041)       Findings 4, 7, 8
        Forward Reports to the Department of Justice -                296         296             Findings 5 and 8
    Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 12,236        482         (11,754)       Findings 6, 7, 8

Total direct costs 83,774        6,816      (76,958)       
Indirect costs 51,470        3,384      (48,086)       Findings 1-6, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 135,244      10,200     (125,044)     

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2-6, 8

Subtotal 135,244      10,200     (125,044)     

Less late filing penalty3 -                (1,020)     (1,020)         

Total program costs 135,244$     9,180      (126,064)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 9,180$     

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 3,392$        -$           (3,392)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 9,660          1,602      (8,058)         Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 13,112        37           (13,075)       Findings 3, 7, 8
    Reporting to DOJ
        Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
          Preparing the Report 52,415        5,403      (47,012)       Findings 4, 7, 8
        Forward Reports to the Department of Justice -                328         328             Findings 5 and 8
    Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 13,565        567         (12,998)       Findings 6, 7, 8

Total direct costs 92,144        7,937      (84,207)       
Indirect costs 56,613        3,941      (52,672)       Findings 1-6, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 148,757      11,878     (136,879)     

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2-6, 8

Subtotal 148,757      11,878     (136,879)     

Less late filing penalty3 -                (1,188)     (1,188)         

Total program costs 148,757$     10,690     (138,067)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 10,690$   
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment Reference1

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 7,210$        -$           (7,210)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 20,664        2,449      (18,215)       Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 27,874        60           (27,814)       Findings 3, 7, 8
    Reporting to DOJ
        Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
          Preparing the Report 112,236      8,295      (103,941)     Findings 4, 7, 8
        Forward Reports to the Department of Justice -                507         507             Findings 5 and 8
    Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 28,838        865         (27,973)       Findings 6, 7, 8

Total direct costs 196,822      12,176     (184,646)     
Indirect costs 92,978        5,753      (87,225)       Findings 1-6, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 289,800      17,929     (271,871)     

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2-6, 8

Subtotal 289,800      17,929     (271,871)     

Less late filing penalty3 -                (1,793)     (1,793)         

Total program costs 289,800$     16,136     (273,664)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 16,136$   

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 7,225$        -$           (7,225)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 20,836        2,635      (18,201)       Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 28,125        62           (28,063)       Findings 3, 7, 8
    Reporting to DOJ
        Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
          Preparing the Report 113,313      8,889      (104,424)     Findings 4, 7, 8
        Forward Reports to the Department of Justice -                551         551             Findings 5 and 8
    Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 28,896        913         (27,983)       Findings 6, 7, 8

Total direct costs 198,395      13,050     (185,345)     
Indirect costs 87,948        5,784      (82,164)       Findings 1-6, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 286,343      18,834     (267,509)     

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2-6, 8

Subtotal 286,343      18,834     (267,509)     

Less late filing penalty3 -                (1,883)     (1,883)         

Total program costs 286,343$     16,951     (269,392)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 16,951$   
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment Reference1

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 6,933$        -$           (6,933)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 19,945        2,333      (17,612)       Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 26,879        43           (26,836)       Findings 3, 7, 8
    Reporting to DOJ
        Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
          Preparing the Report 108,266      7,953      (100,313)     Findings 4, 7, 8
        Forward Reports to the Department of Justice -                487         487             Findings 5 and 8
    Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 27,735        822         (26,913)       Findings 6, 7, 8

Total direct costs 189,758      11,638     (178,120)     
Indirect costs 103,475      6,346      (97,129)       Findings 1-6, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 293,233      17,984     (275,249)     

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2-6, 8

Subtotal 293,233      17,984     (275,249)     

Less late filing penalty3 -                (1,798)     (1,798)         

Total program costs 293,233$     16,186     (277,047)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 16,186$   

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 6,952$        -$           (6,952)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 20,223        2,307      (17,916)       Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 27,243        44           (27,199)       Findings 3, 7, 8
    Reporting to DOJ
        Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
          Preparing the Report 109,222      7,895      (101,327)     Findings 4, 7, 8
        Forward Reports to the Department of Justice -                496         496             Findings 5 and 8
    Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 27,810        793         (27,017)       Findings 6, 7, 8

Total direct costs 191,450      11,535     (179,915)     
Indirect costs 91,092        5,488      (85,604)       Findings 1-6, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 282,542      17,023     (265,519)     

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2-6, 8

Subtotal 282,542      17,023     (265,519)     

Less late filing penalty3 -                (1,702)     (1,702)         

Total program costs 282,542$     15,321     (267,221)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 15,321$   
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment Reference1

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 6,409$        -$           (6,409)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 18,884        1,938      (16,946)       Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 25,293        45           (25,248)       Findings 3, 7, 8
    Reporting to DOJ
        Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
          Preparing the Report 100,375      6,378      (93,997)       Findings 4, 7, 8
        Forward Reports to the Department of Justice -                426         426             Findings 5 and 8
    Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 25,635        663         (24,972)       Findings 6, 7, 8

Total direct costs 176,596      9,450      (167,146)     
Indirect costs 80,686        4,318      (76,368)       Findings 1-6, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 257,282      13,768     (243,514)     

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2-6, 8

Subtotal 257,282      13,768     (243,514)     

Less late filing penalty3 -                (1,377)     (1,377)         

Total program costs 257,282$     12,391     (244,891)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 12,391$   

July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 8,371$        -$           (8,371)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 24,093        2,366      (21,727)       Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 32,539        48           (32,491)       Findings 3, 7, 8
    Reporting to DOJ
        Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
          Preparing the Report 130,792      7,971      (122,821)     Findings 4, 7, 8
        Forward Reports to the Department of Justice -                492         492             Findings 5 and 8
    Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 33,484        822         (32,662)       Findings 6, 7, 8

Total direct costs 229,279      11,699     (217,580)     
Indirect costs 105,698      5,394      (100,304)     Findings 1-6, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 334,977      17,093     (317,884)     

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2-6, 8

Subtotal 334,977      17,093     (317,884)     

Less late filing penalty3 -                (1,709)     (1,709)         

Total program costs 334,977$     15,384     (319,593)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 15,384$   
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment Reference1

July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 8,944$        -$           (8,944)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 21,512        2,509      (19,003)       Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 30,372        53           (30,319)       Findings 3, 7, 8
    Reporting to DOJ
        Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
          Preparing the Report 65,837        8,543      (57,294)       Findings 4, 7, 8
        Forward Reports to the Department of Justice -                505         505             Findings 5 and 8
    Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 17,224        898         (16,326)       Findings 6, 7, 8

Total direct costs 143,889      12,508     (131,381)     
Indirect costs 61,397        5,337      (56,060)       Findings 1-6, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 205,286      17,845     (187,441)     

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2-6, 8

Subtotal 205,286      17,845     (187,441)     

Less late filing penalty3 -                (1,785)     (1,785)         

Total program costs 205,286$     16,060     (189,226)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 16,060$   

July 1, 2012, through June 30, 2013

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 9,615$        -$           (9,615)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 19,230        2,155      (17,075)       Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 28,765        61           (28,704)       Findings 3, 7, 8

Total direct costs 57,610        2,216      (55,394)       
Indirect costs 24,208        932         (23,276)       Findings 1-3, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 81,818        3,148      (78,670)       

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2, 3, 8

Subtotal 81,818        3,148      (78,670)       

Less late filing penalty3 -                (315)        (315)           

Total program costs 81,818$      2,833      (78,985)$     
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 2,833$     
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment Reference1

July 1, 2013, through June 30, 2014

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 8,306$        -$           (8,306)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 24,918        2,251      (22,667)       Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 33,223        58           (33,165)       Findings 3, 7, 8

Total direct costs 66,447        2,309      (64,138)       
Indirect costs 29,396        1,022      (28,374)       Findings 1-3, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 95,843        3,331      (92,512)       

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2, 3, 8

Total program costs 95,843$      3,331      (92,512)$     

Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 3,331$     

July 1, 2014, through June 30, 2015

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 8,376$        -$           (8,376)$       Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 25,128        2,248      (22,880)       Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 33,505        58           (33,447)       Findings 3, 7, 8

Total direct costs 67,009        2,306      (64,703)       
Indirect costs 35,160        1,210      (33,950)       Findings 1-3, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 102,169      3,516      (98,653)       

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2, 3, 8

Total program costs 102,169$     3,516      (98,653)$     

Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 3,516$     
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment Reference1

Summary: July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2015

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
    Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 97,743$      -$           (97,743)$     Findings 1 and 8
    Reporting between local departments 
        Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement
          to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 270,911      32,824     (238,087)     Findings 2, 7, 8
       Reporting to Licensing Agencies 368,853      736         (368,117)     Findings 3, 7, 8
    Reporting to DOJ
        Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
          Preparing the Report 1,041,431    88,596     (952,835)     Findings 4, 7, 8
        Forward Reports to the Department of Justice -                5,442      5,442          Findings 5 and 8
    Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 267,235      9,175      (258,060)     Findings 6, 7, 8

Total direct costs 2,046,173    136,773   (1,909,400)   
Indirect costs 1,043,474    67,799     (975,675)     Findings 1-6, 8

Total direct and indirect costs 3,089,647    204,572   (2,885,075)   

Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements2 -                -             -                 Findings 2-6, 8

Subtotal 3,089,647    204,572   (2,885,075)   

Less late filing penalty3 -                (19,772)   (19,772)       

Total program costs 3,089,647$  184,800   (2,904,847)$ 
Less amount paid by the State4 -

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 184,800$ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

_________________________ 
1 See the Findings and Recommendations section. 
2 The offsets relating to the contract city cases have been accounted for in the direct and indirect cost audit 

adjustments. 
3 The county filed its FY 1999-2000 through FY 2012-13 initial reimbursement claims 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). 

4 Payment amount current as of June 2, 2022. 
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Findings and Recommendations 
 
The county claimed $97,743 in salaries and benefits for the Distributing 
the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form cost component during the audit 
period. We found that the entire amount is unallowable. In addition, 
unallowable related indirect costs total $48,566, for a total finding 
of $146,309.  
 
The reimbursable activity for this cost component requires county sheriff’s 
departments to distribute the Suspected Child Abuse Report (Form 
SS 8572) to mandated reporters that are designated by the county to 
receive mandated reports.  
 
To calculate the claimed salaries and benefits, the county multiplied the 
average time increment (ATI) by the total number of cases identified in 
the CAC report, then multiplied the resulting hours by a productive hourly 
rate (PHR).  
 
During audit fieldwork, we conducted interviews with San Bernardino 
County Sheriff’s Department (SBCSD) staff members from the CAC Unit 
who were responsible for performing the mandated activities. Based on 
our interviews, we found that SBCSD staff members do not distribute the 
Form SS 8572 to mandated reporters. Therefore, the costs claimed for this 
cost component are ineligible for reimbursement. The county overstated 
these costs because it did not claim costs in accordance with the program’s 
parameters and guidelines or the SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual. 
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted costs 
for the Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form cost 
component by fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal Amount Amount Audit Unallowable Total Audit
Year Claimed Allowable  Adjustment Indirect Costs  Adjustment

1999-2000 3,075$       -$             (3,075)$        (2,069)$           (5,144)$        
2000-01 3,177         -               (3,177)          (1,745)             (4,922)          
2001-02 3,326         -               (3,326)          (1,968)             (5,294)          
2002-03 3,373         -               (3,373)          (2,411)             (5,784)          
2003-04 3,059         -               (3,059)          (1,879)             (4,938)          
2004-05 3,392         -               (3,392)          (2,084)             (5,476)          
2005-06 7,210         -               (7,210)          (3,405)             (10,615)        
2006-07 7,225         -               (7,225)          (3,202)             (10,427)        
2007-08 6,933         -               (6,933)          (3,781)             (10,714)        
2008-09 6,952         -               (6,952)          (3,308)             (10,260)        
2009-10 6,409         -               (6,409)          (2,928)             (9,337)          
2010-11 8,371         -               (8,371)          (3,860)             (12,231)        
2011-12 8,944         -               (8,944)          (3,816)             (12,760)        
2012-13 9,615         -               (9,615)          (4,040)             (13,655)        
2013-14 8,306         -               (8,306)          (3,675)             (11,981)        
2014-15 8,376         -               (8,376)          (4,395)             (12,771)        
Total 97,743$     -$             (97,743)$      (48,566)$         (146,309)$    

 
Criteria 
 
Section IV, “Reimbursable Activities,” of the parameters and guidelines 
begins: 

 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only 
actual costs may be claimed.  

FINDING 1— 
Unallowable 
salaries and 
benefits – 
Distributing the 
Suspected Child 
Abuse Report 
Form cost 
component 
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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 claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased 
costs for reimbursable activities. . . . Increased cost is limited to the cost 
of an activity that the claimant is required to incur as a result of 
the mandate. 
 

Section IV, subsection B.1, “Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse 
Report Form,” of the parameters and guidelines states, in part: 
 

City and county police or sheriff’s departments…shall:  
 

a. Distribute the child abuse reporting form adopted by DOJ (currently 
known as the “Suspected Child Abuse Report” Form SS 8572) to 
mandated reporters.  

 
Recommendation 
 
The ICAN Investigation Reports Program was suspended in the 
FY 2015-16 through FY 2021-22 Budget Acts. If the program becomes 
active again, we recommend that the county: 

 Follow the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s Mandated Cost 

Manual when preparing its reimbursement claims, and 

 Ensure that claimed costs include only eligible costs, are based on 
actual costs, and are properly supported. 

 
County’s Response 
 
The county concurs with the finding and recommendation. 
 
 
The county claimed $270,911 in salaries and benefits for the Cross-
reporting from Law Enforcement to County Welfare and the District 
Attorney’s Office cost component during the audit period. We found that 
$32,824 is allowable and $238,087 is unallowable. Unallowable related 
indirect costs total $119,374, for a total finding of $357,461.  
 
The reimbursable activity for this cost component consists of cross-
reporting by law enforcement to  county welfare and the District 
Attorney’s office every known or suspected instance of child abuse. 
 
To calculate the claimed salaries and benefits, the county multiplied the 
ATI by the total number of cases identified in the CAC report, then 
multiplied the resulting hours by a PHR. 
 
During testing, we found that the county overstated the number of cases 
cross-reported, overstated the PHRs, and overstated the related indirect 
costs. The county overstated these costs because it did not claim costs in 
accordance with the program’s parameters and guidelines or the SCO’s 

Mandated Cost Manual. 

FINDING 2— 
Unallowable salaries 
and benefits – 
Reporting between 
Local Departments: 
Cross-reporting from 
Law Enforcement to 
County Welfare and 
the District 
Attorney’s Office cost 
component  
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The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted costs 
for the Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement to County Welfare and the 
District Attorney’s Office cost component by fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal Amount Amount Audit Unallowable Total Audit
Year Claimed Allowable  Adjustment Indirect Costs  Adjustment

1999-2000 8,733$        1,660$      (7,073)$        (4,762)$           (11,835)$      
2000-01 9,038          1,590        (7,448)          (4,092)             (11,540)        
2001-02 9,481          1,757        (7,724)          (4,782)             (12,506)        
2002-03 9,686          1,639        (8,047)          (5,955)             (14,002)        
2003-04 8,880          1,385        (7,495)          (4,768)             (12,263)        
2004-05 9,660          1,602        (8,058)          (5,140)             (13,198)        
2005-06 20,664        2,449        (18,215)        (8,605)             (26,820)        
2006-07 20,836        2,635        (18,201)        (8,068)             (26,269)        
2007-08 19,945        2,333        (17,612)        (9,604)             (27,216)        
2008-09 20,223        2,307        (17,916)        (8,524)             (26,440)        
2009-10 18,884        1,938        (16,946)        (7,743)             (24,689)        
2010-11 24,093        2,366        (21,727)        (10,016)           (31,743)        
2011-12 21,512        2,509        (19,003)        (8,108)             (27,111)        
2012-13 19,230        2,155        (17,075)        (7,174)             (24,249)        
2013-14 24,918        2,251        (22,667)        (10,028)           (32,695)        
2014-15 25,128        2,248        (22,880)        (12,005)           (34,885)        
Total 270,911$    32,824$    (238,087)$    (119,374)$       (357,461)$     
 

Background 

 
The SBCSD is responsible for providing law enforcement services to the 
unincorporated areas of the county. The SBCSD also contracts with cities 
that are within the county’s boundaries and do not have a police force, to 
provide law enforcement services for a fee. The county identifies these 
cities as “contract cities.”  
 
During the course of the audit, we found that the county included costs for 
providing services to contract cities as part of its mandated cost claims for 
all activities. The parameters and guidelines state that any county, city, or 
city and county is eligible to submit a mandate reimbursement claim. 
Therefore, all counties and cities—including contract cities—are eligible 
to submit mandate reimbursement claims. Because contract cities are 
eligible to submit reimbursement claims, and the county received fees for 
law enforcement services from its contract cities, we determined that the 
county should only claim costs associated with the unincorporated areas 
of the county.  We determined that the costs incurred by contract cities are 
unallowable because the county had already been compensated by contract 
fees. The county did not report offsetting reimbursements for the contract 
city cases in its mandated cost claims. Therefore, we found that the county 
overstated these claimed costs because it did not offset costs that were 
funded by other sources. 
 
Number of Cases Cross-reported 

 
For the audit period, the county obtained the claimed number of cases 
cross-reported from the CAC report generated by the Law Enforcement 
Intelligence Network Center (LEINC).    
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The county provided detailed CAC case listing reports generated by the 
LEINC. During our review, we found that the reports included contract 
city cases; cases that occurred outside of the audit period; and 
PC section 311.11 cases. Cases related to PC section 311.11 are not 
mandate-related; therefore, we determined that the costs claimed for these 
cases are ineligible for reimbursement. Contract city cases and cases that 
occurred outside of the audit period are unallowable. We recalculated the 
number of supported cases for the audit period.  
 
For testing purposes we judgmentally selected a non-statistical sample of 
200 (50 cases for each fiscal year for FY 2003-04, FY 2006-07, 
FY 2008-09, and FY 2014-15) from the population of 6,940 supported 
cases. Based on our review, we found that 187 (all 50 in FY 2003-04; 49 
out of 50 in FY 2006-07; 49 out of 50 in FY 2008-09; and 39 out of 50 in 
FY 2014-15) of the sampled 200 cases were eligible. 
 
We also determined that 59 (16 out of 50 in FY 2003-04; eight out of 49 
in FY 2006-07; 22 out of 49 in FY 2008-09; and 13 out of 39 in 
FY 2014-15) out of the 187 cases were cross-reported. Consistent with the 
AICPA’s AU-C section 530, we calculated a weighted average based on 
the results of our testing. We projected the results by applying the 
weighted average of 31.6% to the total number of eligible cases to 
determine the total allowable number of cases that were cross-reported 
during the audit period. We determined that for the Cross-reporting from 
Law Enforcement to County Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office 
cost component, the allowable number of cases totals 2,193. We 
recalculated the costs based on the allowable number of cases. 
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted 
number of cases for the Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement to County 
Welfare and the District Attorney’s Office cost component by fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal Claimed Allowable Audit 
Year Cases Cases Adjustment

1999-2000 819              160                (659)            
2000-01 805              146                (659)            
2001-02 816              156                (660)            
2002-03 798              140                (658)            
2003-04 697              112                (585)            
2004-05 676              115                (561)            
2005-06 1,398           165                (1,233)         
2006-07 1,348           170                (1,178)         
2007-08 1,246           146                (1,100)         
2008-09 1,239           141                (1,098)         
2009-10 1,138           117                (1,021)         
2010-11 1,348           132                (1,216)         
2011-12 1,296           128                (1,168)         
2012-13 1,428           160                (1,268)         
2013-14 1,140           103                (1,037)         
2014-15 1,140           102                (1,038)         
Total 17,332         2,193             (15,139)       

 
 

Productive Hourly Rate 

 
The county provided payroll summary reports identifying actual annual 
salary and benefit cost data generated by the county’s financial accounting 
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system for the audit period. We used the actual annual salary and benefit 
cost data to compute the average annual salary and benefit amount for the 
employees in the Deputy Sheriff Officer, Sheriff Sergeant, and Office 
Assistant III classifications. We divided the average annual salary and 
benefit amounts by the calculated productive hours to calculate the PHR. 
As discussed in Finding 7, we found that the county overstated the claimed 
PHRs for FY 1999-2000 through FY 2004-05. 
 
Criteria 
 
Section IV, “Reimbursable Activities,” of the parameters and 
guidelines begins: 
 

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. 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 claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased 
costs for reimbursable activities. . . . Increased cost is limited to the cost 
of an activity that the claimant is required to incur as a result of the 
mandate. 
 

Section IV, subsection B.2, “Reporting Between Local Departments,” of 
the parameters and guidelines states, in part: 
 

c. Cross-Reporting of Suspected Child Abuse or Neglect from the Law 
Enforcement Agency to . . . 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. 

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. 
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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. 

 
Section V, subparagraph A.1, “Salaries and Benefits,” of the parameters 
and guidelines states: 
 

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 in the 
FY 2015-16 through FY 2021-22 Budget Acts. If the program becomes 
active again, we recommend that the county: 

 Follow the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s Mandated Cost 

Manual when preparing its reimbursement claims, and 

 Ensure that claimed costs include only eligible costs, are based on 
actual costs, and are properly supported. 

 
County’s Response 
 

We disagree with the disallowance of ICAN cases related to law 
enforcement contract cities. The contract fee for law enforcement 
services from the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department primarily 
covers patrol services provided to local jurisdictions. This fee does not 
include certain specialized mandated activities, including administration 
of the ICAN program. This specific function is performed by the Crimes 
Against Children Unit within the Sheriff’s Specialized Investigations 
Division, located at Sheriff Headquarters. These individuals have the 
requisite training and experience to conduct these specialized 
investigations. Per Section IV, “Reimbursable Activities” of the 
parameters and guidelines, “To be eligible for mandated cost 
reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs may be claimed. 
Actual costs are those actually incurred to implement the mandated 
activities.” The contracted law enforcement cities would not be eligible 
to claim costs related to the ICAN program’s mandated activities, as 
these costs were not transferred to those jurisdictions. Therefore, the 
County was not compensated for these costs and believes that the 
disallowed ICAN cases related to law enforcement contract cities should 
be reinstated for reimbursement. 
 
In addition, cases related to PC Section 311.11 were deemed not 
mandate-related and, therefore, ineligible for reimbursement. The 
County disagrees with this finding as PC Section 311.11 states:  

(a) Every person who knowingly possesses or controls any 
matter, representation of information, data, or image, 
including but not limited to, any film, filmstrip, 
photograph, negative, slide, photocopy, videotape, video 
laser disc, computer hardware, computer software, 
computer floppy disc, data storage media, CD-ROM, or 
computer-generated equipment or any other computer-
generated image that contains or incorporates in any 
manner, any film or filmstrip, the production of which 
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involves the use of a person under 18 years of age, knowing 
that the matter depicts a person under 18 years of age 
personally engaging in or simulating sexual conduct, as 
defined in subdivision (d) of Section 311.4, is guilty of a 
felony and shall be punished by imprisonment in the state 
prison, or a county jail for up to one year, or by a fine not 
exceeding two thousand five hundred dollars ($2,500), or 
by both the fine and imprisonment.  

 
The Auditor stated that “sexual abuse” for eligible cases is defined under 
PC 11165.1 under the Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act. Pursuant 
to PC 11165.1, “sexual abuse” means sexual assault or sexual 
exploitation as defined by the following: 

(c) “Sexual exploitation” refers to any of the following: 
(1) Conduct involving matter depicting a minor engaged 

in obscene acts in violation of Section 311.2 
(preparing, selling, or distributing obscene matter) or 
subdivision (a) of Section 311.4 (employment of 
minor to perform obscene acts). 

(2) A person knowingly promotes, aids, or assists, 
employs, uses, persuades, induces, or coerces a child, 
or person responsible for a child’s welfare, who 
knowingly permits or encourages a child to engage in, 
or assist others to engage in, prostitution or a live 
performance involving obscene sexual conduct, or to 
either pose or model alone or with others for purposes 
of preparing a film, photograph, negative, slide, 
drawing, painting, or other pictorial depiction, 
involving obscene sexual conduct. For the purpose of 
this section, “person responsible for a child’s welfare” 
means a parent, guardian, foster parent, or a licensed 
administrator or employee of a public or private 
residential home, residential school, or other 
residential institution. 

(3) A person who depicts a child in, or who knowingly 
develops, duplicates, prints, downloads, streams, 
accesses through any electronic or digital media or 
exchanges, a film, photograph, videotape, video 
recording, negative, or slide in which a child is 
engaged in an act of obscene sexual conduct, except 
for those activities by law enforcement and 
prosecution agencies and other persons described in 
subdivisions (c) and (e) of Section 311.3. 

 
As PC Section 311.11 cases relate to conduct involving a person who 
knowingly duplicates, prints, downloads, streams, accesses through any 
electronic or digital media, or exchanges, a film, photograph, videotape, 
video recording, negative, or slide in which a child is engaged in an act 
of obscene sexual conduct, we believe these cases include mandated 
activities and should be eligible for reimbursement. 
 
Lastly, due to the amount of time that has elapsed between occurrence 
of the claimed reimbursable activities and the audit period (spanning up 
to 22 years), the County is unable to provide any additional supporting 
documentation. Had the field audit been performed closer to the actual 
cost incurrence period, responsible claim preparation staff (who are 
retired or no longer employed) could have provided a much better 
response to the audit inquiries, which would have resulted in favorable 
results for San Bernardino County.  
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SCO Comment 
 
Our finding and recommendation remain unchanged. 
 
The county disagrees with the SCO’s determination that the costs claimed 
for contract city cases are ineligible for reimbursement. The county 
disputes that it was not compensated for the costs related to performing 
the mandated activities for the ICAN Investigation Reports Program for 
contract city cases and believes that the costs should be reinstated for 
reimbursement. We disagree. 
 
The SBCSD contracts with cities within the county’s boundaries that do 
not have a police force. The contract cities purchase various SBCSD staff 
positions (i.e. Deputy Sheriff Officer and Sheriff Sergeant) each fiscal 
period and pay the SBCSD annual contract rates for the purchased 
positions to provide law enforcement services. As the contract cities do 
not have a police force, none of the contract cities’ staff members 
performed any of the reimbursable activities under the ICAN Investigation 
Reports Program. In addition, the staff positions purchased by the contract 
cities include those staff positions who were responsible for performing 
the reimbursable mandated activities for the ICAN Investigation Reports 
Program. Therefore, the SBCSD is responsible for performing all law 
enforcement duties, including the mandated activities for the ICAN 
Investigation Reports Program, for contract cities.  
 
The county contends that the contract fee for law enforcement services 
provided by the SBCSD primarily covers patrol services provided to local 
jurisdictions. The county maintains that the contract fee does not include 
certain specialized mandated activities, including the administration of the 
ICAN Investigation Reports Program. The county disputes that the 
mandated activities for the ICAN Investigation Reports Program are 
performed by the Crimes Against Children Unit staff members in the 
Sheriff’s Specialized Investigations Division, located at the Sheriff’s 
Headquarters. In addition, the county contends that the contracted law 
enforcement cities are not eligible to claim costs related to the ICAN 
Investigation Reports Program, because the county did not transfer the 
costs related to the ICAN Investigation Reports Program to the 
local jurisdictions.  
 
The parameters and guidelines state that any county, city, or city and 
county is eligible to submit a mandate reimbursement claim. Therefore, all 
counties and cities—including contract cities—are eligible to submit 
mandate reimbursement claims. During testing, the county provided the 
law enforcement service contracts for our review. Based on our review of 
these contracts, we found that they do not provide any detailed information 
excluding certain specialized activities, nor do they specify or exclude 
divisions or identify who is responsible for the administration of the ICAN 
Investigation Reports Program. Our review also disclosed that the 
contracts did not itemize fees relating to the specific law enforcement 
services provided. Consequently, the county’s position that the contract 
fees do not include costs relating to the ICAN Investigation Reports 
Program, and that the contract cities are not eligible to claim costs for this 
program as they did not transfer the costs to the local jurisdictions, remains 
unsupported. Furthermore, the county has not provided additional 
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documentation to support that the contract fees do not include the costs to 
administer the ICAN Investigation Reports Program, or any evidence 
showing that the county does not transfer the costs to local jurisdictions. 
As a result, the costs claimed for the contract cities are ineligible 
for reimbursement. 
 
Our audit determined whether claimed costs represent increased costs 
resulting from the mandated program. The county is not entitled to 
mandated reimbursement for costs for contract city cases.  
 
Section VII, “Offsetting Revenues and Reimbursements,” of the 
parameters and guidelines states, in part: 

 
. . . Reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including but not 
limited to, service fees collected, federal funds, and other state funds, 
shall be identified and deducted from this claim. 

 
The county also disagrees with the SCO’s determination that PC 
section 311.11 cases are non-mandate-related and are ineligible for 
reimbursement. The county believes that PC section 311.11 cases include 
mandate-related activities and should be eligible for reimbursement. 
We disagree.  
 
The ICAN Investigation Reports Program addresses statutory 
amendments to California’s mandatory child abuse reporting laws. The 
child abuse reporting law was first added to the Penal Code in 1963, and 
initially required medical professional to report suspected child abuse to 
local law enforcement or child welfare authorities. The law was regularly 
expanded to include more professions (now termed “mandated reporters”) 
required to report suspected child abuse, and in 1980, California reenacted 
and amended the law, entitling it the “Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting 
Act.” The California Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act is codified 
in PC sections 11164 through11174.3.  
 
As part of our audit procedures, we reviewed PC sections 11164 through 
11174.3. Based on our review, we found that none of the Penal Code 
sections cite PC section 311.11. For further clarification, PC 
section 11165.1 relates to sexual abuse meaning sexual assault or sexual 
exploitation and identifies specific PC sections relating to PC section 311. 
However, none of the sections cited in PC section 11165.1 cite PC 
section 311.11 Therefore, although the county believes that PC 
section 311.11 cases include mandate-related activities, we determined 
that these cases are outside the scope of the reimbursable activities under 
this mandated program. As a result, the county is not entitled to mandated 
reimbursement for PC section 311.11 cases. 
 
The county filed its claims with the SCO for FY 1999-2000 through 
FY 2012-13 on July 15, 2015; for FY 2013-14 on February 15, 2015; and 
for FY 2014-15 on February 15, 2016. The SCO initiated an audit of the 
County of San Bernardino’s legislatively mandated ICAN Investigation 
Reports Program cost claims filed for FY 1999-2000 through FY 2014-15 
on July 9, 2020. The documentation requirements for this mandated cost 
program were adopted by the Commission on December 6, 2013.  
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The county maintains that it was unable to provide any additional 
documentation to support the mandated cost claims because 
approximately 22 years had elapsed between the occurrence of the 
reimbursable costs claimed and the audit period. The county also 
maintains that if the audit had been performed closer to the actual cost 
incurrence period, staff who were responsible for preparing the 
reimbursement claims (who have since retired) could have provided better 
responses to the audit inquires. Although the actual cost incurrence period 
and the audit period are separated by more than a decade, the majority of 
the reimbursement claims that the county filed with the SCO were 
submitted on July 15, 2015, only five years from the date on which the 
SCO initiated this audit. In addition, the county incurred and claimed costs 
for FY 2014-15, only six years from the date on which the SCO initiated 
this audit. Furthermore, the county is responsible for maintaining 
documentation for the period the claims were subject to audit. 
 
Section VI, “Record Retention,” of the parameters and guidelines states:  
 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5(a), a reimbursement 
claim for actual costs filed by a local agency or school district . . . is 
subject to the initiation of an audit by the Controller no later than three 
years after the date that the actual reimbursement claim is filed or last 
amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds are appropriated or 
no payment is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for 
which the claim is filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit 
shall commence to run from the date of initial payment of the claim. In 
any case, an audit shall be completed not later than two years after the 
date that the audit is commenced. All documents used to support the 
reimbursable activities, as described in Section IV., must be retained 
during the period subject to audit. If an audit has been initiated by the 
Controller during the period subject to audit, the retention period is 
extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. 

 
 
The county claimed $368,853 in salaries and benefits for the Reporting to 
Licensing Agencies cost component during the audit period. We found that 
$736 is allowable and $368,117 is unallowable. Unallowable related 
indirect costs total $183,802, for a total finding of $551,919. 
 
The reimbursable activity for this cost component consists of cross-
reporting by law enforcement to the appropriate licensing agency every 
known or suspected instance of child abuse or neglect when the instance 
of abuse or neglect occurs while the child is being cared for in a child day 
care facility, involves a child day care licensed staff person, or occurs 
while the child is under the supervision of a community care facility or 
involves a community care facility licensee or staff person. 
 
To calculate the claimed salaries and benefits, the county multiplied the 
ATI by the total number of cases identified in the CAC report, then 
multiplied the resulting hours by a PHR. 
 
During testing, we found that the county overstated the number of cases 
reported to licensing agencies, overstated the PHRs, and overstated the 
related indirect costs. The county overstated these costs because it did not 
claim costs in accordance with the program's parameters and guidelines or 
the SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual. 
 

FINDING 3— 
Unallowable salaries 
and benefits – 
Reporting between 
Local Departments: 
Reporting to 
Licensing Agencies 
cost component  
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The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted 
costs for the Reporting to Licensing Agencies cost component by 
fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal Amount Amount Audit Unallowable Total Audit
Year Claimed Allowable  Adjustment Indirect Costs  Adjustment

1999-2000 11,853$        42$            (11,811)$        (7,953)$             (19,764)$        
2000-01 12,216          29              (12,187)          (6,694)               (18,881)          
2001-02 12,856          31              (12,825)          (7,592)               (20,417)          
2002-03 13,059          31              (13,028)          (9,318)               (22,346)          
2003-04 11,939          34              (11,905)          (7,318)               (19,223)          
2004-05 13,112          37              (13,075)          (8,038)               (21,113)          
2005-06 27,874          60              (27,814)          (13,140)             (40,954)          
2006-07 28,125          62              (28,063)          (12,441)             (40,504)          
2007-08 26,879          43              (26,836)          (14,634)             (41,470)          
2008-09 27,243          44              (27,199)          (12,941)             (40,140)          
2009-10 25,293          45              (25,248)          (11,535)             (36,783)          
2010-11 32,539          48              (32,491)          (14,978)             (47,469)          
2011-12 30,372          53              (30,319)          (12,937)             (43,256)          
2012-13 28,765          61              (28,704)          (12,062)             (40,766)          
2013-14 33,223          58              (33,165)          (14,671)             (47,836)          
2014-15 33,505          58              (33,447)          (17,550)             (50,997)          
 Total 368,853$      736$          (368,117)$      (183,802)$         (551,919)$       

 

Number of Cases Reported to Licensing Agencies 

 
For the audit period, the county obtained the claimed number of cases that 
were reported to licensing agencies from the CAC report generated by 
the LEINC.    
 
The county provided detailed CAC case listing reports generated by the 
LEINC. During our review, we found that the reports included contract 
city cases; cases that occurred outside of the audit period; and PC 
section 311.11 cases. Cases related to PC section 311.11 are not mandate-
related; therefore, we determined that the costs claimed for these cases are 
ineligible for reimbursement. Contract city cases and cases that occurred 
outside of the audit period are unallowable. We recalculated the number 
of supported cases for the audit period.  
 
For testing purposes, we relied on the results of our review of the 200 cases 
that were judgmentally selected as a non-statistical sample (discussed in 
Finding 2). Based on our review, we found that 187 (all 50 in FY 2003-04; 
49 out of 50 in FY 2006-07; 49 out of 50 in FY 2008-09; and 39 out of 50 
in FY 2014-15) of the sampled 200 cases were eligible. 
 
We also determined that one of the 187 cases was reported to a licensing 
agency during the audit period. Consistent with the AICPA’s AU-C 
section 530, we calculated a weighted average based on the results of our 
testing. We projected the results by applying the weighted average of 0.5% 
to the total eligible number of cases that were reported to licensing 
agencies during the audit period. We determined that for the Reporting to 
Licensing Agencies cost component, the allowable number of cases 
totals 36. We recalculated the costs based on the allowable number 
of cases.   
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The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted 
number of cases for the Reporting to Licensing Agencies cost component 
by fiscal year:   
 

Fiscal Claimed Allowable Audit 
Year Cases Cases Adjustment

1999-2000 819          3               (816)            
2000-01 805          2               (803)            
2001-02 816          2               (814)            
2002-03 798          2               (796)            
2003-04 697          2               (695)            
2004-05 676          2               (674)            
2005-06 1,398       3               (1,395)         
2006-07 1,348       3               (1,345)         
2007-08 1,246       2               (1,244)         
2008-09 1,239       2               (1,237)         
2009-10 1,138       2               (1,136)         
2010-11 1,348       2               (1,346)         
2011-12 1,292       2               (1,290)         
2012-13 1,428       3               (1,425)         
2013-14 1,140       2               (1,138)         
2014-15 1,140       2               (1,138)         
Total 17,328     36             (17,292)        
 
Productive Hourly Rate 

 
The county provided payroll summary reports identifying actual annual 
salary and benefit cost data generated by the county’s financial accounting 
system for the audit period. We used the actual annual salary and benefit 
cost data to compute the average annual salary and benefit amount for the 
employees in the Deputy Sheriff Officer, Sheriff Sergeant, and Office 
Assistant III classifications. We divided the average annual salary and 
benefit amounts by the calculated productive hours to calculate the PHR. 
As discussed in Finding 7, we found that the county overstated the claimed 
PHRs for FY 1999-2000 through FY 2004-05. 
 
Criteria 
 
Section IV, “Reimbursable Activities,” of the parameters and guidelines 
begins: 
 

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. 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 claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased 
costs for reimbursable activities. . . . Increased cost is limited to the cost 
of an activity that the claimant is required to incur as a result of the 
mandate. 
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Section IV, subsection B.2, “Reporting Between Local Departments,” of 
the parameters and guidelines states, in part: 
 

e. Reporting to Licensing Agencies:  
 

City and county police or sheriff’s departments . . . shall: 

1) Report by telephone immediately or as soon as practically 
possible to the appropriate licensing agency every known or 
suspected instance of child abuse or neglect when the instance 
of abuse or neglect occurs while the child is being cared for in 
a child day care facility, involves a child day care licensed staff 
person, or occurs while the child is under the supervision of a 
community care facility or involves a community care facility 
licensee or staff person.    

2) 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 11166.2. The agency shall send the licensing agency a 
copy of its investigation report and any other pertinent 
materials. 
 
As of July 31, 2001, 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. 

 
Section V, subparagraph A.1, “Salaries and Benefits,” of the parameters 
and guidelines states: 

 
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 in the 
FY 2015-16 through FY 2021-22 Budget Acts. If the program becomes 
active again, we recommend that the county: 

 Follow the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s Mandated Cost 

Manual when preparing its reimbursement claims, and 

 Ensure that claimed costs include only eligible costs, are based on 
actual costs, and are properly supported. 

 
County’s Response 
 
The county disagreed with but did not respond separately to Findings 2 
through 6. The county’s response to these findings is reproduced in 
Finding 2, and the county’s entire response is included as an attachment to 
this report. 
 
SCO Comment 
 
Our finding and recommendation remain unchanged. 
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The county disagreed with but did not respond separately to Findings 2 
through 6. The county’s response to these findings appears in Finding 2, 
along with our comments on the county’s response. 
 
 
The county claimed $1,041,431 in salaries and benefits for the Complete 
an Investigation for Purposes of Preparing the Report cost component 
during the audit period. We found that $88,596 is allowable and $952,835 
is unallowable. Unallowable related indirect costs total $493,279, for a 
total finding of $1,446,114.  
 
The county misclassified the preparing and submitting the Form SS 8583 
to the DOJ activities under the Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
Preparing the Report cost component. We reclassified the preparing and 
submitting the Form SS 8583 to the DOJ activities under the Forward 
Reports to the Department of Justice cost component. 
 
This cost component provides reimbursement for costs associated with 
reviewing the Form SS 8572, conducting initial interviews with involved 
parties, and writing a report of the interviews for review by a supervisor. 
Additionally, per the program’s parameters and guidelines, time spent 
performing an initial investigation of a Form SS 8572 is reimbursable only 
if that Form SS 8572 is generated by another agency. Investigation of a 
Form SS 8572 generated by a department that is also the mandated reporter 
is not eligible for reimbursement. 
 
To calculate the claimed salaries and benefits, the county multiplied the 
ATI by the total number of cases from the CAC report, then multiplied the 
resulting hours by a PHR. 
 
During testing, we found that the county overstated the number of cases 
investigated, overstated the PHRs, and overstated the related indirect 
costs. The county overstated these costs because it did not claim costs in 
accordance with the program's parameters and guidelines or the SCO’s 
Mandated Cost Manual. 
 

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted costs 
for the Complete an Investigation for Purposes of Preparing the Report 
cost component by fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal Amount Amount Audit Unallowable Total Audit
Year Claimed Allowable  Adjustment Indirect Costs  Adjustment

1999-2000 47,751$         5,670$      (42,081)$      (28,333)$         (70,414)$         
2000-01 49,398           5,456        (43,942)        (24,137)           (68,079)           
2001-02 51,884           6,002        (45,882)        (27,871)           (73,753)           
2002-03 52,282           5,522        (46,760)        (34,108)           (80,868)           
2003-04 47,660           4,619        (43,041)        (26,989)           (70,030)           
2004-05 52,415           5,403        (47,012)        (29,521)           (76,533)           
2005-06 112,236         8,295        (103,941)      (49,101)           (153,042)         
2006-07 113,313         8,889        (104,424)      (46,292)           (150,716)         
2007-08 108,266         7,953        (100,313)      (54,700)           (155,013)         
2008-09 109,222         7,895        (101,327)      (48,212)           (149,539)         
2009-10 100,375         6,378        (93,997)        (42,947)           (136,944)         
2010-11 130,792         7,971        (122,821)      (56,620)           (179,441)         
2011-12 65,837           8,543        (57,294)        (24,448)           (81,742)           
Total 1,041,431$    88,596$    (952,835)$    (493,279)$       (1,446,114)$     
 

FINDING 4— 
Unallowable salaries 
and benefits – 
Reporting to the State 
Department of 
Justice: Complete an 
Investigation for 
Purposes of Preparing 
the Report cost 
component  
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Number of Cases Investigated 
 
For the audit period, the county obtained the claimed number of cases that 
were investigated from the CAC report generated by the LEINC.    
 
The county provided detailed CAC case listing reports generated by the 
LEINC. During our review, we found that the reports included contract 
city cases; cases that occurred outside of the audit period; and PC 
section 311.11 cases. Cases related to PC section 311.11 are not mandate-
related; therefore, we determined that the costs claimed for these cases are 
ineligible for reimbursement. Contract city cases and cases that occurred 
outside of the audit period are unallowable. We recalculated the number 
of supported cases for the audit period.  
 
For testing purposes we judgmentally selected a non-statistical sample of 
150 (50 cases for each fiscal year for FY 2003-04, FY 2006-07, and 
FY 2008-09) from the population of 5,786 supported cases. Based on our 
review, we found that 148 (all 50 in FY 2003-04; 49 out of 50 in 
FY 2006-07; and 49 out of 50 in FY 2008-09) of the sampled 150 cases 
were eligible. 
 
We also determined that 31 (13 out of 50 in FY 2003-04; 11 out of 49 in 
FY 2006-07; and seven out of 49 in FY 2008-09) out of the 148 cases were 
investigated. Consistent with the AICPA’s AU-C section 530, we 
calculated a weighted average based on the results of our testing. We 
projected the results by applying the weighted average of 20.9% to the 
total eligible number of cases that were investigated during the audit 
period. We determined that for the Complete an Investigation for Purposes 
of Preparing the Report cost component, the allowable number of cases 
totals 1,209. We recalculated the costs based on the allowable number 
of cases. 
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted 
number of cases for the Complete an Investigation for Purposes of 
Preparing the Report cost component by fiscal year:   
 

Fiscal Claimed Allowable Audit 
Year Cases Cases Adjustment

1999-2000 819        106           (713)            
2000-01 805        97             (708)            
2001-02 816        103           (713)            
2002-03 798        92             (706)            
2003-04 697        74             (623)            
2004-05 676        76             (600)            
2005-06 1,398     109           (1,289)         
2006-07 1,348     112           (1,236)         
2007-08 1,246     97             (1,149)         
2008-09 1,239     94             (1,145)         
2009-10 1,138     77             (1,061)         
2010-11 1,348     87             (1,261)         
2011-12 618        85             (533)            
Total 12,946   1,209        (11,737)        
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Productive Hourly Rate 
 
The county provided payroll summary reports identifying actual annual 
salary and benefit cost data generated by the county’s financial accounting 
system for the audit period. We used the actual annual salary and benefit 
cost data to compute the average annual salary and benefit amount for 
employees in the Deputy Sheriff Officer, Sheriff Sergeant, and Office 
Assistant III classifications. We divided the average annual salary and 
benefit amounts by the calculated productive hours to calculate the PHR. 
As discussed in Finding 7, we found that the county overstated the claimed 
PHRs for FY 1999-2000 through FY 2004-05. 

 
Criteria 
 
Section IV, “Reimbursable Activities,” of the parameters and 
guidelines begins: 

 
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. 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 claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased 
costs for reimbursable activities. . . .  Increased cost is limited to the cost 
of an activity that the claimant is required to incur as a result of 
the mandate. 

 
Section IV, subsection B.3, “Reporting to the State Department of 
Justice,” of the parameters and guidelines states: 

a. 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:  
 

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, or 
subsequent designated form, to the Department of Justice. 
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. 

  



San Bernardino County Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program 

-33- 

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 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…. 

 
Section V, subparagraph A.1, “Salaries and Benefits,” of the parameters 
and guidelines states: 

 
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 in the 
FY 2015-16 through FY 2021-22 Budget Acts. If the program becomes 
active again, we recommend that the county: 

 Follow the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s Mandated Cost 

Manual when preparing its reimbursement claims, and   

 Ensure that claimed costs include only eligible costs, are based on 
actual costs, and are properly supported. 

 
County’s Response 
 
The county disagreed with but did not respond separately to Findings 2 
through 6. The county’s response to these findings is reproduced in 
Finding 2, and the county’s entire response is included as an attachment to 
this report. 
 
SCO Comment 
 
Our finding and recommendation remain unchanged. 
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The county disagreed with but did not respond separately to Findings 2 
through 6. The county’s response to these findings appears in Finding 2, 
along with our comments on the county’s response. 
 

 
The county misclassified the salaries and benefits for the preparing and 
submitting the Form SS 8583 to the DOJ activities under the Complete an 
Investigation for Purposes of Preparing the Report cost component. We 
reclassified the preparing and submitting the Form SS 8583 to the DOJ 
activities under the Forward Reports to the Department of Justice cost 
component. We found that the county understated salaries and benefits 
totaling $5,442, and $2,705 in related indirect costs, for a total adjustment 
of $8,147.  
 
This component provides reimbursement for costs associated with 
preparing and submitting the Form SS 8583 to the DOJ. A Form SS 8583 
is prepared and submitted for every investigated case of known or 
suspected child abuse or severe neglect that is determined to be 
substantiated or inconclusive.  
 
To calculate the claimed salaries and benefits, the county multiplied the 
ATI by the total number of cases identified in the CAC report, then 
multiplied the resulting hours by a PHR. 
 
During testing, we found that the county understated the number of cases 
for which a Form SS 8583 was forwarded to the DOJ and understated the 
related indirect costs. The county understated these costs because it did not 
claim costs in accordance with the program’s parameters and guidelines 
or the SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual. 
 

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted 
costs for the Forward Reports to the Department of Justice cost component 
by fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal Amount Amount Audit Related Total Audit
Year Claimed Allowable  Adjustment Indirect Costs  Adjustment

1999-2000 -$          337$         337$             227$                564$             
2000-01 -            324           324               178                  502               
2001-02 -            356           356               168                  524               
2002-03 -            337           337               199                  536               
2003-04 -            296           296               147                  443               
2004-05 -            328           328               163                  491               
2005-06 -            507           507               240                  747               
2006-07 -            551           551               244                  795               
2007-08 -            487           487               266                  753               
2008-09 -            496           496               236                  732               
2009-10 -            426           426               195                  621               
2010-11 -            492           492               227                  719               
2011-12 -            505           505               215                  720               
Total -$          5,442$      5,442$          2,705$             8,147$           

 

Number of Reports Forwarded to the DOJ 
 
For the audit period, the county obtained the claimed number of cases for 
which a Form SS 8583 was forwarded to the DOJ from the CAC report 
generated by the LEINC.    

FINDING 5— 
Understated salaries 
and benefits – 
Reporting to the State 
Department of 
Justice: Forward 
Reports to the 
Department of Justice 
cost component 
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The county provided detailed CAC case listing reports generated by the 
LEINC. During our review, we found that the reports included contract 
city cases; cases that occurred outside of the audit period; and PC 
section 311.11 cases. Cases related to PC section 311.11 are not mandate-
related; therefore, we determined that the costs claimed for these cases are 
ineligible for reimbursement. Contract city cases and cases that occurred 
outside of the audit period are unallowable. We recalculated the number 
of supported cases for the audit period.  
 
For testing purposes, we relied on the results of our review of the 150 cases 
that were judgmentally selected as a non-statistical sample (discussed in 
Finding 4). Based on our review, we found that 148 (all 50 in FY 2003-04; 
49 out of 50 in FY 2006-07; and 49 out of 50 in FY 2008-09) of the 
sampled 150 cases were eligible. 
 
We also determined that a Form SS 8583 was prepared and sent to the DOJ 
for 32 (14 out of 50 in FY 2003-04; six out of 49 in FY 2006-07; and 12 
out of 49 in FY 2008-09) out of the 148 eligible cases. Consistent with the 
AICPA’s AU-C section 530, we calculated a weighted average based on 
the results of our testing. We projected the results by applying the 
weighted average of 21.6% to the total eligible number of cases for which 
a Form SS 8583 was prepared and sent to the DOJ during the audit period. 
We determined that for the Forward Reports to the Department of Justice 
cost component, the allowable number of cases totals 1,250. We 
recalculated the costs based on the allowable number of cases.  
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted 
number of cases for the Forward Reports to the Department of Justice cost 
component by fiscal year:  
 

Fiscal Claimed Allowable Audit 
Year Cases Cases Adjustment

1999-2000 -                110           110              
2000-01 -                100           100              
2001-02 -                106           106              
2002-03 -                95             95                
2003-04 -                77             77                
2004-05 -                79             79                
2005-06 -                113           113              
2006-07 -                116           116              
2007-08 -                100           100              
2008-09 -                97             97                
2009-10 -                80             80                
2010-11 -                90             90                
2011-12 -                87             87                
Total -                1,250        1,250            

 
Criteria 
 
Section IV, “Reimbursable Activities,” of the parameters and 
guidelines begins:  
 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only 
actual costs may be claimed.  
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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 claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased 
costs for reimbursable activities. . . . Increased cost is limited to the cost 
of an activity that the claimant is required to incur as a result of the 
mandate. 

 
Section IV, subsection B.3, of the parameters and guidelines states, in part:  
 

a. 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:…. 
2) Forward 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.  
 
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. 

 
Recommendation 
 
The ICAN Investigation Reports Program was suspended in the 
FY 2015-16 through FY 2021-22 Budget Acts. If the program becomes 
active again, we recommend that the county: 

 Follow the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s Mandated Cost 

Manual when preparing its reimbursement claims, and   

 Ensure that claimed costs include only eligible costs, are based on 
actual costs, and are properly supported. 
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County’s Response 
 
The county disagreed with but did not respond separately to Findings 2 
through 6. The county’s response to these findings is reproduced in 
Finding 2, and the county’s entire response is included as an attachment to 
this report. 
 
SCO Comment 
 
Our finding and recommendation remain unchanged. 
 
The county disagreed with but did not respond separately to Findings 2 
through 6. The county’s response to these findings appears in Finding 2, 
along with our comments on the county’s response. 
 
 
The county claimed $267,235 in salaries and benefits for the Notifications 
Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index cost component 
during the audit period.  We found that $9,175 is allowable and $258,060 
is unallowable. Unallowable related indirect costs total $133,359, for a 
total finding of $391,419.  
 
This component provides reimbursement for costs associated with 
notifying, in writing, the known or suspected child abuser that he or she 
has been reported to the Child Abuse Central Index (CACI), in any form 
approved by the DOJ, at the time the Form SS 8583 is filed with the DOJ; 
making relevant information available, when received from the DOJ, to 
the child custodian, appointed guardian or counsel, or to the appropriate 
licensing agency, if he or she is treating or investigating a case of known 
or suspected child abuse or severe neglect; and informing the mandated 
reporter of the results of the investigation and any action the agency is 
taking with regard to the child or family, upon completion of the child 
abuse investigation or after there has been a final disposition in the matter. 
  
To calculate the claimed salaries and benefits, the county multiplied the 
ATI by the total number of cases from the CAC report, then multiplied the 
resulting hours by a PHR. 
 
During testing, we found that the county overstated the number of cases 
for which a CACI notification was sent to the suspected child abuser; 
overstated the number of cases for which relevant information was made 
available, when received from the DOJ, to the child custodian, appointed 
guardian or counsel; overstated the number of cases for which the 
mandated reporter was informed of the investigation results and of any 
action taken regarding the child and family upon completion of the 
investigation; overstated the PHRs, and overstated the related indirect 
costs. The county overstated these costs because it did not claim costs in 
accordance with the program’s parameters and guidelines or the SCO’s 
Mandated Cost Manual. 

  

FINDING 6— 
Unallowable salaries 
and benefits – 
Notifications 
Following Reports to 
the Child Abuse 
Central Index cost 
component 
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The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted costs 
for the Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 
cost component by fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal Amount Amount Audit Unallowable Total Audit
Year Claimed Allowable  Adjustment Indirect Costs  Adjustment

1999-2000 12,303$        588$         (11,715)$      (7,888)$           (19,603)$      
2000-01 12,709          566           (12,143)        (6,670)             (18,813)        
2001-02 13,306          621           (12,685)        (7,580)             (20,265)        
2002-03 13,494          575           (12,919)        (9,307)             (22,226)        
2003-04 12,236          482           (11,754)        (7,279)             (19,033)        
2004-05 13,565          567           (12,998)        (8,052)             (21,050)        
2005-06 28,838          865           (27,973)        (13,214)           (41,187)        
2006-07 28,896          913           (27,983)        (12,405)           (40,388)        
2007-08 27,735          822           (26,913)        (14,676)           (41,589)        
2008-09 27,810          793           (27,017)        (12,855)           (39,872)        
2009-10 25,635          663           (24,972)        (11,410)           (36,382)        
2010-11 33,484          822           (32,662)        (15,057)           (47,719)        
2011-12 17,224          898           (16,326)        (6,966)             (23,292)        
Total 267,235$      9,175$      (258,060)$    (133,359)$       (391,419)$     
 

Number of Notifications Following Reports to CACI 
 
For the audit period, the county obtained the claimed number of cases from 
the CAC report generated by the LEINC.    
 
The county provided detailed CAC case listing reports generated by the 
LEINC. During our review, we found that the reports included contract 
city cases; cases that occurred outside of the audit period; and PC 
section 311.11 cases. Cases related to PC section 311.11 are not mandate-
related; therefore, we determined that the costs claimed for these cases are 
ineligible for reimbursement. Contract city cases and cases that occurred 
outside of the audit period are unallowable. We recalculated the number 
of supported cases for the audit period.  
 
For testing purposes, we relied on the results of our review of the 150 cases 
that were judgmentally selected as a non-statistical sample (discussed in 
Finding 4). Based on our review, we found that 148 (all 50 in FY 2003-04; 
49 out of 50 in FY 2006-07; and 49 out of 50 in FY 2008-09) of the 
sampled 150 cases were eligible. 
 
We also determined that CACI notifications were sent for 20 (eight out of 
50 in FY 2003-04; seven out of 49 in FY 2006-07; and five out of 49 in 
FY 2008-09) out of the 148 eligible cases, or a weighted average of 13.5%; 
relevant information was made available, when received by the DOJ, to 
the child custodian, or appointed guardian or counsel for one out of 148 
eligible cases, or a weighted average of 0.7%; and a mandated reporter 
was informed of the investigation results and any action taken with regard 
to the child or family upon completion of the investigation for six out of 
148 eligible cases, or a weighted average of 4.1%. Consistent with the 
AICPA’s AU-C section 530, we calculated a weighted average based on 
the results of our testing. We projected the results by applying the 
calculated weighted averages to the total eligible number of cases for each 
of the activities performed. We determined that for the Notifications 
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Following Reports to the CACI, the allowable number of cases totals 1,060 
(782 for CACI notifications sent, 41 for making relevant information 
available, and 237 for informing the mandated reporter). We recalculated 
the costs based on the allowable number of cases.  
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted 
number of cases for the Notifications Following Reports to the Child 
Abuse Central Index by fiscal year:   
 

Fiscal Claimed Allowable Audit Claimed Allowable Audit Claimed Allowable Audit 
Year Cases Cases Adjustment Cases Cases Adjustment Cases Cases Adjustment

1999-2000 819        68          (751)       819           4             (815)       819       21        (798)       
2000-01 805        63          (742)       805           3             (802)       805       19        (786)       
2001-02 816        67          (749)       816           3             (813)       816       20        (796)       
2002-03 798        60          (738)       798           3             (795)       798       18        (780)       
2003-04 697        48          (649)       697           3             (694)       697       15        (682)       
2004-05 676        49          (627)       676           2             (674)       676       15        (661)       
2005-06 1,398     71          (1,327)    1,398        3             (1,395)    1,398    21        (1,377)    
2006-07 1,348     72          (1,276)    1,348        4             (1,344)    1,348    22        (1,326)    
2007-08 1,246     63          (1,183)    1,246        4             (1,242)    1,246    19        (1,227)    
2008-09 1,239     60          (1,179)    1,239        3             (1,236)    1,239    18        (1,221)    
2009-10 1,138     50          (1,088)    1,138        3             (1,135)    1,138    15        (1,123)    
2010-11 1,348     56          (1,292)    1,348        3             (1,345)    1,348    17        (1,331)    
2011-12 624        55          (569)       624           3             (621)       624       17        (607)       
Total 12,952   782        (12,170)  12,952      41           (12,911)  12,952  237      (12,715)  

CACI Notifications to Suspects Make Relevant Information Available Inform Mandated Reporter

 
 

Productive Hourly Rate 

 
The county provided payroll summary reports identifying actual annual 
salary and benefit cost data generated by the county’s financial accounting 
system for the audit period. We used the actual annual salary and benefit 
cost data to compute the average annual salary and benefit amount for the 
employees in the Deputy Sheriff Officer, Sheriff Sergeant, and Office 
Assistant III classifications. We divided the average annual salary and 
benefit amounts by the calculated productive hours to calculate the PHR. 
As discussed in Finding 7, we found that the county overstated the claimed 
PHRs for FY 1999-2000 through FY 2004-05. 
 
Criteria 
 
Section IV, “Reimbursable Activities,” of the parameters and 
guidelines begins: 
 

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. 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 claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased 
costs for reimbursable activities. . . . Increased cost is limited to the cost 
of an activity that the claimant is required to incur as a result of the 
mandate. 

 
Section IV, subsection B.4, “Notifications Following Reports to the Child 
Abuse Central Index,” of the parameters and guidelines states: 
 

a. 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: 

 

1) Notify in writing the known or suspected child abuser that he or 
she has been reported to the Child Abuse Central Index, in any 
form approved by the Department of Justice, at the time the 
“Child Abuse Investigation Report” is filed with the 
Department of Justice. 
 

This activity includes, where applicable, completion of the 
Notice of Child Abuse Central Index Listing form (SOC 832), 
or subsequent designated form. 
 

For law enforcement agencies only, this activity is eligible for 

reimbursement from July 1, 1999 until December 31, 2011, 

pursuant to Penal Code section 11169(b), as amended by 

Statutes 2011, chapter 468 (AB 717), which ends the mandate 

to report to DOJ for law enforcement agencies. 

 

Section V, subparagraph A.1, “Salaries and Benefits,” of the parameters 
and guidelines states: 
 

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 in the 
FY 2015-16 through FY 2021-22 Budget Acts. If the program becomes 
active again, we recommend that the county: 

 Follow the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s Mandated Cost 

Manual when preparing its reimbursement claims, and  

 Ensure that claimed costs include only eligible costs, are based on 
actual costs, and are properly supported. 

 
County’s Response 
 
The county disagreed with but did not respond separately to Findings 2 
through 6. The county’s response to these findings is reproduced in 
Finding 2, and the county’s entire response is included as an attachment to 
this report. 
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SCO Comment 
 
Our finding and recommendation remain unchanged. 
 
The county disagreed with but did not respond separately to Findings 2 
through 6. The county’s response to these findings appears in Finding 2, 
along with our comments on the county’s response. 
 
 
The county claimed salary and benefit costs for the Office Assistant III, 
Deputy Sheriff Officer, and Sheriff Sergeant classifications for the audit 
period. The salaries and benefits for these classifications were calculated 
using the total cumulative actual annual salary and benefit costs for each 
classification, then divided by the total number of county staff members 
assigned to that classification to determine the average annual salary and 
benefit costs. The county divided the average annual salary and benefit 
costs for each classification by the calculated annual productive hours to 
compute the claimed PHRs. 
 
The county calculates a countywide productive hourly rate for all of its 
employees. During testing, we found that the county calculated the annual 
productive hours by subtracting administration and meeting hours from 
the total annual work hours for FY 1999-2000 through FY 2004-05. The 
SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual does not identify time spent on 
administration and meetings as excludable time. Therefore, time spent on 
administration and meetings should not be excluded when computing the 
productive hours. As a result, we recomputed the annual productive hours 
without excluding the administration and meeting hours. We found that 
the county understated the annual productive hours for FY 1999-2000 
through FY 2004-05. We recomputed the PHRs by dividing the average 
annual salary and benefit costs for each classification by the recomputed 
annual productive hours, and found that the county overstated the PHRs 
for FY 1999-2000 through FY 2004-05. We recalculated allowable costs 
based on the allowable PHRs. 
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted 
annual productive hours for the fiscal years that resulted in an 
audit adjustment: 
 

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Productive Productive Audit
Year  Hours  Hours Adjustment

1999-2000 1,646 1,698 52
2000-01 1,655 1,708 53
2001-02 1,647 1,699 52
2002-03 1,634 1,686 52
2003-04 1,623 1,675 52
2004-05 1,623 1,675 52     

  

FINDING 7— 
Overstated productive 
hourly rates 
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The following tables summarize the claimed, allowable, and adjusted 
PHRs for the fiscal years that resulted in an audit adjustment: 
 

Office Assistant III

Fiscal Claimed Allowable Audit
Year PHR PHR Adjustment

1999-2000 18.98$  18.40$      (0.58)$         
2000-01 20.03    19.41        (0.62)           
2001-02 20.79    20.15        (0.64)           
2002-03 21.93    21.32        (0.61)           
2003-04 23.81    23.07        (0.74)           
2004-05 25.69    24.89        (0.80)            

Deputy Sheriff Officer

Fiscal Claimed Allowable Audit
Year PHR PHR Adjustment

1999-2000 45.23$  43.84$      (1.39)$         
2000-01 47.42    45.95        (1.47)           
2001-02 48.92    47.42        (1.50)           
2002-03 50.35    48.95        (1.40)           
2003-04 52.74    51.10        (1.64)           
2004-05 60.56    58.68        (1.88)           

    
Sheriff Sergeant

Fiscal Claimed Allowable Audit
Year PHR PHR Adjustment

1999-2000 59.75$  57.92$      (1.83)$         
2000-01 63.74    61.76        (1.98)           
2001-02 67.19    65.14        (2.05)           
2002-03 68.39    66.48        (1.91)           
2003-04 70.16    67.98        (2.18)           
2004-05 76.78    74.40        (2.38)           
     

Criteria 
 
Section V, subparagraph A.1, “Salaries and Benefits,” of the parameters 
and guidelines states, in part: 
 

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. 

 
Section 2, part 7, sub-part (1)(a), “Productive Hourly Rate Options,” of the 
SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual (July 1, 2015) states:  
 

A local agency may use one of the following methods to compute 
productive hourly rates:  
 

 Actual annual productive hours for each employee;   
 The weighted-average annual productive hours for each job title; or 
 1,800* annual productive hours for all employees.  
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If actual annual productive hours or weighted-average annual productive 
hours for each job title is chosen, the claimant must maintain 
documentation of how these hours were computed. 
 
*1,800 annual productive hours excludes the following employee time: 
 

 Paid holidays; 
 Vacation earned; 
 Sick leave taken; 
 Informal time off; 
 Jury duty; and 
 Military leave taken. 

 
Recommendation 
 
The ICAN Investigation Reports Program was suspended in the 
FY 2015-16 through FY 2021-22 Budget Acts. If the program becomes 
active again, we recommend that the county: 

 Follow the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s Mandated Cost 

Manual when preparing its reimbursement claims; and 

 Calculate the PHRs based on the classification of employees who 
perform the mandated activities, using the documentation for the 
corresponding fiscal year.   

 
County’s Response 
 
The county concurs with the finding and recommendation. 
 
 
The county overstated the indirect cost rates for FY 2001-02 through 
FY 2004-05. The indirect cost rates for FY 2001-02 through FY 2003-04 
were previously audited and determined to be overstated in the final audit 
report of San Bernardino County for the legislatively mandated Peace 
Officers Procedural Bill of Rights Program for the period of July 1, 2001, 
through June 30, 2004, issued on June 29, 2007.  
 
During testing, we found that the county claimed a 61.44% indirect cost 
rate in FY 2003-04 and FY 2004-05. Based on discussions with key county 
staff members, the county did not prepare an indirect cost rate proposal for 
FY 2004-05 due to a major financial system upgrade. Instead, the county 
relied upon the indirect cost rate proposal that had been prepared for 
FY 2003-04, and applied the 61.44% indirect cost rate to FY 2004-05. As 
the county had relied upon the FY 2003-04 indirect cost rate for 
FY 2004-05, we determined that it would be reasonable to apply the 
previously audited FY 2003-04 indirect cost rate of 49.65% to 
FY 2004-05. We found that the county had overstated the indirect cost 
rates for FY 2001-02 through FY 2004-05. We recalcualted the allowable 
indirect costs based on the previously audited indirect cost rates. 

  

FINDING 8— 
Overstated indirect 
cost rates 
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The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted 
indirect cost rates for the fiscal years that resulted in an audit adjustment: 
 

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Indirect Indirect Audit
Year  Cost Rate Cost Rate Adjustment

2001-02 59.17% 47.13% (12.04)%
2002-03 71.49% 59.18% (12.31)%
2003-04 61.44% 49.65% (11.79)%
2004-05 61.44% 49.65% (11.79)%  
 
Criteria 
 
Section V, subparagraph B, “Indirect Cost Rates,” of the parameters and 
guidelines states, in part: 
 

Indirect costs are costs that are incurred for a common or joint purpose, 
benefiting more than one program, and are not directly assignable to a 
particular department or program without efforts disproportionate to the 
result achieved. Indirect costs may include both: (1) overhead costs of 
the unit performing the mandate; and (2) the costs of the central 
government services distributed to the other departments based on a 
systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan.  
 
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 claimed exceeds 10%. 

 
Recommendation 
 
The ICAN Investigation Reports Program was suspended in the 
FY 2015-16 through FY 2021-22 Budget Acts. If the program becomes 
active again, we recommend that the county: 

 Follow the parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s Mandated Cost 

Manual when preparing its  reimbursement claims; and 

 Ensure that the indirect cost calculations are consistent with the 
methodology outlined in Title 2, Code of Federal Regulations, 
Part 225 (OMB Circular A-87).    

 
County’s Response 
 
The county concurs with the finding and recommendation. 
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SHANNON D DICUS. SHERIFF-CORONER 

ApnI7, 2022 

Lisa Kurokawa, Ch1et, Compliance Audits Bureau 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits 
P 0 . Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

RE: Response to Draft Audit Report 

\AN Hl'lt , \IWII\O 

COUNTY 

lnteragency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (/CAN) Program 
Audit penod' July 1, 1999 through June 30, 2015 

Dear Ms. Kurokawa· 

Thank you for providing an opportunity for San Bernardino County to review and respond lo the Stale 
Controller's Office (SCO) draft audit report for the above-mandated program dated March 28, 2022. 

The County's revlew of the draft audit report has been completed. While we concur with a majority of the 
findings and recommendations proposed In the ICAN draft audit report, we disagree with the disallowance 
of ICAN cases related to law enforcement contract cities The contract fee for law enforcement services 
from the San Bernardino County Sheriffs Department primarily covers patrol services provfded to local 
Jurisdictions This fee does not include certain specialized mandated activities. Including administration of 
the ICAN program. This specific function Is performed by the Crimes Against Children Unit within the 
Sheriffs Specialized Investigations Division, located al Sheriff Headquarters. These individuals have the 
requisite training and experience to conduct these specialized investigations. Per Section IV, 
"Reimbursable Activities· of the parameters and guidelines, "To be eligible for maridated cost 
reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs may be claimed. Actual costs are those actually 
incurred to Implement the mandated activities • The contracted law enforcement cities would not be eligible 
to claim costs related to the ICAN program's mandated activities, as these costs were not transferred to 
those jurisdictions. Therefore, the County was not compensated for these costs and believes that the 
disallowed ICAN cases related to law enforcement contract cities snould be reinstated for reimbursement. 

In addition. cases related to PC Section 311 .11 were deemed not mandate-related and, therefore. ineligible 
for reimbursement The County disagrees with this finding as PC Section 311.11 states: 

"(a) Every person who knowingly possesses or controls any matter, representation of 
information, data, or Image, Including, but not limited to, any film. filmstrip, photograph, 
negative, slide, photocopy. videotape, Video laser disc, computer hardware, computer 
software, computer floppy disc, data storage media, CD-ROM, or computer-generated 
equipment or any other computer-generated image that contains or Incorporates In any 
manner, any film or filmstrip. the production of which involves the use of a person under 18 
years of age, knowing that the matter depicts a person under 18 years of age personally 
engaging In or simulating sexual conduct, as defined In subdivision (d) of Section 311 -4, is 
guilty of a felony and shall be punished by imprisonment in the state prison, or a county Jail 
for up to one year, or by a fine not exceeding two thousand five hundred dollars ($2,500), 
or by both the fine and lmprfsonment." 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
655 East Third Street • San Bernardino. Cariromoa 92415-0061 Post Office Box 569 • San Be,naidrno, Califomfa 92402-0569 
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CERTIFIED MAIL—RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
 
Arlene Barrera, Acting Auditor-Controller 
Los Angeles County 
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 West Temple Street, Room 525 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
 
Dear Ms. Barrera:  
 
The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by Los Angeles County for the 
legislatively mandated Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program for the 
period of July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2012. 
 
The county claimed $6,551,653 for the mandated program. Our audit found that $1,837,738 is 
allowable ($1,995,931 less a $158,193 penalty for filing late claims), and $4,713,915 is 
unallowable because the county overstated salary and benefit costs, and offsetting 
reimbursements. The State made no payments to the county. The State will pay $1,837,738, 
contingent upon available appropriations.  
 
Following issuance of this audit report, the SCO’s Local Government Programs and Services 
Division will notify the county 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 county. 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. IRC information is available on the Commission’s website at 
www.csm.ca.gov/forms/IRCForm.pdf. 
 
 
 



 
Arlene Barrera, Acting Auditor-Controller -2- September 11, 2019 
 
 

 

 
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 
 
JLS/hf 
 

cc: The Honorable Janice Hahn, Chair 
  Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 
 Alex Villanueva, Sheriff 
  Los Angeles County  
 Michael Hanks, Administration Services Manager II  
  Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department 
 Hasmik Yaghobyan, SB90 Administrator 
  Los Angeles County Auditor-Controller’s Office  
 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 
 Debra Morton, Manager 
  Local Government Programs and Services Division 
  State Controller’s Office 
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Audit Report 
 
The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by 
Los Angeles County for the legislatively mandated Crime Statistics 
Reports for the Department of Justice Program for the period of 
July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2012. 
 
The county claimed $6,551,653 for the mandated program. Our audit 
found that $1,837,738 is allowable ($1,995,931 less a $158,193 penalty 
for filing late claims), and $4,713,915 is unallowable because the county 
overstated salary and benefit costs, and offsetting reimbursements. The 
State made no payments to the county. The State will pay $1,837,738, 
contingent upon available appropriations. 
 
 
Penal Code (PC) sections 12025, subdivisions (h)(1) and (h)(3), 12031, 
subdivisions (m)(1) and (m)(3); 13014; 13023; and 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 (GC) 
section 17514.  
 
On July 31, 2009, the Commission heard an amended test claim on PC 
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:  

 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 (PC section 13014); 

 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, 

Summary 

Background 
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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 (PC section 13023);  

 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 PC 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 found that 
this activity is a reimbursable mandate from July 1, 2001, through 
January 1, 2005. (PC sections 12025, subdivisions (h)(1) and (h)(3), 
and 12031, subdivisions (m)(1) and (m)(3));  

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

 For local law enforcement agencies to report the following in a manner 
to be prescribed by the Attorney General:  

o Any information that may be required relative to hate crimes, as 
defined in PC 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; and 

o Any information that may be required relative to hate crimes, 
defined in PC 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 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 Crime 
Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice 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, 2001, through June 30, 2012. 

  

Objective, Scope, 
and Methodology 
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To achieve our objective, we: 

 Reviewed the annual mandated cost claims filed by the county for the 
audit period and identified the significant cost components of each 
claim as Homicide Reports, Domestic Violence Related Calls for 
Assistance, and Hate Crime Reports. 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; 

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

 Interviewed county staff to determine what employee classifications 
were involved in performing the reimbursable activities; 

 Traced productive hourly rate (PHR) and benefit rate calculations for 
all employee classifications performing the mandated activities to 
supporting information in the county’s payroll system; 

 Assessed whether the average time increments claimed for each fiscal 
year in the audit period to perform the reimbursable activities were 
reasonable per the requirements of the program and supported by 
source documentation (see Finding 1); 

 Reviewed and analyzed the claimed report counts for domestic 
violence related calls for assistance, homicides, and hate crimes for 
consistency and possible exclusions, and verified that counts were 
supported by the reports that the county submitted to the Department 
of Justice (DOJ) (see Finding 1); 

 Traced a judgmentally selected non-statistical sample of 106 out of 
16,727 domestic violence related calls for assistance to written 
incident reports for FY 2006-07 through FY 2011-12. Errors found 
were not projected to the intended population; 

 Determined whether indirect costs claimed for each fiscal year in the 
audit period were for common or joint purposes and whether indirect 
cost rates were properly supported and applied; and 

 Reviewed potential sources of offsetting revenues and 
reimbursements for the audit period. We inquired with district staff, 
reviewed single audit reports (with accompanying financial 
statements), and reviewed revenue reports for the audit period for 
other sources of funding (see Finding 2). 

 
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. 
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We limited our review of the county’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 county’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 county claimed ineligible costs and overstated costs that 
were funded by another source, as quantified in the Schedule and 
described in the Findings and Recommendations section of this audit 
report. 
 

For the audit period, Los Angeles County claimed $6,551,653 for costs of 
the legislatively mandated Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of 
Justice Program. Our audit found that $1,837,738 is allowable ($1,995,931 
less a $158,193 penalty for filing late claims) and $4,713,915 is 
unallowable. The State made no payments to the county. The State will 
pay $1,837,738, contingent upon available appropriations. 
 
Following issuance of this audit report, the SCO’s Local Government 
Programs and Services Division will notify the county 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 county’s legislatively 
mandated Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program.  
 
 
 
We discussed our audit results with the county’s representatives during an 
exit conference conducted on August 14, 2019. Cynthia Evans, Assistant 
Director, Administrative Services Division, Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 
Department; Michael Hanks, Administrative Services Manager II, Los 
Angeles County Sheriff’s Department; and other county employees agreed 
with the audit results. The county’s representatives declined a draft audit 
report and agreed that we could issue the audit report as final. 
 
 
This audit report is solely for the information and use of Los Angeles 
County, 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 and is available on the SCO website at 
www.sco.ca.gov. 
 
 
 
Original signed by 

 

JIM L. SPANO, CPA 
Chief, Division of Audits 
 
September 11, 2019 
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Schedule— 
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2012 
 
 
 

Cost  Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002

Direct costs:
  Homicide reports 29,743$     1,918$       (27,825)$           
  Domestic violence related calls for assistance 501,558     148,350     (353,208)           

Total direct costs 531,301     150,268     (381,033)           
Indirect costs 39,314       11,118       (28,196)             

Total direct and indirect costs 570,615     161,386     (409,229)           Finding 1
Less late filing penalty2 -               (16,139)      (16,139)             

Total program costs 570,615$    145,247     (425,368)$          

Less amount paid by the State3 -               

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 145,247$    

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003

Direct costs:
  Homicide reports 31,408$     3,340$       (28,068)$           
  Domestic violence related calls for assistance 502,765     142,326     (360,439)           

Total direct costs 534,173     145,666     (388,507)           
Indirect costs 38,774       10,572       (28,202)             

Total direct and indirect costs 572,947     156,238     (416,709)           Finding 1
Less late filing penalty2 -               (15,624)      (15,624)             

Total program costs 572,947$    140,614     (432,333)$          

Less amount paid by the State3 -               

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 140,614$    

Reference1
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 
 

Cost  Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004

Direct costs:
  Homicide reports 33,247$     2,759$       (30,488)$           
  Domestic violence related calls for assistance 480,671     137,803     (342,868)           

Total direct costs 513,918     140,562     (373,356)           
Indirect costs 35,656       9,751         (25,905)             

Total direct and indirect costs 549,574     150,313     (399,261)           Finding 1
Less late filing penalty2 -               (15,031)      (15,031)             

Total program costs 549,574$    135,282     (414,292)$          

Less amount paid by the State3 -               

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 135,282$    

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005

Direct costs:
  Homicide reports 35,020$     3,594$       (31,426)$           
  Hate crime reports 9,466         426           (9,040)               
  Domestic violence related calls for assistance 500,490     144,447     (356,043)           

Total direct costs 544,976     148,467     (396,509)           
Indirect costs 36,780       10,020       (26,760)             

Total direct and indirect costs 581,756     158,487     (423,269)           Finding 1
Less late filing penalty2 -               (15,849)      (15,849)             

Total program costs 581,756$    142,638     (439,118)$          

Less amount paid by the State3 -               

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 142,638$    

Reference1
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 
 

Cost  Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006

Direct costs:
  Homicide reports 37,044$     3,801$       (33,243)$           
  Hate crime reports 20,033       801           (19,232)             
  Domestic violence related calls for assistance 541,884     155,160     (386,724)           

Total direct costs 598,961     159,762     (439,199)           
Indirect costs 39,553       10,550       (29,003)             

Total direct and indirect costs 638,514     170,312     (468,202)           Finding 1
Less late filing penalty2 -               (17,031)      (17,031)             

Total program costs 638,514$    153,281     (485,233)$          

Less amount paid by the State3 -               

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 153,281$    

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007

Direct costs:
  Homicide reports 37,866$     3,327$       (34,539)$           
  Hate crime reports 20,489       978           (19,511)             
  Domestic violence related calls for assistance 605,386     170,654     (434,732)           

Total direct costs 663,741     174,959     (488,782)           
Indirect costs 44,736       11,792       (32,944)             

Total direct and indirect costs 708,477     186,751     (521,726)           Finding 1
Less late filing penalty2 -               (18,675)      (18,675)             

Total program costs 708,477$    168,076     (540,401)$          

Less amount paid by the State3 -               

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 168,076$    

Reference1
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 
 

Cost  Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008

Direct costs:
  Homicide reports 38,169$     2,955$       (35,214)$           
  Hate crime reports 20,647       1,003         (19,644)             
  Domestic violence related calls for assistance 657,673     181,920     (475,753)           

Total direct costs 716,489     185,878     (530,611)           
Indirect costs 49,787       12,916       (36,871)             

Total direct and indirect costs 766,276     198,794     (567,482)           Finding 1
Less late filing penalty2 -               (19,879)      (19,879)             

Total program costs 766,276$    178,915     (587,361)$          

Less amount paid by the State3 -               

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 178,915$    

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009

Direct costs:
  Homicide reports 39,854$     2,792$       (37,062)$           
  Hate crime reports 21,568       862           (20,706)             
  Domestic violence related calls for assistance 666,532     185,929     (480,603)           

Total direct costs 727,954     189,583     (538,371)           
Indirect costs 50,660       13,194       (37,466)             

Total direct and indirect costs 778,614     202,777     (575,837)           Finding 1
Less late filing penalty2 -               (20,278)      (20,278)             

Total program costs 778,614$    182,499     (596,115)$          

Less amount paid by the State3 -               

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 182,499$    

Reference1
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 
 

Cost  Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010

Direct costs:
  Homicide reports 40,538$     2,266$       (38,272)$           
  Hate crime reports 21,930       610           (21,320)             
  Domestic violence related calls for assistance 637,138     181,231     (455,907)           

Total direct costs 699,606     184,107     (515,499)           
Indirect costs 48,496       12,762       (35,734)             

Total direct and indirect costs 748,102     196,869     (551,233)           Finding 1
Less late filing penalty2 -               (19,687)      (19,687)             

Total program costs 748,102$    177,182     (570,920)$          

Less amount paid by the State3 -               

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 177,182$    

July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011

Direct costs:
  Homicide reports 33,700$     2,564$       (31,136)$           
  Hate crime reports 29,392       897           (28,495)             
  Domestic violence related calls for assistance 668,329     185,074     (483,255)           

Total direct costs 731,421     188,535     (542,886)           
Indirect costs 124,986     32,218       (92,768)             

Total direct and indirect costs 856,407     220,753     (635,654)           Finding 1
Less other reimbursements (539,536)    -               539,536             Finding 2

Total program costs 316,871$    220,753$    (96,118)$           

Less amount paid by the State3 -               

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 220,753$    

Reference1
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 
 

Cost  Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment

July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012

Direct costs:
  Homicide reports 33,237$     2,266$       (30,971)$           
  Hate crime reports 28,983       604           (28,379)             
  Domestic violence related calls for assistance 588,530     164,458     (424,072)           

Total direct costs 650,750     167,328     (483,422)           
Indirect costs 100,812     25,923       (74,889)             

Total direct and indirect costs 751,562     193,251     (558,311)           Finding 1
Less other reimbursements (431,655)    -               431,655             Finding 2

Total program costs 319,907$    193,251$    (126,656)$          

Less amount paid by the State3 -               

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 193,251$    

Summary: July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2012

Direct costs:
  Homicide reports 389,826$    31,582$     (358,244)$          
  Hate crime reports 172,508     6,181         (166,327)           
  Domestic violence related calls for assistance 6,350,956   1,797,352   (4,553,604)         

Total direct costs 6,913,290   1,835,115   (5,078,175)         
Indirect costs 609,554     160,816     (448,738)           

Total direct and indirect costs 7,522,844   1,995,931   (5,526,913)         Finding 1
Less other reimbursements (971,191)    -               971,191             Finding 2
Less late filing penalty2 -               (158,193)    (158,193)           

Total program costs 6,551,653$ 1,837,738$ (4,713,915)$       

Less amount paid by the State3 -               

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 1,837,738$ 

Reference1

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
1 See the Findings and Recommendations section. 
2 The county filed its initial reimbursement claims for FY 2001-02 through FY 2009-10 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 August 2, 2019. 
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Findings and Recommendations 
 
The county reported $6,913,290 in salary and benefit costs. We found that 
$1,835,115 is allowable and $5,078,175 is unallowable. The related 
indirect costs are $448,738, for a total finding of $5,526,913. The audit 
adjustments are related to the following cost components: Homicide 
Reports, Hate Crime Reports, and Domestic Violence Related Calls for 
Assistance. Costs are unallowable because the county misinterpreted the 
program’s parameters and guidelines when preparing the mandated cost 
claims. As a result, the county overstated the number of domestic violence 
related calls for assistance that were used to calculate the costs to write, 
review, and edit reports on domestic violence related calls for assistance; 
and overstated employees’ hours claimed to complete the mandated 
activities for both the Homicide Reports and Hate Crime Reports cost 
components. The overstatement occurred because the county claimed 
costs for services provided to its contract cities as well as to the 
unincorporated areas of the county.  
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable and overstated 
salaries, benefits, and related indirect costs for the audit period: 
 

Fiscal 
Year

 Amount 
Reported 

Amount 
Allowable

Audit 
Adjustment

Unallowable 
Indirect Costs

Total Audit 
Adjustment

2001-02 531,301$      150,268$        (381,033)$      (28,196)$                (409,229)$        
2002-03 534,173        145,666          (388,507)        (28,202)                  (416,709)          
2003-04 513,918        140,562          (373,356)        (25,905)                  (399,261)          
2004-05 544,976        148,467          (396,509)        (26,760)                  (423,269)          
2005-06 598,961        159,762          (439,199)        (29,003)                  (468,202)          
2006-07 663,741        174,959          (488,782)        (32,944)                  (521,726)          
2007-08 716,489        185,878          (530,611)        (36,871)                  (567,482)          
2008-09 727,954        189,583          (538,371)        (37,466)                  (575,837)          
2009-10 699,606        184,107          (515,499)        (35,734)                  (551,233)          
2010-11 731,421        188,535          (542,886)        (92,768)                  (635,654)          
2011-12 650,750        167,328          (483,422)        (74,889)                  (558,311)          

Total 6,913,290$   1,835,115$     (5,078,175)$   (448,738)$              (5,526,913)$     

Salaries and Benefits

 
 
Background 
 
The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LASD) is responsible for 
providing law enforcement services to the unincorporated areas of the 
county. LASD also contracts with 44 cities within the county’s boundaries 
that do not have a police force, to provide general law enforcement 
services for a fee. The county identifies these cities as “contract cities.” 
We reviewed a sample contract and found that the contract fee includes all 
costs for law enforcement officers and administrative functions. The 
administrative functions are included in the contract fee in order to recover 
overhead costs.  
 
During the course of the audit, we found that the county included costs for 
providing services to contract cities as part of its mandated cost claims for 

FINDING 1— 
Overstated salary  
and benefit costs 



Los Angeles County Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program 

-12- 

all activities. The parameters and guidelines state that any county, city, or 
city and county is eligible to submit a mandate reimbursement claim. 
Therefore, as all cities are eligible to submit reimbursement claims, and as 
the county received fees for law enforcement services from its contract 
cities, we determined that the county should claim only costs associated 
with the unincorporated areas of the county. As a result, we requested that 
the county provide support for the unincorporated areas of the county for 
all reimbursable activities. We determined that costs incurred by contract 
cities were unallowable because the county had already been compensated 
by contract fees. 
 
Homicide Reports Costs 
 
The county claimed $389,826 in salaries and benefits for the Homicide 
Reports cost component. We found that $31,582 is allowable and 
$358,244 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the county 
overstated the total number of hours LASD staff spent performing the 
mandated activities. Unallowable related indirect costs total $30,653, for 
a total finding of $388,897. 
 
Reimbursable activities for this component consist of extracting 
demographic information from local records, reporting the information to 
the Department of Justice (DOJ) monthly, verifying information contained 
in the report, and provide additional explanation when specifically 
requested by the DOJ. 
 
For FY 2001-02 through FY 2009-10, the county claimed a total of 936 
hours per fiscal year (78 hours the mandated activities of extracting the 
required information and submitting the information to DOJ. However, for 
FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-12, the county claimed a total of 720 hours per 
fiscal year (60 hours a month) to complete the mandated activities of 
reviewing the data and submitting to DOJ. The county also claimed a total 
of 24 hours per fiscal year (two hours per month) for an Operations 
Assistant to complete the mandated activity of extracting data. County 
staff provided an email received from its Crime Analysis Unit indicating 
that it took 80 hours a month to complete the mandated activity. The 
county was unable to provide source documentation to support the number 
of hours claimed.  
 
During testing, we found that the claimed number of hours was both for 
contract cities and for unincorporated areas of the county. In addition, 
based on interviews with LASD’s staff, we found that the county’s process 
to determine the number of homicide reports included non-reimbursable 
activities such as reviewing all homicide reports and updating files; and 
documenting and sending all cases to detectives for review. The 
parameters and guidelines state that reimbursement is not required for 
reviewing and editing every homicide report. Therefore, the county 
claimed costs for the non-reimbursable activity of reviewing and editing 
every homicide report.  
 
We conducted interviews with LASD staff to determine the time it takes 
employees in the Operations Assistant II and Statistical Analyst 
classifications to perform the mandated activities per case. Based on our 
interviews and observations of the LASD processes, the county was able 
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to support that it takes five minutes for an Operations Assistant II and 30 
minutes for a Statistical Analyst to perform the mandated activities per 
case. The county provided us with monthly reports that were submitted to 
the DOJ, identifying the number of homicides that were reported for the 
unincorporated areas of the county for each calendar year. We then 
calculated the number of reported homicides for each fiscal year.  
 
The following table summarizes the allowable number of homicide reports 
for unincorporated areas of the county and were reported to DOJ: 
 

Fiscal 
Year

Homicide Reports 
Identified in the 
County’s System

2001-02 105                      
2002-03 173                      
2003-04 135                      
2004-05 167                      
2005-06 167                      
2006-07 143                      
2007-08 126                      
2008-09 114                      
2009-10 91                        
2010-11 96                        
2011-12 86                        

Total 1,403                   

 
 
We calculated the allowable hours by multiplying the number of homicide 
reports for the unincorporated areas of the county by the allowable time 
increments. As a result, we found that the county overstated the total 
number of hours claimed for the Homicide Reports cost component. The 
following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and overstated costs 
for the Homicide Reports cost component by fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal 
Year

 Amount 
Claimed 

Amount 
Allowable

Audit 
Adjustment

Unallowable 
Indirect Costs

Total Audit 
Adjustment

2001-02 29,743$        1,918$            (27,825)$        (2,059)$                  (29,884)$          
2002-03 31,408          3,340              (28,068)          (2,038)                    (30,106)            
2003-04 33,247          2,759              (30,488)          (2,116)                    (32,604)            
2004-05 35,020          3,594              (31,426)          (2,121)                    (33,547)            
2005-06 37,044          3,801              (33,243)          (2,195)                    (35,438)            
2006-07 37,866          3,327              (34,539)          (2,328)                    (36,867)            
2007-08 38,169          2,955              (35,214)          (2,447)                    (37,661)            
2008-09 39,854          2,792              (37,062)          (2,579)                    (39,641)            
2009-10 40,538          2,266              (38,272)          (2,653)                    (40,925)            
2010-11 33,700          2,564              (31,136)          (5,320)                    (36,456)            
2011-12 33,237          2,266              (30,971)          (4,797)                    (35,768)            

Total 389,826$      31,582$          (358,244)$      (30,653)$                (388,897)$        

Salaries and Benefits
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Hate Crime Report Costs 
 
The county claimed $172,508 in salaries and benefits for the Hate Crime 
Reports cost component. We found that $6,181 is allowable and $166,327 
is unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the county overstated 
the total number of hours that Sheriff’s Department staff spent performing 
the mandated activities. Unallowable related indirect costs total $16,744, 
for a total finding of $183,071. 
 
Reimbursable activities for this cost component consist of extracting 
required information about hate crimes from existing law enforcement 
records in order to report to the DOJ on an annual and monthly basis in a 
manner prescribed by the Attorney General; and to verify information 
contained in the report, or to provide additional explanation about the 
report when specifically requested by the DOJ.  
 
The operable period for this component began January 1, 2005. The county 
claimed a total of 240 hours for FY 2004-05 (40 hours a month for six 
months); for FY 2005-06 through FY 2009-10, the county claimed a total 
of 480 hours per fiscal year (40 hours per month) for a Senior Statistical 
Analyst to compile, update, and send Hate Crime reports to DOJ. For 
FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-12 the county claimed a total of 600 hours per 
fiscal year (50 hours a month) increasing the total number of hours to 
perform the same activities. The county was unable to provide source 
documentation to support the number of hours claimed. 
 
During testing, we found that the total number of hours the county claimed 
was for extracting information both for contract cities and for 
unincorporated areas of the county. We requested that the county provide 
the number of hate crimes that occurred in the unincorporated areas, as 
well as the unit time that it takes a Senior Statistical Analyst to gather hate 
crime information and submit the information to DOJ.  
 
The county used its case management system, the Los Angeles Regional 
Crime Information System (LARCIS) to provide the number of hate 
crimes that were reported in the unincorporated areas of the county. We 
interviewed Sheriff’s Department staff and observed the county’s process. 
Based on our interviews and observations, the county was able to support 
25 minutes per case to complete the information in DOJ’s Uniform Crime 
Reporting system (UCR). As a result, we found that the county overstated 
the total number of hours claimed for the Hate Crime Reports cost 
component. We calculated allowable hours by multiplying the time 
increment by the number of hate crimes identified in the unincorporated 
areas. 
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The following table summarizes the allowable number of Hate Crime 
Reports for unincorporated areas of the county that were reported to DOJ: 
 

Fiscal 
Year

 Hate Crime 
Reports Identified 

in the County’s 
System 

2004-05 26
2005-06 46
2006-07 55
2007-08 56
2008-09 46
2009-10 32
2010-11 44
2011-12 30

Total 335

 
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and overstated 
costs for the Hate Crime Reports cost component by fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal 
Year

 Amount 
Claimed 

Amount 
Allowable

Audit 
Adjustment

Unallowable 
Indirect Costs

Total Audit 
Adjustment

2004-05 9,466$          426$               (9,040)$          (610)$                     (9,650)$            
2005-06 20,033          801                 (19,232)          (1,270)                    (20,502)            
2006-07 20,489          978                 (19,511)          (1,315)                    (20,826)            
2007-08 20,647          1,003              (19,644)          (1,365)                    (21,009)            
2008-09 21,568          862                 (20,706)          (1,441)                    (22,147)            
2009-10 21,930          610                 (21,320)          (1,478)                    (22,798)            
2010-11 29,392          897                 (28,495)          (4,869)                    (33,364)            
2011-12 28,983          604                 (28,379)          (4,396)                    (32,775)            

Total 172,508$      6,181$            (166,327)$      (16,744)$                (183,071)$        

Salaries and Benefits

 
 
Domestic Violence Related calls for Assistance 
 
The county claimed $6,350,956 in salaries and benefits for the Domestic 
Violence Related Calls for Assistance cost component. We found that 
$1,797,352 is allowable and $4,553,604 is unallowable. The costs are 
unallowable because the county overstated the number of domestic 
violence related calls for assistance. Unallowable related indirect costs 
total $401,341, for a total finding of $4,954,945. 
 
Reimbursable activities for this cost component consist of writing, 
reviewing, and editing incident reports. The parameters and guidelines 
also require that a written report support each domestic violence related 
call for assistance. 
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To calculate the claimed salaries and benefits, the county multiplied the 
time increments to prepare each domestic violence related call for 
assistance incident report by the number of domestic violence related calls 
for assistance, and then multiplied the total by the average PHR and related 
benefit costs for the Deputy Sheriff and Sergeant classifications. 
 
As previously stated, during testing, we found that the county claimed the 
total number of domestic violence related calls for assistance both for the 
unincorporated areas of the county and for contract cities. The county 
provided a summary report generated from LARCIS to support the number 
of domestic violence related calls for assistance for the unincorporated 
areas of the county. Based on our review of the summary reports, we 
determined that the county overstated the number of domestic violence 
related calls for assistance as a result of claiming written incident reports 
both for contract cities and for unincorporated areas of the county. As a 
result, the county overstated salaries and benefit costs for this activity. 
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and overstated 
number of domestic violence related calls for assistance written incident 
reports by fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal 
Year

 Amount
Claimed 

Amount
Allowable

Audit 
Adjustment

2001-02 10,814                3,198                   (7,616)        
2002-03 10,649                3,015                   (7,634)        
2003-04 9,745                  2,795                   (6,950)        
2004-05 9,687                  2,796                   (6,891)        
2005-06 9,631                  2,758                   (6,873)        
2006-07 10,065                2,837                   (7,228)        
2007-08 10,526                2,911                   (7,615)        
2008-09 10,528                2,938                   (7,590)        
2009-10 10,017                2,849                   (7,168)        
2010-11 9,790                  2,711                   (7,079)        
2011-12 8,992                  2,481                   (6,511)        

Total 110,444              31,289                 (79,155)      
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The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and overstated 
costs for the Domestic Violence Related Calls for Assistance cost 
component by fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal 
Year

 Amount 
Claimed 

Amount 
Allowable

Audit 
Adjustment

Unallowable 
Indirect Costs

Total Audit 
Adjustment

2001-02 501,558$      148,350$        (353,208)$      (26,137)$                (379,345)$        
2002-03 502,765        142,326          (360,439)        (26,164)                  (386,603)          
2003-04 480,671        137,803          (342,868)        (23,789)                  (366,657)          
2004-05 500,490        144,447          (356,043)        (24,029)                  (380,072)          
2005-06 541,884        155,160          (386,724)        (25,538)                  (412,262)          
2006-07 605,386        170,654          (434,732)        (29,301)                  (464,033)          
2007-08 657,673        181,920          (475,753)        (33,059)                  (508,812)          
2008-09 666,532        185,929          (480,603)        (33,446)                  (514,049)          
2009-10 637,138        181,231          (455,907)        (31,603)                  (487,510)          
2010-11 668,329        185,074          (483,255)        (82,579)                  (565,834)          
2011-12 588,530        164,458          (424,072)        (65,696)                  (489,768)          

Total 6,350,956$   1,797,352$     (4,553,604)$   (401,341)$              (4,954,945)$     

Salaries and Benefits

 
 
Criteria 
 
Section IV 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. 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. 

 
Section IV of the parameters and guidelines also states: 
 

The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased 
costs for reimbursable activities. Increased cost is limited to the cost of 
an activity that the claimant is required to incur as a result of the mandate.  
 
This section continues to state that claimants may use time studies to 
support salary and benefit costs when an activity is task repetitive. 

 
Section IV (D) of the parameters and guidelines allows ongoing activities 
related to costs associated with supporting domestic violence related calls 
for assistance with a written incident report, and reviewing and editing the 
report. 
 
Section V of the parameters and guidelines states that cost elements must 
be identified for the reimbursable activities identified in section IV of the 
parameters and guidelines. Each reimbursable cost must be supported by 
source documentation. For salaries and benefit costs, claimants are to 
report each employee implementing the reimbursable activities by name, 
job classification and productive hourly rate. 
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Recommendation 
 
The Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program was 
suspended in the FY 2012-13 through FY 2018-19 Budget Acts. If the 
program becomes active again, we recommend that the county: 

 Follow the mandated program claiming instructions and parameters 
and guidelines when claiming reimbursement for mandated costs; 

 Claim costs based on the number of domestic violence related calls for 
assistance that are supported with a written report for the 
unincorporated areas of the county; and 

 Calculate time increments used to claim mandated costs based on 
either actual time or based on a documented time study. 

 
 
The county overstated offsetting reimbursements by $971,191 for the audit 
period. The allowable costs for the mandated activities are applicable to 
the unincorporated areas of the county; therefore, the offsetting 
reimbursements reported for contract cities are not applicable.  
 
The audit disclosed that the offsetting reimbursements were not based on 
actual revenues received from contract cities. Interviews with county staff 
members disclosed that county staff was not aware that contract cities were 
eligible to claim reimbursement for the mandate. Therefore, the county 
determined that it should be able to claim all associated costs for the 
mandate, as it provided services both to unincorporated areas of the county 
and to contract cities. However, after the initial claims were submitted, the 
county learned that contract cities were eligible to file reimbursement 
claims for the mandate. At that time, officials in the LASD and the 
Auditor-Controller’s Office determined that the county should calculate 
an offset to compensate for the costs applicable to contract cities.  
 
For FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-12, the county provided worksheets to show 
that 63% of the activities performed were for contract cities. The 
documentation disclosed that the percentage was derived by identifying 
the number of officers that provided services to the contract cities divided 
by the total number of officers that provided general law enforcement 
services. Based on our review, we concluded that the offsetting 
reimbursements applied to the mandated cost claims were based on an 
estimated percentage applied only to the calculated mandated costs, and 
not based on actual revenues received.  
 

  

FINDING 2— 
Overstated offsetting 
reimbursements 
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The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and overstated 
offsetting reimbursements for the audit period: 
 

Reported Actual
Offsetting Offsetting Audit 

Reimbursements Reimbursements Adjustment 

2010-11 (539,536)$            -$                            539,536$                
2011-12 (431,655)              -                              431,655                  

Total (971,191)$            -$                            971,191$                

Fiscal 
Year

 
 
Criteria 
 
Section VII of the parameters and guidelines states that any offsets the 
claimant experiences in the same program as a result of the same statutes 
or executive orders found to contain the mandate must be deducted from 
the costs claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate received 
from any federal, state, or non-local source must be identified and 
deducted from such claims. 
 
Recommendation 
 
The Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program was 
suspended in the FY 2012-13 through FY 2018-19 Budget Acts. If the 
program becomes active again, we recommend that the county: 

 Follow the mandated program claiming instructions and parameters 
and guidelines when claiming reimbursement for mandated costs; and 

 Ensure that reported offsetting reimbursements are based on actual 
revenues and are offset against mandated costs. 
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The Honorable Mark Ridley-Thomas, Chairman 
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Dear Mr. Ridley-Thomas: 
 
The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by Los Angeles County for the 
legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program (Chapter 956, Statutes of 2000) for the period of 
July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2013. 
 
The county claimed $1,531,844 for the mandated program. Our audit found that $1,030,517 is 
allowable ($1,113,948 less a $83,431 penalty for filing late claims) and $501,327 is unallowable. 
The costs are unallowable because the county overstated the number of identity theft cases, 
misstated the time increments required to perform the reimbursable activities, and misstated the 
productive hourly rates. In addition, based on the methodology used to claim costs, we found that 
the county also overstated offsetting revenues. The State made no payments to the county.  The 
State will pay $1,030,517, 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. 
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Original signed by 

 
JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA 
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Audit Report 
 
The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by Los 
Angeles County for the legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program 
(Chapter 956, Statutes of 2000) for the period of July 1, 2004, through 
June 30, 2013. 
 
The county claimed $1,531,844 for the mandated program. Our audit 
found that $1,030,517 is allowable ($1,113,948 less a $83,431 penalty for 
filing late claims) and $501,327 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable 
because the county overstated the number of identity theft cases, misstated 
the time increments required to perform the reimbursable activities, and 
misstated the productive hourly rates. In addition, based on the 
methodology used to claim costs, we found that the county also overstated 
offsetting revenues.  The State made no payments to the county. The State 
will pay $1,030,517, contingent upon available appropriations. 
 
 

Penal Code (PC) section 530.6, subdivision (a), as added by Statutes 2000, 
Chapter 956, requires local law enforcement agencies to take a police 
report and begin an investigation when a complainant residing within their 
jurisdiction reports suspected identity theft. 
 
On March 27, 2009, the Commission of State Mandates (Commission) 
found that this legislation mandates a new program or higher level of 
service for local law enforcement agencies within the meaning of 
Article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, and imposes costs 
mandated by the State pursuant to Government Code (GC) section 17514. 
 
The Commission determined that each claimant is only allowed to claim 
and be reimbursed for the following ongoing activities identified in 
parameters and guidelines (Section IV. Reimbursable Activities): 
 

1. Either a) or b) below: 
 

a) Take a police report supporting a violation of Penal Code 
section 530.5 which includes information regarding the 
personal identifying information involved and any uses of that 
personal identifying information that were non-consensual and 
for an unlawful purpose, including, if available, information 
surrounding the suspected identity theft, places where the 
crime(s) occurred, and how and where the suspect obtained and 
used the personal identifying information. This activity 
includes drafting, reviewing, and editing the identity theft 
police report; or 
 

b) Reviewing the identity theft report completed online by the 
identity theft victim.  

 

2. Begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts 
sufficient to determine where the crime(s) occurred and what pieces 
of personal identifying information were used for an unlawful 
purpose. The purpose of the investigation is to assist the victims in 
clearing their names. Reimbursement is not required to complete the 
investigation for purposes of criminal prosecution. 

  

Summary 

Background 
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The Commission also determined that providing a copy of the report to the 
complainant and referring the matter to the law enforcement agency where 
the suspected crime was committed for further investigation of the facts 
are not reimbursable activitites. 
 
The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and 
define the reimbursement criteria. In compliance with GC section 17558, 
the SCO issues claiming instructions to assist local agencies, school 
districts, and community college districts in claiming mandated program 
reimbursable costs. 
 
 
We conducted this performance audit to determine whether costs claimed 
represent increased costs resulting from the Identity Theft Program for the 
period of July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2013. 
 
The legal authority to conduct this audit is provided by GC sections 12410, 
17558.5, and 17561. We did not audit the county’s financial statements. 
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 county’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.  
 
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: 
 
 Reviewed annual claims filed with the SCO to identify the material 

cost components of each claim and any mathematical errors; and 
performed analytical procedures to determine any unusual or 
unexpected variances from year-to-year; 
 

 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; 
 

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

 Obtained system-generated lists of identity theft cases for the 
unincorporated areas of the county to verify the existence, 
completeness, and accuracy of unduplicated counts; and tested 
statistical samples of identity theft cases to determine if each is 
supported by an approved police report;  

Objectives, Scope, 
and Methodology 
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 Interviewed Operations Lieutenants, Sergeants, and Deputy Sheriffs 
who participated in the time surveys to gain an understanding of the 
surveyed activities and to determine the reasonableness of time 
increments claimed; and tested the time surveys to determine if each 
is adequately supported, the job classifications of the employees who 
performed the identity theft activities, and if the time increments 
claimed were properly calculated; and 

 

 Tested the productive hourly rates of the job classifications of the 
employees who performed the reimbursable activities. 

 
 
Our audit found an instance of noncompliance with the requirements 
outlined in the Objectives section. This instance is described in the 
accompanying Schedule (Summary of Program Costs) and in the Finding 
and Recommendation section of this report. 
 
For the audit period, the county claimed $1,531,844 for costs of the 
Identity Theft Program. Our audit found that $1,030,517 is allowable 
($1,113,948 less a $83,431 penalty for filing late claims) and $501,327 is 
unallowable. The State made no payments to the county. The State will 
pay $1,030,517, contingent upon available appropriations.  
 

 

We discussed our audit results with the county’s representatives during an 
exit conference conducted on May 16, 2017.  Richard Martinez, Assistant 
Director, Financial Programs Bureau, Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 
Department, agreed with the audit results.  Mr. Martinez declined a draft 
audit report and agreed we could issue the audit report as final. 
 
 
This report is solely for the information and use of Los Angeles County, 
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 
 
June 12, 2017 
 
 

Conclusion 

Views of 
Responsible 
Officials 

Restricted Use 
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Schedule— 
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2013 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit Adjustment 1

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005

Direct costs:
Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 98,781$           25,399$           (73,382)$      
1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 9,390               -                      (9,390)          
2. Begin an investigation of facts 93,013             16,620             (76,393)        

Total salaries and benefits 201,184           42,019             (159,165)      
Indirect costs 57,906             12,094             (45,812)        

Total direct and indirect costs 259,090           54,113             (204,977)      
Less offsetting revenues (163,227)         -                      163,227       

Subtotal 95,863             54,113             (41,750)        
Less late filing penalty 2 -                      (5,411)              (5,411)          

Total program costs 95,863$           48,702             (47,161)$      
Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 48,702$           

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006

Direct costs:
Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 148,580$         52,468$           (96,112)$      
1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 14,124             -                      (14,124)        
2. Begin an investigation of facts 139,907           34,281             (105,626)      

Total salaries and benefits 302,611           86,749             (215,862)      
Indirect costs 85,932             24,634             (61,298)        

Total direct and indirect costs 388,543           111,383           (277,160)      
Less offsetting revenues (244,782)         -                      244,782       

Subtotal 143,761           111,383           (32,378)        
Less late filing penalty 2 -                      (11,138)            (11,138)        

Total program costs 143,761$         100,245           (43,516)$      
Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 100,245$         

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit Adjustment 1

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007

Direct costs:
Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 195,742$         67,676$           (128,066)$    
1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 18,609             -                      (18,609)        
2. Begin an investigation of facts 184,316           44,177             (140,139)      

Total salaries and benefits 398,667           111,853           (286,814)      
Indirect costs 116,131           32,583             (83,548)        

Total direct and indirect costs 514,798           144,436           (370,362)      
Less offsetting revenues (324,323)         -                      324,323       

Subtotal 190,475           144,436           (46,039)        
Less late filing penalty 2 -                      (14,444)            (14,444)        

Total program costs 190,475$         129,992           (60,483)$      
Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 129,992$         

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008

Direct costs:
Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 205,054$         69,545$           (135,509)$    
1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 19,493             -                      (19,493)        
2. Begin an investigation of facts 193,081           45,434             (147,647)      

Total salaries and benefits 417,628           114,979           (302,649)      
Indirect costs 138,645           38,171             (100,474)      

Total direct and indirect costs 556,273           153,150           (403,123)      
Less offsetting revenues (350,452)         -                      350,452       

Subtotal 205,821           153,150           (52,671)        
Less late filing penalty 2 -                      (15,315)            (15,315)        

Total program costs 205,821$         137,835           (67,986)$      
Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 137,835$         

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit Adjustment 1

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009

Direct costs:
Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 194,735$         66,796$           (127,939)$    
1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 18,511             -                      (18,511)        
2. Begin an investigation of facts 183,365           43,595             (139,770)      

Total salaries and benefits 396,611           110,391           (286,220)      
Indirect costs 137,584           38,294             (99,290)        

Total direct and indirect costs 534,195           148,685           (385,510)      
Less offsetting revenues (336,543)         -                      336,543       

Subtotal 197,652           148,685           (48,967)        
Less late filing penalty 2 -                      (14,868)            (14,868)        

Total program costs 197,652$         133,817           (63,835)$      
Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 133,817$         

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010

Direct costs:
Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 158,182$         56,990$           (101,192)$    
1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 15,038             -                      (15,038)        
2. Begin an investigation of facts 148,947           37,212             (111,735)      

Total salaries and benefits 322,167           94,202             (227,965)      
Indirect costs 96,963             28,352             (68,611)        

Total direct and indirect costs 419,130           122,554           (296,576)      
Less offsetting revenues (264,052)         -                      264,052       

Subtotal 155,078           122,554           (32,524)        
Less late filing penalty 2 -                      (12,255)            (12,255)        

Total program costs 155,078$         110,299           (44,779)$      
Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 110,299$         

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit Adjustment 1

July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011

Direct costs:
Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 163,307$         55,653$           (107,654)$    
1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 15,524             -                      (15,524)        
2. Begin an investigation of facts 153,772           36,346             (117,426)      

Total salaries and benefits 332,603           91,999             (240,604)      
Indirect costs 107,273           29,672             (77,601)        

Total direct and indirect costs 439,876           121,671           (318,205)      
Less offsetting revenues (277,122)         -                      277,122       

Subtotal 162,754           121,671           (41,083)        
Less late filing penalty 3 -                      (10,000)            (10,000)        

Total program costs 162,754$         111,671           (51,083)$      
Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 111,671$         

July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012

Direct costs:
Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 185,777$         60,770$           (125,007)$    
1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 17,659             -                      (17,659)        
2. Begin an investigation of facts 174,928           39,414             (135,514)      

Total salaries and benefits 378,364           100,184           (278,180)      
Indirect costs 118,006           31,246             (86,760)        

Total direct and indirect costs 496,370           131,430           (364,940)      
Less offsetting revenues (312,713)         -                      312,713       

Total program costs 183,657$         131,430           (52,227)$      
Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 131,430$         

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit Adjustment 1

July 1, 2012, through June 30, 2013

Direct costs:
Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 200,427$         58,666$           (141,761)$    
1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 19,053             -                      (19,053)        
2. Begin an investigation of facts 188,726           38,446             (150,280)      

Total salaries and benefits 408,206           97,112             (311,094)      
Indirect costs 123,640           29,414             (94,226)        

Total direct and indirect costs 531,846           126,526           (405,320)      
Less offsetting revenues (335,063)         -                      335,063       

Total program costs 196,783$         126,526           (70,257)$      
Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 126,526$         

Summary:  July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2013

Direct costs:
Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 1,550,585$      513,963$         (1,036,622)$ 
1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 147,401           -                      (147,401)      
2. Begin an investigation of facts 1,460,055        335,525           (1,124,530)   

Total salaries and benefits 3,158,041        849,488           (2,308,553)   
Indirect costs 982,080           264,460           (717,620)      

Total direct and indirect costs 4,140,121        1,113,948        (3,026,173)   
Less offsetting revenues (2,608,277)      -                      2,608,277    

Subtotal 1,531,844        1,113,948        (417,896)      
Less late filing penalty -                      (83,431)            (83,431)        

Total program costs 1,531,844$      1,030,517        (501,327)$    
Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 1,030,517$      

Cost Elements

 
 
_________________________ 
1 See the Finding and Recommendation section. 
2 The county filed its fiscal year (FY) 2004-05 through FY 2009-10 initial reimbursement claims after the due date 

specified in Government Code section 17560.  Pursuant to Government Code section 17561, subdivision (d)(3), the 
State assessed a late filing penalty equal to 10% of allowable costs, with no maximum penalty amount.  

3 The county filed its FY 2010-11 annual reimbursement claim after the due date specified in Government Code 
section 17560.  Pursuant to Government Code section 17568, the State assessed a late filing penalty equal to 10% 
of allowable costs, not to exceed $10,000.   
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Finding and Recommendation 
 
The county claimed $1,531,844 in identity theft program costs for the audit 
period. We found that $1,113,948 is allowable and $417,896 is 
unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the county overstated the 
number of identity theft cases, misstated the time increments required to 
perform the reimbursable activities, and misstated the productive hourly 
rates. In addition, based on the methodology used to claim costs, we found 
that the county also overstated offsetting revenues.  
 
The following table summarizes the audit adjustment by fiscal year: 
 

Salaries Less: Salaries Less:
Fiscal and Indirect Offsetting and Indirect Offsetting Audit
Year Benefits Costs Revenues Total Benefits Costs Revenues Total Adjustment

2004-05 201,184$    57,906$    (163,227)$    95,863$      42,019$   12,094$   -$            54,113$      (41,750)$      
2005-06 302,611      85,932      (244,782)      143,761      86,749     24,634     -              111,383      (32,378)        
2006-07 398,667      116,131    (324,323)      190,475      111,853   32,583     -              144,436      (46,039)        
2007-08 417,628      138,645    (350,452)      205,821      114,979   38,171     -              153,150      (52,671)        
2008-09 396,611      137,584    (336,543)      197,652      110,391   38,294     -              148,685      (48,967)        
2009-10 322,167      96,963      (264,052)      155,078      94,202     28,352     -              122,554      (32,524)        
2010-11 332,603      107,273    (277,122)      162,754      91,999     29,672     -              121,671      (41,083)        
2011-12 378,364      118,006    (312,713)      183,657      100,184   31,246     -              131,430      (52,227)        
2012-13 408,206      123,640    (335,063)      196,783      97,112     29,414     -              126,526      (70,257)        

Total 3,158,041$ 982,080$  (2,608,277)$ 1,531,844$ 849,488$ 264,460$ -$            1,113,948$ (417,896)$    

 Amount Claimed  Amount Allowable 

  
The program’s parameters and guidelines (Section III. Period of 
Reimbursement) state, in part, “Actual costs for one fiscal year shall be 
included in each claim.” 
 
The parameters and guidelines (Section IV. Reimbursable Activities) 
state: 
 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any given fiscal year, 
only actual costs may be claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually 
incurred to implement the mandated activities. Actual cost must be 
traceable to 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. 

 
Section IV. also identifies the specific activities reimbursable under the 
mandate (see the Background section of this report). 
 
The parameters and guidelines allow reimbursement for salaries and 
benefits if claimants report each employee implementing the reimbursable 
activities by name, job classification, and productive hourly rate; and 
provide a description of the specific reimbursable activities performed and 
the hours devoted to these activities. 

  

FINDING— 
Overstated identity 
theft program costs 
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Overstated counts of identity theft cases 
 
The county reported costs incurred for performing mandated activities 
related to 43,125 identity theft cases. The Los Angeles Sheriff’s 
Department’s (LASD) Field Operations Support Services, Risk 
Management Bureau, obtained counts of cases from a system-generated 
Regional Allocation of Police Services (RAPS) summary report of 
identity-theft-related police reports. The RAPS report annually provided 
subtotals of police reports with identity theft statistical codes 117, 118, and 
119 for each of the county’s 27 patrol stations.  
 
During audit fieldwork, we reviewed an online RAPS report that listed 
case numbers for one of the fiscal years claimed. We discovered that the 
total number of cases from the online list was significantly greater than the 
total number of cases from the summary report that the county used as the 
basis of its claim. Additionally, some case numbers in the online list were 
reported numerous times. LASD stated that the RAPS report is intended 
to track all law enforcement staff that worked on a case. Also, statistical 
codes for police reports could be changed from the initial call for service 
through supplemental reports or when a case is transferred, either to a 
detective within the same patrol station, or to the commercial crimes or 
major crimes bureau at LASD headquarters. 
 
Each patrol station provides law enforcement services to multiple contract 
cities and unincorporated areas of the county. The RAPS report did not 
provide a breakdown identifying where the reports originated—whether 
from a city within Los Angeles County that did not have its own police 
force (a contract city) or from the county’s unincorporated areas. 
Historically, the county’s reimbursement claims for other mandates did 
not include costs for contract cities.  However, for this mandate, the county 
neither had time nor staff to stratify the incident reports in order to 
determine where they originated. As a result, the county included identity 
theft reports originating from its contracting cities and estimated the 
offsetting revenues received from those cities. The county’s Auditor-
Controller and Sheriff’s Department estimated that revenues received 
from contract cities offset 63% of its annual costs for providing law 
enforcement services to residents of Los Angeles County. The county 
provided samples of Municipal Law Enforcement Services Agreements; 
however, information contained in those agreements did not support 
reported offsets. 
 
From the interviews held with Operations Lieutenants and Deputy Sheriffs 
who participated in the identity theft surveys, we discovered that the 
county has a database system, the Los Angeles Regional Crime 
Information System (LARCIS), which can provide unduplicated counts of 
incident reports with identity theft statistical codes 117, 118, and 119, as 
well as the specific origin of each report. 
 
Using the LARCIS database, we received a detailed system-generated list 
of identity theft reports for the entire nine-year audit period from LASD’s 
Crime Analysis Program, Criminal Intelligence Bureau. This list provided 
sufficient and appropriate data to obtain complete, accurate, and 
unduplicated populations of reports originating from the county, the 
county’s unincorporated area, and the contract cities.   
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The county agreed with our proposal to calculate the county’s cost for 
processing identity theft reports that would not include the costs of 
processing reports for contract cities.  
 
The following table summarizes the counts of identity theft cases provided 
by the county by source: 

 

Fiscal 
Year

09/20/2012 RAPS 
Unincorporated area 

including contract cities

06/20/2016 LARCIS 
Unincorporated area 

including contract cities

06/20/2016 LARCIS 
Unincorporated area    

excluding contract cities

2004-05 3,309 3,775 839
2005-06 4,595 4,597 1,591
2006-07 5,681 5,451 1,922
2007-08 5,798 5,368 1,908
2008-09 5,424 4,904 1,803
2009-10 4,391 4,012 1,533
2010-11 4,223 3,928 1,395
2011-12 4,776 4,386 1,514
2012-13 4,928 4,653 1,468

Total 43,125 41,074 13,973

  
We tested the number of claimed identity theft incident reports by 
verifying whether:   
 
 Each identity theft case is supported by a contemporaneously prepared 

and approved incident report; and 
 
 The incident report is for a violation of PC section 530.5. 
 
We conducted a statistical sample for these two procedures so that we 
could project our sample results to the population of identity theft reports. 
We selected our statistical samples of identity theft incident reports from 
the county’s unincorporated area based on a 95% confidence level, a 
sampling error of +/- 8%, and an expected (true) error rate of 50%. 
 
Our testing for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13 disclosed the following: 
 
 For FY 2011-12, we sampled 137 incident reports from the population 

of 1,514 incident reports and found that 3% were unallowable because 
they were either unsupported (three instances) or not a violation of PC 
530.5 (one instance).  

 
 For FY 2012-13, we sampled 136 incident reports from the population 

of 1,468 incident reports and found that 10% of the incident reports 
were unallowable because they were either unsupported (eleven 
instances) or not a violation of PC section 530.5 (three instances).  

 
As the county destroyed the incident reports for FY 2004-05 through 
FY 2010-11, we were unable to determine the actual error rates in the 
incident reports for those years. Rather than determining all costs claimed 
for these fiscal years to be unsupported, we calculated an average error 
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rate of 6.5% (3% for FY 2011-12 and 10% for FY 2012-13) and applied 
this error rate to FY 2004-05 through FY 2010-11. 
 
We extrapolated and projected the results of our substantive tests of 
statistical samples of identity theft cases to determine the number of 
allowable and unallowable identity theft incident reports for the entire 
nine-year audit period. Of the 13,973 identity theft incident reports for the 
county’s unincorporated area, we found that 13,066 are allowable (13,973 
less a 6.5% average error rate), and 907 incident reports are either 
unsupported or were not a violation of PC section 530.5. 
 
The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable counts of 
identity theft incident reports by fiscal year: 

 
Claimed No. of Allowable No. of

Fiscal Identity Theft Identity Theft
Year Cases Cases Difference

2004-05 3,309 784 2,525
2005-06 4,595 1,488 3,107
2006-07 5,681 1,797 3,884
2007-08 5,798 1,784 4,014
2008-09 5,424 1,686 3,738
2009-10 4,391 1,433 2,958
2010-11 4,223 1,304 2,919
2011-12 4,776 1,469 3,307
2012-13 4,928 1,321 3,607

   Total 43,125 13,066 30,059

 
Misstated time increments   
 
For the audit period, the county claimed salaries and benefits based on a 
time survey that was conducted in the Sheriff’s Department during the 
month of June 2012. The county supported its time survey with 130 survey 
forms completed at LASD patrol stations, as follows: 
 
 Lakewood station – 29 surveys 
 

 Palmdale station – 24 surveys 
 

 Santa Clarita station – 77 surveys 
 

We reviewed the county’s June 2012 time survey and noted the following 
issues:  
 
 The county did not prepare a plan indicating how its survey was to be 

conducted; 
 

 Employees did not sign the survey form, thus we are unable to 
determine who completed the form; 

 

 All surveys completed at the Palmdale station were typewritten; and 
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 The surveys did not include a declaration under penalty of perjury 
under the laws of the State of California that the declarations of time 
increments were true and correct.  

 
Due to these issues, we tested the time surveys to: 1) determine if they 
were adequately supported, 2) identify the job classification of the 
employee who performed the identity theft activities, and 3) determine if 
the time increments claimed were correctly calculated. 
 
Inadequately supported time surveys   

 
From the population of 130 surveys, we selected a statistical sample of 
70 surveys, based on a 95% confidence level, a sampling error rate of +/-
8%, and an expected (true) error rate of 50%. Our tests disclosed a 38% 
error rate, as follows:  
 
 Thirty-four percent of the sampled police (incident) reports listed 

Penal Code charges for burglary, forgery and counterfeiting, larceny, 
and grand theft, instead of violations of PC section 530.5, which is 
specific to identity theft. The parameters and guidelines specify that 
the program’s reimbursable activities pertain only to violations of PC 
section 530.5.  

 

 In addition, 4% of the incident reports were not available for review; 
therefore, they were unsupported. 

 
From the county’s time surveys of 130 incident reports, 43 surveys (five 
from the Lakewood station, three from the Palmdale station, and 35 from 
the Santa Clarita station) are ineligible for calculation of identity theft time 
increments because these were either unsupported with approved incident 
reports or were supported with incident reports that were not a violation of 
PC section 530.5.  The remaining 87 time surveys, which were completed 
at the LASD patrol stations, were supported with approved incident 
reports, and were for violations of PC section 530.5, are as follows: 
 
 Lakewood station – 24 surveys 
 

 Palmdale station – 21 surveys 
 

 Santa Clarita station – 42 surveys 
 
As such, we recalculated time increments for each reimbursable activity 
by excluding those surveys that were not supported by an approved 
incident report and/or were not for violations of PC section 530.5. 
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Underclaimed and misclassified time survey activities 
 

The June 2012 identity theft surveys disclosed time tracked by employees 
in four job classifications to perform 12 activities related to initial calls for 
service for identity theft cases, as follows:  
 

Time Survey Job
Activity No. Classification Activity

1 Complaint Deputy Handled and entered the initial call for service
2 Dispatcher Assigned the call to handling deputy
3 Handling Deputy Reviewed and acknowledged the call
4 Handling Deputy Investigated / interviewed the victim
5 Handling Deputy Collected / reviewed evidence and documents
6 Handling Deputy Booked the evidence at the station
7 Handling Deputy Determined that the crime did not occur in the county's jurisdiction
8 Handling Deputy Wrote the incident report
9 Watch Sergeant Reviewed the incident report
10 Handling Deputy Revised / edited the incident report
11 Watch Sergeant Reviewed the revised / edited incident report
12 Watch Sergeant Assigned / distributed the report

  
For the purposes of preparing its mandated cost claims, the county used 
the time tracked in its survey forms for the activities noted above as 
follows: 
 
 Activities 8 and 10 were combined to support the time required to take 

a police report in violation of PC section 530.5 (Section IV 
Reimbursable Activity 1a in the parameters and guidelines);           

 

 Activity 3 was used to support the time required to review identity 
theft reports completed online (Section IV. Reimbursable Activity 1b 
in the parameters and guidelines); and                                                                                                                     

 

 Activities 4 and 5 were combined to support the time required to begin 
an investigation of the facts (Section IV. Reimbursable Activity 2 in 
the parameters and guidelines). 

 
We found that even though Activities 9 and 11 were not claimed by the 
county, these activities performed by watch sergeants equate to 
Section IV. Reimbursable Activity 1a in the parameters and guidelines; 
and are allowable. 
 
We also found that the county erroneously claimed Activity 3 time 
increments to support the time required to review identity theft reports 
completed online (reimbursable activity Section IV. 1b in the parameters 
and guidelines). Representatives of the LASD Field Operations Support 
Services, Risk Management Bureau (FOSS), stated that identity theft is 
one of the six crimes that cannot be reported online by crime victims to 
LASD. All initial incident reports are manually handwritten and approved. 
FOSS clarified that Activity 3 pertains to a deputy out on patrol 
acknowledging the LASD station dispatch’s initial call for service. 
Deputies perform this activity before responding to the victim, 
interviewing the victim, and taking a police report. As such, we added the 
time increments for Activity 3 to the time increments for Activities 8 and 
10. 
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Miscalculated time survey results 

 

To compute the incremental amount of time to perform each of the 
reimbursable activities, the county accumulated the total amount of 
minutes reported on the survey forms and divided the total by the number 
of survey forms submitted.  
 
We found that the county overstated the time increments because it did not 
compile the results accurately. For example, the county’s time surveys 
recorded the following results for taking a police report in violation of PC 
section 530.5: 
 
 Activity 8 – Write the initial incident report – 3,023 minutes recorded 

for the 130 surveys 
 

 Activity 10 – Revise/edit incident reports – 308 minutes for 53 surveys 
 
The two activities together comprise the activity of taking a police 
(incident) report. The county should have added the total time required for 
writing and revising incident reports (3,023 minutes + 308 minutes = 3,331 
minutes) and divided the total by the 130 surveys, which results in an 
average of 25.62 minutes per incident report. However, the county 
determined the time required for each sub-activity separately and added 
them together. For example, 3,023 minutes divided by 130 surveys results 
in 23.254 minutes to write the initial report, and 308 minutes divided by 
53 surveys results in 5.811 minutes to revise the original report. Adding 
23.254 and 5.811 together results in 29.065 minutes per incident report. 
However, multiplying 130 surveys by 29.065 minutes equals 3,779 
minutes to perform the reimbursable activity, which exceeds the actual 
time recorded (3,331 minutes) by 448 minutes.  
 
The county made the same calculation error when compiling the results 
for Activities 4 and 5, which together comprise the reimbursable activity 
of beginning an investigation. Instead of an average time increment of 
27.368 minutes to perform the reimbursable activity, we found that the 
average should have been 24.06 minutes.  
 
The following table summarizes the time increment, in minutes, for each 
identity theft police report claimed by the county and the time increment 
allowable: 

 
Time Time

Increment Increment
Reimbursable Activity Claimed Allowable

1a. Taking incident reports for PC 530.5 violations 29.065   26.94
1a. Reviewing incident reports for PC 530.5 violations -            7.31
1b. Reviewing incident reports submitted online 2.763     -            
2.   Beginning an investigation 27.368   24.06     
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Misstated productive hourly rates  
 
The county claimed an average productive hourly rate (PHR) of the 
following three job classifications: Deputy Sheriff Generalists, Deputy 
Sheriff Bonus Is, and Deputy Sheriff Bonus IIs.  
 
As previously noted, the county’s time surveys did not indicate who 
prepared them. Therefore, to validate the county’s assertion as to who 
performed the reimbursable activities, we requested information 
supporting the actual job classifications related to the statistical samples 
of approved and supported PC section 530.5 incident reports. 
 

The following summarizes the actual job classifications of employees who 
performed the reimbursable activities for the June 2012 identity theft 
survey and the extent to which they performed them: 
 
 74%  Deputy Sheriffs  (Los Angeles County sworn officers) 
 

 5% Community Services Assistants (Los Angeles County non-sworn 
officers) 

 

 21% Community Services Officers (Employees of contract cities) 
 
Due to the large variation between the job classifications claimed and our 
testing of the job classifications identified in the time survey, we expanded 
our testing of the job classifications to instead use statistical samples 
related to incident reports originating from the unincorporated areas of the 
county (1,514 for FY 2011-12, and 1,468 for FY 2012-13).  
 
The following table summarizes the actual job classifications of 
employees who performed the reimbursable activities for FY 2011-12 and 
FY 2012-13, as well as the average of the two fiscal years: 

 

Classification 2011-12 2012-13 Average

Deputy Sheriff Generalists 76% 84% 80%
Deputy Sheriff Bonus Is 11% 8% 10%
Deputy Sheriff Bonus IIs 2% 1.5% 2%
Deputy Sheriff Sergeants 1% 1.5% 1%
Community Services Assistants 7% 4% 5%
Community Services Officers 3% 1% 2%

100% 100% 100%

Fiscal Year

 

We were unable to test job classifications for years earlier than  
FY 2011-12 because the county, in compliance with its own 
documentation-retention policies, destroyed reports for those years. 
Therefore, we used the average for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13, and 
applied the results to FY 2004-05 through FY 2010-11.   
 
The county’s claimed PHRs were the average of three sworn officers’ job 
classifications. Our recalculated PHRs are weighted averages, based on 
the percentages for the job classifications shown above. The recalculated 
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PHRs were applied to two reimbursable activities:  taking a police report 
supporting a violation of PC section 530.5 (Section IV. Reimbursable 
Activity 1a), and beginning an investigation of facts (Section IV. 
Reimbursable Activity 2). In addition, we applied the actual PHR for 
deputy sergeants reviewing identity theft incident reports, a reimbursable 
activity that was included in the time survey but not claimed by the county 
 
The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable productive 
hourly rates by fiscal year: 
 

Average Average Average
Fiscal PHR PHR PHR
Year Claimed (1a, 2) (1a Dpt. Sgt.)

2004-05 41.59$     35.68$       47.96$        
2005-06 44.08       37.94        51.30         
2006-07 47.94       41.32        56.06         
2007-08 50.81       44.20        59.79         
2008-09 51.54       44.84        60.88         
2009-10 51.55       44.89        60.84         
2010-11 52.05       45.32        61.39         
2011-12 53.86       44.88        62.35         
2012-13 54.29       46.93        62.75         

Amount Allowable

 
 
Overstated offsetting revenues 
 
For the audit period, the county reported offsetting revenues of 
$2,608,277. We found that the county should not have offset any costs on 
its claims.    
 
The county based its reported offsets on claimed salaries, benefits, and 
related indirect costs incurred for an estimated 63% of identity theft cases 
completed for its contracting cities. Forty-four cities with no police forces 
of their own contracted with and annually reimbursed Los Angeles County 
for general law-enforcement services. The LASD Financial Programs 
Bureau staff obtained the percentage of offsets from estimates jointly 
decided by LASD’s Contract Law Enforcement Bureau, the Auditor-
Controller, and Special Accounts. However, due to the discovery of 
database information provided by the county’s LARCIS system, the 
calculation of allowable costs for identity theft reports applicable only to 
the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County is now possible and 
calculating offsetting revenues is no longer necessary.  
 
Recommendation 
 
We recommend that the county ensure that claimed costs include only 
eligible costs, are based on actual costs, and are properly supported.  
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Audit Report 
 
The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by San 
Bernardino County for the legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program 
for the period of July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013. 
 
The county claimed $4,615,429 for costs of the mandated program. Our 
audit found that $606,540 is allowable ($662,432 less a $55,892 penalty 
for filing late claims) and $4,008,889 is unallowable, primarily because 
the county overstated the number of identity theft reports and the time 
increments required to perform the reimbursable activities, and misstated 
the job classifications for the county employees who performed the 
reimbursable activities. The State made no payments to the county. The 
State will pay $606,540, contingent upon available appropriations.  
 
 
Penal Code (PC) section 530.6, subdivision (a), as added by the Statutes 
of 2000, Chapter 956, requires local law enforcement agencies to take a 
police report and begin an investigation when a complainant residing 
within their jurisdiction reports suspected identity theft. 
 
On March 27, 2009, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) 
found that this legislation mandates a new program or higher level of 
service for local law enforcement agencies within the meaning of 
Article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, and imposes costs 
mandated by the State pursuant to Government Code (GC) section 17514. 
 
The Commission determined that each claimant is allowed to claim and be 
reimbursed for the following ongoing activities identified in the 
parameters and guidelines (Section IV., “Reimbursable Activities”): 

 

1. Either a) or b) below: 
a) Take a police report supporting a violation of Penal Code 

section 530.5 which includes information regarding the 
personal identifying information involved and any uses of that 
personal identifying information that were non-consensual and 
for an unlawful purpose, including, if available, information 
surrounding the suspected identity theft, places where the 
crime(s) occurred, and how and where the suspect obtained and 
used the personal identifying information. This activity 
includes drafting, reviewing, and editing the identity theft 
police report; or 

b) Reviewing the identity theft report completed online by the 
identity theft victim. 

2. Begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts 
sufficient to determine where the crime(s) occurred and what pieces 
of personal identifying information were used for an unlawful 
purpose. The purpose of the investigation is to assist the victims in 
clearing their names. Reimbursement is not required to complete the 
investigation for purposes of criminal prosecution. 

 
The Commission also determined that providing a copy of the report to the 
complainant and referring the matter to the law enforcement agency where 
the suspected crime was committed for further investigation of the facts 
are not reimbursable activities. 

Summary 

Background 



San Bernardino County Identity Theft Program 

-2- 

The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and 
define the reimbursement criteria. In compliance with GC section 17558, 
the SCO issues claiming instructions to assist local agencies in claiming 
mandated program reimbursable costs. 
 
 
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with 
GC sections 17558.5 and 17561, which authorize the SCO to audit the 
county’s records to verify the actual amount of the mandated costs. In 
addition, GC section 12410 provides the SCO with general authority to 
audit the disbursement of state money for correctness, legality, and 
sufficient provisions of law. 
 
 
The objective of our audit was to determine whether costs claimed 
represent increased costs resulting from the legislatively mandated 
Identity Theft 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.1  
 
The audit period was July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013. 
 
To achieve our objective, we performed the following procedures: 

 We reviewed the annual mandated cost claims filed by the county for 
the audit period and identified the significant cost components of each 
claim as salaries, benefits, and indirect costs. We determined whether 
there were any errors or unusual or unexpected variances from year to 
year. We reviewed the activities claimed to determine whether they 
adhered to the SCO’s claiming instructions and the program’s 
parameters and guidelines. 

 We completed an internal control questionnaire by interviewing key 
county staff. We discussed the claim preparation process with county 
staff members to determine what information was obtained, who 
obtained it, and how it was used.  

 We obtained system-generated lists of identity theft cases from the 
county’s Tiburon computer-aided dispatch (CAD) system to verify the 
existence, completeness, and accuracy of unduplicated case counts for 
each fiscal year in the audit period. 

 To determine the number of allowable identity theft cases, we 
obtained copies of the county’s contracts for law enforcement 
services. We excluded cases originating within contract jurisdictions 
(cities, towns, and a casino, as indicated by jurisdiction codes), as the 
county was reimbursed a set fee for providing these services. 

 We designed a statistical sampling plan to test approximately 25–50% 
of claimed costs, based on a moderate level of detection (audit) risk. 
We judgmentally selected the county’s filed claims for fiscal year 

                                                 
1 Unreasonable and/or excessive costs include ineligible costs that are not identified in the programs parameters and 
guidelines as reimbursable costs.   

Objective, Scope, 
and Methodology 

Audit Authority  
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(FY) 2010-11 through FY 2012-13 for testing; these fiscal years 
comprised claimed costs totaling $1,174,700 (or 25.5%) of the total 
costs claimed ($4,615,249). The sampling plan is described in the 
Finding and Recommendation section. 

 We used a random number table to select 436 out of 946 identity theft 
reports from the three fiscal years sampled. We tested the identity theft 
reports as follows: 

o  We determined whether a contemporaneously prepared and 
approved police report supported that a violation of PC 
section 530.5 occurred; 

o We obtained employee numbers, names, and classifications from 
sampled police reports documenting who performed the 
reimbursable activities. Compared the employee classifications 
obtained from the police reports to those claimed by the county;  

o We obtained system-generated time stamps from the county’s 
CAD system for the “Time On Scene” and “Time Close” 
associated with each report to determine the time spent to begin 
an investigation. For reports with unreasonable and excessive time 
spent, we reviewed the detailed history of time stamps from the 
CAD system for the incident number related to the sampled police 
report, and adjusted for ineligible time spent on arrests and other 
incident numbers. 

 We interviewed sworn and non-sworn county employees who 
performed the mandated activities documented in the sampled police 
reports about their time spent performing reimbursable activities not 
captured by the CAD system. 

 We projected the audit results of the three fiscal years tested by 
multiplying the allowable case counts by the audited average time 
increments needed to perform the reimbursable activities, and 
multiplying the product by the productive hourly rates (PHRs) of 
employees who performed them. We applied the weighted three-year 
average error rate of identity theft cases from the results of testing our 
samples to the remaining eight years of the audit period due to the 
homogeneity of the population. 

 We reviewed the county’s Single Audit Reports to identify potential 
sources of offsetting savings or reimbursements from federal or pass-
through programs applicable to the Identity Theft Program. The 
county certified in its claims that it did not receive any offsetting 
revenues applicable to this mandated program. 

 
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 did not audit the county’s financial statements. 
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As a result of performing the audit procedures, we found instances of 
noncompliance with the requirements described in our audit objective. We 
did not find that the county claimed costs that were funded by other 
sources; however, we did find that it claimed unsupported and ineligible 
costs, as quantified in the Schedule and described in the Finding and 
Recommendation section of this audit report. 
 
For the audit period, San Bernardino County claimed $4,615,429 for costs 
of the legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program. Our audit found that 
$606,540 is allowable ($662,432 less a $55,892 penalty for filing late 
claims) and $4,008,889 is unallowable. The State made no payments to 
the county. The State will pay $606,540, contingent upon available 
appropriations. 
 
Following issuance of this audit report, the SCO’s Local Government 
Programs and Services Division will notify the county 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 county’s legislatively 
mandated Identity Theft Program.  
 
 
 
We issued a draft audit report on March 2, 2022. Shannon D. Dicus, 
Sheriff/Coroner/Public Administrator, responded by letter dated March 9, 
2022, agreeing with the audit results. This final audit report includes the 
county’s response as an Attachment. 
 
 
This audit report is solely for the information and use of San Bernardino 
County, 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.sco.ca.gov. 
 
 
 
Original signed by 

 
KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 
Chief, Division of Audits 
 
April 20, 2022 
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Schedule— 
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 115,450$     19,345$       (96,105)$      
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 101,539       14,985         (86,554)       
Total direct costs 216,989       34,330         (182,659)      
Indirect costs 155,125       24,543         (130,582)      

Total direct and indirect costs 372,114       58,873         (313,241)      
Less late filing penalty3 -                 (5,887)         (5,887)         
Total program costs 372,114$     64,760         (319,128)$    

Less amount paid by the State4 -                 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 64,760$       

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 121,132$     19,170$       (101,962)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 105,932       14,953         (90,979)       
Total direct costs 227,064       34,123         (192,941)      
Indirect costs 139,508       20,965         (118,543)      

Total direct and indirect costs 366,572       55,088         (311,484)      
Less late filing penalty3 -                 (5,509)         (5,509)         
Total program costs 366,572$     60,597         (316,993)$    

Less amount paid by the State4 -                 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 60,597$       

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 156,111$     24,671$       (131,440)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 136,874       19,506         (117,368)      
Total direct costs 292,985       44,177         (248,808)      
Indirect costs 180,010       27,142         (152,868)      

Total direct and indirect costs 472,995       71,319         (401,676)      
Less late filing penalty3 -                 (7,132)         (7,132)         
Total program costs 472,995$     78,451         (408,808)$    

Less amount paid by the State4 -                 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 78,451$       
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 166,499$     24,878$       (141,621)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 147,192       19,310         (127,882)      
Total direct costs 313,691       44,188         (269,503)      
Indirect costs 148,187       20,874         (127,313)      

Total direct and indirect costs 461,878       65,062         (396,816)      
Less late filing penalty3 -                 (6,506)         (6,506)         
Total program costs 461,878$     71,568         (403,322)$    

Less amount paid by the State4 -                 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 71,568$       

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 180,759$     27,697$       (153,062)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 162,080       21,314         (140,766)      
Total direct costs 342,839       49,011         (293,828)      
Indirect costs 151,980       21,727         (130,253)      

Total direct and indirect costs 494,819       70,738         (424,081)      
Less late filing penalty3 -                 (7,074)         (7,074)         
Total program costs 494,819$     77,812         (431,155)$    

Less amount paid by the State4 -                 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 77,812$       

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 162,871$     28,740$       (134,131)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 147,781       22,136         (125,645)      
Total direct costs 310,652       50,876         (259,776)      
Indirect costs 169,398       27,743         (141,655)      

Total direct and indirect costs 480,050       78,619         (401,431)      
Less late filing penalty3 -                 (7,862)         (7,862)         
Total program costs 480,050$     86,481         (409,293)$    

Less amount paid by the State4 -                 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 86,481$       
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 152,340$     24,470$       (127,870)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 137,563       18,818         (118,745)      
Total direct costs 289,903       43,288         (246,615)      
Indirect costs 137,936       20,596         (117,340)      

Total direct and indirect costs 427,839       63,884         (363,955)      
Less late filing penalty3 -                 (6,388)         (6,388)         
Total program costs 427,839$     70,272         (370,343)$    

Less amount paid by the State4 -                 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 70,272$       

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 132,442$     19,475$       (112,967)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 117,967       15,041         (102,926)      
Total direct costs 250,409       34,516         (215,893)      
Indirect costs 114,412       15,770         (98,642)       

Total direct and indirect costs 364,821       50,286         (314,535)      
Less late filing penalty3 -                 (5,029)         (5,029)         
Total program costs 364,821$     55,315         (319,564)$    

Less amount paid by the State4 -                 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 55,315$       

July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 126,907$     17,379$       (109,528)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 110,246       13,457         (96,789)       
Total direct costs 237,153       30,836         (206,317)      
Indirect costs 109,328       14,215         (95,113)       

Total direct and indirect costs 346,481       45,051         (301,430)      
Less late filing penalty3 -                 (4,505)         (4,505)         
Total program costs 346,481$     49,556         (305,935)$    

Less amount paid by the State4 -                 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 49,556$       
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 153,413$     21,590$       (131,823)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 132,182       17,004         (115,178)      
Total direct costs 285,595       38,594         (247,001)      
Indirect costs 121,863       16,468         (105,395)      
Total program costs 407,458$     55,062         (352,396)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -                 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 55,062$       

July 1, 2012, through June 30, 2013
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 159,499$     19,070$       (140,429)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 136,516       15,045         (121,471)      

Total direct costs 296,015       34,115         (261,900)      
Indirect costs 124,386       14,335         (110,051)      
Total program costs 420,401$     48,450         (371,951)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -                 48,450         
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 48,450$       

Summary:  July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013
Direct costs 3,063,295$   438,054$     (2,625,241)$ 
Indirect costs 1,552,134    224,378       (1,327,756)   
Total direct and indirect costs 4,615,429    662,432       (3,952,997)   
Less late filing penalty3 -                 (55,892)       (55,892)       

Total program costs 4,615,429$   606,540       (4,008,889)$ 

Less amount paid by the State4 -                 
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 606,540$     

 
 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
1 See the Finding and Recommendation section. 
2 The county claimed salaries based on PHRs that included salaries and benefits. 
3 The SCO assesses late penalties on allowable costs for claims filed after the filing deadline specified in GC 

section 17568, equal to 10% of claimed costs, not to exceed $10,000. 
4 Payment amount current as of March 16, 2022. 
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Finding and Recommendation 
 
The county claimed $4,615,429 ($3,063,295 in salaries and benefits and 
$1,552,134 in related indirect costs) for the Identity Theft Program. We 
found that $662,432 in direct and indirect costs is allowable and 
$3,952,997 is unallowable.2   
 
Salary and benefit costs are determined by multiplying the number of 
identity theft police reports by the time increments required to perform the 
reimbursable activities, and then multiplying the product by the weighted 
average PHRs for the employee classifications that performed the 
reimbursable activities.  
 
The costs are unallowable because the county misinterpreted the 
program’s parameters and guidelines. As a result, the county overstated 
the number of identity theft reports, overstated the time increments 
required to perform the reimbursable activities, and misstated the job 
classifications and PHRs for the county employees who performed the 
reimbursable activities.  
 
The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable amounts, and 
the audit adjustments by fiscal year: 

 

Related Total
Fiscal 
Year

Amount 
Claimed

Amount 
Allowable

Audit 
Adjustment

Indirect Cost 
Adjustment

Audit 
Adjustment

2002-03 216,989$      34,330$      (182,659)$     (130,582)$       (313,241)$        
2003-04 227,064        34,123        (192,941)       (118,543)         (311,484)          
2004-05 292,985        44,177        (248,808)       (152,868)         (401,676)          
2005-06 313,691        44,188        (269,503)       (127,313)         (396,816)          
2006-07 342,839        49,011        (293,828)       (130,253)         (424,081)          
2007-08 310,652        50,876        (259,776)       (141,655)         (401,431)          
2008-09 289,903        43,288        (246,615)       (117,340)         (363,955)          
2009-10 250,409        34,516        (215,893)       (98,642)           (314,535)          
2010-11 237,153        30,836        (206,317)       (95,113)           (301,430)          
2011-12 285,595        38,594        (247,001)       (105,395)         (352,396)          
2012-13 296,015        34,115        (261,900)       (110,051)         (371,951)          

  Total 3,063,295$   438,054$    (2,625,241)$  (1,327,756)$    (3,952,997)$     

Salaries and Benefits

 
 
Overstated counts of identity theft police reports 
 

Claimed and Allowable Case Counts 
 
The county claimed costs incurred for taking police reports related to 
18,572 identity theft cases during the audit period. During fieldwork, the 
county provided us with an internally generated summary report of 
claimed counts, actual counts, and estimated time increments by 

                                                 
2 Our audit found that $662,432 in direct and indirect cots is allowable and $3,952,997 is unallowable. However, the 

county filed its FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11 claims after the filing deadline specified in the SCO’s claiming 
instructions and those late claims are subject to late filing penalties pursuant to GC section 17568, which is equal 
to 10% of allowable costs, not to exceed $10,000 per fiscal year.  

 

Therefore, allowable costs for the audit period totals $606,540 ($662,432 less $55,892 in late filing penalties). 

FINDING — 
Overstated Identity 
Theft Program costs 
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reimbursable activity per case for each fiscal year of the audit period. 
County representatives stated that this report was the county’s basis for the 
costs claimed. However, the county did not have support from its CAD 
system for this report. The report disclosed that the county claimed 19,444 
total cases and understated its case count by 872 cases for the audit period. 
 
A Crime Analysis Supervisor within the Sheriff’s Department provided us 
with an unduplicated list from the county’s CAD system of initial police 
reports that supported violations of PC section 530.5. The county’s CAD 
system showed that the county completed 18,968 police reports during the 
audit period.  
 
This list of police reports identified the county jurisdiction code, the year 
of the report, and the report number. The county also provided a 
Jurisdiction Reference Chart, which disclosed county jurisdiction codes 
and jurisdiction codes for the cities that contracted with the county for law 
enforcement services. After examining the county’s list of police reports, 
we found that 14,104 reports (74%) were from contract city jurisdictions 
and 4,864 reports (26%) were from county jurisdictions.  
 
The county provided copies of its contracts for law enforcement services; 
during our analysis of the contracts, we noted that the county provided 
such services for a set fee to the following 13 cities, two towns, and one 
casino located in San Bernardino County: 

 City of Adelanto; 
 City of Big Bear Lake; 
 City of Chino Hills; 
 City of Colton; 
 City of Grand Terrace; 
 City of Hesperia; 
 City of Highland; 
 City of Loma Linda; 
 City of Needles; 
 City of Rancho Cucamonga; 
 City of Twenty-Nine Palms; 
 City of Victorville; 
 City of Yucaipa; 
 Town of Apple Valley; 
 Town of Yucca Valley; and 
 Yaamava’ Resort and Casino at San Manuel (formerly San Manuel 

Casino). 
 
As the county received reimbursement from its contract cities for 
preparing their police reports, the 14,104 reports originating from these 
locations are unallowable for reimbursement. For this audit, the relevant 
population is the 4,864 reports with county jurisdiction codes completed 
during the audit period. 
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Testing Police Reports 
 
We determined the accuracy of the unduplicated counts of police reports 
by determining whether: 

 Each identity theft case was supported by a contemporaneously 
prepared and approved police report; and 

 The police report supported a violation of PC section 530.5. 
 
We developed a statistical sampling plan to test at least 25% of total 
claimed costs. We generated statistical samples of identity theft cases for 
these two procedures so that we could project our sample results to the 
population of identity theft cases. We selected our statistical samples of 
identity theft cases originating from the county based on a 95% confidence 
level, a sampling error of ±8%, and an expected (true) error rate of 50%. 
We judgmentally selected FY 2010-11, FY 2011-12, and FY 2012-13 for 
testing because the county claimed costs totaling $1,174,340—which 
constitutes 25.5% of the total claimed during the audit period 
($4,615,429)—for these three fiscal years.  
 
We discovered that San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department 
(SBCSD) staff took police reports from citizens at the front counter of the 
department’s patrol stations as well as in the field. Therefore, we stratified 
our testing to differentiate between non-counter (field) reports and those 
taken at patrol stations (counter reports). 
 
Our testing disclosed the following:  
 
Counter Reports   

 For FY 2010-11, we selected for testing 52 reports from the population 
of 80 counter reports. We found that two cases were unallowable (a 
3.85% exception rate) because they did not support a violation of PC 
section 530.5. 

 For FY 2011-12, we selected for testing 63 reports from the population 
of 108 counter reports. We found that five cases were unallowable (a 
7.94% exception rate). Two cases did not support a violation of PC 
section 530.5, two cases were supplemental reports, and the 
complainant in the other case was a resident of Henderson, Nevada. 

 For FY 2012-13, we selected for testing 49 reports from the population 
of 72 counter reports. We found that three cases were unallowable (a 
6.12% exception rate) because the cases did not support a violation of 
PC section 530.5. 

 
Field Reports   

 For FY 2010-11, we selected for testing 90 reports from the population 
of 228 field reports. We found that 14 cases were unallowable (a 
15.56% exception rate). Six cases did not support a violation of PC 
section 530.5, and eight cases were follow-up reports written by 
Detectives (of which six were based on courtesy reports received from 
other police or sheriff departments, and two were follow-up requests 
from SBCSD patrol stations). 
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 For FY 2011-12, we selected for testing 92 reports from the population 
of 236 field reports. We found that 10 cases were unallowable (a 
10.87% exception rate). Five cases did not support a violation of PC 
section 530.5, one case was a courtesy report, and four cases were 
follow-up reports written by Detectives.  

 For FY 2012-13, we selected for testing 90 reports from the population 
of 222 field reports. We found that four cases were unallowable (a 
4.44% exception rate) because one case did not support a violation of 
PC section 530.5 and three cases were follow-up reports written by 
Detectives based on courtesy reports received from other police or 
sheriff departments. 

 
We extrapolated and projected the results of our substantive tests of 
statistical samples to determine the number of allowable and unallowable 
identity theft reports for the entire 11-year audit period. We found that 
4,413 police reports are allowable. For the three years that we tested 
(FY 2010-11, FY 2011-12, and FY 2012-13), we calculated a 5.97% 
average error rate for the counter reports and a 10.29% average error rate 
for the field reports. We applied these average error rates to the other eight 
years of the audit period (FY 2002-03 through FY 2009-10). 
 
The following table summarizes the counts of claimed, supported, and 
allowable identity theft cases, and the difference by fiscal year: 

 

Fiscal 
Year Claimed Supported

Contracting
Entities

County 
Reports

Counter 
Reports

Field 
Reports Total Difference

2002-03 1,694     1,822       (1,332)        490        97         347        444        (1,250)     
2003-04 1,702     1,830       (1,363)        467        91         332        423        (1,279)     
2004-05 1,939     2,042       (1,509)        533        107        376        483        (1,456)     
2005-06 2,010     2,010       (1,497)        513        86         379        465        (1,545)     
2006-07 2,090     2,090       (1,545)        545        120        374        494        (1,596)     
2007-08 1,824     1,824       (1,278)        546        130        366        496        (1,328)     
2008-09 1,678     1,676       (1,219)        457        115        301        416        (1,262)     
2009-10 1,458     1,456       (1,090)        366        99         234        333        (1,125)     
2010-11 1,271     1,325       (1,016)        309        77         193        270        (1,001)     
2011-12 1,405     1,397       (1,053)        344        99         210        309        (1,096)     
2012-13 1,501     1,496       (1,202)        294        68         212        280        (1,221)      

Total 18,572   18,968     (14,104)      4,864     1,089     3,324     4,413     (14,159)   

Allowable

 
 

Overstated time increments 
 
Claimed Time Increments 
 
The county claimed time increments spent by various employee 
classifications within SBCSD to perform the following reimbursable 
activities:  

 Drafting, reviewing, and editing identity theft police reports taken by 
Officers, and reviewing identity theft police reports taken at the police 
station counter (Activity 1a – Take a police report supporting a 
violation of PC section 530.5); and 

 Determining where the crime occurred and what pieces of personal 
identifying information were used for unlawful purposes (Activity 2 – 
Begin an investigation of the facts).  
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For Activity 1a, the county tracked the time spent by Sergeants to review 
police reports separately from the time spent by other staff members to 
draft, review, and edit police reports. This time spent by Sergeants on the 
reimbursable activity is identified as “Activity 1a.1 – Sergeant review.” 
 
The county claimed the following time increments to perform the 
reimbursable activities: 

 60 minutes for Deputy Sheriffs to perform Activity 1a; 

 15 minutes for employees in the Station Clerk and Office Assistant III 
classifications to assist with Activity 1a; 

 10 minutes for Sergeants to perform Activity 1a.1 – Sergeant review; 
and 

 60 minutes for Sheriff Detectives to perform Activity 2.  
 
The county did not provide support for the claimed time increments. 
Section IV., “Reimbursable Activities,” of the program’s parameters and 
guidelines state that “Actual costs must be traceable to and supported by 
source documents that show the validity of such costs, when they were 
incurred, and their relationship to the reimbursable activities.” As the 
county did not provide support that complies with this requirement, we 
determined that the claimed time increments are estimated and 
unsupported.  
 
Allowable Time Increments 
 
Taking a police report 

 
The county’s CAD system did not record time spent drafting, reviewing, 
and editing identity theft police reports (Activities 1a and 1a.1 – Sergeant 
review). We interviewed various SBCSD employees, who provided 
testimonial evidence of the approximate time spent on reimbursable 
activities not recorded by the CAD system. We found that this information 
provided a reasonable representation of the time needed to perform these 
reimbursable activities. 
 
For Activity 1a, we interviewed three Deputy Sheriffs, three Service 
Specialists, and one Sergeant about drafting, reviewing, and editing 
identity theft police reports taken by Officers. Based on these interviews, 
we determined that SBCSD staff spent an average of 35 minutes drafting, 
reviewing, and editing identity theft police reports taken by Officers.  
 
For Activity 1a.1 – Sergeant review, we interviewed four Detectives and 
three Sergeants about reviewing identity theft police reports taken at the 
police station counter. Based on these interviews, we determined that 
SBCSD staff spent an average of 13 minutes reviewing police reports 
taken at the police station counter.  

 
The county did not have an online system during the audit period and did 
not claim any costs for reviewing identity theft reports that were completed 
online (Activity 1b). 
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Beginning an investigation 
 
During audit fieldwork, the SBCSD provided system-generated 
contemporaneous records from its CAD system. These records showed the 
time, in minutes, from when SBCSD staff arrived at a victim’s residence 
or business located in the county, or began taking information from a 
resident at the counter of a patrol station (Time On Scene) to the time that 
the initial call for service was completed (Time Complete). The time 
elapsed represents the time that county employees spent on determining 
where the crime occurred and what pieces of personal information were 
used for unlawful purposes (Activity 2).  
 
We tested the time increments reported for the 154 allowable counter cases 
and the 244 allowable field cases from our sample selection. We reviewed 
the CAD system reports to determine the average time spent performing 
Activity 2. During testing, we noted that certain cases showed 
unreasonable time increments, as follows: 

 14 counter cases and 11 field cases with reported time increments of 
0 to 9 minutes, and 

 19 counter cases and 52 field cases with reported time increments of 
greater than 60 minutes. 

 
For these reports, the county provided detailed CAD history information. 
We found that time increments were understated because SBCSD staff 
members  failed to record the time that the employee began preparing the 
counter report or when the officer arrived on scene for field reports. We 
found that time increments were overstated because SBCSD staff 
members recorded time spent on other incident numbers for other major 
crimes and arrests. We excluded all time recorded for follow-up 
investigation, search, pursuit, arrest, and changing location or transporting 
the suspect to jail for booking until the suspect is in custody and 
incarcerated. Based on our testing, we found that SBCSD staff members 
spent an average of 41 minutes performing Activity 2.  
 
The following table summarizes the time claimed and allowable for the 
reimbursable activities by fiscal year: 
 

1a.1 –  Review 
Reports†

2  – Begin an 
Investigation ‡

Fiscal 
Year Deputies

Clerks/ 
Assistants Sergeants Detectives

1a – Take a 
Police Report

1a.1 –  Review 
Reports

2  – Begin an 
Investigation 

2002-03 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2003-04 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2004-05 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2005-06 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2006-07 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2007-08 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2008-09 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2009-10 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2010-11 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2011-12 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2012-13 60 15 10 60 35 13 41

† The county claimed that Sergeants reviewed police reports taken at the station counter.
‡ The county claimed that Detectives began investigations.

*The county claimed that the Deputy Sheriff classification took police reports, and the Station Clerk and Office 
  Assistant III classifications assisted with taking police reports.

Claimed Minutes Allowable Minutes

1a – Take a 
Police Report*

 



San Bernardino County Identity Theft Program 

-15- 

Misstated job classifications and PHRs 
 
Claimed Job Classifications 
 
As noted previously, the county claimed that Deputy Sheriffs and Office 
Assistant IIIs prepared police reports (Activity 1a), and that Sergeants 
reviewed the reports taken at the police station counter (Activity 1a.1 – 
Sergeant review). The county also claimed that Sheriff Detectives began 
investigations (Activity 2).  
 
Staff Allowable 
 
In order to clarify which SBCSD staff members performed the mandated 
activities, we:   

1. Prepared a schedule of employee numbers and names from the 
sampled police reports;  

2. Requested information from the county supporting the actual job 
classifications for the employees identified;   

3. Calculated the extent (percentage of involvement) that various 
employees performed the mandated activities for the county’s 
sampled identity theft cases; and 

4. Verified with the county the results of the above steps to confirm the 
actual job classifications that performed the reimbursable activities of 
drafting and editing a police report, reviewing police reports, and 
beginning an investigation. 

 
The following table summarizes the actual job classifications of the 
employees who performed the reimbursable activities during FY 2010-11, 
FY 2011-12, and FY 2012-13, and the average percentage of their 
involvement in the reimbursable activities for the three fiscal years.  
 

Average 
Involvement 
Percentage

Prepare a report/Begin an investigation1

Deputy Sheriffs 91.0%
Sheriff Sergeants 0.5%
Sheriff Detectives 0.5%
Captains 1.0%
Service Specialists 7.0%

100%

Review a police report 
Sheriff Sergeants 92.0%
Sheriff Detectives 7.0%
Captains 1.0%

100%

1 The same staff members performed the activities of 
  Prepare a Report (Activity 1a) and Begin an 
  Investigation (Activity 2).

Classification
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The county provided schedules of the actual hourly rates for the employee 
classifications that performed the reimbursable activities during the audit 
period. To calculate allowable costs, we used claimed PHRs for Deputy 
Sheriffs, Sheriff Detectives, and Sergeants. We used rates provided by the 
county for the employee classifications not claimed (Captains and Service 
Specialists).  
 
The following table summarizes the auditor-recalculated weighted PHRs 
for each fiscal year in the audit period by reimbursable activities 
performed: 
 

Fiscal Prepare Review Begin an
Year a Report a Report Investigation

2002-03 49.39$   68.12$     49.39$       
2003-04 51.73     69.90       51.73         
2004-05 59.10     76.64       59.10         
2005-06 60.77     83.32       60.77         
2006-07 63.14     88.78       63.14         
2007-08 65.31     91.60       65.31         
2008-09 66.20     93.25       66.20         
2009-10 66.10     91.96       66.10         
2010-11 72.94     100.70     72.94         
2011-12 80.53     105.66     80.53         
2012-13 78.63     102.65     78.63         

 
 

Using this salary rate information, the corrected number of case counts, 
the corrected time increments, and the employee classifications that 
performed the reimbursable activities during the audit period, we 
determined allowable salaries for each fiscal year.  
 
For example, the following table shows the calculation of allowable salary 
and benefit costs for FY 2011-12: 
 

              Number               Activity Allowable
Employee PHR of cases Minutes Hours % costs

Classification [a]  [b] [c] [d=(b*g)/60] [e] [f=a*i*k]

Prepare a report:
Deputy Sheriff 82.81$    309          35           180.25          91.0% 13,583        
Sergeant 106.12    309          35           180.25          0.5% 96              
Detective 94.08      309          35           180.25          0.5% 85              
Captain 144.32    309          35           180.25          1.0% 260            
Service Specialist 38.96      309          35           180.25          7.0% 492            

Total, prepare a report 14,516$      

Review a report:

Sergeant 106.12    309          13           66.95           92.0% 6,536          
Detective 94.08      309          13           66.95           7.0% 441            
Captain 144.32    309          13           66.95           1.0% 97              

Total, review a report 7,074$        

Begin an investigation:

Deputy Sheriff 82.81$    309          41           211.15          91.0% 15,912        
Sergeant 106.12    309          41           211.15          0.5% 112            
Detective 94.08      309          41           211.15          0.5% 99              
Captain 144.32    309          41           211.15          1.0% 305            
Service Specialist 38.96      309          41           211.15          7.0% 576            

Total, begin an investigation 17,004$      

Total allowable salary and benefit costs 38,594$       
 
We performed similar calculations for each fiscal year of the audit period.  
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Allowable related indirect costs 
 
The county claimed $1,552,134 in related indirect costs. We found that 
$224,378 is allowable and $1,327,756 is unallowable. The county used the 
indirect cost rates from the Indirect Cost Rate Proposals it prepared for 
each year of the audit period to claim indirect costs. Unallowable indirect 
costs are directly related to the previously identified unallowable salaries 
and benefits for each year of the audit period.  
 
The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable amounts of 
indirect costs, and the audit adjustment by fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal
Year Claimed Allowable Adjustment

2002-03 155,125$    24,543$   (130,582)$    
2003-04 139,508      20,965     (118,543)     
2004-05 180,010      27,142     (152,868)     
2005-06 148,187      20,874     (127,313)     
2006-07 151,980      21,727     (130,253)     
2007-08 169,398      27,743     (141,655)     
2008-09 137,936      20,596     (117,340)     
2009-10 114,412      15,770     (98,642)       
2010-11 109,328      14,215     (95,113)       
2011-12 121,863      16,468     (105,395)     
2012-13 124,386      14,335     (110,051)     

1,552,134$  224,378$  (1,327,756)$ 

Related indirect costs

 
 

Criteria 
 
Item 1 of Section III., “Period of Reimbursement,” of the parameters and 
guidelines states, “Actual costs for one fiscal year shall be included in each 
claim.” 
 
Section IV., “Reimbursable Activities,” of the parameters and guidelines 
begins: 

 
To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any given 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 to 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. 

 
Section IV., “Reimbursable Activities,” of the parameters and guidelines 
also states: 

 
For each eligible claimant, the following ongoing activities are eligible 
for reimbursement: 

1. Either a) or b) below: 

a) Take a police report supporting a violation of Penal Code 
section 530.5 which includes information regarding the 
personal identifying information involved and any uses of that 
personal identifying information that were non-consensual and 
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for an unlawful purpose, including, if available, information 
surrounding the suspected identity theft, places where the 
crime(s) occurred, and how and where the suspect obtained and 
used the personal identifying information. This activity 
includes drafting, reviewing, and editing the identity theft 
police report; or 

b) Reviewing the identity theft report completed online by the 
identity theft victim. 

2. Begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts 
sufficient to determine where the crime(s) occurred and what pieces 
of personal identifying information were used for an unlawful 
purpose. The purpose of the investigation is to assist the victims in 
clearing their names. Reimbursement is not required to complete the 
investigation for purposes of criminal prosecution. 

 
Section V.A.1, “Salaries and Benefits,” of the parameters and guidelines 
states:   
 

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. 
 

Section V.II., “Offsetting Revenues and Reimbursements,” of the 
parameters and guidelines states: 
 

Any offsets the claimant experiences in the same program as a result of 
the same statutes or executive orders found to contain the mandate shall 
be deducted from the costs claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this 
mandate received from any federal, state, or non-local source shall be 
identified and deducted from this claim. 

 
Recommendation 
 
The California State Legislature suspended the Identity Theft Program in 
the FY 2013-14 through FY 2021-22 Budget Acts. If the program becomes 
active again, we recommend that the county: 

 Adhere to the program’s parameters and guidelines and claiming 
instructions when claiming reimbursement for mandated costs; and 

 Ensure that claimed costs include only eligible costs, are based on 
actual costs, and are properly supported. 

 
County’s Response 
 

We have reviewed the State Controller’s Office draft audit report for the 
above-mandated program dated March 2, 2022. The County review has 
been completed and we concur with the findings and recommendations 
proposed in the Identity Theft Program draft audit for the period of 
July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2013. 
 
Due to the amount of time that has elapsed between occurrence of the 
claimed reimbursable activities and the audit period (spanning up to 
19 years), the County is unable to provide any additional supporting 
documentation. Had the field audit been performed closer to the actual 
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cost incurrence period, responsible claim preparation staff (who are 
retired or no longer employed) could have provided a much better 
response to audit inquiries, which would have resulted in favorable 
results for San Bernardino County. 
 

SCO’s Comment 
 
The county states that it could have provided additional supporting 
documentation, had the audit been performed closer to the time period in 
which the reimbursable activities were performed. We would first point 
out that the county filed its claims for the first 11 years of the 12-year audit 
period on January 30, 2013. Except for documentation supporting the time 
increments claimed to perform the reimbursable activities, lack of 
supporting documentation was not the primary cause of the unallowable 
costs.  
 
Instead, the initial 74% reduction in Identity Theft cases claimed (from 
18,572 cases claimed to 4,864 cases) was the primary cause of the 
unallowable costs. As explained in the finding, we reduced the number of 
allowable cases because the county had claimed costs for taking police 
reports and beginning investigations for identity theft cases originating 
within its contract cities. As the county’s contracting partners had already 
reimbursed the county for these costs, the costs were not reimbursable for 
the purposes of a State-mandated cost claim.       
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SHA.NHQN 0. DICUS. SHERIFF~OHER 

March 9, 2022 

Lisa Kuro'wwa. Ctuef ComptianoeAud1lS Bureau 
Slate Conlrollets Office 
OM'"°n ot AUditt 
P O 8ox 942850 
Sacramento. CA 90250 

Rt· Response to Draft Audit Re.port 
ldAn/fly rnert Ptr,gram 
Au::m pefiod· .July 1 2002 througn Jone 30, 2013 

Dear Ms. Kuro~awa 

We have rev,eweo ti'\e State ControUers Office dral't aud'Jt report for ltle above-manctetea program da1ed 
March 2. 2022- Tho County review f\as been COJl'¥>Jeted and we coocur w11h the findings and 
recommcodauoos proposed lfl ttie ldefl!Jty Then Program dr.af\ audit for the period or Ju,Y 1, 2002 throogh 
June 30. 2013 

Due to the amounl of time that Ms etapsed oetwe:eo ocaJn-ence of the claimed relmbutSab\e aebVlties and 
tile audit penod (spanning up to 19 years). the County is unable to provide any addft.lonaJ supporting 
doa.imantabOn.. l·iad the fie-la-auo,t been performed closet 10 the ~ cost ~ce penod, respon$1ble 
ciarm prepa!'al.tOn SlaU (wno ,are mt,retl or oo longcf cmployro) could 11ave orov1ded a much belt.er 1esponse 
to aucflt inquiries wtiicil would have resulted in favorable 1es1.11ts ~ San 6emanfino Covnty. 

If you have any questions please contact Jose L Torres. Shenff's MmNl"Strative Manager, al (909) 387-
3465 °' c,.ma11 it:re@a.tn4m:a. 

Shannon D 0-cus 
ShenfllCoroner!Po.blic Ad.m1r11s1ra1m 
San Beman:hnc County 

By, <fG._~ ~= 
~ lt,,W~ ~ 
Chla1 Deputy D,ector 
Shl'flff s Bureau of Adm,nis-tt.aliOn 

SAN BE.RlWWl:NO C:OUNlV SHERIJ"F"S OEPARTMEHT 
6:.SEa!tihlldSitffl • 5.ai'IBe,n&rdino CalllontiaS2'C1s-oolil Poet0ff'iee8ox569 • Sall~~ C.!11,1~~02~ 
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Re: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

From: Annette Chinn, CRS (achinncrs@aol.com) 

To: Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us 

Date: Friday, August 26, 2022 at 05:38 PM PDT 

Sorry about that! I clicked on the wrong file. I was reviewing other response from prior audits to 
help draft this response. 

Here's the correct response. The other attachments (CFR, Instructions and Sheriff Rate comps 
are correct) 

Thank you and let me know your thoughts. 

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

Phone (916) 939-7901 
(Note: fax line no longer available) 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: 
This communication contains confidential information sent solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you are not the intended 
recipient of this communication, you are not authorized to use it in any manner, except to immediately destroy it and notify the 
sende~ • 

I -----Original Message-----

! From: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us> 
To: Annette Chinn <achinncrs@aol.com> 

I Sent: Fri, Aug 26, 2022 2:55 pm 
Subject: FW: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

1 Hi, Annette. 

I Did you attach the right document? The response that was attached to your email seems to pertain to 
Child Abuse Investigations and also references SCO preliminary findings which I don't believe we've 

1 officially received yet. I'm a little confused. 

I -Tamara 

From: Annette Chinn, CRS <achinncrs@aol.com> 
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2022 1:44 PM 
To: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara .Oatman@cityofrc.us> 
Subject: Re: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

Hi Tamara, 



I drafted the attached in response to Joji 's latest communication - please review and if you 
agree send to Joji. Let me know if you have any comments or changes. 

Thank you , 

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

Phone(916)939-7901 
(Note: fax line no longer available) 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: 
This communication contains confidential information sent solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you are not the 
intended recipient of this communication, you are not authorized to use it in any manner, except to immediately destroy it and 
notify the sender. 

-----Orlginal Message----
From: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@myofrc.us> 
To: Annette Chinn, CRS <achinncrs@aol.com> 
Sent: Thu, Aug 25, 2022 3:18 pm 
Subject: RE: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

I thought it sounded kind of crazy. I'm glad you think so too! Thank you for being our advocate, Annette 
@ Please keep me posted on your progress. Should I still go ahead and pursue trying to get the hourly rates for 
the three positions she requested' or just hold off for now? 

From: Annette Chinn, CRS <achinncrs@aol.com> 
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 2:26 PM 
To: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@myofrc.us> 
Subject: Re: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

I think this is completely unacceptable. 

Overhead costs are allowable, despite it being a contract. You are in effect buying a police 
department along with all the overhead of the department. 

I will try to elevate this to a supervisor. We'll file an incorrect reduction claim if we are not 
satisfied with their response. 

Thank you, 

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

Phone (916) 939-7901 
(Note: fax line no longer available) 

CONFIDENTLALITY NOTICE: 



This communication contains confidential information sent solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you are not the 
intended recipient of this communication , you are not authorized to use it in any manner, except to immediately destroy it and 
notify the sender. 

---Original Message----
From: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@citY.ofrc.us> 
To: Annette Chinn <achinncrs@aol.com> 
Sent: Thu, Aug 25, 2022 11 :34 am 
Subject: FW: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

Hi, Annette. 

Joji called me shortly after she sent me this email. She is telling me that she will be disallowing 
$246,000 in indirect costs that were included in our claim as the Sheriff's Department staff are not City 
employees but are instead County employees. She is trying to salvage at least part of the claim for the 
salaries that were included, referencing them as contract services costs. However, she said she needs 
to know the hourly rate for the staff included in the claim and whether that hourly rate included liability 
insurance or not. Apparently, LA County includes liability insurance in their hourly rates. It sounds like 
liability insurance can be added to the hourly rate for reimbursement purposes. She's asking me to 
obtain hourly rates from the County as the hourly rates per position can vary depending on whether the 
position is a field staff or a desk staff. I don't know Who would have that information at the County for 
this timeframe. 

What are your thoughts on all of this? 

-Tamara 

From: Tyree, Joji <JTY.ree@sco.ca.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 10:59 AM 
To: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatmao@.9!Y.ofrc.us> 
Cc: Annette Chinn <achinncrs@aol.com>; adiaz@sbcsd.org; Venneman, Jim <jvenneman@sco.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

For the audit period the ratified contract as well as final and approved Schedule A will come either from the city 
council or the Law Enforcement Services Contract Bureau of San Bernardino County. They are the signatories for 
the contracts . If it i-s not available from the city, please let me know. By the way, what is your retention period for 

contracts for the city? 

Thank you . 

Josefina (Joji) Tyree I Auditor 
Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee 
Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 
3301 C Street, Suite 735B 
Sacramento, CA 95816 I (916) 720-3006 Teams I (916) 479-0633 Mobile 
JTY.ree@sco.ca.gQ.¥ 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged Information. It Is solely for 
/he use of the intended recipient (s) . Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including 
the Electronic Comrnunications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contacf the sender and destroy all copies of the 
communication. Nothing in this ema/1, including any attachment. is intended to be a legally binding signature or acknowledgement Any views 
or opinions presented are solely those of the at1thor and do not necessarily represent those of the State Controller's Office or the State of 
California 

From: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatrnan@citY.ofrc.us> 
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 10:50 AM 



To: Tyree, Joji <JTY.ree@sco.ca.gQY> 
Cc: Annette Chinn <achinncrs@aol.com>; adiaz@sbcsd.org 
Subject: FW: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

---------······ ......................................................... , ........................ ,,,, ........... , .... , ... .. 
' ' ' 

This email originated from outside of the organization. i 
Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender's email address and know the content l 

,i.~ safe. .. ....................................... - ... ··----------·---------- _____ , ....................... - ......... ] 

Good morning, Joji @ 

I reached out to our consultant, Annette Chinn, for guidance on addressing your request to Sgt. Diaz. 
She stated that all those Schedule A's for each fiscal year were attached to the copies of the claims 
(which she already provided to you). They are at the very back of each claim, after the ICRP or 
overhead rate computations. The Schedule A's that are attached as supporting documentation are the 
actual costs and job counts per classification. 

Is there something else you are looking for in addition to the Schedule A? 

-Tamara 

'l'amara L. Oatman 
jinance 'Director 

City of 1<.ancfio Cucamonga 
'Email: Tamara. Oatman@cit~Qfr-_c.us 

'Pfione: (909) 774-2430 

Have a joyful day @ 

--Original Message--
From: Tyree, Jaji <JTY.ree@sco.ca.gov> 
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2022 11:29 AM 
To: Diaz, Amanda <adiaz@SBCSD.ORG> 
Subject: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

Good morning Sgt. Diaz, 

Could you please provide pdf of the final and approved Law Enforcement Services Agreement in effect for FY 
2002-03, through FY 2012-13 between San Bernardino County Sheriffs Department and the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga. Please include final and actual staffing levels (Schedule A and any support documentation) for each 
fiscal year with actual costs and counts per job classification. Please see item #6 in Document Request in page 3 
of the attached letter. 

Additionally, may I request the yearly hours per service unit for Deputy, Sergeant, ancl Service Specialist. I need 
these in order to arrive at contract rate per hour per service unit. 

Please send via our SFTP on or before Friday, August 26, 2022. Please contact me if you need clarification and/or 
if you need more time. 

Thank you, 

Josefina (Joji) Tyree I Auditor 
Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 
3301 C Street. Suite 735B 
Sacramento, CA 958161 (916) 720-3006 Teams I (916) 479-0633 Mobile JTY.ree@sco.ca.gov 



CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally 
privlleged 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. 
Nothing in this email, including any attachment, is intended to be a legally binding signature or acknowledgement. 
Any views or opinions presented are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the State 
Controller's Office or the State of California 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless 
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report SPAM to TSO. <mailto:%20tsd­
nosP.am@sbcsd.org> CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication contains legally privileged and 
confidential information sent solely for the use of the intended recipient. Any use, review, disclosure, reproduction, 
distribution, copying of, or reliance on, this communication and any attachment is strictly prohibited. If you are not 
the intended recipient of this communication you are not authorized to use it in any manner, except to immediately 
destroy it and notify the sender. 

Response to SCO email Aug 25, 2022.docx 

17.4kB 

Comp of rate LA Sheriff to San Bernard ino County.pdf 

5.8MB 

CFR-2014-title2-vol1 -part200.pdf 
648.1kB 

Claiming Manual.pdf 
328.6kB 



Hello Joji, 

Tamara shared of your questions and comments.  Here are our responses: 

The structure of the San Bernardino Sheriff’s Office for law enforcement services contracts are very 

different from the LA County Sheriff contracts.  San Diego Sheriff’s Office contracts are more similar in 

structure.    

As can be seen from the Rancho Cucamonga agreement and the annual Schedule of Costs, the city is 

purchasing all the components of a Police Department, including direct and indirect (overhead) costs. 

Looking at their expenditures is similar to looking at a full-service city’s departmental expenditure 

report.  San Bernardino Deputy billing rates only include salary and benefit costs, while in the case of LA 

County – their hourly sworn rate already includes most overhead (except for Liability and supplemental 

staffing which can be purchased a la cart - See attached.)  

If you compare the FY 11-12 Deputy rates between LA County ($114.82/ hr = $419,087unit cost/3,650 

hrs) and San Bernardino ($ 78.98/hr = $13,648,451 total cost /96 staff /1800 hrs.  The huge difference in 

that LA County has overhead costs included and the other does not.  When overhead is added, you can 

see the rates then are much more similar.  

Your question about hours of “yearly hours per service unit for Deputy, Sergeant, and Service 
Specialist.  I need these in order to arrive at contract rate per hour per service unit.”  

The answer is that the city purchases these positions as if they were employees of the city – they are 

expected to work full time (2080 hours) just as any regular city employee.  As you know, the Claiming 

Instructions and Parameters and Guidelines allow the use of a Productive Hourly Rate of 1,800 hours – 

and this is how the hourly rates were computed.  The Actual Costs and number of positions are listed in 

the Schedule A you have been provided.   A productive hourly rate was computed by dividing the actual 

salary charge for that position by 1,800 hours to derive an hourly rate. 

Regarding Overhead Costs:  Tamara though you said that overhead was not an eligible cost because they 

contract for law enforcement services.   Perhaps there was a miscommunication, but I wanted to 

address this topic.  

Not allowing reimbursement of indirect or overhead costs would be contrary to Claiming Instructions, 

Parameters and Guidelines, as well as Federal CFR-200 standards which all specifically allow for the 

inclusion and reimbursement of both direct AND indirect costs.  (attached for your convenience) 

To simply exclude or not allow legitimate overhead from the costs would be contrary to State and 

Federal rules, and also would be inconsistent with your own offices prior audit determinations. As you 

mentioned, the LA County case, additional overhead was allowed for the liability charges billed 

separately from the officer’s hourly rate. 

In the case of San Diego Sheriff Department (SDSO) contracting agencies, additional overhead/indirect 

cost were allowed (See City of San Marcos 2017 – Crime Statistics Reporting Audit Report on page 23).  

State Controller’s Office auditors recognized there were additional indirect/overhead costs and those 

costs were allowed as valid overhead charges.  Below is an extract from the Audit Report on page 23 

that addressed the Contract Indirect Costs: 



“Contract Indirect Costs 

We reviewed the contract agreements between the city and the SDSO. For FY 2007-08 through FY 

2011-12, the SDSO contract agreements provided schedules and identified supplemental 

contracted labor costs and contracted overhead costs. We determined that overhead costs 

identified in the contract were appropriate as they related to the performance of mandated 

activities. We computed indirect cost rates for contract services for these years by dividing total 

contract overhead costs, station support staff costs, and Sergeant Admin position costs, by the 

contracted labor costs identified in the contract supplemental schedules.” 

The audit permitted a number of overhead items including:  

1) proration of Sergeant support/admin  

2) proration of Other Support costs allocated (which includes Station level Staff Support including: 

Captain, Admin Secretary, Lieutenant, Volunteer Coordinator, Senior Clerk, Department Aide, 

Receptionist, Intermediate Clerk 

3) Law Enforcement Support including Station Detectives, Communication Center (Central 

Dispatch support), Crime Prevention, Juvenile Intervention, Regional Services 

4) Services and Supplies Costs 

5) Support Costs including Vehicles, Facilities/Space, County Management Support (Admin, Fiscal, 

Data Services, Personnel & Other) 

6) Liability (charged separately) 

The items we included in our ICRP are all similar indirect costs which comply with Federal CFR standards 

of allowable indirect costs and provide necessary support to the function of the department and benefit 

the mandate program we are costing out.   If you believe there is a charge that does not comply with the 

guidelines, please let us know why and we would like to discuss. 

You can access job descriptions or duty statements from the San Bernardino County website if you’d like 

to review the activities performed by the various administrative and support positions included in our 

overhead rate calculations.  

We look forward to answering any questions you may have. 

 

Annette Chinn 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 

 



LOS ANGELES COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

CONTRACT CITY LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 
Service Level Authorization 

CITY: LYNWOOD 

FISCAL YEAR: 2011- 2012 EFFECTIVE DATE: 7/112011 -------------
CODE SERVICES TOTAL SE.RVICE UNITS PURCHASED 

# NEW PREVIOUS CHANGE 

DEPUTY SHERIFF SERVICE UNIT 
306 40 Hour 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
307 56 Hour 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
308 70 Hour 15.0000 15.0000 0.0000 
310 Non-Relief 4.0000 4.0000 0.0000 

DEPUTY SHERIFF SERVICE UNIT (BONUS LEVEL) 
301 40 Hour 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
302 56Hour 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
303 70 Hour 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
305 Non-Relief 1.0000 1.0000 0.0000 

GROWTH DEPUTY, UNITS (Non-Relief Only) 
335 De1JUtv 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
358 Deoulv (with a dedicated vehicle) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
336 Deoutv. B-1 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
359 Deoulv, B-1 (with a dedicated vehicle) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

GRANT UNITS (Non-Relief Only) 
383 Deoutv 2.0000 2.0000 0.0000 
360 Deputy (with a dedicated vehicle) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
384 Deputy B-1 1.0000 1.0000 0.0000 
361 D'eoL1Lv B-1 ·cwith a dedicated ·vehiclel 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

SUPPLEMENTAL POSITIONS (Non-Relief Only) 
342 Lieutenant 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
353 Seri:leant (SAO) 1.0000 1.0000 0.0000 
348 Sergeant (Motor) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
354 Watch Deputv 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
305 Motor Deoutv 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
325 CSA 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
347 Security Officer 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
340 Law Enforcement Tech 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
343 Operalions Asst I 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
344 Ooerations-Asst II 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
345 Op,e(alions-Ass1·111 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
351 Sin.Clerk ii 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
329 Crime Analyst 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
331 Cus!odv Assistant 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Other (Need to insert cost on P9 2) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

ATTN: Routine Citv Helicooter Billina Aareement (Indicate) "' .. _.l•:.:._.-.y , NO 

SH-AD 575 (REV. 4/11) 

PAGE 1 0F3 

CONTRACT 
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USE ONLY 



ERi/iCE ·uNtT$::.,a. 

;>,.:-.:~_'.3D: 
DEPUTY SHERIFF SERVICE UNIT 

40 Hour 
56Hour 
70 Hour• 

Non-Relief 

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

GROWTH DEPUTY UNITS (Non-Relief Only) 

GRANT UNITS (Non-Relief Only) 

with dedicated vehicle 
B-1 
B-1 with dedicated vehicle 

SUPPLEMENTAL POSITIONS (Non-Relief Only) 
Lieut 

CSA 
Securlt . Officer 
Law En!orcemerit Tech With Vehicle 
0 {ations P.:sst I 
O rations .Asst I! 
QperatiqnS Asst Ill 
SlnCler1<11 
Crime Anal st 
Gusti:>d Assistant 
Olher Nt=i!d to insert cost in next column 

ESTIMATED COST FOR SERVICE UNITS•• 

,-AD 575 (REV 4111) 

",J,.• 

·' s231 .. so1 •i 

-' $52,726 · 
, $88,245 .'. 

:.:$1.02,997.,, 

HOURS OF SERVICE & ESTIMATED CHARGES 
CITY: 

0 
0 
15 
4 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

2 
0 

0 

0 

o 
o 
o 
0 
0 
o 
o 
0 
0 
0 
o 
o 
0 

LYNWOOD 

0.00 
0,00 

6.286.305.00 
870,832.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

229.788.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

293.464.00 
0.00 

159,355.00 
0 .00 

0.00 
192.725.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0 .00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0,00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

.·,$8,032.469.00 , 
LIABILITY @4% = 

LIABILITY 

@4% 

0 ,00 
o:oo 

251.452,20 . 
34,833.28 

0.00 . 
0.00 
0.00 

9,191 .52 • 

0.00 . 
o.oo 
0.00 
0.00 . 

11,738.56 
0.00 

6,374.20 ; 
0.00 

NIA 
NIA 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0,00 
0.00 
0.00 • 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

0,00 
NIA 

$313,589.76 
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST 

711 /2011 

0.00 
0.00 

• 6,537·,757'.20 
.905 665:28 

< 
-0,00 

, 0,,00 
.,. 0:00 
238,979;52 

o:o·o 
0.00 
:0.00 
o:oo 

305,202.56 
0.00 

165,729.20 
0.00 

0.00 
192 725.00 

o.oo 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
o:oo 
0.00 
o:oo 
0.00 
0.00 
0 .. 00 
0.00 

$8.346 058.76 

Page 2 of 3 

2086 0 0 0 .0000 
2~20 o o 0.0000 
3650 54,750 3.2~5.000 30.6000 
1789 7.156 429,360 4.0000 

2086 0 0 0,0000 
2920 0 0 0.0000 
36.50 0 0 0.0000 
1789 1,789 107,340 1.0000 

1789 0 0 0.0000 
1789 0 0 0.0000 
1789 0 0 0.000() 
1789 0 0 0.000() 

1789 3,578 214.680 2 ,0000 
1789 0 0 0,0000 
1789 1.789 107,340 1.0000 
1789 0 0 0 ,0000 

1789 0 0 0.0000 
1789 1,789 107.340 1.0000 
1789 0 0 0 .0000 
1789 0 o 0.0000 
1789 0 0 0,0000 
1789 o 0 0.0000 
1789 0 0 0,0000 
1789 0 0 0.0000 
1789 0 0 0.0000 
1789 0 o 0 .0000 
1789 0 0 0.0000 
1789 0 0 0 .0000 
1789 0 o 0.0000 
1789 o 0 0.0000 
1789 0 0 0.0000 

HOURS ~.effisoR&a 1. 

DEPUTY 65.484 3,929,040 36.6000 
DEPUTY,B-1 3,578 214,680 2.0000 

LT/SERGEANT 1,789 107,340 1.0000 
CSA 0 0 0.0000 

CIVILIAN 0 o o.onrio 
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

CONTRACT CITY LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 

DEPLOYMENT SURVEY 

EFFECTIVE DATE: 7/1/2011 -------------- City: ____ L.;;.Y...;;.N_W..;...;;.O...;;.O...;;.D ___ _ 

TOTAL DEPLOYMENT TOTAL 
SERVICE UNIT UNITS GENERAL LAW TRAFFIC LAW DEP SPECIAL D.B. TEAM UNITS 

PURCHASED EM DAY PM EM DAY PM MOTOR ASSIGN. LOR ASSIGNED 

DEPUTY GENERALIST 
40 Hour 0 0 
56 Hour 0 0 
70 Hour 15 3 3 5 1 1 2 15 
Non-Relief 4 1 3 4 
Motor 0 0 

DEPUTY, BONUS I 
40'Kour 0 0 
56 Hour 0 0 
70 Hour 0 0 
Non-Relief 1 1 1 

GROWTH DEPUTY 
Deputy 0 0 
Deputy, Dedicated Veh. 0 0 
B-1 0 0 
B-1 . Dedicated Veh. 0 0 

GRANT DEPUTY 
Deoutv 2 2 2 
Deoulv, Dedicated Veh 0 0 
B-1 1 1 1 

• B-1 . Dedicated Yeh .. 0 0 

•NOTE License Detail is billed on an hourty basis and billed monthly as se,vice is provided . 

License Detall processes.Qusiness license & renewal applications: Yes No 
License.Detail acts on vlolalio·ns observed.within the city: -No 

REPORT PREPAREO BY: DATE: ______ 5_/_1_0/_2_0_1 _1 

APPROVED BY: DATE, __ \.-'-o"'-rl-~-4--l .... u ___ _ 

CITY APPROVAL BY: DATE: /()./ 8, I/ 

PROCESSED AT CLEB BY: 

authorized to make this commitment on behalf of the City" 

DATE: 1 b /2 u /, t 
l 

BILLING MEMO REQUIRED: 

{PERSONNEL TRANS ACTION REQUEST) " PT R" REQUIRED: 

MINUTE PROGRAM: SH-AD 575 (REV. 4/11) 



, . 
. ' . ' . . ,;, · . 

'. \ , ' I 

SCHEDULE A 
Law Enforcement Services Contract 

•• · City ·of Ra·ncho Cucamonga 
• • • 2011-12 . • 

LEVEL OF SERVICE • 
1 Captain: 
2 • Lieutenant 

• .12 Sergeant 
15 • Detective/Corporal · 
96 . Deputy Sheriff 

9 : <· Deputy Sheriff- Mcitorcycle 
.15 - : . Sheriff's Service Specialist 
· 1 - • Supv Office Specialist 

1 • Crime Analyst • 
2 . Secretary 

• 18 . -Office Specialist · . . . 
2 • Motor Pool Services.Assistant 

47 
.3 : 

33 . 

Marked Unit 
Crown Vic - Slick Top 
Unmarked Unit 

1 ·- Grime Prevention Vari 
8 • Mid~size SSS Trucks 

111 · 
156 . -

10 

.•• Rapid ln~ident. Response Vehicle Suburban .(Equip Only) 
.Motorcycles,.Honda . : • 
Donated Fleet Truck • 
Citizen Patrol, 2-Escapes, 1-Saturn View 
MAIT Van, Safari . • 
Crime Prevention Van, Astra 
. Dispatch Servi.ces • 
·HTs(Amortized oveir7-years)' 
• · HTs (Access & Ma int Only) 
Additional MDC:s 

: 144 - Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4~years) 
Administrative Support 

. Office Automation . 
' ' ' ' V~hicle Insurance ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 

•. Personnel Liability ·& Bonding 
County Administrative Cost 

• TOTAL C_OST: 

Monthly Payment Sched_ule 
• 1st payment due J~ly 15, 2011 : . . 

<2nd thro~gh 12th payments du~ the 5th ·of each month: 

' ' 

FY 2011 ~1·2 · 
COST 

$ 269,_278 1 

• 419,911 .1 

.. • 2,195,,160 -1 

.. 2,339,926 1 

13,648,451 1 

• 1,323,020 .1 
1,003,281 1 

75'474 1 
• t . . 

97,469 •1 

. ' , :125,792 .1 • ' 

• ·f,132,:130 . 1 

12{386 , . 

• . 574,836 •2 

35,565 2. 
• 246,741' 2 

4/371 2· 
32,040 •2 

1,238 3 

85,580 2• 

1,271 3 

3,813 3 

1,27.1 •3 _. 

3,332 3 • 

1,450,068 1 

53 ,502 · 
• 97,344 : 
• 2i,100 . 

40,896 
119,040 . 

•. 50,657 • . 
•. 114,639 .• • 

440,763 • 
729,702 

$ 26,866,047 1 

. . 
$2,238!840 . 
.$2,238,8_37 • • 

• • • . -1 Pet~o-nriel costs include salary and :benefits al')d ·a·re subject to change by.Board of Supervi~ors; action .• 
• 2 Vehide'costs do riot include fuel and. maintenance. The city is responsible for fuel and maintenance cif all 

contract vehicles. Any fuel and· maintenance . costs charged to the county will be billed .to the city on a 
• quarterly ·invoice. · • • • • • • • • 

• 3_ No replacement cosi is included for donated and grant-funded vehicles . . 

' ' . 

Page. 1 . □t 2 • 



' ' . " . .. ,, . \. .. .. . 
' . . . 

SCHEDUl-E A 
Law Enforcement Services Contract 

City of Rancho Cucamonga· 
• •• 2011-12 • 

• .. Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: . . . . 

• TheCity will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

·• Actual overtime cost. . 
· . • Actual on-call cost (on-call pay for safety .employees for FY20f1-12 :is $185 per week):· 

• Actual cost of vehicle fuel and maintenance. • • • . . . . . . 

• Professional services from private vendors and other services, supplies and personnel costs ·. •. 
above the contract formula. • • 

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY . 

. SAFETY: GENERAL: 
•. Captain 1.00 Crime Analyst •. • - 1.00 

Lieutenant 2.00 Sheriff's Service Specialist 15.00 
·sergeant 12.00 Secretary I 2.00 
D_etective/Corporal 15.00 Supv Office Specialist . . 1.00 

Deputy Sheriff . 96.00 O_ffice Spedalist • • 1,8.00 • 

• :oeputy ·sheriff- Motor • 9.00 
. . 

Motor Pool Services Asst . : 2.00 · 

1.35.00 Dispatchers • 17.78 
56.78 

VEHICLES: DONATED VEHICLES: 

. Marked Patrol Units 50 • ChevyVan . 1 * . 

U.nmarked Units Code 3 33 Volkswagen Beetle . 1 * 

Mini Vans 5 . Motor'h.ome (Command ·Post) ·1 * .. 

Pickup Trucks 9 Hummer 1 * • 

Motorcycles - 11 Suzuki Endure Motorcycle • 2 * 
Citizen Patrol • 3 Electric Vehicle 2 ·* 
Donated_ Vehicles-Ins Only 12 * Motorcycle Trailer 1 * 

123 Ford •Escape Hybrid 3* 

l2 * 
* (Included for insurance cos'ts only) 

Page 2 of 2 
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PART 200—UNIFORM ADMINISTRA-
TIVE REQUIREMENTS, COST PRIN-
CIPLES, AND AUDIT REQUIRE-
MENTS FOR FEDERAL AWARDS 

Subpart A—Acronyms and 
Definitions 

ACRONYMS 

Sec. 
200.0 Acronyms. 
200.1 Definitions. 
200.2 Acquisition cost. 
200.3 Advance payment. 
200.4 Allocation. 
200.5 Audit finding. 
200.6 Auditee. 
200.7 Auditor. 
200.8 Budget. 
200.9 Central service cost allocation plan. 
200.10 Catalog of Federal Domestic Assist-

ance (CFDA) number. 
200.11 CFDA program title. 
200.12 Capital assets. 
200.13 Capital expenditures. 
200.14 Claim. 
200.15 Class of Federal awards. 
200.16 Closeout. 
200.17 Cluster of programs. 
200.18 Cognizant agency for audit. 
200.19 Cognizant agency for indirect costs. 
200.20 Computing devices. 
200.21 Compliance supplement. 
200.22 Contract. 
200.23 Contractor. 
200.24 Cooperative agreement. 
200.25 Cooperative audit resolution. 
200.26 Corrective action. 
200.27 Cost allocation plan. 
200.28 Cost objective. 
200.29 Cost sharing or matching. 
200.30 Cross-cutting audit finding. 
200.31 Disallowed costs. 
200.32 Data Universal Numbering System 

(DUNS) number. 
200.33 Equipment. 
200.34 Expenditures. 
200.35 Federal agency. 
200.36 Federal Audit Clearinghouse (FAC). 
200.37 Federal awarding agency. 
200.38 Federal award. 
200.39 Federal award date. 
200.40 Federal financial assistance. 
200.41 Federal interest. 
200.42 Federal program. 
200.43 Federal share. 
200.44 Final cost objective. 
200.45 Fixed amount awards. 
200.46 Foreign public entity. 
200.47 Foreign organization. 

200.48 General purpose equipment. 
200.49 Generally Accepted Accounting Prin-

ciples (GAAP). 
200.50 Generally Accepted Government Au-

diting Standards (GAGAS). 
200.51 Grant agreement. 
200.52 Hospital. 
200.53 Improper payment. 
200.54 Indian tribe (or ‘‘federally recognized 

Indian tribe’’). 
200.55 Institutions of Higher Education 

(IHEs). 
200.56 Indirect (facilities & administrative 

(F&A)) costs. 
200.57 Indirect cost rate proposal. 
200.58 Information technology systems. 
200.59 Intangible property. 
200.60 Intermediate cost objective. 
200.61 Internal controls. 
200.62 Internal control over compliance re-

quirements for Federal awards. 
200.63 Loan. 
200.64 Local government. 
200.65 Major program. 
200.66 Management decision. 
200.67 Micro-purchase. 
200.68 Modified Total Direct Cost (MTDC). 
200.69 Non-Federal entity. 
200.70 Nonprofit organization. 
200.71 Obligations. 
200.72 Office of Management and Budget 

(OMB). 
200.73 Oversight agency for audit. 
200.74 Pass-through entity. 
200.75 Participant support costs. 
200.76 Performance goal. 
200.77 Period of performance. 
200.78 Personal property. 
200.79 Personally Identifiable Information 

(PII). 
200.80 Program income. 
200.81 Property. 
200.82 Protected Personally Identifiable In-

formation (Protected PII). 
200.83 Project cost. 
200.84 Questioned cost. 
200.85 Real property. 
200.86 Recipient. 
200.87 Research and Development (R&D). 
200.88 Simplified acquisition threshold. 
200.89 Special purpose equipment. 
200.90 State. 
200.91 Student Financial Aid (SFA). 
200.92 Subaward. 
200.93 Subrecipient. 
200.94 Supplies. 
200.95 Termination. 
200.96 Third-party in-kind contributions. 
200.97 Unliquidated obligations. 
200.98 Unobligated balance. 
200.99 Voluntary committed cost sharing. 
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2 CFR Ch. II (1–1–14 Edition) Pt. 200 

Subpart B—General Provisions 

200.100 Purpose. 
200.101 Applicability. 
200.102 Exceptions. 
200.103 Authorities. 
200.104 Supersession. 
200.105 Effect on other issuances. 
200.106 Agency implementation. 
200.107 OMB responsibilities. 
200.108 Inquiries. 
200.109 Review date. 
200.110 Effective/applicability date. 
200.111 English language. 
200.112 Conflict of interest. 
200.113 Mandatory disclosures. 

Subpart C—Pre-Federal Award Require-
ments and Contents of Federal Awards 

200.200 Purpose. 
200.201 Use of grant agreements (including 

fixed amount awards), cooperative agree-
ments, and contracts. 

200.202 Requirement to provide public no-
tice of Federal financial assistance pro-
grams. 

200.203 Notices of funding opportunities. 
200.204 Federal awarding agency review of 

merit of proposals. 
200.205 Federal awarding agency review of 

risk posed by applicants. 
200.206 Standard application requirements. 
200.207 Specific conditions. 
200.208 Certifications and representations. 
200.209 Pre-award costs. 
200.210 Information contained in a Federal 

award. 
200.211 Public access to Federal award infor-

mation. 

Subpart D—Post Federal Award 
Requirements 

STANDARDS FOR FINANCIAL AND PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT 

200.300 Statutory and national policy re-
quirements. 

200.301 Performance measurement. 
200.302 Financial management. 
200.303 Internal controls. 
200.304 Bonds. 
200.305 Payment. 
200.306 Cost sharing or matching. 
200.307 Program income. 
200.308 Revision of budget and program 

plans. 
200.309 Period of performance. 

PROPERTY STANDARDS 

200.310 Insurance coverage. 
200.311 Real property. 
200.312 Federally-owned and exempt prop-

erty. 
200.313 Equipment. 
200.314 Supplies. 

200.315 Intangible property. 
200.316 Property trust relationship. 

PROCUREMENT STANDARDS 

200.317 Procurements by states. 
200.318 General procurement standards. 
200.319 Competition. 
200.320 Methods of procurement to be fol-

lowed. 
200.321 Contracting with small and minority 

businesses, women’s business enterprises, 
and labor surplus area firms. 

200.322 Procurement of recovered materials. 
200.323 Contract cost and price. 
200.324 Federal awarding agency or pass- 

through entity review. 
200.325 Bonding requirements. 
200.326 Contract provisions. 

PERFORMANCE AND FINANCIAL MONITORING 
AND REPORTING 

200.327 Financial reporting. 
200.328 Monitoring and reporting program 

performance. 
200.329 Reporting on real property. 

SUBRECIPIENT MONITORING AND MANAGEMENT 

200.330 Subrecipient and contractor deter-
minations. 

200.331 Requirements for pass-through enti-
ties. 

200.332 Fixed amount subawards. 

RECORD RETENTION AND ACCESS 

200.333 Retention requirements for records. 
200.334 Requests for transfer of records. 
200.335 Methods for collection, transmission 

and storage of information. 
200.336 Access to records. 
200.337 Restrictions on public access to 

records. 

REMEDIES FOR NONCOMPLIANCE 

200.338 Remedies for noncompliance. 
200.339 Termination. 
200.340 Notification of termination require-

ment. 
200.341 Opportunities to object, hearings 

and appeals. 
200.342 Effects of suspension and termi-

nation. 

CLOSEOUT 

200.343 Closeout. 

POST-CLOSEOUT ADJUSTMENTS AND 
CONTINUING RESPONSIBILITIES 

200.344 Post-closeout adjustments and con-
tinuing responsibilities. 

COLLECTION OF AMOUNTS DUE 

200.345 Collection of amounts due. 
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OMB Guidance Pt. 200 

Subpart E—Cost Principles 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

200.400 Policy guide. 
200.401 Application. 

BASIC CONSIDERATIONS 

200.402 Composition of costs. 
200.403 Factors affecting allowability of 

costs. 
200.404 Reasonable costs. 
200.405 Allocable costs. 
200.406 Applicable credits. 
200.407 Prior written approval (prior ap-

proval). 
200.408 Limitation on allowance of costs. 
200.409 Special considerations. 
200.410 Collection of unallowable costs. 
200.411 Adjustment of previously negotiated 

indirect (F&A) cost rates containing un-
allowable costs. 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT (F&A) COSTS 

200.412 Classification of costs. 
200.413 Direct costs. 
200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs. 
200.415 Required certifications. 

SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR STATES, LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS AND INDIAN TRIBES 

200.416 Cost allocation plans and indirect 
cost proposals. 

200.417 Interagency service. 

SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR INSTITUTIONS OF 
HIGHER EDUCATION 

200.418 Costs incurred by states and local 
governments. 

200.419 Cost accounting standards and dis-
closure statement. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS FOR SELECTED ITEMS OF 
COST 

200.420 Considerations for selected items of 
cost. 

200.421 Advertising and public relations. 
200.422 Advisory councils. 
200.423 Alcoholic beverages. 
200.424 Alumni/ae activities. 
200.425 Audit services. 
200.426 Bad debts. 
200.427 Bonding costs. 
200.428 Collections of improper payments. 
200.429 Commencement and convocation 

costs. 
200.430 Compensation—personal services. 
200.431 Compensation—fringe benefits. 
200.432 Conferences. 
200.433 Contingency provisions. 
200.434 Contributions and donations. 
200.435 Defense and prosecution of criminal 

and civil proceedings, claims, appeals 
and patent infringements. 

200.436 Depreciation. 
200.437 Employee health and welfare costs. 

200.438 Entertainment costs. 
200.439 Equipment and other capital expend-

itures. 
200.440 Exchange rates. 
200.441 Fines, penalties, damages and other 

settlements. 
200.442 Fund raising and investment man-

agement costs. 
200.443 Gains and losses on disposition of de-

preciable assets. 
200.444 General costs of government. 
200.445 Goods or services for personal use. 
200.446 Idle facilities and idle capacity. 
200.447 Insurance and indemnification. 
200.448 Intellectual property. 
200.449 Interest. 
200.450 Lobbying. 
200.451 Losses on other awards or contracts. 
200.452 Maintenance and repair costs. 
200.453 Materials and supplies costs, includ-

ing costs of computing devices. 
200.454 Memberships, subscriptions, and pro-

fessional activity costs. 
200.455 Organization costs. 
200.456 Participant support costs. 
200.457 Plant and security costs. 
200.458 Pre-award costs. 
200.459 Professional service costs. 
200.460 Proposal costs. 
200.461 Publication and printing costs. 
200.462 Rearrangement and reconversion 

costs. 
200.463 Recruiting costs. 
200.464 Relocation costs of employees. 
200.465 Rental costs of real property and 

equipment. 
200.466 Scholarships and student aid costs. 
200.467 Selling and marketing costs. 
200.468 Specialized service facilities. 
200.469 Student activity costs. 
200.470 Taxes (including Value Added Tax). 
200.471 Termination costs. 
200.472 Training and education costs. 
200.473 Transportation costs. 
200.474 Travel costs. 
200.475 Trustees. 

Subpart F—Audit Requirements 

GENERAL 

200.500 Purpose. 

AUDITS 

200.501 Audit requirements. 
200.502 Basis for determining Federal 

awards expended. 
200.503 Relation to other audit require-

ments. 
200.504 Frequency of audits. 
200.505 Sanctions. 
200.506 Audit costs. 
200.507 Program-specific audits. 

AUDITEES 

200.508 Auditee responsibilities. 
200.509 Auditor selection. 
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2 CFR Ch. II (1–1–14 Edition) § 200.0 

200.510 Financial statements. 
200.511 Audit findings follow-up. 
200.512 Report submission. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

200.513 Responsibilities. 

AUDITORS 

200.514 Scope of audit. 
200.515 Audit reporting. 
200.516 Audit findings. 
200.517 Audit documentation. 
200.518 Major program determination. 
200.519 Criteria for Federal program risk. 
200.520 Criteria for a low-risk auditee. 

MANAGEMENT DECISIONS 

200.521 Management decision. 
APPENDIX I TO PART 200—FULL TEXT OF NO-

TICE OF FUNDING OPPORTUNITY 
APPENDIX II TO PART 200—CONTRACT PROVI-

SIONS FOR NON-FEDERAL ENTITY CON-
TRACTS UNDER FEDERAL AWARDS 

APPENDIX III TO PART 200—INDIRECT (F&A) 
COSTS IDENTIFICATION AND ASSIGNMENT, 
AND RATE DETERMINATION FOR INSTITU-
TIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (IHES) 

APPENDIX IV TO PART 200—INDIRECT (F&A) 
COSTS IDENTIFICATION AND ASSIGNMENT, 
AND RATE DETERMINATION FOR NONPROFIT 
ORGANIZATIONS 

APPENDIX V TO PART 200—STATE/LOCAL GOV-
ERNMENT AND INDIAN TRIBE-WIDE CEN-
TRAL SERVICE COST ALLOCATION PLANS 

APPENDIX VI TO PART 200—PUBLIC ASSIST-
ANCE COST ALLOCATION PLANS 

APPENDIX VII TO PART 220—STATES AND 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND INDIAN TRIBE IN-
DIRECT COST PROPOSALS 

APPENDIX VIII TO PART 200—NONPROFIT OR-
GANIZATIONS EXEMPTED FROM SUBPART 
E—COST PRINCIPLES OF PART 200 

APPENDIX IX TO PART 200—HOSPITAL COST 
PRINCIPLES 

APPENDIX X TO PART 200—DATA COLLECTION 
FORM (FORM SF–SAC) 

APPENDIX XI TO PART 200—COMPLIANCE SUP-
PLEMENT 

AUTHORITY: 31 U.S.C. 503 

SOURCE: 78 FR 78608, Dec. 26, 2013, unless 
otherwise noted. 

Subpart A—Acronyms and 
Definitions 
ACRONYMS 

§ 200.0 Acronyms. 

ACRONYM TERM 

CAS Cost Accounting Standards 
CFDA Catalog of Federal Domestic 

Assistance 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
CMIA Cash Management Improve-

ment Act 
COG Councils Of Governments 
COSO Committee of Sponsoring Orga-

nizations of the Treadway Commis-
sion 

D&B Dun and Bradstreet 
DUNS Data Universal Numbering 

System 
EPA Environmental Protection Agen-

cy 
ERISA Employee Retirement Income 

Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1301– 
1461) 

EUI Energy Usage Index 
F&A Facilities and Administration 
FAC Federal Audit Clearinghouse 
FAIN Federal Award Identification 

Number 
FAPIIS Federal Awardee Perform-

ance and Integrity Information Sys-
tem 

FAR Federal Acquisition Regulation 
FFATA Federal Funding Account-

ability and Transparency Act of 2006 
or Transparency Act—Public Law 
109–282, as amended by section 6202(a) 
of Public Law 110–252 (31 U.S.C. 6101) 

FICA Federal Insurance Contribu-
tions Act 

FOIA Freedom of Information Act 
FR Federal Register 
FTE Full-time equivalent 
GAAP Generally Accepted Account-

ing Principles 
GAGAS Generally Accepted Govern-

ment Accounting Standards 
GAO General Accounting Office 
GOCO Government owned, contractor 

operated 
GSA General Services Administration 
IBS Institutional Base Salary 
IHE Institutions of Higher Education 
IRC Internal Revenue Code 
ISDEAA Indian Self-Determination 

and Education and Assistance Act 
MTC Modified Total Cost 
MTDC Modified Total Direct Cost 
OMB Office of Management and Budg-

et 
PII Personally Identifiable Informa-

tion 
PRHP Post-retirement Health Plans 
PTE Pass-through Entity 
REUI Relative Energy Usage Index 
SAM System for Award Management 
SFA Student Financial Aid 
SNAP Supplemental Nutrition Assist-

ance Program 
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OMB Guidance § 200.10 

SPOC Single Point of Contact 
TANF Temporary Assistance for 

Needy Families 
TFM Treasury Financial Manual 
U.S.C. United States Code 
VAT Value Added Tax 

§ 200.1 Definitions. 
These are the definitions for terms 

used in this part. Different definitions 
may be found in Federal statutes or 
regulations that apply more specifi-
cally to particular programs or activi-
ties. These definitions could be supple-
mented by additional instructional in-
formation provided in governmentwide 
standard information collections. 

§ 200.2 Acquisition cost. 
Acquisition cost means the cost of the 

asset including the cost to ready the 
asset for its intended use. Acquisition 
cost for equipment, for example, means 
the net invoice price of the equipment, 
including the cost of any modifica-
tions, attachments, accessories, or aux-
iliary apparatus necessary to make it 
usable for the purpose for which it is 
acquired. Acquisition costs for soft-
ware includes those development costs 
capitalized in accordance with gen-
erally accepted accounting principles 
(GAAP). Ancillary charges, such as 
taxes, duty, protective in transit insur-
ance, freight, and installation may be 
included in or excluded from the acqui-
sition cost in accordance with the non- 
Federal entity’s regular accounting 
practices. 

§200.3 Advance payment. 
Advance payment means a payment 

that a Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity makes by any ap-
propriate payment mechanism, includ-
ing a predetermined payment schedule, 
before the non-Federal entity disburses 
the funds for program purposes. 

§ 200.4 Allocation. 
Allocation means the process of as-

signing a cost, or a group of costs, to 
one or more cost objective(s), in rea-
sonable proportion to the benefit pro-
vided or other equitable relationship. 
The process may entail assigning a 
cost(s) directly to a final cost objective 
or through one or more intermediate 
cost objectives. 

§ 200.5 Audit finding. 

Audit finding means deficiencies 
which the auditor is required by 
§ 200.516 Audit findings, paragraph (a) 
to report in the schedule of findings 
and questioned costs. 

§ 200.6 Auditee. 

Auditee means any non-Federal enti-
ty that expends Federal awards which 
must be audited under Subpart F— 
Audit Requirements of this part. 

§ 200.7 Auditor. 

Auditor means an auditor who is a 
public accountant or a Federal, state 
or local government audit organiza-
tion, which meets the general stand-
ards specified in generally accepted 
government auditing standards 
(GAGAS). The term auditor does not 
include internal auditors of nonprofit 
organizations. 

§ 200.8 Budget. 

Budget means the financial plan for 
the project or program that the Fed-
eral awarding agency or pass-through 
entity approves during the Federal 
award process or in subsequent amend-
ments to the Federal award. It may in-
clude the Federal and non-Federal 
share or only the Federal share, as de-
termined by the Federal awarding 
agency or pass-through entity. 

§ 200.9 Central service cost allocation 
plan. 

Central service cost allocation plan 
means the documentation identifying, 
accumulating, and allocating or devel-
oping billing rates based on the allow-
able costs of services provided by a 
state, local government, or Indian tribe 
on a centralized basis to its depart-
ments and agencies. The costs of these 
services may be allocated or billed to 
users. 

§ 200.10 Catalog of Federal Domestic 
Assistance (CFDA) number. 

CFDA number means the number as-
signed to a Federal program in the 
CFDA. 
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§ 200.11 CFDA program title. 
CFDA program title means the title of 

the program under which the Federal 
award was funded in the CFDA. 

§ 200.12 Capital assets. 
Capital assets means tangible or in-

tangible assets used in operations hav-
ing a useful life of more than one year 
which are capitalized in accordance 
with GAAP. Capital assets include: 

(a) Land, buildings (facilities), equip-
ment, and intellectual property (in-
cluding software) whether acquired by 
purchase, construction, manufacture, 
lease-purchase, exchange, or through 
capital leases; and 

(b) Additions, improvements, modi-
fications, replacements, rearrange-
ments, reinstallations, renovations or 
alterations to capital assets that mate-
rially increase their value or useful life 
(not ordinary repairs and mainte-
nance). 

§ 200.13 Capital expenditures. 
Capital expenditures means expendi-

tures to acquire capital assets or ex-
penditures to make additions, improve-
ments, modifications, replacements, 
rearrangements, reinstallations, ren-
ovations, or alterations to capital as-
sets that materially increase their 
value or useful life. 

§ 200.14 Claim. 
Claim means, depending on the con-

text, either: 
(a) A written demand or written as-

sertion by one of the parties to a Fed-
eral award seeking as a matter of 
right: 

(1) The payment of money in a sum 
certain; 

(2) The adjustment or interpretation 
of the terms and conditions of the Fed-
eral award; or 

(3) Other relief arising under or relat-
ing to a Federal award. 

(b) A request for payment that is not 
in dispute when submitted. 

§ 200.15 Class of Federal awards. 
Class of Federal awards means a group 

of Federal awards either awarded under 
a specific program or group of pro-
grams or to a specific type of non-Fed-
eral entity or group of non-Federal en-

tities to which specific provisions or 
exceptions may apply. 

§ 200.16 Closeout. 
Closeout means the process by which 

the Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity determines that all ap-
plicable administrative actions and all 
required work of the Federal award 
have been completed and takes actions 
as described in § 200.343 Closeout. 

§ 200.17 Cluster of programs. 
Cluster of programs means a grouping 

of closely related programs that share 
common compliance requirements. The 
types of clusters of programs are re-
search and development (R&D), student 
financial aid (SFA), and other clusters. 
‘‘Other clusters’’ are as defined by OMB 
in the compliance supplement or as 
designated by a state for Federal 
awards the state provides to its sub-
recipients that meet the definition of a 
cluster of programs. When designating 
an ‘‘other cluster,’’ a state must iden-
tify the Federal awards included in the 
cluster and advise the subrecipients of 
compliance requirements applicable to 
the cluster, consistent with § 200.331 
Requirements for pass-through enti-
ties, paragraph (a). A cluster of pro-
grams must be considered as one pro-
gram for determining major programs, 
as described in § 200.518 Major program 
determination, and, with the exception 
of R&D as described in § 200.501 Audit 
requirements, paragraph (c), whether a 
program-specific audit may be elected. 

§ 200.18 Cognizant agency for audit. 
Cognizant agency for audit means the 

Federal agency designated to carry out 
the responsibilities described in 
§ 200.513 Responsibilities, paragraph (a). 
The cognizant agency for audit is not 
necessarily the same as the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs. A list of cog-
nizant agencies for audit may be found 
at the FAC Web site. 

§ 200.19 Cognizant agency for indirect 
costs. 

Cognizant agency for indirect costs 
means the Federal agency responsible 
for reviewing, negotiating, and approv-
ing cost allocation plans or indirect 
cost proposals developed under this 
part on behalf of all Federal agencies. 
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The cognizant agency for indirect cost 
is not necessarily the same as the cog-
nizant agency for audit. For assign-
ments of cognizant agencies see the 
following: 

(a) For IHEs: Appendix III to Part 
200—Indirect (F&A) Costs Identifica-
tion and Assignment, and Rate Deter-
mination for Institutions of Higher 
Education (IHEs), paragraph C.10. 

(b) For nonprofit organizations: Ap-
pendix IV to Part 200—Indirect (F&A) 
Costs Identification and Assignment, 
and Rate Determination for Nonprofit 
Organizations, paragraph C.1. 

(c) For state and local governments: 
Appendix V to Part 200—State/Local 
Government and Indian Tribe-Wide 
Central Service Cost Allocation Plans, 
paragraph F.1. 

§ 200.20 Computing devices. 
Computing devices means machines 

used to acquire, store, analyze, process, 
and publish data and other information 
electronically, including accessories 
(or ‘‘peripherals’’) for printing, trans-
mitting and receiving, or storing elec-
tronic information. See also §§ 200.94 
Supplies and 200.58 Information tech-
nology systems. 

§ 200.21 Compliance supplement. 
Compliance supplement means Appen-

dix XI to Part 200—Compliance Supple-
ment (previously known as the Cir-
cular A–133 Compliance Supplement). 

§ 200.22 Contract. 
Contract means a legal instrument by 

which a non-Federal entity purchases 
property or services needed to carry 
out the project or program under a 
Federal award. The term as used in 
this part does not include a legal in-
strument, even if the non-Federal enti-
ty considers it a contract, when the 
substance of the transaction meets the 
definition of a Federal award or 
subaward (see § 200.92 Subaward). 

§ 200.23 Contractor. 
Contractor means an entity that re-

ceives a contract as defined in § 200.22 
Contract. 

§ 200.24 Cooperative agreement. 
Cooperative agreement means a legal 

instrument of financial assistance be-

tween a Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity and a non-Federal 
entity that, consistent with 31 U.S.C. 
6302–6305: 

(a) Is used to enter into a relation-
ship the principal purpose of which is 
to transfer anything of value from the 
Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity to the non-Federal enti-
ty to carry out a public purpose au-
thorized by a law of the United States 
(see 31 U.S.C. 6101(3)); and not to ac-
quire property or services for the Fed-
eral government or pass-through enti-
ty’s direct benefit or use; 

(b) Is distinguished from a grant in 
that it provides for substantial involve-
ment between the Federal awarding 
agency or pass-through entity and the 
non-Federal entity in carrying out the 
activity contemplated by the Federal 
award. 

(c) The term does not include: 
(1) A cooperative research and devel-

opment agreement as defined in 15 
U.S.C. 3710a; or 

(2) An agreement that provides only: 
(i) Direct United States Government 

cash assistance to an individual; 
(ii) A subsidy; 
(iii) A loan; 
(iv) A loan guarantee; or 
(v) Insurance. 

§ 200.25 Cooperative audit resolution. 

Cooperative audit resolution means the 
use of audit follow-up techniques which 
promote prompt corrective action by 
improving communication, fostering 
collaboration, promoting trust, and de-
veloping an understanding between the 
Federal agency and the non-Federal en-
tity. This approach is based upon: 

(a) A strong commitment by Federal 
agency and non-Federal entity leader-
ship to program integrity; 

(b) Federal agencies strengthening 
partnerships and working coopera-
tively with non-Federal entities and 
their auditors; and non-Federal enti-
ties and their auditors working coop-
eratively with Federal agencies; 

(c) A focus on current conditions and 
corrective action going forward; 

(d) Federal agencies offering appro-
priate relief for past noncompliance 
when audits show prompt corrective 
action has occurred; and 
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(e) Federal agency leadership sending 
a clear message that continued failure 
to correct conditions identified by au-
dits which are likely to cause improper 
payments, fraud, waste, or abuse is un-
acceptable and will result in sanctions. 

§ 200.26 Corrective action. 
Corrective action means action taken 

by the auditee that: 
(a) Corrects identified deficiencies; 
(b) Produces recommended improve-

ments; or 
(c) Demonstrates that audit findings 

are either invalid or do not warrant 
auditee action. 

§ 200.27 Cost allocation plan. 
Cost allocation plan means central 

service cost allocation plan or public 
assistance cost allocation plan. 

§ 200.28 Cost objective. 
Cost objective means a program, func-

tion, activity, award, organizational 
subdivision, contract, or work unit for 
which cost data are desired and for 
which provision is made to accumulate 
and measure the cost of processes, 
products, jobs, capital projects, etc. A 
cost objective may be a major function 
of the non-Federal entity, a particular 
service or project, a Federal award, or 
an indirect (Facilities & Administra-
tive (F&A)) cost activity, as described 
in Subpart E—Cost Principles of this 
Part. See also §§ 200.44 Final cost objec-
tive and 200.60 Intermediate cost objec-
tive. 

§ 200.29 Cost sharing or matching. 
Cost sharing or matching means the 

portion of project costs not paid by 
Federal funds (unless otherwise author-
ized by Federal statute). See also 
§ 200.306 Cost sharing or matching. 

§ 200.30 Cross-cutting audit finding. 
Cross-cutting audit finding means an 

audit finding where the same under-
lying condition or issue affects Federal 
awards of more than one Federal 
awarding agency or pass-through enti-
ty. 

§ 200.31 Disallowed costs. 
Disallowed costs means those charges 

to a Federal award that the Federal 
awarding agency or pass-through enti-

ty determines to be unallowable, in ac-
cordance with the applicable Federal 
statutes, regulations, or the terms and 
conditions of the Federal award. 

§ 200.32 Data Universal Numbering 
System (DUNS) number. 

DUNS number means the nine-digit 
number established and assigned by 
Dun and Bradstreet, Inc. (D&B) to 
uniquely identify entities. A non-Fed-
eral entity is required to have a DUNS 
number in order to apply for, receive, 
and report on a Federal award. A DUNS 
number may be obtained from D&B by 
telephone (currently 866–705–5711) or 
the Internet (currently at http:// 
fedgov.dnb.com/webform). 

§ 200.33 Equipment. 
Equipment means tangible personal 

property (including information tech-
nology systems) having a useful life of 
more than one year and a per-unit ac-
quisition cost which equals or exceeds 
the lesser of the capitalization level es-
tablished by the non-Federal entity for 
financial statement purposes, or $5,000. 
See also §§ 200.12 Capital assets, 200.20 
Computing devices, 200.48 General pur-
pose equipment, 200.58 Information 
technology systems, 200.89 Special pur-
pose equipment, and 200.94 Supplies. 

§ 200.34 Expenditures. 
Expenditures means charges made by 

a non-Federal entity to a project or 
program for which a Federal award was 
received. 

(a) The charges may be reported on a 
cash or accrual basis, as long as the 
methodology is disclosed and is con-
sistently applied. 

(b) For reports prepared on a cash 
basis, expenditures are the sum of: 

(1) Cash disbursements for direct 
charges for property and services; 

(2) The amount of indirect expense 
charged; 

(3) The value of third-party in-kind 
contributions applied; and 

(4) The amount of cash advance pay-
ments and payments made to sub-
recipients. 

(c) For reports prepared on an ac-
crual basis, expenditures are the sum 
of: 

(1) Cash disbursements for direct 
charges for property and services; 
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(2) The amount of indirect expense 
incurred; 

(3) The value of third-party in-kind 
contributions applied; and 

(4) The net increase or decrease in 
the amounts owed by the non-Federal 
entity for: 

(i) Goods and other property re-
ceived; 

(ii) Services performed by employees, 
contractors, subrecipients, and other 
payees; and 

(iii) Programs for which no current 
services or performance are required 
such as annuities, insurance claims, or 
other benefit payments. 

§ 200.35 Federal agency. 

Federal agency means an ‘‘agency’’ as 
defined at 5 U.S.C. 551(1) and further 
clarified by 5 U.S.C. 552(f). 

§ 200.36 Federal Audit Clearinghouse 
(FAC). 

FAC means the clearinghouse des-
ignated by OMB as the repository of 
record where non-Federal entities are 
required to transmit the reporting 
packages required by Subpart F—Audit 
Requirements of this part. The mailing 
address of the FAC is Federal Audit 
Clearinghouse, Bureau of the Census, 
1201 E. 10th Street, Jeffersonville, IN 
47132 and the web address is: http://har-
vester.census.gov/sac/. Any future up-
dates to the location of the FAC may 
be found at the OMB Web site. 

§ 200.37 Federal awarding agency. 

Federal awarding agency means the 
Federal agency that provides a Federal 
award directly to a non-Federal entity. 

§ 200.38 Federal award. 

Federal award has the meaning, de-
pending on the context, in either para-
graph (a) or (b) of this section: 

(a)(1) The Federal financial assist-
ance that a non-Federal entity receives 
directly from a Federal awarding agen-
cy or indirectly from a pass-through 
entity, as described in § 200.101 Applica-
bility; or 

(2) The cost-reimbursement contract 
under the Federal Acquisition Regula-
tions that a non-Federal entity re-
ceives directly from a Federal award-
ing agency or indirectly from a pass- 

through entity, as described in § 200.101 
Applicability. 

(b) The instrument setting forth the 
terms and conditions. The instrument 
is the grant agreement, cooperative 
agreement, other agreement for assist-
ance covered in paragraph (b) of § 200.40 
Federal financial assistance, or the 
cost-reimbursement contract awarded 
under the Federal Acquisition Regula-
tions. 

(c) Federal award does not include 
other contracts that a Federal agency 
uses to buy goods or services from a 
contractor or a contract to operate 
Federal government owned, contractor 
operated facilities (GOCOs). 

(d) See also definitions of Federal fi-
nancial assistance, grant agreement, 
and cooperative agreement. 

§ 200.39 Federal award date. 
Federal award date means the date 

when the Federal award is signed by 
the authorized official of the Federal 
awarding agency. 

§ 200.40 Federal financial assistance. 
(a) For grants and cooperative agree-

ments, Federal financial assistance 
means assistance that non-Federal en-
tities receive or administer in the form 
of: 

(1) Grants; 
(2) Cooperative agreements; 
(3) Non-cash contributions or dona-

tions of property (including donated 
surplus property); 

(4) Direct appropriations; 
(5) Food commodities; and 
(6) Other financial assistance (except 

assistance listed in paragraph (b) of 
this section). 

(b) For Subpart F—Audit Require-
ments of this part, Federal financial as-
sistance also includes assistance that 
non-Federal entities receive or admin-
ister in the form of: 

(1) Loans; 
(2) Loan Guarantees; 
(3) Interest subsidies; and 
(4) Insurance. 
(c) Federal financial assistance does 

not include amounts received as reim-
bursement for services rendered to in-
dividuals as described in § 200.502 Basis 
for determining Federal awards ex-
pended, paragraph (h) and (i) of this 
part. 
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§ 200.41 Federal interest. 
Federal interest means, for purposes of 

§ 200.329 Reporting on real property or 
when used in connection with the ac-
quisition or improvement of real prop-
erty, equipment, or supplies under a 
Federal award, the dollar amount that 
is the product of the: 

(a) Federal share of total project 
costs; and 

(b) Current fair market value of the 
property, improvements, or both, to 
the extent the costs of acquiring or im-
proving the property were included as 
project costs. 

§ 200.42 Federal program. 
Federal program means: 
(a) All Federal awards which are as-

signed a single number in the CFDA. 
(b) When no CFDA number is as-

signed, all Federal awards to non-Fed-
eral entities from the same agency 
made for the same purpose should be 
combined and considered one program. 

(c) Notwithstanding paragraphs (a) 
and (b) of this definition, a cluster of 
programs. The types of clusters of pro-
grams are: 

(1) Research and development (R&D); 
(2) Student financial aid (SFA); and 
(3) ‘‘Other clusters,’’ as described in 

the definition of Cluster of Programs. 

§ 200.43 Federal share. 
Federal share means the portion of 

the total project costs that are paid by 
Federal funds. 

§ 200.44 Final cost objective. 
Final cost objective means a cost ob-

jective which has allocated to it both 
direct and indirect costs and, in the 
non-Federal entity’s accumulation sys-
tem, is one of the final accumulation 
points, such as a particular award, in-
ternal project, or other direct activity 
of a non-Federal entity. See also 
§§ 200.28 Cost objective and 200.60 Inter-
mediate cost objective. 

§ 200.45 Fixed amount awards. 
Fixed amount awards means a type of 

grant agreement under which the Fed-
eral awarding agency or pass-through 
entity provides a specific level of sup-
port without regard to actual costs in-
curred under the Federal award. This 

type of Federal award reduces some of 
the administrative burden and record- 
keeping requirements for both the non- 
Federal entity and Federal awarding 
agency or pass-through entity. Ac-
countability is based primarily on per-
formance and results. See §§ 200.201 Use 
of grant agreements (including fixed 
amount awards), cooperative agree-
ments, and contracts, paragraph (b) 
and 200.332 Fixed amount subawards. 

§ 200.46 Foreign public entity. 
Foreign public entity means: 
(a) A foreign government or foreign 

governmental entity; 
(b) A public international organiza-

tion, which is an organization entitled 
to enjoy privileges, exemptions, and 
immunities as an international organi-
zation under the International Organi-
zations Immunities Act (22 U.S.C. 288– 
288f); 

(c) An entity owned (in whole or in 
part) or controlled by a foreign govern-
ment; or 

(d) Any other entity consisting whol-
ly or partially of one or more foreign 
governments or foreign governmental 
entities. 

§ 200.47 Foreign organization. 
Foreign organization means an entity 

that is: 
(a) A public or private organization 

located in a country other than the 
United States and its territories that 
are subject to the laws of the country 
in which it is located, irrespective of 
the citizenship of project staff or place 
of performance; 

(b) A private nongovernmental orga-
nization located in a country other 
than the United States that solicits 
and receives cash contributions from 
the general public; 

(c) A charitable organization located 
in a country other than the United 
States that is nonprofit and tax ex-
empt under the laws of its country of 
domicile and operation, and is not a 
university, college, accredited degree- 
granting institution of education, pri-
vate foundation, hospital, organization 
engaged exclusively in research or sci-
entific activities, church, synagogue, 
mosque or other similar entities orga-
nized primarily for religious purposes; 
or 
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(d) An organization located in a 
country other than the United States 
not recognized as a Foreign Public En-
tity. 

§ 200.48 General purpose equipment. 
General purpose equipment means 

equipment which is not limited to re-
search, medical, scientific or other 
technical activities. Examples include 
office equipment and furnishings, mod-
ular offices, telephone networks, infor-
mation technology equipment and sys-
tems, air conditioning equipment, re-
production and printing equipment, 
and motor vehicles. See also Equip-
ment and Special Purpose Equipment. 

§ 200.49 Generally Accepted Account-
ing Principles (GAAP). 

GAAP has the meaning specified in 
accounting standards issued by the 
Government Accounting Standards 
Board (GASB) and the Financial Ac-
counting Standards Board (FASB). 

§ 200.50 Generally Accepted Govern-
ment Auditing Standards (GAGAS). 

GAGAS means generally accepted 
government auditing standards issued 
by the Comptroller General of the 
United States, which are applicable to 
financial audits. 

§ 200.51 Grant agreement. 
Grant agreement means a legal instru-

ment of financial assistance between a 
Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity and a non-Federal enti-
ty that, consistent with 31 U.S.C. 6302, 
6304: 

(a) Is used to enter into a relation-
ship the principal purpose of which is 
to transfer anything of value from the 
Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity to the non-Federal enti-
ty to carry out a public purpose au-
thorized by a law of the United States 
(see 31 U.S.C. 6101(3)); and not to ac-
quire property or services for the Fed-
eral awarding agency or pass-through 
entity’s direct benefit or use; 

(b) Is distinguished from a coopera-
tive agreement in that it does not pro-
vide for substantial involvement be-
tween the Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity and the non-Fed-
eral entity in carrying out the activity 
contemplated by the Federal award. 

(c) Does not include an agreement 
that provides only: 

(1) Direct United States Government 
cash assistance to an individual; 

(2) A subsidy; 
(3) A loan; 
(4) A loan guarantee; or 
(5) Insurance. 

§ 200.52 Hospital. 

Hospital means a facility licensed as 
a hospital under the law of any state or 
a facility operated as a hospital by the 
United States, a state, or a subdivision 
of a state. 

§ 200.53 Improper payment. 

(a) Improper payment means any pay-
ment that should not have been made 
or that was made in an incorrect 
amount (including overpayments and 
underpayments) under statutory, con-
tractual, administrative, or other le-
gally applicable requirements; and 

(b) Improper payment includes any 
payment to an ineligible party, any 
payment for an ineligible good or serv-
ice, any duplicate payment, any pay-
ment for a good or service not received 
(except for such payments where au-
thorized by law), any payment that 
does not account for credit for applica-
ble discounts, and any payment where 
insufficient or lack of documentation 
prevents a reviewer from discerning 
whether a payment was proper. 

§ 200.54 Indian tribe (or ‘‘federally rec-
ognized Indian tribe’’). 

Indian tribe means any Indian tribe, 
band, nation, or other organized group 
or community, including any Alaska 
Native village or regional or village 
corporation as defined in or established 
pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. Chapter 33), 
which is recognized as eligible for the 
special programs and services provided 
by the United States to Indians be-
cause of their status as Indians (25 
U.S.C. 450b(e)). See annually published 
Bureau of Indian Affairs list of Indian 
Entities Recognized and Eligible to Re-
ceive Services. 

§ 200.55 Institutions of Higher Edu-
cation (IHEs). 

IHE is defined at 20 U.S.C. 1001. 
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§ 200.56 Indirect (facilities & adminis-
trative (F&A)) costs. 

Indirect (F&A) costs means those costs 
incurred for a common or joint purpose 
benefitting more than one cost objec-
tive, and not readily assignable to the 
cost objectives specifically benefitted, 
without effort disproportionate to the 
results achieved. To facilitate equi-
table distribution of indirect expenses 
to the cost objectives served, it may be 
necessary to establish a number of 
pools of indirect (F&A) costs. Indirect 
(F&A) cost pools should be distributed 
to benefitted cost objectives on bases 
that will produce an equitable result in 
consideration of relative benefits de-
rived. 

§ 200.57 Indirect cost rate proposal. 
Indirect cost rate proposal means the 

documentation prepared by a non-Fed-
eral entity to substantiate its request 
for the establishment of an indirect 
cost rate as described in Appendix III 
to Part 200—Indirect (F&A) Costs Iden-
tification and Assignment, and Rate 
Determination for Institutions of High-
er Education (IHEs) through Appendix 
VII to Part 200—States and Local Gov-
ernment and Indian Tribe Indirect Cost 
Proposals of this part. 

§ 200.58 Information technology sys-
tems. 

Information technology systems means 
computing devices, ancillary equip-
ment, software, firmware, and similar 
procedures, services (including support 
services), and related resources. See 
also §§ 200.20 Computing devices and 
200.33 Equipment. 

§ 200.59 Intangible property. 
Intangible property means property 

having no physical existence, such as 
trademarks, copyrights, patents and 
patent applications and property, such 
as loans, notes and other debt instru-
ments, lease agreements, stock and 
other instruments of property owner-
ship (whether the property is tangible 
or intangible). 

§ 200.60 Intermediate cost objective. 
Intermediate cost objective means a 

cost objective that is used to accumu-
late indirect costs or service center 
costs that are subsequently allocated 

to one or more indirect cost pools or 
final cost objectives. See also § 200.28 
Cost objective and § 200.44 Final cost 
objective. 

§ 200.61 Internal controls. 

Internal controls means a process, im-
plemented by a non-Federal entity, de-
signed to provide reasonable assurance 
regarding the achievement of objec-
tives in the following categories: 

(a) Effectiveness and efficiency of op-
erations; 

(b) Reliability of reporting for inter-
nal and external use; and 

(c) Compliance with applicable laws 
and regulations. 

§ 200.62 Internal control over compli-
ance requirements for Federal 
awards. 

Internal control over compliance re-
quirements for Federal awards means a 
process implemented by a non-Federal 
entity designed to provide reasonable 
assurance regarding the achievement 
of the following objectives for Federal 
awards: 

(a) Transactions are properly re-
corded and accounted for, in order to: 

(1) Permit the preparation of reliable 
financial statements and Federal re-
ports; 

(2) Maintain accountability over as-
sets; and 

(3) Demonstrate compliance with 
Federal statutes, regulations, and the 
terms and conditions of the Federal 
award; 

(b) Transactions are executed in com-
pliance with: 

(1) Federal statutes, regulations, and 
the terms and conditions of the Federal 
award that could have a direct and ma-
terial effect on a Federal program; and 

(2) Any other Federal statutes and 
regulations that are identified in the 
Compliance Supplement; and 

(c) Funds, property, and other assets 
are safeguarded against loss from un-
authorized use or disposition. 

§ 200.63 Loan. 

Loan means a Federal loan or loan 
guarantee received or administered by 
a non-Federal entity, except as used in 
the definition of § 200.80 Program in-
come. 
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(a) The term ‘‘direct loan’’ means a 
disbursement of funds by the Federal 
government to a non-Federal borrower 
under a contract that requires the re-
payment of such funds with or without 
interest. The term includes the pur-
chase of, or participation in, a loan 
made by another lender and financing 
arrangements that defer payment for 
more than 90 days, including the sale of 
a Federal government asset on credit 
terms. The term does not include the 
acquisition of a federally guaranteed 
loan in satisfaction of default claims or 
the price support loans of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation. 

(b) The term ‘‘direct loan obligation’’ 
means a binding agreement by a Fed-
eral awarding agency to make a direct 
loan when specified conditions are ful-
filled by the borrower. 

(c) The term ‘‘loan guarantee’’ means 
any Federal government guarantee, in-
surance, or other pledge with respect 
to the payment of all or a part of the 
principal or interest on any debt obli-
gation of a non-Federal borrower to a 
non-Federal lender, but does not in-
clude the insurance of deposits, shares, 
or other withdrawable accounts in fi-
nancial institutions. 

(d) The term ‘‘loan guarantee com-
mitment’’ means a binding agreement 
by a Federal awarding agency to make 
a loan guarantee when specified condi-
tions are fulfilled by the borrower, the 
lender, or any other party to the guar-
antee agreement. 

§ 200.64 Local government. 

Local government means any unit of 
government within a state, including a: 

(a) County; 
(b) Borough; 
(c) Municipality; 
(d) City; 
(e) Town; 
(f) Township; 
(g) Parish; 
(h) Local public authority, including 

any public housing agency under the 
United States Housing Act of 1937; 

(i) Special district; 
(j) School district; 
(k) Intrastate district; 
(l) Council of governments, whether 

or not incorporated as a nonprofit cor-
poration under state law; and 

(m) Any other agency or instrumen-
tality of a multi-, regional, or intra- 
state or local government. 

§ 200.65 Major program. 
Major program means a Federal pro-

gram determined by the auditor to be a 
major program in accordance with 
§ 200.518 Major program determination 
or a program identified as a major pro-
gram by a Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity in accordance with 
§ 200.503 Relation to other audit re-
quirements, paragraph (e). 

§ 200.66 Management decision. 
Management decision means the eval-

uation by the Federal awarding agency 
or pass-through entity of the audit 
findings and corrective action plan and 
the issuance of a written decision to 
the auditee as to what corrective ac-
tion is necessary. 

§ 200.67 Micro-purchase. 
Micro-purchase means a purchase of 

supplies or services using simplified ac-
quisition procedures, the aggregate 
amount of which does not exceed the 
micro-purchase threshold. Micro-pur-
chase procedures comprise a subset of a 
non-Federal entity’s small purchase 
procedures. The non-Federal entity 
uses such procedures in order to expe-
dite the completion of its lowest-dollar 
small purchase transactions and mini-
mize the associated administrative 
burden and cost. The micro-purchase 
threshold is set by the Federal Acquisi-
tion Regulation at 48 CFR Subpart 2.1 
(Definitions). It is $3,000 except as oth-
erwise discussed in Subpart 2.1 of that 
regulation, but this threshold is peri-
odically adjusted for inflation. 

§ 200.68 Modified Total Direct Cost 
(MTDC). 

MTDC means all direct salaries and 
wages, applicable fringe benefits, mate-
rials and supplies, services, travel, and 
subawards and subcontracts up to the 
first $25,000 of each subaward or sub-
contract (regardless of the period of 
performance of the subawards and sub-
contracts under the award). MTDC ex-
cludes equipment, capital expendi-
tures, charges for patient care, rental 
costs, tuition remission, scholarships 
and fellowships, participant support 
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costs and the portion of each subaward 
and subcontract in excess of $25,000. 
Other items may only be excluded 
when necessary to avoid a serious in-
equity in the distribution of indirect 
costs, and with the approval of the cog-
nizant agency for indirect costs. 

§ 200.69 Non-Federal entity. 
Non-Federal entity means a state, 

local government, Indian tribe, institu-
tion of higher education (IHE), or non-
profit organization that carries out a 
Federal award as a recipient or sub-
recipient. 

§ 200.70 Nonprofit organization. 
Nonprofit organization means any cor-

poration, trust, association, coopera-
tive, or other organization, not includ-
ing IHEs, that: 

(a) Is operated primarily for sci-
entific, educational, service, chari-
table, or similar purposes in the public 
interest; 

(b) Is not organized primarily for 
profit; and 

(c) Uses net proceeds to maintain, 
improve, or expand the operations of 
the organization. 

§ 200.71 Obligations. 
When used in connection with a non- 

Federal entity’s utilization of funds 
under a Federal award, obligations 
means orders placed for property and 
services, contracts and subawards 
made, and similar transactions during 
a given period that require payment by 
the non-Federal entity during the same 
or a future period. 

§ 200.72 Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB). 

OMB means the Executive Office of 
the President, Office of Management 
and Budget. 

§ 200.73 Oversight agency for audit. 
Oversight agency for audit means the 

Federal awarding agency that provides 
the predominant amount of funding di-
rectly to a non-Federal entity not as-
signed a cognizant agency for audit. 
When there is no direct funding, the 
Federal awarding agency which is the 
predominant source of pass-through 
funding must assume the oversight re-
sponsibilities. The duties of the over-

sight agency for audit and the process 
for any reassignments are described in 
§ 200.513 Responsibilities, paragraph (b). 

§ 200.74 Pass-through entity. 
Pass-through entity means a non-Fed-

eral entity that provides a subaward to 
a subrecipient to carry out part of a 
Federal program. 

§ 200.75 Participant support costs. 
Participant support costs means direct 

costs for items such as stipends or sub-
sistence allowances, travel allowances, 
and registration fees paid to or on be-
half of participants or trainees (but not 
employees) in connection with con-
ferences, or training projects. 

§ 200.76 Performance goal. 
Performance goal means a target level 

of performance expressed as a tangible, 
measurable objective, against which 
actual achievement can be compared, 
including a goal expressed as a quan-
titative standard, value, or rate. In 
some instances (e.g., discretionary re-
search awards), this may be limited to 
the requirement to submit technical 
performance reports (to be evaluated in 
accordance with agency policy). 

§ 200.77 Period of performance. 
Period of performance means the time 

during which the non-Federal entity 
may incur new obligations to carry out 
the work authorized under the Federal 
award. The Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity must include start 
and end dates of the period of perform-
ance in the Federal award (see §§ 200.210 
Information contained in a Federal 
award paragraph (a)(5) and 200.331 Re-
quirements for pass-through entities, 
paragraph (a)(1)(iv)). 

§ 200.78 Personal property. 
Personal property means property 

other than real property. It may be 
tangible, having physical existence, or 
intangible. 

§ 200.79 Personally Identifiable Infor-
mation (PII). 

PII means information that can be 
used to distinguish or trace an individ-
ual’s identity, either alone or when 
combined with other personal or iden-
tifying information that is linked or 
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linkable to a specific individual. Some 
information that is considered to be 
PII is available in public sources such 
as telephone books, public Web sites, 
and university listings. This type of in-
formation is considered to be Public 
PII and includes, for example, first and 
last name, address, work telephone 
number, email address, home telephone 
number, and general educational cre-
dentials. The definition of PII is not 
anchored to any single category of in-
formation or technology. Rather, it re-
quires a case-by-case assessment of the 
specific risk that an individual can be 
identified. Non-PII can become PII 
whenever additional information is 
made publicly available, in any me-
dium and from any source, that, when 
combined with other available infor-
mation, could be used to identify an in-
dividual. 

§ 200.80 Program income. 

Program income means gross income 
earned by the non-Federal entity that 
is directly generated by a supported ac-
tivity or earned as a result of the Fed-
eral award during the period of per-
formance. (See § 200.77 Period of per-
formance.) Program income includes 
but is not limited to income from fees 
for services performed, the use or rent-
al or real or personal property acquired 
under Federal awards, the sale of com-
modities or items fabricated under a 
Federal award, license fees and royal-
ties on patents and copyrights, and 
principal and interest on loans made 
with Federal award funds. Interest 
earned on advances of Federal funds is 
not program income. Except as other-
wise provided in Federal statutes, regu-
lations, or the terms and conditions of 
the Federal award, program income 
does not include rebates, credits, dis-
counts, and interest earned on any of 
them. See also § 200.407 Prior written 
approval (prior approval). See also 35 
U.S.C. 200–212 ‘‘Disposition of Rights in 
Educational Awards’’ applies to inven-
tions made under Federal awards. 

§ 200.81 Property. 

Property means real property or per-
sonal property. 

§ 200.82 Protected Personally Identifi-
able Information (Protected PII). 

Protected PII means an individual’s 
first name or first initial and last name 
in combination with any one or more 
of types of information, including, but 
not limited to, social security number, 
passport number, credit card numbers, 
clearances, bank numbers, biometrics, 
date and place of birth, mother’s maid-
en name, criminal, medical and finan-
cial records, educational transcripts. 
This does not include PII that is re-
quired by law to be disclosed. (See also 
§ 200.79 Personally Identifiable Informa-
tion (PII)). 

§ 200.83 Project cost. 

Project cost means total allowable 
costs incurred under a Federal award 
and all required cost sharing and vol-
untary committed cost sharing, includ-
ing third-party contributions. 

§ 200.84 Questioned cost. 

Questioned cost means a cost that is 
questioned by the auditor because of an 
audit finding: 

(a) Which resulted from a violation 
or possible violation of a statute, regu-
lation, or the terms and conditions of a 
Federal award, including for funds used 
to match Federal funds; 

(b) Where the costs, at the time of 
the audit, are not supported by ade-
quate documentation; or 

(c) Where the costs incurred appear 
unreasonable and do not reflect the ac-
tions a prudent person would take in 
the circumstances. 

§ 200.85 Real property. 

Real property means land, including 
land improvements, structures and ap-
purtenances thereto, but excludes 
moveable machinery and equipment. 

§ 200.86 Recipient. 

Recipient means a non-Federal entity 
that receives a Federal award directly 
from a Federal awarding agency to 
carry out an activity under a Federal 
program. The term recipient does not 
include subrecipients. See also § 200.69 
Non-Federal entity. 
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§ 200.87 Research and Development 
(R&D). 

R&D means all research activities, 
both basic and applied, and all develop-
ment activities that are performed by 
non-Federal entities. The term re-
search also includes activities involv-
ing the training of individuals in re-
search techniques where such activities 
utilize the same facilities as other re-
search and development activities and 
where such activities are not included 
in the instruction function. 

‘‘Research’’ is defined as a system-
atic study directed toward fuller sci-
entific knowledge or understanding of 
the subject studied. ‘‘Development’’ is 
the systematic use of knowledge and 
understanding gained from research di-
rected toward the production of useful 
materials, devices, systems, or meth-
ods, including design and development 
of prototypes and processes. 

§ 200.88 Simplified acquisition thresh-
old. 

Simplified acquisition threshold means 
the dollar amount below which a non- 
Federal entity may purchase property 
or services using small purchase meth-
ods. Non-Federal entities adopt small 
purchase procedures in order to expe-
dite the purchase of items costing less 
than the simplified acquisition thresh-
old. The simplified acquisition thresh-
old is set by the Federal Acquisition 
Regulation at 48 CFR Subpart 2.1 (Defi-
nitions) and in accordance with 41 
U.S.C. 1908. As of the publication of 
this part, the simplified acquisition 
threshold is $150,000, but this threshold 
is periodically adjusted for inflation. 
(Also see definition of § 200.67 Micro- 
purchase.) 

§ 200.89 Special purpose equipment. 
Special purpose equipment means 

equipment which is used only for re-
search, medical, scientific, or other 
technical activities. Examples of spe-
cial purpose equipment include micro-
scopes, x-ray machines, surgical instru-
ments, and spectrometers. See also 
§§ 200.33 Equipment and 200.48 General 
purpose equipment. 

§ 200.90 State. 
State means any state of the United 

States, the District of Columbia, the 

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, Guam, American 
Samoa, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, and any 
agency or instrumentality thereof ex-
clusive of local governments. 

§ 200.91 Student Financial Aid (SFA). 

SFA means Federal awards under 
those programs of general student as-
sistance, such as those authorized by 
Title IV of the Higher Education Act of 
1965, as amended, (20 U.S.C. 1070–1099d), 
which are administered by the U.S. De-
partment of Education, and similar 
programs provided by other Federal 
agencies. It does not include Federal 
awards under programs that provide 
fellowships or similar Federal awards 
to students on a competitive basis, or 
for specified studies or research. 

§ 200.92 Subaward. 

Subaward means an award provided 
by a pass-through entity to a sub-
recipient for the subrecipient to carry 
out part of a Federal award received by 
the pass-through entity. It does not in-
clude payments to a contractor or pay-
ments to an individual that is a bene-
ficiary of a Federal program. A 
subaward may be provided through any 
form of legal agreement, including an 
agreement that the pass-through enti-
ty considers a contract. 

§ 200.93 Subrecipient. 

Subrecipient means a non-Federal en-
tity that receives a subaward from a 
pass-through entity to carry out part 
of a Federal program; but does not in-
clude an individual that is a bene-
ficiary of such program. A subrecipient 
may also be a recipient of other Fed-
eral awards directly from a Federal 
awarding agency. 

§ 200.94 Supplies. 

Supplies means all tangible personal 
property other than those described in 
§ 200.33 Equipment. A computing device 
is a supply if the acquisition cost is 
less than the lesser of the capitaliza-
tion level established by the non-Fed-
eral entity for financial statement pur-
poses or $5,000, regardless of the length 
of its useful life. See also §§ 200.20 Com-
puting devices and 200.33 Equipment. 
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§ 200.95 Termination. 
Termination means the ending of a 

Federal award, in whole or in part at 
any time prior to the planned end of 
period of performance. 

§ 200.96 Third-party in-kind contribu-
tions. 

Third-party in-kind contributions 
means the value of non-cash contribu-
tions (i.e., property or services) that— 

(a) Benefit a federally assisted 
project or program; and 

(b) Are contributed by non-Federal 
third parties, without charge, to a non- 
Federal entity under a Federal award. 

§ 200.97 Unliquidated obligations. 
Unliquidated obligations means, for fi-

nancial reports prepared on a cash 
basis, obligations incurred by the non- 
Federal entity that have not been paid 
(liquidated). For reports prepared on an 
accrual expenditure basis, these are ob-
ligations incurred by the non-Federal 
entity for which an expenditure has 
not been recorded. 

§ 200.98 Unobligated balance. 
Unobligated balance means the 

amount of funds under a Federal award 
that the non-Federal entity has not ob-
ligated. The amount is computed by 
subtracting the cumulative amount of 
the non-Federal entity’s unliquidated 
obligations and expenditures of funds 
under the Federal award from the cu-
mulative amount of the funds that the 
Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity authorized the non-Fed-
eral entity to obligate. 

§ 200.99 Voluntary committed cost 
sharing. 

Voluntary committed cost sharing 
means cost sharing specifically pledged 
on a voluntary basis in the proposal’s 
budget or the Federal award on the 
part of the non-Federal entity and that 
becomes a binding requirement of Fed-
eral award. 

Subpart B—General Provisions 

§ 200.100 Purpose. 
(a)(1) This part establishes uniform 

administrative requirements, cost 
principles, and audit requirements for 

Federal awards to non-Federal entities, 
as described in § 200.101 Applicability. 
Federal awarding agencies must not 
impose additional or inconsistent re-
quirements, except as provided in 
§§ 200.102 Exceptions and 200.210 Infor-
mation contained in a Federal award, 
or unless specifically required by Fed-
eral statute, regulation, or Executive 
Order. 

(2) This part provides the basis for a 
systematic and periodic collection and 
uniform submission by Federal agen-
cies of information on all Federal fi-
nancial assistance programs to the Of-
fice of Management and Budget (OMB). 
It also establishes Federal policies re-
lated to the delivery of this informa-
tion to the public, including through 
the use of electronic media. It pre-
scribes the manner in which General 
Services Administration (GSA), OMB, 
and Federal agencies that administer 
Federal financial assistance programs 
are to carry out their statutory respon-
sibilities under the Federal Program 
Information Act (31 U.S.C. 6101–6106). 

(b) Administrative requirements. 
Subparts B through D of this part set 
forth the uniform administrative re-
quirements for grant and cooperative 
agreements, including the require-
ments for Federal awarding agency 
management of Federal grant pro-
grams before the Federal award has 
been made, and the requirements Fed-
eral awarding agencies may impose on 
non-Federal entities in the Federal 
award. 

(c) Cost Principles. Subpart E—Cost 
Principles of this part establishes prin-
ciples for determining the allowable 
costs incurred by non-Federal entities 
under Federal awards. The principles 
are for the purpose of cost determina-
tion and are not intended to identify 
the circumstances or dictate the extent 
of Federal government participation in 
the financing of a particular program 
or project. The principles are designed 
to provide that Federal awards bear 
their fair share of cost recognized 
under these principles except where re-
stricted or prohibited by statute. 

(d) Single Audit Requirements and 
Audit Follow-up. Subpart F—Audit Re-
quirements of this part is issued pursu-
ant to the Single Audit Act Amend-
ments of 1996, (31 U.S.C. 7501–7507). It 
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sets forth standards for obtaining con-
sistency and uniformity among Federal 
agencies for the audit of non-Federal 
entities expending Federal awards. 
These provisions also provide the poli-
cies and procedures for Federal award-
ing agencies and pass-through entities 
when using the results of these audits. 

(e) For OMB guidance to Federal 
awarding agencies on Challenges and 
Prizes, please see M–10–11 Guidance on 
the Use of Challenges and Prizes to 
Promote Open Government, issued 
March 8, 2010, or its successor. 

§ 200.101 Applicability. 
(a) General applicability to Federal 

agencies. The requirements established 
in this part apply to Federal agencies 
that make Federal awards to non-Fed-
eral entities. These requirements are 
applicable to all costs related to Fed-
eral awards. 

(b)(1) Applicability to different types of 
Federal awards. The following table de-

scribes what portions of this part apply 
to which types of Federal awards. The 
terms and conditions of Federal awards 
(including this part) flow down to sub-
awards to subrecipients unless a par-
ticular section of this part or the terms 
and conditions of the Federal award 
specifically indicate otherwise. This 
means that non-Federal entities must 
comply with requirements in this part 
regardless of whether the non-Federal 
entity is a recipient or subrecipient of 
a Federal award. Pass-through entities 
must comply with the requirements de-
scribed in Subpart D—Post Federal 
Award Requirements of this part, 
§§ 200.330 Subrecipient and contractor 
determinations through 200.332 Fixed 
amount Subawards, but not any re-
quirements in this part directed to-
wards Federal awarding agencies un-
less the requirements of this part or 
the terms and conditions of the Federal 
award indicate otherwise. 

The following portions of the part: 
Are applicable to the following types of 

Federal Awards (except as noted in 
paragraphs (d) and (e) of this section): 

Are NOT applicable to the following 
types of Federal Awards: 

This table must be read along with the other provisions of this section 

Authority: 31 U.S.C. 503 
Subpart A—Acronyms and Definitions —All. 

Subpart B—General Provisions, except 
for §§ § 200.111 English language, 
§ 200.112 Conflict of interest, § 200.113 

—All. 

Mandatory disclosures 
§ 200.111 English language, § 200.112 

Conflict of interest, and § 200.113 
—Grant agreements and cooperative 

agreements 
—Agreements for: loans, loan guaran-

tees, interest subsidies, and insur-
ance. 

Mandatory disclosures —Cost-reimbursement contracts award-
ed under the Federal Acquisition Reg-
ulations and cost-reimbursement sub-
contracts under these contracts. 

Subparts C–D, except for Subrecipient 
Monitoring and Management 

—Grant agreements and cooperative 
agreements 

—Agreements for: loans, loan guaran-
tees, interest subsidies, and insur-
ance. 

—Cost-reimbursement contracts award-
ed under the Federal Acquisition Reg-
ulations and cost-reimbursement sub-
contracts under these contracts. 

Subpart D—Post Federal Award Require-
ments, Subrecipient Monitoring and 
Management 

—All. 

Subpart E—Cost Principles —Grant agreements and cooperative 
agreements, except those providing 
food commodities 

—Cost-reimbursement contracts award-
ed under the Federal Acquisition Reg-
ulations and cost-reimbursement sub-
contracts under these contracts in ac-
cordance with the FAR 

—Grant agreements and cooperative 
agreements providing food commod-
ities. 

—Fixed amount awards. 
—Agreements for: loans, loan guaran-

tees, interest subsidies, insurance. 
—Federal awards to hospitals (see Ap-

pendix IX to Part 200—Hospital Cost 
Principles). 

Subpart F—Audit Requirements —All. 
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(2) Federal award of cost-reimbursement 
contract under the FAR to a non-Federal 
entity. When a non-Federal entity is 
awarded a cost-reimbursement con-
tract, only Subpart D—Post Federal 
Award Requirements of this part, 
§§ 200.330 Subrecipient and contractor 
determinations through 200.332 Fixed 
amount Subawards (in addition to any 
FAR related requirements for 
subaward monitoring), Subpart E— 
Cost Principles of this part and Sub-
part F—Audit Requirements of this 
part are incorporated by reference into 
the contract. However, when the Cost 
Accounting Standards (CAS) are appli-
cable to the contract, they take prece-
dence over the requirements of this 
part except for Subpart F—Audit Re-
quirements of this part when they are 
in conflict. In addition, costs that are 
made unallowable under 10 U.S.C. 
2324(e) and 41 U.S.C. 4304(a) as described 
in the FAR subpart 31.2 and subpart 
31.603 are always unallowable. For re-
quirements other than those covered in 
Subpart D—Post Federal Award Re-
quirements of this part, §§ 200.330 Sub-
recipient and contractor determina-
tions through 200.332 Fixed amount 
Subawards, Subpart E—Cost Principles 
of this part and Subpart F—Audit Re-
quirements of this part, the terms of 
the contract and the FAR apply. 

(3) With the exception of Subpart F— 
Audit Requirements of this part, which 
is required by the Single Audit Act, in 
any circumstances where the provi-
sions of Federal statutes or regulations 
differ from the provisions of this part, 
the provision of the Federal statutes or 
regulations govern. This includes, for 
agreements with Indian tribes, the pro-
visions of the Indian Self-Determina-
tion and Education and Assistance Act 
(ISDEAA), as amended, 25 U.S.C 450– 
458ddd–2. 

(c) Federal agencies may apply sub-
parts A through E of this part to for- 
profit entities, foreign public entities, 
or foreign organizations, except where 
the Federal awarding agency deter-
mines that the application these sub-
parts would be inconsistent with the 
international obligations of the United 
States or the statute or regulations of 
a foreign government. 

(d) Except for § 200.202 Requirement 
to provide public notice of Federal fi-

nancial assistance programs and 
§§ 200.330 Subrecipient and contractor 
determinations through 200.332 Fixed 
amount Subawards of Subpart D—Post 
Federal Award Requirements of this 
part, the requirements in Subpart C— 
Pre-Federal Award Requirements and 
Contents of Federal Awards, Subpart 
D—Post Federal Award Requirements 
of this part, and Subpart E—Cost Prin-
ciples of this part do not apply to the 
following programs: 

(1) The block grant awards author-
ized by the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1981 (including Community 
Services; Preventive Health and Health 
Services; Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and 
Mental Health Services; Maternal and 
Child Health Services; Social Services; 
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance; 
States’ Program of Community Devel-
opment Block Grant Awards for Small 
Cities; and Elementary and Secondary 
Education other than programs admin-
istered by the Secretary of Education 
under title V, subtitle D, chapter 2, 
section 583—the Secretary’s discre-
tionary award program) and both the 
Alcohol and Drug Abuse Treatment 
and Rehabilitation Block Grant Award 
(42 U.S.C. 300x–21 to 300x–35 and 42 
U.S.C. 300x–51 to 300x64) and the Mental 
Health Service for the Homeless Block 
Grant Award (42 U.S.C. 300x to 300x–9) 
under the Public Health Services Act. 

(2) Federal awards to local education 
agencies under 20 U.S.C. 7702–7703b, 
(portions of the Impact Aid program); 

(3) Payments under the Department 
of Veterans Affairs’ State Home Per 
Diem Program (38 U.S.C. 1741); and 

(4) Federal awards authorized under 
the Child Care and Development Block 
Grant Act of 1990, as amended: 

(i) Child Care and Development Block 
Grant (42 U.S.C. 9858) 

(ii) Child Care Mandatory and Match-
ing Funds of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Fund (42 U.S.C. 9858) 

(e) Except for § 200.202 Requirement 
to provide public notice of Federal fi-
nancial assistance programs the guid-
ance in Subpart C—Pre-Federal Award 
Requirements and Contents of Federal 
Awards of this part does not apply to 
the following programs: 

(1) Entitlement Federal awards to 
carry out the following programs of the 
Social Security Act: 
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(i) Temporary Assistance to Needy 
Families (title IV–A of the Social Secu-
rity Act, 42 U.S.C. 601–619); 

(ii) Child Support Enforcement and 
Establishment of Paternity (title IV–D 
of the Social Security Act, 42 U.S.C. 
651–669b); 

(iii) Foster Care and Adoption Assist-
ance (title IV–E of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 
670–679c); 

(iv) Aid to the Aged, Blind, and Dis-
abled (titles I, X, XIV, and XVI–AABD 
of the Act, as amended); and 

(v) Medical Assistance (Medicaid) 
(title XIX of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 1396– 
1396w–5) not including the State Med-
icaid Fraud Control program author-
ized by section 1903(a)(6)(B) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396b(a)(6)(B)). 

(2) A Federal award for an experi-
mental, pilot, or demonstration project 
that is also supported by a Federal 
award listed in paragraph (e)(1) of this 
section; 

(3) Federal awards under subsection 
412(e) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act and subsection 501(a) of the 
Refugee Education Assistance Act of 
1980 (Pub. L. 96–422, 94 Stat. 1809), for 
cash assistance, medical assistance, 
and supplemental security income ben-
efits to refugees and entrants and the 
administrative costs of providing the 
assistance and benefits (8 U.S.C. 
1522(e)); 

(4) Entitlement awards under the fol-
lowing programs of The National 
School Lunch Act: 

(i) National School Lunch Program 
(section 4 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 1753), 

(ii) Commodity Assistance (section 6 
of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 1755), 

(iii) Special Meal Assistance (section 
11 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 1759a), 

(iv) Summer Food Service Program 
for Children (section 13 of the Act, 42 
U.S.C. 1761), and 

(v) Child and Adult Care Food Pro-
gram (section 17 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 
1766). 

(5) Entitlement awards under the fol-
lowing programs of The Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966: 

(i) Special Milk Program (section 3 of 
the Act, 42 U.S.C. 1772), 

(ii) School Breakfast Program (sec-
tion 4 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 1773), and 

(iii) State Administrative Expenses 
(section 7 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. section 
1776). 

(6) Entitlement awards for State Ad-
ministrative Expenses under The Food 
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (section 16 of 
the Act, 7 U.S.C. 2025). 

(7) Non-discretionary Federal awards 
under the following non-entitlement 
programs: 

(i) Special Supplemental Nutrition 
Program for Women, Infants and Chil-
dren (section 17 of the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966) 42 U.S.C. section 1786; 

(ii) The Emergency Food Assistance 
Programs (Emergency Food Assistance 
Act of 1983) 7 U.S.C. section 7501 note; 
and 

(iii) Commodity Supplemental Food 
Program (section 5 of the Agriculture 
and Consumer Protection Act of 1973) 7 
U.S.C. section 612c note. 

§ 200.102 Exceptions. 
(a) With the exception of Subpart F— 

Audit Requirements of this part, OMB 
may allow exceptions for classes of 
Federal awards or non-Federal entities 
subject to the requirements of this part 
when exceptions are not prohibited by 
statute. However, in the interest of 
maximum uniformity, exceptions from 
the requirements of this part will be 
permitted only in unusual cir-
cumstances. Exceptions for classes of 
Federal awards or non-Federal entities 
will be published on the OMB Web site 
at www.whitehouse.gov/omb. 

(b) Exceptions on a case-by-case basis 
for individual non-Federal entities may 
be authorized by the Federal awarding 
agency or cognizant agency for indirect 
costs except where otherwise required 
by law or where OMB or other approval 
is expressly required by this part. No 
case-by-case exceptions may be grant-
ed to the provisions of Subpart F— 
Audit Requirements of this part. 

(c) The Federal awarding agency may 
apply more restrictive requirements to 
a class of Federal awards or non-Fed-
eral entities when approved by OMB, 
required by Federal statutes or regula-
tions except for the requirements in 
Subpart F—Audit Requirements of this 
part. A Federal awarding agency may 
apply less restrictive requirements 
when making fixed amount awards as 
defined in Subpart A—Acronyms and 
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Definitions of this part, except for 
those requirements imposed by statute 
or in Subpart F—Audit Requirements 
of this part. 

(d) On a case-by-case basis, OMB will 
approve new strategies for Federal 
awards when proposed by the Federal 
awarding agency in accordance with 
OMB guidance (such as M–13–17) to de-
velop additional evidence relevant to 
addressing important policy challenges 
or to promote cost-effectiveness in and 
across Federal programs. Proposals 
may draw on the innovative program 
designs discussed in M–13–17 to expand 
or improve the use of effective prac-
tices in delivering Federal financial as-
sistance while also encouraging inno-
vation in service delivery. Proposals 
submitted to OMB in accordance with 
M–13–17 may include requests to waive 
requirements other than those in Sub-
part F—Audit Requirements of this 
part. 

§ 200.103 Authorities. 
This part is issued under the fol-

lowing authorities. 
(a) Subpart B—General Provisions of 

this part through Subpart D—Post Fed-
eral Award Requirements of this part 
are authorized under 31 U.S.C. 503 (the 
Chief Financial Officers Act, Functions 
of the Deputy Director for Manage-
ment), 31 U.S.C. 1111 (Improving Econ-
omy and Efficiency of the United 
States Government), 41 U.S.C. 1101–1131 
(the Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy Act), Reorganization Plan No. 2 
of 1970, and Executive Order 11541 
(‘‘Prescribing the Duties of the Office 
of Management and Budget and the Do-
mestic Policy Council in the Executive 
Office of the President’’), the Single 
Audit Act Amendments of 1996, (31 
U.S.C. 7501–7507), as well as The Federal 
Program Information Act (Public Law 
95–220 and Public Law 98–169, as amend-
ed, codified at 31 U.S.C. 6101–6106). 

(b) Subpart E—Cost Principles of this 
part is authorized under the Budget 
and Accounting Act of 1921, as amend-
ed; the Budget and Accounting Proce-
dures Act of 1950, as amended (31 U.S.C. 
1101–1125); the Chief Financial Officers 
Act of 1990 (31 U.S.C. 503–504); Reorga-
nization Plan No. 2 of 1970; and Execu-
tive Order No. 11541, ‘‘Prescribing the 
Duties of the Office of Management 

and Budget and the Domestic Policy 
Council in the Executive Office of the 
President.’’ 

(c) Subpart F—Audit Requirements 
of this part is authorized under the 
Single Audit Act Amendments of 1996, 
(31 U.S.C. 7501–7507). 

§ 200.104 Supersession. 
As described in § 200.110 Effective/ap-

plicability date, this part supersedes 
the following OMB guidance documents 
and regulations under Title 2 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations: 

(a) A–21, ‘‘Cost Principles for Edu-
cational Institutions’’ (2 CFR part 220); 

(b) A–87, ‘‘Cost Principles for State, 
Local and Indian Tribal Governments’’ 
(2 CFR part 225) and also FEDERAL REG-
ISTER notice 51 FR 552 (January 6, 1986); 

(c) A–89, ‘‘Federal Domestic Assist-
ance Program Information’’; 

(d) A–102, ‘‘Grant Awards and Cooper-
ative Agreements with State and Local 
Governments’’; 

(e) A–110, ‘‘Uniform Administrative 
Requirements for Awards and Other 
Agreements with Institutions of Higher 
Education, Hospitals, and Other Non-
profit Organizations’’ (codified at 2 
CFR 215); 

(f) A–122, ‘‘Cost Principles for Non- 
Profit Organizations’’ (2 CFR part 230); 

(g) A–133, ‘‘Audits of States, Local 
Governments and Non-Profit Organiza-
tions,’’; and 

(h) Those sections of A–50 related to 
audits performed under Subpart F— 
Audit Requirements of this part. 

§ 200.105 Effect on other issuances. 
For Federal awards subject to this 

part, all administrative requirements, 
program manuals, handbooks and other 
non-regulatory materials that are in-
consistent with the requirements of 
this part must be superseded upon im-
plementation of this part by the Fed-
eral agency, except to the extent they 
are required by statute or authorized 
in accordance with the provisions in 
§ 200.102 Exceptions. 

§ 200.106 Agency implementation. 
The specific requirements and re-

sponsibilities of Federal agencies and 
non-Federal entities are set forth in 
this part. Federal agencies making 
Federal awards to non-Federal entities 
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must implement the language in the 
Subpart C—Pre-Federal Award Re-
quirements and Contents of Federal 
Awards of this part through Subpart 
F—Audit Requirements of this part in 
codified regulations unless different 
provisions are required by Federal stat-
ute or are approved by OMB. 

§ 200.107 OMB responsibilities. 
OMB will review Federal agency reg-

ulations and implementation of this 
part, and will provide interpretations 
of policy requirements and assistance 
to ensure effective and efficient imple-
mentation. Any exceptions will be sub-
ject to approval by OMB. Exceptions 
will only be made in particular cases 
where adequate justification is pre-
sented. 

§ 200.108 Inquiries. 
Inquiries concerning this part may be 

directed to the Office of Federal Finan-
cial Management Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, in Washington, DC. 
Non-Federal entities’ inquiries should 
be addressed to the Federal awarding 
agency, cognizant agency for indirect 
costs, cognizant or oversight agency 
for audit, or pass-through entity as ap-
propriate. 

§ 200.109 Review date. 
OMB will review this part at least 

every five years after December 26, 
2013. 

§ 200.110 Effective/applicability date. 
(a) The standards set forth in this 

part which affect administration of 
Federal awards issued by Federal agen-
cies become effective once imple-
mented by Federal agencies or when 
any future amendment to this part be-
comes final. Federal agencies must im-
plement the policies and procedures ap-
plicable to Federal awards by promul-
gating a regulation to be effective by 
December 26, 2014 unless different pro-
visions are required by statute or ap-
proved by OMB. 

(b) The standards set forth in Sub-
part F—Audit Requirements of this 
part and any other standards which 
apply directly to Federal agencies will 
be effective December 26, 2013 and will 
apply to audits of fiscal years begin-
ning on or after December 26, 2014. 

§ 200.111 English language. 

(a) All Federal financial assistance 
announcements and Federal award in-
formation must be in the English lan-
guage. Applications must be submitted 
in the English language and must be in 
the terms of U.S. dollars. If the Federal 
awarding agency receives applications 
in another currency, the Federal 
awarding agency will evaluate the ap-
plication by converting the foreign cur-
rency to United States currency using 
the date specified for receipt of the ap-
plication. 

(b) Non-Federal entities may trans-
late the Federal award and other docu-
ments into another language. In the 
event of inconsistency between any 
terms and conditions of the Federal 
award and any translation into another 
language, the English language mean-
ing will control. Where a significant 
portion of the non-Federal entity’s em-
ployees who are working on the Fed-
eral award are not fluent in English, 
the non-Federal entity must provide 
the Federal award in English and the 
language(s) with which employees are 
more familiar. 

§ 200.112 Conflict of interest. 

The Federal awarding agency must 
establish conflict of interest policies 
for Federal awards. The non-Federal 
entity must disclose in writing any po-
tential conflict of interest to the Fed-
eral awarding agency or pass-through 
entity in accordance with applicable 
Federal awarding agency policy. 

§ 200.113 Mandatory disclosures. 

The non-Federal entity or applicant 
for a Federal award must disclose, in a 
timely manner, in writing to the Fed-
eral awarding agency or pass-through 
entity all violations of Federal crimi-
nal law involving fraud, bribery, or 
gratuity violations potentially affect-
ing the Federal award. Failure to make 
required disclosures can result in any 
of the remedies described in § 200.338 
Remedies for noncompliance, including 
suspension or debarment. (See also 2 
CFR part 180 and 31 U.S.C. 3321). 
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Subpart C—Pre-Federal Award 
Requirements and Contents of 
Federal Awards 

§ 200.200 Purpose. 
(a) Sections 200.201 Use of grant 

agreements (including fixed amount 
awards), cooperative agreements, and 
contracts through 200.208 Certifications 
and representations. Prescribe instruc-
tions and other pre-award matters to 
be used in the announcement and appli-
cation process. 

(b) Use of §§ 200.203 Notices of funding 
opportunities, 200.204 Federal awarding 
agency review of merit of proposals, 
200.205 Federal awarding agency review 
of risk posed by applicants, and 200.207 
Specific conditions, is required only for 
competitive Federal awards, but may 
also be used by the Federal awarding 
agency for non-competitive awards 
where appropriate or where required by 
Federal statute. 

§ 200.201 Use of grant agreements (in-
cluding fixed amount awards), co-
operative agreements, and con-
tracts. 

(a) The Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity must decide on the 
appropriate instrument for the Federal 
award (i.e., grant agreement, coopera-
tive agreement, or contract) in accord-
ance with the Federal Grant and Coop-
erative Agreement Act (31 U.S.C. 6301– 
08). 

(b) Fixed Amount Awards. In addi-
tion to the options described in para-
graph (a) of this section, Federal 
awarding agencies, or pass-through en-
tities as permitted in § 200.332 Fixed 
amount subawards, may use fixed 
amount awards (see § 200.45 Fixed 
amount awards) to which the following 
conditions apply: 

(1) Payments are based on meeting 
specific requirements of the Federal 
award. Accountability is based on per-
formance and results. The Federal 
award amount is negotiated using the 
cost principles (or other pricing infor-
mation) as a guide. Except in the case 
of termination before completion of 
the Federal award, there is no govern-
mental review of the actual costs in-
curred by the non-Federal entity in 
performance of the award. The Federal 
awarding agency or pass-through enti-

ty may use fixed amount awards if the 
project scope is specific and if adequate 
cost, historical, or unit pricing data is 
available to establish a fixed amount 
award with assurance that the non- 
Federal entity will realize no incre-
ment above actual cost. Some of the 
ways in which the Federal award may 
be paid include, but are not limited to: 

(i) In several partial payments, the 
amount of each agreed upon in ad-
vance, and the ‘‘milestone’’ or event 
triggering the payment also agreed 
upon in advance, and set forth in the 
Federal award; 

(ii) On a unit price basis, for a de-
fined unit or units, at a defined price or 
prices, agreed to in advance of perform-
ance of the Federal award and set forth 
in the Federal award; or, 

(iii) In one payment at Federal award 
completion. 

(2) A fixed amount award cannot be 
used in programs which require manda-
tory cost sharing or match. 

(3) The non-Federal entity must cer-
tify in writing to the Federal awarding 
agency or pass-through entity at the 
end of the Federal award that the 
project or activity was completed or 
the level of effort was expended. If the 
required level of activity or effort was 
not carried out, the amount of the Fed-
eral award must be adjusted. 

(4) Periodic reports may be estab-
lished for each Federal award. 

(5) Changes in principal investigator, 
project leader, project partner, or scope 
of effort must receive the prior written 
approval of the Federal awarding agen-
cy or pass-through entity. 

§ 200.202 Requirement to provide pub-
lic notice of Federal financial as-
sistance programs. 

(a) The Federal awarding agency 
must notify the public of Federal pro-
grams in the Catalog of Federal Do-
mestic Assistance (CFDA), maintained 
by the General Services Administra-
tion (GSA). 

(1) The CFDA, or any OMB-des-
ignated replacement, is the single, au-
thoritative, governmentwide com-
prehensive source of Federal financial 
assistance program information pro-
duced by the executive branch of the 
Federal government. 
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(2) The information that the Federal 
awarding agency must submit to GSA 
for approval by OMB is listed in para-
graph (b) of this section. GSA must 
prescribe the format for the submis-
sion. 

(3) The Federal awarding agency may 
not award Federal financial assistance 
without assigning it to a program that 
has been included in the CFDA as re-
quired in this section unless there are 
exigent circumstances requiring other-
wise, such as timing requirements im-
posed by statute. 

(b) For each program that awards 
discretionary Federal awards, non-dis-
cretionary Federal awards, loans, in-
surance, or any other type of Federal 
financial assistance, the Federal 
awarding agency must submit the fol-
lowing information to GSA: 

(1) Program Description, Purpose, 
Goals and Measurement. A brief sum-
mary of the statutory or regulatory re-
quirements of the program and its in-
tended outcome. Where appropriate, 
the Program Description, Purpose, 
Goals, and Measurement should align 
with the strategic goals and objectives 
within the Federal awarding agency’s 
performance plan and should support 
the Federal awarding agency’s per-
formance measurement, management, 
and reporting as required by Part 6 of 
OMB Circular A–11; 

(2) Identification of whether the pro-
gram makes Federal awards on a dis-
cretionary basis or the Federal awards 
are prescribed by Federal statute, such 
as in the case of formula grants. 

(3) Projected total amount of funds 
available for the program. Estimates 
based on previous year funding are ac-
ceptable if current appropriations are 
not available at the time of the sub-
mission; 

(4) Anticipated Source of Available 
Funds: The statutory authority for 
funding the program and, to the extent 
possible, agency, sub-agency, or, if 
known, the specific program unit that 
will issue the Federal awards, and asso-
ciated funding identifier (e.g., Treasury 
Account Symbol(s)); 

(5) General Eligibility Requirements: 
The statutory, regulatory or other eli-
gibility factors or considerations that 
determine the applicant’s qualification 

for Federal awards under the program 
(e.g., type of non-Federal entity); and 

(6) Applicability of Single Audit Re-
quirements as required by Subpart F— 
Audit Requirements of this part. 

§ 200.203 Notices of funding opportuni-
ties. 

For competitive grants and coopera-
tive agreements, the Federal awarding 
agency must announce specific funding 
opportunities by providing the fol-
lowing information in a public notice: 

(a) Summary Information in Notices of 
Funding Opportunities. The Federal 
awarding agency must display the fol-
lowing information posted on the OMB- 
designated governmentwide Web site 
for finding and applying for Federal fi-
nancial assistance, in a location pre-
ceding the full text of the announce-
ment: 

(1) Federal Awarding Agency Name; 
(2) Funding Opportunity Title; 
(3) Announcement Type (whether the 

funding opportunity is the initial an-
nouncement of this funding oppor-
tunity or a modification of a pre-
viously announced opportunity); 

(4) Funding Opportunity Number (re-
quired, if applicable). If the Federal 
awarding agency has assigned or will 
assign a number to the funding oppor-
tunity announcement, this number 
must be provided; 

(5) Catalog of Federal Financial As-
sistance (CFDA) Number(s); 

(6) Key Dates. Key dates include due 
dates for applications or Executive 
Order 12372 submissions, as well as for 
any letters of intent or pre-applica-
tions. For any announcement issued 
before a program’s application mate-
rials are available, key dates also in-
clude the date on which those mate-
rials will be released; and any other ad-
ditional information, as deemed appli-
cable by the relevant Federal awarding 
agency. 

(b) The Federal awarding agency 
must generally make all funding op-
portunities available for application 
for at least 60 calendar days. The Fed-
eral awarding agency may make a de-
termination to have a less than 60 cal-
endar day availability period but no 
funding opportunity should be avail-
able for less than 30 calendar days un-
less exigent circumstances require as 
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determined by the Federal awarding 
agency head or delegate. 

(c) Full Text of Funding Opportunities. 
The Federal awarding agency must in-
clude the following information in the 
full text of each funding opportunity. 
For specific instructions on the con-
tent required in this section, refer to 
Appendix I to Part 200—Full Text of 
Notice of Funding Opportunity to this 
part. 

(1) Full programmatic description of 
the funding opportunity. 

(2) Federal award information, in-
cluding sufficient information to help 
an applicant make an informed deci-
sion about whether to submit an appli-
cation. (See also § 200.414 Indirect 
(F&A) costs, paragraph (b)). 

(3) Specific eligibility information, 
including any factors or priorities that 
affect an applicant’s or its applica-
tion’s eligibility for selection. 

(4) Application Preparation and Sub-
mission Information, including the ap-
plicable submission dates and time. 

(5) Application Review Information 
including the criteria and process to be 
used to evaluate applications. See also 
§ 200.205 Federal awarding agency re-
view of risk posed by applicants. See 
also 2 CFR part 27. 

(6) Federal Award Administration In-
formation. See also § 200.210 Informa-
tion contained in a Federal award. 

§ 200.204 Federal awarding agency re-
view of merit of proposals. 

For competitive grants or coopera-
tive agreements, unless prohibited by 
Federal statute, the Federal awarding 
agency must design and execute a 
merit review process for applications. 
This process must be described or in-
corporated by reference in the applica-
ble funding opportunity (see Appendix I 
to this part, Full text of the Funding 
Opportunity.) See also § 200.203 Notices 
of funding opportunities. 

§ 200.205 Federal awarding agency re-
view of risk posed by applicants. 

(a) Prior to making a Federal award, 
the Federal awarding agency is re-
quired by 31 U.S.C. 3321 and 41 U.S.C. 
2313 note to review information avail-
able through any OMB-designated re-
positories of governmentwide eligi-
bility qualification or financial integ-

rity information, such as Federal 
Awardee Performance and Integrity In-
formation System (FAPIIS), Dun and 
Bradstreet, and ‘‘Do Not Pay’’. See also 
suspension and debarment require-
ments at 2 CFR part 180 as well as indi-
vidual Federal agency suspension and 
debarment regulations in title 2 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations. 

(b) In addition, for competitive 
grants or cooperative agreements, the 
Federal awarding agency must have in 
place a framework for evaluating the 
risks posed by applicants before they 
receive Federal awards. This evalua-
tion may incorporate results of the 
evaluation of the applicant’s eligibility 
or the quality of its application. If the 
Federal awarding agency determines 
that a Federal award will be made, spe-
cial conditions that correspond to the 
degree of risk assessed may be applied 
to the Federal award. Criteria to be 
evaluated must be described in the an-
nouncement of funding opportunity de-
scribed in § 200.203 Notices of funding 
opportunities. 

(c) In evaluating risks posed by appli-
cants, the Federal awarding agency 
may use a risk-based approach and 
may consider any items such as the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Financial stability; 
(2) Quality of management systems 

and ability to meet the management 
standards prescribed in this part; 

(3) History of performance. The appli-
cant’s record in managing Federal 
awards, if it is a prior recipient of Fed-
eral awards, including timeliness of 
compliance with applicable reporting 
requirements, conformance to the 
terms and conditions of previous Fed-
eral awards, and if applicable, the ex-
tent to which any previously awarded 
amounts will be expended prior to fu-
ture awards; 

(4) Reports and findings from audits 
performed under Subpart F—Audit Re-
quirements of this part or the reports 
and findings of any other available au-
dits; and 

(5) The applicant’s ability to effec-
tively implement statutory, regu-
latory, or other requirements imposed 
on non-Federal entities. 

(d) In addition to this review, the 
Federal awarding agency must comply 
with the guidelines on governmentwide 
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suspension and debarment in 2 CFR 
part 180, and must require non-Federal 
entities to comply with these provi-
sions. These provisions restrict Federal 
awards, subawards and contracts with 
certain parties that are debarred, sus-
pended or otherwise excluded from or 
ineligible for participation in Federal 
programs or activities. 

§ 200.206 Standard application re-
quirements. 

(a) Paperwork clearances. The Federal 
awarding agency may only use applica-
tion information collections approved 
by OMB under the Paperwork Reduc-
tion Act of 1995 and OMB’s imple-
menting regulations in 5 CFR part 1320, 
Controlling Paperwork Burdens on the 
Public. Consistent with these require-
ments, OMB will authorize additional 
information collections only on a lim-
ited basis. 

(b) If applicable, the Federal award-
ing agency may inform applicants and 
recipients that they do not need to pro-
vide certain information otherwise re-
quired by the relevant information col-
lection. 

§ 200.207 Specific conditions. 
(a) Based on the criteria set forth in 

§ 200.205 Federal awarding agency re-
view of risk posed by applicants or 
when an applicant or recipient has a 
history of failure to comply with the 
general or specific terms and condi-
tions of a Federal award, or failure to 
meet expected performance goals as de-
scribed in § 200.210 Information con-
tained in a Federal award, or is not 
otherwise responsible, the Federal 
awarding agency or pass-through enti-
ty may impose additional specific 
award conditions as needed under the 
procedure specified in paragraph (b) of 
this section. These additional Federal 
award conditions may include items 
such as the following: 

(1) Requiring payments as reimburse-
ments rather than advance payments; 

(2) Withholding authority to proceed 
to the next phase until receipt of evi-
dence of acceptable performance within 
a given period of performance; 

(3) Requiring additional, more de-
tailed financial reports; 

(4) Requiring additional project mon-
itoring; 

(5) Requiring the non-Federal entity 
to obtain technical or management as-
sistance; or 

(6) Establishing additional prior ap-
provals. 

(b) The Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity must notify the 
applicant or non-Federal entity as to: 

(1) The nature of the additional re-
quirements; 

(2) The reason why the additional re-
quirements are being imposed; 

(3) The nature of the action needed to 
remove the additional requirement, if 
applicable; 

(4) The time allowed for completing 
the actions if applicable, and 

(5) The method for requesting recon-
sideration of the additional require-
ments imposed. 

(c) Any special conditions must be 
promptly removed once the conditions 
that prompted them have been cor-
rected. 

§ 200.208 Certifications and represen-
tations. 

Unless prohibited by Federal statutes 
or regulations, each Federal awarding 
agency or pass-through entity is au-
thorized to require the non-Federal en-
tity to submit certifications and rep-
resentations required by Federal stat-
utes, or regulations on an annual basis. 
Submission may be required more fre-
quently if the non-Federal entity fails 
to meet a requirement of a Federal 
award. 

§ 200.209 Pre-award costs. 

For requirements on costs incurred 
by the applicant prior to the start date 
of the period of performance of the 
Federal award, see § 200.458 Pre-award 
costs. 

§ 200.210 Information contained in a 
Federal award. 

A Federal award must include the 
following information: 

(a) General Federal Award Information. 
The Federal awarding agency must in-
clude the following general Federal 
award information in each Federal 
award: 

(1) Recipient name (which must 
match registered name in DUNS); 
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(2) Recipient’s DUNS number (see 
§ 200.32 Data Universal Numbering Sys-
tem (DUNS) number); 

(3) Unique Federal Award Identifica-
tion Number (FAIN); 

(4) Federal Award Date (see § 200.39 
Federal award date); 

(5) Period of Performance Start and 
End Date; 

(6) Amount of Federal Funds Obli-
gated by this action; 

(7) Total Amount of Federal Funds 
Obligated; 

(8) Total Amount of the Federal 
Award; 

(9) Budget Approved by the Federal 
Awarding Agency; 

(10) Total Approved Cost Sharing or 
Matching, where applicable; 

(11) Federal award project descrip-
tion, (to comply with statutory re-
quirements (e.g., FFATA)); 

(12) Name of Federal awarding agen-
cy and contact information for award-
ing official, 

(13) CFDA Number and Name; 
(14) Identification of whether the 

award is R&D; and 
(15) Indirect cost rate for the Federal 

award (including if the de minimis rate 
is charged per § 200.414 Indirect (F&A) 
costs). 

(b) General Terms and Conditions (1) 
Federal awarding agencies must incor-
porate the following general terms and 
conditions either in the Federal award 
or by reference, as applicable: 

(i) Administrative requirements im-
plemented by the Federal awarding 
agency as specified in this part. 

(ii) National policy requirements. 
These include statutory, executive 
order, other Presidential directive, or 
regulatory requirements that apply by 
specific reference and are not program- 
specific. See § 200.300 Statutory and na-
tional policy requirements. 

(2) The Federal award must include 
wording to incorporate, by reference, 
the applicable set of general terms and 
conditions. The reference must be to 
the Web site at which the Federal 
awarding agency maintains the general 
terms and conditions. 

(3) If a non-Federal entity requests a 
copy of the full text of the general 
terms and conditions, the Federal 
awarding agency must provide it. 

(4) Wherever the general terms and 
conditions are publicly available, the 
Federal awarding agency must main-
tain an archive of previous versions of 
the general terms and conditions, with 
effective dates, for use by the non-Fed-
eral entity, auditors, or others. 

(c) Federal Awarding Agency, Program, 
or Federal Award Specific Terms and 
Conditions. The Federal awarding agen-
cy may include with each Federal 
award any terms and conditions nec-
essary to communicate requirements 
that are in addition to the require-
ments outlined in the Federal awarding 
agency’s general terms and conditions. 
Whenever practicable, these specific 
terms and conditions also should be 
shared on a public Web site and in no-
tices of funding opportunities (as out-
lined in § 200.203 Notices of funding op-
portunities) in addition to being in-
cluded in a Federal award. See also 
§ 200.206 Standard application require-
ments. 

(d) Federal Award Performance Goals. 
The Federal awarding agency must in-
clude in the Federal award an indica-
tion of the timing and scope of ex-
pected performance by the non-Federal 
entity as related to the outcomes in-
tended to be achieved by the program. 
In some instances (e.g., discretionary 
research awards), this may be limited 
to the requirement to submit technical 
performance reports (to be evaluated in 
accordance with Federal awarding 
agency policy). Where appropriate, the 
Federal award may include specific 
performance goals, indicators, mile-
stones, or expected outcomes (such as 
outputs, or services performed or pub-
lic impacts of any of these) with an ex-
pected timeline for accomplishment. 
Reporting requirements must be clear-
ly articulated such that, where appro-
priate, performance during the execu-
tion of the Federal award has a stand-
ard against which non-Federal entity 
performance can be measured. The 
Federal awarding agency may include 
program-specific requirements, as ap-
plicable. These requirements should be 
aligned with agency strategic goals, 
strategic objectives or performance 
goals that are relevant to the program. 
See also OMB Circular A–11, Prepara-
tion, Submission and Execution of the 
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Budget Part 6 for definitions of stra-
tegic objectives and performance goals. 

(e) Any other information required 
by the Federal awarding agency. 

§ 200.211 Public access to Federal 
award information. 

(a) In accordance with statutory re-
quirements for Federal spending trans-
parency (e.g., FFATA), except as noted 
in this section, for applicable Federal 
awards the Federal awarding agency 
must announce all Federal awards pub-
licly and publish the required informa-
tion on a publicly available OMB-des-
ignated governmentwide Web site (at 
time of publication, 
www.USAspending.gov). 

(b) Nothing in this section may be 
construed as requiring the publication 
of information otherwise exempt under 
the Freedom of Information Act (5 
U.S.C 552), or controlled unclassified 
information pursuant to Executive 
Order 13556. 

Subpart D—Post Federal Award 
Requirements 

STANDARDS FOR FINANCIAL AND 
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

§ 200.300 Statutory and national policy 
requirements. 

(a) The Federal awarding agency 
must manage and administer the Fed-
eral award in a manner so as to ensure 
that Federal funding is expended and 
associated programs are implemented 
in full accordance with U.S. statutory 
and public policy requirements: includ-
ing, but not limited to, those pro-
tecting public welfare, the environ-
ment, and prohibiting discrimination. 
The Federal awarding agency must 
communicate to the non-Federal enti-
ty all relevant public policy require-
ments, including those in general ap-
propriations provisions, and incor-
porate them either directly or by ref-
erence in the terms and conditions of 
the Federal award. 

(b) The non-Federal entity is respon-
sible for complying with all require-
ments of the Federal award. For all 
Federal awards, this includes the provi-
sions of FFATA, which includes re-
quirements on executive compensation, 
and also requirements implementing 

the Act for the non-Federal entity at 2 
CFR part 25 Financial Assistance Use 
of Universal Identifier and Central 
Contractor Registration and 2 CFR 
part 170 Reporting Subaward and Exec-
utive Compensation Information. See 
also statutory requirements for whis-
tleblower protections at 10 U.S.C. 2409, 
41 U.S.C. 4712, and 10 U.S.C. 2324, 41 
U.S.C. 4304 and 4310. 

§ 200.301 Performance measurement. 

The Federal awarding agency must 
require the recipient to use OMB-ap-
proved governmentwide standard infor-
mation collections when providing fi-
nancial and performance information. 
As appropriate and in accordance with 
above mentioned information collec-
tions, the Federal awarding agency 
must require the recipient to relate fi-
nancial data to performance accom-
plishments of the Federal award. Also, 
in accordance with above mentioned 
governmentwide standard information 
collections, and when applicable, re-
cipients must also provide cost infor-
mation to demonstrate cost effective 
practices (e.g., through unit cost data). 
The recipient’s performance should be 
measured in a way that will help the 
Federal awarding agency and other 
non-Federal entities to improve pro-
gram outcomes, share lessons learned, 
and spread the adoption of promising 
practices. The Federal awarding agen-
cy should provide recipients with clear 
performance goals, indicators, and 
milestones as described in § 200.210 In-
formation contained in a Federal 
award. Performance reporting fre-
quency and content should be estab-
lished to not only allow the Federal 
awarding agency to understand the re-
cipient progress but also to facilitate 
identification of promising practices 
among recipients and build the evi-
dence upon which the Federal awarding 
agency’s program and performance de-
cisions are made. 

§ 200.302 Financial management. 

(a) Each state must expend and ac-
count for the Federal award in accord-
ance with state laws and procedures for 
expending and accounting for the 
state’s own funds. In addition, the 
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state’s and the other non-Federal enti-
ty’s financial management systems, in-
cluding records documenting compli-
ance with Federal statutes, regula-
tions, and the terms and conditions of 
the Federal award, must be sufficient 
to permit the preparation of reports re-
quired by general and program-specific 
terms and conditions; and the tracing 
of funds to a level of expenditures ade-
quate to establish that such funds have 
been used according to the Federal 
statutes, regulations, and the terms 
and conditions of the Federal award. 
See also § 200.450 Lobbying. 

(b) The financial management sys-
tem of each non-Federal entity must 
provide for the following (see also 
§§ 200.333 Retention requirements for 
records, 200.334 Requests for transfer of 
records, 200.335 Methods for collection, 
transmission and storage of informa-
tion, 200.336 Access to records, and 
200.337 Restrictions on public access to 
records): 

(1) Identification, in its accounts, of 
all Federal awards received and ex-
pended and the Federal programs under 
which they were received. Federal pro-
gram and Federal award identification 
must include, as applicable, the CFDA 
title and number, Federal award identi-
fication number and year, name of the 
Federal agency, and name of the pass- 
through entity, if any. 

(2) Accurate, current, and complete 
disclosure of the financial results of 
each Federal award or program in ac-
cordance with the reporting require-
ments set forth in §§ 200.327 Financial 
reporting and 200.328 Monitoring and 
reporting program performance. If a 
Federal awarding agency requires re-
porting on an accrual basis from a re-
cipient that maintains its records on 
other than an accrual basis, the recipi-
ent must not be required to establish 
an accrual accounting system. This re-
cipient may develop accrual data for 
its reports on the basis of an analysis 
of the documentation on hand. Simi-
larly, a pass-through entity must not 
require a subrecipient to establish an 
accrual accounting system and must 
allow the subrecipient to develop ac-
crual data for its reports on the basis 
of an analysis of the documentation on 
hand. 

(3) Records that identify adequately 
the source and application of funds for 
federally-funded activities. These 
records must contain information per-
taining to Federal awards, authoriza-
tions, obligations, unobligated bal-
ances, assets, expenditures, income and 
interest and be supported by source 
documentation. 

(4) Effective control over, and ac-
countability for, all funds, property, 
and other assets. The non-Federal enti-
ty must adequately safeguard all assets 
and assure that they are used solely for 
authorized purposes. See § 200.303 Inter-
nal controls. 

(5) Comparison of expenditures with 
budget amounts for each Federal 
award. 

(6) Written procedures to implement 
the requirements of § 200.305 Payment. 

(7) Written procedures for deter-
mining the allowability of costs in ac-
cordance with Subpart E—Cost Prin-
ciples of this part and the terms and 
conditions of the Federal award. 

§ 200.303 Internal controls. 
The non-Federal entity must: 
(a) Establish and maintain effective 

internal control over the Federal 
award that provides reasonable assur-
ance that the non-Federal entity is 
managing the Federal award in compli-
ance with Federal statutes, regula-
tions, and the terms and conditions of 
the Federal award. These internal con-
trols should be in compliance with 
guidance in ‘‘Standards for Internal 
Control in the Federal Government’’ 
issued by the Comptroller General of 
the United States and the ‘‘Internal 
Control Integrated Framework’’, issued 
by the Committee of Sponsoring Orga-
nizations of the Treadway Commission 
(COSO). 

(b) Comply with Federal statutes, 
regulations, and the terms and condi-
tions of the Federal awards. 

(c) Evaluate and monitor the non- 
Federal entity’s compliance with stat-
ute, regulations and the terms and con-
ditions of Federal awards. 

(d) Take prompt action when in-
stances of noncompliance are identified 
including noncompliance identified in 
audit findings. 

(e) Take reasonable measures to safe-
guard protected personally identifiable 
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information and other information the 
Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity designates as sensitive 
or the non-Federal entity considers 
sensitive consistent with applicable 
Federal, state and local laws regarding 
privacy and obligations of confiden-
tiality. 

§ 200.304 Bonds. 
The Federal awarding agency may in-

clude a provision on bonding, insur-
ance, or both in the following cir-
cumstances: 

(a) Where the Federal government 
guarantees or insures the repayment of 
money borrowed by the recipient, the 
Federal awarding agency, at its discre-
tion, may require adequate bonding 
and insurance if the bonding and insur-
ance requirements of the non-Federal 
entity are not deemed adequate to pro-
tect the interest of the Federal govern-
ment. 

(b) The Federal awarding agency may 
require adequate fidelity bond coverage 
where the non-Federal entity lacks suf-
ficient coverage to protect the Federal 
government’s interest. 

(c) Where bonds are required in the 
situations described above, the bonds 
must be obtained from companies hold-
ing certificates of authority as accept-
able sureties, as prescribed in 31 CFR 
Part 223, ‘‘Surety Companies Doing 
Business with the United States.’’ 

§ 200.305 Payment. 
(a) For states, payments are gov-

erned by Treasury-State CMIA agree-
ments and default procedures codified 
at 31 CFR Part 205 ‘‘Rules and Proce-
dures for Efficient Federal-State Funds 
Transfers’’ and TFM 4A–2000 Overall 
Disbursing Rules for All Federal Agen-
cies. 

(b) For non-Federal entities other 
than states, payments methods must 
minimize the time elapsing between 
the transfer of funds from the United 
States Treasury or the pass-through 
entity and the disbursement by the 
non-Federal entity whether the pay-
ment is made by electronic funds 
transfer, or issuance or redemption of 
checks, warrants, or payment by other 
means. See also § 200.302 Financial 
management paragraph (f). Except as 
noted elsewhere in this part, Federal 

agencies must require recipients to use 
only OMB-approved standard govern-
mentwide information collection re-
quests to request payment. 

(1) The non-Federal entity must be 
paid in advance, provided it maintains 
or demonstrates the willingness to 
maintain both written procedures that 
minimize the time elapsing between 
the transfer of funds and disbursement 
by the non-Federal entity, and finan-
cial management systems that meet 
the standards for fund control and ac-
countability as established in this part. 
Advance payments to a non-Federal en-
tity must be limited to the minimum 
amounts needed and be timed to be in 
accordance with the actual, immediate 
cash requirements of the non-Federal 
entity in carrying out the purpose of 
the approved program or project. The 
timing and amount of advance pay-
ments must be as close as is adminis-
tratively feasible to the actual dis-
bursements by the non-Federal entity 
for direct program or project costs and 
the proportionate share of any allow-
able indirect costs. The non-Federal 
entity must make timely payment to 
contractors in accordance with the 
contract provisions. 

(2) Whenever possible, advance pay-
ments must be consolidated to cover 
anticipated cash needs for all Federal 
awards made by the Federal awarding 
agency to the recipient. 

(i) Advance payment mechanisms in-
clude, but are not limited to, Treasury 
check and electronic funds transfer and 
should comply with applicable guid-
ance in 31 CFR part 208. 

(ii) Non-Federal entities must be au-
thorized to submit requests for advance 
payments and reimbursements at least 
monthly when electronic fund transfers 
are not used, and as often as they like 
when electronic transfers are used, in 
accordance with the provisions of the 
Electronic Fund Transfer Act (15 
U.S.C. 1601). 

(3) Reimbursement is the preferred 
method when the requirements in para-
graph (b) cannot be met, when the Fed-
eral awarding agency sets a specific 
condition per § 200.207 Specific condi-
tions, or when the non-Federal entity 
requests payment by reimbursement. 
This method may be used on any Fed-
eral award for construction, or if the 
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major portion of the construction 
project is accomplished through pri-
vate market financing or Federal 
loans, and the Federal award con-
stitutes a minor portion of the project. 
When the reimbursement method is 
used, the Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity must make pay-
ment within 30 calendar days after re-
ceipt of the billing, unless the Federal 
awarding agency or pass-through enti-
ty reasonably believes the request to 
be improper. 

(4) If the non-Federal entity cannot 
meet the criteria for advance payments 
and the Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity has determined 
that reimbursement is not feasible be-
cause the non-Federal entity lacks suf-
ficient working capital, the Federal 
awarding agency or pass-through enti-
ty may provide cash on a working cap-
ital advance basis. Under this proce-
dure, the Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity must advance cash 
payments to the non-Federal entity to 
cover its estimated disbursement needs 
for an initial period generally geared 
to the non-Federal entity’s disbursing 
cycle. Thereafter, the Federal award-
ing agency or pass-through entity must 
reimburse the non-Federal entity for 
its actual cash disbursements. Use of 
the working capital advance method of 
payment requires that the pass- 
through entity provide timely advance 
payments to any subrecipients in order 
to meet the subrecipient’s actual cash 
disbursements. The working capital ad-
vance method of payment must not be 
used by the pass-through entity if the 
reason for using this method is the un-
willingness or inability of the pass- 
through entity to provide timely ad-
vance payments to the subrecipient to 
meet the subrecipient’s actual cash dis-
bursements. 

(5) Use of resources before requesting 
cash advance payments. To the extent 
available, the non-Federal entity must 
disburse funds available from program 
income (including repayments to a re-
volving fund), rebates, refunds, con-
tract settlements, audit recoveries, and 
interest earned on such funds before re-
questing additional cash payments. 

(6) Unless otherwise required by Fed-
eral statutes, payments for allowable 
costs by non-Federal entities must not 

be withheld at any time during the pe-
riod of performance unless the condi-
tions of §§ 200.207 Specific conditions, 
Subpart D—Post Federal Award Re-
quirements of this part, 200.338 Rem-
edies for Noncompliance, or the fol-
lowing apply: 

(i) The non-Federal entity has failed 
to comply with the project objectives, 
Federal statutes, regulations, or the 
terms and conditions of the Federal 
award. 

(ii) The non-Federal entity is delin-
quent in a debt to the United States as 
defined in OMB Guidance A–129, ‘‘Poli-
cies for Federal Credit Programs and 
Non-Tax Receivables.’’ Under such con-
ditions, the Federal awarding agency 
or pass-through entity may, upon rea-
sonable notice, inform the non-Federal 
entity that payments must not be 
made for obligations incurred after a 
specified date until the conditions are 
corrected or the indebtedness to the 
Federal government is liquidated. 

(iii) A payment withheld for failure 
to comply with Federal award condi-
tions, but without suspension of the 
Federal award, must be released to the 
non-Federal entity upon subsequent 
compliance. When a Federal award is 
suspended, payment adjustments will 
be made in accordance with § 200.342 Ef-
fects of suspension and termination. 

(iv) A payment must not be made to 
a non-Federal entity for amounts that 
are withheld by the non-Federal entity 
from payment to contractors to assure 
satisfactory completion of work. A 
payment must be made when the non- 
Federal entity actually disburses the 
withheld funds to the contractors or to 
escrow accounts established to assure 
satisfactory completion of work. 

(7) Standards governing the use of 
banks and other institutions as deposi-
tories of advance payments under Fed-
eral awards are as follows. 

(i) The Federal awarding agency and 
pass-through entity must not require 
separate depository accounts for funds 
provided to a non-Federal entity or es-
tablish any eligibility requirements for 
depositories for funds provided to the 
non-Federal entity. However, the non- 
Federal entity must be able to account 
for the receipt, obligation and expendi-
ture of funds. 
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(ii) Advance payments of Federal 
funds must be deposited and main-
tained in insured accounts whenever 
possible. 

(8) The non-Federal entity must 
maintain advance payments of Federal 
awards in interest-bearing accounts, 
unless the following apply. 

(i) The non-Federal entity receives 
less than $120,000 in Federal awards per 
year. 

(ii) The best reasonably available in-
terest-bearing account would not be ex-
pected to earn interest in excess of $500 
per year on Federal cash balances. 

(iii) The depository would require an 
average or minimum balance so high 
that it would not be feasible within the 
expected Federal and non-Federal cash 
resources. 

(iv) A foreign government or banking 
system prohibits or precludes interest 
bearing accounts. 

(9) Interest earned on Federal ad-
vance payments deposited in interest- 
bearing accounts must be remitted an-
nually to the Department of Health 
and Human Services, Payment Man-
agement System, Rockville, MD 20852. 
Interest amounts up to $500 per year 
may be retained by the non-Federal en-
tity for administrative expense. 

§ 200.306 Cost sharing or matching. 
(a) Under Federal research proposals, 

voluntary committed cost sharing is 
not expected. It cannot be used as a 
factor during the merit review of appli-
cations or proposals, but may be con-
sidered if it is both in accordance with 
Federal awarding agency regulations 
and specified in a notice of funding op-
portunity. Criteria for considering vol-
untary committed cost sharing and 
any other program policy factors that 
may be used to determine who may re-
ceive a Federal award must be explic-
itly described in the notice of funding 
opportunity. Furthermore, only man-
datory cost sharing or cost sharing spe-
cifically committed in the project 
budget must be included in the orga-
nized research base for computing the 
indirect (F&A) cost rate or reflected in 
any allocation of indirect costs. See 
also §§ 200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs, 
200.203 Notices of funding opportuni-
ties, and Appendix I to Part 200—Full 
Text of Notice of Funding Opportunity. 

(b) For all Federal awards, any 
shared costs or matching funds and all 
contributions, including cash and third 
party in-kind contributions, must be 
accepted as part of the non-Federal en-
tity’s cost sharing or matching when 
such contributions meet all of the fol-
lowing criteria: 

(1) Are verifiable from the non-Fed-
eral entity’s records; 

(2) Are not included as contributions 
for any other Federal award; 

(3) Are necessary and reasonable for 
accomplishment of project or program 
objectives; 

(4) Are allowable under Subpart E— 
Cost Principles of this part; 

(5) Are not paid by the Federal gov-
ernment under another Federal award, 
except where the Federal statute au-
thorizing a program specifically pro-
vides that Federal funds made avail-
able for such program can be applied to 
matching or cost sharing requirements 
of other Federal programs; 

(6) Are provided for in the approved 
budget when required by the Federal 
awarding agency; and 

(7) Conform to other provisions of 
this part, as applicable. 

(c) Unrecovered indirect costs, in-
cluding indirect costs on cost sharing 
or matching may be included as part of 
cost sharing or matching only with the 
prior approval of the Federal awarding 
agency. Unrecovered indirect cost 
means the difference between the 
amount charged to the Federal award 
and the amount which could have been 
to the Federal award under the non- 
Federal entity’s approved negotiated 
indirect cost rate. 

(d) Values for non-Federal entity 
contributions of services and property 
must be established in accordance with 
§ 200.434 Contributions and donations. If 
a Federal awarding agency authorizes 
the non-Federal entity to donate build-
ings or land for construction/facilities 
acquisition projects or long-term use, 
the value of the donated property for 
cost sharing or matching must be the 
lesser of paragraphs (d)(1) or (2) of this 
section. 

(1) The value of the remaining life of 
the property recorded in the non-Fed-
eral entity’s accounting records at the 
time of donation. 
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(2) The current fair market value. 
However, when there is sufficient jus-
tification, the Federal awarding agen-
cy may approve the use of the current 
fair market value of the donated prop-
erty, even if it exceeds the value de-
scribed in (1) above at the time of dona-
tion. 

(e) Volunteer services furnished by 
third-party professional and technical 
personnel, consultants, and other 
skilled and unskilled labor may be 
counted as cost sharing or matching if 
the service is an integral and necessary 
part of an approved project or program. 
Rates for third-party volunteer serv-
ices must be consistent with those paid 
for similar work by the non-Federal en-
tity. In those instances in which the 
required skills are not found in the 
non-Federal entity, rates must be con-
sistent with those paid for similar 
work in the labor market in which the 
non-Federal entity competes for the 
kind of services involved. In either 
case, paid fringe benefits that are rea-
sonable, necessary, allocable, and oth-
erwise allowable may be included in 
the valuation. 

(f) When a third-party organization 
furnishes the services of an employee, 
these services must be valued at the 
employee’s regular rate of pay plus an 
amount of fringe benefits that is rea-
sonable, necessary, allocable, and oth-
erwise allowable, and indirect costs at 
either the third-party organization’s 
approved federally negotiated indirect 
cost rate or, a rate in accordance with 
§ 200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs, para-
graph (d), provided these services em-
ploy the same skill(s) for which the 
employee is normally paid. Where do-
nated services are treated as indirect 
costs, indirect cost rates will separate 
the value of the donated services so 
that reimbursement for the donated 
services will not be made. 

(g) Donated property from third par-
ties may include such items as equip-
ment, office supplies, laboratory sup-
plies, or workshop and classroom sup-
plies. Value assessed to donated prop-
erty included in the cost sharing or 
matching share must not exceed the 
fair market value of the property at 
the time of the donation. 

(h) The method used for determining 
cost sharing or matching for third- 

party-donated equipment, buildings 
and land for which title passes to the 
non-Federal entity may differ accord-
ing to the purpose of the Federal 
award, if paragraph (h)(1) or (2) of this 
section applies. 

(1) If the purpose of the Federal 
award is to assist the non-Federal enti-
ty in the acquisition of equipment, 
buildings or land, the aggregate value 
of the donated property may be 
claimed as cost sharing or matching. 

(2) If the purpose of the Federal 
award is to support activities that re-
quire the use of equipment, buildings 
or land, normally only depreciation 
charges for equipment and buildings 
may be made. However, the fair market 
value of equipment or other capital as-
sets and fair rental charges for land 
may be allowed, provided that the Fed-
eral awarding agency has approved the 
charges. See also § 200.420 Consider-
ations for selected items of cost. 

(i) The value of donated property 
must be determined in accordance with 
the usual accounting policies of the 
non-Federal entity, with the following 
qualifications: 

(1) The value of donated land and 
buildings must not exceed its fair mar-
ket value at the time of donation to 
the non-Federal entity as established 
by an independent appraiser (e.g., cer-
tified real property appraiser or Gen-
eral Services Administration rep-
resentative) and certified by a respon-
sible official of the non-Federal entity 
as required by the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisi-
tion Policies Act of 1970, as amended, 
(42 U.S.C. 4601–4655) (Uniform Act) ex-
cept as provided in the implementing 
regulations at 49 CFR part 24. 

(2) The value of donated equipment 
must not exceed the fair market value 
of equipment of the same age and con-
dition at the time of donation. 

(3) The value of donated space must 
not exceed the fair rental value of com-
parable space as established by an inde-
pendent appraisal of comparable space 
and facilities in a privately-owned 
building in the same locality. 

(4) The value of loaned equipment 
must not exceed its fair rental value. 

(j) For third-party in-kind contribu-
tions, the fair market value of goods 
and services must be documented and 
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to the extent feasible supported by the 
same methods used internally by the 
non-Federal entity. 

§ 200.307 Program income. 
(a) General. Non-Federal entities are 

encouraged to earn income to defray 
program costs where appropriate. 

(b) Cost of generating program income. 
If authorized by Federal regulations or 
the Federal award, costs incidental to 
the generation of program income may 
be deducted from gross income to de-
termine program income, provided 
these costs have not been charged to 
the Federal award. 

(c) Governmental revenues. Taxes, spe-
cial assessments, levies, fines, and 
other such revenues raised by a non- 
Federal entity are not program income 
unless the revenues are specifically 
identified in the Federal award or Fed-
eral awarding agency regulations as 
program income. 

(d) Property. Proceeds from the sale 
of real property or equipment are not 
program income; such proceeds will be 
handled in accordance with the re-
quirements of Subpart D—Post Federal 
Award Requirements of this part, Prop-
erty Standards §§ 200.311 Real property 
and 200.313 Equipment, or as specifi-
cally identified in Federal statutes, 
regulations, or the terms and condi-
tions of the Federal award. 

(e) Use of program income. If the Fed-
eral awarding agency does not specify 
in its regulations or the terms and con-
ditions of the Federal award, or give 
prior approval for how program income 
is to be used, paragraph (e)(1) of this 
section must apply. For Federal awards 
made to IHEs and nonprofit research 
institutions, if the Federal awarding 
agency does not specify in its regula-
tions or the terms and conditions of 
the Federal award how program income 
is to be used, paragraph (e)(2) of this 
section must apply. In specifying alter-
natives to paragraphs (e)(1) and (2) of 
this section, the Federal awarding 
agency may distinguish between in-
come earned by the recipient and in-
come earned by subrecipients and be-
tween the sources, kinds, or amounts 
of income. When the Federal awarding 
agency authorizes the approaches in 
paragraphs (e)(2) and (3) of this section, 
program income in excess of any 

amounts specified must also be de-
ducted from expenditures. 

(1) Deduction. Ordinarily program in-
come must be deducted from total al-
lowable costs to determine the net al-
lowable costs. Program income must be 
used for current costs unless the Fed-
eral awarding agency authorizes other-
wise. Program income that the non- 
Federal entity did not anticipate at the 
time of the Federal award must be used 
to reduce the Federal award and non- 
Federal entity contributions rather 
than to increase the funds committed 
to the project. 

(2) Addition. With prior approval of 
the Federal awarding agency, program 
income may be added to the Federal 
award by the Federal agency and the 
non-Federal entity. The program in-
come must be used for the purposes and 
under the conditions of the Federal 
award. 

(3) Cost sharing or matching. With 
prior approval of the Federal awarding 
agency, program income may be used 
to meet the cost sharing or matching 
requirement of the Federal award. The 
amount of the Federal award remains 
the same. 

(f) Income after the period of perform-
ance. There are no Federal require-
ments governing the disposition of in-
come earned after the end of the period 
of performance for the Federal award, 
unless the Federal awarding agency 
regulations or the terms and condi-
tions of the Federal award provide oth-
erwise. The Federal awarding agency 
may negotiate agreements with recipi-
ents regarding appropriate uses of in-
come earned after the period of per-
formance as part of the grant closeout 
process. See also § 200.343 Closeout. 

§ 200.308 Revision of budget and pro-
gram plans. 

(a) The approved budget for the Fed-
eral award summarizes the financial 
aspects of the project or program as ap-
proved during the Federal award proc-
ess. It may include either the Federal 
and non-Federal share (see § 200.43 Fed-
eral share) or only the Federal share, 
depending upon Federal awarding agen-
cy requirements. It must be related to 
performance for program evaluation 
purposes whenever appropriate. 
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(b) Recipients are required to report 
deviations from budget or project scope 
or objective, and request prior approv-
als from Federal awarding agencies for 
budget and program plan revisions, in 
accordance with this section. 

(c) For non-construction Federal 
awards, recipients must request prior 
approvals from Federal awarding agen-
cies for one or more of the following 
program or budget-related reasons: 

(1) Change in the scope or the objec-
tive of the project or program (even if 
there is no associated budget revision 
requiring prior written approval). 

(2) Change in a key person specified 
in the application or the Federal 
award. 

(3) The disengagement from the 
project for more than three months, or 
a 25 percent reduction in time devoted 
to the project, by the approved project 
director or principal investigator. 

(4) The inclusion, unless waived by 
the Federal awarding agency, of costs 
that require prior approval in accord-
ance with Subpart E—Cost Principles 
of this part or 45 CFR Part 74 Appendix 
E, ‘‘Principles for Determining Costs 
Applicable to Research and Develop-
ment under Awards and Contracts with 
Hospitals,’’ or 48 CFR Part 31, ‘‘Con-
tract Cost Principles and Procedures,’’ 
as applicable. 

(5) The transfer of funds budgeted for 
participant support costs as defined in 
§ 200.75 Participant support costs to 
other categories of expense. 

(6) Unless described in the applica-
tion and funded in the approved Fed-
eral awards, the subawarding, transfer-
ring or contracting out of any work 
under a Federal award. This provision 
does not apply to the acquisition of 
supplies, material, equipment or gen-
eral support services. 

(7) Changes in the amount of ap-
proved cost-sharing or matching pro-
vided by the non-Federal entity. No 
other prior approval requirements for 
specific items may be imposed unless a 
deviation has been approved by OMB. 
See also §§ 200.102 Exceptions and 
200.407 Prior written approval (prior ap-
proval). 

(d) Except for requirements listed in 
paragraph (c)(1) of this section, the 
Federal awarding agency are author-
ized, at their option, to waive prior 

written approvals required by para-
graph (c) this section. Such waivers 
may include authorizing recipients to 
do any one or more of the following: 

(1) Incur project costs 90 calendar 
days before the Federal awarding agen-
cy makes the Federal award. Expenses 
more than 90 calendar days pre-award 
require prior approval of the Federal 
awarding agency. All costs incurred be-
fore the Federal awarding agency 
makes the Federal award are at the re-
cipient’s risk (i.e., the Federal award-
ing agency is under no obligation to re-
imburse such costs if for any reason 
the recipient does not receive a Federal 
award or if the Federal award is less 
than anticipated and inadequate to 
cover such costs). See also § 200.458 Pre- 
award costs. 

(2) Initiate a one-time extension of 
the period of performance by up to 12 
months unless one or more of the con-
ditions outlined in paragraphs (d)(2)(i) 
through (iii) of this section apply. For 
one-time extensions, the recipient 
must notify the Federal awarding 
agency in writing with the supporting 
reasons and revised period of perform-
ance at least 10 calendar days before 
the end of the period of performance 
specified in the Federal award. This 
one-time extension may not be exer-
cised merely for the purpose of using 
unobligated balances. Extensions re-
quire explicit prior Federal awarding 
agency approval when: 

(i) The terms and conditions of the 
Federal award prohibit the extension. 

(ii) The extension requires additional 
Federal funds. 

(iii) The extension involves any 
change in the approved objectives or 
scope of the project. 

(3) Carry forward unobligated bal-
ances to subsequent periods of perform-
ance. 

(4) For Federal awards that support 
research, unless the Federal awarding 
agency provides otherwise in the Fed-
eral award or in the Federal awarding 
agency’s regulations, the prior ap-
proval requirements described in para-
graph (d) are automatically waived 
(i.e., recipients need not obtain such 
prior approvals) unless one of the con-
ditions included in paragraph (d)(2) ap-
plies. 
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(e) The Federal awarding agency 
may, at its option, restrict the transfer 
of funds among direct cost categories 
or programs, functions and activities 
for Federal awards in which the Fed-
eral share of the project exceeds the 
Simplified Acquisition Threshold and 
the cumulative amount of such trans-
fers exceeds or is expected to exceed 10 
percent of the total budget as last ap-
proved by the Federal awarding agen-
cy. The Federal awarding agency can-
not permit a transfer that would cause 
any Federal appropriation to be used 
for purposes other than those con-
sistent with the appropriation. 

(f) All other changes to non-construc-
tion budgets, except for the changes de-
scribed in paragraph (c) of this section, 
do not require prior approval (see also 
§ 200.407 Prior written approval (prior 
approval)). 

(g) For construction Federal awards, 
the recipient must request prior writ-
ten approval promptly from the Fed-
eral awarding agency for budget revi-
sions whenever paragraph (g)(1), (2), or 
(3) of this section applies. 

(1) The revision results from changes 
in the scope or the objective of the 
project or program. 

(2) The need arises for additional 
Federal funds to complete the project. 

(3) A revision is desired which in-
volves specific costs for which prior 
written approval requirements may be 
imposed consistent with applicable 
OMB cost principles listed in Subpart 
E—Cost Principles of this part. 

(4) No other prior approval require-
ments for budget revisions may be im-
posed unless a deviation has been ap-
proved by OMB. 

(5) When a Federal awarding agency 
makes a Federal award that provides 
support for construction and non-con-
struction work, the Federal awarding 
agency may require the recipient to ob-
tain prior approval from the Federal 
awarding agency before making any 
fund or budget transfers between the 
two types of work supported. 

(h) When requesting approval for 
budget revisions, the recipient must 
use the same format for budget infor-
mation that was used in the applica-
tion, unless the Federal awarding agen-
cy indicates a letter of request suffices. 

(i) Within 30 calendar days from the 
date of receipt of the request for budg-
et revisions, the Federal awarding 
agency must review the request and 
notify the recipient whether the budget 
revisions have been approved. If the re-
vision is still under consideration at 
the end of 30 calendar days, the Federal 
awarding agency must inform the re-
cipient in writing of the date when the 
recipient may expect the decision. 

§ 200.309 Period of performance. 
A non-Federal entity may charge to 

the Federal award only allowable costs 
incurred during the period of perform-
ance and any costs incurred before the 
Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity made the Federal award 
that were authorized by the Federal 
awarding agency or pass-through enti-
ty. 

PROPERTY STANDARDS 

§ 200.310 Insurance coverage. 
The non-Federal entity must, at a 

minimum, provide the equivalent in-
surance coverage for real property and 
equipment acquired or improved with 
Federal funds as provided to property 
owned by the non-Federal entity. Fed-
erally-owned property need not be in-
sured unless required by the terms and 
conditions of the Federal award. 

§ 200.311 Real property. 
(a) Title. Subject to the obligations 

and conditions set forth in this section, 
title to real property acquired or im-
proved under a Federal award will vest 
upon acquisition in the non-Federal en-
tity. 

(b) Use. Except as otherwise provided 
by Federal statutes or by the Federal 
awarding agency, real property will be 
used for the originally authorized pur-
pose as long as needed for that purpose, 
during which time the non-Federal en-
tity must not dispose of or encumber 
its title or other interests. 

(c) Disposition. When real property is 
no longer needed for the originally au-
thorized purpose, the non-Federal enti-
ty must obtain disposition instructions 
from the Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity. The instructions 
must provide for one of the following 
alternatives: 
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(1) Retain title after compensating 
the Federal awarding agency. The 
amount paid to the Federal awarding 
agency will be computed by applying 
the Federal awarding agency’s percent-
age of participation in the cost of the 
original purchase (and costs of any im-
provements) to the fair market value 
of the property. However, in those situ-
ations where non-Federal entity is dis-
posing of real property acquired or im-
proved with a Federal award and ac-
quiring replacement real property 
under the same Federal award, the net 
proceeds from the disposition may be 
used as an offset to the cost of the re-
placement property. 

(2) Sell the property and compensate 
the Federal awarding agency. The 
amount due to the Federal awarding 
agency will be calculated by applying 
the Federal awarding agency’s percent-
age of participation in the cost of the 
original purchase (and cost of any im-
provements) to the proceeds of the sale 
after deduction of any actual and rea-
sonable selling and fixing-up expenses. 
If the Federal award has not been 
closed out, the net proceeds from sale 
may be offset against the original cost 
of the property. When non-Federal en-
tity is directed to sell property, sales 
procedures must be followed that pro-
vide for competition to the extent 
practicable and result in the highest 
possible return. 

(3) Transfer title to the Federal 
awarding agency or to a third party 
designated/approved by the Federal 
awarding agency. The non-Federal en-
tity is entitled to be paid an amount 
calculated by applying the non-Federal 
entity’s percentage of participation in 
the purchase of the real property (and 
cost of any improvements) to the cur-
rent fair market value of the property. 

§ 200.312 Federally-owned and exempt 
property. 

(a) Title to federally-owned property 
remains vested in the Federal govern-
ment. The non-Federal entity must 
submit annually an inventory listing of 
federally-owned property in its custody 
to the Federal awarding agency. Upon 
completion of the Federal award or 
when the property is no longer needed, 
the non-Federal entity must report the 
property to the Federal awarding agen-

cy for further Federal agency utiliza-
tion. 

(b) If the Federal awarding agency 
has no further need for the property, it 
must declare the property excess and 
report it for disposal to the appropriate 
Federal disposal authority, unless the 
Federal awarding agency has statutory 
authority to dispose of the property by 
alternative methods (e.g., the author-
ity provided by the Federal Technology 
Transfer Act (15 U.S.C. 3710 (i)) to do-
nate research equipment to edu-
cational and non-profit organizations 
in accordance with Executive Order 
12999, ‘‘Educational Technology: Ensur-
ing Opportunity for All Children in the 
Next Century.’’). The Federal awarding 
agency must issue appropriate instruc-
tions to the non-Federal entity. 

(c) Exempt federally-owned property 
means property acquired under a Fed-
eral award the title based upon the ex-
plicit terms and conditions of the Fed-
eral award that indicate the Federal 
awarding agency has chosen to vest in 
the non-Federal entity without further 
obligation to the Federal government 
or under conditions the Federal agency 
considers appropriate. The Federal 
awarding agency may exercise this op-
tion when statutory authority exists. 
Absent statutory authority and spe-
cific terms and conditions of the Fed-
eral award, title to exempt federally- 
owned property acquired under the 
Federal award remains with the Fed-
eral government. 

§ 200.313 Equipment. 

See also § 200.439 Equipment and 
other capital expenditures. 

(a) Title. Subject to the obligations 
and conditions set forth in this section, 
title to equipment acquired under a 
Federal award will vest upon acquisi-
tion in the non-Federal entity. Unless 
a statute specifically authorizes the 
Federal agency to vest title in the non- 
Federal entity without further obliga-
tion to the Federal government, and 
the Federal agency elects to do so, the 
title must be a conditional title. Title 
must vest in the non-Federal entity 
subject to the following conditions: 

(1) Use the equipment for the author-
ized purposes of the project until fund-
ing for the project ceases, or until the 
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property is no longer needed for the 
purposes of the project. 

(2) Not encumber the property with-
out approval of the Federal awarding 
agency or pass-through entity. 

(3) Use and dispose of the property in 
accordance with paragraphs (b), (c) and 
(e) of this section. 

(b) A state must use, manage and dis-
pose of equipment acquired under a 
Federal award by the state in accord-
ance with state laws and procedures. 
Other non-Federal entities must follow 
paragraphs (c) through (e) of this sec-
tion. 

(c) Use. (1) Equipment must be used 
by the non-Federal entity in the pro-
gram or project for which it was ac-
quired as long as needed, whether or 
not the project or program continues 
to be supported by the Federal award, 
and the non-Federal entity must not 
encumber the property without prior 
approval of the Federal awarding agen-
cy. When no longer needed for the 
original program or project, the equip-
ment may be used in other activities 
supported by the Federal awarding 
agency, in the following order of pri-
ority: 

(i) Activities under a Federal award 
from the Federal awarding agency 
which funded the original program or 
project, then 

(ii) Activities under Federal awards 
from other Federal awarding agencies. 
This includes consolidated equipment 
for information technology systems. 

(2) During the time that equipment is 
used on the project or program for 
which it was acquired, the non-Federal 
entity must also make equipment 
available for use on other projects or 
programs currently or previously sup-
ported by the Federal government, pro-
vided that such use will not interfere 
with the work on the projects or pro-
gram for which it was originally ac-
quired. First preference for other use 
must be given to other programs or 
projects supported by Federal awarding 
agency that financed the equipment 
and second preference must be given to 
programs or projects under Federal 
awards from other Federal awarding 
agencies. Use for non-federally-funded 
programs or projects is also permis-
sible. User fees should be considered if 
appropriate. 

(3) Notwithstanding the encourage-
ment in § 200.307 Program income to 
earn program income, the non-Federal 
entity must not use equipment ac-
quired with the Federal award to pro-
vide services for a fee that is less than 
private companies charge for equiva-
lent services unless specifically author-
ized by Federal statute for as long as 
the Federal government retains an in-
terest in the equipment. 

(4) When acquiring replacement 
equipment, the non-Federal entity may 
use the equipment to be replaced as a 
trade-in or sell the property and use 
the proceeds to offset the cost of the 
replacement property. 

(d) Management requirements. Proce-
dures for managing equipment (includ-
ing replacement equipment), whether 
acquired in whole or in part under a 
Federal award, until disposition takes 
place will, as a minimum, meet the fol-
lowing requirements: 

(1) Property records must be main-
tained that include a description of the 
property, a serial number or other 
identification number, the source of 
funding for the property (including the 
FAIN), who holds title, the acquisition 
date, and cost of the property, percent-
age of Federal participation in the 
project costs for the Federal award 
under which the property was acquired, 
the location, use and condition of the 
property, and any ultimate disposition 
data including the date of disposal and 
sale price of the property. 

(2) A physical inventory of the prop-
erty must be taken and the results rec-
onciled with the property records at 
least once every two years. 

(3) A control system must be devel-
oped to ensure adequate safeguards to 
prevent loss, damage, or theft of the 
property. Any loss, damage, or theft 
must be investigated. 

(4) Adequate maintenance procedures 
must be developed to keep the property 
in good condition. 

(5) If the non-Federal entity is au-
thorized or required to sell the prop-
erty, proper sales procedures must be 
established to ensure the highest pos-
sible return. 

(e) Disposition. When original or re-
placement equipment acquired under a 
Federal award is no longer needed for 
the original project or program or for 
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other activities currently or previously 
supported by a Federal awarding agen-
cy, except as otherwise provided in 
Federal statutes, regulations, or Fed-
eral awarding agency disposition in-
structions, the non-Federal entity 
must request disposition instructions 
from the Federal awarding agency if 
required by the terms and conditions of 
the Federal award. Disposition of the 
equipment will be made as follows, in 
accordance with Federal awarding 
agency disposition instructions: 

(1) Items of equipment with a current 
per unit fair market value of $5,000 or 
less may be retained, sold or otherwise 
disposed of with no further obligation 
to the Federal awarding agency. 

(2) Except as provided in § 200.312 Fed-
erally-owned and exempt property, 
paragraph (b), or if the Federal award-
ing agency fails to provide requested 
disposition instructions within 120 
days, items of equipment with a cur-
rent per-unit fair-market value in ex-
cess of $5,000 may be retained by the 
non-Federal entity or sold. The Federal 
awarding agency is entitled to an 
amount calculated by multiplying the 
current market value or proceeds from 
sale by the Federal awarding agency’s 
percentage of participation in the cost 
of the original purchase. If the equip-
ment is sold, the Federal awarding 
agency may permit the non-Federal en-
tity to deduct and retain from the Fed-
eral share $500 or ten percent of the 
proceeds, whichever is less, for its sell-
ing and handling expenses. 

(3) The non-Federal entity may 
transfer title to the property to the 
Federal Government or to an eligible 
third party provided that, in such 
cases, the non-Federal entity must be 
entitled to compensation for its attrib-
utable percentage of the current fair 
market value of the property. 

(4) In cases where a non-Federal enti-
ty fails to take appropriate disposition 
actions, the Federal awarding agency 
may direct the non-Federal entity to 
take disposition actions. 

§ 200.314 Supplies. 
See also § 200.453 Materials and sup-

plies costs, including costs of com-
puting devices. 

(a) Title to supplies will vest in the 
non-Federal entity upon acquisition. If 

there is a residual inventory of unused 
supplies exceeding $5,000 in total aggre-
gate value upon termination or com-
pletion of the project or program and 
the supplies are not needed for any 
other Federal award, the non-Federal 
entity must retain the supplies for use 
on other activities or sell them, but 
must, in either case, compensate the 
Federal government for its share. The 
amount of compensation must be com-
puted in the same manner as for equip-
ment. See § 200.313 Equipment, para-
graph (e)(2) for the calculation method-
ology. 

(b) As long as the Federal govern-
ment retains an interest in the sup-
plies, the non-Federal entity must not 
use supplies acquired under a Federal 
award to provide services to other or-
ganizations for a fee that is less than 
private companies charge for equiva-
lent services, unless specifically au-
thorized by Federal statute. 

§ 200.315 Intangible property. 

(a) Title to intangible property (see 
§ 200.59 Intangible property) acquired 
under a Federal award vests upon ac-
quisition in the non-Federal entity. 
The non-Federal entity must use that 
property for the originally-authorized 
purpose, and must not encumber the 
property without approval of the Fed-
eral awarding agency. When no longer 
needed for the originally authorized 
purpose, disposition of the intangible 
property must occur in accordance 
with the provisions in § 200.313 Equip-
ment paragraph (e). 

(b) The non-Federal entity may copy-
right any work that is subject to copy-
right and was developed, or for which 
ownership was acquired, under a Fed-
eral award. The Federal awarding agen-
cy reserves a royalty-free, nonexclu-
sive and irrevocable right to reproduce, 
publish, or otherwise use the work for 
Federal purposes, and to authorize oth-
ers to do so. 

(c) The non-Federal entity is subject 
to applicable regulations governing 
patents and inventions, including gov-
ernmentwide regulations issued by the 
Department of Commerce at 37 CFR 
Part 401, ‘‘Rights to Inventions Made 
by Nonprofit Organizations and Small 
Business Firms Under Government 
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Awards, Contracts and Cooperative 
Agreements.’’ 

(d) The Federal government has the 
right to: 

(1) Obtain, reproduce, publish, or oth-
erwise use the data produced under a 
Federal award; and 

(2) Authorize others to receive, repro-
duce, publish, or otherwise use such 
data for Federal purposes. 

(e) Freedom of Information Act 
(FOIA). 

(1) In addition, in response to a Free-
dom of Information Act (FOIA) request 
for research data relating to published 
research findings produced under a 
Federal award that were used by the 
Federal government in developing an 
agency action that has the force and 
effect of law, the Federal awarding 
agency must request, and the non-Fed-
eral entity must provide, within a rea-
sonable time, the research data so that 
they can be made available to the pub-
lic through the procedures established 
under the FOIA. If the Federal award-
ing agency obtains the research data 
solely in response to a FOIA request, 
the Federal awarding agency may 
charge the requester a reasonable fee 
equaling the full incremental cost of 
obtaining the research data. This fee 
should reflect costs incurred by the 
Federal agency and the non-Federal en-
tity. This fee is in addition to any fees 
the Federal awarding agency may as-
sess under the FOIA (5 U.S.C. 
552(a)(4)(A)). 

(2) Published research findings means 
when: 

(i) Research findings are published in 
a peer-reviewed scientific or technical 
journal; or 

(ii) A Federal agency publicly and of-
ficially cites the research findings in 
support of an agency action that has 
the force and effect of law. ‘‘Used by 
the Federal government in developing 
an agency action that has the force and 
effect of law’’ is defined as when an 
agency publicly and officially cites the 
research findings in support of an agen-
cy action that has the force and effect 
of law. 

(3) Research data means the recorded 
factual material commonly accepted in 
the scientific community as necessary 
to validate research findings, but not 
any of the following: preliminary anal-

yses, drafts of scientific papers, plans 
for future research, peer reviews, or 
communications with colleagues. This 
‘‘recorded’’ material excludes physical 
objects (e.g., laboratory samples). Re-
search data also do not include: 

(i) Trade secrets, commercial infor-
mation, materials necessary to be held 
confidential by a researcher until they 
are published, or similar information 
which is protected under law; and 

(ii) Personnel and medical informa-
tion and similar information the dis-
closure of which would constitute a 
clearly unwarranted invasion of per-
sonal privacy, such as information that 
could be used to identify a particular 
person in a research study. 

§ 200.316 Property trust relationship. 

Real property, equipment, and intan-
gible property, that are acquired or im-
proved with a Federal award must be 
held in trust by the non-Federal entity 
as trustee for the beneficiaries of the 
project or program under which the 
property was acquired or improved. 
The Federal awarding agency may re-
quire the non-Federal entity to record 
liens or other appropriate notices of 
record to indicate that personal or real 
property has been acquired or improved 
with a Federal award and that use and 
disposition conditions apply to the 
property. 

PROCUREMENT STANDARDS 

§ 200.317 Procurements by states. 

When procuring property and serv-
ices under a Federal award, a state 
must follow the same policies and pro-
cedures it uses for procurements from 
its non-Federal funds. The state will 
comply with § 200.322 Procurement of 
recovered materials and ensure that 
every purchase order or other contract 
includes any clauses required by sec-
tion § 200.326 Contract provisions. All 
other non-Federal entities, including 
subrecipients of a state, will follow 
§§ 200.318 General procurement stand-
ards through 200.326 Contract provi-
sions. 
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§ 200.318 General procurement stand-
ards. 

(a) The non-Federal entity must use 
its own documented procurement pro-
cedures which reflect applicable State 
and local laws and regulations, pro-
vided that the procurements conform 
to applicable Federal law and the 
standards identified in this section. 

(b) Non-Federal entities must main-
tain oversight to ensure that contrac-
tors perform in accordance with the 
terms, conditions, and specifications of 
their contracts or purchase orders. 

(c)(1) The non-Federal entity must 
maintain written standards of conduct 
covering conflicts of interest and gov-
erning the performance of its employ-
ees engaged in the selection, award and 
administration of contracts. No em-
ployee, officer, or agent must partici-
pate in the selection, award, or admin-
istration of a contract supported by a 
Federal award if he or she has a real or 
apparent conflict of interest. Such a 
conflict of interest would arise when 
the employee, officer, or agent, any 
member of his or her immediate fam-
ily, his or her partner, or an organiza-
tion which employs or is about to em-
ploy any of the parties indicated here-
in, has a financial or other interest in 
or a tangible personal benefit from a 
firm considered for a contract. The of-
ficers, employees, and agents of the 
non-Federal entity must neither solicit 
nor accept gratuities, favors, or any-
thing of monetary value from contrac-
tors or parties to subcontracts. How-
ever, non-Federal entities may set 
standards for situations in which the 
financial interest is not substantial or 
the gift is an unsolicited item of nomi-
nal value. The standards of conduct 
must provide for disciplinary actions 
to be applied for violations of such 
standards by officers, employees, or 
agents of the non-Federal entity. 

(2) If the non-Federal entity has a 
parent, affiliate, or subsidiary organi-
zation that is not a state, local govern-
ment, or Indian tribe, the non-Federal 
entity must also maintain written 
standards of conduct covering organi-
zational conflicts of interest. Organiza-
tional conflicts of interest means that 
because of relationships with a parent 
company, affiliate, or subsidiary orga-
nization, the non-Federal entity is un-

able or appears to be unable to be im-
partial in conducting a procurement 
action involving a related organiza-
tion. 

(d) The non-Federal entity’s proce-
dures must avoid acquisition of unnec-
essary or duplicative items. Consider-
ation should be given to consolidating 
or breaking out procurements to ob-
tain a more economical purchase. 
Where appropriate, an analysis will be 
made of lease versus purchase alter-
natives, and any other appropriate 
analysis to determine the most eco-
nomical approach. 

(e) To foster greater economy and ef-
ficiency, and in accordance with efforts 
to promote cost-effective use of shared 
services across the Federal govern-
ment, the non-Federal entity is encour-
aged to enter into state and local inter-
governmental agreements or inter-en-
tity agreements where appropriate for 
procurement or use of common or 
shared goods and services. 

(f) The non-Federal entity is encour-
aged to use Federal excess and surplus 
property in lieu of purchasing new 
equipment and property whenever such 
use is feasible and reduces project 
costs. 

(g) The non-Federal entity is encour-
aged to use value engineering clauses 
in contracts for construction projects 
of sufficient size to offer reasonable op-
portunities for cost reductions. Value 
engineering is a systematic and cre-
ative analysis of each contract item or 
task to ensure that its essential func-
tion is provided at the overall lower 
cost. 

(h) The non-Federal entity must 
award contracts only to responsible 
contractors possessing the ability to 
perform successfully under the terms 
and conditions of a proposed procure-
ment. Consideration will be given to 
such matters as contractor integrity, 
compliance with public policy, record 
of past performance, and financial and 
technical resources. 

(i) The non-Federal entity must 
maintain records sufficient to detail 
the history of procurement. These 
records will include, but are not nec-
essarily limited to the following: ra-
tionale for the method of procurement, 
selection of contract type, contractor 
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selection or rejection, and the basis for 
the contract price. 

(j)(1) The non-Federal entity may use 
time and material type contracts only 
after a determination that no other 
contract is suitable and if the contract 
includes a ceiling price that the con-
tractor exceeds at its own risk. Time 
and material type contract means a 
contract whose cost to a non-Federal 
entity is the sum of: 

(i) The actual cost of materials; and 
(ii) Direct labor hours charged at 

fixed hourly rates that reflect wages, 
general and administrative expenses, 
and profit. 

(2) Since this formula generates an 
open-ended contract price, a time-and- 
materials contract provides no positive 
profit incentive to the contractor for 
cost control or labor efficiency. There-
fore, each contract must set a ceiling 
price that the contractor exceeds at its 
own risk. Further, the non-Federal en-
tity awarding such a contract must as-
sert a high degree of oversight in order 
to obtain reasonable assurance that 
the contractor is using efficient meth-
ods and effective cost controls. 

(k) The non-Federal entity alone 
must be responsible, in accordance 
with good administrative practice and 
sound business judgment, for the set-
tlement of all contractual and adminis-
trative issues arising out of procure-
ments. These issues include, but are 
not limited to, source evaluation, pro-
tests, disputes, and claims. These 
standards do not relieve the non-Fed-
eral entity of any contractual respon-
sibilities under its contracts. The Fed-
eral awarding agency will not sub-
stitute its judgment for that of the 
non-Federal entity unless the matter is 
primarily a Federal concern. Viola-
tions of law will be referred to the 
local, state, or Federal authority hav-
ing proper jurisdiction. 

§ 200.319 Competition. 
(a) All procurement transactions 

must be conducted in a manner pro-
viding full and open competition con-
sistent with the standards of this sec-
tion. In order to ensure objective con-
tractor performance and eliminate un-
fair competitive advantage, contrac-
tors that develop or draft specifica-
tions, requirements, statements of 

work, and invitations for bids or re-
quests for proposals must be excluded 
from competing for such procurements. 
Some of the situations considered to be 
restrictive of competition include but 
are not limited to: 

(1) Placing unreasonable require-
ments on firms in order for them to 
qualify to do business; 

(2) Requiring unnecessary experience 
and excessive bonding; 

(3) Noncompetitive pricing practices 
between firms or between affiliated 
companies; 

(4) Noncompetitive contracts to con-
sultants that are on retainer contracts; 

(5) Organizational conflicts of inter-
est; 

(6) Specifying only a ‘‘brand name’’ 
product instead of allowing ‘‘an equal’’ 
product to be offered and describing 
the performance or other relevant re-
quirements of the procurement; and 

(7) Any arbitrary action in the pro-
curement process. 

(b) The non-Federal entity must con-
duct procurements in a manner that 
prohibits the use of statutorily or ad-
ministratively imposed state or local 
geographical preferences in the evalua-
tion of bids or proposals, except in 
those cases where applicable Federal 
statutes expressly mandate or encour-
age geographic preference. Nothing in 
this section preempts state licensing 
laws. When contracting for architec-
tural and engineering (A/E) services, 
geographic location may be a selection 
criterion provided its application 
leaves an appropriate number of quali-
fied firms, given the nature and size of 
the project, to compete for the con-
tract. 

(c) The non-Federal entity must have 
written procedures for procurement 
transactions. These procedures must 
ensure that all solicitations: 

(1) Incorporate a clear and accurate 
description of the technical require-
ments for the material, product, or 
service to be procured. Such descrip-
tion must not, in competitive procure-
ments, contain features which unduly 
restrict competition. The description 
may include a statement of the quali-
tative nature of the material, product 
or service to be procured and, when 
necessary, must set forth those min-
imum essential characteristics and 
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standards to which it must conform if 
it is to satisfy its intended use. De-
tailed product specifications should be 
avoided if at all possible. When it is 
impractical or uneconomical to make a 
clear and accurate description of the 
technical requirements, a ‘‘brand name 
or equivalent’’ description may be used 
as a means to define the performance 
or other salient requirements of pro-
curement. The specific features of the 
named brand which must be met by of-
fers must be clearly stated; and 

(2) Identify all requirements which 
the offerors must fulfill and all other 
factors to be used in evaluating bids or 
proposals. 

(d) The non-Federal entity must en-
sure that all prequalified lists of per-
sons, firms, or products which are used 
in acquiring goods and services are cur-
rent and include enough qualified 
sources to ensure maximum open and 
free competition. Also, the non-Federal 
entity must not preclude potential bid-
ders from qualifying during the solici-
tation period. 

§ 200.320 Methods of procurement to 
be followed. 

The non-Federal entity must use one 
of the following methods of procure-
ment. 

(a) Procurement by micro-purchases. 
Procurement by micro-purchase is the 
acquisition of supplies or services, the 
aggregate dollar amount of which does 
not exceed $3,000 (or $2,000 in the case 
of acquisitions for construction subject 
to the Davis-Bacon Act). To the extent 
practicable, the non-Federal entity 
must distribute micro-purchases equi-
tably among qualified suppliers. Micro- 
purchases may be awarded without so-
liciting competitive quotations if the 
non-Federal entity considers the price 
to be reasonable. 

(b) Procurement by small purchase 
procedures. Small purchase procedures 
are those relatively simple and infor-
mal procurement methods for securing 
services, supplies, or other property 
that do not cost more than the Sim-
plified Acquisition Threshold. If small 
purchase procedures are used, price or 
rate quotations must be obtained from 
an adequate number of qualified 
sources. 

(c) Procurement by sealed bids (for-
mal advertising). Bids are publicly so-
licited and a firm fixed price contract 
(lump sum or unit price) is awarded to 
the responsible bidder whose bid, con-
forming with all the material terms 
and conditions of the invitation for 
bids, is the lowest in price. The sealed 
bid method is the preferred method for 
procuring construction, if the condi-
tions in paragraph (c)(1) of this section 
apply. 

(1) In order for sealed bidding to be 
feasible, the following conditions 
should be present: 

(i) A complete, adequate, and real-
istic specification or purchase descrip-
tion is available; 

(ii) Two or more responsible bidders 
are willing and able to compete effec-
tively for the business; and 

(iii) The procurement lends itself to a 
firm fixed price contract and the selec-
tion of the successful bidder can be 
made principally on the basis of price. 

(2) If sealed bids are used, the fol-
lowing requirements apply: 

(i) The invitation for bids will be pub-
licly advertised and bids must be solic-
ited from an adequate number of 
known suppliers, providing them suffi-
cient response time prior to the date 
set for opening the bids; 

(ii) The invitation for bids, which 
will include any specifications and per-
tinent attachments, must define the 
items or services in order for the bidder 
to properly respond; 

(iii) All bids will be publicly opened 
at the time and place prescribed in the 
invitation for bids; 

(iv) A firm fixed price contract award 
will be made in writing to the lowest 
responsive and responsible bidder. 
Where specified in bidding documents, 
factors such as discounts, transpor-
tation cost, and life cycle costs must 
be considered in determining which bid 
is lowest. Payment discounts will only 
be used to determine the low bid when 
prior experience indicates that such 
discounts are usually taken advantage 
of; and 

(v) Any or all bids may be rejected if 
there is a sound documented reason. 

(d) Procurement by competitive pro-
posals. The technique of competitive 
proposals is normally conducted with 
more than one source submitting an 
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offer, and either a fixed price or cost- 
reimbursement type contract is award-
ed. It is generally used when conditions 
are not appropriate for the use of 
sealed bids. If this method is used, the 
following requirements apply: 

(1) Requests for proposals must be 
publicized and identify all evaluation 
factors and their relative importance. 
Any response to publicized requests for 
proposals must be considered to the 
maximum extent practical; 

(2) Proposals must be solicited from 
an adequate number of qualified 
sources; 

(3) The non-Federal entity must have 
a written method for conducting tech-
nical evaluations of the proposals re-
ceived and for selecting recipients; 

(4) Contracts must be awarded to the 
responsible firm whose proposal is 
most advantageous to the program, 
with price and other factors consid-
ered; and 

(5) The non-Federal entity may use 
competitive proposal procedures for 
qualifications-based procurement of ar-
chitectural/engineering (A/E) profes-
sional services whereby competitors’ 
qualifications are evaluated and the 
most qualified competitor is selected, 
subject to negotiation of fair and rea-
sonable compensation. The method, 
where price is not used as a selection 
factor, can only be used in procure-
ment of A/E professional services. It 
cannot be used to purchase other types 
of services though A/E firms are a po-
tential source to perform the proposed 
effort. 

(e) [Reserved] 
(f) Procurement by noncompetitive 

proposals. Procurement by non-
competitive proposals is procurement 
through solicitation of a proposal from 
only one source and may be used only 
when one or more of the following cir-
cumstances apply: 

(1) The item is available only from a 
single source; 

(2) The public exigency or emergency 
for the requirement will not permit a 
delay resulting from competitive solic-
itation; 

(3) The Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity expressly author-
izes noncompetitive proposals in re-
sponse to a written request from the 
non-Federal entity; or 

(4) After solicitation of a number of 
sources, competition is determined in-
adequate. 

§ 200.321 Contracting with small and 
minority businesses, women’s busi-
ness enterprises, and labor surplus 
area firms. 

(a) The non-Federal entity must take 
all necessary affirmative steps to as-
sure that minority businesses, women’s 
business enterprises, and labor surplus 
area firms are used when possible. 

(b) Affirmative steps must include: 
(1) Placing qualified small and mi-

nority businesses and women’s business 
enterprises on solicitation lists; 

(2) Assuring that small and minority 
businesses, and women’s business en-
terprises are solicited whenever they 
are potential sources; 

(3) Dividing total requirements, when 
economically feasible, into smaller 
tasks or quantities to permit max-
imum participation by small and mi-
nority businesses, and women’s busi-
ness enterprises; 

(4) Establishing delivery schedules, 
where the requirement permits, which 
encourage participation by small and 
minority businesses, and women’s busi-
ness enterprises; 

(5) Using the services and assistance, 
as appropriate, of such organizations as 
the Small Business Administration and 
the Minority Business Development 
Agency of the Department of Com-
merce; and 

(6) Requiring the prime contractor, if 
subcontracts are to be let, to take the 
affirmative steps listed in paragraphs 
(1) through (5) of this section. 

§ 200.322 Procurement of recovered 
materials. 

A non-Federal entity that is a state 
agency or agency of a political subdivi-
sion of a state and its contractors must 
comply with section 6002 of the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act, as amended by the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act. The requirements of Section 6002 
include procuring only items des-
ignated in guidelines of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) at 40 
CFR part 247 that contain the highest 
percentage of recovered materials prac-
ticable, consistent with maintaining a 
satisfactory level of competition, 
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where the purchase price of the item 
exceeds $10,000 or the value of the 
quantity acquired by the preceding fis-
cal year exceeded $10,000; procuring 
solid waste management services in a 
manner that maximizes energy and re-
source recovery; and establishing an af-
firmative procurement program for 
procurement of recovered materials 
identified in the EPA guidelines. 

§ 200.323 Contract cost and price. 
(a) The non-Federal entity must per-

form a cost or price analysis in connec-
tion with every procurement action in 
excess of the Simplified Acquisition 
Threshold including contract modifica-
tions. The method and degree of anal-
ysis is dependent on the facts sur-
rounding the particular procurement 
situation, but as a starting point, the 
non-Federal entity must make inde-
pendent estimates before receiving bids 
or proposals. 

(b) The non-Federal entity must ne-
gotiate profit as a separate element of 
the price for each contract in which 
there is no price competition and in all 
cases where cost analysis is performed. 
To establish a fair and reasonable prof-
it, consideration must be given to the 
complexity of the work to be per-
formed, the risk borne by the con-
tractor, the contractor’s investment, 
the amount of subcontracting, the 
quality of its record of past perform-
ance, and industry profit rates in the 
surrounding geographical area for 
similar work. 

(c) Costs or prices based on estimated 
costs for contracts under the Federal 
award are allowable only to the extent 
that costs incurred or cost estimates 
included in negotiated prices would be 
allowable for the non-Federal entity 
under Subpart E—Cost Principles of 
this part. The non-Federal entity may 
reference its own cost principles that 
comply with the Federal cost prin-
ciples. 

(d) The cost plus a percentage of cost 
and percentage of construction cost 
methods of contracting must not be 
used. 

§ 200.324 Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity review. 

(a) The non-Federal entity must 
make available, upon request of the 

Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity, technical specifica-
tions on proposed procurements where 
the Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity believes such review is 
needed to ensure that the item or serv-
ice specified is the one being proposed 
for acquisition. This review generally 
will take place prior to the time the 
specification is incorporated into a so-
licitation document. However, if the 
non-Federal entity desires to have the 
review accomplished after a solicita-
tion has been developed, the Federal 
awarding agency or pass-through enti-
ty may still review the specifications, 
with such review usually limited to the 
technical aspects of the proposed pur-
chase. 

(b) The non-Federal entity must 
make available upon request, for the 
Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity pre-procurement re-
view, procurement documents, such as 
requests for proposals or invitations 
for bids, or independent cost estimates, 
when: 

(1) The non-Federal entity’s procure-
ment procedures or operation fails to 
comply with the procurement stand-
ards in this part; 

(2) The procurement is expected to 
exceed the Simplified Acquisition 
Threshold and is to be awarded without 
competition or only one bid or offer is 
received in response to a solicitation; 

(3) The procurement, which is ex-
pected to exceed the Simplified Acqui-
sition Threshold, specifies a ‘‘brand 
name’’ product; 

(4) The proposed contract is more 
than the Simplified Acquisition 
Threshold and is to be awarded to 
other than the apparent low bidder 
under a sealed bid procurement; or 

(5) A proposed contract modification 
changes the scope of a contract or in-
creases the contract amount by more 
than the Simplified Acquisition 
Threshold. 

(c) The non-Federal entity is exempt 
from the pre-procurement review in 
paragraph (b) of this section if the Fed-
eral awarding agency or pass-through 
entity determines that its procurement 
systems comply with the standards of 
this part. 

(1) The non-Federal entity may re-
quest that its procurement system be 
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reviewed by the Federal awarding 
agency or pass-through entity to deter-
mine whether its system meets these 
standards in order for its system to be 
certified. Generally, these reviews 
must occur where there is continuous 
high-dollar funding, and third party 
contracts are awarded on a regular 
basis; 

(2) The non-Federal entity may self- 
certify its procurement system. Such 
self-certification must not limit the 
Federal awarding agency’s right to sur-
vey the system. Under a self-certifi-
cation procedure, the Federal awarding 
agency may rely on written assurances 
from the non-Federal entity that it is 
complying with these standards. The 
non-Federal entity must cite specific 
policies, procedures, regulations, or 
standards as being in compliance with 
these requirements and have its system 
available for review. 

§ 200.325 Bonding requirements. 
For construction or facility improve-

ment contracts or subcontracts exceed-
ing the Simplified Acquisition Thresh-
old, the Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity may accept the 
bonding policy and requirements of the 
non-Federal entity provided that the 
Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity has made a determina-
tion that the Federal interest is ade-
quately protected. If such a determina-
tion has not been made, the minimum 
requirements must be as follows: 

(a) A bid guarantee from each bidder 
equivalent to five percent of the bid 
price. The ‘‘bid guarantee’’ must con-
sist of a firm commitment such as a 
bid bond, certified check, or other ne-
gotiable instrument accompanying a 
bid as assurance that the bidder will, 
upon acceptance of the bid, execute 
such contractual documents as may be 
required within the time specified. 

(b) A performance bond on the part of 
the contractor for 100 percent of the 
contract price. A ‘‘performance bond’’ 
is one executed in connection with a 
contract to secure fulfillment of all the 
contractor’s obligations under such 
contract. 

(c) A payment bond on the part of the 
contractor for 100 percent of the con-
tract price. A ‘‘payment bond’’ is one 
executed in connection with a contract 

to assure payment as required by law 
of all persons supplying labor and ma-
terial in the execution of the work pro-
vided for in the contract. 

§ 200.326 Contract provisions. 
The non-Federal entity’s contracts 

must contain the applicable provisions 
described in Appendix II to Part 200— 
Contract Provisions for non-Federal 
Entity Contracts Under Federal 
Awards. 

PERFORMANCE AND FINANCIAL 
MONITORING AND REPORTING 

§ 200.327 Financial reporting. 
Unless otherwise approved by OMB, 

the Federal awarding agency may so-
licit only the standard, OMB-approved 
governmentwide data elements for col-
lection of financial information (at 
time of publication the Federal Finan-
cial Report or such future collections 
as may be approved by OMB and listed 
on the OMB Web site). This informa-
tion must be collected with the fre-
quency required by the terms and con-
ditions of the Federal award, but no 
less frequently than annually nor more 
frequently than quarterly except in un-
usual circumstances, for example 
where more frequent reporting is nec-
essary for the effective monitoring of 
the Federal award or could signifi-
cantly affect program outcomes, and 
preferably in coordination with per-
formance reporting. 

200.328 Monitoring and reporting pro-
gram performance. 

(a) Monitoring by the non-Federal enti-
ty. The non-Federal entity is respon-
sible for oversight of the operations of 
the Federal award supported activities. 
The non-Federal entity must monitor 
its activities under Federal awards to 
assure compliance with applicable Fed-
eral requirements and performance ex-
pectations are being achieved. Moni-
toring by the non-Federal entity must 
cover each program, function or activ-
ity. See also § 200.331 Requirements for 
pass-through entities. 

(b) Non-construction performance re-
ports. The Federal awarding agency 
must use standard, OMB-approved data 
elements for collection of performance 
information (including performance 
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progress reports, Research Perform-
ance Progress Report, or such future 
collections as may be approved by OMB 
and listed on the OMB Web site). 

(1) The non-Federal entity must sub-
mit performance reports at the inter-
val required by the Federal awarding 
agency or pass-through entity to best 
inform improvements in program out-
comes and productivity. Intervals must 
be no less frequent than annually nor 
more frequent than quarterly except in 
unusual circumstances, for example 
where more frequent reporting is nec-
essary for the effective monitoring of 
the Federal award or could signifi-
cantly affect program outcomes. An-
nual reports must be due 90 calendar 
days after the reporting period; quar-
terly or semiannual reports must be 
due 30 calendar days after the report-
ing period. Alternatively, the Federal 
awarding agency or pass-through enti-
ty may require annual reports before 
the anniversary dates of multiple year 
Federal awards. The final performance 
report will be due 90 calendar days 
after the period of performance end 
date. If a justified request is submitted 
by a non-Federal entity, the Federal 
agency may extend the due date for 
any performance report. 

(2) The non-Federal entity must sub-
mit performance reports using OMB- 
approved governmentwide standard in-
formation collections when providing 
performance information. As appro-
priate in accordance with above men-
tioned information collections, these 
reports will contain, for each Federal 
award, brief information on the fol-
lowing unless other collections are ap-
proved by OMB: 

(i) A comparison of actual accom-
plishments to the objectives of the 
Federal award established for the pe-
riod. Where the accomplishments of 
the Federal award can be quantified, a 
computation of the cost (for example, 
related to units of accomplishment) 
may be required if that information 
will be useful. Where performance 
trend data and analysis would be in-
formative to the Federal awarding 
agency program, the Federal awarding 
agency should include this as a per-
formance reporting requirement. 

(ii) The reasons why established 
goals were not met, if appropriate. 

(iii) Additional pertinent information 
including, when appropriate, analysis 
and explanation of cost overruns or 
high unit costs. 

(c) Construction performance reports. 
For the most part, onsite technical in-
spections and certified percentage of 
completion data are relied on heavily 
by Federal awarding agencies and pass- 
through entities to monitor progress 
under Federal awards and subawards 
for construction. The Federal awarding 
agency may require additional per-
formance reports only when considered 
necessary. 

(d) Significant developments. Events 
may occur between the scheduled per-
formance reporting dates that have sig-
nificant impact upon the supported ac-
tivity. In such cases, the non-Federal 
entity must inform the Federal award-
ing agency or pass-through entity as 
soon as the following types of condi-
tions become known: 

(1) Problems, delays, or adverse con-
ditions which will materially impair 
the ability to meet the objective of the 
Federal award. This disclosure must in-
clude a statement of the action taken, 
or contemplated, and any assistance 
needed to resolve the situation. 

(2) Favorable developments which en-
able meeting time schedules and objec-
tives sooner or at less cost than antici-
pated or producing more or different 
beneficial results than originally 
planned. 

(e) The Federal awarding agency may 
make site visits as warranted by pro-
gram needs. 

(f) The Federal awarding agency may 
waive any performance report required 
by this part if not needed. 

§ 200.329 Reporting on real property. 
The Federal awarding agency or pass- 

through entity must require a non-Fed-
eral entity to submit reports at least 
annually on the status of real property 
in which the Federal government re-
tains an interest, unless the Federal in-
terest in the real property extends 15 
years or longer. In those instances 
where the Federal interest attached is 
for a period of 15 years or more, the 
Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity, at its option, may re-
quire the non-Federal entity to report 
at various multi-year frequencies (e.g., 
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every two years or every three years, 
not to exceed a five-year reporting pe-
riod; or a Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity may require an-
nual reporting for the first three years 
of a Federal award and thereafter re-
quire reporting every five years). 

SUBRECIPIENT MONITORING AND 
MANAGEMENT 

§ 200.330 Subrecipient and contractor 
determinations. 

The non-Federal entity may concur-
rently receive Federal awards as a re-
cipient, a subrecipient, and a con-
tractor, depending on the substance of 
its agreements with Federal awarding 
agencies and pass-through entities. 
Therefore, a pass-through entity must 
make case-by-case determinations 
whether each agreement it makes for 
the disbursement of Federal program 
funds casts the party receiving the 
funds in the role of a subrecipient or a 
contractor. The Federal awarding 
agency may supply and require recipi-
ents to comply with additional guid-
ance to support these determinations 
provided such guidance does not con-
flict with this section. 

(a) Subrecipients. A subaward is for 
the purpose of carrying out a portion of 
a Federal award and creates a Federal 
assistance relationship with the sub-
recipient. See § 200.92 Subaward. Char-
acteristics which support the classi-
fication of the non-Federal entity as a 
subrecipient include when the non-Fed-
eral entity: 

(1) Determines who is eligible to re-
ceive what Federal assistance; 

(2) Has its performance measured in 
relation to whether objectives of a Fed-
eral program were met; 

(3) Has responsibility for pro-
grammatic decision making; 

(4) Is responsible for adherence to ap-
plicable Federal program requirements 
specified in the Federal award; and 

(5) In accordance with its agreement, 
uses the Federal funds to carry out a 
program for a public purpose specified 
in authorizing statute, as opposed to 
providing goods or services for the ben-
efit of the pass-through entity. 

(b) Contractors. A contract is for the 
purpose of obtaining goods and services 
for the non-Federal entity’s own use 

and creates a procurement relationship 
with the contractor. See § 200.22 Con-
tract. Characteristics indicative of a 
procurement relationship between the 
non-Federal entity and a contractor 
are when the non-Federal entity re-
ceiving the Federal funds: 

(1) Provides the goods and services 
within normal business operations; 

(2) Provides similar goods or services 
to many different purchasers; 

(3) Normally operates in a competi-
tive environment; 

(4) Provides goods or services that 
are ancillary to the operation of the 
Federal program; and 

(5) Is not subject to compliance re-
quirements of the Federal program as a 
result of the agreement, though similar 
requirements may apply for other rea-
sons. 

(c) Use of judgment in making deter-
mination. In determining whether an 
agreement between a pass-through en-
tity and another non-Federal entity 
casts the latter as a subrecipient or a 
contractor, the substance of the rela-
tionship is more important than the 
form of the agreement. All of the char-
acteristics listed above may not be 
present in all cases, and the pass- 
through entity must use judgment in 
classifying each agreement as a 
subaward or a procurement contract. 

§ 200.331 Requirements for pass- 
through entities. 

All pass-through entities must: 
(a) Ensure that every subaward is 

clearly identified to the subrecipient as 
a subaward and includes the following 
information at the time of the 
subaward and if any of these data ele-
ments change, include the changes in 
subsequent subaward modification. 
When some of this information is not 
available, the pass-through entity 
must provide the best information 
available to describe the Federal award 
and subaward. Required information 
includes: 

(1) Federal Award Identification. 
(i) Subrecipient name (which must 

match registered name in DUNS); 
(ii) Subrecipient’s DUNS number (see 

§ 200.32 Data Universal Numbering Sys-
tem (DUNS) number); 

(iii) Federal Award Identification 
Number (FAIN); 
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(iv) Federal Award Date (see § 200.39 
Federal award date); 

(v) Subaward Period of Performance 
Start and End Date; 

(vi) Amount of Federal Funds Obli-
gated by this action; 

(vii) Total Amount of Federal Funds 
Obligated to the subrecipient; 

(viii) Total Amount of the Federal 
Award; 

(ix) Federal award project descrip-
tion, as required to be responsive to 
the Federal Funding Accountability 
and Transparency Act (FFATA); 

(x) Name of Federal awarding agency, 
pass-through entity, and contact infor-
mation for awarding official, 

(xi) CFDA Number and Name; the 
pass-through entity must identify the 
dollar amount made available under 
each Federal award and the CFDA 
number at time of disbursement; 

(xii) Identification of whether the 
award is R&D; and 

(xiii) Indirect cost rate for the Fed-
eral award (including if the de minimis 
rate is charged per § 200.414 Indirect 
(F&A) costs). 

(2) All requirements imposed by the 
pass-through entity on the sub-
recipient so that the Federal award is 
used in accordance with Federal stat-
utes, regulations and the terms and 
conditions of the Federal award. 

(3) Any additional requirements that 
the pass-through entity imposes on the 
subrecipient in order for the pass- 
through entity to meet its own respon-
sibility to the Federal awarding agency 
including identification of any required 
financial and performance reports; 

(4) An approved federally recognized 
indirect cost rate negotiated between 
the subrecipient and the Federal gov-
ernment or, if no such rate exists, ei-
ther a rate negotiated between the 
pass-through entity and the sub-
recipient (in compliance with this 
part), or a de minimis indirect cost 
rate as defined in § 200.414 Indirect 
(F&A) costs, paragraph (b) of this part. 

(5) A requirement that the sub-
recipient permit the pass-through enti-
ty and auditors to have access to the 
subrecipient’s records and financial 
statements as necessary for the pass- 
through entity to meet the require-
ments of this section, §§ 200.300 Statu-
tory and national policy requirements 

through 200.309 Period of performance, 
and Subpart F—Audit Requirements of 
this part; and 

(6) Appropriate terms and conditions 
concerning closeout of the subaward. 

(b) Evaluate each subrecipient’s risk 
of noncompliance with Federal stat-
utes, regulations, and the terms and 
conditions of the subaward for purposes 
of determining the appropriate sub-
recipient monitoring described in para-
graph (e) of this section, which may in-
clude consideration of such factors as: 

(1) The subrecipient’s prior experi-
ence with the same or similar sub-
awards; 

(2) The results of previous audits in-
cluding whether or not the sub-
recipient receives a Single Audit in ac-
cordance with Subpart F—Audit Re-
quirements of this part, and the extent 
to which the same or similar subaward 
has been audited as a major program; 

(3) Whether the subrecipient has new 
personnel or new or substantially 
changed systems; and 

(4) The extent and results of Federal 
awarding agency monitoring (e.g., if 
the subrecipient also receives Federal 
awards directly from a Federal award-
ing agency). 

(c) Consider imposing specific 
subaward conditions upon a sub-
recipient if appropriate as described in 
§ 200.207 Specific conditions. 

(d) Monitor the activities of the sub-
recipient as necessary to ensure that 
the subaward is used for authorized 
purposes, in compliance with Federal 
statutes, regulations, and the terms 
and conditions of the subaward; and 
that subaward performance goals are 
achieved. Pass-through entity moni-
toring of the subrecipient must in-
clude: 

(1) Reviewing financial and pro-
grammatic reports required by the 
pass-through entity. 

(2) Following-up and ensuring that 
the subrecipient takes timely and ap-
propriate action on all deficiencies per-
taining to the Federal award provided 
to the subrecipient from the pass- 
through entity detected through au-
dits, on-site reviews, and other means. 

(3) Issuing a management decision for 
audit findings pertaining to the Fed-
eral award provided to the subrecipient 
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from the pass-through entity as re-
quired by § 200.521 Management deci-
sion. 

(e) Depending upon the pass-through 
entity’s assessment of risk posed by 
the subrecipient (as described in para-
graph (b) of this section), the following 
monitoring tools may be useful for the 
pass-through entity to ensure proper 
accountability and compliance with 
program requirements and achieve-
ment of performance goals: 

(1) Providing subrecipients with 
training and technical assistance on 
program-related matters; and 

(2) Performing on-site reviews of the 
subrecipient’s program operations; 

(3) Arranging for agreed-upon-proce-
dures engagements as described in 
§ 200.425 Audit services. 

(f) Verify that every subrecipient is 
audited as required by Subpart F— 
Audit Requirements of this part when 
it is expected that the subrecipient’s 
Federal awards expended during the re-
spective fiscal year equaled or exceeded 
the threshold set forth in § 200.501 Audit 
requirements. 

(g) Consider whether the results of 
the subrecipient’s audits, on-site re-
views, or other monitoring indicate 
conditions that necessitate adjust-
ments to the pass-through entity’s own 
records. 

(h) Consider taking enforcement ac-
tion against noncompliant subrecipi-
ents as described in § 200.338 Remedies 
for noncompliance of this part and in 
program regulations. 

§ 200.332 Fixed amount subawards. 
With prior written approval from the 

Federal awarding agency, a pass- 
through entity may provide subawards 
based on fixed amounts up to the Sim-
plified Acquisition Threshold, provided 
that the subawards meet the require-
ments for fixed amount awards in 
§ 200.201 Use of grant agreements (in-
cluding fixed amount awards), coopera-
tive agreements, and contracts. 

RECORD RETENTION AND ACCESS 

§ 200.333 Retention requirements for 
records. 

Financial records, supporting docu-
ments, statistical records, and all 
other non-Federal entity records perti-

nent to a Federal award must be re-
tained for a period of three years from 
the date of submission of the final ex-
penditure report or, for Federal awards 
that are renewed quarterly or annu-
ally, from the date of the submission of 
the quarterly or annual financial re-
port, respectively, as reported to the 
Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity in the case of a sub-
recipient. Federal awarding agencies 
and pass-through entities must not im-
pose any other record retention re-
quirements upon non-Federal entities. 
The only exceptions are the following: 

(a) If any litigation, claim, or audit 
is started before the expiration of the 
3-year period, the records must be re-
tained until all litigation, claims, or 
audit findings involving the records 
have been resolved and final action 
taken. 

(b) When the non-Federal entity is 
notified in writing by the Federal 
awarding agency, cognizant agency for 
audit, oversight agency for audit, cog-
nizant agency for indirect costs, or 
pass-through entity to extend the re-
tention period. 

(c) Records for real property and 
equipment acquired with Federal funds 
must be retained for 3 years after final 
disposition. 

(d) When records are transferred to or 
maintained by the Federal awarding 
agency or pass-through entity, the 3- 
year retention requirement is not ap-
plicable to the non-Federal entity. 

(e) Records for program income 
transactions after the period of per-
formance. In some cases recipients 
must report program income after the 
period of performance. Where there is 
such a requirement, the retention pe-
riod for the records pertaining to the 
earning of the program income starts 
from the end of the non-Federal enti-
ty’s fiscal year in which the program 
income is earned. 

(f) Indirect cost rate proposals and 
cost allocations plans. This paragraph 
applies to the following types of docu-
ments and their supporting records: in-
direct cost rate computations or pro-
posals, cost allocation plans, and any 
similar accounting computations of 
the rate at which a particular group of 
costs is chargeable (such as computer 
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usage chargeback rates or composite 
fringe benefit rates). 

(1) If submitted for negotiation. If the 
proposal, plan, or other computation is 
required to be submitted to the Federal 
government (or to the pass-through en-
tity) to form the basis for negotiation 
of the rate, then the 3-year retention 
period for its supporting records starts 
from the date of such submission. 

(2) If not submitted for negotiation. If 
the proposal, plan, or other computa-
tion is not required to be submitted to 
the Federal government (or to the 
pass-through entity) for negotiation 
purposes, then the 3-year retention pe-
riod for the proposal, plan, or computa-
tion and its supporting records starts 
from the end of the fiscal year (or 
other accounting period) covered by 
the proposal, plan, or other computa-
tion. 

§ 200.334 Requests for transfer of 
records. 

The Federal awarding agency must 
request transfer of certain records to 
its custody from the non-Federal enti-
ty when it determines that the records 
possess long-term retention value. 
However, in order to avoid duplicate 
recordkeeping, the Federal awarding 
agency may make arrangements for 
the non-Federal entity to retain any 
records that are continuously needed 
for joint use. 

§ 200.335 Methods for collection, trans-
mission and storage of information. 

In accordance with the May 2013 Ex-
ecutive Order on Making Open and Ma-
chine Readable the New Default for 
Government Information, the Federal 
awarding agency and the non-Federal 
entity should, whenever practicable, 
collect, transmit, and store Federal 
award-related information in open and 
machine readable formats rather than 
in closed formats or on paper. The Fed-
eral awarding agency or pass-through 
entity must always provide or accept 
paper versions of Federal award-related 
information to and from the non-Fed-
eral entity upon request. If paper cop-
ies are submitted, the Federal award-
ing agency or pass-through entity must 
not require more than an original and 
two copies. When original records are 
electronic and cannot be altered, there 

is no need to create and retain paper 
copies. When original records are 
paper, electronic versions may be sub-
stituted through the use of duplication 
or other forms of electronic media pro-
vided that they are subject to periodic 
quality control reviews, provide rea-
sonable safeguards against alteration, 
and remain readable. 

§ 200.336 Access to records. 

(a) Records of non-Federal entities. The 
Federal awarding agency, Inspectors 
General, the Comptroller General of 
the United States, and the pass- 
through entity, or any of their author-
ized representatives, must have the 
right of access to any documents, pa-
pers, or other records of the non-Fed-
eral entity which are pertinent to the 
Federal award, in order to make au-
dits, examinations, excerpts, and tran-
scripts. The right also includes timely 
and reasonable access to the non-Fed-
eral entity’s personnel for the purpose 
of interview and discussion related to 
such documents. 

(b) Only under extraordinary and 
rare circumstances would such access 
include review of the true name of vic-
tims of a crime. Routine monitoring 
cannot be considered extraordinary and 
rare circumstances that would neces-
sitate access to this information. When 
access to the true name of victims of a 
crime is necessary, appropriate steps to 
protect this sensitive information must 
be taken by both the non-Federal enti-
ty and the Federal awarding agency. 
Any such access, other than under a 
court order or subpoena pursuant to a 
bona fide confidential investigation, 
must be approved by the head of the 
Federal awarding agency or delegate. 

(c) Expiration of right of access. The 
rights of access in this section are not 
limited to the required retention pe-
riod but last as long as the records are 
retained. Federal awarding agencies 
and pass-through entities must not im-
pose any other access requirements 
upon non-Federal entities. 

§ 200.337 Restrictions on public access 
to records. 

No Federal awarding agency may 
place restrictions on the non-Federal 
entity that limit public access to the 
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records of the non-Federal entity perti-
nent to a Federal award, except for 
protected personally identifiable infor-
mation (PII) or when the Federal 
awarding agency can demonstrate that 
such records will be kept confidential 
and would have been exempted from 
disclosure pursuant to the Freedom of 
Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552) or con-
trolled unclassified information pursu-
ant to Executive Order 13556 if the 
records had belonged to the Federal 
awarding agency. The Freedom of In-
formation Act (5 U.S.C. 552) (FOIA) 
does not apply to those records that re-
main under a non-Federal entity’s con-
trol except as required under § 200.315 
Intangible property. Unless required by 
Federal, state, or local statute, non- 
Federal entities are not required to 
permit public access to their records. 
The non-Federal entity’s records pro-
vided to a Federal agency generally 
will be subject to FOIA and applicable 
exemptions. 

REMEDIES FOR NONCOMPLIANCE 

§ 200.338 Remedies for noncompliance. 
If a non-Federal entity fails to com-

ply with Federal statutes, regulations 
or the terms and conditions of a Fed-
eral award, the Federal awarding agen-
cy or pass-through entity may impose 
additional conditions, as described in 
§ 200.207 Specific conditions. If the Fed-
eral awarding agency or pass-through 
entity determines that noncompliance 
cannot be remedied by imposing addi-
tional conditions, the Federal awarding 
agency or pass-through entity may 
take one or more of the following ac-
tions, as appropriate in the cir-
cumstances: 

(a) Temporarily withhold cash pay-
ments pending correction of the defi-
ciency by the non-Federal entity or 
more severe enforcement action by the 
Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity. 

(b) Disallow (that is, deny both use of 
funds and any applicable matching 
credit for) all or part of the cost of the 
activity or action not in compliance. 

(c) Wholly or partly suspend or ter-
minate the Federal award. 

(d) Initiate suspension or debarment 
proceedings as authorized under 2 CFR 
part 180 and Federal awarding agency 

regulations (or in the case of a pass- 
through entity, recommend such a pro-
ceeding be initiated by a Federal 
awarding agency). 

(e) Withhold further Federal awards 
for the project or program. 

(f) Take other remedies that may be 
legally available. 

§ 200.339 Termination. 

(a) The Federal award may be termi-
nated in whole or in part as follows: 

(1) By the Federal awarding agency 
or pass-through entity, if a non-Fed-
eral entity fails to comply with the 
terms and conditions of a Federal 
award; 

(2) By the Federal awarding agency 
or pass-through entity for cause; 

(3) By the Federal awarding agency 
or pass-through entity with the con-
sent of the non-Federal entity, in 
which case the two parties must agree 
upon the termination conditions, in-
cluding the effective date and, in the 
case of partial termination, the portion 
to be terminated; or 

(4) By the non-Federal entity upon 
sending to the Federal awarding agen-
cy or pass-through entity written noti-
fication setting forth the reasons for 
such termination, the effective date, 
and, in the case of partial termination, 
the portion to be terminated. However, 
if the Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity determines in the case 
of partial termination that the reduced 
or modified portion of the Federal 
award or subaward will not accomplish 
the purposes for which the Federal 
award was made, the Federal awarding 
agency or pass-through entity may ter-
minate the Federal award in its en-
tirety. 

(b) When a Federal award is termi-
nated or partially terminated, both the 
Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity and the non-Federal en-
tity remain responsible for compliance 
with the requirements in §§ 200.343 
Closeout and 200.344 Post-closeout ad-
justments and continuing responsibil-
ities. 

§ 200.340 Notification of termination 
requirement. 

(a) The Federal agency or pass- 
through entity must provide to the 
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non-Federal entity a notice of termi-
nation. 

(b) If the Federal award is terminated 
for the non-Federal entity’s failure to 
comply with the Federal statutes, reg-
ulations, or terms and conditions of 
the Federal award, the notification 
must state that the termination deci-
sion may be considered in evaluating 
future applications received from the 
non-Federal entity. 

(c) Upon termination of a Federal 
award, the Federal awarding agency 
must provide the information required 
under FFATA to the Federal Web site 
established to fulfill the requirements 
of FFATA, and update or notify any 
other relevant governmentwide sys-
tems or entities of any indications of 
poor performance as required by 41 
U.S.C. 417b and 31 U.S.C. 3321 and im-
plementing guidance at 2 CFR part 77. 
See also the requirements for Suspen-
sion and Debarment at 2 CFR part 180. 

§ 200.341 Opportunities to object, hear-
ings and appeals. 

Upon taking any remedy for non- 
compliance, the Federal awarding 
agency must provide the non-Federal 
entity an opportunity to object and 
provide information and documenta-
tion challenging the suspension or ter-
mination action, in accordance with 
written processes and procedures pub-
lished by the Federal awarding agency. 
The Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity must comply with any 
requirements for hearings, appeals or 
other administrative proceedings 
which the non-Federal entity is enti-
tled under any statute or regulation 
applicable to the action involved. 

§ 200.342 Effects of suspension and ter-
mination. 

Costs to the non-Federal entity re-
sulting from obligations incurred by 
the non-Federal entity during a sus-
pension or after termination of a Fed-
eral award or subaward are not allow-
able unless the Federal awarding agen-
cy or pass-through entity expressly au-
thorizes them in the notice of suspen-
sion or termination or subsequently. 
However, costs during suspension or 
after termination are allowable if: 

(a) The costs result from obligations 
which were properly incurred by the 

non-Federal entity before the effective 
date of suspension or termination, are 
not in anticipation of it; and 

(b) The costs would be allowable if 
the Federal award was not suspended 
or expired normally at the end of the 
period of performance in which the ter-
mination takes effect. 

CLOSEOUT 

§ 200.343 Closeout. 

The Federal agency or pass-through 
entity will close-out the Federal award 
when it determines that all applicable 
administrative actions and all required 
work of the Federal award have been 
completed by the non-Federal entity. 
This section specifies the actions the 
non-Federal entity and Federal award-
ing agency or pass-through entity must 
take to complete this process at the 
end of the period of performance. 

(a) The non-Federal entity must sub-
mit, no later than 90 calendar days 
after the end date of the period of per-
formance, all financial, performance, 
and other reports as required by or the 
terms and conditions of the Federal 
award. The Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity may approve ex-
tensions when requested by the non- 
Federal entity. 

(b) Unless the Federal awarding agen-
cy or pass-through entity authorizes an 
extension, a non-Federal entity must 
liquidate all obligations incurred under 
the Federal award not later than 90 
calendar days after the end date of the 
period of performance as specified in 
the terms and conditions of the Federal 
award. 

(c) The Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity must make prompt 
payments to the non-Federal entity for 
allowable reimbursable costs under the 
Federal award being closed out. 

(d) The non-Federal entity must 
promptly refund any balances of unob-
ligated cash that the Federal awarding 
agency or pass-through entity paid in 
advance or paid and that is not author-
ized to be retained by the non-Federal 
entity for use in other projects. See 
OMB Circular A–129 and see § 200.345 
Collection of amounts due for require-
ments regarding unreturned amounts 
that become delinquent debts. 

VerDate Mar<15>2010 14:08 Mar 14, 2014 Jkt 232005 PO 00000 Frm 00139 Fmt 8010 Sfmt 8010 Y:\SGML\232005.XXX 232005w
re

ie
r-a

vi
le

s 
on

 D
SK

5T
PT

VN
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 C

FR



130 

2 CFR Ch. II (1–1–14 Edition) § 200.344 

(e) Consistent with the terms and 
conditions of the Federal award, the 
Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity must make a settle-
ment for any upward or downward ad-
justments to the Federal share of costs 
after closeout reports are received. 

(f) The non-Federal entity must ac-
count for any real and personal prop-
erty acquired with Federal funds or re-
ceived from the Federal government in 
accordance with §§ 200.310 Insurance 
coverage through 200.316 Property trust 
relationship and 200.329 Reporting on 
real property. 

(g) The Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity should complete 
all closeout actions for Federal awards 
no later than one year after receipt and 
acceptance of all required final reports. 

POST-CLOSEOUT ADJUSTMENTS AND 
CONTINUING RESPONSIBILITIES 

§ 200.344 Post-closeout adjustments 
and continuing responsibilities. 

(a) The closeout of a Federal award 
does not affect any of the following. 

(1) The right of the Federal awarding 
agency or pass-through entity to dis-
allow costs and recover funds on the 
basis of a later audit or other review. 
The Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity must make any cost 
disallowance determination and notify 
the non-Federal entity within the 
record retention period. 

(2) The obligation of the non-Federal 
entity to return any funds due as a re-
sult of later refunds, corrections, or 
other transactions including final indi-
rect cost rate adjustments. 

(3) Audit requirements in Subpart 
F—Audit Requirements of this part. 

(4) Property management and dis-
position requirements in Subpart D— 
Post Federal Award Requirements of 
this part, §§ 200.310 Insurance Coverage 
through 200.316 Property trust relation-
ship. 

(5) Records retention as required in 
Subpart D—Post Federal Award Re-
quirements of this part, §§ 200.333 Re-
tention requirements for records 
through 200.337 Restrictions on public 
access to records. 

(b) After closeout of the Federal 
award, a relationship created under the 
Federal award may be modified or 

ended in whole or in part with the con-
sent of the Federal awarding agency or 
pass-through entity and the non-Fed-
eral entity, provided the responsibil-
ities of the non-Federal entity referred 
to in paragraph (a) of this section in-
cluding those for property management 
as applicable, are considered and provi-
sions made for continuing responsibil-
ities of the non-Federal entity, as ap-
propriate. 

COLLECTION OF AMOUNTS DUE 

§ 200.345 Collection of amounts due. 

(a) Any funds paid to the non-Federal 
entity in excess of the amount to 
which the non-Federal entity is finally 
determined to be entitled under the 
terms of the Federal award constitute 
a debt to the Federal government. If 
not paid within 90 calendar days after 
demand, the Federal awarding agency 
may reduce the debt by: 

(1) Making an administrative offset 
against other requests for reimburse-
ments; 

(2) Withholding advance payments 
otherwise due to the non-Federal enti-
ty; or 

(3) Other action permitted by Federal 
statute. 

(b) Except where otherwise provided 
by statutes or regulations, the Federal 
awarding agency will charge interest 
on an overdue debt in accordance with 
the Federal Claims Collection Stand-
ards (31 CFR parts 900 through 999). The 
date from which interest is computed 
is not extended by litigation or the fil-
ing of any form of appeal. 

Subpart E—Cost Principles 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

§ 200.400 Policy guide. 

The application of these cost prin-
ciples is based on the fundamental 
premises that: 

(a) The non-Federal entity is respon-
sible for the efficient and effective ad-
ministration of the Federal award 
through the application of sound man-
agement practices. 

(b) The non-Federal entity assumes 
responsibility for administering Fed-
eral funds in a manner consistent with 
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underlying agreements, program objec-
tives, and the terms and conditions of 
the Federal award. 

(c) The non-Federal entity, in rec-
ognition of its own unique combination 
of staff, facilities, and experience, has 
the primary responsibility for employ-
ing whatever form of sound organiza-
tion and management techniques may 
be necessary in order to assure proper 
and efficient administration of the 
Federal award. 

(d) The application of these cost prin-
ciples should require no significant 
changes in the internal accounting 
policies and practices of the non-Fed-
eral entity. However, the accounting 
practices of the non-Federal entity 
must be consistent with these cost 
principles and support the accumula-
tion of costs as required by the prin-
ciples, and must provide for adequate 
documentation to support costs 
charged to the Federal award. 

(e) In reviewing, negotiating and ap-
proving cost allocation plans or indi-
rect cost proposals, the cognizant agen-
cy for indirect costs should generally 
assure that the non-Federal entity is 
applying these cost accounting prin-
ciples on a consistent basis during 
their review and negotiation of indirect 
cost proposals. Where wide variations 
exist in the treatment of a given cost 
item by the non-Federal entity, the 
reasonableness and equity of such 
treatments should be fully considered. 
See § 200.56 Indirect (facilities & admin-
istrative (F&A)) costs. 

(f) For non-Federal entities that edu-
cate and engage students in research, 
the dual role of students as both train-
ees and employees contributing to the 
completion of Federal awards for re-
search must be recognized in the appli-
cation of these principles. 

(g) The non-Federal entity may not 
earn or keep any profit resulting from 
Federal financial assistance, unless ex-
pressly authorized by the terms and 
conditions of the Federal award. See 
also § 200.307 Program income. 

§ 200.401 Application. 
(a) General. These principles must be 

used in determining the allowable costs 
of work performed by the non-Federal 
entity under Federal awards. These 
principles also must be used by the 

non-Federal entity as a guide in the 
pricing of fixed-price contracts and 
subcontracts where costs are used in 
determining the appropriate price. The 
principles do not apply to: 

(1) Arrangements under which Fed-
eral financing is in the form of loans, 
scholarships, fellowships, traineeships, 
or other fixed amounts based on such 
items as education allowance or pub-
lished tuition rates and fees. 

(2) For IHEs, capitation awards, 
which are awards based on case counts 
or number of beneficiaries according to 
the terms and conditions of the Federal 
award. 

(3) Fixed amount awards. See also 
Subpart A—Acronyms and Definitions, 
§§ 200.45 Fixed amount awards and 
200.201 Use of grant agreements (includ-
ing fixed amount awards), cooperative 
agreements, and contracts. 

(4) Federal awards to hospitals (see 
Appendix IX to Part 200—Hospital Cost 
Principles). 

(5) Other awards under which the 
non-Federal entity is not required to 
account to the Federal government for 
actual costs incurred. 

(b) Federal Contract. Where a Federal 
contract awarded to a non-Federal en-
tity is subject to the Cost Accounting 
Standards (CAS), it incorporates the 
applicable CAS clauses, Standards, and 
CAS administration requirements per 
the 48 CFR Chapter 99 and 48 CFR part 
30 (FAR Part 30). CAS applies directly 
to the CAS-covered contract and the 
Cost Accounting Standards at 48 CFR 
parts 9904 or 9905 takes precedence over 
the cost principles in this Subpart E— 
Cost Principles of this part with re-
spect to the allocation of costs. When a 
contract with a non-Federal entity is 
subject to full CAS coverage, the al-
lowability of certain costs under the 
cost principles will be affected by the 
allocation provisions of the Cost Ac-
counting Standards (e.g., CAS 414—48 
CFR 9904.414, Cost of Money as an Ele-
ment of the Cost of Facilities Capital, 
and CAS 417—48 CFR 9904.417, Cost of 
Money as an Element of the Cost of 
Capital Assets Under Construction), 
apply rather the allowability provi-
sions of § 200.449 Interest. In complying 
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with those requirements, the non-Fed-
eral entity’s application of cost ac-
counting practices for estimating, ac-
cumulating, and reporting costs for 
other Federal awards and other cost 
objectives under the CAS-covered con-
tract still must be consistent with its 
cost accounting practices for the CAS- 
covered contracts. In all cases, only 
one set of accounting records needs to 
be maintained for the allocation of 
costs by the non-Federal entity. 

(c) Exemptions. Some nonprofit orga-
nizations, because of their size and na-
ture of operations, can be considered to 
be similar to for-profit entities for pur-
pose of applicability of cost principles. 
Such nonprofit organizations must op-
erate under Federal cost principles ap-
plicable to for-profit entities located at 
48 CFR 31.2. A listing of these organiza-
tions is contained in Appendix VIII to 
Part 200—Nonprofit Organizations Ex-
empted From Subpart E—Cost Prin-
ciples of this part. Other organizations, 
as approved by the cognizant agency 
for indirect costs, may be added from 
time to time. 

BASIC CONSIDERATIONS 

§ 200.402 Composition of costs. 
Total cost. The total cost of a Federal 

award is the sum of the allowable di-
rect and allocable indirect costs less 
any applicable credits. 

§ 200.403 Factors affecting allowability 
of costs. 

Except where otherwise authorized 
by statute, costs must meet the fol-
lowing general criteria in order to be 
allowable under Federal awards: 

(a) Be necessary and reasonable for 
the performance of the Federal award 
and be allocable thereto under these 
principles. 

(b) Conform to any limitations or ex-
clusions set forth in these principles or 
in the Federal award as to types or 
amount of cost items. 

(c) Be consistent with policies and 
procedures that apply uniformly to 
both federally-financed and other ac-
tivities of the non-Federal entity. 

(d) Be accorded consistent treatment. 
A cost may not be assigned to a Fed-
eral award as a direct cost if any other 
cost incurred for the same purpose in 

like circumstances has been allocated 
to the Federal award as an indirect 
cost. 

(e) Be determined in accordance with 
generally accepted accounting prin-
ciples (GAAP), except, for state and 
local governments and Indian tribes 
only, as otherwise provided for in this 
part. 

(f) Not be included as a cost or used 
to meet cost sharing or matching re-
quirements of any other federally-fi-
nanced program in either the current 
or a prior period. See also § 200.306 Cost 
sharing or matching paragraph (b). 

(g) Be adequately documented. See 
also §§ 200.300 Statutory and national 
policy requirements through 200.309 Pe-
riod of performance of this part. 

§ 200.404 Reasonable costs. 

A cost is reasonable if, in its nature 
and amount, it does not exceed that 
which would be incurred by a prudent 
person under the circumstances pre-
vailing at the time the decision was 
made to incur the cost. The question of 
reasonableness is particularly impor-
tant when the non-Federal entity is 
predominantly federally-funded. In de-
termining reasonableness of a given 
cost, consideration must be given to: 

(a) Whether the cost is of a type gen-
erally recognized as ordinary and nec-
essary for the operation of the non- 
Federal entity or the proper and effi-
cient performance of the Federal 
award. 

(b) The restraints or requirements 
imposed by such factors as: sound busi-
ness practices; arm’s-length bar-
gaining; Federal, state and other laws 
and regulations; and terms and condi-
tions of the Federal award. 

(c) Market prices for comparable 
goods or services for the geographic 
area. 

(d) Whether the individuals con-
cerned acted with prudence in the cir-
cumstances considering their respon-
sibilities to the non-Federal entity, its 
employees, where applicable its stu-
dents or membership, the public at 
large, and the Federal government. 

(e) Whether the non-Federal entity 
significantly deviates from its estab-
lished practices and policies regarding 
the incurrence of costs, which may 
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unjustifiably increase the Federal 
award’s cost. 

§ 200.405 Allocable costs. 
(a) A cost is allocable to a particular 

Federal award or other cost objective if 
the goods or services involved are 
chargeable or assignable to that Fed-
eral award or cost objective in accord-
ance with relative benefits received. 
This standard is met if the cost: 

(1) Is incurred specifically for the 
Federal award; 

(2) Benefits both the Federal award 
and other work of the non-Federal en-
tity and can be distributed in propor-
tions that may be approximated using 
reasonable methods; and 

(3) Is necessary to the overall oper-
ation of the non-Federal entity and is 
assignable in part to the Federal award 
in accordance with the principles in 
this subpart. 

(b) All activities which benefit from 
the non-Federal entity’s indirect (F&A) 
cost, including unallowable activities 
and donated services by the non-Fed-
eral entity or third parties, will receive 
an appropriate allocation of indirect 
costs. 

(c) Any cost allocable to a particular 
Federal award under the principles pro-
vided for in this part may not be 
charged to other Federal awards to 
overcome fund deficiencies, to avoid re-
strictions imposed by Federal statutes, 
regulations, or terms and conditions of 
the Federal awards, or for other rea-
sons. However, this prohibition would 
not preclude the non-Federal entity 
from shifting costs that are allowable 
under two or more Federal awards in 
accordance with existing Federal stat-
utes, regulations, or the terms and con-
ditions of the Federal awards. 

(d) Direct cost allocation principles. 
If a cost benefits two or more projects 
or activities in proportions that can be 
determined without undue effort or 
cost, the cost should be allocated to 
the projects based on the proportional 
benefit. If a cost benefits two or more 
projects or activities in proportions 
that cannot be determined because of 
the interrelationship of the work in-
volved, then, notwithstanding para-
graph (c) of this section, the costs may 
be allocated or transferred to bene-
fitted projects on any reasonable docu-

mented basis. Where the purchase of 
equipment or other capital asset is spe-
cifically authorized under a Federal 
award, the costs are assignable to the 
Federal award regardless of the use 
that may be made of the equipment or 
other capital asset involved when no 
longer needed for the purpose for which 
it was originally required. See also 
§§ 200.310 Insurance coverage through 
200.316 Property trust relationship and 
200.439 Equipment and other capital ex-
penditures. 

(e) If the contract is subject to CAS, 
costs must be allocated to the contract 
pursuant to the Cost Accounting 
Standards. To the extent that CAS is 
applicable, the allocation of costs in 
accordance with CAS takes precedence 
over the allocation provisions in this 
part. 

§ 200.406 Applicable credits. 

(a) Applicable credits refer to those 
receipts or reduction-of-expenditure- 
type transactions that offset or reduce 
expense items allocable to the Federal 
award as direct or indirect (F&A) costs. 
Examples of such transactions are: pur-
chase discounts, rebates or allowances, 
recoveries or indemnities on losses, in-
surance refunds or rebates, and adjust-
ments of overpayments or erroneous 
charges. To the extent that such cred-
its accruing to or received by the non- 
Federal entity relate to allowable 
costs, they must be credited to the 
Federal award either as a cost reduc-
tion or cash refund, as appropriate. 

(b) In some instances, the amounts 
received from the Federal government 
to finance activities or service oper-
ations of the non-Federal entity should 
be treated as applicable credits. Spe-
cifically, the concept of netting such 
credit items (including any amounts 
used to meet cost sharing or matching 
requirements) should be recognized in 
determining the rates or amounts to be 
charged to the Federal award. (See 
§§ 200.436 Depreciation and 200.468 Spe-
cialized service facilities, for areas of 
potential application in the matter of 
Federal financing of activities.) 
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§ 200.407 Prior written approval (prior 
approval). 

Under any given Federal award, the 
reasonableness and allocability of cer-
tain items of costs may be difficult to 
determine. In order to avoid subse-
quent disallowance or dispute based on 
unreasonableness or nonallocability, 
the non-Federal entity may seek the 
prior written approval of the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs or the Federal 
awarding agency in advance of the in-
currence of special or unusual costs. 
Prior written approval should include 
the timeframe or scope of the agree-
ment. The absence of prior written ap-
proval on any element of cost will not, 
in itself, affect the reasonableness or 
allocability of that element, unless 
prior approval is specifically required 
for allowability as described under cer-
tain circumstances in the following 
sections of this part: 

(a) § 200.201 Use of grant agreements 
(including fixed amount awards), coop-
erative agreements, and contracts, 
paragraph (b)(5); 

(b) § 200.306 Cost sharing or matching; 
(c) § 200.307 Program income; 
(d) § 200.308 Revision of budget and 

program plans; 
(e) § 200.332 Fixed amount subawards; 
(f) § 200.413 Direct costs, paragraph 

(c); 
(g) § 200.430 Compensation—personal 

services, paragraph (h); 
(h) § 200.431 Compensation—fringe 

benefits; 
(i) § 200.438 Entertainment costs; 
(j) § 200.439 Equipment and other cap-

ital expenditures; 
(k) § 200.440 Exchange rates; 
(l) § 200.441 Fines, penalties, damages 

and other settlements; 
(m) § 200.442 Fund raising and invest-

ment management costs; 
(n) § 200.445 Goods or services for per-

sonal use; 
(o) § 200.447 Insurance and indem-

nification; 
(p) § 200.454 Memberships, subscrip-

tions, and professional activity costs, 
paragraph (c); 

(q) § 200.455 Organization costs; 
(r) § 200.456 Participant support costs; 
(s) § 200.458 Pre-award costs; 
(t) § 200.462 Rearrangement and recon-

version costs; 

(u) § 200.467 Selling and marketing 
costs; and 

(v) § 200.474 Travel costs. 

§ 200.408 Limitation on allowance of 
costs. 

The Federal award may be subject to 
statutory requirements that limit the 
allowability of costs. When the max-
imum amount allowable under a limi-
tation is less than the total amount de-
termined in accordance with the prin-
ciples in this part, the amount not re-
coverable under the Federal award may 
not be charged to the Federal award. 

§ 200.409 Special considerations. 

In addition to the basic consider-
ations regarding the allowability of 
costs highlighted in this subtitle, other 
subtitles in this part describe special 
considerations and requirements appli-
cable to states, local governments, In-
dian tribes, and IHEs. In addition, cer-
tain provisions among the items of cost 
in this subpart, are only applicable to 
certain types of non-Federal entities, 
as specified in the following sections: 

(a) Direct and Indirect (F&A) Costs 
(§§ 200.412 Classification of costs 
through 200.415 Required certifications) 
of this subpart; 

(b) Special Considerations for States, 
Local Governments and Indian Tribes 
(§§ 200.416 Cost allocation plans and in-
direct cost proposals and 200.417 Inter-
agency service) of this subpart; and 

(c) Special Considerations for Insti-
tutions of Higher Education (§§ 200.418 
Costs incurred by states and local gov-
ernments and 200.419 Cost accounting 
standards and disclosure statement) of 
this subpart. 

§ 200.410 Collection of unallowable 
costs. 

Payments made for costs determined 
to be unallowable by either the Federal 
awarding agency, cognizant agency for 
indirect costs, or pass-through entity, 
either as direct or indirect costs, must 
be refunded (including interest) to the 
Federal government in accordance 
with instructions from the Federal 
agency that determined the costs are 
unallowable unless Federal statute or 
regulation directs otherwise. See also 
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Subpart D—Post Federal Award Re-
quirements of this part, §§ 200.300 Stat-
utory and national policy requirements 
through 200.309 Period of performance. 

§ 200.411 Adjustment of previously ne-
gotiated indirect (F&A) cost rates 
containing unallowable costs. 

(a) Negotiated indirect (F&A) cost 
rates based on a proposal later found to 
have included costs that: 

(1) Are unallowable as specified by 
Federal statutes, regulations or the 
terms and conditions of a Federal 
award; or 

(2) Are unallowable because they are 
not allocable to the Federal award(s), 
must be adjusted, or a refund must be 
made, in accordance with the require-
ments of this section. These adjust-
ments or refunds are designed to cor-
rect the proposals used to establish the 
rates and do not constitute a reopening 
of the rate negotiation. The adjust-
ments or refunds will be made regard-
less of the type of rate negotiated (pre-
determined, final, fixed, or provi-
sional). 

(b) For rates covering a future fiscal 
year of the non-Federal entity, the un-
allowable costs will be removed from 
the indirect (F&A) cost pools and the 
rates appropriately adjusted. 

(c) For rates covering a past period, 
the Federal share of the unallowable 
costs will be computed for each year 
involved and a cash refund (including 
interest chargeable in accordance with 
applicable regulations) will be made to 
the Federal government. If cash re-
funds are made for past periods covered 
by provisional or fixed rates, appro-
priate adjustments will be made when 
the rates are finalized to avoid dupli-
cate recovery of the unallowable costs 
by the Federal government. 

(d) For rates covering the current pe-
riod, either a rate adjustment or a re-
fund, as described in paragraphs (b) and 
(c) of this section, must be required by 
the cognizant agency for indirect costs. 
The choice of method must be at the 
discretion of the cognizant agency for 
indirect costs, based on its judgment as 
to which method would be most prac-
tical. 

(e) The amount or proportion of unal-
lowable costs included in each year’s 
rate will be assumed to be the same as 

the amount or proportion of unallow-
able costs included in the base year 
proposal used to establish the rate. 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT (F&A) COSTS 

§ 200.412 Classification of costs. 

There is no universal rule for 
classifying certain costs as either di-
rect or indirect (F&A) under every ac-
counting system. A cost may be direct 
with respect to some specific service or 
function, but indirect with respect to 
the Federal award or other final cost 
objective. Therefore, it is essential 
that each item of cost incurred for the 
same purpose be treated consistently 
in like circumstances either as a direct 
or an indirect (F&A) cost in order to 
avoid possible double-charging of Fed-
eral awards. Guidelines for determining 
direct and indirect (F&A) costs charged 
to Federal awards are provided in this 
subpart. 

§ 200.413 Direct costs. 

(a) General. Direct costs are those 
costs that can be identified specifically 
with a particular final cost objective, 
such as a Federal award, or other inter-
nally or externally funded activity, or 
that can be directly assigned to such 
activities relatively easily with a high 
degree of accuracy. Costs incurred for 
the same purpose in like circumstances 
must be treated consistently as either 
direct or indirect (F&A) costs. See also 
§ 200.405 Allocable costs. 

(b) Application to Federal awards. 
Identification with the Federal award 
rather than the nature of the goods and 
services involved is the determining 
factor in distinguishing direct from in-
direct (F&A) costs of Federal awards. 
Typical costs charged directly to a 
Federal award are the compensation of 
employees who work on that award, 
their related fringe benefit costs, the 
costs of materials and other items of 
expense incurred for the Federal award. 
If directly related to a specific award, 
certain costs that otherwise would be 
treated as indirect costs may also in-
clude extraordinary utility consump-
tion, the cost of materials supplied 
from stock or services rendered by spe-
cialized facilities or other institutional 
service operations. 
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(c) The salaries of administrative and 
clerical staff should normally be treat-
ed as indirect (F&A) costs. Direct 
charging of these costs may be appro-
priate only if all of the following condi-
tions are met: 

(1) Administrative or clerical serv-
ices are integral to a project or activ-
ity; 

(2) Individuals involved can be spe-
cifically identified with the project or 
activity; 

(3) Such costs are explicitly included 
in the budget or have the prior written 
approval of the Federal awarding agen-
cy; and 

(4) The costs are not also recovered 
as indirect costs. 

(d) Minor items. Any direct cost of 
minor amount may be treated as an in-
direct (F&A) cost for reasons of practi-
cality where such accounting treat-
ment for that item of cost is consist-
ently applied to all Federal and non- 
Federal cost objectives. 

(e) The costs of certain activities are 
not allowable as charges to Federal 
awards. However, even though these 
costs are unallowable for purposes of 
computing charges to Federal awards, 
they nonetheless must be treated as di-
rect costs for purposes of determining 
indirect (F&A) cost rates and be allo-
cated their equitable share of the non- 
Federal entity’s indirect costs if they 
represent activities which: 

(1) Include the salaries of personnel, 
(2) Occupy space, and 
(3) Benefit from the non-Federal enti-

ty’s indirect (F&A) costs. 
(f) For nonprofit organizations, the 

costs of activities performed by the 
non-Federal entity primarily as a serv-
ice to members, clients, or the general 
public when significant and necessary 
to the non-Federal entity’s mission 
must be treated as direct costs whether 
or not allowable, and be allocated an 
equitable share of indirect (F&A) costs. 
Some examples of these types of activi-
ties include: 

(1) Maintenance of membership rolls, 
subscriptions, publications, and related 
functions. See also § 200.454 Member-
ships, subscriptions, and professional 
activity costs. 

(2) Providing services and informa-
tion to members, legislative or admin-
istrative bodies, or the public. See also 

§§ 200.454 Memberships, subscriptions, 
and professional activity costs and 
200.450 Lobbying. 

(3) Promotion, lobbying, and other 
forms of public relations. See also 
§§ 200.421 Advertising and public rela-
tions and 200.450 Lobbying. 

(4) Conferences except those held to 
conduct the general administration of 
the non-Federal entity. See also 
§ 200.432 Conferences. 

(5) Maintenance, protection, and in-
vestment of special funds not used in 
operation of the non-Federal entity. 

(6) Administration of group benefits 
on behalf of members or clients, in-
cluding life and hospital insurance, an-
nuity or retirement plans, and finan-
cial aid. See also § 200.431 Compensa-
tion—fringe benefits. 

§ 200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs. 
(a) Facilities and Administration Classi-

fication. For major IHEs and major 
nonprofit organizations, indirect (F&A) 
costs must be classified within two 
broad categories: ‘‘Facilities’’ and 
‘‘Administration.’’ ‘‘Facilities’’ is de-
fined as depreciation on buildings, 
equipment and capital improvement, 
interest on debt associated with cer-
tain buildings, equipment and capital 
improvements, and operations and 
maintenance expenses. ‘‘Administra-
tion’’ is defined as general administra-
tion and general expenses such as the 
director’s office, accounting, personnel 
and all other types of expenditures not 
listed specifically under one of the sub-
categories of ‘‘Facilities’’ (including 
cross allocations from other pools, 
where applicable). For nonprofit orga-
nizations, library expenses are included 
in the ‘‘Administration’’ category; for 
institutions of higher education, they 
are included in the ‘‘Facilities’’ cat-
egory. Major IHEs are defined as those 
required to use the Standard Format 
for Submission as noted in Appendix III 
to Part 200—Indirect (F&A) Costs Iden-
tification and Assignment, and Rate 
Determination for Institutions of High-
er Education (IHEs) paragraph C. 11. 
Major nonprofit organizations are 
those which receive more than $10 mil-
lion dollars in direct Federal funding. 

(b) Diversity of nonprofit organizations. 
Because of the diverse characteristics 
and accounting practices of nonprofit 
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organizations, it is not possible to 
specify the types of cost which may be 
classified as indirect (F&A) cost in all 
situations. Identification with a Fed-
eral award rather than the nature of 
the goods and services involved is the 
determining factor in distinguishing 
direct from indirect (F&A) costs of 
Federal awards. However, typical ex-
amples of indirect (F&A) cost for many 
nonprofit organizations may include 
depreciation on buildings and equip-
ment, the costs of operating and main-
taining facilities, and general adminis-
tration and general expenses, such as 
the salaries and expenses of executive 
officers, personnel administration, and 
accounting. 

(c) Federal Agency Acceptance of Nego-
tiated Indirect Cost Rates. (See also 
§ 200.306 Cost sharing or matching.) 

(1) The negotiated rates must be ac-
cepted by all Federal awarding agen-
cies. A Federal awarding agency may 
use a rate different from the negotiated 
rate for a class of Federal awards or a 
single Federal award only when re-
quired by Federal statute or regula-
tion, or when approved by a Federal 
awarding agency head or delegate 
based on documented justification as 
described in paragraph (c)(3) of this 
section. 

(2) The Federal awarding agency head 
or delegate must notify OMB of any ap-
proved deviations. 

(3) The Federal awarding agency 
must implement, and make publicly 
available, the policies, procedures and 
general decision making criteria that 
their programs will follow to seek and 
justify deviations from negotiated 
rates. 

(4) As required under § 200.203 Notices 
of funding opportunities, the Federal 
awarding agency must include in the 
notice of funding opportunity the poli-
cies relating to indirect cost rate reim-
bursement, matching, or cost share as 
approved under paragraph (e)(1) of this 
section. As appropriate, the Federal 
agency should incorporate discussion 
of these policies into Federal awarding 
agency outreach activities with non- 
Federal entities prior to the posting of 
a notice of funding opportunity. 

(d) Pass-through entities are subject 
to the requirements in § 200.331 Re-

quirements for pass-through entities, 
paragraph (a)(4). 

(e) Requirements for development 
and submission of indirect (F&A) cost 
rate proposals and cost allocation 
plans are contained in Appendices III– 
VII as follows: 

(1) Appendix III to Part 200—Indirect 
(F&A) Costs Identification and Assign-
ment, and Rate Determination for 

(2) Appendix IV to Part 200—Indirect 
(F&A) Costs Identification and Assign-
ment, and Rate Determination for Non-
profit Organizations; 

(3) Appendix V to Part 200—State/ 
Local Government and Indian Tribe- 
Wide Central Service Cost Allocation 
Plans; 

(4) Appendix VI to Part 200—Public 
Assistance Cost Allocation Plans; and 

(5) Appendix VII to Part 200—States 
and Local Government and Indian 
Tribe Indirect Cost Proposals. 

(f) In addition to the procedures out-
lined in the appendices in paragraph (e) 
of this section, any non-Federal entity 
that has never received a negotiated 
indirect cost rate, except for those non- 
Federal entities described in Appendix 
VII to Part 200—States and Local Gov-
ernment and Indian Tribe Indirect Cost 
Proposals, paragraph (d)(1)(B) may 
elect to charge a de minimis rate of) 
10% of modified total direct costs 
(MTDC) which may be used indefi-
nitely. As described in § 200.403 Factors 
affecting allowability of costs, costs 
must be consistently charged as either 
indirect or direct costs, but may not be 
double charged or inconsistently 
charged as both. If chosen, this meth-
odology once elected must be used con-
sistently for all Federal awards until 
such time as a non-Federal entity 
chooses to negotiate for a rate, which 
the non-Federal entity may apply to do 
at any time. 

(g) Any non-Federal entity that has a 
federally negotiated indirect cost rate 
may apply for a one-time extension of 
a current negotiated indirect cost rates 
for a period of up to four years. This 
extension will be subject to the review 
and approval of the cognizant agency 
for indirect costs. If an extension is 
granted the non-Federal entity may 
not request a rate review until the ex-
tension period ends. At the end of the 
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4-year extension, the non-Federal enti-
ty must re-apply to negotiate a rate. 

§ 200.415 Required certifications. 
Required certifications include: 
(a) To assure that expenditures are 

proper and in accordance with the 
terms and conditions of the Federal 
award and approved project budgets, 
the annual and final fiscal reports or 
vouchers requesting payment under the 
agreements must include a certifi-
cation, signed by an official who is au-
thorized to legally bind the non-Fed-
eral entity, which reads as follows: ‘‘By 
signing this report, I certify to the best 
of my knowledge and belief that the re-
port is true, complete, and accurate, 
and the expenditures, disbursements 
and cash receipts are for the purposes 
and objectives set forth in the terms 
and conditions of the Federal award. I 
am aware that any false, fictitious, or 
fraudulent information, or the omis-
sion of any material fact, may subject 
me to criminal, civil or administrative 
penalties for fraud, false statements, 
false claims or otherwise. (U.S. Code 
Title 18, Section 1001 and Title 31, Sec-
tions 3729–3730 and 3801–3812).’’ 

(b) Certification of cost allocation 
plan or indirect (F&A) cost rate pro-
posal. Each cost allocation plan or in-
direct (F&A) cost rate proposal must 
comply with the following: 

(1) A proposal to establish a cost allo-
cation plan or an indirect (F&A) cost 
rate, whether submitted to a Federal 
cognizant agency for indirect costs or 
maintained on file by the non-Federal 
entity, must be certified by the non- 
Federal entity using the Certificate of 
Cost Allocation Plan or Certificate of 
Indirect Costs as set forth in Appen-
dices III through VII. The certificate 
must be signed on behalf of the non- 
Federal entity by an individual at a 
level no lower than vice president or 
chief financial officer of the non-Fed-
eral entity that submits the proposal. 

(2) Unless the non-Federal entity has 
elected the option under § 200.414 Indi-
rect (F&A) costs, paragraph (f), the 
Federal government may either dis-
allow all indirect (F&A) costs or uni-
laterally establish such a plan or rate 
when the non-Federal entity fails to 
submit a certified proposal for estab-
lishing such a plan or rate in accord-

ance with the requirements. Such a 
plan or rate may be based upon audited 
historical data or such other data that 
have been furnished to the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs and for which 
it can be demonstrated that all unal-
lowable costs have been excluded. 
When a cost allocation plan or indirect 
cost rate is unilaterally established by 
the Federal government because the 
non-Federal entity failed to submit a 
certified proposal, the plan or rate es-
tablished will be set to ensure that po-
tentially unallowable costs will not be 
reimbursed. 

(c) Certifications by non-profit orga-
nizations as appropriate that they did 
not meet the definition of a major cor-
poration as defined in § 200.414 Indirect 
(F&A) costs, paragraph (a). 

(d) See also § 200.450 Lobbying for an-
other required certification. 

SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR STATES, 
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AND INDIAN 
TRIBES 

§ 200.416 Cost allocation plans and in-
direct cost proposals. 

(a) For states, local governments and 
Indian tribes, certain services, such as 
motor pools, computer centers, pur-
chasing, accounting, etc., are provided 
to operating agencies on a centralized 
basis. Since Federal awards are per-
formed within the individual operating 
agencies, there needs to be a process 
whereby these central service costs can 
be identified and assigned to benefitted 
activities on a reasonable and con-
sistent basis. The central service cost 
allocation plan provides that process. 

(b) Individual operating agencies 
(governmental department or agency), 
normally charge Federal awards for in-
direct costs through an indirect cost 
rate. A separate indirect cost rate(s) 
proposal for each operating agency is 
usually necessary to claim indirect 
costs under Federal awards. Indirect 
costs include: 

(1) The indirect costs originating in 
each department or agency of the gov-
ernmental unit carrying out Federal 
awards and 

(2) The costs of central governmental 
services distributed through the cen-
tral service cost allocation plan and 
not otherwise treated as direct costs. 
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(c) The requirements for development 
and submission of cost allocation plans 
(for central service costs and public as-
sistance programs) and indirect cost 
rate proposals are contained in appen-
dices IV, V and VI to this part. 

§ 200.417 Interagency service. 

The cost of services provided by one 
agency to another within the govern-
mental unit may include allowable di-
rect costs of the service plus a pro- 
rated share of indirect costs. A stand-
ard indirect cost allowance equal to 
ten percent of the direct salary and 
wage cost of providing the service (ex-
cluding overtime, shift premiums, and 
fringe benefits) may be used in lieu of 
determining the actual indirect costs 
of the service. These services do not in-
clude centralized services included in 
central service cost allocation plans as 
described in Appendix V to Part 200— 
State/Local Government and Indian 
Tribe-Wide Central Service Cost Allo-
cation Plans. 

SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR 
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

§ 200.418 Costs incurred by states and 
local governments. 

Costs incurred or paid by a state or 
local government on behalf of its IHEs 
for fringe benefit programs, such as 
pension costs and FICA and any other 
costs specifically incurred on behalf of, 
and in direct benefit to, the IHEs, are 
allowable costs of such IHEs whether 
or not these costs are recorded in the 
accounting records of the institutions, 
subject to the following: 

(a) The costs meet the requirements 
of §§ 200.402 Composition of costs 
through 200.411 Adjustment of pre-
viously negotiated indirect (F&A) cost 
rates containing unallowable costs, of 
this subpart; 

(b) The costs are properly supported 
by approved cost allocation plans in ac-
cordance with applicable Federal cost 
accounting principles in this part; and 

(c) The costs are not otherwise borne 
directly or indirectly by the Federal 
government. 

§ 200.419 Cost accounting standards 
and disclosure statement. 

(a) An IHE that receives aggregate 
Federal awards totaling $50 million or 
more in Federal awards subject to this 
part in its most recently completed fis-
cal year must comply with the Cost 
Accounting Standards Board’s cost ac-
counting standards located at 48 CFR 
9905.501, 9905.502, 9905.505, and 9905.506. 
CAS-covered contracts awarded to the 
IHEs are subject to the CAS require-
ments at 48 CFR 9900 through 9999 and 
48 CFR part 30 (FAR Part 30). 

(b) Disclosure statement. An IHE that 
receives aggregate Federal awards to-
taling $50 million or more subject to 
this part during its most recently com-
pleted fiscal year must disclose their 
cost accounting practices by filing a 
Disclosure Statement (DS–2), which is 
reproduced in Appendix III to Part 
200—Indirect (F&A) Costs Identifica-
tion and Assignment, and Rate Deter-
mination for Institutions of Higher 
Education (IHEs). With the approval of 
the cognizant agency for indirect costs, 
an IHE may meet the DS–2 submission 
by submitting the DS–2 for each busi-
ness unit that received $50 million or 
more in Federal awards. 

(1) The DS–2 must be submitted to 
the cognizant agency for indirect costs 
with a copy to the IHE’s cognizant 
agency for audit. 

(2) An IHE is responsible for main-
taining an accurate DS–2 and com-
plying with disclosed cost accounting 
practices. An IHE must file amend-
ments to the DS–2 to the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs six months in 
advance of a disclosed practices being 
changed to comply with a new or modi-
fied standard, or when practices are 
changed for other reasons. An IHE may 
proceed with implementing the change 
only if it has not been notified by the 
Federal cognizant agency for indirect 
costs that either a longer period will be 
needed for review or there are concerns 
with the potential change within the 
six months period. Amendments of a 
DS–2 may be submitted at any time. 
Resubmission of a complete, updated 
DS–2 is discouraged except when there 
are extensive changes to disclosed 
practices. 
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(3) Cost and funding adjustments. Cost 
adjustments must be made by the cog-
nizant agency for indirect costs if an 
IHE fails to comply with the cost poli-
cies in this part or fails to consistently 
follow its established or disclosed cost 
accounting practices when estimating, 
accumulating or reporting the costs of 
Federal awards, and the aggregate cost 
impact on Federal awards is material. 
The cost adjustment must normally be 
made on an aggregate basis for all af-
fected Federal awards through an ad-
justment of the IHE’s future F&A costs 
rates or other means considered appro-
priate by the cognizant agency for indi-
rect costs. Under the terms of CAS cov-
ered contracts, adjustments in the 
amount of funding provided may also 
be required when the estimated pro-
posal costs were not determined in ac-
cordance with established cost ac-
counting practices. 

(4) Overpayments. Excess amounts 
paid in the aggregate by the Federal 
government under Federal awards due 
to a noncompliant cost accounting 
practice used to estimate, accumulate, 
or report costs must be credited or re-
funded, as deemed appropriate by the 
cognizant agency for indirect costs. In-
terest applicable to the excess amounts 
paid in the aggregate during the period 
of noncompliance must also be deter-
mined and collected in accordance with 
applicable Federal agency regulations. 

(5) Compliant cost accounting practice 
changes. Changes from one compliant 
cost accounting practice to another 
compliant practice that are approved 
by the cognizant agency for indirect 
costs may require cost adjustments if 
the change has a material effect on 
Federal awards and the changes are 
deemed appropriate by the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs. 

(6) Responsibilities. The cognizant 
agency for indirect cost must: 

(i) Determine cost adjustments for 
all Federal awards in the aggregate on 
behalf of the Federal Government. Ac-
tions of the cognizant agency for indi-
rect cost in making cost adjustment 
determinations must be coordinated 
with all affected Federal awarding 
agencies to the extent necessary. 

(ii) Prescribe guidelines and establish 
internal procedures to promptly deter-
mine on behalf of the Federal Govern-

ment that a DS–2 adequately discloses 
the IHE’s cost accounting practices 
and that the disclosed practices are 
compliant with applicable CAS and the 
requirements of this part. 

(iii) Distribute to all affected Federal 
awarding agencies any DS–2 determina-
tion of adequacy or noncompliance. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS FOR SELECTED 
ITEMS OF COST 

§ 200.420 Considerations for selected 
items of cost. 

This section provides principles to be 
applied in establishing the allowability 
of certain items involved in deter-
mining cost, in addition to the require-
ments of Subtitle II. Basic Consider-
ations of this subpart. These principles 
apply whether or not a particular item 
of cost is properly treated as direct 
cost or indirect (F&A) cost. Failure to 
mention a particular item of cost is 
not intended to imply that it is either 
allowable or unallowable; rather, deter-
mination as to allowability in each 
case should be based on the treatment 
provided for similar or related items of 
cost, and based on the principles de-
scribed in §§ 200.402 Composition of 
costs through 200.411 Adjustment of 
previously negotiated indirect (F&A) 
cost rates containing unallowable 
costs. In case of a discrepancy between 
the provisions of a specific Federal 
award and the provisions below, the 
Federal award governs. Criteria out-
lined in § 200.403 Factors affecting al-
lowability of costs must be applied in 
determining allowability. See also 
§ 200.102 Exceptions. 

§ 200.421 Advertising and public rela-
tions. 

(a) The term advertising costs means 
the costs of advertising media and cor-
ollary administrative costs. Adver-
tising media include magazines, news-
papers, radio and television, direct 
mail, exhibits, electronic or computer 
transmittals, and the like. 

(b) The only allowable advertising 
costs are those which are solely for: 

(1) The recruitment of personnel re-
quired by the non-Federal entity for 
performance of a Federal award (See 
also § 200.463 Recruiting costs); 
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(2) The procurement of goods and 
services for the performance of a Fed-
eral award; 

(3) The disposal of scrap or surplus 
materials acquired in the performance 
of a Federal award except when non- 
Federal entities are reimbursed for dis-
posal costs at a predetermined amount; 
or 

(4) Program outreach and other spe-
cific purposes necessary to meet the re-
quirements of the Federal award. 

(c) The term ‘‘public relations’’ in-
cludes community relations and means 
those activities dedicated to maintain-
ing the image of the non-Federal entity 
or maintaining or promoting under-
standing and favorable relations with 
the community or public at large or 
any segment of the public. 

(d) The only allowable public rela-
tions costs are: 

(1) Costs specifically required by the 
Federal award; 

(2) Costs of communicating with the 
public and press pertaining to specific 
activities or accomplishments which 
result from performance of the Federal 
award (these costs are considered nec-
essary as part of the outreach effort for 
the Federal award); or 

(3) Costs of conducting general liai-
son with news media and government 
public relations officers, to the extent 
that such activities are limited to com-
munication and liaison necessary to 
keep the public informed on matters of 
public concern, such as notices of fund-
ing opportunities, financial matters, 
etc. 

(e) Unallowable advertising and pub-
lic relations costs include the fol-
lowing: 

(1) All advertising and public rela-
tions costs other than as specified in 
paragraphs (b) and (d) of this section; 

(2) Costs of meetings, conventions, 
convocations, or other events related 
to other activities of the entity (see 
also § 200.432 Conferences), including: 

(i) Costs of displays, demonstrations, 
and exhibits; 

(ii) Costs of meeting rooms, hospi-
tality suites, and other special facili-
ties used in conjunction with shows 
and other special events; and 

(iii) Salaries and wages of employees 
engaged in setting up and displaying 

exhibits, making demonstrations, and 
providing briefings; 

(3) Costs of promotional items and 
memorabilia, including models, gifts, 
and souvenirs; 

(4) Costs of advertising and public re-
lations designed solely to promote the 
non-Federal entity. 

§ 200.422 Advisory councils. 
Costs incurred by advisory councils 

or committees are unallowable unless 
authorized by statute, the Federal 
awarding agency or as an indirect cost 
where allocable to Federal awards. See 
§ 200.444 General costs of government, 
applicable to states, local governments 
and Indian tribes. 

§ 200.423 Alcoholic beverages. 
Costs of alcoholic beverages are unal-

lowable. 

§ 200.424 Alumni/ae activities. 
Costs incurred by IHEs for, or in sup-

port of, alumni/ae activities are unal-
lowable. 

§ 200.425 Audit services. 
(a) A reasonably proportionate share 

of the costs of audits required by, and 
performed in accordance with, the Sin-
gle Audit Act Amendments of 1996 (31 
U.S.C. 7501–7507), as implemented by re-
quirements of this part, are allowable. 
However, the following audit costs are 
unallowable: 

(1) Any costs when audits required by 
the Single Audit Act and Subpart F— 
Audit Requirements of this part have 
not been conducted or have been con-
ducted but not in accordance there-
with; and 

(2) Any costs of auditing a non-Fed-
eral entity that is exempted from hav-
ing an audit conducted under the Sin-
gle Audit Act and Subpart F—Audit 
Requirements of this part because its 
expenditures under Federal awards are 
less than $750,000 during the non-Fed-
eral entity’s fiscal year. 

(b) The costs of a financial statement 
audit of a non-Federal entity that does 
not currently have a Federal award 
may be included in the indirect cost 
pool for a cost allocation plan or indi-
rect cost proposal. 

(c) Pass-through entities may charge 
Federal awards for the cost of agreed- 
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upon-procedures engagements to mon-
itor subrecipients (in accordance with 
Subpart D—Post Federal Award Re-
quirements of this part, §§ 200.330 Sub-
recipient and contractor determina-
tions through 200.332 Fixed Amount 
Subawards) who are exempted from the 
requirements of the Single Audit Act 
and Subpart F—Audit Requirements of 
this part. This cost is allowable only if 
the agreed-upon-procedures engage-
ments are: 

(1) Conducted in accordance with 
GAGAS attestation standards; 

(2) Paid for and arranged by the pass- 
through entity; and 

(3) Limited in scope to one or more of 
the following types of compliance re-
quirements: activities allowed or 
unallowed; allowable costs/cost prin-
ciples; eligibility; and reporting. 

§ 200.426 Bad debts. 

Bad debts (debts which have been de-
termined to be uncollectable), includ-
ing losses (whether actual or esti-
mated) arising from uncollectable ac-
counts and other claims, are unallow-
able. Related collection costs, and re-
lated legal costs, arising from such 
debts after they have been determined 
to be uncollectable are also unallow-
able. See also § 200.428 Collections of 
improper payments. 

§ 200.427 Bonding costs. 

(a) Bonding costs arise when the Fed-
eral awarding agency requires assur-
ance against financial loss to itself or 
others by reason of the act or default 
of the non-Federal entity. They arise 
also in instances where the non-Fed-
eral entity requires similar assurance, 
including: bonds as bid, performance, 
payment, advance payment, infringe-
ment, and fidelity bonds for employees 
and officials. 

(b) Costs of bonding required pursu-
ant to the terms and conditions of the 
Federal award are allowable. 

(c) Costs of bonding required by the 
non-Federal entity in the general con-
duct of its operations are allowable as 
an indirect cost to the extent that such 
bonding is in accordance with sound 
business practice and the rates and pre-
miums are reasonable under the cir-
cumstances. 

§ 200.428 Collections of improper pay-
ments. 

The costs incurred by a non-Federal 
entity to recover improper payments 
are allowable as either direct or indi-
rect costs, as appropriate. Amounts 
collected may be used by the non-Fed-
eral entity in accordance with cash 
management standards set forth in 
§ 200.305 Payment. 

§ 200.429 Commencement and convoca-
tion costs. 

For IHEs, costs incurred for com-
mencements and convocations are un-
allowable, except as provided for in Ap-
pendix III to Part 200—Indirect (F&A) 
Costs Identification and Assignment, 
and Rate Determination for Institu-
tions of Higher Education (IHEs), para-
graph (B)(9) Student Administration 
and Services, as student activity costs. 

§ 200.430 Compensation—personal 
services. 

(a) General. Compensation for per-
sonal services includes all remunera-
tion, paid currently or accrued, for 
services of employees rendered during 
the period of performance under the 
Federal award, including but not nec-
essarily limited to wages and salaries. 
Compensation for personal services 
may also include fringe benefits which 
are addressed in § 200.431 Compensa-
tion—fringe benefits. Costs of com-
pensation are allowable to the extent 
that they satisfy the specific require-
ments of this part, and that the total 
compensation for individual employ-
ees: 

(1) Is reasonable for the services ren-
dered and conforms to the established 
written policy of the non-Federal enti-
ty consistently applied to both Federal 
and non-Federal activities; 

(2) Follows an appointment made in 
accordance with a non-Federal entity’s 
laws and/or rules or written policies 
and meets the requirements of Federal 
statute, where applicable; and 

(3) Is determined and supported as 
provided in paragraph (i) of this sec-
tion, Standards for Documentation of 
Personnel Expenses, when applicable. 

(b) Reasonableness. Compensation for 
employees engaged in work on Federal 
awards will be considered reasonable to 
the extent that it is consistent with 
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that paid for similar work in other ac-
tivities of the non-Federal entity. In 
cases where the kinds of employees re-
quired for Federal awards are not found 
in the other activities of the non-Fed-
eral entity, compensation will be con-
sidered reasonable to the extent that it 
is comparable to that paid for similar 
work in the labor market in which the 
non-Federal entity competes for the 
kind of employees involved. 

(c) Professional activities outside the 
non-Federal entity. Unless an arrange-
ment is specifically authorized by a 
Federal awarding agency, a non-Fed-
eral entity must follow its written non- 
Federal entity-wide policies and prac-
tices concerning the permissible extent 
of professional services that can be pro-
vided outside the non-Federal entity 
for non-organizational compensation. 
Where such non-Federal entity-wide 
written policies do not exist or do not 
adequately define the permissible ex-
tent of consulting or other non-organi-
zational activities undertaken for 
extra outside pay, the Federal govern-
ment may require that the effort of 
professional staff working on Federal 
awards be allocated between: 

(1) Non-Federal entity activities, and 
(2) Non-organizational professional 

activities. If the Federal awarding 
agency considers the extent of non-or-
ganizational professional effort exces-
sive or inconsistent with the conflicts- 
of-interest terms and conditions of the 
Federal award, appropriate arrange-
ments governing compensation will be 
negotiated on a case-by-case basis. 

(d) Unallowable costs. (1) Costs which 
are unallowable under other sections of 
these principles must not be allowable 
under this section solely on the basis 
that they constitute personnel com-
pensation. 

(2) The allowable compensation for 
certain employees is subject to a ceil-
ing in accordance with statute. For the 
amount of the ceiling for cost-reim-
bursement contracts, the covered com-
pensation subject to the ceiling, the 
covered employees, and other relevant 
provisions, see 10 U.S.C. 2324(e)(1)(P), 
and 41 U.S.C. 1127 and 4304(a)(16). For 
other types of Federal awards, other 
statutory ceilings may apply. 

(e) Special considerations. Special con-
siderations in determining allowability 

of compensation will be given to any 
change in a non-Federal entity’s com-
pensation policy resulting in a substan-
tial increase in its employees’ level of 
compensation (particularly when the 
change was concurrent with an in-
crease in the ratio of Federal awards to 
other activities) or any change in the 
treatment of allowability of specific 
types of compensation due to changes 
in Federal policy. 

(f) Incentive compensation. Incentive 
compensation to employees based on 
cost reduction, or efficient perform-
ance, suggestion awards, safety awards, 
etc., is allowable to the extent that the 
overall compensation is determined to 
be reasonable and such costs are paid 
or accrued pursuant to an agreement 
entered into in good faith between the 
non-Federal entity and the employees 
before the services were rendered, or 
pursuant to an established plan fol-
lowed by the non-Federal entity so 
consistently as to imply, in effect, an 
agreement to make such payment. 

(g) Nonprofit organizations. For com-
pensation to members of nonprofit or-
ganizations, trustees, directors, associ-
ates, officers, or the immediate fami-
lies thereof, determination should be 
made that such compensation is rea-
sonable for the actual personal services 
rendered rather than a distribution of 
earnings in excess of costs. This may 
include director’s and executive com-
mittee member’s fees, incentive 
awards, allowances for off-site pay, in-
centive pay, location allowances, hard-
ship pay, and cost-of-living differen-
tials. 

(h) Institutions of higher education 
(IHEs). (1) Certain conditions require 
special consideration and possible limi-
tations in determining allowable per-
sonnel compensation costs under Fed-
eral awards. Among such conditions 
are the following: 

(i) Allowable activities. Charges to 
Federal awards may include reasonable 
amounts for activities contributing 
and directly related to work under an 
agreement, such as delivering special 
lectures about specific aspects of the 
ongoing activity, writing reports and 
articles, developing and maintaining 
protocols (human, animals, etc.), man-
aging substances/chemicals, managing 
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and securing project-specific data, co-
ordinating research subjects, partici-
pating in appropriate seminars, con-
sulting with colleagues and graduate 
students, and attending meetings and 
conferences. 

(ii) Incidental activities. Incidental 
activities for which supplemental com-
pensation is allowable under written 
institutional policy (at a rate not to 
exceed institutional base salary) need 
not be included in the records described 
in paragraph (h)(9) of this section to di-
rectly charge payments of incidental 
activities, such activities must either 
be specifically provided for in the Fed-
eral award budget or receive prior writ-
ten approval by the Federal awarding 
agency. 

(2) Salary basis. Charges for work per-
formed on Federal awards by faculty 
members during the academic year are 
allowable at the IBS rate. Except as 
noted in paragraph (h)(1)(ii) of this sec-
tion, in no event will charges to Fed-
eral awards, irrespective of the basis of 
computation, exceed the proportionate 
share of the IBS for that period. This 
principle applies to all members of fac-
ulty at an institution. IBS is defined as 
the annual compensation paid by an 
IHE for an individual’s appointment, 
whether that individual’s time is spent 
on research, instruction, administra-
tion, or other activities. IBS excludes 
any income that an individual earns 
outside of duties performed for the 
IHE. Unless there is prior approval by 
the Federal awarding agency, charges 
of a faculty member’s salary to a Fed-
eral award must not exceed the propor-
tionate share of the IBS for the period 
during which the faculty member 
worked on the award. 

(3) Intra-Institution of Higher Edu-
cation (IHE) consulting. Intra-IHE con-
sulting by faculty is assumed to be un-
dertaken as an IHE obligation requir-
ing no compensation in addition to 
IBS. However, in unusual cases where 
consultation is across departmental 
lines or involves a separate or remote 
operation, and the work performed by 
the faculty member is in addition to 
his or her regular responsibilities, any 
charges for such work representing ad-
ditional compensation above IBS are 
allowable provided that such con-
sulting arrangements are specifically 

provided for in the Federal award or 
approved in writing by the Federal 
awarding agency. 

(4) Extra Service Pay normally rep-
resents overload compensation, subject 
to institutional compensation policies 
for services above and beyond IBS. 
Where extra service pay is a result of 
Intra-IHE consulting, it is subject to 
the same requirements of paragraph (b) 
above. It is allowable if all of the fol-
lowing conditions are met: 

(i) The non-Federal entity estab-
lishes consistent written policies which 
apply uniformly to all faculty mem-
bers, not just those working on Federal 
awards. 

(ii) The non-Federal entity estab-
lishes a consistent written definition of 
work covered by IBS which is specific 
enough to determine conclusively when 
work beyond that level has occurred. 
This may be described in appointment 
letters or other documentations. 

(iii) The supplementation amount 
paid is commensurate with the IBS 
rate of pay and the amount of addi-
tional work performed. See paragraph 
(h)(2) of this section. 

(iv) The salaries, as supplemented, 
fall within the salary structure and 
pay ranges established by and docu-
mented in writing or otherwise applica-
ble to the non-Federal entity. 

(v) The total salaries charged to Fed-
eral awards including extra service pay 
are subject to the Standards of Docu-
mentation as described in paragraph (i) 
of this section. 

(5) Periods outside the academic year. 
(i) Except as specified for teaching ac-
tivity in paragraph (h)(5)(ii) of this sec-
tion, charges for work performed by 
faculty members on Federal awards 
during periods not included in the base 
salary period will be at a rate not in 
excess of the IBS. 

(ii) Charges for teaching activities 
performed by faculty members on Fed-
eral awards during periods not included 
in IBS period will be based on the nor-
mal written policy of the IHE gov-
erning compensation to faculty mem-
bers for teaching assignments during 
such periods. 

(6) Part-time faculty. Charges for work 
performed on Federal awards by fac-
ulty members having only part-time 
appointments will be determined at a 
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rate not in excess of that regularly 
paid for part-time assignments. 

(7) Sabbatical leave costs. Rules for 
sabbatical leave are as follow: 

(i) Costs of leaves of absence by em-
ployees for performance of graduate 
work or sabbatical study, travel, or re-
search are allowable provided the IHE 
has a uniform written policy on sab-
batical leave for persons engaged in in-
struction and persons engaged in re-
search. Such costs will be allocated on 
an equitable basis among all related 
activities of the IHE. 

(ii) Where sabbatical leave is in-
cluded in fringe benefits for which a 
cost is determined for assessment as a 
direct charge, the aggregate amount of 
such assessments applicable to all 
work of the institution during the base 
period must be reasonable in relation 
to the IHE’s actual experience under 
its sabbatical leave policy. 

(8) Salary rates for non-faculty mem-
bers. Non-faculty full-time professional 
personnel may also earn ‘‘extra service 
pay’’ in accordance with the non-Fed-
eral entity’s written policy and con-
sistent with paragraph (h)(1)(i) of this 
section. 

(i) Standards for Documentation of Per-
sonnel Expenses (1) Charges to Federal 
awards for salaries and wages must be 
based on records that accurately re-
flect the work performed. These 
records must: 

(i) Be supported by a system of inter-
nal control which provides reasonable 
assurance that the charges are accu-
rate, allowable, and properly allocated; 

(ii) Be incorporated into the official 
records of the non-Federal entity; 

(iii) Reasonably reflect the total ac-
tivity for which the employee is com-
pensated by the non-Federal entity, 
not exceeding 100% of compensated ac-
tivities (for IHE, this per the IHE’s def-
inition of IBS); 

(iv) Encompass both federally as-
sisted and all other activities com-
pensated by the non-Federal entity on 
an integrated basis, but may include 
the use of subsidiary records as defined 
in the non-Federal entity’s written pol-
icy; 

(v) Comply with the established ac-
counting policies and practices of the 
non-Federal entity (See paragraph 

(h)(1)(ii) above for treatment of inci-
dental work for IHEs.); and 

(vi) [Reserved] 
(vii) Support the distribution of the 

employee’s salary or wages among spe-
cific activities or cost objectives if the 
employee works on more than one Fed-
eral award; a Federal award and non- 
Federal award; an indirect cost activ-
ity and a direct cost activity; two or 
more indirect activities which are allo-
cated using different allocation bases; 
or an unallowable activity and a direct 
or indirect cost activity. 

(viii) Budget estimates (i.e., esti-
mates determined before the services 
are performed) alone do not qualify as 
support for charges to Federal awards, 
but may be used for interim accounting 
purposes, provided that: 

(A) The system for establishing the 
estimates produces reasonable approxi-
mations of the activity actually per-
formed; 

(B) Significant changes in the cor-
responding work activity (as defined by 
the non-Federal entity’s written poli-
cies) are identified and entered into the 
records in a timely manner. Short term 
(such as one or two months) fluctua-
tion between workload categories need 
not be considered as long as the dis-
tribution of salaries and wages is rea-
sonable over the longer term; and 

(C) The non-Federal entity’s system 
of internal controls includes processes 
to review after-the-fact interim 
charges made to a Federal awards 
based on budget estimates. All nec-
essary adjustment must be made such 
that the final amount charged to the 
Federal award is accurate, allowable, 
and properly allocated. 

(ix) Because practices vary as to the 
activity constituting a full workload 
(for IHEs, IBS), records may reflect 
categories of activities expressed as a 
percentage distribution of total activi-
ties. 

(x) It is recognized that teaching, re-
search, service, and administration are 
often inextricably intermingled in an 
academic setting. When recording sala-
ries and wages charged to Federal 
awards for IHEs, a precise assessment 
of factors that contribute to costs is 
therefore not always feasible, nor is it 
expected. 
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(2) For records which meet the stand-
ards required in paragraph (i)(1) of this 
section, the non-Federal entity will not 
be required to provide additional sup-
port or documentation for the work 
performed, other than that referenced 
in paragraph (i)(3) of this section. 

(3) In accordance with Department of 
Labor regulations implementing the 
Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) (29 
CFR part 516), charges for the salaries 
and wages of nonexempt employees, in 
addition to the supporting documenta-
tion described in this section, must 
also be supported by records indicating 
the total number of hours worked each 
day. 

(4) Salaries and wages of employees 
used in meeting cost sharing or match-
ing requirements on Federal awards 
must be supported in the same manner 
as salaries and wages claimed for reim-
bursement from Federal awards. 

(5) For states, local governments and 
Indian tribes, substitute processes or 
systems for allocating salaries and 
wages to Federal awards may be used 
in place of or in addition to the records 
described in paragraph (1) if approved 
by the cognizant agency for indirect 
cost. Such systems may include, but 
are not limited to, random moment 
sampling, ‘‘rolling’’ time studies, case 
counts, or other quantifiable measures 
of work performed. 

(i) Substitute systems which use 
sampling methods (primarily for Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families 
(TANF), the Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program (SNAP), Medicaid, 
and other public assistance programs) 
must meet acceptable statistical sam-
pling standards including: 

(A) The sampling universe must in-
clude all of the employees whose sala-
ries and wages are to be allocated 
based on sample results except as pro-
vided in paragraph (i)(5)(iii) of this sec-
tion; 

(B) The entire time period involved 
must be covered by the sample; and 

(C) The results must be statistically 
valid and applied to the period being 
sampled. 

(ii) Allocating charges for the sam-
pled employees’ supervisors, clerical 
and support staffs, based on the results 
of the sampled employees, will be ac-
ceptable. 

(iii) Less than full compliance with 
the statistical sampling standards 
noted in subsection (5)(i) may be ac-
cepted by the cognizant agency for in-
direct costs if it concludes that the 
amounts to be allocated to Federal 
awards will be minimal, or if it con-
cludes that the system proposed by the 
non-Federal entity will result in lower 
costs to Federal awards than a system 
which complies with the standards. 

(6) Cognizant agencies for indirect 
costs are encouraged to approve alter-
native proposals based on outcomes 
and milestones for program perform-
ance where these are clearly docu-
mented. Where approved by the Federal 
cognizant agency for indirect costs, 
these plans are acceptable as an alter-
native to the requirements of para-
graph (i)(1) of this section. 

(7) For Federal awards of similar pur-
pose activity or instances of approved 
blended funding, a non-Federal entity 
may submit performance plans that in-
corporate funds from multiple Federal 
awards and account for their combined 
use based on performance-oriented 
metrics, provided that such plans are 
approved in advance by all involved 
Federal awarding agencies. In these in-
stances, the non-Federal entity must 
submit a request for waiver of the re-
quirements based on documentation 
that describes the method of charging 
costs, relates the charging of costs to 
the specific activity that is applicable 
to all fund sources, and is based on 
quantifiable measures of the activity 
in relation to time charged. 

(8) For a non-Federal entity where 
the records do not meet the standards 
described in this section, the Federal 
government may require personnel ac-
tivity reports, including prescribed cer-
tifications, or equivalent documenta-
tion that support the records as re-
quired in this section. 

§ 200.431 Compensation—fringe bene-
fits. 

(a) Fringe benefits are allowances 
and services provided by employers to 
their employees as compensation in ad-
dition to regular salaries and wages. 
Fringe benefits include, but are not 
limited to, the costs of leave (vacation, 
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family-related, sick or military), em-
ployee insurance, pensions, and unem-
ployment benefit plans. Except as pro-
vided elsewhere in these principles, the 
costs of fringe benefits are allowable 
provided that the benefits are reason-
able and are required by law, non-Fed-
eral entity-employee agreement, or an 
established policy of the non-Federal 
entity. 

(b) Leave. The cost of fringe benefits 
in the form of regular compensation 
paid to employees during periods of au-
thorized absences from the job, such as 
for annual leave, family-related leave, 
sick leave, holidays, court leave, mili-
tary leave, administrative leave, and 
other similar benefits, are allowable if 
all of the following criteria are met: 

(1) They are provided under estab-
lished written leave policies; 

(2) The costs are equitably allocated 
to all related activities, including Fed-
eral awards; and, 

(3) The accounting basis (cash or ac-
crual) selected for costing each type of 
leave is consistently followed by the 
non-Federal entity or specified group-
ing of employees. 

(i) When a non-Federal entity uses 
the cash basis of accounting, the cost 
of leave is recognized in the period that 
the leave is taken and paid for. Pay-
ments for unused leave when an em-
ployee retires or terminates employ-
ment are allowable as indirect costs in 
the year of payment. 

(ii) The accrual basis may be only 
used for those types of leave for which 
a liability as defined by GAAP exists 
when the leave is earned. When a non- 
Federal entity uses the accrual basis of 
accounting, allowable leave costs are 
the lesser of the amount accrued or 
funded. 

(c) The cost of fringe benefits in the 
form of employer contributions or ex-
penses for social security; employee 
life, health, unemployment, and work-
er’s compensation insurance (except as 
indicated in § 200.447 Insurance and in-
demnification); pension plan costs (see 
paragraph (i) of this section); and other 
similar benefits are allowable, provided 
such benefits are granted under estab-
lished written policies. Such benefits, 
must be allocated to Federal awards 
and all other activities in a manner 
consistent with the pattern of benefits 

attributable to the individuals or 
group(s) of employees whose salaries 
and wages are chargeable to such Fed-
eral awards and other activities, and 
charged as direct or indirect costs in 
accordance with the non-Federal enti-
ty’s accounting practices. 

(d) Fringe benefits may be assigned 
to cost objectives by identifying spe-
cific benefits to specific individual em-
ployees or by allocating on the basis of 
entity-wide salaries and wages of the 
employees receiving the benefits. When 
the allocation method is used, separate 
allocations must be made to selective 
groupings of employees, unless the 
non-Federal entity demonstrates that 
costs in relationship to salaries and 
wages do not differ significantly for 
different groups of employees. 

(e) Insurance. See also § 200.447 Insur-
ance and indemnification, paragraphs 
(d)(1) and (2). 

(1) Provisions for a reserve under a 
self-insurance program for unemploy-
ment compensation or workers’ com-
pensation are allowable to the extent 
that the provisions represent reason-
able estimates of the liabilities for 
such compensation, and the types of 
coverage, extent of coverage, and rates 
and premiums would have been allow-
able had insurance been purchased to 
cover the risks. However, provisions for 
self-insured liabilities which do not be-
come payable for more than one year 
after the provision is made must not 
exceed the present value of the liabil-
ity. 

(2) Costs of insurance on the lives of 
trustees, officers, or other employees 
holding positions of similar responsi-
bility are allowable only to the extent 
that the insurance represents addi-
tional compensation. The costs of such 
insurance when the non-Federal entity 
is named as beneficiary are unallow-
able. 

(3) Actual claims paid to or on behalf 
of employees or former employees for 
workers’ compensation, unemployment 
compensation, severance pay, and simi-
lar employee benefits (e.g., post-retire-
ment health benefits), are allowable in 
the year of payment provided that the 
non-Federal entity follows a consistent 
costing policy and they are allocated 
as indirect costs. 
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(f) Automobiles. That portion of auto-
mobile costs furnished by the entity 
that relates to personal use by employ-
ees (including transportation to and 
from work) is unallowable as fringe 
benefit or indirect (F&A) costs regard-
less of whether the cost is reported as 
taxable income to the employees. 

(g) Pension Plan Costs. Pension plan 
costs which are incurred in accordance 
with the established policies of the 
non-Federal entity are allowable, pro-
vided that: 

(1) Such policies meet the test of rea-
sonableness. 

(2) The methods of cost allocation are 
not discriminatory. 

(3) For entities using accrual based 
accounting, the cost assigned to each 
fiscal year is determined in accordance 
with GAAP. 

(4) The costs assigned to a given fis-
cal year are funded for all plan partici-
pants within six months after the end 
of that year. However, increases to nor-
mal and past service pension costs 
caused by a delay in funding the actu-
arial liability beyond 30 calendar days 
after each quarter of the year to which 
such costs are assignable are unallow-
able. Non-Federal entity may elect to 
follow the ‘‘Cost Accounting Standard 
for Composition and Measurement of 
Pension Costs’’ (48 CFR 9904.412). 

(5) Pension plan termination insur-
ance premiums paid pursuant to the 
Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act (ERISA) of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1301–1461) 
are allowable. Late payment charges 
on such premiums are unallowable. Ex-
cise taxes on accumulated funding defi-
ciencies and other penalties imposed 
under ERISA are unallowable. 

(6) Pension plan costs may be com-
puted using a pay-as-you-go method or 
an acceptable actuarial cost method in 
accordance with established written 
policies of the non-Federal entity. 

(i) For pension plans financed on a 
pay-as-you-go method, allowable costs 
will be limited to those representing 
actual payments to retirees or their 
beneficiaries. 

(ii) Pension costs calculated using an 
actuarial cost-based method recognized 
by GAAP are allowable for a given fis-
cal year if they are funded for that 
year within six months after the end of 
that year. Costs funded after the six 

month period (or a later period agreed 
to by the cognizant agency for indirect 
costs) are allowable in the year funded. 
The cognizant agency for indirect costs 
may agree to an extension of the six 
month period if an appropriate adjust-
ment is made to compensate for the 
timing of the charges to the Federal 
government and related Federal reim-
bursement and the non-Federal enti-
ty’s contribution to the pension fund. 
Adjustments may be made by cash re-
fund or other equitable procedures to 
compensate the Federal government 
for the time value of Federal reim-
bursements in excess of contributions 
to the pension fund. 

(iii) Amounts funded by the non-Fed-
eral entity in excess of the actuarially 
determined amount for a fiscal year 
may be used as the non-Federal enti-
ty’s contribution in future periods. 

(iv) When a non-Federal entity con-
verts to an acceptable actuarial cost 
method, as defined by GAAP, and funds 
pension costs in accordance with this 
method, the unfunded liability at the 
time of conversion is allowable if am-
ortized over a period of years in accord-
ance with GAAP. 

(v) The Federal government must re-
ceive an equitable share of any pre-
viously allowed pension costs (includ-
ing earnings thereon) which revert or 
inure to the non-Federal entity in the 
form of a refund, withdrawal, or other 
credit. 

(h) Post-Retirement Health. Post-re-
tirement health plans (PRHP) refers to 
costs of health insurance or health 
services not included in a pension plan 
covered by paragraph (g) of this section 
for retirees and their spouses, depend-
ents, and survivors. PRHP costs may 
be computed using a pay-as-you-go 
method or an acceptable actuarial cost 
method in accordance with established 
written policies of the non-Federal en-
tity. 

(1) For PRHP financed on a pay-as- 
you-go method, allowable costs will be 
limited to those representing actual 
payments to retirees or their bene-
ficiaries. 

(2) PRHP costs calculated using an 
actuarial cost method recognized by 
GAAP are allowable if they are funded 
for that year within six months after 
the end of that year. Costs funded after 
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the six month period (or a later period 
agreed to by the cognizant agency) are 
allowable in the year funded. The Fed-
eral cognizant agency for indirect costs 
may agree to an extension of the six 
month period if an appropriate adjust-
ment is made to compensate for the 
timing of the charges to the Federal 
government and related Federal reim-
bursements and the non-Federal enti-
ty’s contributions to the PRHP fund. 
Adjustments may be made by cash re-
fund, reduction in current year’s PRHP 
costs, or other equitable procedures to 
compensate the Federal government 
for the time value of Federal reim-
bursements in excess of contributions 
to the PRHP fund. 

(3) Amounts funded in excess of the 
actuarially determined amount for a 
fiscal year may be used as the Federal 
government’s contribution in a future 
period. 

(4) When a non-Federal entity con-
verts to an acceptable actuarial cost 
method and funds PRHP costs in ac-
cordance with this method, the initial 
unfunded liability attributable to prior 
years is allowable if amortized over a 
period of years in accordance with 
GAAP, or, if no such GAAP period ex-
ists, over a period negotiated with the 
cognizant agency for indirect costs. 

(5) To be allowable in the current 
year, the PRHP costs must be paid ei-
ther to: 

(i) An insurer or other benefit pro-
vider as current year costs or pre-
miums, or 

(ii) An insurer or trustee to maintain 
a trust fund or reserve for the sole pur-
pose of providing post-retirement bene-
fits to retirees and other beneficiaries. 

(6) The Federal government must re-
ceive an equitable share of any 
amounts of previously allowed post-re-
tirement benefit costs (including earn-
ings thereon) which revert or inure to 
the entity in the form of a refund, 
withdrawal, or other credit. 

(i) Severance Pay. (1) Severance pay, 
also commonly referred to as dismissal 
wages, is a payment in addition to reg-
ular salaries and wages, by non-Federal 
entities to workers whose employment 
is being terminated. Costs of severance 
pay are allowable only to the extent 
that in each case, it is required by (a) 
law, (b) employer-employee agreement, 

(c) established policy that constitutes, 
in effect, an implied agreement on the 
non-Federal entity’s part, or (d) cir-
cumstances of the particular employ-
ment. 

(2) Costs of severance payments are 
divided into two categories as follows: 

(i) Actual normal turnover severance 
payments must be allocated to all ac-
tivities; or, where the non-Federal en-
tity provides for a reserve for normal 
severances, such method will be ac-
ceptable if the charge to current oper-
ations is reasonable in light of pay-
ments actually made for normal 
severances over a representative past 
period, and if amounts charged are al-
located to all activities of the non-Fed-
eral entity. 

(ii) Measurement of costs of abnor-
mal or mass severance pay by means of 
an accrual will not achieve equity to 
both parties. Thus, accruals for this 
purpose are not allowable. However, 
the Federal government recognizes its 
obligation to participate, to the extent 
of its fair share, in any specific pay-
ment. Prior approval by the Federal 
awarding agency or cognizant agency 
for indirect cost, as appropriate, is re-
quired. 

(3) Costs incurred in certain sever-
ance pay packages which are in an 
amount in excess of the normal sever-
ance pay paid by the non-Federal enti-
ty to an employee upon termination of 
employment and are paid to the em-
ployee contingent upon a change in 
management control over, or owner-
ship of, the non-Federal entity’s assets, 
are unallowable. 

(4) Severance payments to foreign na-
tionals employed by the non-Federal 
entity outside the United States, to 
the extent that the amount exceeds the 
customary or prevailing practices for 
the non-Federal entity in the United 
States, are unallowable, unless they 
are necessary for the performance of 
Federal programs and approved by the 
Federal awarding agency. 

(5) Severance payments to foreign na-
tionals employed by the non-Federal 
entity outside the United States due to 
the termination of the foreign national 
as a result of the closing of, or curtail-
ment of activities by, the non-Federal 
entity in that country, are unallow-
able, unless they are necessary for the 

VerDate Mar<15>2010 14:08 Mar 14, 2014 Jkt 232005 PO 00000 Frm 00159 Fmt 8010 Sfmt 8010 Y:\SGML\232005.XXX 232005w
re

ie
r-a

vi
le

s 
on

 D
SK

5T
PT

VN
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 C

FR



150 

2 CFR Ch. II (1–1–14 Edition) § 200.432 

performance of Federal programs and 
approved by the Federal awarding 
agency. 

(j)(1) For IHEs only. Fringe benefits in 
the form of tuition or remission of tui-
tion for individual employees are al-
lowable, provided such benefits are 
granted in accordance with established 
non-Federal entity policies, and are 
distributed to all non-Federal entity 
activities on an equitable basis. Tui-
tion benefits for family members other 
than the employee are unallowable. 

(2) Fringe benefits in the form of tui-
tion or remission of tuition for indi-
vidual employees not employed by 
IHEs are limited to the tax-free 
amount allowed per section 127 of the 
Internal Revenue Code as amended. 

(3) IHEs may offer employees tuition 
waivers or tuition reductions for un-
dergraduate education under IRC Sec-
tion 117(d) as amended, provided that 
the benefit does not discriminate in 
favor of highly compensated employ-
ees. Federal reimbursement of tuition 
or remission of tuition is also limited 
to the institution for which the em-
ployee works. See § 200.466 Scholarships 
and student aid costs, for treatment of 
tuition remission provided to students. 

(k) For IHEs whose costs are paid by 
state or local governments, fringe ben-
efit programs (such as pension costs 
and FICA) and any other benefits costs 
specifically incurred on behalf of, and 
in direct benefit to, the non-Federal 
entity, are allowable costs of such non- 
Federal entities whether or not these 
costs are recorded in the accounting 
records of the non-Federal entities, 
subject to the following: 

(1) The costs meet the requirements 
of Basic Considerations in §§ 200.402 
Composition of costs through 200.411 
Adjustment of previously negotiated 
indirect (F&A) cost rates containing 
unallowable costs of this subpart; 

(2) The costs are properly supported 
by approved cost allocation plans in ac-
cordance with applicable Federal cost 
accounting principles; and 

(3) The costs are not otherwise borne 
directly or indirectly by the Federal 
government. 

§ 200.432 Conferences. 
A conference is defined as a meeting, 

retreat, seminar, symposium, work-

shop or event whose primary purpose is 
the dissemination of technical infor-
mation beyond the non-Federal entity 
and is necessary and reasonable for 
successful performance under the Fed-
eral award. Allowable conference costs 
paid by the non-Federal entity as a 
sponsor or host of the conference may 
include rental of facilities, speakers’ 
fees, costs of meals and refreshments, 
local transportation, and other items 
incidental to such conferences unless 
further restricted by the terms and 
conditions of the Federal award. As 
needed, the costs of identifying, but 
not providing, locally available depend-
ent-care resources are allowable. Con-
ference hosts/sponsors must exercise 
discretion and judgment in ensuring 
that conference costs are appropriate, 
necessary and managed in a manner 
that minimizes costs to the Federal 
award. The Federal awarding agency 
may authorize exceptions where appro-
priate for programs including Indian 
tribes, children, and the elderly. See 
also §§ 200.438 Entertainment costs, 
200.456 Participant support costs, 
200.474 Travel costs, and 200.475 Trust-
ees. 

§ 200.433 Contingency provisions. 
(a) Contingency is that part of a 

budget estimate of future costs (typi-
cally of large construction projects, IT 
systems, or other items as approved by 
the Federal awarding agency) which is 
associated with possible events or con-
ditions arising from causes the precise 
outcome of which is indeterminable at 
the time of estimate, and that experi-
ence shows will likely result, in aggre-
gate, in additional costs for the ap-
proved activity or project. Amounts for 
major project scope changes, unfore-
seen risks, or extraordinary events 
may not be included. 

(b) It is permissible for contingency 
amounts other than those excluded in 
paragraph (b)(1) of this section to be 
explicitly included in budget esti-
mates, to the extent they are necessary 
to improve the precision of those esti-
mates. Amounts must be estimated 
using broadly-accepted cost estimating 
methodologies, specified in the budget 
documentation of the Federal award, 
and accepted by the Federal awarding 
agency. As such, contingency amounts 
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are to be included in the Federal 
award. In order for actual costs in-
curred to be allowable, they must com-
ply with the cost principles and other 
requirements in this part (see also 
§§ 200.300 Statutory and national policy 
requirements through 200.309 Period of 
performance of Subpart D of this part 
and 200.403 Factors affecting allow-
ability of costs); be necessary and rea-
sonable for proper and efficient accom-
plishment of project or program objec-
tives, and be verifiable from the non- 
Federal entity’s records. 

(c) Payments made by the Federal 
awarding agency to the non-Federal 
entity’s ‘‘contingency reserve’’ or any 
similar payment made for events the 
occurrence of which cannot be foretold 
with certainty as to the time or inten-
sity, or with an assurance of their hap-
pening, are unallowable, except as 
noted in §§ 200.431 Compensation— 
fringe benefits regarding self-insur-
ance, pensions, severance and post-re-
tirement health costs and 200.447 Insur-
ance and indemnification. 

§ 200.434 Contributions and donations. 

(a) Costs of contributions and dona-
tions, including cash, property, and 
services, from the non-Federal entity 
to other entities, are unallowable. 

(b) The value of services and property 
donated to the non-Federal entity may 
not be charged to the Federal award ei-
ther as a direct or indirect (F&A) cost. 
The value of donated services and prop-
erty may be used to meet cost sharing 
or matching requirements (see § 200.306 
Cost sharing or matching). Deprecia-
tion on donated assets is permitted in 
accordance with § 200.436 Depreciation, 
as long as the donated property is not 
counted towards cost sharing or 
matching requirements. 

(c) Services donated or volunteered 
to the non-Federal entity may be fur-
nished to a non-Federal entity by pro-
fessional and technical personnel, con-
sultants, and other skilled and un-
skilled labor. The value of these serv-
ices is not allowable either as a direct 
or indirect cost. However, the value of 
donated services may be used to meet 
cost sharing or matching requirements 
in accordance with the provisions of 
§ 200.306 Cost sharing or matching. 

(d) To the extent feasible, services 
donated to the non-Federal entity will 
be supported by the same methods used 
to support the allocability of regular 
personnel services. 

(e) The following provisions apply to 
nonprofit organizations. The value of 
services donated to the nonprofit orga-
nization utilized in the performance of 
a direct cost activity must be consid-
ered in the determination of the non- 
Federal entity’s indirect cost rate(s) 
and, accordingly, must be allocated a 
proportionate share of applicable indi-
rect costs when the following cir-
cumstances exist: 

(1) The aggregate value of the serv-
ices is material; 

(2) The services are supported by a 
significant amount of the indirect 
costs incurred by the non-Federal enti-
ty; 

(i) In those instances where there is 
no basis for determining the fair mar-
ket value of the services rendered, the 
non-Federal entity and the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs must nego-
tiate an appropriate allocation of indi-
rect cost to the services. 

(ii) Where donated services directly 
benefit a project supported by the Fed-
eral award, the indirect costs allocated 
to the services will be considered as a 
part of the total costs of the project. 
Such indirect costs may be reimbursed 
under the Federal award or used to 
meet cost sharing or matching require-
ments. 

(f) Fair market value of donated 
services must be computed as described 
in § 200.306 Cost sharing or matching. 

(g) Personal Property and Use of 
Space. 

(1) Donated personal property and 
use of space may be furnished to a non- 
Federal entity. The value of the per-
sonal property and space is not reim-
bursable either as a direct or indirect 
cost. 

(2) The value of the donations may be 
used to meet cost sharing or matching 
share requirements under the condi-
tions described in §§ 200.300 Statutory 
and national policy requirements 
through 200.309 Period of performance 
of subpart D of this part. The value of 
the donations must be determined in 
accordance with §§ 200.300 Statutory 
and national policy requirements 
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through 200.309 Period of performance. 
Where donations are treated as indirect 
costs, indirect cost rates will separate 
the value of the donations so that re-
imbursement will not be made. 

§ 200.435 Defense and prosecution of 
criminal and civil proceedings, 
claims, appeals and patent infringe-
ments. 

(a) Definitions for the purposes of 
this section. 

(1) Conviction means a judgment or 
conviction of a criminal offense by any 
court of competent jurisdiction, wheth-
er entered upon verdict or a plea, in-
cluding a conviction due to a plea of 
nolo contendere. 

(2) Costs include the services of in- 
house or private counsel, accountants, 
consultants, or others engaged to as-
sist the non-Federal entity before, dur-
ing, and after commencement of a judi-
cial or administrative proceeding, that 
bear a direct relationship to the pro-
ceeding. 

(3) Fraud means: 
(i) Acts of fraud or corruption or at-

tempts to defraud the Federal govern-
ment or to corrupt its agents, 

(ii) Acts that constitute a cause for 
debarment or suspension (as specified 
in agency regulations), and 

(iii) Acts which violate the False 
Claims Act (31 U.S.C. 3729–3732) or the 
Anti-kickback Act (41 U.S.C. 1320a– 
7b(b)). 

(4) Penalty does not include restitu-
tion, reimbursement, or compensatory 
damages. 

(5) Proceeding includes an investiga-
tion. 

(b) Costs. (1) Except as otherwise de-
scribed herein, costs incurred in con-
nection with any criminal, civil or ad-
ministrative proceeding (including fil-
ing of a false certification) commenced 
by the Federal government, a state, 
local government, or foreign govern-
ment, or joined by the Federal govern-
ment (including a proceeding under the 
False Claims Act), against the non- 
Federal entity, (or commenced by third 
parties or a current or former em-
ployee of the non-Federal entity who 
submits a whistleblower complaint of 
reprisal in accordance with 10 U.S.C. 
2409 or 41 U.S.C. 4712), are not allowable 
if the proceeding: 

(i) Relates to a violation of, or failure 
to comply with, a Federal, state, local 
or foreign statute, regulation or the 
terms and conditions of the Federal 
award, by the non-Federal entity (in-
cluding its agents and employees); and 

(ii) Results in any of the following 
dispositions: 

(A) In a criminal proceeding, a con-
viction. 

(B) In a civil or administrative pro-
ceeding involving an allegation of 
fraud or similar misconduct, a deter-
mination of non-Federal entity liabil-
ity. 

(C) In the case of any civil or admin-
istrative proceeding, the disallowance 
of costs or the imposition of a mone-
tary penalty, or an order issued by the 
Federal awarding agency head or dele-
gate to the non-Federal entity to take 
corrective action under 10 U.S.C. 2409 
or 41 U.S.C. 4712. 

(D) A final decision by an appropriate 
Federal official to debar or suspend the 
non-Federal entity, to rescind or void a 
Federal award, or to terminate a Fed-
eral award for default by reason of a 
violation or failure to comply with a 
statute, regulation, or the terms and 
conditions of the Federal award. 

(E) A disposition by consent or com-
promise, if the action could have re-
sulted in any of the dispositions de-
scribed in paragraphs (b)(1)(ii)(A) 
through (D) of this section. 

(2) If more than one proceeding in-
volves the same alleged misconduct, 
the costs of all such proceedings are 
unallowable if any results in one of the 
dispositions shown in paragraph (b) of 
this section. 

(c) If a proceeding referred to in para-
graph (b) of this section is commenced 
by the Federal government and is re-
solved by consent or compromise pur-
suant to an agreement by the non-Fed-
eral entity and the Federal govern-
ment, then the costs incurred may be 
allowed to the extent specifically pro-
vided in such agreement. 

(d) If a proceeding referred to in para-
graph (b) of this section is commenced 
by a state, local or foreign government, 
the authorized Federal official may 
allow the costs incurred if such author-
ized official determines that the costs 
were incurred as a result of: 
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(1) A specific term or condition of the 
Federal award, or 

(2) Specific written direction of an 
authorized official of the Federal 
awarding agency. 

(e) Costs incurred in connection with 
proceedings described in paragraph (b) 
of this section, which are not made un-
allowable by that subsection, may be 
allowed but only to the extent that: 

(1) The costs are reasonable and nec-
essary in relation to the administra-
tion of the Federal award and activi-
ties required to deal with the pro-
ceeding and the underlying cause of ac-
tion; 

(2) Payment of the reasonable, nec-
essary, allocable and otherwise allow-
able costs incurred is not prohibited by 
any other provision(s) of the Federal 
award; 

(3) The costs are not recovered from 
the Federal Government or a third 
party, either directly as a result of the 
proceeding or otherwise; and, 

(4) An authorized Federal official 
must determine the percentage of costs 
allowed considering the complexity of 
litigation, generally accepted prin-
ciples governing the award of legal fees 
in civil actions involving the United 
States, and such other factors as may 
be appropriate. Such percentage must 
not exceed 80 percent. However, if an 
agreement reached under paragraph (c) 
of this section has explicitly consid-
ered this 80 percent limitation and per-
mitted a higher percentage, then the 
full amount of costs resulting from 
that agreement are allowable. 

(f) Costs incurred by the non-Federal 
entity in connection with the defense 
of suits brought by its employees or ex- 
employees under section 2 of the Major 
Fraud Act of 1988 (18 U.S.C. 1031), in-
cluding the cost of all relief necessary 
to make such employee whole, where 
the non-Federal entity was found liable 
or settled, are unallowable. 

(g) Costs of prosecution of claims 
against the Federal government, in-
cluding appeals of final Federal agency 
decisions, are unallowable. 

(h) Costs of legal, accounting, and 
consultant services, and related costs, 
incurred in connection with patent in-
fringement litigation, are unallowable 
unless otherwise provided for in the 
Federal award. 

(i) Costs which may be unallowable 
under this section, including directly 
associated costs, must be segregated 
and accounted for separately. During 
the pendency of any proceeding covered 
by paragraphs (b) and (f) of this sec-
tion, the Federal government must 
generally withhold payment of such 
costs. However, if in its best interests, 
the Federal government may provide 
for conditional payment upon provision 
of adequate security, or other adequate 
assurance, and agreement to repay all 
unallowable costs, plus interest, if the 
costs are subsequently determined to 
be unallowable. 

§ 200.436 Depreciation. 
(a) Depreciation is the method for al-

locating the cost of fixed assets to peri-
ods benefitting from asset use. The 
non-Federal entity may be com-
pensated for the use of its buildings, 
capital improvements, equipment, and 
software projects capitalized in accord-
ance with GAAP, provided that they 
are used, needed in the non-Federal en-
tity’s activities, and properly allocated 
to Federal awards. Such compensation 
must be made by computing deprecia-
tion. 

(b) The allocation for depreciation 
must be made in accordance with Ap-
pendices IV through VIII. 

(c) Depreciation is computed apply-
ing the following rules. The computa-
tion of depreciation must be based on 
the acquisition cost of the assets in-
volved. For an asset donated to the 
non-Federal entity by a third party, its 
fair market value at the time of the do-
nation must be considered as the acqui-
sition cost. Such assets may be depre-
ciated or claimed as matching but not 
both. For this purpose, the acquisition 
cost will exclude: 

(1) The cost of land; 
(2) Any portion of the cost of build-

ings and equipment borne by or do-
nated by the Federal government, irre-
spective of where title was originally 
vested or where it is presently located; 

(3) Any portion of the cost of build-
ings and equipment contributed by or 
for the non-Federal entity, or where 
law or agreement prohibits recovery; 
and 

(4) Any asset acquired solely for the 
performance of a non-Federal award. 
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(d) When computing depreciation 
charges, the following must be ob-
served: 

(1) The period of useful service or 
useful life established in each case for 
usable capital assets must take into 
consideration such factors as type of 
construction, nature of the equipment, 
technological developments in the par-
ticular area, historical data, and the 
renewal and replacement policies fol-
lowed for the individual items or class-
es of assets involved. 

(2) The depreciation method used to 
charge the cost of an asset (or group of 
assets) to accounting periods must re-
flect the pattern of consumption of the 
asset during its useful life. In the ab-
sence of clear evidence indicating that 
the expected consumption of the asset 
will be significantly greater in the 
early portions than in the later por-
tions of its useful life, the straight-line 
method must be presumed to be the ap-
propriate method. Depreciation meth-
ods once used may not be changed un-
less approved in advance by the cog-
nizant agency. The depreciation meth-
ods used to calculate the depreciation 
amounts for indirect (F&A) rate pur-
poses must be the same methods used 
by the non-Federal entity for its finan-
cial statements. 

(3) The entire building, including the 
shell and all components, may be treat-
ed as a single asset and depreciated 
over a single useful life. A building 
may also be divided into multiple com-
ponents. Each component item may 
then be depreciated over its estimated 
useful life. The building components 
must be grouped into three general 
components of a building: building 
shell (including construction and de-
sign costs), building services systems 
(e.g., elevators, HVAC, plumbing sys-
tem and heating and air-conditioning 
system) and fixed equipment (e.g., 
sterilizers, casework, fume hoods, cold 
rooms and glassware/washers). In ex-
ceptional cases, a cognizant agency 
may authorize a non-Federal entity to 
use more than these three groupings. 
When a non-Federal entity elects to de-
preciate its buildings by its compo-
nents, the same depreciation methods 
must be used for indirect (F&A) pur-
poses and financial statements pur-

poses, as described in paragraphs (d)(1) 
and (2) of this section. 

(4) No depreciation may be allowed 
on any assets that have outlived their 
depreciable lives. 

(5) Where the depreciation method is 
introduced to replace the use allow-
ance method, depreciation must be 
computed as if the asset had been de-
preciated over its entire life (i.e., from 
the date the asset was acquired and 
ready for use to the date of disposal or 
withdrawal from service). The total 
amount of use allowance and deprecia-
tion for an asset (including imputed de-
preciation applicable to periods prior 
to the conversion from the use allow-
ance method as well as depreciation 
after the conversion) may not exceed 
the total acquisition cost of the asset. 

(e) Charges for depreciation must be 
supported by adequate property 
records, and physical inventories must 
be taken at least once every two years 
to ensure that the assets exist and are 
usable, used, and needed. Statistical 
sampling techniques may be used in 
taking these inventories. In addition, 
adequate depreciation records showing 
the amount of depreciation taken each 
period must also be maintained. 

§ 200.437 Employee health and welfare 
costs. 

(a) Costs incurred in accordance with 
the non-Federal entity’s documented 
policies for the improvement of work-
ing conditions, employer-employee re-
lations, employee health, and employee 
performance are allowable. 

(b) Such costs will be equitably ap-
portioned to all activities of the non- 
Federal entity. Income generated from 
any of these activities will be credited 
to the cost thereof unless such income 
has been irrevocably sent to employee 
welfare organizations. 

(c) Losses resulting from operating 
food services are allowable only if the 
non-Federal entity’s objective is to op-
erate such services on a break-even 
basis. Losses sustained because of oper-
ating objectives other than the above 
are allowable only: 

(1) Where the non-Federal entity can 
demonstrate unusual circumstances; 
and 

(2) With the approval of the cog-
nizant agency for indirect costs. 
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§ 200.438 Entertainment costs. 
Costs of entertainment, including 

amusement, diversion, and social ac-
tivities and any associated costs are 
unallowable, except where specific 
costs that might otherwise be consid-
ered entertainment have a pro-
grammatic purpose and are authorized 
either in the approved budget for the 
Federal award or with prior written ap-
proval of the Federal awarding agency. 

§ 200.439 Equipment and other capital 
expenditures. 

(a) See §§ 200.13 Capital expenditures, 
200.33 Equipment, 200.89 Special pur-
pose equipment, 200.48 General purpose 
equipment, 200.2 Acquisition cost, and 
200.12 Capital assets. 

(b) The following rules of allow-
ability must apply to equipment and 
other capital expenditures: 

(1) Capital expenditures for general 
purpose equipment, buildings, and land 
are unallowable as direct charges, ex-
cept with the prior written approval of 
the Federal awarding agency or pass- 
through entity. 

(2) Capital expenditures for special 
purpose equipment are allowable as di-
rect costs, provided that items with a 
unit cost of $5,000 or more have the 
prior written approval of the Federal 
awarding agency or pass-through enti-
ty. 

(3) Capital expenditures for improve-
ments to land, buildings, or equipment 
which materially increase their value 
or useful life are unallowable as a di-
rect cost except with the prior written 
approval of the Federal awarding agen-
cy, or pass-through entity. See § 200.436 
Depreciation, for rules on the allow-
ability of depreciation on buildings, 
capital improvements, and equipment. 
See also § 200.465 Rental costs of real 
property and equipment. 

(4) When approved as a direct charge 
pursuant to paragraphs (b)(1) through 
(3) of this section, capital expenditures 
will be charged in the period in which 
the expenditure is incurred, or as oth-
erwise determined appropriate and ne-
gotiated with the Federal awarding 
agency. 

(5) The unamortized portion of any 
equipment written off as a result of a 
change in capitalization levels may be 
recovered by continuing to claim the 

otherwise allowable depreciation on 
the equipment, or by amortizing the 
amount to be written off over a period 
of years negotiated with the Federal 
cognizant agency for indirect cost. 

(6) Cost of equipment disposal. If the 
non-Federal entity is instructed by the 
Federal awarding agency to otherwise 
dispose of or transfer the equipment 
the costs of such disposal or transfer 
are allowable. 

§ 200.440 Exchange rates. 
(a) Cost increases for fluctuations in 

exchange rates are allowable costs sub-
ject to the availability of funding, and 
prior approval by the Federal awarding 
agency. The Federal awarding agency 
must however ensure that adequate 
funds are available to cover currency 
fluctuations in order to avoid a viola-
tion of the Anti-Deficiency Act. 

(b) The non-Federal entity is re-
quired to make reviews of local cur-
rency gains to determine the need for 
additional federal funding before the 
expiration date of the Federal award. 
Subsequent adjustments for currency 
increases may be allowable only when 
the non-Federal entity provides the 
Federal awarding agency with ade-
quate source documentation from a 
commonly used source in effect at the 
time the expense was made, and to the 
extent that sufficient Federal funds are 
available. 

§ 200.441 Fines, penalties, damages 
and other settlements. 

Costs resulting from non-Federal en-
tity violations of, alleged violations of, 
or failure to comply with, Federal, 
state, tribal, local or foreign laws and 
regulations are unallowable, except 
when incurred as a result of compli-
ance with specific provisions of the 
Federal award, or with prior written 
approval of the Federal awarding agen-
cy. See also § 200.435 Defense and pros-
ecution of criminal and civil pro-
ceedings, claims, appeals and patent 
infringements. 

§ 200.442 Fund raising and investment 
management costs. 

(a) Costs of organized fund raising, 
including financial campaigns, endow-
ment drives, solicitation of gifts and 
bequests, and similar expenses incurred 
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to raise capital or obtain contributions 
are unallowable. Fund raising costs for 
the purposes of meeting the Federal 
program objectives are allowable with 
prior written approval from the Fed-
eral awarding agency. Proposal costs 
are covered in § 200.460 Proposal costs. 

(b) Costs of investment counsel and 
staff and similar expenses incurred to 
enhance income from investments are 
unallowable except when associated 
with investments covering pension, 
self-insurance, or other funds which in-
clude Federal participation allowed by 
this part. 

(c) Costs related to the physical cus-
tody and control of monies and securi-
ties are allowable. 

(d) Both allowable and unallowable 
fund raising and investment activities 
must be allocated as an appropriate 
share of indirect costs under the condi-
tions described in § 200.413 Direct costs. 

§ 200.443 Gains and losses on disposi-
tion of depreciable assets. 

(a) Gains and losses on the sale, re-
tirement, or other disposition of depre-
ciable property must be included in the 
year in which they occur as credits or 
charges to the asset cost grouping(s) in 
which the property was included. The 
amount of the gain or loss to be in-
cluded as a credit or charge to the ap-
propriate asset cost grouping(s) is the 
difference between the amount realized 
on the property and the undepreciated 
basis of the property. 

(b) Gains and losses from the disposi-
tion of depreciable property must not 
be recognized as a separate credit or 
charge under the following conditions: 

(1) The gain or loss is processed 
through a depreciation account and is 
reflected in the depreciation allowable 
under §§ 200.436 Depreciation and 200.439 
Equipment and other capital expendi-
tures. 

(2) The property is given in exchange 
as part of the purchase price of a simi-
lar item and the gain or loss is taken 
into account in determining the depre-
ciation cost basis of the new item. 

(3) A loss results from the failure to 
maintain permissible insurance, except 
as otherwise provided in § 46*200.447 In-
surance and indemnification. 

(4) Compensation for the use of the 
property was provided through use al-
lowances in lieu of depreciation. 

(5) Gains and losses arising from 
mass or extraordinary sales, retire-
ments, or other dispositions must be 
considered on a case-by-case basis. 

(c) Gains or losses of any nature aris-
ing from the sale or exchange of prop-
erty other than the property covered in 
paragraph (a) of this section, e.g., land, 
must be excluded in computing Federal 
award costs. 

(d) When assets acquired with Fed-
eral funds, in part or wholly, are dis-
posed of, the distribution of the pro-
ceeds must be made in accordance with 
§§ 200.310 Insurance Coverage through 
200.316 Property trust relationship. 

§ 200.444 General costs of government. 
(a) For states, local governments, 

and Indian Tribes, the general costs of 
government are unallowable (except as 
provided in § 200.474 Travel costs). Unal-
lowable costs include: 

(1) Salaries and expenses of the Office 
of the Governor of a state or the chief 
executive of a local government or the 
chief executive of an Indian tribe; 

(2) Salaries and other expenses of a 
state legislature, tribal council, or 
similar local governmental body, such 
as a county supervisor, city council, 
school board, etc., whether incurred for 
purposes of legislation or executive di-
rection; 

(3) Costs of the judicial branch of a 
government; 

(4) Costs of prosecutorial activities 
unless treated as a direct cost to a spe-
cific program if authorized by statute 
or regulation (however, this does not 
preclude the allowability of other legal 
activities of the Attorney General as 
described in § 200.435 Defense and pros-
ecution of criminal and civil pro-
ceedings, claims, appeals and patent 
infringements); and 

(5) Costs of other general types of 
government services normally provided 
to the general public, such as fire and 
police, unless provided for as a direct 
cost under a program statute or regula-
tion. 

(b) For Indian tribes and Councils Of 
Governments (COGs) (see § 200.64 Local 
government), the portion of salaries 
and expenses directly attributable to 
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managing and operating Federal pro-
grams by the chief executive and his or 
her staff is allowable. Up to 50% of 
these costs can be included in the indi-
rect cost calculation without docu-
mentation. 

§ 200.445 Goods or services for per-
sonal use. 

(a) Costs of goods or services for per-
sonal use of the non-Federal entity’s 
employees are unallowable regardless 
of whether the cost is reported as tax-
able income to the employees. 

(b) Costs of housing (e.g., deprecia-
tion, maintenance, utilities, fur-
nishings, rent), housing allowances and 
personal living expenses are only al-
lowable as direct costs regardless of 
whether reported as taxable income to 
the employees. In addition, to be allow-
able direct costs must be approved in 
advance by a Federal awarding agency. 

§ 200.446 Idle facilities and idle capac-
ity. 

(a) As used in this section the fol-
lowing terms have the meanings set 
forth in this section: 

(1) Facilities means land and build-
ings or any portion thereof, equipment 
individually or collectively, or any 
other tangible capital asset, wherever 
located, and whether owned or leased 
by the non-Federal entity. 

(2) Idle facilities means completely 
unused facilities that are excess to the 
non-Federal entity’s current needs. 

(3) Idle capacity means the unused 
capacity of partially used facilities. It 
is the difference between: 

(i) That which a facility could 
achieve under 100 percent operating 
time on a one-shift basis less operating 
interruptions resulting from time lost 
for repairs, setups, unsatisfactory ma-
terials, and other normal delays and; 

(ii) The extent to which the facility 
was actually used to meet demands 
during the accounting period. A multi- 
shift basis should be used if it can be 
shown that this amount of usage would 
normally be expected for the type of fa-
cility involved. 

(4) Cost of idle facilities or idle ca-
pacity means costs such as mainte-
nance, repair, housing, rent, and other 
related costs, e.g., insurance, interest, 
and depreciation. These costs could in-

clude the costs of idle public safety 
emergency facilities, telecommuni-
cations, or information technology sys-
tem capacity that is built to withstand 
major fluctuations in load, e.g., con-
solidated data centers. 

(b) The costs of idle facilities are un-
allowable except to the extent that: 

(1) They are necessary to meet work-
load requirements which may fluctuate 
and are allocated appropriately to all 
benefiting programs; or 

(2) Although not necessary to meet 
fluctuations in workload, they were 
necessary when acquired and are now 
idle because of changes in program re-
quirements, efforts to achieve more ec-
onomical operations, reorganization, 
termination, or other causes which 
could not have been reasonably fore-
seen. Under the exception stated in 
this subsection, costs of idle facilities 
are allowable for a reasonable period of 
time, ordinarily not to exceed one 
year, depending on the initiative taken 
to use, lease, or dispose of such facili-
ties. 

(c) The costs of idle capacity are nor-
mal costs of doing business and are a 
factor in the normal fluctuations of 
usage or indirect cost rates from period 
to period. Such costs are allowable, 
provided that the capacity is reason-
ably anticipated to be necessary to 
carry out the purpose of the Federal 
award or was originally reasonable and 
is not subject to reduction or elimi-
nation by use on other Federal awards, 
subletting, renting, or sale, in accord-
ance with sound business, economic, or 
security practices. Widespread idle ca-
pacity throughout an entire facility or 
among a group of assets having sub-
stantially the same function may be 
considered idle facilities. 

§ 200.447 Insurance and indemnifica-
tion. 

(a) Costs of insurance required or ap-
proved and maintained, pursuant to 
the Federal award, are allowable. 

(b) Costs of other insurance in con-
nection with the general conduct of ac-
tivities are allowable subject to the 
following limitations: 

(1) Types and extent and cost of cov-
erage are in accordance with the non- 
Federal entity’s policy and sound busi-
ness practice. 
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(2) Costs of insurance or of contribu-
tions to any reserve covering the risk 
of loss of, or damage to, Federal gov-
ernment property are unallowable ex-
cept to the extent that the Federal 
awarding agency has specifically re-
quired or approved such costs. 

(3) Costs allowed for business inter-
ruption or other similar insurance 
must exclude coverage of management 
fees. 

(4) Costs of insurance on the lives of 
trustees, officers, or other employees 
holding positions of similar respon-
sibilities are allowable only to the ex-
tent that the insurance represents ad-
ditional compensation (see § 200.431 
Compensation—fringe benefits). The 
cost of such insurance when the non- 
Federal entity is identified as the bene-
ficiary is unallowable. 

(5) Insurance against defects. Costs of 
insurance with respect to any costs in-
curred to correct defects in the non- 
Federal entity’s materials or work-
manship are unallowable. 

(6) Medical liability (malpractice) in-
surance. Medical liability insurance is 
an allowable cost of Federal research 
programs only to the extent that the 
Federal research programs involve 
human subjects or training of partici-
pants in research techniques. Medical 
liability insurance costs must be treat-
ed as a direct cost and must be as-
signed to individual projects based on 
the manner in which the insurer allo-
cates the risk to the population cov-
ered by the insurance. 

(c) Actual losses which could have 
been covered by permissible insurance 
(through a self-insurance program or 
otherwise) are unallowable, unless ex-
pressly provided for in the Federal 
award. However, costs incurred because 
of losses not covered under nominal de-
ductible insurance coverage provided 
in keeping with sound management 
practice, and minor losses not covered 
by insurance, such as spoilage, break-
age, and disappearance of small hand 
tools, which occur in the ordinary 
course of operations, are allowable. 

(d) Contributions to a reserve for cer-
tain self-insurance programs including 
workers’ compensation, unemployment 
compensation, and severance pay are 
allowable subject to the following pro-
visions: 

(1) The type of coverage and the ex-
tent of coverage and the rates and pre-
miums would have been allowed had in-
surance (including reinsurance) been 
purchased to cover the risks. However, 
provision for known or reasonably esti-
mated self-insured liabilities, which do 
not become payable for more than one 
year after the provision is made, must 
not exceed the discounted present 
value of the liability. The rate used for 
discounting the liability must be deter-
mined by giving consideration to such 
factors as the non-Federal entity’s set-
tlement rate for those liabilities and 
its investment rate of return. 

(2) Earnings or investment income on 
reserves must be credited to those re-
serves. 

(3)(i) Contributions to reserves must 
be based on sound actuarial principles 
using historical experience and reason-
able assumptions. Reserve levels must 
be analyzed and updated at least bien-
nially for each major risk being in-
sured and take into account any rein-
surance, coinsurance, etc. Reserve lev-
els related to employee-related cov-
erages will normally be limited to the 
value of claims: 

(A) Submitted and adjudicated but 
not paid; 

(B) Submitted but not adjudicated; 
and 

(C) Incurred but not submitted. 
(ii) Reserve levels in excess of the 

amounts based on the above must be 
identified and justified in the cost allo-
cation plan or indirect cost rate pro-
posal. 

(4) Accounting records, actuarial 
studies, and cost allocations (or bil-
lings) must recognize any significant 
differences due to types of insured risk 
and losses generated by the various in-
sured activities or agencies of the non- 
Federal entity. If individual depart-
ments or agencies of the non-Federal 
entity experience significantly dif-
ferent levels of claims for a particular 
risk, those differences are to be recog-
nized by the use of separate allocations 
or other techniques resulting in an eq-
uitable allocation. 

(5) Whenever funds are transferred 
from a self-insurance reserve to other 
accounts (e.g., general fund or unre-
stricted account), refunds must be 
made to the Federal government for its 
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share of funds transferred, including 
earned or imputed interest from the 
date of transfer and debt interest, if ap-
plicable, chargeable in accordance with 
applicable Federal cognizant agency 
for indirect cost, claims collection reg-
ulations. 

(e) Insurance refunds must be cred-
ited against insurance costs in the year 
the refund is received. 

(f) Indemnification includes securing 
the non-Federal entity against liabil-
ities to third persons and other losses 
not compensated by insurance or oth-
erwise. The Federal government is ob-
ligated to indemnify the non-Federal 
entity only to the extent expressly pro-
vided for in the Federal award, except 
as provided in paragraph (c) of this sec-
tion. 

§ 200.448 Intellectual property. 

(a) Patent costs. (1) The following 
costs related to securing patents and 
copyrights are allowable: 

(i) Costs of preparing disclosures, re-
ports, and other documents required by 
the Federal award, and of searching the 
art to the extent necessary to make 
such disclosures; 

(ii) Costs of preparing documents and 
any other patent costs in connection 
with the filing and prosecution of a 
United States patent application where 
title or royalty-free license is required 
by the Federal government to be con-
veyed to the Federal government; and 

(iii) General counseling services re-
lating to patent and copyright matters, 
such as advice on patent and copyright 
laws, regulations, clauses, and em-
ployee intellectual property agree-
ments (See also § 200.459 Professional 
service costs). 

(2) The following costs related to se-
curing patents and copyrights are unal-
lowable: 

(i) Costs of preparing disclosures, re-
ports, and other documents, and of 
searching the art to make disclosures 
not required by the Federal award; 

(ii) Costs in connection with filing 
and prosecuting any foreign patent ap-
plication, or any United States patent 
application, where the Federal award 
does not require conveying title or a 
royalty-free license to the Federal gov-
ernment. 

(b) Royalties and other costs for use of 
patents and copyrights. (1) Royalties on 
a patent or copyright or amortization 
of the cost of acquiring by purchase a 
copyright, patent, or rights thereto, 
necessary for the proper performance 
of the Federal award are allowable un-
less: 

(i) The Federal government already 
has a license or the right to free use of 
the patent or copyright. 

(ii) The patent or copyright has been 
adjudicated to be invalid, or has been 
administratively determined to be in-
valid. 

(iii) The patent or copyright is con-
sidered to be unenforceable. 

(iv) The patent or copyright is ex-
pired. 

(2) Special care should be exercised in 
determining reasonableness where the 
royalties may have been arrived at as a 
result of less-than-arm’s-length bar-
gaining, such as: 

(i) Royalties paid to persons, includ-
ing corporations, affiliated with the 
non-Federal entity. 

(ii) Royalties paid to unaffiliated 
parties, including corporations, under 
an agreement entered into in con-
templation that a Federal award would 
be made. 

(iii) Royalties paid under an agree-
ment entered into after a Federal 
award is made to a non-Federal entity. 

(3) In any case involving a patent or 
copyright formerly owned by the non- 
Federal entity, the amount of royalty 
allowed should not exceed the cost 
which would have been allowed had the 
non-Federal entity retained title there-
to. 

§ 200.449 Interest. 
(a) General. Costs incurred for inter-

est on borrowed capital, temporary use 
of endowment funds, or the use of the 
non-Federal entity’s own funds, how-
ever represented, are unallowable. Fi-
nancing costs (including interest) to 
acquire, construct, or replace capital 
assets are allowable, subject to the 
conditions in this section. 

(b)(1) Capital assets is defined as 
noted in § 200.12 Capital assets. An 
asset cost includes (as applicable) ac-
quisition costs, construction costs, and 
other costs capitalized in accordance 
with GAAP. 
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(2) For non-Federal entity fiscal 
years beginning on or after January 1, 
2016, intangible assets include patents 
and computer software. For software 
development projects, only interest at-
tributable to the portion of the project 
costs capitalized in accordance with 
GAAP is allowable. 

(c) Conditions for all non-Federal enti-
ties. (1) The non-Federal entity uses the 
capital assets in support of Federal 
awards; 

(2) The allowable asset costs to ac-
quire facilities and equipment are lim-
ited to a fair market value available to 
the non-Federal entity from an unre-
lated (arm’s length) third party. 

(3) The non-Federal entity obtains 
the financing via an arm’s-length 
transaction (that is, a transaction with 
an unrelated third party); or claims re-
imbursement of actual interest cost at 
a rate available via such a transaction. 

(4) The non-Federal entity limits 
claims for Federal reimbursement of 
interest costs to the least expensive al-
ternative. For example, a capital lease 
may be determined less costly than 
purchasing through debt financing, in 
which case reimbursement must be 
limited to the amount of interest de-
termined if leasing had been used. 

(5) The non-Federal entity expenses 
or capitalizes allowable interest cost in 
accordance with GAAP. 

(6) Earnings generated by the invest-
ment of borrowed funds pending their 
disbursement for the asset costs are 
used to offset the current period’s al-
lowable interest cost, whether that 
cost is expensed or capitalized. Earn-
ings subject to being reported to the 
Federal Internal Revenue Service 
under arbitrage requirements are ex-
cludable. 

(7) The following conditions must 
apply to debt arrangements over $1 
million to purchase or construct facili-
ties, unless the non-Federal entity 
makes an initial equity contribution to 
the purchase of 25 percent or more. For 
this purpose, ‘‘initial equity contribu-
tion’’ means the amount or value of 
contributions made by the non-Federal 
entity for the acquisition of facilities 
prior to occupancy. 

(i) The non-Federal entity must re-
duce claims for reimbursement of in-
terest cost by an amount equal to im-

puted interest earnings on excess cash 
flow attributable to the portion of the 
facility used for Federal awards. 

(ii) The non-Federal entity must im-
pute interest on excess cash flow as fol-
lows: 

(A) Annually, the non-Federal entity 
must prepare a cumulative (from the 
inception of the project) report of 
monthly cash inflows and outflows, re-
gardless of the funding source. For this 
purpose, inflows consist of Federal re-
imbursement for depreciation, amorti-
zation of capitalized construction in-
terest, and annual interest cost. Out-
flows consist of initial equity contribu-
tions, debt principal payments (less the 
pro-rata share attributable to the cost 
of land), and interest payments. 

(B) To compute monthly cash inflows 
and outflows, the non-Federal entity 
must divide the annual amounts deter-
mined in step (i) by the number of 
months in the year (usually 12) that 
the building is in service. 

(C) For any month in which cumu-
lative cash inflows exceed cumulative 
outflows, interest must be calculated 
on the excess inflows for that month 
and be treated as a reduction to allow-
able interest cost. The rate of interest 
to be used must be the three-month 
Treasury bill closing rate as of the last 
business day of that month. 

(8) Interest attributable to a fully de-
preciated asset is unallowable. 

(d) Additional conditions for states, 
local governments and Indian tribes. 
For costs to be allowable, the non-Fed-
eral entity must have incurred the in-
terest costs for buildings after October 
1, 1980, or for land and equipment after 
September 1, 1995. 

(1) The requirement to offset interest 
earned on borrowed funds against cur-
rent allowable interest cost (paragraph 
(c)(5), above) also applies to earnings 
on debt service reserve funds. 

(2) The non-Federal entity will nego-
tiate the amount of allowable interest 
cost related to the acquisition of facili-
ties with asset costs of $1 million or 
more, as outlined in paragraph (c)(7) of 
this section. For this purpose, a non- 
Federal entity must consider only cash 
inflows and outflows attributable to 
that portion of the real property used 
for Federal awards. 
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(e) Additional conditions for IHEs. 
For costs to be allowable, the IHE 
must have incurred the interest costs 
after September 23, 1982, in connection 
with acquisitions of capital assets that 
occurred after that date. 

(f) Additional condition for nonprofit 
organizations. For costs to be allow-
able, the nonprofit organization in-
curred the interest costs after Sep-
tember 29, 1995, in connection with ac-
quisitions of capital assets that oc-
curred after that date. 

(g) The interest allowability provi-
sions of this section do not apply to a 
nonprofit organization subject to ‘‘full 
coverage’’ under the Cost Accounting 
Standards (CAS), as defined at 48 CFR 
9903.201–2(a). The non-Federal entity’s 
Federal awards are instead subject to 
CAS 414 (48 CFR 9904.414), ‘‘Cost of 
Money as an Element of the Cost of Fa-
cilities Capital’’, and CAS 417 (48 CFR 
9904.417), ‘‘Cost of Money as an Element 
of the Cost of Capital Assets Under 
Construction’’. 

§ 200.450 Lobbying. 
(a) The cost of certain influencing ac-

tivities associated with obtaining 
grants, contracts, cooperative agree-
ments, or loans is an unallowable cost. 
Lobbying with respect to certain 
grants, contracts, cooperative agree-
ments, and loans is governed by rel-
evant statutes, including among oth-
ers, the provisions of 31 U.S.C. 1352, as 
well as the common rule, ‘‘New Re-
strictions on Lobbying’’ published at 55 
FR 6736 (February 26, 1990), including 
definitions, and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget ‘‘Governmentwide 
Guidance for New Restrictions on Lob-
bying’’ and notices published at 54 FR 
52306 (December 20, 1989), 55 FR 24540 
(June 15, 1990), 57 FR 1772 (January 15, 
1992), and 61 FR 1412 (January 19, 1996). 

(b) Executive lobbying costs. Costs 
incurred in attempting to improperly 
influence either directly or indirectly, 
an employee or officer of the executive 
branch of the Federal government to 
give consideration or to act regarding a 
Federal award or a regulatory matter 
are unallowable. Improper influence 
means any influence that induces or 
tends to induce a Federal employee or 
officer to give consideration or to act 
regarding a Federal award or regu-

latory matter on any basis other than 
the merits of the matter. 

(c) In addition to the above, the fol-
lowing restrictions are applicable to 
nonprofit organizations and IHEs: 

(1) Costs associated with the fol-
lowing activities are unallowable: 

(i) Attempts to influence the out-
comes of any Federal, state, or local 
election, referendum, initiative, or 
similar procedure, through in-kind or 
cash contributions, endorsements, pub-
licity, or similar activity; 

(ii) Establishing, administering, con-
tributing to, or paying the expenses of 
a political party, campaign, political 
action committee, or other organiza-
tion established for the purpose of in-
fluencing the outcomes of elections in 
the United States; 

(iii) Any attempt to influence: 
(A)The introduction of Federal or 

state legislation; 
(B) The enactment or modification of 

any pending Federal or state legisla-
tion through communication with any 
member or employee of the Congress or 
state legislature (including efforts to 
influence state or local officials to en-
gage in similar lobbying activity); 

(C) The enactment or modification of 
any pending Federal or state legisla-
tion by preparing, distributing, or 
using publicity or propaganda, or by 
urging members of the general public, 
or any segment thereof, to contribute 
to or participate in any mass dem-
onstration, march, rally, fund raising 
drive, lobbying campaign or letter 
writing or telephone campaign; or 

(D) Any government official or em-
ployee in connection with a decision to 
sign or veto enrolled legislation; 

(iv) Legislative liaison activities, in-
cluding attendance at legislative ses-
sions or committee hearings, gathering 
information regarding legislation, and 
analyzing the effect of legislation, 
when such activities are carried on in 
support of or in knowing preparation 
for an effort to engage in unallowable 
lobbying. 

(2) The following activities are ex-
cepted from the coverage of paragraph 
(c)(1) of this section: 

(i) Technical and factual presen-
tations on topics directly related to 
the performance of a grant, contract, 
or other agreement (through hearing 
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testimony, statements, or letters to 
the Congress or a state legislature, or 
subdivision, member, or cognizant staff 
member thereof), in response to a docu-
mented request (including a Congres-
sional Record notice requesting testi-
mony or statements for the record at a 
regularly scheduled hearing) made by 
the non-Federal entity’s member of 
congress, legislative body or a subdivi-
sion, or a cognizant staff member 
thereof, provided such information is 
readily obtainable and can be readily 
put in deliverable form, and further 
provided that costs under this section 
for travel, lodging or meals are unal-
lowable unless incurred to offer testi-
mony at a regularly scheduled Congres-
sional hearing pursuant to a written 
request for such presentation made by 
the Chairman or Ranking Minority 
Member of the Committee or Sub-
committee conducting such hearings; 

(ii) Any lobbying made unallowable 
by paragraph (c)(1)(iii) of this section 
to influence state legislation in order 
to directly reduce the cost, or to avoid 
material impairment of the non-Fed-
eral entity’s authority to perform the 
grant, contract, or other agreement; or 

(iii) Any activity specifically author-
ized by statute to be undertaken with 
funds from the Federal award. 

(iv) Any activity excepted from the 
definitions of ‘‘lobbying’’ or ‘‘influ-
encing legislation’’ by the Internal 
Revenue Code provisions that require 
nonprofit organizations to limit their 
participation in direct and ‘‘grass 
roots’’ lobbying activities in order to 
retain their charitable deduction sta-
tus and avoid punitive excise taxes, 
I.R.C. §§ 501(c)(3), 501(h), 4911(a), includ-
ing: 

(A) Nonpartisan analysis, study, or 
research reports; 

(B) Examinations and discussions of 
broad social, economic, and similar 
problems; and 

(C) Information provided upon re-
quest by a legislator for technical ad-
vice and assistance, as defined by I.R.C. 
§ 4911(d)(2) and 26 CFR 56.4911–2(c)(1)– 
(c)(3). 

(v) When a non-Federal entity seeks 
reimbursement for indirect (F&A) 
costs, total lobbying costs must be sep-
arately identified in the indirect (F&A) 
cost rate proposal, and thereafter 

treated as other unallowable activity 
costs in accordance with the proce-
dures of § 200.413 Direct costs. 

(vi) The non-Federal entity must sub-
mit as part of its annual indirect 
(F&A) cost rate proposal a certification 
that the requirements and standards of 
this section have been complied with. 
(See also § 200.415 Required certifi-
cations.) 

(vii)(A) Time logs, calendars, or simi-
lar records are not required to be cre-
ated for purposes of complying with 
the record keeping requirements in 
§ 200.302 Financial management with 
respect to lobbying costs during any 
particular calendar month when: 

(1) The employee engages in lobbying 
(as defined in paragraphs (c)(1) and 
(c)(2) of this section) 25 percent or less 
of the employee’s compensated hours of 
employment during that calendar 
month; and 

(2) Within the preceding five-year pe-
riod, the non-Federal entity has not 
materially misstated allowable or un-
allowable costs of any nature, includ-
ing legislative lobbying costs. 

(B) When conditions in paragraph 
(c)(2)(vii)(A)(1) and (2) of this section 
are met, non-Federal entities are not 
required to establish records to support 
the allowability of claimed costs in ad-
dition to records already required or 
maintained. Also, when conditions in 
paragraphs (c)(2)(vii)(A)(1) and (2) of 
this section are met, the absence of 
time logs, calendars, or similar records 
will not serve as a basis for disallowing 
costs by contesting estimates of lob-
bying time spent by employees during 
a calendar month. 

(viii) The Federal awarding agency 
must establish procedures for resolving 
in advance, in consultation with OMB, 
any significant questions or disagree-
ments concerning the interpretation or 
application of this section. Any such 
advance resolutions must be binding in 
any subsequent settlements, audits, or 
investigations with respect to that 
grant or contract for purposes of inter-
pretation of this part, provided, how-
ever, that this must not be construed 
to prevent a contractor or non-Federal 
entity from contesting the lawfulness 
of such a determination. 
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§ 200.451 Losses on other awards or 
contracts. 

Any excess of costs over income 
under any other award or contract of 
any nature is unallowable. This in-
cludes, but is not limited to, the non- 
Federal entity’s contributed portion by 
reason of cost-sharing agreements or 
any under-recoveries through negotia-
tion of flat amounts for indirect (F&A) 
costs. Also, any excess of costs over au-
thorized funding levels transferred 
from any award or contract to another 
award or contract is unallowable. All 
losses are not allowable indirect (F&A) 
costs and are required to be included in 
the appropriate indirect cost rate base 
for allocation of indirect costs. 

§ 200.452 Maintenance and repair 
costs. 

Costs incurred for utilities, insur-
ance, security, necessary maintenance, 
janitorial services, repair, or upkeep of 
buildings and equipment (including 
Federal property unless otherwise pro-
vided for) which neither add to the per-
manent value of the property nor ap-
preciably prolong its intended life, but 
keep it in an efficient operating condi-
tion, are allowable. Costs incurred for 
improvements which add to the perma-
nent value of the buildings and equip-
ment or appreciably prolong their in-
tended life must be treated as capital 
expenditures (see § 200.439 Equipment 
and other capital expenditures). These 
costs are only allowable to the extent 
not paid through rental or other agree-
ments. 

§ 200.453 Materials and supplies costs, 
including costs of computing de-
vices. 

(a) Costs incurred for materials, sup-
plies, and fabricated parts necessary to 
carry out a Federal award are allow-
able. 

(b) Purchased materials and supplies 
must be charged at their actual prices, 
net of applicable credits. Withdrawals 
from general stores or stockrooms 
should be charged at their actual net 
cost under any recognized method of 
pricing inventory withdrawals, consist-
ently applied. Incoming transportation 
charges are a proper part of materials 
and supplies costs. 

(c) Materials and supplies used for 
the performance of a Federal award 
may be charged as direct costs. In the 
specific case of computing devices, 
charging as direct costs is allowable for 
devices that are essential and allo-
cable, but not solely dedicated, to the 
performance of a Federal award. 

(d) Where federally-donated or fur-
nished materials are used in per-
forming the Federal award, such mate-
rials will be used without charge. 

§ 200.454 Memberships, subscriptions, 
and professional activity costs. 

(a) Costs of the non-Federal entity’s 
membership in business, technical, and 
professional organizations are allow-
able. 

(b) Costs of the non-Federal entity’s 
subscriptions to business, professional, 
and technical periodicals are allowable. 

(c) Costs of membership in any civic 
or community organization are allow-
able with prior approval by the Federal 
awarding agency or pass-through enti-
ty. 

(d) Costs of membership in any coun-
try club or social or dining club or or-
ganization are unallowable. 

(e) Costs of membership in organiza-
tions whose primary purpose is lob-
bying are unallowable. See also § 200.450 
Lobbying. 

§ 200.455 Organization costs. 
Costs such as incorporation fees, bro-

kers’ fees, fees to promoters, organizers 
or management consultants, attorneys, 
accountants, or investment counselor, 
whether or not employees of the non- 
Federal entity in connection with es-
tablishment or reorganization of an or-
ganization, are unallowable except 
with prior approval of the Federal 
awarding agency. 

§ 200.456 Participant support costs. 
Participant support costs as defined 

in § 200.75 Participant support costs are 
allowable with the prior approval of 
the Federal awarding agency. 

§ 200.457 Plant and security costs. 
Necessary and reasonable expenses 

incurred for routine and security to 
protect facilities, personnel, and work 
products are allowable. Such costs in-
clude, but are not limited to, wages 
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and uniforms of personnel engaged in 
security activities; equipment; bar-
riers; protective (non-military) gear, 
devices, and equipment; contractual se-
curity services; and consultants. Cap-
ital expenditures for plant security 
purposes are subject to § 200.439 Equip-
ment and other capital expenditures. 

§ 200.458 Pre-award costs. 
Pre-award costs are those incurred 

prior to the effective date of the Fed-
eral award directly pursuant to the ne-
gotiation and in anticipation of the 
Federal award where such costs are 
necessary for efficient and timely per-
formance of the scope of work. Such 
costs are allowable only to the extent 
that they would have been allowable if 
incurred after the date of the Federal 
award and only with the written ap-
proval of the Federal awarding agency. 

§ 200.459 Professional service costs. 
(a) Costs of professional and consult-

ant services rendered by persons who 
are members of a particular profession 
or possess a special skill, and who are 
not officers or employees of the non- 
Federal entity, are allowable, subject 
to paragraphs (b) and (c) when reason-
able in relation to the services ren-
dered and when not contingent upon 
recovery of the costs from the Federal 
government. In addition, legal and re-
lated services are limited under 
§ 200.435 Defense and prosecution of 
criminal and civil proceedings, claims, 
appeals and patent infringements. 

(b) In determining the allowability of 
costs in a particular case, no single fac-
tor or any special combination of fac-
tors is necessarily determinative. How-
ever, the following factors are relevant: 

(1) The nature and scope of the serv-
ice rendered in relation to the service 
required. 

(2) The necessity of contracting for 
the service, considering the non-Fed-
eral entity’s capability in the par-
ticular area. 

(3) The past pattern of such costs, 
particularly in the years prior to Fed-
eral awards. 

(4) The impact of Federal awards on 
the non-Federal entity’s business (i.e., 
what new problems have arisen). 

(5) Whether the proportion of Federal 
work to the non-Federal entity’s total 

business is such as to influence the 
non-Federal entity in favor of incur-
ring the cost, particularly where the 
services rendered are not of a con-
tinuing nature and have little relation-
ship to work under Federal awards. 

(6) Whether the service can be per-
formed more economically by direct 
employment rather than contracting. 

(7) The qualifications of the indi-
vidual or concern rendering the service 
and the customary fees charged, espe-
cially on non-federally funded activi-
ties. 

(8) Adequacy of the contractual 
agreement for the service (e.g., descrip-
tion of the service, estimate of time re-
quired, rate of compensation, and ter-
mination provisions). 

(c) In addition to the factors in para-
graph (b) of this section, to be allow-
able, retainer fees must be supported 
by evidence of bona fide services avail-
able or rendered. 

§ 200.460 Proposal costs. 

Proposal costs are the costs of pre-
paring bids, proposals, or applications 
on potential Federal and non-Federal 
awards or projects, including the devel-
opment of data necessary to support 
the non-Federal entity’s bids or pro-
posals. Proposal costs of the current 
accounting period of both successful 
and unsuccessful bids and proposals 
normally should be treated as indirect 
(F&A) costs and allocated currently to 
all activities of the non-Federal entity. 
No proposal costs of past accounting 
periods will be allocable to the current 
period. 

§ 200.461 Publication and printing 
costs. 

(a) Publication costs for electronic 
and print media, including distribu-
tion, promotion, and general handling 
are allowable. If these costs are not 
identifiable with a particular cost ob-
jective, they should be allocated as in-
direct costs to all benefiting activities 
of the non-Federal entity. 

(b) Page charges for professional 
journal publications are allowable 
where: 

(1) The publications report work sup-
ported by the Federal government; and 
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(2) The charges are levied impartially 
on all items published by the journal, 
whether or not under a Federal award. 

(3) The non-Federal entity may 
charge the Federal award before close-
out for the costs of publication or shar-
ing of research results if the costs are 
not incurred during the period of per-
formance of the Federal award. 

§ 200.462 Rearrangement and recon-
version costs. 

(a) Costs incurred for ordinary and 
normal rearrangement and alteration 
of facilities are allowable as indirect 
costs. Special arrangements and alter-
ations costs incurred specifically for a 
Federal award are allowable as a direct 
cost with the prior approval of the Fed-
eral awarding agency or pass-through 
entity. 

(b) Costs incurred in the restoration 
or rehabilitation of the non-Federal en-
tity’s facilities to approximately the 
same condition existing immediately 
prior to commencement of Federal 
awards, less costs related to normal 
wear and tear, are allowable. 

§ 200.463 Recruiting costs. 

(a) Subject to paragraphs (b) and (c) 
of this section, and provided that the 
size of the staff recruited and main-
tained is in keeping with workload re-
quirements, costs of ‘‘help wanted’’ ad-
vertising, operating costs of an em-
ployment office necessary to secure 
and maintain an adequate staff, costs 
of operating an aptitude and edu-
cational testing program, travel costs 
of employees while engaged in recruit-
ing personnel, travel costs of appli-
cants for interviews for prospective 
employment, and relocation costs in-
curred incident to recruitment of new 
employees, are allowable to the extent 
that such costs are incurred pursuant 
to the non-Federal entity’s standard 
recruitment program. Where the non- 
Federal entity uses employment agen-
cies, costs not in excess of standard 
commercial rates for such services are 
allowable. 

(b) Special emoluments, fringe bene-
fits, and salary allowances incurred to 
attract professional personnel that do 
not meet the test of reasonableness or 
do not conform with the established 

practices of the non-Federal entity, are 
unallowable. 

(c) Where relocation costs incurred 
incident to recruitment of a new em-
ployee have been funded in whole or in 
part as a direct cost to a Federal 
award, and the newly hired employee 
resigns for reasons within the employ-
ee’s control within 12 months after 
hire, the non-Federal entity will be re-
quired to refund or credit the Federal 
share of such relocation costs to the 
Federal government. See also § 200.464 
Relocation costs of employees. 

(d) Short-term, travel visa costs (as 
opposed to longer-term, immigration 
visas) are generally allowable expenses 
that may be proposed as a direct cost. 
Since short-term visas are issued for a 
specific period and purpose, they can be 
clearly identified as directly connected 
to work performed on a Federal award. 
For these costs to be directly charged 
to a Federal award, they must: 

(1) Be critical and necessary for the 
conduct of the project; 

(2) Be allowable under the applicable 
cost principles; 

(3) Be consistent with the non-Fed-
eral entity’s cost accounting practices 
and non-Federal entity policy; and 

(4) Meet the definition of ‘‘direct 
cost’’ as described in the applicable 
cost principles. 

§ 200.464 Relocation costs of employ-
ees. 

(a) Relocation costs are costs inci-
dent to the permanent change of duty 
assignment (for an indefinite period or 
for a stated period of not less than 12 
months) of an existing employee or 
upon recruitment of a new employee. 
Relocation costs are allowable, subject 
to the limitations described in para-
graphs (b), (c), and (d) of this section, 
provided that: 

(1) The move is for the benefit of the 
employer. 

(2) Reimbursement to the employee 
is in accordance with an established 
written policy consistently followed by 
the employer. 

(3) The reimbursement does not ex-
ceed the employee’s actual (or reason-
ably estimated) expenses. 

(b) Allowable relocation costs for 
current employees are limited to the 
following: 
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(1) The costs of transportation of the 
employee, members of his or her imme-
diate family and his household, and 
personal effects to the new location. 

(2) The costs of finding a new home, 
such as advance trips by employees and 
spouses to locate living quarters and 
temporary lodging during the transi-
tion period, up to maximum period of 
30 calendar days. 

(3) Closing costs, such as brokerage, 
legal, and appraisal fees, incident to 
the disposition of the employee’s 
former home. These costs, together 
with those described in (4), are limited 
to 8 per cent of the sales price of the 
employee’s former home. 

(4) The continuing costs of ownership 
(for up to six months) of the vacant 
former home after the settlement or 
lease date of the employee’s new per-
manent home, such as maintenance of 
buildings and grounds (exclusive of fix-
ing-up expenses), utilities, taxes, and 
property insurance. 

(5) Other necessary and reasonable 
expenses normally incident to reloca-
tion, such as the costs of canceling an 
unexpired lease, transportation of per-
sonal property, and purchasing insur-
ance against loss of or damages to per-
sonal property. The cost of canceling 
an unexpired lease is limited to three 
times the monthly rental. 

(c) Allowable relocation costs for new 
employees are limited to those de-
scribed in paragraphs (b)(1) and (2) of 
this section. When relocation costs in-
curred incident to the recruitment of 
new employees have been allowed ei-
ther as a direct or indirect cost and the 
employee resigns for reasons within 
the employee’s control within 12 
months after hire, the non-Federal en-
tity must refund or credit the Federal 
government for its share of the cost. 
However, the costs of travel to an over-
seas location must be considered travel 
costs in accordance with § 200.474 Trav-
el costs, and not this § 200.464 Reloca-
tion costs of employees, for the purpose 
of this paragraph if dependents are not 
permitted at the location for any rea-
son and the costs do not include costs 
of transporting household goods. 

(d) The following costs related to re-
location are unallowable: 

(1) Fees and other costs associated 
with acquiring a new home. 

(2) A loss on the sale of a former 
home. 

(3) Continuing mortgage principal 
and interest payments on a home being 
sold. 

(4) Income taxes paid by an employee 
related to reimbursed relocation costs. 

§ 200.465 Rental costs of real property 
and equipment. 

(a) Subject to the limitations de-
scribed in paragraphs (b) through (d) of 
this section, rental costs are allowable 
to the extent that the rates are reason-
able in light of such factors as: rental 
costs of comparable property, if any; 
market conditions in the area; alter-
natives available; and the type, life ex-
pectancy, condition, and value of the 
property leased. Rental arrangements 
should be reviewed periodically to de-
termine if circumstances have changed 
and other options are available. 

(b) Rental costs under ‘‘sale and lease 
back’’ arrangements are allowable only 
up to the amount that would be al-
lowed had the non-Federal entity con-
tinued to own the property. This 
amount would include expenses such as 
depreciation, maintenance, taxes, and 
insurance. 

(c) Rental costs under ‘‘less-than- 
arm’s-length’’ leases are allowable only 
up to the amount (as explained in para-
graph (b) of this section). For this pur-
pose, a less-than-arm’s-length lease is 
one under which one party to the lease 
agreement is able to control or sub-
stantially influence the actions of the 
other. Such leases include, but are not 
limited to those between: 

(1) Divisions of the non-Federal enti-
ty; 

(2) The non-Federal entity under 
common control through common offi-
cers, directors, or members; and 

(3) The non-Federal entity and a di-
rector, trustee, officer, or key em-
ployee of the non-Federal entity or an 
immediate family member, either di-
rectly or through corporations, trusts, 
or similar arrangements in which they 
hold a controlling interest. For exam-
ple, the non-Federal entity may estab-
lish a separate corporation for the sole 
purpose of owning property and leasing 
it back to the non-Federal entity. 
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(4) Family members include one 
party with any of the following rela-
tionships to another party: 

(i) Spouse, and parents thereof; 
(ii) Children, and spouses thereof; 
(iii) Parents, and spouses thereof; 
(iv) Siblings, and spouses thereof; 
(v) Grandparents and grandchildren, 

and spouses thereof; 
(vi) Domestic partner and parents 

thereof, including domestic partners of 
any individual in 2 through 5 of this 
definition; and 

(vii) Any individual related by blood 
or affinity whose close association with 
the employee is the equivalent of a 
family relationship. 

(5) Rental costs under leases which 
are required to be treated as capital 
leases under GAAP are allowable only 
up to the amount (as explained in para-
graph (b) of this section) that would be 
allowed had the non-Federal entity 
purchased the property on the date the 
lease agreement was executed. The pro-
visions of GAAP must be used to deter-
mine whether a lease is a capital lease. 
Interest costs related to capital leases 
are allowable to the extent they meet 
the criteria in § 200.449 Interest. Unal-
lowable costs include amounts paid for 
profit, management fees, and taxes 
that would not have been incurred had 
the non-Federal entity purchased the 
property. 

(6) The rental of any property owned 
by any individuals or entities affiliated 
with the non-Federal entity, to include 
commercial or residential real estate, 
for purposes such as the home office 
workspace is unallowable. 

§ 200.466 Scholarships and student aid 
costs. 

(a) Costs of scholarships, fellowships, 
and other programs of student aid at 
IHEs are allowable only when the pur-
pose of the Federal award is to provide 
training to selected participants and 
the charge is approved by the Federal 
awarding agency. However, tuition re-
mission and other forms of compensa-
tion paid as, or in lieu of, wages to stu-
dents performing necessary work are 
allowable provided that: 

(1) The individual is conducting ac-
tivities necessary to the Federal 
award; 

(2) Tuition remission and other sup-
port are provided in accordance with 
established policy of the IHE and con-
sistently provided in a like manner to 
students in return for similar activities 
conducted under Federal awards as 
well as other activities; and 

(3) During the academic period, the 
student is enrolled in an advanced de-
gree program at a non-Federal entity 
or affiliated institution and the activi-
ties of the student in relation to the 
Federal award are related to the degree 
program; 

(4) The tuition or other payments are 
reasonable compensation for the work 
performed and are conditioned explic-
itly upon the performance of necessary 
work; and 

(5) It is the IHE’s practice to simi-
larly compensate students under Fed-
eral awards as well as other activities. 

(b) Charges for tuition remission and 
other forms of compensation paid to 
students as, or in lieu of, salaries and 
wages must be subject to the reporting 
requirements in § 200.430 Compensa-
tion—personal services, and must be 
treated as direct or indirect cost in ac-
cordance with the actual work being 
performed. Tuition remission may be 
charged on an average rate basis. See 
also § 200.431 Compensation—fringe ben-
efits. 

§ 200.467 Selling and marketing costs. 

Costs of selling and marketing any 
products or services of the non-Federal 
entity (unless allowed under § 200.421 
Advertising and public relations.) are 
unallowable, except as direct costs, 
with prior approval by the Federal 
awarding agency when necessary for 
the performance of the Federal award. 

§ 200.468 Specialized service facilities. 

(a) The costs of services provided by 
highly complex or specialized facilities 
operated by the non-Federal entity, 
such as computing facilities, wind tun-
nels, and reactors are allowable, pro-
vided the charges for the services meet 
the conditions of either paragraphs (b) 
or (c) of this section, and, in addition, 
take into account any items of income 
or Federal financing that qualify as ap-
plicable credits under § 200.406 Applica-
ble credits. 
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(b) The costs of such services, when 
material, must be charged directly to 
applicable awards based on actual 
usage of the services on the basis of a 
schedule of rates or established meth-
odology that: 

(1) Does not discriminate between ac-
tivities under Federal awards and other 
activities of the non-Federal entity, in-
cluding usage by the non-Federal enti-
ty for internal purposes, and 

(2) Is designed to recover only the ag-
gregate costs of the services. The costs 
of each service must consist normally 
of both its direct costs and its allocable 
share of all indirect (F&A) costs. Rates 
must be adjusted at least biennially, 
and must take into consideration over/ 
under applied costs of the previous pe-
riod(s). 

(c) Where the costs incurred for a 
service are not material, they may be 
allocated as indirect (F&A) costs. 

(d) Under some extraordinary cir-
cumstances, where it is in the best in-
terest of the Federal government and 
the non-Federal entity to establish al-
ternative costing arrangements, such 
arrangements may be worked out with 
the Federal cognizant agency for indi-
rect costs. 

§ 200.469 Student activity costs. 
Costs incurred for intramural activi-

ties, student publications, student 
clubs, and other student activities, are 
unallowable, unless specifically pro-
vided for in the Federal award. 

§ 200.470 Taxes (including Value 
Added Tax). 

(a) For states, local governments and 
Indian tribes: 

(1) Taxes that a governmental unit is 
legally required to pay are allowable, 
except for self-assessed taxes that dis-
proportionately affect Federal pro-
grams or changes in tax policies that 
disproportionately affect Federal pro-
grams. 

(2) Gasoline taxes, motor vehicle 
fees, and other taxes that are in effect 
user fees for benefits provided to the 
Federal government are allowable. 

(3) This provision does not restrict 
the authority of the Federal awarding 
agency to identify taxes where Federal 
participation is inappropriate. Where 
the identification of the amount of un-

allowable taxes would require an inor-
dinate amount of effort, the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs may accept a 
reasonable approximation thereof. 

(b) For nonprofit organizations and 
IHEs: 

(1) In general, taxes which the non- 
Federal entity is required to pay and 
which are paid or accrued in accord-
ance with GAAP, and payments made 
to local governments in lieu of taxes 
which are commensurate with the local 
government services received are al-
lowable, except for: 

(i) Taxes from which exemptions are 
available to the non-Federal entity di-
rectly or which are available to the 
non-Federal entity based on an exemp-
tion afforded the Federal government 
and, in the latter case, when the Fed-
eral awarding agency makes available 
the necessary exemption certificates, 

(ii) Special assessments on land 
which represent capital improvements, 
and 

(iii) Federal income taxes. 
(2) Any refund of taxes, and any pay-

ment to the non-Federal entity of in-
terest thereon, which were allowed as 
Federal award costs, will be credited 
either as a cost reduction or cash re-
fund, as appropriate, to the Federal 
government. However, any interest ac-
tually paid or credited to an non-Fed-
eral entity incident to a refund of tax, 
interest, and penalty will be paid or 
credited to the Federal government 
only to the extent that such interest 
accrued over the period during which 
the non-Federal entity has been reim-
bursed by the Federal government for 
the taxes, interest, and penalties. 

(c) Value Added Tax (VAT) Foreign 
taxes charged for the purchase of goods 
or services that a non-Federal entity is 
legally required to pay in country is an 
allowable expense under Federal 
awards. Foreign tax refunds or applica-
ble credits under Federal awards refer 
to receipts, or reduction of expendi-
tures, which operate to offset or reduce 
expense items that are allocable to 
Federal awards as direct or indirect 
costs. To the extent that such credits 
accrued or received by the non-Federal 
entity relate to allowable cost, these 
costs must be credited to the Federal 
awarding agency either as costs or cash 
refunds. If the costs are credited back 
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to the Federal award, the non-Federal 
entity may reduce the Federal share of 
costs by the amount of the foreign tax 
reimbursement, or where Federal 
award has not expired, use the foreign 
government tax refund for approved ac-
tivities under the Federal award with 
prior approval of the Federal awarding 
agency. 

§ 200.471 Termination costs. 

Termination of a Federal award gen-
erally gives rise to the incurrence of 
costs, or the need for special treatment 
of costs, which would not have arisen 
had the Federal award not been termi-
nated. Cost principles covering these 
items are set forth in this section. 
They are to be used in conjunction 
with the other provisions of this part 
in termination situations. 

(a) The cost of items reasonably usa-
ble on the non-Federal entity’s other 
work must not be allowable unless the 
non-Federal entity submits evidence 
that it would not retain such items at 
cost without sustaining a loss. In de-
ciding whether such items are reason-
ably usable on other work of the non- 
Federal entity, the Federal awarding 
agency should consider the non-Federal 
entity’s plans and orders for current 
and scheduled activity. Contempora-
neous purchases of common items by 
the non-Federal entity must be re-
garded as evidence that such items are 
reasonably usable on the non-Federal 
entity’s other work. Any acceptance of 
common items as allocable to the ter-
minated portion of the Federal award 
must be limited to the extent that the 
quantities of such items on hand, in 
transit, and on order are in excess of 
the reasonable quantitative require-
ments of other work. 

(b) If in a particular case, despite all 
reasonable efforts by the non-Federal 
entity, certain costs cannot be discon-
tinued immediately after the effective 
date of termination, such costs are 
generally allowable within the limita-
tions set forth in this part, except that 
any such costs continuing after termi-
nation due to the negligent or willful 
failure of the non-Federal entity to dis-
continue such costs must be unallow-
able. 

(c) Loss of useful value of special 
tooling, machinery, and equipment is 
generally allowable if: 

(1) Such special tooling, special ma-
chinery, or equipment is not reason-
ably capable of use in the other work of 
the non-Federal entity, 

(2) The interest of the Federal gov-
ernment is protected by transfer of 
title or by other means deemed appro-
priate by the Federal awarding agency 
(see also § 200.313 Equipment, paragraph 
(d), and 

(3) The loss of useful value for any 
one terminated Federal award is lim-
ited to that portion of the acquisition 
cost which bears the same ratio to the 
total acquisition cost as the termi-
nated portion of the Federal award 
bears to the entire terminated Federal 
award and other Federal awards for 
which the special tooling, machinery, 
or equipment was acquired. 

(d) Rental costs under unexpired 
leases are generally allowable where 
clearly shown to have been reasonably 
necessary for the performance of the 
terminated Federal award less the re-
sidual value of such leases, if: 

(1) The amount of such rental 
claimed does not exceed the reasonable 
use value of the property leased for the 
period of the Federal award and such 
further period as may be reasonable, 
and 

(2) The non-Federal entity makes all 
reasonable efforts to terminate, assign, 
settle, or otherwise reduce the cost of 
such lease. There also may be included 
the cost of alterations of such leased 
property, provided such alterations 
were necessary for the performance of 
the Federal award, and of reasonable 
restoration required by the provisions 
of the lease. 

(e) Settlement expenses including the 
following are generally allowable: 

(1) Accounting, legal, clerical, and 
similar costs reasonably necessary for: 

(i) The preparation and presentation 
to the Federal awarding agency of set-
tlement claims and supporting data 
with respect to the terminated portion 
of the Federal award, unless the termi-
nation is for cause (see Subpart D— 
Post Federal Award Requirements of 
this part, §§ 200.338 Remedies for Non-
compliance through 200.342 Effects of 
Suspension and termination); and 
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(ii) The termination and settlement 
of subawards. 

(2) Reasonable costs for the storage, 
transportation, protection, and disposi-
tion of property provided by the Fed-
eral government or acquired or pro-
duced for the Federal award. 

(f) Claims under subawards, including 
the allocable portion of claims which 
are common to the Federal award and 
to other work of the non-Federal enti-
ty, are generally allowable. An appro-
priate share of the non-Federal entity’s 
indirect costs may be allocated to the 
amount of settlements with contrac-
tors and/or subrecipients, provided that 
the amount allocated is otherwise con-
sistent with the basic guidelines con-
tained in § 200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs. 
The indirect costs so allocated must 
exclude the same and similar costs 
claimed directly or indirectly as settle-
ment expenses. 

§ 200.472 Training and education costs. 
The cost of training and education 

provided for employee development is 
allowable. 

§ 200.473 Transportation costs. 
Costs incurred for freight, express, 

cartage, postage, and other transpor-
tation services relating either to goods 
purchased, in process, or delivered, are 
allowable. When such costs can readily 
be identified with the items involved, 
they may be charged directly as trans-
portation costs or added to the cost of 
such items. Where identification with 
the materials received cannot readily 
be made, inbound transportation cost 
may be charged to the appropriate in-
direct (F&A) cost accounts if the non- 
Federal entity follows a consistent, eq-
uitable procedure in this respect. Out-
bound freight, if reimbursable under 
the terms and conditions of the Federal 
award, should be treated as a direct 
cost. 

§ 200.474 Travel costs. 
(a) General. Travel costs are the ex-

penses for transportation, lodging, sub-
sistence, and related items incurred by 
employees who are in travel status on 
official business of the non-Federal en-
tity. Such costs may be charged on an 
actual cost basis, on a per diem or 
mileage basis in lieu of actual costs in-

curred, or on a combination of the two, 
provided the method used is applied to 
an entire trip and not to selected days 
of the trip, and results in charges con-
sistent with those normally allowed in 
like circumstances in the non-Federal 
entity’s non-federally-funded activities 
and in accordance with non-Federal en-
tity’s written travel reimbursement 
policies. Notwithstanding the provi-
sions of § 200.444 General costs of gov-
ernment, travel costs of officials cov-
ered by that section are allowable with 
the prior written approval of the Fed-
eral awarding agency or pass-through 
entity when they are specifically re-
lated to the Federal award. 

(b) Lodging and subsistence. Costs in-
curred by employees and officers for 
travel, including costs of lodging, other 
subsistence, and incidental expenses, 
must be considered reasonable and oth-
erwise allowable only to the extent 
such costs do not exceed charges nor-
mally allowed by the non-Federal enti-
ty in its regular operations as the re-
sult of the non-Federal entity’s written 
travel policy. In addition, if these costs 
are charged directly to the Federal 
award documentation must justify 
that: 

(1) Participation of the individual is 
necessary to the Federal award; and 

(2) The costs are reasonable and con-
sistent with non-Federal entity’s es-
tablished travel policy. 

(c)(1) Temporary dependent care 
costs (as dependent is defined in 26 
U.S.C. 152) above and beyond regular 
dependent care that directly results 
from travel to conferences is allowable 
provided that: 

(i) The costs are a direct result of the 
individual’s travel for the Federal 
award; 

(ii) The costs are consistent with the 
non-Federal entity’s documented trav-
el policy for all entity travel; and 

(iii) Are only temporary during the 
travel period. 

(2) Travel costs for dependents are 
unallowable, except for travel of dura-
tion of six months or more with prior 
approval of the Federal awarding agen-
cy. See also § 200.432 Conferences. 

(3) In the absence of an acceptable, 
written non-Federal entity policy re-
garding travel costs, the rates and 
amounts established under 5 U.S.C. 
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5701–11, (‘‘Travel and Subsistence Ex-
penses; Mileage Allowances’’), or by 
the Administrator of General Services, 
or by the President (or his or her des-
ignee) pursuant to any provisions of 
such subchapter must apply to travel 
under Federal awards (48 CFR 31.205– 
46(a)). 

(d) Commercial air travel. (1) Airfare 
costs in excess of the basic least expen-
sive unrestricted accommodations 
class offered by commercial airlines 
are unallowable except when such ac-
commodations would: 

(i) Require circuitous routing; 
(ii) Require travel during unreason-

able hours; 
(iii) Excessively prolong travel; 
(iv) Result in additional costs that 

would offset the transportation sav-
ings; or 

(v) Offer accommodations not reason-
ably adequate for the traveler’s med-
ical needs. The non-Federal entity 
must justify and document these condi-
tions on a case-by-case basis in order 
for the use of first-class or business- 
class airfare to be allowable in such 
cases. 

(2) Unless a pattern of avoidance is 
detected, the Federal government will 
generally not question a non-Federal 
entity’s determinations that cus-
tomary standard airfare or other dis-
count airfare is unavailable for specific 
trips if the non-Federal entity can 
demonstrate that such airfare was not 
available in the specific case. 

(e) Air travel by other than commercial 
carrier. Costs of travel by non-Federal 
entity-owned, -leased, or -chartered 
aircraft include the cost of lease, char-
ter, operation (including personnel 
costs), maintenance, depreciation, in-
surance, and other related costs. The 
portion of such costs that exceeds the 
cost of airfare as provided for in para-
graph (d) of this section, is unallow-
able. 

§ 200.475 Trustees. 

Travel and subsistence costs of trust-
ees (or directors) at IHEs and nonprofit 
organizations are allowable. See also 
§ 200.474 Travel costs. 

Subpart F—Audit Requirements 

GENERAL 

§ 200.500 Purpose. 

This part sets forth standards for ob-
taining consistency and uniformity 
among Federal agencies for the audit 
of non-Federal entities expending Fed-
eral awards. 

AUDITS 

§ 200.501 Audit requirements. 

(a) Audit required. A non-Federal enti-
ty that expends $750,000 or more during 
the non-Federal entity’s fiscal year in 
Federal awards must have a single or 
program-specific audit conducted for 
that year in accordance with the provi-
sions of this part. 

(b) Single audit. A non-Federal entity 
that expends $750,000 or more during 
the non-Federal entity’s fiscal year in 
Federal awards must have a single 
audit conducted in accordance with 
§ 200.514 Scope of audit except when it 
elects to have a program-specific audit 
conducted in accordance with para-
graph (c) of this section. 

(c) Program-specific audit election. 
When an auditee expends Federal 
awards under only one Federal pro-
gram (excluding R&D) and the Federal 
program’s statutes, regulations, or the 
terms and conditions of the Federal 
award do not require a financial state-
ment audit of the auditee, the auditee 
may elect to have a program-specific 
audit conducted in accordance with 
§ 200.507 Program-specific audits. A pro-
gram-specific audit may not be elected 
for R&D unless all of the Federal 
awards expended were received from 
the same Federal agency, or the same 
Federal agency and the same pass- 
through entity, and that Federal agen-
cy, or pass-through entity in the case 
of a subrecipient, approves in advance 
a program-specific audit. 

(d) Exemption when Federal awards ex-
pended are less than $750,000. A non-Fed-
eral entity that expends less than 
$750,000 during the non-Federal entity’s 
fiscal year in Federal awards is exempt 
from Federal audit requirements for 
that year, except as noted in § 200.503 
Relation to other audit requirements, 
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but records must be available for re-
view or audit by appropriate officials 
of the Federal agency, pass-through en-
tity, and Government Accountability 
Office (GAO). 

(e) Federally Funded Research and De-
velopment Centers (FFRDC). Manage-
ment of an auditee that owns or oper-
ates a FFRDC may elect to treat the 
FFRDC as a separate entity for pur-
poses of this part. 

(f) Subrecipients and Contractors. An 
auditee may simultaneously be a re-
cipient, a subrecipient, and a con-
tractor. Federal awards expended as a 
recipient or a subrecipient are subject 
to audit under this part. The payments 
received for goods or services provided 
as a contractor are not Federal awards. 
Section § 200.330 Subrecipient and con-
tractor determinations should be con-
sidered in determining whether pay-
ments constitute a Federal award or a 
payment for goods or services provided 
as a contractor. 

(g) Compliance responsibility for con-
tractors. In most cases, the auditee’s 
compliance responsibility for contrac-
tors is only to ensure that the procure-
ment, receipt, and payment for goods 
and services comply with Federal stat-
utes, regulations, and the terms and 
conditions of Federal awards. Federal 
award compliance requirements nor-
mally do not pass through to contrac-
tors. However, the auditee is respon-
sible for ensuring compliance for pro-
curement transactions which are struc-
tured such that the contractor is re-
sponsible for program compliance or 
the contractor’s records must be re-
viewed to determine program compli-
ance. Also, when these procurement 
transactions relate to a major pro-
gram, the scope of the audit must in-
clude determining whether these trans-
actions are in compliance with Federal 
statutes, regulations, and the terms 
and conditions of Federal awards. 

(h) For-profit subrecipient. Since this 
part does not apply to for-profit sub-
recipients, the pass-through entity is 
responsible for establishing require-
ments, as necessary, to ensure compli-
ance by for-profit subrecipients. The 
agreement with the for-profit sub-
recipient should describe applicable 
compliance requirements and the for- 
profit subrecipient’s compliance re-

sponsibility. Methods to ensure compli-
ance for Federal awards made to for- 
profit subrecipients may include pre- 
award audits, monitoring during the 
agreement, and post-award audits. See 
also § 200.331 Requirements for pass- 
through entities. 

§ 200.502 Basis for determining Fed-
eral awards expended. 

(a) Determining Federal awards ex-
pended. The determination of when a 
Federal award is expended should be 
based on when the activity related to 
the Federal award occurs. Generally, 
the activity pertains to events that re-
quire the non-Federal entity to comply 
with Federal statutes, regulations, and 
the terms and conditions of Federal 
awards, such as: expenditure/expense 
transactions associated with awards in-
cluding grants, cost-reimbursement 
contracts under the FAR, compacts 
with Indian Tribes, cooperative agree-
ments, and direct appropriations; the 
disbursement of funds to subrecipients; 
the use of loan proceeds under loan and 
loan guarantee programs; the receipt of 
property; the receipt of surplus prop-
erty; the receipt or use of program in-
come; the distribution or use of food 
commodities; the disbursement of 
amounts entitling the non-Federal en-
tity to an interest subsidy; and the pe-
riod when insurance is in force. 

(b) Loan and loan guarantees (loans). 
Since the Federal government is at 
risk for loans until the debt is repaid, 
the following guidelines must be used 
to calculate the value of Federal 
awards expended under loan programs, 
except as noted in paragraphs (c) and 
(d) of this section: 

(1) Value of new loans made or re-
ceived during the audit period; plus 

(2) Beginning of the audit period bal-
ance of loans from previous years for 
which the Federal government imposes 
continuing compliance requirements; 
plus 

(3) Any interest subsidy, cash, or ad-
ministrative cost allowance received. 

(c) Loan and loan guarantees (loans) at 
IHEs. When loans are made to students 
of an IHE but the IHE does not make 
the loans, then only the value of loans 
made during the audit period must be 
considered Federal awards expended in 
that audit period. The balance of loans 
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for previous audit periods is not in-
cluded as Federal awards expended be-
cause the lender accounts for the prior 
balances. 

(d) Prior loan and loan guarantees 
(loans). Loans, the proceeds of which 
were received and expended in prior 
years, are not considered Federal 
awards expended under this part when 
the Federal statutes, regulations, and 
the terms and conditions of Federal 
awards pertaining to such loans impose 
no continuing compliance require-
ments other than to repay the loans. 

(e) Endowment funds. The cumulative 
balance of Federal awards for endow-
ment funds that are federally re-
stricted are considered Federal awards 
expended in each audit period in which 
the funds are still restricted. 

(f) Free rent. Free rent received by 
itself is not considered a Federal award 
expended under this part. However, free 
rent received as part of a Federal 
award to carry out a Federal program 
must be included in determining Fed-
eral awards expended and subject to 
audit under this part. 

(g) Valuing non-cash assistance. Fed-
eral non-cash assistance, such as free 
rent, food commodities, donated prop-
erty, or donated surplus property, must 
be valued at fair market value at the 
time of receipt or the assessed value 
provided by the Federal agency. 

(h) Medicare. Medicare payments to a 
non-Federal entity for providing pa-
tient care services to Medicare-eligible 
individuals are not considered Federal 
awards expended under this part. 

(i) Medicaid. Medicaid payments to a 
subrecipient for providing patient care 
services to Medicaid-eligible individ-
uals are not considered Federal awards 
expended under this part unless a state 
requires the funds to be treated as Fed-
eral awards expended because reim-
bursement is on a cost-reimbursement 
basis. 

(j) Certain loans provided by the Na-
tional Credit Union Administration. For 
purposes of this part, loans made from 
the National Credit Union Share Insur-
ance Fund and the Central Liquidity 
Facility that are funded by contribu-
tions from insured non-Federal entities 
are not considered Federal awards ex-
pended. 

§ 200.503 Relation to other audit re-
quirements. 

(a) An audit conducted in accordance 
with this part must be in lieu of any fi-
nancial audit of Federal awards which 
a non-Federal entity is required to un-
dergo under any other Federal statute 
or regulation. To the extent that such 
audit provides a Federal agency with 
the information it requires to carry 
out its responsibilities under Federal 
statute or regulation, a Federal agency 
must rely upon and use that informa-
tion. 

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), a 
Federal agency, Inspectors General, or 
GAO may conduct or arrange for addi-
tional audits which are necessary to 
carry out its responsibilities under 
Federal statute or regulation. The pro-
visions of this part do not authorize 
any non-Federal entity to constrain, in 
any manner, such Federal agency from 
carrying out or arranging for such ad-
ditional audits, except that the Federal 
agency must plan such audits to not be 
duplicative of other audits of Federal 
awards. Prior to commencing such an 
audit, the Federal agency or pass- 
through entity must review the FAC 
for recent audits submitted by the non- 
Federal entity, and to the extent such 
audits meet a Federal agency or pass- 
through entity’s needs, the Federal 
agency or pass-through entity must 
rely upon and use such audits. Any ad-
ditional audits must be planned and 
performed in such a way as to build 
upon work performed, including the 
audit documentation, sampling, and 
testing already performed, by other 
auditors. 

(c) The provisions of this part do not 
limit the authority of Federal agencies 
to conduct, or arrange for the conduct 
of, audits and evaluations of Federal 
awards, nor limit the authority of any 
Federal agency Inspector General or 
other Federal official. For example, re-
quirements that may be applicable 
under the FAR or CAS and the terms 
and conditions of a cost-reimbursement 
contract may include additional appli-
cable audits to be conducted or ar-
ranged for by Federal agencies. 

(d) Federal agency to pay for addi-
tional audits. A Federal agency that 
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conducts or arranges for additional au-
dits must, consistent with other appli-
cable Federal statutes and regulations, 
arrange for funding the full cost of 
such additional audits. 

(e) Request for a program to be au-
dited as a major program. A Federal 
awarding agency may request that an 
auditee have a particular Federal pro-
gram audited as a major program in 
lieu of the Federal awarding agency 
conducting or arranging for the addi-
tional audits. To allow for planning, 
such requests should be made at least 
180 calendar days prior to the end of 
the fiscal year to be audited. The 
auditee, after consultation with its 
auditor, should promptly respond to 
such a request by informing the Fed-
eral awarding agency whether the pro-
gram would otherwise be audited as a 
major program using the risk-based 
audit approach described in § 200.518 
Major program determination and, if 
not, the estimated incremental cost. 
The Federal awarding agency must 
then promptly confirm to the auditee 
whether it wants the program audited 
as a major program. If the program is 
to be audited as a major program based 
upon this Federal awarding agency re-
quest, and the Federal awarding agen-
cy agrees to pay the full incremental 
costs, then the auditee must have the 
program audited as a major program. A 
pass-through entity may use the provi-
sions of this paragraph for a sub-
recipient. 

§ 200.504 Frequency of audits. 

Except for the provisions for biennial 
audits provided in paragraphs (a) and 
(b) of this section, audits required by 
this part must be performed annually. 
Any biennial audit must cover both 
years within the biennial period. 

(a) A state, local government, or In-
dian tribe that is required by constitu-
tion or statute, in effect on January 1, 
1987, to undergo its audits less fre-
quently than annually, is permitted to 
undergo its audits pursuant to this 
part biennially. This requirement must 
still be in effect for the biennial period. 

(b) Any nonprofit organization that 
had biennial audits for all biennial pe-
riods ending between July 1, 1992, and 
January 1, 1995, is permitted to under-

go its audits pursuant to this part bi-
ennially. 

§ 200.505 Sanctions. 

In cases of continued inability or un-
willingness to have an audit conducted 
in accordance with this part, Federal 
agencies and pass-through entities 
must take appropriate action as pro-
vided in § 200.338 Remedies for non-
compliance. 

§ 200.506 Audit costs. 

See § 200.425 Audit services. 

§ 200.507 Program-specific audits. 

(a) Program-specific audit guide avail-
able. In many cases, a program-specific 
audit guide will be available to provide 
specific guidance to the auditor with 
respect to internal controls, compli-
ance requirements, suggested audit 
procedures, and audit reporting re-
quirements. A listing of current pro-
gram-specific audit guides can be found 
in the compliance supplement begin-
ning with the 2014 supplement includ-
ing Federal awarding agency contact 
information and a Web site where a 
copy of the guide can be obtained. 
When a current program-specific audit 
guide is available, the auditor must 
follow GAGAS and the guide when per-
forming a program-specific audit. 

(b) Program-specific audit guide not 
available. (1) When a program-specific 
audit guide is not available, the 
auditee and auditor must have basi-
cally the same responsibilities for the 
Federal program as they would have 
for an audit of a major program in a 
single audit. 

(2) The auditee must prepare the fi-
nancial statement(s) for the Federal 
program that includes, at a minimum, 
a schedule of expenditures of Federal 
awards for the program and notes that 
describe the significant accounting 
policies used in preparing the schedule, 
a summary schedule of prior audit find-
ings consistent with the requirements 
of § 200.511 Audit findings follow-up, 
paragraph (b), and a corrective action 
plan consistent with the requirements 
of § 200.511 Audit findings follow-up, 
paragraph (c). 

(3) The auditor must: 
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(i) Perform an audit of the financial 
statement(s) for the Federal program 
in accordance with GAGAS; 

(ii) Obtain an understanding of inter-
nal controls and perform tests of inter-
nal controls over the Federal program 
consistent with the requirements of 
§ 200.514 Scope of audit, paragraph (c) 
for a major program; 

(iii) Perform procedures to determine 
whether the auditee has complied with 
Federal statutes, regulations, and the 
terms and conditions of Federal awards 
that could have a direct and material 
effect on the Federal program con-
sistent with the requirements of 
§ 200.514 Scope of audit, paragraph (d) 
for a major program; 

(iv) Follow up on prior audit findings, 
perform procedures to assess the rea-
sonableness of the summary schedule 
of prior audit findings prepared by the 
auditee in accordance with the require-
ments of § 200.511 Audit findings follow- 
up, and report, as a current year audit 
finding, when the auditor concludes 
that the summary schedule of prior 
audit findings materially misrepre-
sents the status of any prior audit find-
ing; and 

(v) Report any audit findings con-
sistent with the requirements of 
§ 200.516 Audit findings. 

(4) The auditor’s report(s) may be in 
the form of either combined or sepa-
rate reports and may be organized dif-
ferently from the manner presented in 
this section. The auditor’s report(s) 
must state that the audit was con-
ducted in accordance with this part 
and include the following: 

(i) An opinion (or disclaimer of opin-
ion) as to whether the financial state-
ment(s) of the Federal program is pre-
sented fairly in all material respects in 
accordance with the stated accounting 
policies; 

(ii) A report on internal control re-
lated to the Federal program, which 
must describe the scope of testing of 
internal control and the results of the 
tests; 

(iii) A report on compliance which in-
cludes an opinion (or disclaimer of 
opinion) as to whether the auditee 
complied with laws, regulations, and 
the terms and conditions of Federal 
awards which could have a direct and 

material effect on the Federal pro-
gram; and 

(iv) A schedule of findings and ques-
tioned costs for the Federal program 
that includes a summary of the audi-
tor’s results relative to the Federal 
program in a format consistent with 
§ 200.515 Audit reporting, paragraph 
(d)(1) and findings and questioned costs 
consistent with the requirements of 
§ 200.515 Audit reporting, paragraph 
(d)(3). 

(c) Report submission for program-spe-
cific audits. (1) The audit must be com-
pleted and the reporting required by 
paragraph (c)(2) or (c)(3) of this section 
submitted within the earlier of 30 cal-
endar days after receipt of the audi-
tor’s report(s), or nine months after 
the end of the audit period, unless a 
different period is specified in a pro-
gram-specific audit guide. Unless re-
stricted by Federal law or regulation, 
the auditee must make report copies 
available for public inspection. 
Auditees and auditors must ensure 
that their respective parts of the re-
porting package do not include pro-
tected personally identifiable informa-
tion. 

(2) When a program-specific audit 
guide is available, the auditee must 
electronically submit to the FAC the 
data collection form prepared in ac-
cordance with § 200.512 Report submis-
sion, paragraph (b), as applicable to a 
program-specific audit, and the report-
ing required by the program-specific 
audit guide. 

(3) When a program-specific audit 
guide is not available, the reporting 
package for a program-specific audit 
must consist of the financial state-
ment(s) of the Federal program, a sum-
mary schedule of prior audit findings, 
and a corrective action plan as de-
scribed in paragraph (b)(2) of this sec-
tion, and the auditor’s report(s) de-
scribed in paragraph (b)(4) of this sec-
tion. The data collection form prepared 
in accordance with § 200.512 Report sub-
mission, paragraph (b), as applicable to 
a program-specific audit, and one copy 
of this reporting package must be elec-
tronically submitted to the FAC. 

(d) Other sections of this part may 
apply. Program-specific audits are sub-
ject to: 
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(1) 200.500 Purpose through 200.503 Re-
lation to other audit requirements, 
paragraph (d); 

(2) 200.504 Frequency of audits 
through 200.506 Audit costs; 

(3) 200.508 Auditee responsibilities 
through 200.509 Auditor selection; 

(4) 200.511 Audit findings follow-up; 
(5) 200.512 Report submission, para-

graphs (e) through (h); 
(6) 200.513 Responsibilities; 
(7) 200.516 Audit findings through 

200.517 Audit documentation; 
(8) 200.521 Management decision, and 
(9) Other referenced provisions of this 

part unless contrary to the provisions 
of this section, a program-specific 
audit guide, or program statutes and 
regulations. 

AUDITEES 

§ 200.508 Auditee responsibilities. 
The auditee must: 
(a) Procure or otherwise arrange for 

the audit required by this part in ac-
cordance with § 200.509 Auditor selec-
tion, and ensure it is properly per-
formed and submitted when due in ac-
cordance with § 200.512 Report submis-
sion. 

(b) Prepare appropriate financial 
statements, including the schedule of 
expenditures of Federal awards in ac-
cordance with § 200.510 Financial state-
ments. 

(c) Promptly follow up and take cor-
rective action on audit findings, in-
cluding preparation of a summary 
schedule of prior audit findings and a 
corrective action plan in accordance 
with § 200.511 Audit findings follow-up, 
paragraph (b) and § 200.511 Audit find-
ings follow-up, paragraph (c), respec-
tively. 

(d) Provide the auditor with access to 
personnel, accounts, books, records, 
supporting documentation, and other 
information as needed for the auditor 
to perform the audit required by this 
part. 

§ 200.509 Auditor selection. 
(a) Auditor procurement. In procuring 

audit services, the auditee must follow 
the procurement standards prescribed 
by the Procurement Standards in 
§§ 200.317 Procurement by states 
through 20.326 Contract provisions of 

Subpart D- Post Federal Award Re-
quirements of this part or the FAR (48 
CFR part 42), as applicable. When pro-
curing audit services, the objective is 
to obtain high-quality audits. In re-
questing proposals for audit services, 
the objectives and scope of the audit 
must be made clear and the non-Fed-
eral entity must request a copy of the 
audit organization’s peer review report 
which the auditor is required to pro-
vide under GAGAS. Factors to be con-
sidered in evaluating each proposal for 
audit services include the responsive-
ness to the request for proposal, rel-
evant experience, availability of staff 
with professional qualifications and 
technical abilities, the results of peer 
and external quality control reviews, 
and price. Whenever possible, the 
auditee must make positive efforts to 
utilize small businesses, minority- 
owned firms, and women’s business en-
terprises, in procuring audit services as 
stated in § 200.321 Contracting with 
small and minority businesses, wom-
en’s business enterprises, and labor 
surplus area firms, or the FAR (48 CFR 
part 42), as applicable. 

(b) Restriction on auditor preparing in-
direct cost proposals. An auditor who 
prepares the indirect cost proposal or 
cost allocation plan may not also be se-
lected to perform the audit required by 
this part when the indirect costs recov-
ered by the auditee during the prior 
year exceeded $1 million. This restric-
tion applies to the base year used in 
the preparation of the indirect cost 
proposal or cost allocation plan and 
any subsequent years in which the re-
sulting indirect cost agreement or cost 
allocation plan is used to recover costs. 

(c) Use of Federal auditors. Federal 
auditors may perform all or part of the 
work required under this part if they 
comply fully with the requirements of 
this part. 

§ 200.510 Financial statements. 
(a) Financial statements. The auditee 

must prepare financial statements that 
reflect its financial position, results of 
operations or changes in net assets, 
and, where appropriate, cash flows for 
the fiscal year audited. The financial 
statements must be for the same orga-
nizational unit and fiscal year that is 
chosen to meet the requirements of 
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this part. However, non-Federal entity- 
wide financial statements may also in-
clude departments, agencies, and other 
organizational units that have separate 
audits in accordance with § 200.514 
Scope of audit, paragraph (a) and pre-
pare separate financial statements. 

(b) Schedule of expenditures of Federal 
awards. The auditee must also prepare 
a schedule of expenditures of Federal 
awards for the period covered by the 
auditee’s financial statements which 
must include the total Federal awards 
expended as determined in accordance 
with § 200.502 Basis for determining 
Federal awards expended. While not re-
quired, the auditee may choose to pro-
vide information requested by Federal 
awarding agencies and pass-through 
entities to make the schedule easier to 
use. For example, when a Federal pro-
gram has multiple Federal award 
years, the auditee may list the amount 
of Federal awards expended for each 
Federal award year separately. At a 
minimum, the schedule must: 

(1) List individual Federal programs 
by Federal agency. For a cluster of pro-
grams, provide the cluster name, list 
individual Federal programs within the 
cluster of programs, and provide the 
applicable Federal agency name. For 
R&D, total Federal awards expended 
must be shown either by individual 
Federal award or by Federal agency 
and major subdivision within the Fed-
eral agency. For example, the National 
Institutes of Health is a major subdivi-
sion in the Department of Health and 
Human Services. 

(2) For Federal awards received as a 
subrecipient, the name of the pass- 
through entity and identifying number 
assigned by the pass-through entity 
must be included. 

(3) Provide total Federal awards ex-
pended for each individual Federal pro-
gram and the CFDA number or other 
identifying number when the CFDA in-
formation is not available. For a clus-
ter of programs also provide the total 
for the cluster. 

(4) Include the total amount provided 
to subrecipients from each Federal pro-
gram. 

(5) For loan or loan guarantee pro-
grams described in § 200.502 Basis for 
determining Federal awards expended, 
paragraph (b), identify in the notes to 

the schedule the balances outstanding 
at the end of the audit period. This is 
in addition to including the total Fed-
eral awards expended for loan or loan 
guarantee programs in the schedule. 

(6) Include notes that describe that 
significant accounting policies used in 
preparing the schedule, and note 
whether or not the non-Federal entity 
elected to use the 10% de minimis cost 
rate as covered in § 200.414 Indirect 
(F&A) costs. 

§ 200.511 Audit findings follow-up. 
(a) General. The auditee is responsible 

for follow-up and corrective action on 
all audit findings. As part of this re-
sponsibility, the auditee must prepare 
a summary schedule of prior audit find-
ings. The auditee must also prepare a 
corrective action plan for current year 
audit findings. The summary schedule 
of prior audit findings and the correc-
tive action plan must include the ref-
erence numbers the auditor assigns to 
audit findings under § 200.516 Audit 
findings, paragraph (c). Since the sum-
mary schedule may include audit find-
ings from multiple years, it must in-
clude the fiscal year in which the find-
ing initially occurred. The corrective 
action plan and summary schedule of 
prior audit findings must include find-
ings relating to the financial state-
ments which are required to be re-
ported in accordance with GAGAS. 

(b) Summary schedule of prior audit 
findings. The summary schedule of 
prior audit findings must report the 
status of all audit findings included in 
the prior audit’s schedule of findings 
and questioned costs. The summary 
schedule must also include audit find-
ings reported in the prior audit’s sum-
mary schedule of prior audit findings 
except audit findings listed as cor-
rected in accordance with paragraph 
(b)(1) of this section, or no longer valid 
or not warranting further action in ac-
cordance with paragraph (b)(3) of this 
section. 

(1) When audit findings were fully 
corrected, the summary schedule need 
only list the audit findings and state 
that corrective action was taken. 

(2) When audit findings were not cor-
rected or were only partially corrected, 
the summary schedule must describe 
the reasons for the finding’s recurrence 
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and planned corrective action, and any 
partial corrective action taken. When 
corrective action taken is significantly 
different from corrective action pre-
viously reported in a corrective action 
plan or in the Federal agency’s or pass- 
through entity’s management decision, 
the summary schedule must provide an 
explanation. 

(3) When the auditee believes the 
audit findings are no longer valid or do 
not warrant further action, the reasons 
for this position must be described in 
the summary schedule. A valid reason 
for considering an audit finding as not 
warranting further action is that all of 
the following have occurred: 

(i) Two years have passed since the 
audit report in which the finding oc-
curred was submitted to the FAC; 

(ii) The Federal agency or pass- 
through entity is not currently fol-
lowing up with the auditee on the audit 
finding; and 

(iii) A management decision was not 
issued. 

(c) Corrective action plan. At the com-
pletion of the audit, the auditee must 
prepare, in a document separate from 
the auditor’s findings described in 
§ 200.516 Audit findings, a corrective ac-
tion plan to address each audit finding 
included in the current year auditor’s 
reports. The corrective action plan 
must provide the name(s) of the con-
tact person(s) responsible for correc-
tive action, the corrective action 
planned, and the anticipated comple-
tion date. If the auditee does not agree 
with the audit findings or believes cor-
rective action is not required, then the 
corrective action plan must include an 
explanation and specific reasons. 

§ 200.512 Report submission. 
(a) General. (1) The audit must be 

completed and the data collection form 
described in paragraph (b) of this sec-
tion and reporting package described in 
paragraph (c) of this section must be 
submitted within the earlier of 30 cal-
endar days after receipt of the audi-
tor’s report(s), or nine months after 
the end of the audit period. If the due 
date falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or 
Federal holiday, the reporting package 
is due the next business day. 

(2) Unless restricted by Federal stat-
utes or regulations, the auditee must 

make copies available for public in-
spection. Auditees and auditors must 
ensure that their respective parts of 
the reporting package do not include 
protected personally identifiable infor-
mation. 

(b) Data Collection. The FAC is the re-
pository of record for Subpart F—Audit 
Requirements of this part reporting 
packages and the data collection form. 
All Federal agencies, pass-through en-
tities and others interested in a report-
ing package and data collection form 
must obtain it by accessing the FAC. 

(1) The auditee must submit required 
data elements described in Appendix X 
to Part 200—Data Collection Form 
(Form SF–SAC), which state whether 
the audit was completed in accordance 
with this part and provides informa-
tion about the auditee, its Federal pro-
grams, and the results of the audit. 
The data must include information 
available from the audit required by 
this part that is necessary for Federal 
agencies to use the audit to ensure in-
tegrity for Federal programs. The data 
elements and format must be approved 
by OMB, available from the FAC, and 
include collections of information from 
the reporting package described in 
paragraph (c) of this section. A senior 
level representative of the auditee 
(e.g., state controller, director of fi-
nance, chief executive officer, or chief 
financial officer) must sign a state-
ment to be included as part of the data 
collection that says that the auditee 
complied with the requirements of this 
part, the data were prepared in accord-
ance with this part (and the instruc-
tions accompanying the form), the re-
porting package does not include pro-
tected personally identifiable informa-
tion, the information included in its 
entirety is accurate and complete, and 
that the FAC is authorized to make the 
reporting package and the form pub-
licly available on a Web site. 

(2) Exception for Indian Tribes. An 
auditee that is an Indian tribe may opt 
not to authorize the FAC to make the 
reporting package publicly available 
on a Web site, by excluding the author-
ization for the FAC publication in the 
statement described in paragraph (b)(1) 
of this section. If this option is exer-
cised, the auditee becomes responsible 
for submitting the reporting package 
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directly to any pass-through entities 
through which it has received a Fed-
eral award and to pass-through entities 
for which the summary schedule of 
prior audit findings reported the status 
of any findings related to Federal 
awards that the pass-through entity 
provided. Unless restricted by Federal 
statute or regulation, if the auditee 
opts not to authorize publication, it 
must make copies of the reporting 
package available for public inspec-
tion. 

(3) Using the information included in 
the reporting package described in 
paragraph (c) of this section, the audi-
tor must complete the applicable data 
elements of the data collection form. 
The auditor must sign a statement to 
be included as part of the data collec-
tion form that indicates, at a min-
imum, the source of the information 
included in the form, the auditor’s re-
sponsibility for the information, that 
the form is not a substitute for the re-
porting package described in paragraph 
(c) of this section, and that the content 
of the form is limited to the collection 
of information prescribed by OMB. 

(c) Reporting package. The reporting 
package must include the: 

(1) Financial statements and sched-
ule of expenditures of Federal awards 
discussed in § 200.510 Financial state-
ments, paragraphs (a) and (b), respec-
tively; 

(2) Summary schedule of prior audit 
findings discussed in § 200.511 Audit 
findings follow-up, paragraph (b); 

(3) Auditor’s report(s) discussed in 
§ 200.515 Audit reporting; and 

(4) Corrective action plan discussed 
in § 200.511 Audit findings follow-up, 
paragraph (c). 

(d) Submission to FAC. The auditee 
must electronically submit to the FAC 
the data collection form described in 
paragraph (b) of this section and the 
reporting package described in para-
graph (c) of this section. 

(e) Requests for management letters 
issued by the auditor. In response to re-
quests by a Federal agency or pass- 
through entity, auditees must submit a 
copy of any management letters issued 
by the auditor. 

(f) Report retention requirements. 
Auditees must keep one copy of the 
data collection form described in para-

graph (b) of this section and one copy 
of the reporting package described in 
paragraph (c) of this section on file for 
three years from the date of submis-
sion to the FAC. 

(g) FAC responsibilities. The FAC must 
make available the reporting packages 
received in accordance with paragraph 
(c) of this section and § 200.507 Pro-
gram-specific audits, paragraph (c) to 
the public, except for Indian tribes ex-
ercising the option in (b)(2) of this sec-
tion, and maintain a data base of com-
pleted audits, provide appropriate in-
formation to Federal agencies, and fol-
low up with known auditees that have 
not submitted the required data collec-
tion forms and reporting packages. 

(h) Electronic filing. Nothing in this 
part must preclude electronic submis-
sions to the FAC in such manner as 
may be approved by OMB. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

§ 200.513 Responsibilities. 
(a)(1) Cognizant agency for audit re-

sponsibilities. A non-Federal entity ex-
pending more than $50 million a year in 
Federal awards must have a cognizant 
agency for audit. The designated cog-
nizant agency for audit must be the 
Federal awarding agency that provides 
the predominant amount of direct 
funding to a non-Federal entity unless 
OMB designates a specific cognizant 
agency for audit. 

(2) To provide for continuity of cog-
nizance, the determination of the pre-
dominant amount of direct funding 
must be based upon direct Federal 
awards expended in the non-Federal en-
tity’s fiscal years ending in 2009, 2014, 
2019 and every fifth year thereafter. 
For example, audit cognizance for peri-
ods ending in 2011 through 2015 will be 
determined based on Federal awards 
expended in 2009. 

(3) Notwithstanding the manner in 
which audit cognizance is determined, 
a Federal awarding agency with cog-
nizance for an auditee may reassign 
cognizance to another Federal award-
ing agency that provides substantial 
funding and agrees to be the cognizant 
agency for audit. Within 30 calendar 
days after any reassignment, both the 
old and the new cognizant agency for 
audit must provide notice of the 
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change to the FAC, the auditee, and, if 
known, the auditor. The cognizant 
agency for audit must: 

(i) Provide technical audit advice and 
liaison assistance to auditees and audi-
tors. 

(ii) Obtain or conduct quality control 
reviews on selected audits made by 
non-Federal auditors, and provide the 
results to other interested organiza-
tions. Cooperate and provide support to 
the Federal agency designated by OMB 
to lead a governmentwide project to 
determine the quality of single audits 
by providing a statistically reliable es-
timate of the extent that single audits 
conform to applicable requirements, 
standards, and procedures; and to make 
recommendations to address noted 
audit quality issues, including rec-
ommendations for any changes to ap-
plicable requirements, standards and 
procedures indicated by the results of 
the project. This governmentwide audit 
quality project must be performed once 
every 6 years beginning in 2018 or at 
such other interval as determined by 
OMB, and the results must be public. 

(iii) Promptly inform other affected 
Federal agencies and appropriate Fed-
eral law enforcement officials of any 
direct reporting by the auditee or its 
auditor required by GAGAS or statutes 
and regulations. 

(iv) Advise the community of inde-
pendent auditors of any noteworthy or 
important factual trends related to the 
quality of audits stemming from qual-
ity control reviews. Significant prob-
lems or quality issues consistently 
identified through quality control re-
views of audit reports must be referred 
to appropriate state licensing agencies 
and professional bodies. 

(v) Advise the auditor, Federal 
awarding agencies, and, where appro-
priate, the auditee of any deficiencies 
found in the audits when the defi-
ciencies require corrective action by 
the auditor. When advised of defi-
ciencies, the auditee must work with 
the auditor to take corrective action. 
If corrective action is not taken, the 
cognizant agency for audit must notify 
the auditor, the auditee, and applicable 
Federal awarding agencies and pass- 
through entities of the facts and make 
recommendations for follow-up action. 
Major inadequacies or repetitive sub-

standard performance by auditors must 
be referred to appropriate state licens-
ing agencies and professional bodies for 
disciplinary action. 

(vi) Coordinate, to the extent prac-
tical, audits or reviews made by or for 
Federal agencies that are in addition 
to the audits made pursuant to this 
part, so that the additional audits or 
reviews build upon rather than dupli-
cate audits performed in accordance 
with this part. 

(vii) Coordinate a management deci-
sion for cross-cutting audit findings (as 
defined in § 200.30 Cross-cutting audit 
finding) that affect the Federal pro-
grams of more than one agency when 
requested by any Federal awarding 
agency whose awards are included in 
the audit finding of the auditee. 

(viii) Coordinate the audit work and 
reporting responsibilities among audi-
tors to achieve the most cost-effective 
audit. 

(ix) Provide advice to auditees as to 
how to handle changes in fiscal years. 

(b) Oversight agency for audit re-
sponsibilities. An auditee who does not 
have a designated cognizant agency for 
audit will be under the general over-
sight of the Federal agency determined 
in accordance with § 200.73 Oversight 
agency for audit. A Federal agency 
with oversight for an auditee may reas-
sign oversight to another Federal agen-
cy that agrees to be the oversight 
agency for audit. Within 30 calendar 
days after any reassignment, both the 
old and the new oversight agency for 
audit must provide notice of the 
change to the FAC, the auditee, and, if 
known, the auditor. The oversight 
agency for audit: 

(1) Must provide technical advice to 
auditees and auditors as requested. 

(2) May assume all or some of the re-
sponsibilities normally performed by a 
cognizant agency for audit. 

(c) Federal awarding agency respon-
sibilities. The Federal awarding agency 
must perform the following for the 
Federal awards it makes (See also the 
requirements of § 200.210 Information 
contained in a Federal award): 

(1) Ensure that audits are completed 
and reports are received in a timely 
manner and in accordance with the re-
quirements of this part. 
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(2) Provide technical advice and 
counsel to auditees and auditors as re-
quested. 

(3) Follow-up on audit findings to en-
sure that the recipient takes appro-
priate and timely corrective action. As 
part of audit follow-up, the Federal 
awarding agency must: 

(i) Issue a management decision as 
prescribed in § 200.521 Management de-
cision; 

(ii) Monitor the recipient taking ap-
propriate and timely corrective action; 

(iii) Use cooperative audit resolution 
mechanisms (see § 200.25 Cooperative 
audit resolution) to improve Federal 
program outcomes through better 
audit resolution, follow-up, and correc-
tive action; and 

(iv) Develop a baseline, metrics, and 
targets to track, over time, the effec-
tiveness of the Federal agency’s proc-
ess to follow-up on audit findings and 
on the effectiveness of Single Audits in 
improving non-Federal entity account-
ability and their use by Federal award-
ing agencies in making award deci-
sions. 

(4) Provide OMB annual updates to 
the compliance supplement and work 
with OMB to ensure that the compli-
ance supplement focuses the auditor to 
test the compliance requirements most 
likely to cause improper payments, 
fraud, waste, abuse or generate audit 
finding for which the Federal awarding 
agency will take sanctions. 

(5) Provide OMB with the name of a 
single audit accountable official from 
among the senior policy officials of the 
Federal awarding agency who must be: 

(i) Responsible for ensuring that the 
agency fulfills all the requirement of 
§ 200.513 Responsibilities and effectively 
uses the single audit process to reduce 
improper payments and improve Fed-
eral program outcomes. 

(ii) Held accountable to improve the 
effectiveness of the single audit process 
based upon metrics as described in 
paragraph (c)(3)(iv) of this section. 

(iii) Responsible for designating the 
Federal agency’s key management sin-
gle audit liaison. 

(6) Provide OMB with the name of a 
key management single audit liaison 
who must: 

(i) Serve as the Federal awarding 
agency’s management point of contact 

for the single audit process both within 
and outside the Federal government. 

(ii) Promote interagency coordina-
tion, consistency, and sharing in areas 
such as coordinating audit follow-up; 
identifying higher-risk non-Federal en-
tities; providing input on single audit 
and follow-up policy; enhancing the 
utility of the FAC; and studying ways 
to use single audit results to improve 
Federal award accountability and best 
practices. 

(iii) Oversee training for the Federal 
awarding agency’s program manage-
ment personnel related to the single 
audit process. 

(iv) Promote the Federal awarding 
agency’s use of cooperative audit reso-
lution mechanisms. 

(v) Coordinate the Federal awarding 
agency’s activities to ensure appro-
priate and timely follow-up and correc-
tive action on audit findings. 

(vi) Organize the Federal cognizant 
agency for audit’s follow-up on cross- 
cutting audit findings that affect the 
Federal programs of more than one 
Federal awarding agency. 

(vii) Ensure the Federal awarding 
agency provides annual updates of the 
compliance supplement to OMB. 

(viii) Support the Federal awarding 
agency’s single audit accountable offi-
cial’s mission. 

AUDITORS 

§ 200.514 Scope of audit. 
(a) General. The audit must be con-

ducted in accordance with GAGAS. The 
audit must cover the entire operations 
of the auditee, or, at the option of the 
auditee, such audit must include a se-
ries of audits that cover departments, 
agencies, and other organizational 
units that expended or otherwise ad-
ministered Federal awards during such 
audit period, provided that each such 
audit must encompass the financial 
statements and schedule of expendi-
tures of Federal awards for each such 
department, agency, and other organi-
zational unit, which must be consid-
ered to be a non-Federal entity. The fi-
nancial statements and schedule of ex-
penditures of Federal awards must be 
for the same audit period. 

(b) Financial statements. The auditor 
must determine whether the financial 
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statements of the auditee are presented 
fairly in all material respects in ac-
cordance with generally accepted ac-
counting principles. The auditor must 
also determine whether the schedule of 
expenditures of Federal awards is stat-
ed fairly in all material respects in re-
lation to the auditee’s financial state-
ments as a whole. 

(c) Internal control. (1) The compli-
ance supplement provides guidance on 
internal controls over Federal pro-
grams based upon the guidance in 
Standards for Internal Control in the 
Federal Government issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United 
States and the Internal Control—Inte-
grated Framework, issued by the Com-
mittee of Sponsoring Organizations of 
the Treadway Commission (COSO). 

(2) In addition to the requirements of 
GAGAS, the auditor must perform pro-
cedures to obtain an understanding of 
internal control over Federal programs 
sufficient to plan the audit to support 
a low assessed level of control risk of 
noncompliance for major programs. 

(3) Except as provided in paragraph 
(c)(4) of this section, the auditor must: 

(i) Plan the testing of internal con-
trol over compliance for major pro-
grams to support a low assessed level 
of control risk for the assertions rel-
evant to the compliance requirements 
for each major program; and 

(ii) Perform testing of internal con-
trol as planned in paragraph (c)(3)(i) of 
this section. 

(4) When internal control over some 
or all of the compliance requirements 
for a major program are likely to be in-
effective in preventing or detecting 
noncompliance, the planning and per-
forming of testing described in para-
graph (c)(3) of this section are not re-
quired for those compliance require-
ments. However, the auditor must re-
port a significant deficiency or mate-
rial weakness in accordance with 
§ 200.516 Audit findings, assess the re-
lated control risk at the maximum, 
and consider whether additional com-
pliance tests are required because of 
ineffective internal control. 

(d) Compliance. (1) In addition to the 
requirements of GAGAS, the auditor 
must determine whether the auditee 
has complied with Federal statutes, 
regulations, and the terms and condi-

tions of Federal awards that may have 
a direct and material effect on each of 
its major programs. 

(2) The principal compliance require-
ments applicable to most Federal pro-
grams and the compliance require-
ments of the largest Federal programs 
are included in the compliance supple-
ment. 

(3) For the compliance requirements 
related to Federal programs contained 
in the compliance supplement, an audit 
of these compliance requirements will 
meet the requirements of this part. 
Where there have been changes to the 
compliance requirements and the 
changes are not reflected in the com-
pliance supplement, the auditor must 
determine the current compliance re-
quirements and modify the audit proce-
dures accordingly. For those Federal 
programs not covered in the compli-
ance supplement, the auditor should 
follow the compliance supplement’s 
guidance for programs not included in 
the supplement. 

(4) The compliance testing must in-
clude tests of transactions and such 
other auditing procedures necessary to 
provide the auditor sufficient appro-
priate audit evidence to support an 
opinion on compliance. 

(e) Audit follow-up. The auditor must 
follow-up on prior audit findings, per-
form procedures to assess the reason-
ableness of the summary schedule of 
prior audit findings prepared by the 
auditee in accordance with § 200.511 
Audit findings follow-up paragraph (b), 
and report, as a current year audit 
finding, when the auditor concludes 
that the summary schedule of prior 
audit findings materially misrepre-
sents the status of any prior audit find-
ing. The auditor must perform audit 
follow-up procedures regardless of 
whether a prior audit finding relates to 
a major program in the current year. 

(f) Data Collection Form. As required 
in § 200.512 Report submission para-
graph (b)(3), the auditor must complete 
and sign specified sections of the data 
collection form. 

§ 200.515 Audit reporting. 

The auditor’s report(s) may be in the 
form of either combined or separate re-
ports and may be organized differently 
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from the manner presented in this sec-
tion. The auditor’s report(s) must state 
that the audit was conducted in ac-
cordance with this part and include the 
following: 

(a) An opinion (or disclaimer of opin-
ion) as to whether the financial state-
ments are presented fairly in all mate-
rial respects in accordance with gen-
erally accepted accounting principles 
and an opinion (or disclaimer of opin-
ion) as to whether the schedule of ex-
penditures of Federal awards is fairly 
stated in all material respects in rela-
tion to the financial statements as a 
whole. 

(b) A report on internal control over 
financial reporting and compliance 
with Federal statutes, regulations, and 
the terms and conditions of the Federal 
award, noncompliance with which 
could have a material effect on the fi-
nancial statements. This report must 
describe the scope of testing of internal 
control and compliance and the results 
of the tests, and, where applicable, it 
will refer to the separate schedule of 
findings and questioned costs described 
in paragraph (d) of this section. 

(c) A report on compliance for each 
major program and report and internal 
control over compliance. This report 
must describe the scope of testing of 
internal control over compliance, in-
clude an opinion or modified opinion as 
to whether the auditee complied with 
Federal statutes, regulations, and the 
terms and conditions of Federal awards 
which could have a direct and material 
effect on each major program and refer 
to the separate schedule of findings and 
questioned costs described in para-
graph (d) of this section. 

(d) A schedule of findings and ques-
tioned costs which must include the 
following three components: 

(1) A summary of the auditor’s re-
sults, which must include: 

(i) The type of report the auditor 
issued on whether the financial state-
ments audited were prepared in accord-
ance with GAAP (i.e., unmodified opin-
ion, qualified opinion, adverse opinion, 
or disclaimer of opinion); 

(ii) Where applicable, a statement 
about whether significant deficiencies 
or material weaknesses in internal con-
trol were disclosed by the audit of the 
financial statements; 

(iii) A statement as to whether the 
audit disclosed any noncompliance 
that is material to the financial state-
ments of the auditee; 

(iv) Where applicable, a statement 
about whether significant deficiencies 
or material weaknesses in internal con-
trol over major programs were dis-
closed by the audit; 

(v) The type of report the auditor 
issued on compliance for major pro-
grams (i.e., unmodified opinion, quali-
fied opinion, adverse opinion, or dis-
claimer of opinion); 

(vi) A statement as to whether the 
audit disclosed any audit findings that 
the auditor is required to report under 
§ 200.516 Audit findings paragraph (a); 

(vii) An identification of major pro-
grams by listing each individual major 
program; however in the case of a clus-
ter of programs only the cluster name 
as shown on the Schedule of Expendi-
tures of Federal Awards is required; 

(viii) The dollar threshold used to 
distinguish between Type A and Type B 
programs, as described in § 200.518 
Major program determination para-
graph (b)(1), or (b)(3) when a recalcula-
tion of the Type A threshold is re-
quired for large loan or loan guaran-
tees; and 

(ix) A statement as to whether the 
auditee qualified as a low-risk auditee 
under § 200.520 Criteria for a low-risk 
auditee. 

(2) Findings relating to the financial 
statements which are required to be re-
ported in accordance with GAGAS. 

(3) Findings and questioned costs for 
Federal awards which must include 
audit findings as defined in § 200.516 
Audit findings, paragraph (a). 

(i) Audit findings (e.g., internal con-
trol findings, compliance findings, 
questioned costs, or fraud) that relate 
to the same issue should be presented 
as a single audit finding. Where prac-
tical, audit findings should be orga-
nized by Federal agency or pass- 
through entity. 

(ii) Audit findings that relate to both 
the financial statements and Federal 
awards, as reported under paragraphs 
(d)(2) and (d)(3) of this section, respec-
tively, should be reported in both sec-
tions of the schedule. However, the re-
porting in one section of the schedule 
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may be in summary form with a ref-
erence to a detailed reporting in the 
other section of the schedule. 

(e) Nothing in this part precludes 
combining of the audit reporting re-
quired by this section with the report-
ing required by § 200.512 Report submis-
sion, paragraph (b) Data Collection 
when allowed by GAGAS and Appendix 
X to Part 200—Data Collection Form 
(Form SF–SAC). 

§ 200.516 Audit findings. 
(a) Audit findings reported. The audi-

tor must report the following as audit 
findings in a schedule of findings and 
questioned costs: 

(1) Significant deficiencies and mate-
rial weaknesses in internal control 
over major programs and significant 
instances of abuse relating to major 
programs. The auditor’s determination 
of whether a deficiency in internal con-
trol is a significant deficiency or mate-
rial weakness for the purpose of report-
ing an audit finding is in relation to a 
type of compliance requirement for a 
major program identified in the Com-
pliance Supplement. 

(2) Material noncompliance with the 
provisions of Federal statutes, regula-
tions, or the terms and conditions of 
Federal awards related to a major pro-
gram. The auditor’s determination of 
whether a noncompliance with the pro-
visions of Federal statutes, regula-
tions, or the terms and conditions of 
Federal awards is material for the pur-
pose of reporting an audit finding is in 
relation to a type of compliance re-
quirement for a major program identi-
fied in the compliance supplement. 

(3) Known questioned costs that are 
greater than $25,000 for a type of com-
pliance requirement for a major pro-
gram. Known questioned costs are 
those specifically identified by the 
auditor. In evaluating the effect of 
questioned costs on the opinion on 
compliance, the auditor considers the 
best estimate of total costs questioned 
(likely questioned costs), not just the 
questioned costs specifically identified 
(known questioned costs). The auditor 
must also report known questioned 
costs when likely questioned costs are 
greater than $25,000 for a type of com-
pliance requirement for a major pro-
gram. In reporting questioned costs, 

the auditor must include information 
to provide proper perspective for judg-
ing the prevalence and consequences of 
the questioned costs. 

(4) Known questioned costs that are 
greater than $25,000 for a Federal pro-
gram which is not audited as a major 
program. Except for audit follow-up, 
the auditor is not required under this 
part to perform audit procedures for 
such a Federal program; therefore, the 
auditor will normally not find ques-
tioned costs for a program that is not 
audited as a major program. However, 
if the auditor does become aware of 
questioned costs for a Federal program 
that is not audited as a major program 
(e.g., as part of audit follow-up or other 
audit procedures) and the known ques-
tioned costs are greater than $25,000, 
then the auditor must report this as an 
audit finding. 

(5) The circumstances concerning 
why the auditor’s report on compliance 
for each major program is other than 
an unmodified opinion, unless such cir-
cumstances are otherwise reported as 
audit findings in the schedule of find-
ings and questioned costs for Federal 
awards. 

(6) Known or likely fraud affecting a 
Federal award, unless such fraud is 
otherwise reported as an audit finding 
in the schedule of findings and ques-
tioned costs for Federal awards. This 
paragraph does not require the auditor 
to report publicly information which 
could compromise investigative or 
legal proceedings or to make an addi-
tional reporting when the auditor con-
firms that the fraud was reported out-
side the auditor’s reports under the di-
rect reporting requirements of GAGAS. 

(7) Instances where the results of 
audit follow-up procedures disclosed 
that the summary schedule of prior 
audit findings prepared by the auditee 
in accordance with § 200.511 Audit find-
ings follow-up, paragraph (b) materi-
ally misrepresents the status of any 
prior audit finding. 

(b) Audit finding detail and clarity. 
Audit findings must be presented in 
sufficient detail and clarity for the 
auditee to prepare a corrective action 
plan and take corrective action, and 
for Federal agencies and pass-through 
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entities to arrive at a management de-
cision. The following specific informa-
tion must be included, as applicable, in 
audit findings: 

(1) Federal program and specific Fed-
eral award identification including the 
CFDA title and number, Federal award 
identification number and year, name 
of Federal agency, and name of the ap-
plicable pass-through entity. When in-
formation, such as the CFDA title and 
number or Federal award identification 
number, is not available, the auditor 
must provide the best information 
available to describe the Federal 
award. 

(2) The criteria or specific require-
ment upon which the audit finding is 
based, including the Federal statutes, 
regulations, or the terms and condi-
tions of the Federal awards. Criteria 
generally identify the required or de-
sired state or expectation with respect 
to the program or operation. Criteria 
provide a context for evaluating evi-
dence and understanding findings. 

(3) The condition found, including 
facts that support the deficiency iden-
tified in the audit finding. 

(4) A statement of cause that identi-
fies the reason or explanation for the 
condition or the factors responsible for 
the difference between the situation 
that exists (condition) and the required 
or desired state (criteria), which may 
also serve as a basis for recommenda-
tions for corrective action. 

(5) The possible asserted effect to 
provide sufficient information to the 
auditee and Federal agency, or pass- 
through entity in the case of a sub-
recipient, to permit them to determine 
the cause and effect to facilitate 
prompt and proper corrective action. A 
statement of the effect or potential ef-
fect should provide a clear, logical link 
to establish the impact or potential 
impact of the difference between the 
condition and the criteria. 

(6) Identification of questioned costs 
and how they were computed. Known 
questioned costs must be identified by 
applicable CFDA number(s) and appli-
cable Federal award identification 
number(s). 

(7) Information to provide proper per-
spective for judging the prevalence and 
consequences of the audit findings, 
such as whether the audit findings rep-

resent an isolated instance or a sys-
temic problem. Where appropriate, in-
stances identified must be related to 
the universe and the number of cases 
examined and be quantified in terms of 
dollar value. The auditor should report 
whether the sampling was a statis-
tically valid sample. 

(8) Identification of whether the 
audit finding was a repeat of a finding 
in the immediately prior audit and if 
so any applicable prior year audit find-
ing numbers. 

(9) Recommendations to prevent fu-
ture occurrences of the deficiency iden-
tified in the audit finding. 

(10) Views of responsible officials of 
the auditee. 

(c) Reference numbers. Each audit 
finding in the schedule of findings and 
questioned costs must include a ref-
erence number in the format meeting 
the requirements of the data collection 
form submission required by § 200.512 
Report submission, paragraph (b) to 
allow for easy referencing of the audit 
findings during follow-up. 

§ 200.517 Audit documentation. 
(a) Retention of audit documentation. 

The auditor must retain audit docu-
mentation and reports for a minimum 
of three years after the date of 
issuance of the auditor’s report(s) to 
the auditee, unless the auditor is noti-
fied in writing by the cognizant agency 
for audit, oversight agency for audit, 
cognizant agency for indirect costs, or 
pass-through entity to extend the re-
tention period. When the auditor is 
aware that the Federal agency, pass- 
through entity, or auditee is con-
testing an audit finding, the auditor 
must contact the parties contesting 
the audit finding for guidance prior to 
destruction of the audit documentation 
and reports. 

(b) Access to audit documentation. 
Audit documentation must be made 
available upon request to the cognizant 
or oversight agency for audit or its des-
ignee, cognizant agency for indirect 
cost, a Federal agency, or GAO at the 
completion of the audit, as part of a 
quality review, to resolve audit find-
ings, or to carry out oversight respon-
sibilities consistent with the purposes 
of this part. Access to audit docu-
mentation includes the right of Federal 
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agencies to obtain copies of audit docu-
mentation, as is reasonable and nec-
essary. 

§ 200.518 Major program determina-
tion. 

(a) General. The auditor must use a 
risk-based approach to determine 
which Federal programs are major pro-
grams. This risk-based approach must 
include consideration of: current and 
prior audit experience, oversight by 
Federal agencies and pass-through en-
tities, and the inherent risk of the Fed-
eral program. The process in para-
graphs (b) through (i) of this section 
must be followed. 

(b) Step one.(1) The auditor must 
identify the larger Federal programs, 
which must be labeled Type A pro-
grams. Type A programs are defined as 
Federal programs with Federal awards 
expended during the audit period ex-
ceeding the levels outlined in the table 
in this paragraph (b)(1): 

Total Federal awards ex-
pended Type A/B threshold 

Equal to $750,000 but less 
than or equal to $25 million.

$750,000. 

Exceed $25 million but less 
than or equal to $100 mil-
lion.

Total Federal awards ex-
pended times .03. 

Exceed $100 million but less 
than or equal to $1 billion.

$3 million. 

Exceed $1 billion but less 
than or equal to $10 billion.

Total Federal awards ex-
pended times .003. 

Exceed $10 billion but less 
than or equal to $20 billion.

$30 million. 

Exceed $20 billion ................. Total Federal awards ex-
pended times .0015. 

(2) Federal programs not labeled 
Type A under paragraph (b)(1) of this 
section must be labeled Type B pro-
grams. 

(3) The inclusion of large loan and 
loan guarantees (loans) should not re-
sult in the exclusion of other programs 
as Type A programs. When a Federal 
program providing loans exceeds four 
times the largest non-loan program it 
is considered a large loan program, and 
the auditor must consider this Federal 
program as a Type A program and ex-
clude its values in determining other 
Type A programs. This recalculation of 
the Type A program is performed after 
removing the total of all large loan 
programs. For the purposes of this 
paragraph a program is only considered 
to be a Federal program providing 

loans if the value of Federal awards ex-
pended for loans within the program 
comprises fifty percent or more of the 
total Federal awards expended for the 
program. A cluster of programs is 
treated as one program and the value 
of Federal awards expended under a 
loan program is determined as de-
scribed in § 200.502 Basis for deter-
mining Federal awards expended. 

(4) For biennial audits permitted 
under § 200.504 Frequency of audits, the 
determination of Type A and Type B 
programs must be based upon the Fed-
eral awards expended during the two- 
year period. 

(c) Step two. (1) The auditor must 
identify Type A programs which are 
low-risk. In making this determina-
tion, the auditor must consider wheth-
er the requirements in § 200.519 Criteria 
for Federal program risk paragraph (c), 
the results of audit follow-up, or any 
changes in personnel or systems affect-
ing the program indicate significantly 
increased risk and preclude the pro-
gram from being low risk. For a Type 
A program to be considered low-risk, it 
must have been audited as a major pro-
gram in at least one of the two most 
recent audit periods (in the most re-
cent audit period in the case of a bien-
nial audit), and, in the most recent 
audit period, the program must have 
not had: 

(i) Internal control deficiencies 
which were identified as material 
weaknesses in the auditor’s report on 
internal control for major programs as 
required under § 200.515 Audit report-
ing, paragraph (c); 

(ii) A modified opinion on the pro-
gram in the auditor’s report on major 
programs as required under § 200.515 
Audit reporting, paragraph (c); or 

(iii) Known or likely questioned costs 
that exceed five percent of the total 
Federal awards expended for the pro-
gram. 

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (c)(1) 
of this section, OMB may approve a 
Federal awarding agency’s request that 
a Type A program may not be consid-
ered low risk for a certain recipient. 
For example, it may be necessary for a 
large Type A program to be audited as 
a major program each year at a par-
ticular recipient to allow the Federal 
awarding agency to comply with 31 
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U.S.C. 3515. The Federal awarding 
agency must notify the recipient and, 
if known, the auditor of OMB’s ap-
proval at least 180 calendar days prior 
to the end of the fiscal year to be au-
dited. 

(d) Step three. (1) The auditor must 
identify Type B programs which are 
high-risk using professional judgment 
and the criteria in § 200.519 Criteria for 
Federal program risk. However, the 
auditor is not required to identify more 
high-risk Type B programs than at 
least one fourth the number of low-risk 
Type A programs identified as low-risk 
under Step 2 (paragraph (c) of this sec-
tion). Except for known material weak-
ness in internal control or compliance 
problems as discussed in § 200.519 Cri-
teria for Federal program risk para-
graphs (b)(1), (b)(2), and (c)(1), a single 
criteria in risk would seldom cause a 
Type B program to be considered high- 
risk. When identifying which Type B 
programs to risk assess, the auditor is 
encouraged to use an approach which 
provides an opportunity for different 
high-risk Type B programs to be au-
dited as major over a period of time. 

(2) The auditor is not expected to per-
form risk assessments on relatively 
small Federal programs. Therefore, the 
auditor is only required to perform risk 
assessments on Type B programs that 
exceed twenty-five percent (0.25) of the 
Type A threshold determined in Step 1 
(paragraph (b) of this section). 

(e) Step four. At a minimum, the 
auditor must audit all of the following 
as major programs: 

(1) All Type A programs not identi-
fied as low risk under step two (para-
graph (c)(1) of this section). 

(2) All Type B programs identified as 
high-risk under step three (paragraph 
(d) of this section). 

(3) Such additional programs as may 
be necessary to comply with the per-
centage of coverage rule discussed in 
paragraph (f) of this section. This may 
require the auditor to audit more pro-
grams as major programs than the 
number of Type A programs. 

(f) Percentage of coverage rule. If the 
auditee meets the criteria in § 200.520 
Criteria for a low-risk auditee, the 
auditor need only audit the major pro-
grams identified in Step 4 (paragraph 
(e)(1) and (2) of this section) and such 

additional Federal programs with Fed-
eral awards expended that, in aggre-
gate, all major programs encompass at 
least 20 percent (0.20) of total Federal 
awards expended. Otherwise, the audi-
tor must audit the major programs 
identified in Step 4 (paragraphs (e)(1) 
and (2) of this section) and such addi-
tional Federal programs with Federal 
awards expended that, in aggregate, all 
major programs encompass at least 40 
percent (0.40) of total Federal awards 
expended. 

(g) Documentation of risk. The auditor 
must include in the audit documenta-
tion the risk analysis process used in 
determining major programs. 

(h) Auditor’s judgment. When the 
major program determination was per-
formed and documented in accordance 
with this Subpart, the auditor’s judg-
ment in applying the risk-based ap-
proach to determine major programs 
must be presumed correct. Challenges 
by Federal agencies and pass-through 
entities must only be for clearly im-
proper use of the requirements in this 
part. However, Federal agencies and 
pass-through entities may provide 
auditors guidance about the risk of a 
particular Federal program and the 
auditor must consider this guidance in 
determining major programs in audits 
not yet completed. 

§ 200.519 Criteria for Federal program 
risk. 

(a) General. The auditor’s determina-
tion should be based on an overall eval-
uation of the risk of noncompliance oc-
curring that could be material to the 
Federal program. The auditor must 
consider criteria, such as described in 
paragraphs (b), (c), and (d) of this sec-
tion, to identify risk in Federal pro-
grams. Also, as part of the risk anal-
ysis, the auditor may wish to discuss a 
particular Federal program with 
auditee management and the Federal 
agency or pass-through entity. 

(b) Current and prior audit experience. 
(1) Weaknesses in internal control over 
Federal programs would indicate high-
er risk. Consideration should be given 
to the control environment over Fed-
eral programs and such factors as the 
expectation of management’s adher-
ence to Federal statutes, regulations, 
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and the terms and conditions of Fed-
eral awards and the competence and 
experience of personnel who administer 
the Federal programs. 

(i) A Federal program administered 
under multiple internal control struc-
tures may have higher risk. When as-
sessing risk in a large single audit, the 
auditor must consider whether weak-
nesses are isolated in a single oper-
ating unit (e.g., one college campus) or 
pervasive throughout the entity. 

(ii) When significant parts of a Fed-
eral program are passed through to 
subrecipients, a weak system for moni-
toring subrecipients would indicate 
higher risk. 

(2) Prior audit findings would indi-
cate higher risk, particularly when the 
situations identified in the audit find-
ings could have a significant impact on 
a Federal program or have not been 
corrected. 

(3) Federal programs not recently au-
dited as major programs may be of 
higher risk than Federal programs re-
cently audited as major programs with-
out audit findings. 

(c) Oversight exercised by Federal agen-
cies and pass-through entities. (1) Over-
sight exercised by Federal agencies or 
pass-through entities could be used to 
assess risk. For example, recent moni-
toring or other reviews performed by 
an oversight entity that disclosed no 
significant problems would indicate 
lower risk, whereas monitoring that 
disclosed significant problems would 
indicate higher risk. 

(2) Federal agencies, with the concur-
rence of OMB, may identify Federal 
programs that are higher risk. OMB 
will provide this identification in the 
compliance supplement. 

(d) Inherent risk of the Federal pro-
gram. (1) The nature of a Federal pro-
gram may indicate risk. Consideration 
should be given to the complexity of 
the program and the extent to which 
the Federal program contracts for 
goods and services. For example, Fed-
eral programs that disburse funds 
through third party contracts or have 
eligibility criteria may be of higher 
risk. Federal programs primarily in-
volving staff payroll costs may have 
high risk for noncompliance with re-
quirements of § 200.430 Compensation— 

personal services, but otherwise be at 
low risk. 

(2) The phase of a Federal program in 
its life cycle at the Federal agency 
may indicate risk. For example, a new 
Federal program with new or interim 
regulations may have higher risk than 
an established program with time-test-
ed regulations. Also, significant 
changes in Federal programs, statutes, 
regulations, or the terms and condi-
tions of Federal awards may increase 
risk. 

(3) The phase of a Federal program in 
its life cycle at the auditee may indi-
cate risk. For example, during the first 
and last years that an auditee partici-
pates in a Federal program, the risk 
may be higher due to start-up or close-
out of program activities and staff. 

(4) Type B programs with larger Fed-
eral awards expended would be of high-
er risk than programs with substan-
tially smaller Federal awards ex-
pended. 

§ 200.520 Criteria for a low-risk 
auditee. 

An auditee that meets all of the fol-
lowing conditions for each of the pre-
ceding two audit periods must qualify 
as a low-risk auditee and be eligible for 
reduced audit coverage in accordance 
with § 200.518 Major program deter-
mination. 

(a) Single audits were performed on 
an annual basis in accordance with the 
provisions of this Subpart, including 
submitting the data collection form 
and the reporting package to the FAC 
within the timeframe specified in 
§ 200.512 Report submission. A non-Fed-
eral entity that has biennial audits 
does not qualify as a low-risk auditee. 

(b) The auditor’s opinion on whether 
the financial statements were prepared 
in accordance with GAAP, or a basis of 
accounting required by state law, and 
the auditor’s in relation to opinion on 
the schedule of expenditures of Federal 
awards were unmodified. 

(c) There were no deficiencies in in-
ternal control which were identified as 
material weaknesses under the require-
ments of GAGAS. 

(d) The auditor did not report a sub-
stantial doubt about the auditee’s abil-
ity to continue as a going concern. 
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(e) None of the Federal programs had 
audit findings from any of the fol-
lowing in either of the preceding two 
audit periods in which they were classi-
fied as Type A programs: 

(1) Internal control deficiencies that 
were identified as material weaknesses 
in the auditor’s report on internal con-
trol for major programs as required 
under § 200.515 Audit reporting, para-
graph (c); 

(2) A modified opinion on a major 
program in the auditor’s report on 
major programs as required under 
§ 200.515 Audit reporting, paragraph (c); 
or 

(3) Known or likely questioned costs 
that exceeded five percent of the total 
Federal awards expended for a Type A 
program during the audit period. 

MANAGEMENT DECISIONS 

§ 200.521 Management decision. 
(a) General. The management deci-

sion must clearly state whether or not 
the audit finding is sustained, the rea-
sons for the decision, and the expected 
auditee action to repay disallowed 
costs, make financial adjustments, or 
take other action. If the auditee has 
not completed corrective action, a 
timetable for follow-up should be 
given. Prior to issuing the manage-
ment decision, the Federal agency or 
pass-through entity may request addi-
tional information or documentation 
from the auditee, including a request 
for auditor assurance related to the 
documentation, as a way of mitigating 
disallowed costs. The management de-
cision should describe any appeal proc-
ess available to the auditee. While not 
required, the Federal agency or pass- 
through entity may also issue a man-
agement decision on findings relating 
to the financial statements which are 
required to be reported in accordance 
with GAGAS. 

(b) Federal agency. As provided in 
§ 200.513 Responsibilities, paragraph 
(a)(7), the cognizant agency for audit 
must be responsible for coordinating a 
management decision for audit find-
ings that affect the programs of more 
than one Federal agency. As provided 
in § 200.513 Responsibilities, paragraph 
(c)(3), a Federal awarding agency is re-
sponsible for issuing a management de-

cision for findings that relate to Fed-
eral awards it makes to non-Federal 
entities. 

(c) Pass-through entity. As provided in 
§ 200.331 Requirements for pass-through 
entities, paragraph (d), the pass- 
through entity must be responsible for 
issuing a management decision for 
audit findings that relate to Federal 
awards it makes to subrecipients. 

(d) Time requirements. The Federal 
awarding agency or pass-through enti-
ty responsible for issuing a manage-
ment decision must do so within six 
months of acceptance of the audit re-
port by the FAC. The auditee must ini-
tiate and proceed with corrective ac-
tion as rapidly as possible and correc-
tive action should begin no later than 
upon receipt of the audit report. 

(e) Reference numbers. Management 
decisions must include the reference 
numbers the auditor assigned to each 
audit finding in accordance with 
§ 200.516 Audit findings paragraph (c). 

APPENDIX I TO PART 200—FULL TEXT OF 
NOTICE OF FUNDING OPPORTUNITY 

The full text of the notice of funding op-
portunity is organized in sections. The re-
quired format outlined in this appendix indi-
cates immediately following the title of each 
section whether that section is required in 
every announcement or is a Federal award-
ing agency option. The format is designed so 
that similar types of information will appear 
in the same sections in announcements of 
different Federal funding opportunities. To-
ward that end, there is text in each of the 
following sections to describe the types of in-
formation that a Federal awarding agency 
would include in that section of an actual 
announcement. 

A Federal awarding agency that wishes to 
include information that the format does not 
specifically discuss may address that subject 
in whatever section(s) is most appropriate. 
For example, if a Federal awarding agency 
chooses to address performance goals in the 
announcement, it might do so in the funding 
opportunity description, the application con-
tent, or the reporting requirements. 

Similarly, when this format calls for a 
type of information to be in a particular sec-
tion, a Federal awarding agency wishing to 
address that subject in other sections may 
elect to repeat the information in those sec-
tions or use cross references between the sec-
tions (there should be hyperlinks for cross- 
references in any electronic versions of the 
announcement). For example, a Federal 
awarding agency may want to include in 
Section I information about the types of 
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non-Federal entities who are eligible to 
apply. The format specifies a standard loca-
tion for that information in Section III.1 but 
that does not preclude repeating the infor-
mation in Section I or creating a cross ref-
erence between Sections I and III.1, as long 
as a potential applicant can find the infor-
mation quickly and easily from the standard 
location. 

The sections of the full text of the an-
nouncement are described in the following 
paragraphs. 

A. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION—REQUIRED 

This section contains the full program de-
scription of the funding opportunity. It may 
be as long as needed to adequately commu-
nicate to potential applicants the areas in 
which funding may be provided. It describes 
the Federal awarding agency’s funding prior-
ities or the technical or focus areas in which 
the Federal awarding agency intends to pro-
vide assistance. As appropriate, it may in-
clude any program history (e.g., whether this 
is a new program or a new or changed area of 
program emphasis). This section may com-
municate indicators of successful projects 
(e.g., if the program encourages collabo-
rative efforts) and may include examples of 
projects that have been funded previously. 
This section also may include other informa-
tion the Federal awarding agency deems nec-
essary, and must at a minimum include cita-
tions for authorizing statutes and regula-
tions for the funding opportunity. 

B. FEDERAL AWARD INFORMATION—REQUIRED 

This section provides sufficient informa-
tion to help an applicant make an informed 
decision about whether to submit a proposal. 
Relevant information could include the total 
amount of funding that the Federal awarding 
agency expects to award through the an-
nouncement; the anticipated number of Fed-
eral awards; the expected amounts of indi-
vidual Federal awards (which may be a 
range); the amount of funding per Federal 
award, on average, experienced in previous 
years; and the anticipated start dates and 
periods of performance for new Federal 
awards. This section also should address 
whether applications for renewal or sup-
plementation of existing projects are eligible 
to compete with applications for new Fed-
eral awards. 

This section also must indicate the type(s) 
of assistance instrument (e.g., grant, cooper-
ative agreement) that may be awarded if ap-
plications are successful. If cooperative 
agreements may be awarded, this section ei-
ther should describe the ‘‘substantial in-
volvement’’ that the Federal awarding agen-
cy expects to have or should reference where 
the potential applicant can find that infor-
mation (e.g., in the funding opportunity de-
scription in A. Program Description—Re-

quired or Federal award administration in-
formation in section D. Application and Sub-
mission Information). If procurement con-
tracts also may be awarded, this must be 
stated. 

C. ELIGIBILITY INFORMATION 

This section addresses the considerations 
or factors that determine applicant or appli-
cation eligibility. This includes the eligi-
bility of particular types of applicant organi-
zations, any factors affecting the eligibility 
of the principal investigator or project direc-
tor, and any criteria that make particular 
projects ineligible. Federal agencies should 
make clear whether an applicant’s failure to 
meet an eligibility criterion by the time of 
an application deadline will result in the 
Federal awarding agency returning the ap-
plication without review or, even though an 
application may be reviewed, will preclude 
the Federal awarding agency from making a 
Federal award. Key elements to be addressed 
are: 

1. Eligible Applicants—Required. Announce-
ments must clearly identify the types of en-
tities that are eligible to apply. If there are 
no restrictions on eligibility, this section 
may simply indicate that all potential appli-
cants are eligible. If there are restrictions on 
eligibility, it is important to be clear about 
the specific types of entities that are eligi-
ble, not just the types that are ineligible. 
For example, if the program is limited to 
nonprofit organizations subject to 26 U.S.C. 
501(c)(3) of the tax code (26 U.S.C. 501(c)(3)), 
the announcement should say so. Similarly, 
it is better to state explicitly that Native 
American tribal organizations are eligible 
than to assume that they can unambiguously 
infer that from a statement that nonprofit 
organizations may apply. Eligibility also can 
be expressed by exception, (e.g., open to all 
types of domestic applicants other than indi-
viduals). This section should refer to any 
portion of Section IV specifying documenta-
tion that must be submitted to support an 
eligibility determination (e.g., proof of 
501(c)(3) status as determined by the Internal 
Revenue Service or an authorizing tribal res-
olution). To the extent that any funding re-
striction in Section IV.5 could affect the eli-
gibility of an applicant or project, the an-
nouncement must either restate that restric-
tion in this section or provide a cross-ref-
erence to its description in Section IV.5. 

2. Cost Sharing or Matching—Required. An-
nouncements must state whether there is re-
quired cost sharing, matching, or cost par-
ticipation without which an application 
would be ineligible (if cost sharing is not re-
quired, the announcement must explicitly 
say so). Required cost sharing may be a cer-
tain percentage or amount, or may be in the 
form of contributions of specified items or 
activities (e.g., provision of equipment). It is 
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important that the announcement be clear 
about any restrictions on the types of cost 
(e.g., in-kind contributions) that are accept-
able as cost sharing. Cost sharing as an eligi-
bility criterion includes requirements based 
in statute or regulation, as described in 
§ 200.306 Cost sharing or matching of this 
Part. This section should refer to the appro-
priate portion(s) of section D. Application 
and Submission Information stating any pre- 
award requirements for submission of letters 
or other documentation to verify commit-
ments to meet cost-sharing requirements if a 
Federal award is made. 

3. Other—Required, if applicable. If there are 
other eligibility criteria (i.e., criteria that 
have the effect of making an application or 
project ineligible for Federal awards, wheth-
er referred to as ‘‘responsiveness’’ criteria, 
‘‘go-no go’’ criteria, ‘‘threshold’’ criteria, or 
in other ways), must be clearly stated and 
must include a reference to the regulation of 
requirement that describes the restriction, 
as applicable. For example, if entities that 
have been found to be in violation of a par-
ticular Federal statute are ineligible, it is 
important to say so. This section must also 
state any limit on the number of applica-
tions an applicant may submit under the an-
nouncement and make clear whether the 
limitation is on the submitting organization, 
individual investigator/program director, or 
both. This section should also address any 
eligibility criteria for beneficiaries or for 
program participants other than Federal 
award recipients. 

D. APPLICATION AND SUBMISSION INFORMATION 

1. Address to Request Application Package— 
Required. Potential applicants must be told 
how to get application forms, kits, or other 
materials needed to apply (if this announce-
ment contains everything needed, this sec-
tion need only say so). An Internet address 
where the materials can be accessed is ac-
ceptable. However, since high-speed Internet 
access is not yet universally available for 
downloading documents, and applicants may 
have additional accessibility requirements, 
there also should be a way for potential ap-
plicants to request paper copies of materials, 
such as a U.S. Postal Service mailing ad-
dress, telephone or FAX number, Telephone 
Device for the Deaf (TDD), Text Telephone 
(TTY) number, and/or Federal Information 
Relay Service (FIRS) number. 

2. Content and Form of Application Submis-
sion—Required. This section must identify 
the required content of an application and 
the forms or formats that an applicant must 
use to submit it. If any requirements are 
stated elsewhere because they are general re-
quirements that apply to multiple programs 
or funding opportunities, this section should 
refer to where those requirements may be 
found. This section also should include re-

quired forms or formats as part of the an-
nouncement or state where the applicant 
may obtain them. 

This section should specifically address 
content and form or format requirements 
for: 

i. Pre-applications, letters of intent, or 
white papers required or encouraged (see 
Section IV.3), including any limitations on 
the number of pages or other formatting re-
quirements similar to those for full applica-
tions. 

ii. The application as a whole. For all sub-
missions, this would include any limitations 
on the number of pages, font size and type-
face, margins, paper size, number of copies, 
and sequence or assembly requirements. If 
electronic submission is permitted or re-
quired, this could include special require-
ments for formatting or signatures. 

iii. Component pieces of the application 
(e.g., if all copies of the application must 
bear original signatures on the face page or 
the program narrative may not exceed 10 
pages). This includes any pieces that may be 
submitted separately by third parties (e.g., 
references or letters confirming commit-
ments from third parties that will be con-
tributing a portion of any required cost shar-
ing). 

iv. Information that successful applicants 
must submit after notification of intent to 
make a Federal award, but prior to a Federal 
award. This could include evidence of com-
pliance with requirements relating to human 
subjects or information needed to comply 
with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321–4370h). 

3. Dun and Bradstreet Universal Numbering 
System (DUNS) Number and System for Award 
Management (SAM)—Required. 

This paragraph must state clearly that 
each applicant (unless the applicant is an in-
dividual or Federal awarding agency that is 
excepted from those requirements under 2 
CFR § 25.110(b) or (c), or has an exception ap-
proved by the Federal awarding agency 
under 2 CFR § 25.110(d)) is required to: (i) Be 
registered in SAM before submitting its ap-
plication; (ii) provide a valid DUNS number 
in its application; and (iii) continue to main-
tain an active SAM registration with current 
information at all times during which it has 
an active Federal award or an application or 
plan under consideration by a Federal award-
ing agency. It also must state that the Fed-
eral awarding agency may not make a Fed-
eral award to an applicant until the appli-
cant has complied with all applicable DUNS 
and SAM requirements and, if an applicant 
has not fully complied with the requirements 
by the time the Federal awarding agency is 
ready to make a Federal award, the Federal 
awarding agency may determine that the ap-
plicant is not qualified to receive a Federal 
award and use that determination as a basis 
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1 With respect to electronic methods for 
providing information about funding oppor-
tunities or accepting applicants’ submissions 
of information, each Federal awarding agen-
cy is responsible for compliance with Section 
508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 
U.S.C. 794d). 

for making a Federal award to another appli-
cant. 

4. Submission Dates and Times—Required. 
Announcements must identify due dates and 
times for all submissions. This includes not 
only the full applications but also any pre-
liminary submissions (e.g., letters of intent, 
white papers, or pre-applications). It also in-
cludes any other submissions of information 
before Federal award that are separate from 
the full application. If the funding oppor-
tunity is a general announcement that is 
open for a period of time with no specific due 
dates for applications, this section should 
say so. Note that the information on dates 
that is included in this section also must ap-
pear with other overview information in a lo-
cation preceding the full text of the an-
nouncement (see § 200.203 Notices of funding 
opportunities of this Part). 

Each type of submission should be des-
ignated as encouraged or required and, if re-
quired, any deadline date (or dates, if the 
Federal awarding agency plans more than 
one cycle of application submission, review, 
and Federal award under the announcement) 
should be specified. The announcement must 
state (or provide a reference to another docu-
ment that states): 

i. Any deadline in terms of a date and local 
time. If the due date falls on a Saturday, 
Sunday, or Federal holiday, the reporting 
package is due the next business day. 

ii. What the deadline means (e.g., whether 
it is the date and time by which the Federal 
awarding agency must receive the applica-
tion, the date by which the application must 
be postmarked, or something else) and how 
that depends, if at all, on the submission 
method (e.g., mail, electronic, or personal/ 
courier delivery). 

iii. The effect of missing a deadline (e.g., 
whether late applications are neither re-
viewed nor considered or are reviewed and 
considered under some circumstances). 

iv. How the receiving Federal office deter-
mines whether an application or pre-applica-
tion has been submitted before the deadline. 
This includes the form of acceptable proof of 
mailing or system-generated documentation 
of receipt date and time. 

This section also may indicate whether, 
when, and in what form the applicant will re-
ceive an acknowledgement of receipt. This 
information should be displayed in ways that 
will be easy to understand and use. It can be 
difficult to extract all needed information 
from narrative paragraphs, even when they 
are well written. A tabular form for pro-
viding a summary of the information may 
help applicants for some programs and give 
them what effectively could be a checklist to 
verify the completeness of their application 
package before submission. 

5. Intergovernmental Review—Required, if ap-
plicable. If the funding opportunity is subject 
to Executive Order 12372, ‘‘Intergovern-

mental Review of Federal Programs,’’ the 
notice must say so. In alerting applicants 
that they must contact their state’s Single 
Point of Contact (SPOC) to find out about 
and comply with the state’s process under 
Executive Order 12372, it may be useful to in-
form potential applicants that the names 
and addresses of the SPOCs are listed in the 
Office of Management and Budget’s Web site. 
www.whitehouse.gov/omb/grants/spoc.html. 

6. Funding Restrictions—Required. Notices 
must include information on funding restric-
tions in order to allow an applicant to de-
velop an application and budget consistent 
with program requirements. Examples are 
whether construction is an allowable activ-
ity, if there are any limitations on direct 
costs such as foreign travel or equipment 
purchases, and if there are any limits on in-
direct costs (or facilities and administrative 
costs). Applicants must be advised if Federal 
awards will not allow reimbursement of pre- 
Federal award costs. 

7. Other Submission Requirements— Required. 
This section must address any other submis-
sion requirements not included in the other 
paragraphs of this section. This might in-
clude the format of submission, i.e., paper or 
electronic, for each type of required submis-
sion. Applicants should not be required to 
submit in more than one format and this sec-
tion should indicate whether they may 
choose whether to submit applications in 
hard copy or electronically, may submit only 
in hard copy, or may submit only electroni-
cally. 

This section also must indicate where ap-
plications (and any pre-applications) must be 
submitted if sent by postal mail, electronic 
means, or hand-delivery. For postal mail 
submission, this must include the name of an 
office, official, individual or function (e.g., 
application receipt center) and a complete 
mailing address. For electronic submission, 
this must include the URL or email address; 
whether a password(s) is required; whether 
particular software or other electronic capa-
bilities are required; what to do in the event 
of system problems and a point of contact 
who will be available in the event the appli-
cant experiences technical difficulties.1 

E. APPLICATION REVIEW INFORMATION 

1. Criteria—Required. This section must ad-
dress the criteria that the Federal awarding 
agency will use to evaluate applications. 
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This includes the merit and other review cri-
teria that evaluators will use to judge appli-
cations, including any statutory, regulatory, 
or other preferences (e.g., minority status or 
Native American tribal preferences) that 
will be applied in the review process. These 
criteria are distinct from eligibility criteria 
that are addressed before an application is 
accepted for review and any program policy 
or other factors that are applied during the 
selection process, after the review process is 
completed. The intent is to make the appli-
cation process transparent so applicants can 
make informed decisions when preparing 
their applications to maximize fairness of 
the process. The announcement should clear-
ly describe all criteria, including any sub- 
criteria. If criteria vary in importance, the 
announcement should specify the relative 
percentages, weights, or other means used to 
distinguish among them. For statutory, reg-
ulatory, or other preferences, the announce-
ment should provide a detailed explanation 
of those preferences with an explicit indica-
tion of their effect (e.g., whether they result 
in additional points being assigned). 

If an applicant’s proposed cost sharing will 
be considered in the review process (as op-
posed to being an eligibility criterion de-
scribed in Section III.2), the announcement 
must specifically address how it will be con-
sidered (e.g., to assign a certain number of 
additional points to applicants who offer 
cost sharing, or to break ties among applica-
tions with equivalent scores after evaluation 
against all other factors). If cost sharing will 
not be considered in the evaluation, the an-
nouncement should say so, so that there is 
no ambiguity for potential applicants. Vague 
statements that cost sharing is encouraged, 
without clarification as to what that means, 
are unhelpful to applicants. It also is impor-
tant that the announcement be clear about 
any restrictions on the types of cost (e.g., in- 
kind contributions) that are acceptable as 
cost sharing. 

2. Review and Selection Process—Required. 
This section may vary in the level of detail 
provided. The announcement must list any 
program policy or other factors or elements, 
other than merit criteria, that the selecting 
official may use in selecting applications for 
Federal award (e.g., geographical dispersion, 
program balance, or diversity). The Federal 
awarding agency may also include other ap-
propriate details. For example, this section 
may indicate who is responsible for evalua-
tion against the merit criteria (e.g., peers ex-
ternal to the Federal awarding agency or 
Federal awarding agency personnel) and/or 
who makes the final selections for Federal 
awards. If there is a multi-phase review proc-
ess (e.g., an external panel advising internal 
Federal awarding agency personnel who 
make final recommendations to the deciding 
official), the announcement may describe the 
phases. It also may include: the number of 

people on an evaluation panel and how it op-
erates, the way reviewers are selected, re-
viewer qualifications, and the way that con-
flicts of interest are avoided. With respect to 
electronic methods for providing informa-
tion about funding opportunities or accept-
ing applicants’ submissions of information, 
each Federal awarding agency is responsible 
for compliance with Section 508 of the Reha-
bilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794d). 

In addition, if the Federal awarding agency 
permits applicants to nominate suggested re-
viewers of their applications or suggest those 
they feel may be inappropriate due to a con-
flict of interest, that information should be 
included in this section. 

3. Anticipated Announcement and Federal 
Award Dates—Optional. This section is in-
tended to provide applicants with informa-
tion they can use for planning purposes. If 
there is a single application deadline fol-
lowed by the simultaneous review of all ap-
plications, the Federal awarding agency can 
include in this section information about the 
anticipated dates for announcing or noti-
fying successful and unsuccessful applicants 
and for having Federal awards in place. If ap-
plications are received and evaluated on a 
‘‘rolling’’ basis at different times during an 
extended period, it may be appropriate to 
give applicants an estimate of the time need-
ed to process an application and notify the 
applicant of the Federal awarding agency’s 
decision. 

F. FEDERAL AWARD ADMINISTRATION 
INFORMATION 

1. Federal Award Notices—Required. This 
section must address what a successful appli-
cant can expect to receive following selec-
tion. If the Federal awarding agency’s prac-
tice is to provide a separate notice stating 
that an application has been selected before 
it actually makes the Federal award, this 
section would be the place to indicate that 
the letter is not an authorization to begin 
performance (to the extent that it allows 
charging to Federal awards of pre-award 
costs at the non-Federal entity’s own risk). 
This section should indicate that the notice 
of Federal award signed by the grants officer 
(or equivalent) is the authorizing document, 
and whether it is provided through postal 
mail or by electronic means and to whom. It 
also may address the timing, form, and con-
tent of notifications to unsuccessful appli-
cants. See also § 200.210 Information con-
tained in a Federal award. 

2. Administrative and National Policy Re-
quirements—Required. This section must iden-
tify the usual administrative and national 
policy requirements the Federal awarding 
agency’s Federal awards may include. Pro-
viding this information lets a potential ap-
plicant identify any requirements with 
which it would have difficulty complying if 
its application is successful. In those cases, 
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early notification about the requirements al-
lows the potential applicant to decide not to 
apply or to take needed actions before re-
ceiving the Federal award. The announce-
ment need not include all of the terms and 
conditions of the Federal award, but may 
refer to a document (with information about 
how to obtain it) or Internet site where ap-
plicants can see the terms and conditions. If 
this funding opportunity will lead to Federal 
awards with some special terms and condi-
tions that differ from the Federal awarding 
agency’s usual (sometimes called ‘‘general’’) 
terms and conditions, this section should 
highlight those special terms and conditions. 
Doing so will alert applicants that have re-
ceived Federal awards from the Federal 
awarding agency previously and might not 
otherwise expect different terms and condi-
tions. For the same reason, the announce-
ment should inform potential applicants 
about special requirements that could apply 
to particular Federal awards after the review 
of applications and other information, based 
on the particular circumstances of the effort 
to be supported (e.g., if human subjects were 
to be involved or if some situations may jus-
tify special terms on intellectual property, 
data sharing or security requirements). 

3. Reporting—Required. This section must 
include general information about the type 
(e.g., financial or performance), frequency, 
and means of submission (paper or elec-
tronic) of post-Federal award reporting re-
quirements. Highlight any special reporting 
requirements for Federal awards under this 
funding opportunity that differ (e.g., by re-
port type, frequency, form/format, or cir-
cumstances for use) from what the Federal 
awarding agency’s Federal awards usually 
require. 

G. FEDERAL AWARDING AGENCY CONTACT(S)— 
REQUIRED 

The announcement must give potential ap-
plicants a point(s) of contact for answering 
questions or helping with problems while the 
funding opportunity is open. The intent of 
this requirement is to be as helpful as pos-
sible to potential applicants, so the Federal 
awarding agency should consider approaches 
such as giving: 

i. Points of contact who may be reached in 
multiple ways (e.g., by telephone, FAX, and/ 
or email, as well as regular mail). 

ii. A fax or email address that multiple 
people access, so that someone will respond 
even if others are unexpectedly absent dur-
ing critical periods. 

iii. Different contacts for distinct kinds of 
help (e.g., one for questions of programmatic 
content and a second for administrative 
questions). 

H. OTHER INFORMATION—OPTIONAL 

This section may include any additional 
information that will assist a potential ap-
plicant. For example, the section might: 

i. Indicate whether this is a new program 
or a one-time initiative. 

ii. Mention related programs or other up-
coming or ongoing Federal awarding agency 
funding opportunities for similar activities. 

iii. Include current Internet addresses for 
Federal awarding agency Web sites that may 
be useful to an applicant in understanding 
the program. 

iv. Alert applicants to the need to identify 
proprietary information and inform them 
about the way the Federal awarding agency 
will handle it. 

v. Include certain routine notices to appli-
cants (e.g., that the Federal government is 
not obligated to make any Federal award as 
a result of the announcement or that only 
grants officers can bind the Federal govern-
ment to the expenditure of funds). 

APPENDIX II TO PART 200—CONTRACT 
PROVISIONS FOR NON-FEDERAL ENTI-
TY CONTRACTS UNDER FEDERAL 
AWARDS 

In addition to other provisions required by 
the Federal agency or non-Federal entity, all 
contracts made by the non-Federal entity 
under the Federal award must contain provi-
sions covering the following, as applicable. 

(A) Contracts for more than the simplified 
acquisition threshold currently set at 
$150,000, which is the inflation adjusted 
amount determined by the Civilian Agency 
Acquisition Council and the Defense Acquisi-
tion Regulations Council (Councils) as au-
thorized by 41 U.S.C. 1908, must address ad-
ministrative, contractual, or legal remedies 
in instances where contractors violate or 
breach contract terms, and provide for such 
sanctions and penalties as appropriate. 

(B) All contracts in excess of $10,000 must 
address termination for cause and for con-
venience by the non-Federal entity including 
the manner by which it will be effected and 
the basis for settlement. 

(C) Equal Employment Opportunity. Ex-
cept as otherwise provided under 41 CFR 
Part 60, all contracts that meet the defini-
tion of ‘‘federally assisted construction con-
tract’’ in 41 CFR Part 60–1.3 must include the 
equal opportunity clause provided under 41 
CFR 60–1.4(b), in accordance with Executive 
Order 11246, ‘‘Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity’’ (30 FR 12319, 12935, 3 CFR Part, 1964– 
1965 Comp., p. 339), as amended by Executive 
Order 11375, ‘‘Amending Executive Order 
11246 Relating to Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity,’’ and implementing regulations at 41 
CFR part 60, ‘‘Office of Federal Contract 
Compliance Programs, Equal Employment 
Opportunity, Department of Labor.’’ 
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(D) Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 
3141–3148). When required by Federal program 
legislation, all prime construction contracts 
in excess of $2,000 awarded by non-Federal 
entities must include a provision for compli-
ance with the Davis-Bacon Act (40 U.S.C. 
3141–3144, and 3146–3148) as supplemented by 
Department of Labor regulations (29 CFR 
Part 5, ‘‘Labor Standards Provisions Appli-
cable to Contracts Covering Federally Fi-
nanced and Assisted Construction’’). In ac-
cordance with the statute, contractors must 
be required to pay wages to laborers and me-
chanics at a rate not less than the prevailing 
wages specified in a wage determination 
made by the Secretary of Labor. In addition, 
contractors must be required to pay wages 
not less than once a week. The non-Federal 
entity must place a copy of the current pre-
vailing wage determination issued by the De-
partment of Labor in each solicitation. The 
decision to award a contract or subcontract 
must be conditioned upon the acceptance of 
the wage determination. The non-Federal en-
tity must report all suspected or reported 
violations to the Federal awarding agency. 
The contracts must also include a provision 
for compliance with the Copeland ‘‘Anti- 
Kickback’’ Act (40 U.S.C. 3145), as supple-
mented by Department of Labor regulations 
(29 CFR Part 3, ‘‘Contractors and Sub-
contractors on Public Building or Public 
Work Financed in Whole or in Part by Loans 
or Grants from the United States’’). The Act 
provides that each contractor or sub-
recipient must be prohibited from inducing, 
by any means, any person employed in the 
construction, completion, or repair of public 
work, to give up any part of the compensa-
tion to which he or she is otherwise entitled. 
The non-Federal entity must report all sus-
pected or reported violations to the Federal 
awarding agency. 

(E) Contract Work Hours and Safety 
Standards Act (40 U.S.C. 3701–3708). Where 
applicable, all contracts awarded by the non- 
Federal entity in excess of $100,000 that in-
volve the employment of mechanics or labor-
ers must include a provision for compliance 
with 40 U.S.C. 3702 and 3704, as supplemented 
by Department of Labor regulations (29 CFR 
Part 5). Under 40 U.S.C. 3702 of the Act, each 
contractor must be required to compute the 
wages of every mechanic and laborer on the 
basis of a standard work week of 40 hours. 
Work in excess of the standard work week is 
permissible provided that the worker is com-
pensated at a rate of not less than one and a 
half times the basic rate of pay for all hours 
worked in excess of 40 hours in the work 
week. The requirements of 40 U.S.C. 3704 are 
applicable to construction work and provide 
that no laborer or mechanic must be re-
quired to work in surroundings or under 
working conditions which are unsanitary, 
hazardous or dangerous. These requirements 
do not apply to the purchases of supplies or 

materials or articles ordinarily available on 
the open market, or contracts for transpor-
tation or transmission of intelligence. 

(F) Rights to Inventions Made Under a 
Contract or Agreement. If the Federal award 
meets the definition of ‘‘funding agreement’’ 
under 37 CFR § 401.2 (a) and the recipient or 
subrecipient wishes to enter into a contract 
with a small business firm or nonprofit orga-
nization regarding the substitution of par-
ties, assignment or performance of experi-
mental, developmental, or research work 
under that ‘‘funding agreement,’’ the recipi-
ent or subrecipient must comply with the re-
quirements of 37 CFR Part 401, ‘‘Rights to In-
ventions Made by Nonprofit Organizations 
and Small Business Firms Under Govern-
ment Grants, Contracts and Cooperative 
Agreements,’’ and any implementing regula-
tions issued by the awarding agency. 

(G) Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401–7671q.) and 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 
U.S.C. 1251–1387), as amended—Contracts and 
subgrants of amounts in excess of $150,000 
must contain a provision that requires the 
non-Federal award to agree to comply with 
all applicable standards, orders or regula-
tions issued pursuant to the Clean Air Act 
(42 U.S.C. 7401–7671q) and the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act as amended (33 U.S.C. 
1251–1387). Violations must be reported to the 
Federal awarding agency and the Regional 
Office of the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 

(H) Mandatory standards and policies re-
lating to energy efficiency which are con-
tained in the state energy conservation plan 
issued in compliance with the Energy Policy 
and Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. 6201). 

(I) Debarment and Suspension (Executive 
Orders 12549 and 12689)—A contract award 
(see 2 CFR 180.220) must not be made to par-
ties listed on the governmentwide Excluded 
Parties List System in the System for Award 
Management (SAM), in accordance with the 
OMB guidelines at 2 CFR 180 that implement 
Executive Orders 12549 (3 CFR Part 1986 
Comp., p. 189) and 12689 (3 CFR Part 1989 
Comp., p. 235), ‘‘Debarment and Suspension.’’ 
The Excluded Parties List System in SAM 
contains the names of parties debarred, sus-
pended, or otherwise excluded by agencies, as 
well as parties declared ineligible under stat-
utory or regulatory authority other than Ex-
ecutive Order 12549. 

(J) Byrd Anti-Lobbying Amendment (31 
U.S.C. 1352)—Contractors that apply or bid 
for an award of $100,000 or more must file the 
required certification. Each tier certifies to 
the tier above that it will not and has not 
used Federal appropriated funds to pay any 
person or organization for influencing or at-
tempting to influence an officer or employee 
of any agency, a member of Congress, officer 
or employee of Congress, or an employee of a 
member of Congress in connection with ob-
taining any Federal contract, grant or any 
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other award covered by 31 U.S.C. 1352. Each 
tier must also disclose any lobbying with 
non-Federal funds that takes place in con-
nection with obtaining any Federal award. 
Such disclosures are forwarded from tier to 
tier up to the non-Federal award. 

(K) See § 200.322 Procurement of recovered 
materials. 

APPENDIX III TO PART 200—INDIRECT 
(F&A) COSTS IDENTIFICATION AND 
ASSIGNMENT, AND RATE DETERMINA-
TION FOR INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER 
EDUCATION (IHES) 

A. GENERAL 

This appendix provides criteria for identi-
fying and computing indirect (or indirect 
(F&A)) rates at IHEs (institutions). Indirect 
(F&A) costs are those that are incurred for 
common or joint objectives and therefore 
cannot be identified readily and specifically 
with a particular sponsored project, an in-
structional activity, or any other institu-
tional activity. See subsection B.1, Defini-
tion of Facilities and Administration, for a 
discussion of the components of indirect 
(F&A) costs. 

1. Major Functions of an Institution 

Refers to instruction, organized research, 
other sponsored activities and other institu-
tional activities as defined in this section: 

a. Instruction means the teaching and 
training activities of an institution. Except 
for research training as provided in sub-
section b, this term includes all teaching and 
training activities, whether they are offered 
for credits toward a degree or certificate or 
on a non-credit basis, and whether they are 
offered through regular academic depart-
ments or separate divisions, such as a sum-
mer school division or an extension division. 
Also considered part of this major function 
are departmental research, and, where 
agreed to, university research. 

(1) Sponsored instruction and training means 
specific instructional or training activity es-
tablished by grant, contract, or cooperative 
agreement. For purposes of the cost prin-
ciples, this activity may be considered a 
major function even though an institution’s 
accounting treatment may include it in the 
instruction function. 

(2) Departmental research means research, 
development and scholarly activities that 
are not organized research and, con-
sequently, are not separately budgeted and 
accounted for. Departmental research, for 
purposes of this document, is not considered 
as a major function, but as a part of the in-
struction function of the institution. 

b. Organized research means all research 
and development activities of an institution 
that are separately budgeted and accounted 
for. It includes: 

(1) Sponsored research means all research 
and development activities that are spon-
sored by Federal and non-Federal agencies 
and organizations. This term includes activi-
ties involving the training of individuals in 
research techniques (commonly called re-
search training) where such activities utilize 
the same facilities as other research and de-
velopment activities and where such activi-
ties are not included in the instruction func-
tion. 

(2) University research means all research 
and development activities that are sepa-
rately budgeted and accounted for by the in-
stitution under an internal application of in-
stitutional funds. University research, for 
purposes of this document, must be com-
bined with sponsored research under the 
function of organized research. 

c. Other sponsored activities means programs 
and projects financed by Federal and non- 
Federal agencies and organizations which in-
volve the performance of work other than in-
struction and organized research. Examples 
of such programs and projects are health 
service projects and community service pro-
grams. However, when any of these activities 
are undertaken by the institution without 
outside support, they may be classified as 
other institutional activities. 

d. Other institutional activities means all ac-
tivities of an institution except for instruc-
tion, departmental research, organized re-
search, and other sponsored activities, as de-
fined in this section; indirect (F&A) cost ac-
tivities identified in this Appendix para-
graph B, Identification and assignment of in-
direct (F&A) costs; and specialized services 
facilities described in § 200.468 Specialized 
service facilities of this Part. 

Examples of other institutional activities 
include operation of residence halls, dining 
halls, hospitals and clinics, student unions, 
intercollegiate athletics, bookstores, faculty 
housing, student apartments, guest houses, 
chapels, theaters, public museums, and other 
similar auxiliary enterprises. This definition 
also includes any other categories of activi-
ties, costs of which are ‘‘unallowable’’ to 
Federal awards, unless otherwise indicated 
in an award. 

2. Criteria for Distribution 

a. Base period. A base period for distribu-
tion of indirect (F&A) costs is the period 
during which the costs are incurred. The 
base period normally should coincide with 
the fiscal year established by the institution, 
but in any event the base period should be so 
selected as to avoid inequities in the dis-
tribution of costs. 

b. Need for cost groupings. The overall ob-
jective of the indirect (F&A) cost allocation 
process is to distribute the indirect (F&A) 
costs described in Section B, Identification 
and assignment of indirect (F&A) costs, to 
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the major functions of the institution in pro-
portions reasonably consistent with the na-
ture and extent of their use of the institu-
tion’s resources. In order to achieve this ob-
jective, it may be necessary to provide for 
selective distribution by establishing sepa-
rate groupings of cost within one or more of 
the indirect (F&A) cost categories referred 
to in subsection B.1, Definition of Facilities 
and Administration. In general, the cost 
groupings established within a category 
should constitute, in each case, a pool of 
those items of expense that are considered to 
be of like nature in terms of their relative 
contribution to (or degree of remoteness 
from) the particular cost objectives to which 
distribution is appropriate. Cost groupings 
should be established considering the general 
guides provided in subsection c of this sec-
tion. Each such pool or cost grouping should 
then be distributed individually to the re-
lated cost objectives, using the distribution 
base or method most appropriate in light of 
the guidelines set forth in subsection d of 
this section. 

c. General considerations on cost groupings. 
The extent to which separate cost groupings 
and selective distribution would be appro-
priate at an institution is a matter of judg-
ment to be determined on a case-by-case 
basis. Typical situations which may warrant 
the establishment of two or more separate 
cost groupings (based on account classifica-
tion or analysis) within an indirect (F&A) 
cost category include but are not limited to 
the following: 

(1) If certain items or categories of expense 
relate solely to one of the major functions of 
the institution or to less than all functions, 
such expenses should be set aside as a sepa-
rate cost grouping for direct assignment or 
selective allocation in accordance with the 
guides provided in subsections b and d. 

(2) If any types of expense ordinarily treat-
ed as general administration or depart-
mental administration are charged to Fed-
eral awards as direct costs, expenses applica-
ble to other activities of the institution 
when incurred for the same purposes in like 
circumstances must, through separate cost 
groupings, be excluded from the indirect 
(F&A) costs allocable to those Federal 
awards and included in the direct cost of 
other activities for cost allocation purposes. 

(3) If it is determined that certain expenses 
are for the support of a service unit or facil-
ity whose output is susceptible of measure-
ment on a workload or other quantitative 
basis, such expenses should be set aside as a 
separate cost grouping for distribution on 
such basis to organized research, instruc-
tional, and other activities at the institution 
or within the department. 

(4) If activities provide their own pur-
chasing, personnel administration, building 
maintenance or similar service, the distribu-
tion of general administration and general 

expenses, or operation and maintenance ex-
penses to such activities should be accom-
plished through cost groupings which include 
only that portion of central indirect (F&A) 
costs (such as for overall management) 
which are properly allocable to such activi-
ties. 

(5) If the institution elects to treat fringe 
benefits as indirect (F&A) charges, such 
costs should be set aside as a separate cost 
grouping for selective distribution to related 
cost objectives. 

(6) The number of separate cost groupings 
within a category should be held within 
practical limits, after taking into consider-
ation the materiality of the amounts in-
volved and the degree of precision attainable 
through less selective methods of distribu-
tion. 

d. Selection of distribution method. 
(1) Actual conditions must be taken into 

account in selecting the method or base to 
be used in distributing individual cost 
groupings. The essential consideration in se-
lecting a base is that it be the one best suit-
ed for assigning the pool of costs to cost ob-
jectives in accordance with benefits derived; 
with a traceable cause-and-effect relation-
ship; or with logic and reason, where neither 
benefit nor a cause-and-effect relationship is 
determinable. 

(2) If a cost grouping can be identified di-
rectly with the cost objective benefitted, it 
should be assigned to that cost objective. 

(3) If the expenses in a cost grouping are 
more general in nature, the distribution may 
be based on a cost analysis study which re-
sults in an equitable distribution of the 
costs. Such cost analysis studies may take 
into consideration weighting factors, popu-
lation, or space occupied if appropriate. Cost 
analysis studies, however, must (a) be appro-
priately documented in sufficient detail for 
subsequent review by the cognizant agency 
for indirect costs, (b) distribute the costs to 
the related cost objectives in accordance 
with the relative benefits derived, (c) be sta-
tistically sound, (d) be performed specifically 
at the institution at which the results are to 
be used, and (e) be reviewed periodically, but 
not less frequently than rate negotiations, 
updated if necessary, and used consistently. 
Any assumptions made in the study must be 
stated and explained. The use of cost anal-
ysis studies and periodic changes in the 
method of cost distribution must be fully 
justified. 

(4) If a cost analysis study is not per-
formed, or if the study does not result in an 
equitable distribution of the costs, the dis-
tribution must be made in accordance with 
the appropriate base cited in Section B, Iden-
tification and assignment of indirect (F&A) 
costs, unless one of the following conditions 
is met: 

VerDate Mar<15>2010 14:08 Mar 14, 2014 Jkt 232005 PO 00000 Frm 00207 Fmt 8010 Sfmt 8002 Y:\SGML\232005.XXX 232005w
re

ie
r-a

vi
le

s 
on

 D
SK

5T
PT

VN
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 C

FR



198 

2 CFR Ch. II (1–1–14 Edition) Pt. 200, App. III 

(a) It can be demonstrated that the use of 
a different base would result in a more equi-
table allocation of the costs, or that a more 
readily available base would not increase the 
costs charged to Federal awards, or 

(b) The institution qualifies for, and elects 
to use, the simplified method for computing 
indirect (F&A) cost rates described in Sec-
tion D, Simplified method for small institu-
tions. 

(5) Notwithstanding subsection (3), effec-
tive July 1, 1998, a cost analysis or base other 
than that in Section B must not be used to 
distribute utility or student services costs. 
Instead, subsections B.4.c Operation and 
maintenance expenses, may be used in the 
recovery of utility costs. 

e. Order of distribution. 
(1) Indirect (F&A) costs are the broad cat-

egories of costs discussed in Section B.1, 
Definitions of Facilities and Administration 

(2) Depreciation, interest expenses, oper-
ation and maintenance expenses, and general 
administrative and general expenses should 
be allocated in that order to the remaining 
indirect (F&A) cost categories as well as to 
the major functions and specialized service 
facilities of the institution. Other cost cat-
egories may be allocated in the order deter-
mined to be most appropriate by the institu-
tions. When cross allocation of costs is made 
as provided in subsection (3), this order of al-
location does not apply. 

(3) Normally an indirect (F&A) cost cat-
egory will be considered closed once it has 
been allocated to other cost objectives, and 
costs may not be subsequently allocated to 
it. However, a cross allocation of costs be-
tween two or more indirect (F&A) cost cat-
egories may be used if such allocation will 
result in a more equitable allocation of 
costs. If a cross allocation is used, an appro-
priate modification to the composition of 
the indirect (F&A) cost categories described 
in Section B is required. 

B. IDENTIFICATION AND ASSIGNMENT OF 
INDIRECT (F&A) COSTS 

1. Definition of Facilities and Administration 

See § 200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs which 
provides the basis for this indirect cost re-
quirements. 

2. Depreciation 

a. The expenses under this heading are the 
portion of the costs of the institution’s 
buildings, capital improvements to land and 
buildings, and equipment which are com-
puted in accordance with § 200.436 Deprecia-
tion. 

b. In the absence of the alternatives pro-
vided for in Section A.2.d, Selection of dis-
tribution method, the expenses included in 
this category must be allocated in the fol-
lowing manner: 

(1) Depreciation on buildings used exclu-
sively in the conduct of a single function, 
and on capital improvements and equipment 
used in such buildings, must be assigned to 
that function. 

(2) Depreciation on buildings used for more 
than one function, and on capital improve-
ments and equipment used in such buildings, 
must be allocated to the individual functions 
performed in each building on the basis of 
usable square feet of space, excluding com-
mon areas such as hallways, stairwells, and 
rest rooms. 

(3) Depreciation on buildings, capital im-
provements and equipment related to space 
(e.g., individual rooms, laboratories) used 
jointly by more than one function (as deter-
mined by the users of the space) must be 
treated as follows. The cost of each jointly 
used unit of space must be allocated to bene-
fitting functions on the basis of: 

(a) The employee full-time equivalents 
(FTEs) or salaries and wages of those indi-
vidual functions benefitting from the use of 
that space; or 

(b) Institution-wide employee FTEs or sal-
aries and wages applicable to the benefitting 
major functions (see Section A.1) of the in-
stitution. 

(4) Depreciation on certain capital im-
provements to land, such as paved parking 
areas, fences, sidewalks, and the like, not in-
cluded in the cost of buildings, must be allo-
cated to user categories of students and em-
ployees on a full-time equivalent basis. The 
amount allocated to the student category 
must be assigned to the instruction function 
of the institution. The amount allocated to 
the employee category must be further allo-
cated to the major functions of the institu-
tion in proportion to the salaries and wages 
of all employees applicable to those func-
tions. 

3. Interest 

Interest on debt associated with certain 
buildings, equipment and capital improve-
ments, as defined in § 200.449 Interest, must 
be classified as an expenditure under the cat-
egory Facilities. These costs must be allo-
cated in the same manner as the deprecia-
tion on the buildings, equipment and capital 
improvements to which the interest relates. 

4. Operation and Maintenance Expenses 

a. The expenses under this heading are 
those that have been incurred for the admin-
istration, supervision, operation, mainte-
nance, preservation, and protection of the in-
stitution’s physical plant. They include ex-
penses normally incurred for such items as 
janitorial and utility services; repairs and 
ordinary or normal alterations of buildings, 
furniture and equipment; care of grounds; 
maintenance and operation of buildings and 
other plant facilities; security; earthquake 
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and disaster preparedness; environmental 
safety; hazardous waste disposal; property, 
liability and all other insurance relating to 
property; space and capital leasing; facility 
planning and management; and central re-
ceiving. The operation and maintenance ex-
pense category should also include its allo-
cable share of fringe benefit costs, deprecia-
tion, and interest costs. 

b. In the absence of the alternatives pro-
vided for in Section A.2.d, the expenses in-
cluded in this category must be allocated in 
the same manner as described in subsection 
2.b for depreciation. 

c. A utility cost adjustment of up to 1.3 
percentage points may be included in the ne-
gotiated indirect cost rate of the IHE for or-
ganized research, per the computation alter-
natives in paragraphs (c)(1) and (2) of this 
section: 

(1) Where space is devoted to a single func-
tion and metering allows unambiguous meas-
urement of usage related to that space, costs 
must be assigned to the function located in 
that space. 

(2) Where space is allocated to different 
functions and metering does not allow unam-
biguous measurement of usage by function, 
costs must be allocated as follows: 

(i) Utilities costs should be apportioned to 
functions in the same manner as deprecia-
tion, based on the calculated difference be-
tween the site or building actual square foot-
age for monitored research laboratory space 
(site, building, floor, or room), and a sepa-
rate calculation prepared by the IHE using 
the ‘‘effective square footage’’ described in 
subsection (c)(2)(ii) of this section. 

(ii) ‘‘Effective square footage’’ allocated to 
research laboratory space must be calculated 
as the actual square footage times the rel-
ative energy utilization index (REUI) posted 
on the OMB Web site at the time of a rate 
determination. 

A. This index is the ratio of a laboratory 
energy use index (lab EUI) to the cor-
responding index for overall average college 
or university space (college EUI). 

B. In July 2012, values for these two indices 
(taken respectively from the Lawrence 
Berkeley Laboratory ‘‘Labs for the 21st Cen-
tury’’ benchmarking tool http:// 
labs21benchmarking.lbl.gov/CompareData.php 
and the US Department of Energy ‘‘Build-
ings Energy Databook’’ and http:// 
buildingsdatabook.eren.doe.gov/CBECS.aspx) 
were 310 kBtu/sq ft-yr. and 155 kBtu/sq ft-yr., 
so that the adjustment ratio is 2.0 by this 
methodology. To retain currency, OMB will 
adjust the EUI numbers from time to time 
(no more often than annually nor less often 
than every 5 years), using reliable and pub-
licly disclosed data. Current values of both 
the EUIs and the REUI will be posted on the 
OMB Web site. 

5. General Administration and General Expenses 

a. The expenses under this heading are 
those that have been incurred for the general 
executive and administrative offices of edu-
cational institutions and other expenses of a 
general character which do not relate solely 
to any major function of the institution; i.e., 
solely to (1) instruction, (2) organized re-
search, (3) other sponsored activities, or (4) 
other institutional activities. The general 
administration and general expense category 
should also include its allocable share of 
fringe benefit costs, operation and mainte-
nance expense, depreciation, and interest 
costs. Examples of general administration 
and general expenses include: those expenses 
incurred by administrative offices that serve 
the entire university system of which the in-
stitution is a part; central offices of the in-
stitution such as the President’s or 
Chancellor’s office, the offices for institu-
tion-wide financial management, business 
services, budget and planning, personnel 
management, and safety and risk manage-
ment; the office of the General Counsel; and 
the operations of the central administrative 
management information systems. General 
administration and general expenses must 
not include expenses incurred within non- 
university-wide deans’ offices, academic de-
partments, organized research units, or simi-
lar organizational units. (See subsection 6, 
Departmental administration expenses.) 

b. In the absence of the alternatives pro-
vided for in Section A.2.d, the expenses in-
cluded in this category must be grouped first 
according to common major functions of the 
institution to which they render services or 
provide benefits. The aggregate expenses of 
each group must then be allocated to serv-
iced or benefitted functions on the modified 
total cost basis. Modified total costs consist 
of the same elements as those in Section C.2. 
When an activity included in this indirect 
(F&A) cost category provides a service or 
product to another institution or organiza-
tion, an appropriate adjustment must be 
made to either the expenses or the basis of 
allocation or both, to assure a proper alloca-
tion of costs. 

6. Departmental Administration Expenses 

a. The expenses under this heading are 
those that have been incurred for adminis-
trative and supporting services that benefit 
common or joint departmental activities or 
objectives in academic deans’ offices, aca-
demic departments and divisions, and orga-
nized research units. Organized research 
units include such units as institutes, study 
centers, and research centers. Departmental 
administration expenses are subject to the 
following limitations. 

(1) Academic deans’ offices. Salaries and 
operating expenses are limited to those at-
tributable to administrative functions. 
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(2) Academic departments: 
(a) Salaries and fringe benefits attrib-

utable to the administrative work (including 
bid and proposal preparation) of faculty (in-
cluding department heads) and other profes-
sional personnel conducting research and/or 
instruction, must be allowed at a rate of 3.6 
percent of modified total direct costs. This 
category does not include professional busi-
ness or professional administrative officers. 
This allowance must be added to the com-
putation of the indirect (F&A) cost rate for 
major functions in Section C, Determination 
and application of indirect (F&A) cost rate 
or rates; the expenses covered by the allow-
ance must be excluded from the depart-
mental administration cost pool. No docu-
mentation is required to support this allow-
ance. 

(b) Other administrative and supporting 
expenses incurred within academic depart-
ments are allowable provided they are treat-
ed consistently in like circumstances. This 
would include expenses such as the salaries 
of secretarial and clerical staffs, the salaries 
of administrative officers and assistants, 
travel, office supplies, stockrooms, and the 
like. 

(3) Other fringe benefit costs applicable to 
the salaries and wages included in sub-
sections (1) and (2) are allowable, as well as 
an appropriate share of general administra-
tion and general expenses, operation and 
maintenance expenses, and depreciation. 

(4) Federal agencies may authorize reim-
bursement of additional costs for department 
heads and faculty only in exceptional cases 
where an institution can demonstrate undue 
hardship or detriment to project perform-
ance. 

b. The following guidelines apply to the de-
termination of departmental administrative 
costs as direct or indirect (F&A) costs. 

(1) In developing the departmental admin-
istration cost pool, special care should be ex-
ercised to ensure that costs incurred for the 
same purpose in like circumstances are 
treated consistently as either direct or indi-
rect (F&A) costs. For example, salaries of 
technical staff, laboratory supplies (e.g., 
chemicals), telephone toll charges, animals, 
animal care costs, computer costs, travel 
costs, and specialized shop costs must be 
treated as direct costs wherever identifiable 
to a particular cost objective. Direct charg-
ing of these costs may be accomplished 
through specific identification of individual 
costs to benefitting cost objectives, or 
through recharge centers or specialized serv-
ice facilities, as appropriate under the cir-
cumstances. See §§ 200.413 Direct costs, para-
graph (c) and 200.468 Specialized service fa-
cilities. 

(2) Items such as office supplies, postage, 
local telephone costs, and memberships must 
normally be treated as indirect (F&A) costs. 

c. In the absence of the alternatives pro-
vided for in Section A.2.d, the expenses in-
cluded in this category must be allocated as 
follows: 

(1) The administrative expenses of the 
dean’s office of each college and school must 
be allocated to the academic departments 
within that college or school on the modified 
total cost basis. 

(2) The administrative expenses of each 
academic department, and the department’s 
share of the expenses allocated in subsection 
(1) must be allocated to the appropriate func-
tions of the department on the modified 
total cost basis. 

7. Sponsored Projects Administration 

a. The expenses under this heading are lim-
ited to those incurred by a separate organi-
zation(s) established primarily to administer 
sponsored projects, including such functions 
as grant and contract administration (Fed-
eral and non-Federal), special security, pur-
chasing, personnel, administration, and edit-
ing and publishing of research and other re-
ports. They include the salaries and expenses 
of the head of such organization, assistants, 
and immediate staff, together with the sala-
ries and expenses of personnel engaged in 
supporting activities maintained by the or-
ganization, such as stock rooms, print shops, 
and the like. This category also includes an 
allocable share of fringe benefit costs, gen-
eral administration and general expenses, 
operation and maintenance expenses, and de-
preciation. Appropriate adjustments will be 
made for services provided to other functions 
or organizations. 

b. In the absence of the alternatives pro-
vided for in Section A.2.d, the expenses in-
cluded in this category must be allocated to 
the major functions of the institution under 
which the sponsored projects are conducted 
on the basis of the modified total cost of 
sponsored projects. 

c. An appropriate adjustment must be 
made to eliminate any duplicate charges to 
Federal awards when this category includes 
similar or identical activities as those in-
cluded in the general administration and 
general expense category or other indirect 
(F&A) cost items, such as accounting, pro-
curement, or personnel administration. 

8. Library Expenses 

a. The expenses under this heading are 
those that have been incurred for the oper-
ation of the library, including the cost of 
books and library materials purchased for 
the library, less any items of library income 
that qualify as applicable credits under 
§ 200.406 Applicable credits. The library ex-
pense category should also include the fringe 
benefits applicable to the salaries and wages 
included therein, an appropriate share of 
general administration and general expense, 
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operation and maintenance expense, and de-
preciation. Costs incurred in the purchases 
of rare books (museum-type books) with no 
value to Federal awards should not be allo-
cated to them. 

b. In the absence of the alternatives pro-
vided for in Section A.2.d, the expenses in-
cluded in this category must be allocated 
first on the basis of primary categories of 
users, including students, professional em-
ployees, and other users. 

(1) The student category must consist of 
full-time equivalent students enrolled at the 
institution, regardless of whether they earn 
credits toward a degree or certificate. 

(2) The professional employee category 
must consist of all faculty members and 
other professional employees of the institu-
tion, on a full-time equivalent basis. This 
category may also include post-doctorate 
fellows and graduate students. 

(3) The other users category must consist 
of a reasonable factor as determined by insti-
tutional records to account for all other 
users of library facilities. 

c. Amount allocated in paragraph b of this 
section must be assigned further as follows: 

(1) The amount in the student category 
must be assigned to the instruction function 
of the institution. 

(2) The amount in the professional em-
ployee category must be assigned to the 
major functions of the institution in propor-
tion to the salaries and wages of all faculty 
members and other professional employees 
applicable to those functions. 

(3) The amount in the other users category 
must be assigned to the other institutional 
activities function of the institution. 

9. Student Administration and Services 

a. The expenses under this heading are 
those that have been incurred for the admin-
istration of student affairs and for services 
to students, including expenses of such ac-
tivities as deans of students, admissions, reg-
istrar, counseling and placement services, 
student advisers, student health and infir-
mary services, catalogs, and commence-
ments and convocations. The salaries of 
members of the academic staff whose respon-
sibilities to the institution require adminis-
trative work that benefits sponsored projects 
may also be included to the extent that the 
portion charged to student administration is 
determined in accordance with Subpart E— 
Cost Principles of this Part. This expense 
category also includes the fringe benefit 
costs applicable to the salaries and wages in-
cluded therein, an appropriate share of gen-
eral administration and general expenses, 
operation and maintenance, interest ex-
pense, and depreciation. 

b. In the absence of the alternatives pro-
vided for in Section A.2.d, the expenses in 
this category must be allocated to the in-

struction function, and subsequently to Fed-
eral awards in that function. 

10. Offset for Indirect (F&A) Expenses Other-
wise Provided for by the Federal Govern-
ment 

a. The items to be accumulated under this 
heading are the reimbursements and other 
payments from the Federal government 
which are made to the institution to support 
solely, specifically, and directly, in whole or 
in part, any of the administrative or service 
activities described in subsections 2 through 
9. 

b. The items in this group must be treated 
as a credit to the affected individual indirect 
(F&A) cost category before that category is 
allocated to benefitting functions. 

C. DETERMINATION AND APPLICATION OF 
INDIRECT (F&A) COST RATE OR RATES 

1. Indirect (F&A) Cost Pools 

a. (1) Subject to subsection b, the separate 
categories of indirect (F&A) costs allocated 
to each major function of the institution as 
prescribed in paragraph B of this paragraph 
C.1 Identification and assignment of indirect 
(F&A) costs, must be aggregated and treated 
as a common pool for that function. The 
amount in each pool must be divided by the 
distribution base described in subsection 2 to 
arrive at a single indirect (F&A) cost rate for 
each function. 

(2) The rate for each function is used to 
distribute indirect (F&A) costs to individual 
Federal awards of that function. Since a 
common pool is established for each major 
function of the institution, a separate indi-
rect (F&A) cost rate would be established for 
each of the major functions described in Sec-
tion A.1 under which Federal awards are car-
ried out. 

(3) Each institution’s indirect (F&A) cost 
rate process must be appropriately designed 
to ensure that Federal sponsors do not in 
any way subsidize the indirect (F&A) costs of 
other sponsors, specifically activities spon-
sored by industry and foreign governments. 
Accordingly, each allocation method used to 
identify and allocate the indirect (F&A) cost 
pools, as described in Sections A.2, Criteria 
for distribution, and B.2 through B.9, must 
contain the full amount of the institution’s 
modified total costs or other appropriate 
units of measurement used to make the com-
putations. In addition, the final rate dis-
tribution base (as defined in subsection 2) for 
each major function (organized research, in-
struction, etc., as described in Section A.1, 
Major functions of an institution) must con-
tain all the programs or activities which uti-
lize the indirect (F&A) costs allocated to 
that major function. At the time an indirect 
(F&A) cost proposal is submitted to a cog-
nizant agency for indirect costs, each insti-
tution must describe the process it uses to 
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ensure that Federal funds are not used to 
subsidize industry and foreign government 
funded programs. 

b. In some instances a single rate basis for 
use across the board on all work within a 
major function at an institution may not be 
appropriate. A single rate for research, for 
example, might not take into account those 
different environmental factors and other 
conditions which may affect substantially 
the indirect (F&A) costs applicable to a par-
ticular segment of research at the institu-
tion. A particular segment of research may 
be that performed under a single sponsored 
agreement or it may consist of research 
under a group of Federal awards performed 
in a common environment. The environ-
mental factors are not limited to the phys-
ical location of the work. Other important 
factors are the level of the administrative 
support required, the nature of the facilities 
or other resources employed, the scientific 
disciplines or technical skills involved, the 
organizational arrangements used, or any 
combination thereof. If a particular segment 
of a sponsored agreement is performed with-
in an environment which appears to generate 
a significantly different level of indirect 
(F&A) costs, provisions should be made for a 
separate indirect (F&A) cost pool applicable 
to such work. The separate indirect (F&A) 
cost pool should be developed during the reg-
ular course of the rate determination process 
and the separate indirect (F&A) cost rate re-
sulting therefrom should be utilized; pro-
vided it is determined that (1) such indirect 
(F&A) cost rate differs significantly from 
that which would have been obtained under 
subsection a, and (2) the volume of work to 
which such rate would apply is material in 
relation to other Federal awards at the insti-
tution. 

2. The Distribution Basis 

Indirect (F&A) costs must be distributed to 
applicable Federal awards and other benefit-
ting activities within each major function 
(see section A.1, Major functions of an insti-
tution) on the basis of modified total direct 
costs (MTDC), consisting of all salaries and 
wages, fringe benefits, materials and sup-
plies, services, travel, and subgrants and sub-
contracts up to the first $25,000 of each 
subaward (regardless of the period covered 
by the subaward). MTDC is defined in § 200.68 
Modified Total Direct Cost (MTDC). For this 
purpose, an indirect (F&A) cost rate should 
be determined for each of the separate indi-
rect (F&A) cost pools developed pursuant to 
subsection 1. The rate in each case should be 
stated as the percentage which the amount 
of the particular indirect (F&A) cost pool is 
of the modified total direct costs identified 
with such pool. 

3. Negotiated Lump Sum for Indirect (F&A) 
Costs 

A negotiated fixed amount in lieu of indi-
rect (F&A) costs may be appropriate for self- 
contained, off-campus, or primarily subcon-
tracted activities where the benefits derived 
from an institution’s indirect (F&A) services 
cannot be readily determined. Such nego-
tiated indirect (F&A) costs will be treated as 
an offset before allocation to instruction, or-
ganized research, other sponsored activities, 
and other institutional activities. The base 
on which such remaining expenses are allo-
cated should be appropriately adjusted. 

4. Predetermined Rates for Indirect (F&A) Costs 

Public Law 87–638 (76 Stat. 437) as amended 
(41 U.S.C. 4708) authorizes the use of pre-
determined rates in determining the ‘‘indi-
rect costs’’ (indirect (F&A) costs) applicable 
under research agreements with educational 
institutions. The stated objectives of the law 
are to simplify the administration of cost- 
type research and development contracts (in-
cluding grants) with educational institu-
tions, to facilitate the preparation of their 
budgets, and to permit more expeditious 
closeout of such contracts when the work is 
completed. In view of the potential advan-
tages offered by this procedure, negotiation 
of predetermined rates for indirect (F&A) 
costs for a period of two to four years should 
be the norm in those situations where the 
cost experience and other pertinent facts 
available are deemed sufficient to enable the 
parties involved to reach an informed judg-
ment as to the probable level of indirect 
(F&A) costs during the ensuing accounting 
periods. 

5. Negotiated Fixed Rates and Carry-Forward 
Provisions 

When a fixed rate is negotiated in advance 
for a fiscal year (or other time period), the 
over- or under-recovery for that year may be 
included as an adjustment to the indirect 
(F&A) cost for the next rate negotiation. 
When the rate is negotiated before the carry- 
forward adjustment is determined, the carry- 
forward amount may be applied to the next 
subsequent rate negotiation. When such ad-
justments are to be made, each fixed rate ne-
gotiated in advance for a given period will be 
computed by applying the expected indirect 
(F&A) costs allocable to Federal awards for 
the forecast period plus or minus the carry- 
forward adjustment (over- or under-recovery) 
from the prior period, to the forecast dis-
tribution base. Unrecovered amounts under 
lump-sum agreements or cost-sharing provi-
sions of prior years must not be carried for-
ward for consideration in the new rate nego-
tiation. There must, however, be an advance 
understanding in each case between the in-
stitution and the cognizant agency for indi-
rect costs as to whether these differences 
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will be considered in the rate negotiation 
rather than making the determination after 
the differences are known. Further, institu-
tions electing to use this carry-forward pro-
vision may not subsequently change without 
prior approval of the cognizant agency for 
indirect costs. In the event that an institu-
tion returns to a post-determined rate, any 
over- or under-recovery during the period in 
which negotiated fixed rates and carry-for-
ward provisions were followed will be in-
cluded in the subsequent post-determined 
rates. Where multiple rates are used, the 
same procedure will be applicable for deter-
mining each rate. 

6. Provisional and Final Rates for Indirect 
(F&A) Costs 

Where the cognizant agency for indirect 
costs determines that cost experience and 
other pertinent facts do not justify the use 
of predetermined rates, or a fixed rate with 
a carry-forward, or if the parties cannot 
agree on an equitable rate, a provisional rate 
must be established. To prevent substantial 
overpayment or underpayment, the provi-
sional rate may be adjusted by the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs during the institu-
tion’s fiscal year. Predetermined or fixed 
rates may replace provisional rates at any 
time prior to the close of the institution’s 
fiscal year. If a provisional rate is not re-
placed by a predetermined or fixed rate prior 
to the end of the institution’s fiscal year, a 
final rate will be established and upward or 
downward adjustments will be made based on 
the actual allowable costs incurred for the 
period involved. 

7. Fixed Rates for the Life of the Sponsored 
Agreement 

Federal agencies must use the negotiated 
rates except as provided in paragraph (e) of 
§ 200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs, must para-
graph (b)(1) for indirect (F&A) costs in effect 
at the time of the initial award throughout 
the life of the Federal award. Award levels 
for Federal awards may not be adjusted in 
future years as a result of changes in nego-
tiated rates. ‘‘Negotiated rates’’ per the rate 
agreement include final, fixed, and predeter-
mined rates and exclude provisional rates. 
‘‘Life’’ for the purpose of this subsection 
means each competitive segment of a 
project. A competitive segment is a period of 
years approved by the Federal awarding 
agency at the time of the Federal award. If 
negotiated rate agreements do not extend 
through the life of the Federal award at the 
time of the initial award, then the nego-
tiated rate for the last year of the Federal 
award must be extended through the end of 
the life of the Federal award. 

b. Except as provided in § 200.414 Indirect 
(F&A) costs, when an educational institution 
does not have a negotiated rate with the 

Federal government at the time of an award 
(because the educational institution is a new 
recipient or the parties cannot reach agree-
ment on a rate), the provisional rate used at 
the time of the award must be adjusted once 
a rate is negotiated and approved by the cog-
nizant agency for indirect costs. 

8. Limitation on Reimbursement of 
Administrative Costs 

a. Notwithstanding the provisions of sub-
section C.1.a, the administrative costs 
charged to Federal awards awarded or 
amended (including continuation and re-
newal awards) with effective dates beginning 
on or after the start of the institution’s first 
fiscal year which begins on or after October 
1, 1991, must be limited to 26% of modified 
total direct costs (as defined in subsection 2) 
for the total of General Administration and 
General Expenses, Departmental Adminis-
tration, Sponsored Projects Administration, 
and Student Administration and Services 
(including their allocable share of deprecia-
tion, interest costs, operation and mainte-
nance expenses, and fringe benefits costs, as 
provided by Section B, Identification and as-
signment of indirect (F&A) costs, and all 
other types of expenditures not listed spe-
cifically under one of the subcategories of fa-
cilities in Section B. 

b. Institutions should not change their ac-
counting or cost allocation methods if the ef-
fect is to change the charging of a particular 
type of cost from F&A to direct, or to reclas-
sify costs, or increase allocations from the 
administrative pools identified in paragraph 
B.1 of this Appendix to the other F&A cost 
pools or fringe benefits. Cognizant agencies 
for indirect cost are authorized to allow 
changes where an institution’s charging 
practices are at variance with acceptable 
practices followed by a substantial majority 
of other institutions. 

9. Alternative Method for Administrative Costs 

a. Notwithstanding the provisions of sub-
section 1.a, an institution may elect to claim 
a fixed allowance for the ‘‘Administration’’ 
portion of indirect (F&A) costs. The allow-
ance could be either 24% of modified total di-
rect costs or a percentage equal to 95% of the 
most recently negotiated fixed or predeter-
mined rate for the cost pools included under 
‘‘Administration’’ as defined in Section B.1, 
whichever is less. Under this alternative, no 
cost proposal need be prepared for the ‘‘Ad-
ministration’’ portion of the indirect (F&A) 
cost rate nor is further identification or doc-
umentation of these costs required (see sub-
section c). Where a negotiated indirect 
(F&A) cost agreement includes this alter-
native, an institution must make no further 
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charges for the expenditure categories de-
scribed in Section B.5, General administra-
tion and general expenses, Section B.6, De-
partmental administration expenses, Section 
B.7, Sponsored projects administration, and 
Section B.9, Student administration and 
services. 

b. In negotiations of rates for subsequent 
periods, an institution that has elected the 
option of subsection a may continue to exer-
cise it at the same rate without further iden-
tification or documentation of costs. 

c. If an institution elects to accept a 
threshold rate as defined in subsection a of 
this section, it is not required to perform a 
detailed analysis of its administrative costs. 
However, in order to compute the facilities 
components of its indirect (F&A) cost rate, 
the institution must reconcile its indirect 
(F&A) cost proposal to its financial state-
ments and make appropriate adjustments 
and reclassifications to identify the costs of 
each major function as defined in Section 
A.1, as well as to identify and allocate the fa-
cilities components. Administrative costs 
that are not identified as such by the insti-
tution’s accounting system (such as those in-
curred in academic departments) will be 
classified as instructional costs for purposes 
of reconciling indirect (F&A) cost proposals 
to financial statements and allocating facili-
ties costs. 

10. Individual Rate Components 

In order to provide mutually agreed-upon 
information for management purposes, each 
indirect (F&A) cost rate negotiation or de-
termination shall include development of a 
rate for each indirect (F&A) cost pool as well 
as the overall indirect (F&A) cost rate. 

11. Negotiation and Approval of Indirect (F&A) 
Rate 

a. Cognizant agency for indirect costs is 
defined in Subpart A—Acronyms and Defini-
tions. 

(1) Cost negotiation cognizance is assigned 
to the Department of Health and Human 
Services (HHS) or the Department of De-
fense’s Office of Naval Research (DOD), nor-
mally depending on which of the two agen-
cies (HHS or DOD) provides more funds to 
the educational institution for the most re-
cent three years. Information on funding 
must be derived from relevant data gathered 
by the National Science Foundation. In cases 
where neither HHS nor DOD provides Fed-
eral funding to an educational institution, 
the cognizant agency for indirect costs as-
signment must default to HHS. Notwith-
standing the method for cognizance deter-
mination described in this section, other ar-
rangements for cognizance of a particular 
educational institution may also be based in 
part on the types of research performed at 
the educational institution and must be de-

cided based on mutual agreement between 
HHS and DOD. 

(2) After cognizance is established, it must 
continue for a five-year period. 

b. Acceptance of rates. See § 200.414 Indi-
rect (F&A) costs. 

c. Correcting deficiencies. The cognizant 
agency for indirect costs must negotiate 
changes needed to correct systems defi-
ciencies relating to accountability for Fed-
eral awards. Cognizant agencies for indirect 
costs must address the concerns of other af-
fected agencies, as appropriate, and must ne-
gotiate special rates for Federal agencies 
that are required to limit recovery of indi-
rect costs by statute. 

d. Resolving questioned costs. The cog-
nizant agency for indirect costs must con-
duct any necessary negotiations with an edu-
cational institution regarding amounts ques-
tioned by audit that are due the Federal gov-
ernment related to costs covered by a nego-
tiated agreement. 

e. Reimbursement. Reimbursement to cog-
nizant agencies for indirect costs for work 
performed under this Part may be made by 
reimbursement billing under the Economy 
Act, 31 U.S.C. 1535. 

f. Procedure for establishing facilities and 
administrative rates must be established by 
one of the following methods: 

(1) Formal negotiation. The cognizant 
agency for indirect costs is responsible for 
negotiating and approving rates for an edu-
cational institution on behalf of all Federal 
agencies. Non-cognizant Federal agencies for 
indirect costs, which make Federal awards 
to an educational institution, must notify 
the cognizant agency for indirect costs of 
specific concerns (i.e., a need to establish 
special cost rates) which could affect the ne-
gotiation process. The cognizant agency for 
indirect costs must address the concerns of 
all interested agencies, as appropriate. A 
pre-negotiation conference may be scheduled 
among all interested agencies, if necessary. 
The cognizant agency for indirect costs must 
then arrange a negotiation conference with 
the educational institution. 

(2) Other than formal negotiation. The cog-
nizant agency for indirect costs and edu-
cational institution may reach an agreement 
on rates without a formal negotiation con-
ference; for example, through correspond-
ence or use of the simplified method de-
scribed in this section D of this Appendix. 

g. Formalizing determinations and agree-
ments. The cognizant agency for indirect 
costs must formalize all determinations or 
agreements reached with an educational in-
stitution and provide copies to other agen-
cies having an interest. Determinations 
should include a description of any adjust-
ments, the actual amount, both dollar and 
percentage adjusted, and the reason for mak-
ing adjustments. 
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h. Disputes and disagreements. Where the 
cognizant agency for indirect costs is unable 
to reach agreement with an educational in-
stitution with regard to rates or audit reso-
lution, the appeal system of the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs must be followed 
for resolution of the disagreement. 

12. Standard Format for Submission 

For facilities and administrative (indirect 
(F&A)) rate proposals, educational institu-
tions must use the standard format, shown 
in section E of this appendix, to submit their 
indirect (F&A) rate proposal to the cog-
nizant agency for indirect costs. The cog-
nizant agency for indirect costs may, on an 
institution-by-institution basis, grant excep-
tions from all or portions of Part II of the 
standard format requirement. This require-
ment does not apply to educational institu-
tions that use the simplified method for cal-
culating indirect (F&A) rates, as described in 
Section D of this Appendix. 

In order to provide mutually agreed upon 
information for management purposes, each 
F&A cost rate negotiation or determination 
must include development of a rate for each 
F&A cost pool as well as the overall F&A 
rate. 

D. SIMPLIFIED METHOD FOR SMALL 
INSTITUTIONS 

1. General 

a. Where the total direct cost of work cov-
ered by this Part at an institution does not 
exceed $10 million in a fiscal year, the sim-
plified procedure described in subsections 2 
or 3 may be used in determining allowable 
indirect (F&A) costs. Under this simplified 
procedure, the institution’s most recent an-
nual financial report and immediately avail-
able supporting information must be utilized 
as a basis for determining the indirect (F&A) 
cost rate applicable to all Federal awards. 
The institution may use either the salaries 
and wages (see subsection 2) or modified 
total direct costs (see subsection 3) as the 
distribution basis. 

b. The simplified procedure should not be 
used where it produces results which appear 
inequitable to the Federal government or the 
institution. In any such case, indirect (F&A) 
costs should be determined through use of 
the regular procedure. 

2. Simplified Procedure—Salaries and Wages 
Base 

a. Establish the total amount of salaries 
and wages paid to all employees of the insti-
tution. 

b. Establish an indirect (F&A) cost pool 
consisting of the expenditures (exclusive of 
capital items and other costs specifically 
identified as unallowable) which customarily 

are classified under the following titles or 
their equivalents: 

(1) General administration and general ex-
penses (exclusive of costs of student adminis-
tration and services, student activities, stu-
dent aid, and scholarships). 

(2) Operation and maintenance of physical 
plant and depreciation (after appropriate ad-
justment for costs applicable to other insti-
tutional activities). 

(3) Library. 
(4) Department administration expenses, 

which will be computed as 20 percent of the 
salaries and expenses of deans and heads of 
departments. 

In those cases where expenditures classi-
fied under subsection (1) have previously 
been allocated to other institutional activi-
ties, they may be included in the indirect 
(F&A) cost pool. The total amount of sala-
ries and wages included in the indirect (F&A) 
cost pool must be separately identified. 

c. Establish a salary and wage distribution 
base, determined by deducting from the total 
of salaries and wages as established in sub-
section a from the amount of salaries and 
wages included under subsection b. 

d. Establish the indirect (F&A) cost rate, 
determined by dividing the amount in the in-
direct (F&A) cost pool, subsection b, by the 
amount of the distribution base, subsection 
c. 

e. Apply the indirect (F&A) cost rate to di-
rect salaries and wages for individual agree-
ments to determine the amount of indirect 
(F&A) costs allocable to such agreements. 

3. Simplified Procedure—Modified Total Direct 
Cost Base 

a. Establish the total costs incurred by the 
institution for the base period. 

b. Establish an indirect (F&A) cost pool 
consisting of the expenditures (exclusive of 
capital items and other costs specifically 
identified as unallowable) which customarily 
are classified under the following titles or 
their equivalents: 

(1) General administration and general ex-
penses (exclusive of costs of student adminis-
tration and services, student activities, stu-
dent aid, and scholarships). 

(2) Operation and maintenance of physical 
plant and depreciation (after appropriate ad-
justment for costs applicable to other insti-
tutional activities). 

(3) Library. 
(4) Department administration expenses, 

which will be computed as 20 percent of the 
salaries and expenses of deans and heads of 
departments. In those cases where expendi-
tures classified under subsection (1) have 
previously been allocated to other institu-
tional activities, they may be included in the 
indirect (F&A) cost pool. The modified total 
direct costs amount included in the indirect 
(F&A) cost pool must be separately identi-
fied. 
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c. Establish a modified total direct cost 
distribution base, as defined in Section C.2, 
The distribution basis, that consists of all 
institution’s direct functions. 

d. Establish the indirect (F&A) cost rate, 
determined by dividing the amount in the in-
direct (F&A) cost pool, subsection b, by the 
amount of the distribution base, subsection 
c. 

e. Apply the indirect (F&A) cost rate to 
the modified total direct costs for individual 
agreements to determine the amount of indi-
rect (F&A) costs allocable to such agree-
ments. 

E. DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS 

The standard format for documentation re-
quirements for indirect (indirect (F&A)) rate 
proposals for claiming costs under the reg-
ular method is available on the OMB Web 
site here: http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/ 
grantslforms. 

F. CERTIFICATION 

1. Certification of Charges 

To assure that expenditures for Federal 
awards are proper and in accordance with 
the agreement documents and approved 
project budgets, the annual and/or final fis-
cal reports or vouchers requesting payment 
under the agreements will include a certifi-
cation, signed by an authorized official of 
the university, which reads ‘‘By signing this 
report, I certify to the best of my knowledge 
and belief that the report is true, complete, 
and accurate, and the expenditures, disburse-
ments and cash receipts are for the purposes 
and intent set forth in the award documents. 
I am aware that any false, fictitious, or 
fraudulent information, or the omission of 
any material fact, may subject me to crimi-
nal, civil or administrative penalties for 
fraud, false statements, false claims or oth-
erwise. (U.S. Code, Title 18, Section 1001 and 
Title 31, Sections 3729–3733 and 3801–3812)’’. 

2. Certification of Indirect (F&A) Costs 

a. Policy. Cognizant agencies must not ac-
cept a proposed indirect cost rate must un-
less such costs have been certified by the 
educational institution using the Certificate 
of indirect (F&A) Costs set forth in sub-
section F.2.c 

b. The certificate must be signed on behalf 
of the institution by the chief financial offi-
cer or an individual designated by an indi-
vidual at a level no lower than vice president 
or chief financial officer. 

(1) No indirect (F&A) cost rate must be 
binding upon the Federal government if the 
most recent required proposal from the insti-
tution has not been certified. Where it is 
necessary to establish indirect (F&A) cost 
rates, and the institution has not submitted 
a certified proposal for establishing such 

rates in accordance with the requirements of 
this section, the Federal government must 
unilaterally establish such rates. Such rates 
may be based upon audited historical data or 
such other data that have been furnished to 
the cognizant agency for indirect costs and 
for which it can be demonstrated that all un-
allowable costs have been excluded. When in-
direct (F&A) cost rates are unilaterally es-
tablished by the Federal government because 
of failure of the institution to submit a cer-
tified proposal for establishing such rates in 
accordance with this section, the rates es-
tablished will be set at a level low enough to 
ensure that potentially unallowable costs 
will not be reimbursed. 

c. Certificate. The certificate required by 
this section must be in the following form: 

CERTIFICATE OF INDIRECT (F&A) COSTS 

This is to certify that to the best of my 
knowledge and belief: 

(1) I have reviewed the indirect (F&A) cost 
proposal submitted herewith; 

(2) All costs included in this proposal [iden-
tify date] to establish billing or final indi-
rect (F&A) costs rate for [identify period 
covered by rate] are allowable in accordance 
with the requirements of the Federal agree-
ment(s) to which they apply and with the 
cost principles applicable to those agree-
ments. 

(3) This proposal does not include any costs 
which are unallowable under applicable cost 
principles such as (without limitation): pub-
lic relations costs, contributions and dona-
tions, entertainment costs, fines and pen-
alties, lobbying costs, and defense of fraud 
proceedings; and 

(4) All costs included in this proposal are 
properly allocable to Federal agreements on 
the basis of a beneficial or causal relation-
ship between the expenses incurred and the 
agreements to which they are allocated in 
accordance with applicable requirements. 
I declare that the foregoing is true and cor-

rect. 
Institution of Higher Education: 
Signature: llllllllllllllllll

Name of Official: llllllllllllll

Title: llllllllllllllllllll

Date of Execution: lllllllllllll

APPENDIX IV TO PART 200—INDIRECT 
(F&A) COSTS IDENTIFICATION AND 
ASSIGNMENT, AND RATE DETERMINA-
TION FOR NONPROFIT ORGANIZA-
TIONS 

A. GENERAL 

1. Indirect costs are those that have been 
incurred for common or joint objectives and 
cannot be readily identified with a par-
ticular final cost objective. Direct cost of 
minor amounts may be treated as indirect 
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costs under the conditions described in 
§ 200.413 Direct costs paragraph (d) of this 
Part. After direct costs have been deter-
mined and assigned directly to awards or 
other work as appropriate, indirect costs are 
those remaining to be allocated to benefit-
ting cost objectives. A cost may not be allo-
cated to a Federal award as an indirect cost 
if any other cost incurred for the same pur-
pose, in like circumstances, has been as-
signed to a Federal award as a direct cost. 

‘‘Major nonprofit organizations’’ are de-
fined in § 200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs. See in-
direct cost rate reporting requirements in 
sections B.2.e and B.3.g of this Appendix. 

B. ALLOCATION OF INDIRECT COSTS AND 
DETERMINATION OF INDIRECT COST RATES 

1. General 

a. If a nonprofit organization has only one 
major function, or where all its major func-
tions benefit from its indirect costs to ap-
proximately the same degree, the allocation 
of indirect costs and the computation of an 
indirect cost rate may be accomplished 
through simplified allocation procedures, as 
described in section B.2 of this Appendix. 

b. If an organization has several major 
functions which benefit from its indirect 
costs in varying degrees, allocation of indi-
rect costs may require the accumulation of 
such costs into separate cost groupings 
which then are allocated individually to ben-
efitting functions by means of a base which 
best measures the relative degree of benefit. 
The indirect costs allocated to each function 
are then distributed to individual Federal 
awards and other activities included in that 
function by means of an indirect cost rate(s). 

c. The determination of what constitutes 
an organization’s major functions will de-
pend on its purpose in being; the types of 
services it renders to the public, its clients, 
and its members; and the amount of effort it 
devotes to such activities as fundraising, 
public information and membership activi-
ties. 

d. Specific methods for allocating indirect 
costs and computing indirect cost rates 
along with the conditions under which each 
method should be used are described in sec-
tion B.2 through B.5 of this Appendix. 

e. The base period for the allocation of in-
direct costs is the period in which such costs 
are incurred and accumulated for allocation 
to work performed in that period. The base 
period normally should coincide with the or-
ganization’s fiscal year but, in any event, 
must be so selected as to avoid inequities in 
the allocation of the costs. 

2. Simplified Allocation Method 

a. Where an organization’s major functions 
benefit from its indirect costs to approxi-
mately the same degree, the allocation of in-
direct costs may be accomplished by (i) sepa-

rating the organization’s total costs for the 
base period as either direct or indirect, and 
(ii) dividing the total allowable indirect 
costs (net of applicable credits) by an equi-
table distribution base. The result of this 
process is an indirect cost rate which is used 
to distribute indirect costs to individual 
Federal awards. The rate should be expressed 
as the percentage which the total amount of 
allowable indirect costs bears to the base se-
lected. This method should also be used 
where an organization has only one major 
function encompassing a number of indi-
vidual projects or activities, and may be 
used where the level of Federal awards to an 
organization is relatively small. 

b. Both the direct costs and the indirect 
costs must exclude capital expenditures and 
unallowable costs. However, unallowable 
costs which represent activities must be in-
cluded in the direct costs under the condi-
tions described in § 200.413 Direct costs, para-
graph (e) of this Part. 

c. The distribution base may be total di-
rect costs (excluding capital expenditures 
and other distorting items, such contracts or 
subawards for $25,000 or more), direct sala-
ries and wages, or other base which results in 
an equitable distribution. The distribution 
base must exclude participant support costs 
as defined in § 200.75 Participant support 
costs. 

d. Except where a special rate(s) is re-
quired in accordance with section B.5 of this 
Appendix, the indirect cost rate developed 
under the above principles is applicable to 
all Federal awards of the organization. If a 
special rate(s) is required, appropriate modi-
fications must be made in order to develop 
the special rate(s). 

e. For an organization that receives more 
than $10 million in Federal funding of direct 
costs in a fiscal year, a breakout of the indi-
rect cost component into two broad cat-
egories, Facilities and Administration as de-
fined in section A.3 of this Appendix, is re-
quired. The rate in each case must be stated 
as the percentage which the amount of the 
particular indirect cost category (i.e., Facili-
ties or Administration) is of the distribution 
base identified with that category. 

3. Multiple Allocation Base Method 

a. General. Where an organization’s indi-
rect costs benefit its major functions in 
varying degrees, indirect costs must be accu-
mulated into separate cost groupings, as de-
scribed in subparagraph b. Each grouping 
must then be allocated individually to bene-
fitting functions by means of a base which 
best measures the relative benefits. The de-
fault allocation bases by cost pool are de-
scribed in section B.3.c of this Appendix. 

b. Identification of indirect costs. Cost 
groupings must be established so as to per-
mit the allocation of each grouping on the 
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basis of benefits provided to the major func-
tions. Each grouping must constitute a pool 
of expenses that are of like character in 
terms of functions they benefit and in terms 
of the allocation base which best measures 
the relative benefits provided to each func-
tion. The groupings are classified within the 
two broad categories: ‘‘Facilities’’ and ‘‘Ad-
ministration,’’ as described in section A.3 of 
this Appendix. The indirect cost pools are de-
fined as follows: 

(1) Depreciation. The expenses under this 
heading are the portion of the costs of the 
organization’s buildings, capital improve-
ments to land and buildings, and equipment 
which are computed in accordance with 
§ 200.436 Depreciation. 

(2) Interest. Interest on debt associated 
with certain buildings, equipment and cap-
ital improvements are computed in accord-
ance with § 200.449 Interest. 

(3) Operation and maintenance expenses. 
The expenses under this heading are those 
that have been incurred for the administra-
tion, operation, maintenance, preservation, 
and protection of the organization’s physical 
plant. They include expenses normally in-
curred for such items as: janitorial and util-
ity services; repairs and ordinary or normal 
alterations of buildings, furniture and equip-
ment; care of grounds; maintenance and op-
eration of buildings and other plant facili-
ties; security; earthquake and disaster pre-
paredness; environmental safety; hazardous 
waste disposal; property, liability and other 
insurance relating to property; space and 
capital leasing; facility planning and man-
agement; and central receiving. The oper-
ation and maintenance expenses category 
must also include its allocable share of 
fringe benefit costs, depreciation, and inter-
est costs. 

(4) General administration and general ex-
penses. The expenses under this heading are 
those that have been incurred for the overall 
general executive and administrative offices 
of the organization and other expenses of a 
general nature which do not relate solely to 
any major function of the organization. This 
category must also include its allocable 
share of fringe benefit costs, operation and 
maintenance expense, depreciation, and in-
terest costs. Examples of this category in-
clude central offices, such as the director’s 
office, the office of finance, business serv-
ices, budget and planning, personnel, safety 
and risk management, general counsel, man-
agement information systems, and library 
costs. 

In developing this cost pool, special care 
should be exercised to ensure that costs in-
curred for the same purpose in like cir-
cumstances are treated consistently as ei-
ther direct or indirect costs. For example, 
salaries of technical staff, project supplies, 
project publication, telephone toll charges, 
computer costs, travel costs, and specialized 

services costs must be treated as direct costs 
wherever identifiable to a particular pro-
gram. The salaries and wages of administra-
tive and pooled clerical staff should nor-
mally be treated as indirect costs. Direct 
charging of these costs may be appropriate 
where a major project or activity explicitly 
requires and budgets for administrative or 
clerical services and other individuals in-
volved can be identified with the program or 
activity. Items such as office supplies, post-
age, local telephone costs, periodicals and 
memberships should normally be treated as 
indirect costs. 

c. Allocation bases. Actual conditions 
must be taken into account in selecting the 
base to be used in allocating the expenses in 
each grouping to benefitting functions. The 
essential consideration in selecting a method 
or a base is that it is the one best suited for 
assigning the pool of costs to cost objectives 
in accordance with benefits derived; a trace-
able cause and effect relationship; or logic 
and reason, where neither the cause nor the 
effect of the relationship is determinable. 
When an allocation can be made by assign-
ment of a cost grouping directly to the func-
tion benefitted, the allocation must be made 
in that manner. When the expenses in a cost 
grouping are more general in nature, the al-
location must be made through the use of a 
selected base which produces results that are 
equitable to both the Federal government 
and the organization. The distribution must 
be made in accordance with the bases de-
scribed herein unless it can be demonstrated 
that the use of a different base would result 
in a more equitable allocation of the costs, 
or that a more readily available base would 
not increase the costs charged to Federal 
awards. The results of special cost studies 
(such as an engineering utility study) must 
not be used to determine and allocate the in-
direct costs to Federal awards. 

(1) Depreciation. Depreciation expenses 
must be allocated in the following manner: 

(a) Depreciation on buildings used exclu-
sively in the conduct of a single function, 
and on capital improvements and equipment 
used in such buildings, must be assigned to 
that function. 

(b) Depreciation on buildings used for more 
than one function, and on capital improve-
ments and equipment used in such buildings, 
must be allocated to the individual functions 
performed in each building on the basis of 
usable square feet of space, excluding com-
mon areas, such as hallways, stairwells, and 
restrooms. 

(c) Depreciation on buildings, capital im-
provements and equipment related space 
(e.g., individual rooms, and laboratories) 
used jointly by more than one function (as 
determined by the users of the space) must 
be treated as follows. The cost of each joint-
ly used unit of space must be allocated to 
the benefitting functions on the basis of: 
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(i) the employees and other users on a full- 
time equivalent (FTE) basis or salaries and 
wages of those individual functions benefit-
ting from the use of that space; or 

(ii) organization-wide employee FTEs or 
salaries and wages applicable to the benefit-
ting functions of the organization. 

(d) Depreciation on certain capital im-
provements to land, such as paved parking 
areas, fences, sidewalks, and the like, not in-
cluded in the cost of buildings, must be allo-
cated to user categories on a FTE basis and 
distributed to major functions in proportion 
to the salaries and wages of all employees 
applicable to the functions. 

(2) Interest. Interest costs must be allo-
cated in the same manner as the deprecia-
tion on the buildings, equipment and capital 
equipment to which the interest relates. 

(3) Operation and maintenance expenses. 
Operation and maintenance expenses must 
be allocated in the same manner as the de-
preciation. 

(4) General administration and general ex-
penses. General administration and general 
expenses must be allocated to benefitting 
functions based on modified total costs 
(MTC). The MTC is the modified total direct 
costs (MTDC), as described in Subpart A— 
Acronyms and Definitions of Part 200, plus 
the allocated indirect cost proportion. The 
expenses included in this category could be 
grouped first according to major functions of 
the organization to which they render serv-
ices or provide benefits. The aggregate ex-
penses of each group must then be allocated 
to benefitting functions based on MTC. 

d. Order of distribution. 
(1) Indirect cost categories consisting of 

depreciation, interest, operation and mainte-
nance, and general administration and gen-
eral expenses must be allocated in that order 
to the remaining indirect cost categories as 
well as to the major functions of the organi-
zation. Other cost categories should be allo-
cated in the order determined to be most ap-
propriate by the organization. This order of 
allocation does not apply if cross allocation 
of costs is made as provided in section B.3.d.2 
of this Appendix. 

(2) Normally, an indirect cost category will 
be considered closed once it has been allo-
cated to other cost objectives, and costs 
must not be subsequently allocated to it. 
However, a cross allocation of costs between 
two or more indirect costs categories could 
be used if such allocation will result in a 
more equitable allocation of costs. If a cross 
allocation is used, an appropriate modifica-
tion to the composition of the indirect cost 
categories is required. 

e. Application of indirect cost rate or 
rates. Except where a special indirect cost 
rate(s) is required in accordance with section 
B.5 of this Appendix, the separate groupings 
of indirect costs allocated to each major 
function must be aggregated and treated as a 

common pool for that function. The costs in 
the common pool must then be distributed to 
individual Federal awards included in that 
function by use of a single indirect cost rate. 

f. Distribution basis. Indirect costs must 
be distributed to applicable Federal awards 
and other benefitting activities within each 
major function on the basis of MTDC (see 
definition in § 200.68 Modified Total Direct 
Cost (MTDC) of Part 200. 

g. Individual Rate Components. An indi-
rect cost rate must be determined for each 
separate indirect cost pool developed. The 
rate in each case must be stated as the per-
centage which the amount of the particular 
indirect cost pool is of the distribution base 
identified with that pool. Each indirect cost 
rate negotiation or determination agreement 
must include development of the rate for 
each indirect cost pool as well as the overall 
indirect cost rate. The indirect cost pools 
must be classified within two broad cat-
egories: ‘‘Facilities’’ and ‘‘Administration,’’ 
as described in section A.3 of this Appendix. 

4. Direct Allocation Method 

a. Some nonprofit organizations treat all 
costs as direct costs except general adminis-
tration and general expenses. These organi-
zations generally separate their costs into 
three basic categories: (i) General adminis-
tration and general expenses, (ii) fund-
raising, and (iii) other direct functions (in-
cluding projects performed under Federal 
awards). Joint costs, such as depreciation, 
rental costs, operation and maintenance of 
facilities, telephone expenses, and the like 
are prorated individually as direct costs to 
each category and to each Federal award or 
other activity using a base most appropriate 
to the particular cost being prorated. 

b. This method is acceptable, provided each 
joint cost is prorated using a base which ac-
curately measures the benefits provided to 
each Federal award or other activity. The 
bases must be established in accordance with 
reasonable criteria, and be supported by cur-
rent data. This method is compatible with 
the Standards of Accounting and Financial 
Reporting for Voluntary Health and Welfare 
Organizations issued jointly by the National 
Health Council, Inc., the National Assembly 
of Voluntary Health and Social Welfare Or-
ganizations, and the United Way of America. 

c. Under this method, indirect costs con-
sist exclusively of general administration 
and general expenses. In all other respects, 
the organization’s indirect cost rates must 
be computed in the same manner as that de-
scribed in section B.2 Simplified allocation 
method of this Appendix. 

5. Special Indirect Cost Rates 

In some instances, a single indirect cost 
rate for all activities of an organization or 
for each major function of the organization 
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may not be appropriate, since it would not 
take into account those different factors 
which may substantially affect the indirect 
costs applicable to a particular segment of 
work. For this purpose, a particular segment 
of work may be that performed under a sin-
gle Federal award or it may consist of work 
under a group of Federal awards performed 
in a common environment. These factors 
may include the physical location of the 
work, the level of administrative support re-
quired, the nature of the facilities or other 
resources employed, the scientific disciplines 
or technical skills involved, the organiza-
tional arrangements used, or any combina-
tion thereof. When a particular segment of 
work is performed in an environment which 
appears to generate a significantly different 
level of indirect costs, provisions should be 
made for a separate indirect cost pool appli-
cable to such work. The separate indirect 
cost pool should be developed during the 
course of the regular allocation process, and 
the separate indirect cost rate resulting 
therefrom should be used, provided it is de-
termined that (i) the rate differs signifi-
cantly from that which would have been ob-
tained under sections B.2, B.3, and B.4 of this 
Appendix, and (ii) the volume of work to 
which the rate would apply is material. 

C. NEGOTIATION AND APPROVAL OF INDIRECT 
COST RATES 

1. Definitions 

As used in this section, the following terms 
have the meanings set forth in this section: 

a. Cognizant agency for indirect costs means 
the Federal agency responsible for negoti-
ating and approving indirect cost rates for a 
nonprofit organization on behalf of all Fed-
eral agencies. 

b. Predetermined rate means an indirect cost 
rate, applicable to a specified current or fu-
ture period, usually the organization’s fiscal 
year. The rate is based on an estimate of the 
costs to be incurred during the period. A pre-
determined rate is not subject to adjust-
ment. 

c. Fixed rate means an indirect cost rate 
which has the same characteristics as a pre-
determined rate, except that the difference 
between the estimated costs and the actual 
costs of the period covered by the rate is car-
ried forward as an adjustment to the rate 
computation of a subsequent period. 

d. Final rate means an indirect cost rate 
applicable to a specified past period which is 
based on the actual costs of the period. A 
final rate is not subject to adjustment. 

e. Provisional rate or billing rate means a 
temporary indirect cost rate applicable to a 
specified period which is used for funding, in-
terim reimbursement, and reporting indirect 
costs on Federal awards pending the estab-
lishment of a final rate for the period. 

f. Indirect cost proposal means the docu-
mentation prepared by an organization to 
substantiate its claim for the reimbursement 
of indirect costs. This proposal provides the 
basis for the review and negotiation leading 
to the establishment of an organization’s in-
direct cost rate. 

g. Cost objective means a function, organiza-
tional 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 proc-
esses, projects, jobs and capitalized projects. 

2. Negotiation and Approval of Rates 

a. Unless different arrangements are 
agreed to by the Federal agencies concerned, 
the Federal agency with the largest dollar 
value of Federal awards with an organization 
will be designated as the cognizant agency 
for indirect costs for the negotiation and ap-
proval of the indirect cost rates and, where 
necessary, other rates such as fringe benefit 
and computer charge-out rates. Once an 
agency is assigned cognizance for a par-
ticular nonprofit organization, the assign-
ment will not be changed unless there is a 
shift in the dollar volume of the Federal 
awards to the organization for at least three 
years. All concerned Federal agencies must 
be given the opportunity to participate in 
the negotiation process but, after a rate has 
been agreed upon, it will be accepted by all 
Federal agencies. When a Federal agency has 
reason to believe that special operating fac-
tors affecting its Federal awards necessitate 
special indirect cost rates in accordance 
with section B.5 of this Appendix, it will, 
prior to the time the rates are negotiated, 
notify the cognizant agency for indirect 
costs. (See also § 200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs 
of Part 200.) 

b. Except as otherwise provided in § 200.414 
Indirect (F&A) costs paragraph (e) of this 
Part, a nonprofit organization which has not 
previously established an indirect cost rate 
with a Federal agency must submit its ini-
tial indirect cost proposal immediately after 
the organization is advised that a Federal 
award will be made and, in no event, later 
than three months after the effective date of 
the Federal award. 

c. Unless approved by the cognizant agency 
for indirect costs in accordance with § 200.414 
Indirect (F&A) costs paragraph (f) of this 
Part, organizations that have previously es-
tablished indirect cost rates must submit a 
new indirect cost proposal to the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs within six months 
after the close of each fiscal year. 

d. A predetermined rate may be negotiated 
for use on Federal awards where there is rea-
sonable assurance, based on past experience 
and reliable projection of the organization’s 
costs, that the rate is not likely to exceed a 
rate based on the organization’s actual costs. 
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e. Fixed rates may be negotiated where 
predetermined rates are not considered ap-
propriate. A fixed rate, however, must not be 
negotiated if (i) all or a substantial portion 
of the organization’s Federal awards are ex-
pected to expire before the carry-forward ad-
justment can be made; (ii) the mix of Federal 
and non-Federal work at the organization is 
too erratic to permit an equitable carry-for-
ward adjustment; or (iii) the organization’s 
operations fluctuate significantly from year 
to year. 

f. Provisional and final rates must be nego-
tiated where neither predetermined nor fixed 
rates are appropriate. Predetermined or 
fixed rates may replace provisional rates at 
any time prior to the close of the organiza-
tion’s fiscal year. If that event does not 
occur, a final rate will be established and up-
ward or downward adjustments will be made 
based on the actual allowable costs incurred 
for the period involved. 

g. The results of each negotiation must be 
formalized in a written agreement between 
the cognizant agency for indirect costs and 
the nonprofit organization. The cognizant 
agency for indirect costs must make avail-
able copies of the agreement to all concerned 
Federal agencies. 

h. If a dispute arises in a negotiation of an 
indirect cost rate between the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs and the nonprofit 
organization, the dispute must be resolved in 
accordance with the appeals procedures of 
the cognizant agency for indirect costs. 

i. To the extent that problems are encoun-
tered among the Federal agencies in connec-
tion with the negotiation and approval proc-
ess, OMB will lend assistance as required to 
resolve such problems in a timely manner. 

D. Certification of Indirect (F&A) Costs 

Required Certification. No proposal to es-
tablish indirect (F&A) cost rates must be ac-
ceptable unless such costs have been cer-
tified by the non-profit organization using 
the Certificate of Indirect (F&A) Costs set 
forth in section j. of this appendix. The cer-
tificate must be signed on behalf of the orga-
nization by an individual at a level no lower 
than vice president or chief financial officer 
for the organization. 

j. Each indirect cost rate proposal must be 
accompanied by a certification in the fol-
lowing form: 

Certificate of Indirect (F&A) Costs 

This is to certify that to the best of my 
knowledge and belief: 

(1) I have reviewed the indirect (F&A) cost 
proposal submitted herewith; 

(2) All costs included in this proposal [iden-
tify date] to establish billing or final indi-
rect (F&A) costs rate for [identify period 
covered by rate] are allowable in accordance 
with the requirements of the Federal awards 

to which they apply and with Subpart E— 
Cost Principles of Part 200. 

(3) This proposal does not include any costs 
which are unallowable under Subpart E— 
Cost Principles of Part 200 such as (without 
limitation): public relations costs, contribu-
tions and donations, entertainment costs, 
fines and penalties, lobbying costs, and de-
fense of fraud proceedings; and 

(4) All costs included in this proposal are 
properly allocable to Federal awards on the 
basis of a beneficial or causal relationship 
between the expenses incurred and the Fed-
eral awards to which they are allocated in 
accordance with applicable requirements. 

I declare that the foregoing is true and cor-
rect. 

Nonprofit Organization: lllllllllll

Signature: llllllllllllllllll

Name of Official: llllllllllllll

Title: llllllllllllllllllll

Date of Execution: lllllllllllll

APPENDIX V TO PART 200—STATE/LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT AND INDIAN TRIBE- 
WIDE CENTRAL SERVICE COST ALLO-
CATION PLANS 

A. GENERAL 

1. Most governmental units provide certain 
services, such as motor pools, computer cen-
ters, purchasing, accounting, etc., to oper-
ating agencies on a centralized basis. Since 
federally-supported awards are performed 
within the individual operating agencies, 
there needs to be a process whereby these 
central service costs can be identified and 
assigned to benefitted activities on a reason-
able and consistent basis. The central service 
cost allocation plan provides that process. 
All costs and other data used to distribute 
the costs included in the plan should be sup-
ported by formal accounting and other 
records that will support the propriety of the 
costs assigned to Federal awards. 

2. Guidelines and illustrations of central 
service cost allocation plans are provided in 
a brochure published by the Department of 
Health and Human Services entitled ‘‘A 
Guide for State, Local and Indian Tribal Gov-
ernments: Cost Principles and Procedures for 
Developing Cost Allocation Plans and Indirect 
Cost Rates for Agreements with the Federal 
Government.’’ A copy of this brochure may be 
obtained from the Superintendent of Docu-
ments, U.S. Government Printing Office. 

B. DEFINITIONS 

1. Agency or operating agency means an or-
ganizational unit or sub-division within a 
governmental unit that is responsible for the 
performance or administration of Federal 
awards or activities of the governmental 
unit. 
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2. Allocated central services means central 
services that benefit operating agencies but 
are not billed to the agencies on a fee-for- 
service or similar basis. These costs are allo-
cated to benefitted agencies on some reason-
able basis. Examples of such services might 
include general accounting, personnel ad-
ministration, purchasing, etc. 

3. Billed central services means central serv-
ices that are billed to benefitted agencies or 
programs on an individual fee-for-service or 
similar basis. Typical examples of billed cen-
tral services include computer services, 
transportation services, insurance, and 
fringe benefits. 

4. Cognizant agency for indirect costs is de-
fined in § 200.19 Cognizant agency for indirect 
costs of this Part. The determination of cog-
nizant agency for indirect costs for states 
and local governments is described in section 
F.1, Negotiation and Approval of Central 
Service Plans. 

5. Major local government means local gov-
ernment that receives more than $100 million 
in direct Federal awards subject to this Part. 

C. SCOPE OF THE CENTRAL SERVICE COST 
ALLOCATION PLANS 

The central service cost allocation plan 
will include all central service costs that 
will be claimed (either as a billed or an allo-
cated cost) under Federal awards and will be 
documented as described in section E. Costs 
of central services omitted from the plan 
will not be reimbursed. 

D. SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 

1. Each state will submit a plan to the De-
partment of Health and Human Services for 
each year in which it claims central service 
costs under Federal awards. The plan should 
include (a) a projection of the next year’s al-
located central service cost (based either on 
actual costs for the most recently completed 
year or the budget projection for the coming 
year), and (b) a reconciliation of actual allo-
cated central service costs to the estimated 
costs used for either the most recently com-
pleted year or the year immediately pre-
ceding the most recently completed year. 

2. Each major local government is also re-
quired to submit a plan to its cognizant 
agency for indirect costs annually. 

3. All other local governments claiming 
central service costs must develop a plan in 
accordance with the requirements described 
in this Part and maintain the plan and re-
lated supporting documentation for audit. 
These local governments are not required to 
submit their plans for Federal approval un-
less they are specifically requested to do so 
by the cognizant agency for indirect costs. 
Where a local government only receives 
funds as a subrecipient, the pass-through en-
tity will be responsible for monitoring the 
subrecipient’s plan. 

4. All central service cost allocation plans 
will be prepared and, when required, sub-
mitted within six months prior to the begin-
ning of each of the governmental unit’s fis-
cal years in which it proposes to claim cen-
tral service costs. Extensions may be grant-
ed by the cognizant agency for indirect costs 
on a case-by-case basis. 

E. DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS FOR 
SUBMITTED PLANS 

The documentation requirements described 
in this section may be modified, expanded, or 
reduced by the cognizant agency for indirect 
costs on a case-by-case basis. For example, 
the requirements may be reduced for those 
central services which have little or no im-
pact on Federal awards. Conversely, if a re-
view of a plan indicates that certain addi-
tional information is needed, and will likely 
be needed in future years, it may be rou-
tinely requested in future plan submissions. 
Items marked with an asterisk (*) should be 
submitted only once; subsequent plans 
should merely indicate any changes since the 
last plan. 

1. General 

All proposed plans must be accompanied by 
the following: an organization chart suffi-
ciently detailed to show operations including 
the central service activities of the state/ 
local government whether or not they are 
shown as benefitting from central service 
functions; a copy of the Comprehensive An-
nual Financial Report (or a copy of the Exec-
utive Budget if budgeted costs are being pro-
posed) to support the allowable costs of each 
central service activity included in the plan; 
and, a certification (see subsection 4.) that 
the plan was prepared in accordance with 
this Part, contains only allowable costs, and 
was prepared in a manner that treated simi-
lar costs consistently among the various 
Federal awards and between Federal and 
non-Federal awards/activities. 

2. Allocated Central Services 

For each allocated central service, the 
plan must also include the following: a brief 
description of the service, an identification 
of the unit rendering the service and the op-
erating agencies receiving the service, the 
items of expense included in the cost of the 
service, the method used to distribute the 
cost of the service to benefitted agencies, 
and a summary schedule showing the alloca-
tion of each service to the specific benefitted 
agencies. If any self-insurance funds or 
fringe benefits costs are treated as allocated 
(rather than billed) central services, docu-
mentation discussed in subsections 3.b. and 
c. must also be included. 
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3. Billed Services 

a. General. The information described in 
this section must be provided for all billed 
central services, including internal service 
funds, self-insurance funds, and fringe ben-
efit funds. 

b. Internal service funds. 
(1) For each internal service fund or simi-

lar activity with an operating budget of $5 
million or more, the plan must include: a 
brief description of each service; a balance 
sheet for each fund based on individual ac-
counts contained in the governmental unit’s 
accounting system; a revenue/expenses state-
ment, with revenues broken out by source, 
e.g., regular billings, interest earned, etc.; a 
listing of all non-operating transfers (as de-
fined by Generally Accepted Accounting 
Principles (GAAP)) into and out of the fund; 
a description of the procedures (method-
ology) used to charge the costs of each serv-
ice to users, including how billing rates are 
determined; a schedule of current rates; and, 
a schedule comparing total revenues (includ-
ing imputed revenues) generated by the serv-
ice to the allowable costs of the service, as 
determined under this Part, with an expla-
nation of how variances will be handled. 

(2) Revenues must consist of all revenues 
generated by the service, including unbilled 
and uncollected revenues. If some users were 
not billed for the services (or were not billed 
at the full rate for that class of users), a 
schedule showing the full imputed revenues 
associated with these users must be pro-
vided. Expenses must be broken out by ob-
ject cost categories (e.g., salaries, supplies, 
etc.). 

c. Self-insurance funds. For each self-insur-
ance fund, the plan must include: the fund 
balance sheet; a statement of revenue and 
expenses including a summary of billings 
and claims paid by agency; a listing of all 
non-operating transfers into and out of the 
fund; the type(s) of risk(s) covered by the 
fund (e.g., automobile liability, workers’ 
compensation, etc.); an explanation of how 
the level of fund contributions are deter-
mined, including a copy of the current actu-
arial report (with the actuarial assumptions 
used) if the contributions are determined on 
an actuarial basis; and, a description of the 
procedures used to charge or allocate fund 
contributions to benefitted activities. Re-
serve levels in excess of claims (1) submitted 
and adjudicated but not paid, (2) submitted 
but not adjudicated, and (3) incurred but not 
submitted must be identified and explained. 

d. Fringe benefits. For fringe benefit costs, 
the plan must include: a listing of fringe ben-
efits provided to covered employees, and the 
overall annual cost of each type of benefit; 
current fringe benefit policies; and proce-
dures used to charge or allocate the costs of 
the benefits to benefitted activities. In addi-
tion, for pension and post-retirement health 

insurance plans, the following information 
must be provided: the governmental unit’s 
funding policies, e.g., legislative bills, trust 
agreements, or state-mandated contribution 
rules, if different from actuarially deter-
mined rates; the pension plan’s costs accrued 
for the year; the amount funded, and date(s) 
of funding; a copy of the current actuarial 
report (including the actuarial assumptions); 
the plan trustee’s report; and, a schedule 
from the activity showing the value of the 
interest cost associated with late funding. 

4. Required Certification 

Each central service cost allocation plan 
will be accompanied by a certification in the 
following form: 

CERTIFICATE OF COST ALLOCATION 
PLAN 

This is to certify that I have reviewed the 
cost allocation plan submitted herewith and 
to the best of my knowledge and belief: 

(1) All costs included in this proposal [iden-
tify date] to establish cost allocations or bil-
lings for [identify period covered by plan] are 
allowable in accordance with the require-
ments of this Part and the Federal award(s) 
to which they apply. Unallowable costs have 
been adjusted for in allocating costs as indi-
cated in the cost allocation plan. 

(2) All costs included in this proposal are 
properly allocable to Federal awards on the 
basis of a beneficial or causal relationship 
between the expenses incurred and the Fed-
eral awards to which they are allocated in 
accordance with applicable requirements. 
Further, the same costs that have been 
treated as indirect costs have not been 
claimed as direct costs. Similar types of 
costs have been accounted for consistently. 
I declare that the foregoing is true and cor-

rect. 
Governmental Unit: lllllllllllll

Signature: llllllllllllllllll

Name of Official: llllllllllllll

Title: llllllllllllllllllll

Date of Execution: lllllllllllll

F. NEGOTIATION AND APPROVAL OF CENTRAL 
SERVICE PLANS 

1. Federal Cognizant Agency for Indirect Costs 
Assignments for Cost Negotiation 

In general, unless different arrangements 
are agreed to by the concerned Federal agen-
cies, for central service cost allocation 
plans, the cognizant agency responsible for 
review and approval is the Federal agency 
with the largest dollar value of total Federal 
awards with a governmental unit. For indi-
rect cost rates and departmental indirect 
cost allocation plans, the cognizant agency 
is the Federal agency with the largest dollar 
value of direct Federal awards with a govern-
mental unit or component, as appropriate. 

VerDate Mar<15>2010 14:08 Mar 14, 2014 Jkt 232005 PO 00000 Frm 00223 Fmt 8010 Sfmt 8002 Y:\SGML\232005.XXX 232005w
re

ie
r-a

vi
le

s 
on

 D
SK

5T
PT

VN
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 C

FR



214 

2 CFR Ch. II (1–1–14 Edition) Pt. 200, App. V 

Once designated as the cognizant agency for 
indirect costs, the Federal agency must re-
main so for a period of five years. In addi-
tion, the following Federal agencies continue 
to be responsible for the indicated govern-
mental entities: 

Department of Health and Human Services— 
Public assistance and state-wide cost alloca-
tion plans for all states (including the Dis-
trict of Columbia and Puerto Rico), state 
and local hospitals, libraries and health dis-
tricts. 

Department of the Interior—Indian tribal 
governments, territorial governments, and 
state and local park and recreational dis-
tricts. 

Department of Labor—State and local labor 
departments. 

Department of Education—School districts 
and state and local education agencies. 

Department of Agriculture—State and local 
agriculture departments. 

Department of Transportation—State and 
local airport and port authorities and transit 
districts. 

Department of Commerce—State and local 
economic development districts. 

Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment—State and local housing and develop-
ment districts. 

Environmental Protection Agency—State and 
local water and sewer districts. 

2. Review 

All proposed central service cost allocation 
plans that are required to be submitted will 
be reviewed, negotiated, and approved by the 
cognizant agency for indirect costs on a 
timely basis. The cognizant agency for indi-
rect costs will review the proposal within six 
months of receipt of the proposal and either 
negotiate/approve the proposal or advise the 
governmental unit of the additional docu-
mentation needed to support/evaluate the 
proposed plan or the changes required to 
make the proposal acceptable. Once an 
agreement with the governmental unit has 
been reached, the agreement will be accepted 
and used by all Federal agencies, unless pro-
hibited or limited by statute. Where a Fed-
eral awarding agency has reason to believe 
that special operating factors affecting its 
Federal awards necessitate special consider-
ation, the funding agency will, prior to the 
time the plans are negotiated, notify the 
cognizant agency for indirect costs. 

3. Agreement 

The results of each negotiation must be 
formalized in a written agreement between 
the cognizant agency for indirect costs and 
the governmental unit. This agreement will 
be subject to re-opening if the agreement is 
subsequently found to violate a statute or 
the information upon which the plan was ne-
gotiated is later found to be materially in-

complete or inaccurate. The results of the 
negotiation must be made available to all 
Federal agencies for their use. 

4. Adjustments 

Negotiated cost allocation plans based on a 
proposal later found to have included costs 
that: (a) are unallowable (i) as specified by 
law or regulation, (ii) as identified in subpart 
F, General Provisions for selected Items of 
Cost of this Part, or (iii) by the terms and 
conditions of Federal awards, or (b) are unal-
lowable because they are clearly not allo-
cable to Federal awards, must be adjusted, or 
a refund must be made at the option of the 
cognizant agency for indirect costs, includ-
ing earned or imputed interest from the date 
of transfer and debt interest, if applicable, 
chargeable in accordance with applicable 
Federal cognizant agency for indirect costs 
regulations. Adjustments or cash refunds 
may include, at the option of the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs, earned or imputed 
interest from the date of expenditure and de-
linquent debt interest, if applicable, charge-
able in accordance with applicable cognizant 
agency claims collection regulations. These 
adjustments or refunds are designed to cor-
rect the plans and do not constitute a re-
opening of the negotiation. 

G. OTHER POLICIES 

1. Billed Central Service Activities 

Each billed central service activity must 
separately account for all revenues (includ-
ing imputed revenues) generated by the serv-
ice, expenses incurred to furnish the service, 
and profit/loss. 

2. Working Capital Reserves 

Internal service funds are dependent upon 
a reasonable level of working capital reserve 
to operate from one billing cycle to the next. 
Charges by an internal service activity to 
provide for the establishment and mainte-
nance of a reasonable level of working cap-
ital reserve, in addition to the full recovery 
of costs, are allowable. A working capital re-
serve as part of retained earnings of up to 60 
calendar days cash expenses for normal oper-
ating purposes is considered reasonable. A 
working capital reserve exceeding 60 cal-
endar days may be approved by the cog-
nizant agency for indirect costs in excep-
tional cases. 

3. Carry-Forward Adjustments of Allocated 
Central Service Costs 

Allocated central service costs are usually 
negotiated and approved for a future fiscal 
year on a ‘‘fixed with carry-forward’’ basis. 
Under this procedure, the fixed amounts for 
the future year covered by agreement are 
not subject to adjustment for that year. 
However, when the actual costs of the year 
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involved become known, the differences be-
tween the fixed amounts previously approved 
and the actual costs will be carried forward 
and used as an adjustment to the fixed 
amounts established for a later year. This 
‘‘carry-forward’’ procedure applies to all cen-
tral services whose costs were fixed in the 
approved plan. However, a carry-forward ad-
justment is not permitted, for a central serv-
ice activity that was not included in the ap-
proved plan, or for unallowable costs that 
must be reimbursed immediately. 

4. Adjustments of Billed Central Services 

Billing rates used to charge Federal awards 
must be based on the estimated costs of pro-
viding the services, including an estimate of 
the allocable central service costs. A com-
parison of the revenue generated by each 
billed service (including total revenues 
whether or not billed or collected) to the ac-
tual allowable costs of the service will be 
made at least annually, and an adjustment 
will be made for the difference between the 
revenue and the allowable costs. These ad-
justments will be made through one of the 
following adjustment methods: (a) a cash re-
fund including earned or imputed interest 
from the date of transfer and debt interest, if 
applicable, chargeable in accordance with 
applicable Federal cognizant agency for indi-
rect costs regulations to the Federal Govern-
ment for the Federal share of the adjust-
ment, (b) credits to the amounts charged to 
the individual programs, (c) adjustments to 
future billing rates, or (d) adjustments to al-
located central service costs. Adjustments to 
allocated central services will not be per-
mitted where the total amount of the adjust-
ment for a particular service (Federal share 
and non-Federal) share exceeds $500,000. Ad-
justment methods may include, at the option 
of the cognizant agency, earned or imputed 
interest from the date of expenditure and de-
linquent debt interest, if applicable, charge-
able in accordance with applicable cognizant 
agency claims collection regulations. 

5. Records Retention 

All central service cost allocation plans 
and related documentation used as a basis 
for claiming costs under Federal awards 
must be retained for audit in accordance 
with the records retention requirements con-
tained in Subpart D—Post Federal Award 
Requirements, of Part 200. 

6. Appeals 

If a dispute arises in the negotiation of a 
plan between the cognizant agency for indi-
rect costs and the governmental unit, the 
dispute must be resolved in accordance with 
the appeals procedures of the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs. 

7. OMB Assistance 

To the extent that problems are encoun-
tered among the Federal agencies or govern-
mental units in connection with the negotia-
tion and approval process, OMB will lend as-
sistance, as required, to resolve such prob-
lems in a timely manner. 

APPENDIX VI TO PART 200—PUBLIC 
ASSISTANCE COST ALLOCATION PLANS 

A. GENERAL 

Federally-financed programs administered 
by state public assistance agencies are fund-
ed predominately by the Department of 
Health and Human Services (HHS). In sup-
port of its stewardship requirements, HHS 
has published requirements for the develop-
ment, documentation, submission, negotia-
tion, and approval of public assistance cost 
allocation plans in Subpart E of 45 CFR Part 
95. All administrative costs (direct and indi-
rect) are normally charged to Federal awards 
by implementing the public assistance cost 
allocation plan. This Appendix extends these 
requirements to all Federal agencies whose 
programs are administered by a state public 
assistance agency. Major federally-financed 
programs typically administered by state 
public assistance agencies include: Tem-
porary Aid to Needy Families (TANF), Med-
icaid, Food Stamps, Child Support Enforce-
ment, Adoption Assistance and Foster Care, 
and Social Services Block Grant. 

B. DEFINITIONS 

1. State public assistance agency means a 
state agency administering or supervising 
the administration of one or more public as-
sistance programs operated by the state as 
identified in Subpart E of 45 CFR Part 95. 
For the purpose of this Appendix, these pro-
grams include all programs administered by 
the state public assistance agency. 

2. State public assistance agency costs means 
all costs incurred by, or allocable to, the 
state public assistance agency, except ex-
penditures for financial assistance, medical 
contractor payments, food stamps, and pay-
ments for services and goods provided di-
rectly to program recipients. 

C. POLICY 

State public assistance agencies will de-
velop, document and implement, and the 
Federal Government will review, negotiate, 
and approve, public assistance cost alloca-
tion plans in accordance with Subpart E of 45 
CFR Part 95. The plan will include all pro-
grams administered by the state public as-
sistance agency. Where a letter of approval 
or disapproval is transmitted to a state pub-
lic assistance agency in accordance with 
Subpart E, the letter will apply to all Fed-
eral agencies and programs. The remaining 

VerDate Mar<15>2010 14:08 Mar 14, 2014 Jkt 232005 PO 00000 Frm 00225 Fmt 8010 Sfmt 8002 Y:\SGML\232005.XXX 232005w
re

ie
r-a

vi
le

s 
on

 D
SK

5T
PT

VN
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 C

FR



216 

2 CFR Ch. II (1–1–14 Edition) Pt. 200, App. VII 

sections of this Appendix (except for the re-
quirement for certification) summarize the 
provisions of Subpart E of 45 CFR Part 95. 

D. SUBMISSION, DOCUMENTATION, AND AP-
PROVAL OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE COST ALLO-
CATION PLANS 

1. State public assistance agencies are re-
quired to promptly submit amendments to 
the cost allocation plan to HHS for review 
and approval. 

2. Under the coordination process outlined 
in section E, Review of Implementation of 
Approved Plans, affected Federal agencies 
will review all new plans and plan amend-
ments and provide comments, as appro-
priate, to HHS. The effective date of the plan 
or plan amendment will be the first day of 
the calendar quarter following the event 
that required the amendment, unless an-
other date is specifically approved by HHS. 
HHS, as the cognizant agency for indirect 
costs acting on behalf of all affected Federal 
agencies, will, as necessary, conduct negotia-
tions with the state public assistance agency 
and will inform the state agency of the ac-
tion taken on the plan or plan amendment. 

E. REVIEW OF IMPLEMENTATION OF APPROVED 
PLANS 

1. Since public assistance cost allocation 
plans are of a narrative nature, the review 
during the plan approval process consists of 
evaluating the appropriateness of the pro-
posed groupings of costs (cost centers) and 
the related allocation bases. As such, the 
Federal government needs some assurance 
that the cost allocation plan has been imple-
mented as approved. This is accomplished by 
reviews by the funding agencies, single au-
dits, or audits conducted by the cognizant 
audit agency. 

2. Where inappropriate charges affecting 
more than one funding agency are identified, 
the cognizant HHS cost negotiation office 
will be advised and will take the lead in re-
solving the issue(s) as provided for in Sub-
part E of 45 CFR Part 95. 

3. If a dispute arises in the negotiation of 
a plan or from a disallowance involving two 
or more funding agencies, the dispute must 
be resolved in accordance with the appeals 
procedures set out in 45 CFR Part 16. Dis-
putes involving only one funding agency will 
be resolved in accordance with the Federal 
awarding agency’s appeal process. 

4. To the extent that problems are encoun-
tered among the Federal agencies or govern-
mental units in connection with the negotia-
tion and approval process, the Office of Man-
agement and Budget will lend assistance, as 
required, to resolve such problems in a time-
ly manner. 

F. UNALLOWABLE COSTS 

Claims developed under approved cost allo-
cation plans will be based on allowable costs 
as identified in this Part. Where unallowable 
costs have been claimed and reimbursed, 
they will be refunded to the program that re-
imbursed the unallowable cost using one of 
the following methods: (a) a cash refund, (b) 
offset to a subsequent claim, or (c) credits to 
the amounts charged to individual Federal 
awards. Cash refunds, offsets, and credits 
may include at the option of the cognizant 
agency for indirect cost, earned or imputed 
interest from the date of expenditure and de-
linquent debt interest, if applicable, charge-
able in accordance with applicable cognizant 
agency for indirect cost claims collection 
regulations. 

APPENDIX VII TO PART 200—STATES AND 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND INDIAN 
TRIBE INDIRECT COST PROPOSALS 

A. GENERAL 

1. Indirect costs are those that have been 
incurred for common or joint purposes. 
These costs benefit more than one cost ob-
jective and cannot be readily identified with 
a particular final cost objective without ef-
fort disproportionate to the results achieved. 
After direct costs have been determined and 
assigned directly to Federal awards and 
other activities as appropriate, indirect costs 
are those remaining to be allocated to bene-
fitted cost objectives. A cost may not be al-
located to a Federal award as an indirect 
cost if any other cost incurred for the same 
purpose, in like circumstances, has been as-
signed to a Federal award as a direct cost. 

2. Indirect costs include (a) the indirect 
costs originating in each department or 
agency of the governmental unit carrying 
out Federal awards and (b) the costs of cen-
tral governmental services distributed 
through the central service cost allocation 
plan (as described in Appendix V to Part 
200—State/Local Government and Indian 
Tribe-Wide Central Service Cost Allocation 
Plans) and not otherwise treated as direct 
costs. 

3. Indirect costs are normally charged to 
Federal awards by the use of an indirect cost 
rate. A separate indirect cost rate(s) is usu-
ally necessary for each department or agen-
cy of the governmental unit claiming indi-
rect costs under Federal awards. Guidelines 
and illustrations of indirect cost proposals 
are provided in a brochure published by the 
Department of Health and Human Services 
entitled ‘‘A Guide for States and Local Govern-
ment Agencies: Cost Principles and Procedures 
for Establishing Cost Allocation Plans and Indi-
rect Cost Rates for Grants and Contracts with 
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the Federal Government.’’ A copy of this bro-
chure may be obtained from the Super-
intendent of Documents, U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

4. Because of the diverse characteristics 
and accounting practices of governmental 
units, the types of costs which may be classi-
fied as indirect costs cannot be specified in 
all situations. However, typical examples of 
indirect costs may include certain state/ 
local-wide central service costs, general ad-
ministration of the non-Federal entity ac-
counting and personnel services performed 
within the non-Federal entity, depreciation 
on buildings and equipment, the costs of op-
erating and maintaining facilities. 

5. This Appendix does not apply to state 
public assistance agencies. These agencies 
should refer instead to Appendix VII to Part 
200—States and Local Government and In-
dian Tribe Indirect Cost Proposals. 

B. DEFINITIONS 

1. Base means the accumulated direct costs 
(normally either total direct salaries and 
wages or total direct costs exclusive of any 
extraordinary or distorting expenditures) 
used to distribute indirect costs to indi-
vidual Federal awards. The direct cost base 
selected should result in each Federal award 
bearing a fair share of the indirect costs in 
reasonable relation to the benefits received 
from the costs. 

2. Base period for the allocation of indirect 
costs is the period in which such costs are in-
curred and accumulated for allocation to ac-
tivities performed in that period. The base 
period normally should coincide with the 
governmental unit’s fiscal year, but in any 
event, must be so selected as to avoid inequi-
ties in the allocation of costs. 

3. Cognizant agency for indirect costs means 
the Federal agency responsible for reviewing 
and approving the governmental unit’s indi-
rect cost rate(s) on the behalf of the Federal 
government. The cognizant agency for indi-
rect costs assignment is described in Appen-
dix VI, section F, Negotiation and Approval 
of Central Service Plans. 

4. Final rate means an indirect cost rate ap-
plicable to a specified past period which is 
based on the actual allowable costs of the pe-
riod. A final audited rate is not subject to 
adjustment. 

5. Fixed rate means an indirect cost rate 
which has the same characteristics as a pre-
determined rate, except that the difference 
between the estimated costs and the actual, 
allowable costs of the period covered by the 
rate is carried forward as an adjustment to 
the rate computation of a subsequent period. 

6. Indirect cost pool is the accumulated 
costs that jointly benefit two or more pro-
grams or other cost objectives. 

7. Indirect cost rate is a device for deter-
mining in a reasonable manner the propor-
tion of indirect costs each program should 

bear. It is the ratio (expressed as a percent-
age) of the indirect costs to a direct cost 
base. 

8. Indirect cost rate proposal means the doc-
umentation prepared by a governmental unit 
or subdivision thereof to substantiate its re-
quest for the establishment of an indirect 
cost rate. 

9. Predetermined rate means an indirect cost 
rate, applicable to a specified current or fu-
ture period, usually the governmental unit’s 
fiscal year. This rate is based on an estimate 
of the costs to be incurred during the period. 
Except under very unusual circumstances, a 
predetermined rate is not subject to adjust-
ment. (Because of legal constraints, pre-
determined rates are not permitted for Fed-
eral contracts; they may, however, be used 
for grants or cooperative agreements.) Pre-
determined rates may not be used by govern-
mental units that have not submitted and 
negotiated the rate with the cognizant agen-
cy for indirect costs. In view of the potential 
advantages offered by this procedure, nego-
tiation of predetermined rates for indirect 
costs for a period of two to four years should 
be the norm in those situations where the 
cost experience and other pertinent facts 
available are deemed sufficient to enable the 
parties involved to reach an informed judg-
ment as to the probable level of indirect 
costs during the ensuing accounting periods. 

10. Provisional rate means a temporary indi-
rect cost rate applicable to a specified period 
which is used for funding, interim reimburse-
ment, and reporting indirect costs on Fed-
eral awards pending the establishment of a 
‘‘final’’ rate for that period. 

C. ALLOCATION OF INDIRECT COSTS AND 
DETERMINATION OF INDIRECT COST RATES 

1. General 

a. Where a governmental unit’s depart-
ment or agency has only one major function, 
or where all its major functions benefit from 
the indirect costs to approximately the same 
degree, the allocation of indirect costs and 
the computation of an indirect cost rate may 
be accomplished through simplified alloca-
tion procedures as described in subsection 2. 

b. Where a governmental unit’s depart-
ment or agency has several major functions 
which benefit from its indirect costs in vary-
ing degrees, the allocation of indirect costs 
may require the accumulation of such costs 
into separate cost groupings which then are 
allocated individually to benefitted func-
tions by means of a base which best meas-
ures the relative degree of benefit. The indi-
rect costs allocated to each function are 
then distributed to individual Federal 
awards and other activities included in that 
function by means of an indirect cost rate(s). 

c. Specific methods for allocating indirect 
costs and computing indirect cost rates 
along with the conditions under which each 
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method should be used are described in sub-
sections 2, 3 and 4. 

2. Simplified Method 

a. Where a non-Federal entity’s major 
functions benefit from its indirect costs to 
approximately the same degree, the alloca-
tion of indirect costs may be accomplished 
by (1) classifying the non-Federal entity’s 
total costs for the base period as either di-
rect or indirect, and (2) dividing the total al-
lowable 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 individual Federal awards. The rate 
should be expressed as the percentage which 
the total amount of allowable indirect costs 
bears to the base selected. This method 
should also be used where a governmental 
unit’s department or agency has only one 
major function encompassing a number of in-
dividual projects or activities, and may be 
used where the level of Federal awards to 
that department or agency is relatively 
small. 

b. Both the direct costs and the indirect 
costs must exclude capital expenditures and 
unallowable costs. However, unallowable 
costs must be included in the direct costs if 
they represent activities to which indirect 
costs are properly allocable. 

c. The distribution base may be (1) total di-
rect costs (excluding capital expenditures 
and other distorting items, such as pass- 
through funds, subcontracts in excess of 
$25,000, participant support costs, etc.), (2) 
direct salaries and wages, or (3) another base 
which results in an equitable distribution. 

3. Multiple Allocation Base Method 

a. Where a non-Federal entity’s indirect 
costs benefit its major functions in varying 
degrees, such costs must be accumulated 
into separate cost groupings. Each grouping 
must then be allocated individually to bene-
fitted functions by means of a base which 
best measures the relative benefits. 

b. The cost groupings should be established 
so as to permit the allocation of each group-
ing on the basis of benefits provided to the 
major functions. Each grouping should con-
stitute a pool of expenses that are of like 
character in terms of the functions they ben-
efit and in terms of the allocation base 
which best measures the relative benefits 
provided to each function. The number of 
separate groupings should be held within 
practical limits, taking into consideration 
the materiality of the amounts involved and 
the degree of precision needed. 

c. Actual conditions must be taken into ac-
count in selecting the base to be used in allo-
cating the expenses in each grouping to ben-
efitted functions. When an allocation can be 
made by assignment of a cost grouping di-

rectly to the function benefitted, the alloca-
tion must be made in that manner. When the 
expenses in a grouping are more general in 
nature, the allocation should be made 
through the use of a selected base which pro-
duces results that are equitable to both the 
Federal government and the governmental 
unit. In general, any cost element or related 
factor associated with the governmental 
unit’s activities is potentially adaptable for 
use as an allocation base provided that: (1) it 
can readily be expressed in terms of dollars 
or other quantitative measures (total direct 
costs, direct salaries and wages, staff hours 
applied, square feet used, hours of usage, 
number of documents processed, population 
served, and the like), and (2) it is common to 
the benefitted functions during the base pe-
riod. 

d. Except where a special indirect cost 
rate(s) is required in accordance with para-
graph (C)(4) of this Appendix, the separate 
groupings of indirect costs allocated to each 
major function must be aggregated and 
treated as a common pool for that function. 
The costs in the common pool must then be 
distributed to individual Federal awards in-
cluded in that function by use of a single in-
direct cost rate. 

e. The distribution base used in computing 
the indirect cost rate for each function may 
be (1) total direct costs (excluding capital ex-
penditures and other distorting items such 
as pass-through funds, subcontracts in excess 
of $25,000, participant support costs, etc.), (2) 
direct salaries and wages, or (3) another base 
which results in an equitable distribution. 
An indirect cost rate should be developed for 
each separate indirect cost pool developed. 
The rate in each case should be stated as the 
percentage relationship between the par-
ticular indirect cost pool and the distribu-
tion base identified with that pool. 

4. Special Indirect Cost Rates 

a. In some instances, a single indirect cost 
rate for all activities of a non-Federal entity 
or for each major function of the agency may 
not be appropriate. It may not take into ac-
count those different factors which may sub-
stantially affect the indirect costs applicable 
to a particular program or group of pro-
grams. The factors may include the physical 
location of the work, the level of administra-
tive support required, the nature of the fa-
cilities or other resources employed, the or-
ganizational arrangements used, or any com-
bination thereof. When a particular Federal 
award is carried out in an environment 
which appears to generate a significantly 
different level of indirect costs, provisions 
should be made for a separate indirect cost 
pool applicable to that Federal award. The 
separate indirect cost pool should be devel-
oped during the course of the regular alloca-
tion process, and the separate indirect cost 
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rate resulting therefrom should be used, pro-
vided that: (1) The rate differs significantly 
from the rate which would have been devel-
oped under paragraphs (C)(2) and (C)(3) of 
this Appendix, and (2) the Federal award to 
which the rate would apply is material in 
amount. 

b. Where Federal statutes restrict the re-
imbursement of certain indirect costs, it 
may be necessary to develop a special rate 
for the affected Federal award. Where a ‘‘re-
stricted rate’’ is required, the same proce-
dure for developing a non-restricted rate will 
be used except for the additional step of the 
elimination from the indirect cost pool those 
costs for which the law prohibits reimburse-
ment. 

D. SUBMISSION AND DOCUMENTATION OF 
PROPOSALS 

1. Submission of Indirect Cost Rate Proposals 

a. All departments or agencies of the gov-
ernmental unit desiring to claim indirect 
costs under Federal awards must prepare an 
indirect cost rate proposal and related docu-
mentation to support those costs. The pro-
posal and related documentation must be re-
tained for audit in accordance with the 
records retention requirements contained in 
the Common Rule. 

b. A governmental department or agency 
unit that receives more than $35 million in 
direct Federal funding must submit its indi-
rect cost rate proposal to its cognizant agen-
cy for indirect costs. Other governmental de-
partment or agency must develop an indirect 
cost proposal in accordance with the require-
ments of this Part and maintain the proposal 
and related supporting documentation for 
audit. These governmental departments or 
agencies are not required to submit their 
proposals unless they are specifically re-
quested to do so by the cognizant agency for 
indirect costs. Where a non-Federal entity 
only receives funds as a subrecipient, the 
pass-through entity will be responsible for 
negotiating and/or monitoring the subrecipi-
ent’s indirect costs. 

c. Each Indian tribal government desiring 
reimbursement of indirect costs must submit 
its indirect cost proposal to the Department 
of the Interior (its cognizant agency for indi-
rect costs). 

d. Indirect cost proposals must be devel-
oped (and, when required, submitted) within 
six months after the close of the govern-
mental unit’s fiscal year, unless an exception 
is approved by the cognizant agency for indi-
rect costs. If the proposed central service 
cost allocation plan for the same period has 
not been approved by that time, the indirect 
cost proposal may be prepared including an 
amount for central services that is based on 
the latest federally-approved central service 
cost allocation plan. The difference between 
these central service amounts and the 

amounts ultimately approved will be com-
pensated for by an adjustment in a subse-
quent period. 

2. Documentation of Proposals 

The following must be included with each 
indirect cost proposal: 

a. The rates proposed, including subsidiary 
work sheets and other relevant data, cross 
referenced and reconciled to the financial 
data noted in subsection b. Allocated central 
service costs will be supported by the sum-
mary table included in the approved central 
service cost allocation plan. This summary 
table is not required to be submitted with 
the indirect cost proposal if the central serv-
ice cost allocation plan for the same fiscal 
year has been approved by the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs and is available to 
the funding agency. 

b. A copy of the financial data (financial 
statements, comprehensive annual financial 
report, executive budgets, accounting re-
ports, etc.) upon which the rate is based. Ad-
justments resulting from the use of 
unaudited data will be recognized, where ap-
propriate, by the Federal cognizant agency 
for indirect costs in a subsequent proposal. 

c. The approximate amount of direct base 
costs incurred under Federal awards. These 
costs should be broken out between salaries 
and wages and other direct costs. 

d. A chart showing the organizational 
structure of the agency during the period for 
which the proposal applies, along with a 
functional statement(s) noting the duties 
and/or responsibilities of all units that com-
prise the agency. (Once this is submitted, 
only revisions need be submitted with subse-
quent proposals.) 

3. Required certification. 

Each indirect cost rate proposal must be 
accompanied by a certification in the fol-
lowing form: 

CERTIFICATE OF INDIRECT COSTS 

This is to certify that I have reviewed the 
indirect cost rate proposal submitted here-
with and to the best of my knowledge and 
belief: 

(1) All costs included in this proposal [iden-
tify date] to establish billing or final indi-
rect costs rates for [identify period covered 
by rate] are allowable in accordance with the 
requirements of the Federal award(s) to 
which they apply and the provisions of this 
Part. Unallowable costs have been adjusted 
for in allocating costs as indicated in the in-
direct cost proposal 

(2) All costs included in this proposal are 
properly allocable to Federal awards on the 
basis of a beneficial or causal relationship 
between the expenses incurred and the agree-
ments to which they are allocated in accord-
ance with applicable requirements. Further, 
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the same costs that have been treated as in-
direct costs have not been claimed as direct 
costs. Similar types of costs have been ac-
counted for consistently and the Federal 
government will be notified of any account-
ing changes that would affect the predeter-
mined rate. 

I declare that the foregoing is true and cor-
rect. 

Governmental Unit: lllllllllllll

Signature: llllllllllllllllll

Name of Official: llllllllllllll

Title: llllllllllllllllllll

Date of Execution: lllllllllllll

E. NEGOTIATION AND APPROVAL OF RATES. 

1. Indirect cost rates will be reviewed, ne-
gotiated, and approved by the cognizant 
agency on a timely basis. Once a rate has 
been agreed upon, it will be accepted and 
used by all Federal agencies unless prohib-
ited or limited by statute. Where a Federal 
awarding agency has reason to believe that 
special operating factors affecting its Fed-
eral awards necessitate special indirect cost 
rates, the funding agency will, prior to the 
time the rates are negotiated, notify the cog-
nizant agency for indirect costs. 

2. The use of predetermined rates, if al-
lowed, is encouraged where the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs has reasonable as-
surance based on past experience and reli-
able projection of the non-Federal entity’s 
costs, that the rate is not likely to exceed a 
rate based on actual costs. Long-term agree-
ments utilizing predetermined rates extend-
ing over two or more years are encouraged, 
where appropriate. 

3. The results of each negotiation must be 
formalized in a written agreement between 
the cognizant agency for indirect costs and 
the governmental unit. This agreement will 
be subject to re-opening if the agreement is 
subsequently found to violate a statute, or 
the information upon which the plan was ne-
gotiated is later found to be materially in-
complete or inaccurate. The agreed upon 
rates must be made available to all Federal 
agencies for their use. 

4. Refunds must be made if proposals are 
later found to have included costs that (a) 
are unallowable (i) as specified by law or reg-
ulation, (ii) as identified in § 200.420 Consider-
ations for selected items of cost, of this Part, 
or (iii) by the terms and conditions of Fed-
eral awards, or (b) are unallowable because 
they are clearly not allocable to Federal 
awards. These adjustments or refunds will be 
made regardless of the type of rate nego-
tiated (predetermined, final, fixed, or provi-
sional). 

F. OTHER POLICIES 

1. Fringe Benefit Rates 

If overall fringe benefit rates are not ap-
proved for the governmental unit as part of 
the central service cost allocation plan, 
these rates will be reviewed, negotiated and 
approved for individual recipient agencies 
during the indirect cost negotiation process. 
In these cases, a proposed fringe benefit rate 
computation should accompany the indirect 
cost proposal. If fringe benefit rates are not 
used at the recipient agency level (i.e., the 
agency specifically identifies fringe benefit 
costs to individual employees), the govern-
mental unit should so advise the cognizant 
agency for indirect costs. 

2. Billed Services Provided by the Recipient 
Agency 

In some cases, governmental departments 
or agencies (components of the govern-
mental unit) provide and bill for services 
similar to those covered by central service 
cost allocation plans (e.g., computer cen-
ters). Where this occurs, the governmental 
departments or agencies (components of the 
governmental unit)should be guided by the 
requirements in Appendix VI relating to the 
development of billing rates and documenta-
tion requirements, and should advise the 
cognizant agency for indirect costs of any 
billed services. Reviews of these types of 
services (including reviews of costing/billing 
methodology, profits or losses, etc.) will be 
made on a case-by-case basis as warranted by 
the circumstances involved. 

3. Indirect Cost Allocations Not Using Rates 

In certain situations, governmental de-
partments or agencies (components of the 
governmental unit), because of the nature of 
their Federal awards, may be required to de-
velop a cost allocation plan that distributes 
indirect (and, in some cases, direct) costs to 
the specific funding sources. In these cases, a 
narrative cost allocation methodology 
should be developed, documented, main-
tained for audit, or submitted, as appro-
priate, to the cognizant agency for indirect 
costs for review, negotiation, and approval. 

4. Appeals 

If a dispute arises in a negotiation of an in-
direct cost rate (or other rate) between the 
cognizant agency for indirect costs and the 
governmental unit, the dispute must be re-
solved in accordance with the appeals proce-
dures of the cognizant agency for indirect 
costs. 
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5. Collection of Unallowable Costs and 
Erroneous Payments 

Costs specifically identified as unallowable 
and charged to Federal awards either di-
rectly or indirectly will be refunded (includ-
ing interest chargeable in accordance with 
applicable Federal cognizant agency for indi-
rect costs regulations). 

6. OMB Assistance 

To the extent that problems are encoun-
tered among the Federal agencies or govern-
mental units in connection with the negotia-
tion and approval process, OMB will lend as-
sistance, as required, to resolve such prob-
lems in a timely manner. 

APPENDIX VIII TO PART 200—NONPROFIT 
ORGANIZATIONS EXEMPTED FROM 
SUBPART E—COST PRINCIPLES OF 
PART 200 

1. Advance Technology Institute (ATI), 
Charleston, South Carolina 

2. Aerospace Corporation, El Segundo, Cali-
fornia 

3. American Institutes of Research (AIR), 
Washington, DC 

4. Argonne National Laboratory, Chicago, Il-
linois 

5. Atomic Casualty Commission, Wash-
ington, DC 

6. Battelle Memorial Institute, 
Headquartered in Columbus, Ohio 

7. Brookhaven National Laboratory, Upton, 
New York 

8. Charles Stark Draper Laboratory, Incor-
porated, Cambridge, Massachusetts 

9. CNA Corporation (CNAC), Alexandria, Vir-
ginia 

10. Environmental Institute of Michigan, 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 

11. Georgia Institute of Technology/Georgia 
Tech Applied Research Corporation/Geor-
gia Tech Research Institute, Atlanta, 
Georgia 

12. Hanford Environmental Health Founda-
tion, Richland, Washington 

13. IIT Research Institute, Chicago, Illinois 
14. Institute of Gas Technology, Chicago, Il-

linois 
15. Institute for Defense Analysis, Alexan-

dria, Virginia 
16. LMI, McLean, Virginia 
17. Mitre Corporation, Bedford, Massachu-

setts 
18. Noblis, Inc., Falls Church, Virginia 

19. National Radiological Astronomy Observ-
atory, Green Bank, West Virginia 

20. National Renewable Energy Laboratory, 
Golden, Colorado 

21. Oak Ridge Associated Universities, Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee 

22. Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, Cali-
fornia 

23. Research Triangle Institute, Research 
Triangle Park, North Carolina 

24. Riverside Research Institute, New York, 
New York 

25. South Carolina Research Authority 
(SCRA), Charleston, South Carolina 

26. Southern Research Institute, Bir-
mingham, Alabama 

27. Southwest Research Institute, San Anto-
nio, Texas 

28. SRI International, Menlo Park, California 
29. Syracuse Research Corporation, Syra-

cuse, New York 
30. Universities Research Association, Incor-

porated (National Acceleration Lab), Ar-
gonne, Illinois 

31. Urban Institute, Washington DC 
32. Non-profit insurance companies, such as 

Blue Cross and Blue Shield Organizations 
33. Other non-profit organizations as nego-

tiated with Federal awarding agencies 

APPENDIX IX TO PART 200—HOSPITAL 
COST PRINCIPLES 

Based on initial feedback, OMB proposes to 
establish a review process to consider exist-
ing hospital cost determine how best to up-
date and align them with this Part. Until 
such time as revised guidance is proposed 
and implemented for hospitals, the existing 
principles located at 45 CFR Part 74 Appen-
dix E, entitled ‘‘Principles for Determining 
Cost Applicable to Research and Develop-
ment Under Grants and Contracts with Hos-
pitals,’’ remain in effect. 

APPENDIX X TO PART 200—DATA 
COLLECTION FORM (FORM SF–SAC) 

The Data Collection Form SF–SAC is 
available on the FAC Web site. 

APPENDIX XI TO PART 200—COMPLIANCE 
SUPPLEMENT 

The compliance supplement is available on 
the OMB Web site: (e.g. for 2013 here http:// 
www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/) 
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 FILING A CLAIM 
 
1. Introduction 
 

Government Code (GC) sections 17500 through 17617 provide for the reimbursement of costs 
incurred by local agencies for costs mandated by the State. These are costs that local agencies are 
required to incur after July 1, 1980, as a result of any statute enacted after January 1, 1975, or any 
executive order implementing such statute which mandates a new program or higher level of 
service of an existing program. 
 
Reimbursement claims are defined as any claim filed with the State Controller’s Office (SCO) for 
reimbursement of costs incurred for which an appropriation is made for the purpose of paying the 
claim. All claims received by the SCO will be reviewed to verify all actual costs claimed. An 
adjustment of the claim will be made if the amount claimed is determined to be excessive, 
improper, or unreasonable.  
 
If a claimant is using an indirect cost rate that exceeds 10%, documentation to support the 
indirect cost rate must be submitted with the claim. A detailed explanation of the indirect cost 
methods available to local agencies can be found in Section 2, Filing a Claim, page 10, Indirect 
Costs. Documentation to support actual costs must be kept on hand by the claimant and made 
available to the SCO upon request as explained in Section 2, Filing a Claim, page 20, Retention of 
Claim Records and Supporting Documentation. 
 
The SCO is authorized to make payments for costs of mandated programs from amounts 
appropriated by the State Budget Act, by the State Mandates Claims Fund, or by specific 
legislation. In the event the appropriation is insufficient to pay claims in full, claimants will receive 
prorated payments in proportion to the dollar amount of approved claims for the program. Balances 
of prorated payments will be made when supplementary funds become available. 
 

2. Types of Claims 
 

Claimants may file a claim for reimbursement of actual costs incurred in prior fiscal years for a state 
mandated program. The types of claims, as defined in GC section 17522, are as follows:  
 
A. Initial Reimbursement Claim 

 
A claim filed with the Controller for costs to be reimbursed for the fiscal years specified in the 
first claiming instructions issued by the Controller pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 17558. 
 

B. Annual Reimbursement Claim 
 

A claim filed with the Controller for actual costs incurred in a prior fiscal year for which 
appropriations are made to the Controller for this purpose. 
 

C. Entitlement Claim 
 

A claim filed with the Controller for the purpose of establishing or adjusting a base-year 
entitlement.  All entitlement claims are subject to GC section 17616.  
 

3. Minimum Claim Amount 
 
For initial claims and annual claims filed, if the total costs for a given year do not exceed $1,000, no 
reimbursement will be allowed except as otherwise authorized by GC section 17564. Combined 
claims may be filed only when the county is the fiscal agent for the local agency. The county will 
determine if the submission of a combined claim is economically feasible and will be responsible for 
disbursing the funds to each local agency. A combined claim must show the individual claim costs 
for each eligible local agency. All subsequent claims based upon the same mandate must be filed 
in the combined form only unless a special district provides to the county and to the Controller, at 
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least 180 days prior to the deadline for filing the claim, a written notice of its intent to file a separate 
claim. 
 

4. Filing Deadline for Claims 
 

A. Initial Reimbursement Claims 
 

Each local agency, to which the mandate is applicable, shall submit claims for the costs of the 
initial fiscal years to the SCO within 120 days of the issuance date for the claiming instructions, 
pursuant to GC section 17561(d)(1)(A). Any claim for initial reimbursement filed after the filing 
deadline will be reduced by 10% of the amount that would have been allowed had the claim 
been timely filed, with no limitation. The SCO may withhold payment of any late claim for initial 
reimbursement until the next payment deadline for funded claims unless sufficient funds are 
available to pay the claim after all timely filed claims have been paid. Amended initial claims 
filed after the deadline will be reduced by 10% of the increased amount of the initial costs, with 
no limitation. For the purpose of computing a late penalty, claims for all initial fiscal years 
required to be filed on their initial filing date for a program shall be considered as one claim. In 
no case may a reimbursement claim be paid if submitted more than one year after the filing 
deadline specified in the SCO’s claiming instructions. 
 

B. Annual Reimbursement Claims 
 

 Each local agency must submit a claim to the SCO by February 15, unless otherwise specified 
in the claiming instructions, following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred for the 
program. Claims for fiscal year 2014-15 will be accepted without a late penalty if postmarked or 
delivered on before the deadline. Claims filed after the deadline will be reduced by a late 
penalty of 10%, not to exceed $10,000. Amended claims filed after the deadline will be reduced 
by 10% of the increased amount, not to exceed $10,000. Claims filed more than one year after 
the deadline will not be accepted for reimbursement. 

 
C. Entitlement Claims 

 
When a mandated program has been included in the SMAS, the SCO will determine a base-
year entitlement amount for each local agency that has submitted reimbursement claims (or 
entitlement claims) for three consecutive fiscal years. An entitlement claim should not contain 
nonrecurring or initial start-up costs. There is no statutory deadline for the filing of entitlement 
claims. However, these claims should be filed by February 15 following the third fiscal year 
used to develop the entitlement claim, to permit an orderly processing of claims.  
 

5. Payment of Claims 
 

In order for the SCO to authorize the payment of a claim, the Certification of Claim, Form FAM-27, 
must be properly filled out, signed in blue ink, and dated by the agency’s authorized officer. 
Pursuant to GC section 17561(d), reimbursement claims are paid by October 15 or 60 days after 
the date the appropriation for the claim is effective, whichever is later. In the event the amount 
appropriated by the Legislature is not sufficient to pay the approved amount in full for a program, 
claimants will receive a prorated payment in proportion to the amount of approved claims timely 
filed and on hand at the time of proration. 
 
A. Initial Reimbursement Claims 

 
When paying a timely filed claim for initial reimbursement, the SCO shall withhold 20% of the 
amount of the claim until the claim is audited to verify the actual amount of the mandated costs.  
Interest at the Pooled Money Investment Account (PMIA) rate begins to accrue when the 
payment is made more than 365 days after the adoption of the program’s statewide cost 
estimate.  
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B. Annual Reimbursement Claims 
 
A claimant is entitled to receive accrued interest at the PMIA rate for any unpaid subsequent 
claim amount remaining on August 15 following the filing deadline. Interest shall begin to 
accrue on August 16 following the filing deadline. 
 

C. Entitlement Claims  
 
Initial apportionments are made on an individual program basis. After the initial year, all 
apportionments are made by November 30. The amount to be apportioned is the base-year 
entitlement adjusted by annual changes in the Implicit Price Deflator (IPD) for cost of goods 
and services to governmental agencies as determined by the Department of Finance (DOF). 
 
When the Controller has made a payment on claims prior to the Commission’s approval of the 
program for inclusion in the SMAS, the payment shall be adjusted in the next apportionment to 
the amount which would have been subvened to the local agency for that fiscal year had the 
SMAS been in effect at the time of the initial payment. 
 

The SCO reports the amounts of insufficient appropriations to the Director of the DOF, the 
Chairperson of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee, and the Chairperson of the respective fiscal 
committee in each House of the Legislature. Any balances remaining on these claims will be paid if 
supplementary funds become available. 
 
Unless specified in the statutes, regulations, or Parameters and Guidelines (Ps & Gs), the 
determination of allowable and unallowable costs for mandates is based on the Ps & Gs adopted by 
the CSM. Allowable costs are those direct and indirect costs, less applicable credits, considered 
eligible for reimbursement.  In order for costs to be allowable and thus eligible for reimbursement, 
the costs must meet the following general criteria:  
 
1.      The cost is necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient administration of the mandate 

and not a general expense required in carrying out the overall responsibilities of government; 
 

2.      The cost is allocable to a particular cost objective identified in the Ps & Gs; and 
 

3.      The cost is net of any applicable credits that offset or reduce expenses of items allocable to   
the mandate. 

 
The SCO has identified certain costs that should not be claimed as direct program costs unless 
specified as reimbursable under the program’s Ps & Gs.  These costs include, but are not limited to, 
subscriptions, depreciation, memberships, conferences, workshops, general education, and travel 
costs.  
 

6. State Mandates Apportionment System (SMAS), GC sections 17615 – 17617  
 
Chapter 1534, Statutes of 1985, established the SMAS. It is the intent of the Legislature to 
streamline the reimbursement process for costs mandated by the State by creating a system of 
state mandate apportionments to fund the costs of certain programs mandated by the State. This 
method is utilized whenever a program has been approved for inclusion in the SMAS by the CSM. 
 
Once the CSM approves a mandate for inclusion in the SMAS, the SCO will determine a base-year 
entitlement amount for each local agency that has submitted reimbursement claims (or entitlement 
claims) for three consecutive fiscal years. A base-year entitlement amount is determined by 
averaging the approved reimbursement claims (or entitlement claims) for any three consecutive 
fiscal years. The amounts are first adjusted by any change in the IPD, which is applied separately 
to each year’s costs for the three years that comprise the base period. The base period is the three 
fiscal years succeeding the CSM’s approval. 
 
When the claims are approved and a base-year entitlement amount is determined, the claimant will 
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receive an apportionment reflective of the program’s current-year costs. The apportionment amount 
is adjusted annually for any change in the IPD. If the mandated program was included in the SMAS 
after January 1, 1988, the annual apportionment is adjusted for any change in both the IPD and the 
workload.  
 
The SCO will perform this computation for each claimant that has filed claims for three consecutive 
years. If a claimant has incurred costs for three consecutive years but has not filed a claim in each 
of those years, the claimant may file an entitlement claim, Form FAM-43, to establish a base-year 
entitlement. The Form FAM-43 is included in the claiming instructions for SMAS programs.  
 
If an SMAS program is discontinued or made permissive, the SCO shall determine the amount of 
the entitlement attributable to that mandate according to GC section 17615.6. If the program is 
modified or amended by the Legislature or an executive order and the modification or amendment 
significantly affects the program, as determined by the CSM, the program shall be removed from 
the SMAS and the payments reduced accordingly, pursuant to GC section 17615.7.  
 
In the event the CSM determines that the apportionment amount or base-year entitlement does not 
accurately reflect costs incurred by the local agency of all mandates upon which that apportionment 
is based, the CSM shall direct the SCO to adjust the apportionment as set forth in the GC section 
17615.8(c). 
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Listed below are state mandated local programs and counties that are entitled to receive automatic 
apportionments in those fiscal years in which the program is funded. 

 
Counties of: 

Ch. 498/77 
Coroners Costs 

Ch. 1242/77 
Senior Citizens 
Property Tax 

Postponement 

Ch. 1253/80 
Mentally Retarded 

Defendants:  
Diversion 

Ch. 1304/80 
Conservatorship: 
Developmentally 
Disabled Adults 

Alameda  x x x 
Butte  x x x 
Calaveras  x x x 
Contra Costa  x x x 
El Dorado  x x x 
Fresno  x x x 
Humboldt  x x x 
Kern  x x x 
Lake  x x x 
Los Angeles x x x x 
Marin  x x x 
Mendocino  x x x 
Monterey  x x x 
Napa x x x x 
Nevada  x x x 
Orange x x x x 
Placer  x x x 
Plumas  x x x 
Riverside  x x x 
Sacramento  x x x 
San Bernardino x x x x 
San Diego  x x x 
San Francisco  x x x 
San Joaquin x x   
San Luis Obispo x x x x 
San Mateo  x x x 
Santa Barbara  x x x 
Santa Clara x x x x 
Santa Cruz  x x x 
Shasta  x x x 
Solano  x x x 
Sonoma x x x x 
Stanislaus  x x x 
Tulare x x x x 
Tuolumne  x   
Ventura x x x x 
Yolo  x x x 
Yuba  x   
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7. Direct Costs 
 
A direct cost is a cost that can be identified specifically with a particular program or activity. 
Documentation to support direct costs must be kept on hand, unless otherwise specified in the 
claiming instructions, and made available to the SCO on request. 
 
It is the responsibility of the claimant to maintain documentation in the form of general and 
subsidiary ledgers, purchase orders, invoices, contracts, canceled warrants, equipment usage 
records, land deeds, receipts, employee time sheets, agency travel guidelines, inventory records, 
and other relevant documents to support claimed costs. The type of documentation necessary for 
each claim may differ with the type of mandate.  
 
Costs typically classified as direct costs are: 
 
(1) Employee Wages, Salaries, and Fringe Benefits 

 
For each of the mandated activities performed, the claimant must list the names of the 
employees who worked on the mandate, their job classification, hours worked on the mandate, 
and rate of pay. The claimant may use a productive hourly rate in lieu of reporting actual 
compensation and fringe benefits: 
 
(a) Productive Hourly Rate Options 
 

A local agency may use one of the following methods to compute productive hourly rates: 
 
 Actual annual productive hours for each employee; 
 The weighted-average annual productive hours for each job title; or 
 1,800* annual productive hours for all employees. 

 
If actual annual productive hours or weighted-average annual productive hours for each 
job title is chosen, the claimant must maintain documentation of how these hours were 
computed.   

 
  * 1,800 annual productive hours excludes the following employee time: 
 

 Paid holidays; 
 Vacation earned; 
 Sick leave taken; 
 Informal time off; 
 Jury duty; and  
 Military leave taken. 

 
(b) Compute a Productive Hourly Rate 
 

1. Compute a productive hourly rate for salaried employees to include actual fringe 
benefit costs. The methodology for converting a salary to a productive hourly rate is 
to compute the employee's annual salary and fringe benefits and divide by the annual 
productive hours.  
 
Table 1:  Productive Hourly Rate, Annual Salary + Benefits Method 

Formula: Description: 

[(EAS + Benefits) ÷ APH] = PHR EAS = EAS = Employee's Annual Salary 

 APH = APH = Annual Productive Hours 

[($26,000 + $8,099)] ÷ 1,800 hrs = 18.94 PHR = Productive Hourly Rate 
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As illustrated in Table 1, if you assume an employee's compensation was $26,000 
and $8,099 for annual salary and fringe benefits, respectively, using the Salary + 
Benefits Method would yield a productive hourly rate of $18.94. To convert a 
biweekly salary to annual salary, multiply the biweekly salary by 26. To convert a 
monthly salary to annual salary, multiply the monthly salary by 12. Use the same 
methodology to convert other salary periods. 

 
2. A claimant may also compute the productive hourly rate by using the Percent of 

Salary Method. 
 
Table 2:  Productive Hourly Rate, Percent of Salary Method 

Example:    

Step 1: Benefits as a Percent of Salary Step 2:  Productive Hourly Rate 

Retirement 15.00 % Formula: 

Social Security & Medicare  7.65   [(EAS x (1 + BR)) ÷ APH] = PHR 

Health & Dental Insurance  5.25      

Workers Compensation  3.25     [($26,000 x (1.3115)) ÷ 1,800 ] = $18.94 

Total 31.15 %  

Description:    
EAS = Employee's Annual Salary  APH = Annual Productive Hours 

BR = Benefit Rate   PHR = Productive Hourly Rate 

 
As illustrated in Table 1 and Table 2, both methods produce the same productive 
hourly rate. 
 
Reimbursement for personnel services includes, but is not limited to, compensation 
paid for salaries, wages and employee fringe benefits. Employee fringe benefits 
include employer's contributions for social security, pension plans, insurance, 
worker's compensation insurance, and similar payments. These benefits are eligible 
for reimbursement as long as they are distributed equitably to all activities. Whether 
these costs are allowable is based on the following presumptions: 

 
 The amount of compensation is reasonable for the service rendered; 
 
 The compensation paid and benefits received are appropriately authorized by the 

governing board; 
 

 Amounts charged for personnel services are based on payroll documents that 
are supported by time and attendance or equivalent records for individual 
employees; and 

 
 The methods used to distribute personnel services produce an equitable 

distribution of direct and indirect allowable costs. 
 

For each of the employees included in the claim, the claimant must use reasonable 
rates and hours in computing the wage cost. If a person of a higher-level job position 
performs an activity which normally would be performed by a lower-level position, 
reimbursement for time spent is allowable at the average salary range for the lower-
level position. The salary rate of the person at the higher-level position may be 
claimed if it can be shown that it was more cost effective in comparison to the 
performance by a person at the lower-level position under normal circumstances and 
conditions. The number of hours charged to an activity should reflect the time 
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expected to complete the activity under normal circumstances and conditions. The 
number of hours in excess of normal expected hours is not reimbursable.  

  
(c) Calculating an Average Productive Hourly Rate 

 
Those instances for which the claiming instructions allow a unit as a basis of claiming 
costs, the direct labor component of the unit cost should be expressed as an average 
productive hourly rate and can be determined as follows: 
 
Table 3:  Calculating an Average Productive Hourly Rate  

 Time 
Spent 

 Productive 
Hourly Rate 

      Total Cost 
       by Employee 

 Employee A  1.25 hrs    $6.00     $7.50 

 Employee B  0.75 hrs    4.50     $3.38 

 Employee C  3.50 hrs    10.00   $35.00 

 Total  5.50 hrs             $45.88 

Average Productive Hourly Rate is $45.88 ÷ 5.50 hrs. = $8.34 

 
(d) Employer's Benefits Contribution 

 
A local agency has the option of claiming actual employer's fringe benefit contributions or 
computing an average fringe benefit cost for the employee's job classification and 
claiming it as a percentage of direct labor. The same time base should be used for both 
salary and fringe benefits when computing a percentage. For example, if health and 
dental insurance payments are made annually, use an annual salary. After the 
percentage of salary for each fringe benefit is computed, total them.   
 
For example: 
 
Employer's Contribution  % to Salary 

Retirement   15.00  

Social Security   7.65  

Health and Dental 
Insurance 

  5.25  

Worker's Compensation   0.75  

Total   28.65%  

 
(2) Materials and Supplies 

 
Only actual expenses may be claimed for materials and supplies that were acquired and 
consumed specifically for the purpose of a mandated program. The claimant must list the 
materials and supplies that were used to perform the mandated activity, the number of units 
consumed, the cost per unit, and the total dollar amount claimed. Materials and supplies 
purchased to perform a particular mandated activity should be reasonable in quality, quantity, 
and cost. Purchases in excess of reasonable quality, quantity, and cost are not reimbursable. 
Materials and supplies withdrawn from inventory and charged to the mandated activity must be 
based on a recognized method of pricing, consistently applied. Purchases must be claimed at 
the actual price after deducting discounts, rebates, and allowances received by local agencies. 
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(a) Calculating a Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies 
 
In those instances for which the P’s & G’s suggest that a unit cost be developed for use as 
a basis of claiming costs mandated by the State, the materials and supplies component of 
the unit cost should be expressed as a unit cost of materials and supplies as shown in 
Table 4 or Table 5: 
 
Table 4:  Calculating a Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies 
 

Supplies Cost Per Unit  

Amount of  
Supplies Used  

Per Activity  

Unit Cost 
of Supplies 
Per Activity 

Paper 0.02   4   $0.08  

Files 0.10   1   0.10  

Envelopes 0.03   2   0.06  

Photocopies 0.10   4     0.40  
      $0.64  

 
 
Table 5:  Calculating a Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies 
 

Supplies 
Supplies 

Used  

Unit Cost 
of Supplies 
 Per Activity 

Paper ($10.00 for 500 sheet ream)  250 Sheets     $5.00  

Files ($2.50 for box of 25)  10 Folders       1.00  

Envelopes ($3.00 for box of 100)  50 Envelopes       1.50  

Photocopies ($0.05 per copy)  40 Copies       2.00  

        $9.50  

If the number of reimbursable instances is 25, then the unit cost of supplies is $0.38 per 
reimbursable instance ($9.50 ÷ 25). 

 
(3) Contract Services 

 
The cost of contract services is allowable if the local agency lacks the staff resources or 
necessary expertise, or it is economically feasible to hire a contractor to perform the mandated 
activity. The claimant must keep documentation on hand to support the name of the contractor, 
the reason for hiring a contractor, the mandated activities performed, the dates the activities 
were performed, the number of hours spent performing the mandate, the hourly billing rate, and 
the total cost. The hourly billing rate must not exceed the rate specified in the Ps & Gs for the 
mandated program. The contractor's invoice or statement must include an itemized list of costs 
for activities performed. A copy of the contract must be included with the submitted claim. 

 
(4) Equipment Rental Costs 

 
Equipment purchases and leases (with an option to purchase) are not reimbursable as a direct 
cost unless specifically allowed by the Ps & Gs for the particular mandate. Equipment rentals 
used solely for the mandate are reimbursable to the extent that such costs do not exceed the 
retail purchase price of the equipment plus a finance charge. The claimant must maintain 
documentation to support the purpose and use of the equipment, the time period for which the 
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equipment was rented, and the total cost of the rental. If the equipment is used for purposes 
other than reimbursable activities, only the pro rata portion of the rental costs may be claimed.   
 

(5) Fixed Assets 
 
Capital outlay for land, buildings, equipment, furniture, and fixtures may be claimed if the Ps & 
Gs specify them as allowable. If they are allowable, the Ps & Gs for the program will specify a 
basis for the reimbursement. If the fixed asset or equipment is also used for purposes other 
than reimbursable activities for a specific mandate, only the pro rata portion of the purchase 
price used to implement the reimbursable activities may be claimed.   
 

(6) Travel Expenses 
 
Travel expenses are normally reimbursable in accordance with the travel rules and regulations 
of the local jurisdiction. For some programs, however, the P’s & G’s may specify certain 
limitations on expenses, or that expenses may be reimbursed only in accordance with the 
Department of Human Resources travel standards. When claiming travel expenses, the 
claimant must maintain documentation to support the purpose of the trip, the names and 
addresses of the persons incurring the expense, the date and time of departure and return, a 
description of each expense claimed, the cost of transportation, the number of private auto 
miles traveled, and the cost of tolls and parking. Receipts are required for charges over $10.00.  
  

(7) Documentation 
 
It is the responsibility of the claimant to make available to the SCO, upon request, 
documentation in the form of general and subsidiary ledgers, purchase orders, invoices, 
contracts, canceled warrants, equipment usage records, land deeds, receipts, employee time 
sheets, agency travel guidelines, inventory records, and other relevant documents to support 
claimed costs. The type of documentation necessary for each claim may differ with the type of 
mandate. 
 

8. Indirect Costs 
 
Indirect costs 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 benefited without effort 
disproportionate to the results achieved. Indirect costs can originate in the department performing 
the mandate or in departments that supply the department performing the mandate with goods, 
services, and facilities. To be allowable, a cost must be allocable to a particular cost objective. 
Indirect costs must be distributed to benefiting cost objectives on bases, which produce an 
equitable result, related to the benefits derived by the mandate. 
 
Previously, the costs of elected officials were considered expenses related to general government 
and, thus, were unallowable for reimbursement purposes. Recent interpretation has moved in the 
opposite direction, except for those items of cost that are unallowable in the cost principles set forth 
in Office of Management and Budget Circular (OMB) Circular 2 CFR, Chapter I and Chapter II, Part 
200 et al., formerly OMB Circular A-87, Cost Principles for State, Local, and Indian Tribal 
Governments  A cost that is necessary for proper and efficient administration of a program and is 
identifiable to that program is eligible for consideration as an allocable indirect cost. Allocable costs 
for time spent on programs must be supported by time record. 
 
Local agencies have the option of using 10% of direct labor as indirect costs or claiming indirect 
costs through a department’s Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) for the program, prepared in 
accordance with the provisions of OMB Circular 2 CFR, Chapter I and Chapter II, Part 200 et al. An 
ICRP must be prepared if the claim for indirect costs is in excess of 10% of direct salaries and the 
ICRP must be submitted with the claim. 
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A. Fixed 10% Rate Method 
 
Indirect costs may be computed as 10% of direct labor costs, excluding fringe benefits.  The 
use of the 10% rate may benefit small agencies for which it is inefficient to prepare an ICRP.  
 

 Direct Costs Incurred By:  On Behalf of:  

 
Auditor 

 Welfare 
Administration 

 Health 
Department 

 Warrant Writing:        

 A. Salary of employee working   $5,000   $1,000  
 B. Benefits of above    800    200  
 C. Cost of paper    350    100  
 D. First-line supervision (salaries)    3,000    500  
 E. Indirect cost 10% of A + D     800    150   

          Total amount charged to benefited departments for 
warrant writing services 

$9,950 $1,950 
 

    

  Direct Costs Incurred By: On Behalf of: 

 
Building & Grounds Department 

Welfare 
Administration  

Health 
Department 

 Maintenance of Buildings:       

 A. Salary of employees performing 
maintenance 

 $1,000    $500 

 B. Benefits of above  200    100 
 C. Cleaning supplies  250    150 
 D. First-line supervision (salaries)  500    200 
 E. Indirect cost 10% of A + D  150         70 

          Total amount charged to benefited departments for 
building maintenance services 

$2,100                    $1,020 

 
Any local agency using this method for claiming costs must submit a statement similar to the 
example above and with supporting data. The cost data required for desk audit purposes are 
described in the claiming instructions for that mandated program under Salaries and Employee 
Benefits, Materials and Supplies, Contract Services, Travel Expenses, etc. 

 
B. Indirect Cost Rate Proposal Method 

 
If a local agency elects not to utilize the 10% fixed rate method but wants to claim indirect 
costs, it must prepare an ICRP for the program. The proposal must follow the provisions of the 
OMB Circular 2 CFR, Chapter I and Chapter II, Part 200 et al., formerly OMB Circular A-87, 
Cost Principles for State, Local, and Indian Tribal Governments. The development of the 
indirect cost rate proposal requires that the indirect cost pool include only those costs which are 
incurred for a common or joint purpose that benefit more than one cost objective. The indirect 
cost pool may include only costs that can be shown to provide benefits to the program. In 
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addition, total allocable indirect costs may include only costs that cannot be directly charged to 
an identifiable cost center (i.e., program). 
 
A method for preparing a departmental indirect cost rate proposal for programs is presented as 
Table 6. Only this format is acceptable under the SCO reimbursement requirements. If more 
than one department is involved in the reimbursement program, each department must have its 
own indirect cost rate proposal for the program. 
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Table 6:                                                                                              INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
PUBLIC DEFENDER’S OFFICE INVESTIGATION PROGRAM 

FISCAL YEAR 20___-20___ 
 

    (b)  (c)  (d)  Identifiable Program Costs 

(a) Description of Costs  
Total 
Costs  

Excludable 
Unallowable 

Costs  

Allowable 
Indirect 
Costs  

Allowable 
Direct 
Costs  

Investigation 
PC 987.9  All Others 

Salaries & Benefits                    
 Salaries & Wages   $ 1,150,000)   $ 50,000) (f) $ 150,000)   $ 950,000)  (f) $ 100,000)   $ 850,000)  
 Overtime    20,000)   0)   20,000)    0)    0)    0)  
 Benefits    230,000)    10,000)   30,000)    190,000)    20,000)    170,000)  
  Total   $ 1,400,000)  $ 60,000)  $ 200,000)   $ 1,140,000)   $ 120,000)   $ 1,020,000)  
                      

Services & Supplies                    
 Office Expense   $ 200,000)  $ 10,000)  $ 20,000)   $ 170,000)   $ 10,000)   $ 160,000)  
 Communications    100,000)    2,000)   10,000)    88,000)    1,000)    87,000)  
 Transportation    120,000)    5,000)   0)    115,000)    5,000)    110,000)  
 Special Dept Expense (Contracts)   250,000)    0)    0)    250,000)    0)    250,000)  
 Other, Pass Through Program   800,000)    800,000)    0)    0)    0)    0)  
  Total   $ 1,470,000)   $ 817,000)   $ 30,000)   $ 623,000)   $ 16,000)   $ 607,000)  
                      

Capital Expenditures   $ 100,000)   $ 100,000)              
                      

Total Budgetary Expenditures  $ 2,970,000)   $ 977,000)   $ 230,000)   $ 1,763,000)   $ 136,000)   $ 1,627,000)  
                      
   Distribution Base                   

Cost Plan Costs                    
 Building Use (Each line item 

should be reviewed 
to see if it benefits 

the mandate to 
insure a fair and 

equitable 
distribution.) 

 $ 50,000)   $ 2,000)  $ 6,000)   $ 42,000)   $ 2,000)   $ 40,000)  
 Equipment Use   30,000)    1,000)   3,000)    26,000)    1,000)    25,000)  
 Data Processing   50,000)    5,000)   30,000)   15,000)    0)    15,000)  
 Auditor   20,000)    0)   20,000)    0)    0)    0)  
 Personnel   10,000)    1,000)   1,000)    8,000)    1,000)    7,000)  

 Roll Forward   10,000)    0)   10,000)   0)    0)    0)  
  Total   $ 170,000) (e) $ 9,000)   $ 70,000)   $ 91,000)   $ 4,000)   $ 87,000)  
                      

Total Allowable Indirect Costs        $ 300,000)  (f)         
                      

Distribution of Allocable Indirect Costs                   
 Based on Salaries & Wages     $ 15,000)   $ (300,000)  $ 285,000)  $ 30,000)   $ 255,000)  
                      

Totals   $ 3,140,000)   $ 1,001,000)  $ 0)   $ 2,139,000)   $ 170,000)  $ 1,969,000)  

I ■ I ■ 

I ■ 
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1) Notes to Table 6 
 

Any local agency using this method for claiming costs, must submit a schedule as shown in 
Table 6, using the same column headings: Description of Costs, Total Costs, Excludable 
and Unallowable Costs (may be combined or separated), Allowable Indirect Costs, 
Allowable Direct Costs (which are further allocated to identifiable programs and other). Any 
supporting data such as invoices, receipts, contacts, documents, etc., must also be 
submitted. 

 
a) Description of costs incurred. Examples include: Salaries and Benefits, Services and 

Supplies, Cost Plan Costs, etc.  
 

b) Excluded costs are all costs that are unallowable and unallocable according to specific 
guidelines (OMB Circular 2 CFR, Chapter I and Chapter II, Part 200 et al. and state 
laws). Examples of excluded costs: contributions and donations, cost of amusement; 
social activities and related incidental costs such as meals, beverages, lodging, 
rentals, transportation and gratuities; and pass-through revenues to another unit or 
organization 

 
c) Allocable indirect costs are costs that are not identifiable to a specific program or cost 

pool and indirectly benefit all cost pools. 
 

d) Direct costs are costs that benefit a specific program or cost pool. 
 

e) Overhead costs are distributed to the department in the cost allocation plan, which 
was prepared in accordance with the OMB Circular 2 CFR, Chapter I and Chapter II, 
Part 200 et al. Use the same year's cost allocation plan for developing the ICRP as 
the year for which the ICRP is being prepared. Do not include a roll-forward 
adjustment when the program is in its initial year. 

 
f) Distribution base for the computation of the indirect cost rate is total salaries and 

wages. 
 

Total Allowable Direct Costs (direct S&W) $950,000 
Excluded and Unallowable Costs (direct S&W) 50,000 
Distribution Base $1,000,000 

 
Therefore, the Indirect Cost Rate for the program is: 

 

ICRP = Allowable Indirect Costs = $300,000    =   30.00% 
Total Salaries and Wages $1,000,000 

 
9. Time Study Guidelines 

 
Background 
 
Two methods are acceptable for documenting employee time charged to mandated cost programs:  
1) Actual Time Reporting and 2) Time Study. These methods are described below. Application of 
time study results is restricted. As explained in the Time Study Results section below, the results 
may be projected forward a maximum of two years or applied retroactively to initial claims, current-
year claims, and late-filed claims, provided certain criteria are met.  
 
Actual Time Reporting 
 
Each program’s P’s & G’s define reimbursable activities for each mandated cost program. When 
employees work on multiple activities, a distribution of their salaries or wages must be supported by 
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personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation that must: Reflect an after-the-fact 
(contemporaneous) distribution of the actual activity of each employee; 

 
 Account for the total activity for which each employee is compensated; 

 
 Be prepared at least monthly and must coincide with one or more pay periods; and 

 
 Be signed by the employee. 

 
Budget estimates or other distribution percentages determined before services are performed do 
not qualify as support for time distribution. 
 
Time Study 
 
In certain cases, a time study may be used to substitute for continuous records of actual time spent 
on multiple activities and/or programs. An effective time study requires that an activity be a task that 
is repetitive in nature. Activities that require a varying level of effort are not appropriate for time 
studies. 
 
Time Study Plan 
 
The claimant must develop a plan before the time study is conducted. The claimant must retain the 
time study plan for audit purposes. The plan must identify the following: 
 
 Time period(s) to be studied – The plan must show that all time periods selected are 

representative of the fiscal year, and the results can be reasonably projected to approximate 
actual costs; and 
 

 Activities and/or programs to be studied – For each mandated program included, the time study 
must separately identify each reimbursable activity defined in the mandated program’s Ps & Gs, 
which are derived from the program’s Statement of Decision. If a reimbursable activity in the Ps 
& Gs identifies separate and distinct sub-activities, these sub-activities must also be treated as 
individual activities.  

 
For example, sub-activities (a), (b), and (c) under Reimbursable Activity (B)(1) of the local 
agency’s Domestic Violence Treatment Services: Authorization and Case Management 
program relate to information to be discussed during victim notification by the probation 
department and therefore are not separate and distinct activities. It is not necessary to 
separately study these sub-activities. 

 
 Process used to accomplish each reimbursable activity – Use flowcharts or similar analytical 

tools and/or written desk procedures to describe the process for each activity. 
 

 Employee universe – The employee universe used in the time study must include all positions 
for which salaries and wages are to be allocated by means of the time study. 

 
 Employee sample selection methodology – The plan must show that employees selected are 

representative of the employee universe, and the results can be reasonably projected to 
approximate actual costs. In addition, the employee sample size should be proportional to the 
variation in time spent to perform a task. The sample size should be larger for tasks with 
significant time variations. 

 
 Time increments to be recorded – The time increments used should be sufficient to recognize 

the number of different activities performed and the dynamics of these responsibilities. Very 
large increments (such as one hour or more) might be used for employees performing only a 
few functions that change very slowly over time. Very small increments (a number of minutes) 
may be needed for employees performing more short-term tasks. 
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Random-moment sampling is not an acceptable alternative to continuous time records for 
mandated cost claims. Random moment sampling techniques are most applicable to situations in 
which employees perform many different types of activities on a variety of programs with small time 
increments throughout the fiscal year. 
 
Time Study Documentation 
 
Time studies must: 
 
 Be supported by time records that are completed contemporaneously; 

 
 Report activities on a daily basis; 

 
 Be sufficiently detailed to reflect all mandated activities and/or programs performed during a 

specific time period; and 
 

 Coincide with one or more pay periods.  
 

Time records must be signed by the employee (electronic signatures are acceptable) and be 
supported by corroborating evidence, which validates that the work was actually performed. As with 
actual time reporting, budget estimates or other distribution percentages determined before 
services are performed do not qualify as valid time studies. 
 
Time Study Results 
 
Claimants must summarize time study results to show how the time study supports the costs 
claimed for each activity. Any variations from the procedures identified in the original time study 
plan must be documented and explained. Current-year costs must be used to prepare a time study. 
Claimants may project time study results to no more than two subsequent fiscal years. A claimant 
may not apply time study results retroactively.  
 
 Annual Reimbursement Claims – Claimants may use time studies to support costs incurred on 

or after January 1, 2005. Claimants may not use time studies for the period of July 1, 2004, 
through December 31, 2004, unless (1) the program’s Ps & Gs specifically allows time studies; 
and (2) the time study is prepared based on mandated activity occurring between July 1, 2004, 
and December 31, 2004. 
 

 Initial Claims – When filing an initial claim for new mandated programs, claimants may use time 
study results for costs incurred on or after January 1, 2005 only. Claimants may not use time 
studies to support costs incurred before January 1, 2005, unless (1) the program’s Ps & Gs 
specifically allow time studies; and (2) the claimant prepares separate time studies for each 
fiscal year preceding January 1, 2005, based on mandated activity occurring during those 
years. 

 
When projecting time study results, the claimant must certify that there have been no significant 
changes between years in either (1) the requirements of each mandated program activity; or (2) the 
processes and procedures used to accomplish the activity. For all years, the claimant must 
maintain documentation that shows the mandated activity was actually performed. Time study 
results used to support claims are subject to the recordkeeping requirements for those claims. 
 

10. Offsets Against State Mandated Claims 
 
As noted previously, allowable costs are defined as those direct and indirect costs, less applicable 
credits, considered eligible for reimbursement. When all or part of the costs of a mandated program 
are specifically reimbursable from local assistance revenue sources (e.g., state, federal, foundation, 
etc.), only that portion of any increased costs payable from local agency funds is eligible for 
reimbursement under the provisions of GC section 17561. 
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A. Example 1: 
 
As illustrated in Table 7, this example shows how the Offset Against a State Mandated claim is 
determined for local agencies receiving block grant revenues not based on a formula allocation. 
Program costs for each situation equal $100,000. 
 
Table 7: Offset Against State Mandates, Example 1 

  Program 
Costs 

Actual 
Non-Local 

Agency 
Funding 

State 
Mandated 

Costs 

Offset Against 
State 

Mandated 
Claims 

Claimable 
Mandated 

Costs 

1.  $100,000 $95,000 

97,000 

98,000 

100,000 

50,000 

$2,500 

2,500 

2,500 

2,500 

2,500 

$-0- 

-0- 

 500 

2,500 

1,250 

$2,500 

2,500 

2,000 

-0- 

1,250 

2.  100,000 

3.  100,000 

4.  100,000 

5.  100,000* 

6.  If in (5) the non-local matching share is less than the amount expected, for example 
$49,000, the offset against state mandated claims is $250. Therefore, the claimable 
mandated costs are $2,250 

*   Local agency share is $50,000 of the program costs. 
 
Numbers (1) through (4) in Table 7, show intended funding at 100% from non-local agency 
sources. Numbers (5) and (6) show cost sharing on a 50/50 basis with the local agency. In 
numbers (1) through (5), included in the program costs of $100,000 are state mandated costs 
of $2,500. The offset against state mandated claims is the amount of actual non-local agency 
funding that exceeds the difference between program costs and state mandated costs. The 
offset cannot exceed the amount of state mandated costs.  
 
In (1), non-local revenues were less than expected. Non-local agency funding was not in 
excess of the difference between program costs and state mandated costs. As a result, the 
offset against state mandated claims is $0 and $2,500 is claimable as mandated costs.  
 
In (4), non-local revenues were fully realized to cover the entire cost of the program, including 
the state mandated activity; therefore, the offset against state mandated claims is $2,500, and 
the claimable cost is $0. 
 
In (5), the local agency is sharing 50% of the program cost. As non-local revenues of $50,000 
were fully realized, the offset against state mandated claims is $1,250. 
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B. Example 2: 
 
As illustrated in Table 8, this example shows how the Offset Against State Mandated claims is 
determined for local agencies receiving special project funds based on approved actual costs. 
Non-local revenues for special projects must be applied proportionately to approve costs.  
 
Table 8: Offset Against State Mandates, Example 2 

 Program 
Costs 

Actual Non- 
Local Agency 

Funding 

State 
Mandated 

Costs 

Offset Against 
State Mandated 

Claims 

Claimable 
Mandated 

Costs 

1.  $100,000 $100,000 $2,500 $2,500 $-0-  

2.     100,000** 75,000 2,500 1,875 625 

3.  If in (2) the non-local matching share is less than the amount expected, because only 
$60,000 of the program costs were determined to be valid by the contracting agency, then a 
proportionate share of state mandated costs is likewise reduced to $1,500. The offset 
against state mandated claim is $1,125. Therefore, the claimable mandated costs are $375. 

**  Local agency share is $25,000 of the program cost. 
 
In (2), the entire program cost was approved. As the non-local agency source covers 75% of 
the program cost, it also proportionately covered 75% of the $2,500 state mandated costs, or 
$1,875. 
 
With respect to local agencies, the offset against state mandated claims for applicable federal 
and state local assistance programs includes, but is not limited to, the following funding 
sources: 

 
Federal and State Funding Sources 

 
Governing Authority 
 
Federal Programs: 

CETA, PL 93-203 Federal-Health – Administration 

Federal Aid for Construction Federal-Public Assistance – Administration 

Federal Aid for Disaster  

State Programs: 

State Aid for Agriculture State-Health – Administration 

State Aid for Construction State-Public Assistance - Administration 

State Aid for Corrections  

 
11. Notice of Claim Adjustment 

 
All claims submitted to the SCO are reviewed to determine if the claim was prepared in accordance 
with the claiming instructions. Claimants will receive a Notice of Claim Adjustment detailing any 
adjustment made by the SCO. 
 

12. Audit of Costs 
 
Pursuant to GC section 17558.5, subdivision (b), the SCO may conduct a field review of any claim 
after it has been submitted to determine if costs are related to the mandate, are reasonable and not 
excessive, and the claim was prepared in accordance with the SCO’s claiming instructions and the 
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P’s & G’s adopted by the CSM. If any adjustments are made to a claim, a Notice of Claim 
Adjustment specifying the claim activity adjusted, the amount adjusted, and the reason for the 
adjustment will be mailed within 30 days after payment of the claim. 

13. Source Documents 

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 
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, time logs, sign-in 
sheets, invoices, and receipts. 
 
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 stating, “I certify 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, these documents 
cannot be substituted for source documents. 
 

14. Claim Forms and Instructions 
 
Claim forms provided with the claiming instructions should be duplicated or printed from the SCO 
website (http://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_mancost.html) and used by the claimant to file reimbursement 
claims. A claimant may submit computer generated forms in substitution of Form 1 and Form 2, 
provided that the format of the forms and data fields contained within are identical to the claim 
forms included with the claiming instructions. The SCO will revise the manual and claim forms as 
necessary. 
 
A. Form 2, Activity Cost Detail 

 
This form is used to segregate the detail costs by claim activity. In some mandates, specific 
reimbursable activities have been identified for each activity. The expenses reported on this 
form must be supported by the official financial records of the claimant. All documents used to 
support the reimbursable activities must be retained by the claimant, unless required to be 
submitted with the claim, and must be made available to the SCO upon request. 
 

B. Form 1, Claim Summary 
 
This form is used to summarize direct costs by activity and compute allowable indirect costs for 
the mandate. The direct costs summarized on this form are derived from Form 2 and are 
carried forward to Form FAM-27. 
 

C. Form FAM-27, Claim for Payment 
 
This form contains a certification that must be signed by an authorized officer of the entity. All 
applicable information from Form 1 must be carried forward to this form in order for the SCO to 
process the claim for payment. An original and one copy of the Form FAM-27 are required. 
Submit a signed original Form FAM-27 and one copy with required documents. Please sign 
the Form FAM-27 in blue ink and attach the copy to the top of the claim package.  
 
Mandated cost claiming instructions and forms are available online at the SCO’s website: 
www.sco.ca.gov/ard_mancost.html. 
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 Use the following mailing addresses: 
 
If delivered by U.S. Postal Service: If delivered by other delivery services: 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA  94250 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 700 
Sacramento, CA  95816 

 
15. Retention of Claiming Instructions 

 
For your convenience, the revised claiming instructions in this package have been arranged in 
alphabetical order by program name. This manual should be retained for future reference, and the 
forms should be duplicated to meet your filing requirements. Annually, new or revised forms, 
instructions, and any other information claimants may need to file claims will be placed on the 
SCO’s website: www.sco.ca.gov/ard_mancost.html.  

 
16. Retention of Claim Records and Supporting Documentation   

 
Pursuant to GC section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a 
local agency is subject to the initiation of an audit by the Controller no later than three years after 
the date that the actual reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, whichever is later. However, 
if no funds were appropriated or no payment was made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal 
year for which the claim was filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to 
run from the date of initial payment of the claim. In any case, an audit will be completed not later 
than two years after the date that the audit was commenced.  
 
All documents used to support the reimbursable activities must be retained during the period 
subject to audit.  If the Controller has initiated an audit during the period subject to audit, the 
retention period is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. Supporting 
documents must be made available to SCO on request.  
 
For more information, contact the Local Reimbursements Section by email at 
LRSDAR@sco.ca.gov, by telephone at (916) 324-5729, or by writing to the address above.  
 



From: JTyree@sco.ca.gov, 

To: Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us, 

Cc: achinncrs@aol.com, adiaz@SBCSD.ORG, jvenneman@sco.ca.gov, 
Subject: RE: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

Date: Thu, Aug 25, 2022 3:19 pm 

Thank you for the Law Enforcement Service Contract 94-524 (New) signed by the Chairman of the Board of 
Supervisors of the County of San Bernardino and the Mayor of the City of Rancho Cucamonga in 1994, as well 
as the signed Amendments Nos. 11 through 29 ( 19 total) applicable for the 11 years audit period. 

This will support allowable identity theft program costs for the audit period as contract services, in lieu of the 
misstated salaries and related indirect costs. I will consult with my manager regarding your request to extend 
time to provide additional information to September 23, 2022 as well as the need for a status meeting, either 
before receipt of this information or after. 

Thank you so much and have a nice weekend. 

Josefina (Joji) Tyree I Auditor 

Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee 

Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 

3301 C Street, Suite 7358 

Sacramento, CA 958161 (916) 720-3006 Teams I (916) 479-0633 Mobile 

JTY.ree@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents 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. Nothing in this 

email, including any attachment, is intended to be a legally binding signature or acknowledgement. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of 

the author and do not necessarily represent those of the State Controller's Office or the State of California 

From: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us> 
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 2:00 PM 
To: Tyree, Joji <JTyree@sco.ca.gov> 
Cc: Annette Chinn <achinncrs@aol.com>; adiaz@sbcsd.org; Venneman, Jim <jvenneman@sco.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 



: 

1 ... ,,, C::~:::: originated from outside of the organization. 

Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender's email address and know the content is safe. 

: .......... ,, ................................................................... , ................................................................................................................. .. ... ................... .............. ........ .. ................................... ........................................................ ............................ · 

Joji -

Here are the signed Schedule A's for the audit period along with the base contract that the Schedule 
/\s amend each year. The Sheriff's contract is what the City considers an "evergreen" - it doesn't 
expire unless it is terminated, so we consider it a Permanent record. 

Regarding the hourly rates for the three positions noted in your email, I am not sure if we can get that 
information from the County. If we can, I do not have any idea of the timing for that request. I 
anticipate needing an extension for acquiring that information, if it is available. Please allow us a few 
weeks to acquire any available information that will meet your request. An extension until September 
23rd would be greatly appreciated. Thank you. 

-Tamara 

From: Tyree, Jaji <JTY.ree@sco.ca.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 10:59 AM 
To: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@cit,:ofrc.us> 
Cc: Annette Chinn <achinncrs@aol.com>; adiaz@sbcsd.org; Venneman, Jim <jvenneman@sco.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

For the audit period the ratified contract as well as final and approved Schedule A will come either from the city 
council or the Law Enforcement Services Contract Bureau of San Bernardino County. They are the signatories 
for the contracts. If it is not available from the city, please let me know. By the way, what is your retention 
period for contracts for the city? 

Thank you. 

Josefina (Joji) Tyree I Auditor 
Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee 

Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 



3301 C Street, Suite 7358 

Sacramento, CA 958161 (916) 720-3006 Teams I (916) 479-0633 Mobile 

JTyree@soo.ca.gov 

CONFIDENnAL/TY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain conlldentfa/ and/or legally pr/v/leged information. It is solely for the ,use of 

the intended recipient (s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohfbited 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. Nothing in this 

email, Including any attachment, Is intended to be a legally binding signature ot acknowledgement. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of 

the author and do not necessarily represent those of the State Controller's Office or the Stale of California 

From: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@cit).'.ofrc.us> 
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 10:50 AM 
To: Tyree, Joj i <JTY.ree@sco.ca.gov> 
Cc: Annette Chinn <achinncrs@aol.com>; adiaz@sbcsd.org 
Subject: FW: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

.!_----·-·· -----···· .. ·········· .. ,,,, .. , ................................................... , ...... , ................................. , ...................... ,, .................................................. .................................. _ ............ ~ ...... -.......... ___________ ~.~ 
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I 
i 
' 

This email originated from outside of the organization. 

Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender's email address and know the content is safe. 

1 ...................................... , ............................. , .................................................................................................................. h,. ,. .................................. , ............................ , ... . .. .......................... , .. . .... ................. , ............... , ....... . ........ . ....... , . ...... : 

Good morning, Jaji @ 

l reached out to our consultant, Annette Chinn, for guidance on addressing your request to Sgt. Diaz. 
She stated that all those Schedule A's for each fiscal year were attached to the copies of the claims 
(which she already provided to you). They are at the very back of each claim, after the ICRP or 
overhead rate computations. The Schedule A's that are attached as supporting documentation are 
the actual costs and job counts per classification . 

Is there something else you are looking for in addition to the Schedule A? 

-Tamara 



CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication contains legally privileged and confidential information sent solely for 

the use of the intended recipient. Any use, review, disclosure, reproduction , distribution, copying of, or reliance on, this 
communication and any attachment is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication you 

are not authorized to use it in any manner, except to immediately destroy it and notify the sender. 



Hello Joji, 

Tamara shared of your questions and comments.  Here are our responses: 

The structure of the San Bernardino Sheriff’s Office for law enforcement services contracts are very 

different from the LA County Sheriff contracts.  San Diego Sheriff’s Office contracts are more similar in 

structure.    

As can be seen from the Rancho Cucamonga agreement and the annual Schedule of Costs, the city is 

purchasing all the components of a Police Department, including direct and indirect (overhead) costs. 

Looking at their expenditures is similar to looking at a full-service city’s departmental expenditure 

report.  San Bernardino Deputy billing rates only include salary and benefit costs, while in the case of LA 

County – their hourly sworn rate already includes most overhead (except for Liability and supplemental 

staffing which can be purchased a la cart - See attached.)  

If you compare the FY 11-12 Deputy rates between LA County ($114.82/ hr = $419,087unit cost/3,650 

hrs) and San Bernardino ($ 78.98/hr = $13,648,451 total cost /96 staff /1800 hrs.  The huge difference in 

that LA County has overhead costs included and the other does not.  When overhead is added, you can 

see the rates then are much more similar.  

Your question about hours of “yearly hours per service unit for Deputy, Sergeant, and Service 
Specialist.  I need these in order to arrive at contract rate per hour per service unit.”  

The answer is that the city purchases these positions as if they were employees of the city – they are 

expected to work full time (2080 hours) just as any regular city employee.  As you know, the Claiming 

Instructions and Parameters and Guidelines allow the use of a Productive Hourly Rate of 1,800 hours – 

and this is how the hourly rates were computed.  The Actual Costs and number of positions are listed in 

the Schedule A you have been provided.   A productive hourly rate was computed by dividing the actual 

salary charge for that position by 1,800 hours to derive an hourly rate. 

Regarding Overhead Costs:  Tamara though you said that overhead was not an eligible cost because they 

contract for law enforcement services.   Perhaps there was a miscommunication, but I wanted to 

address this topic.  

Not allowing reimbursement of indirect or overhead costs would be contrary to Claiming Instructions, 

Parameters and Guidelines, as well as Federal CFR-200 standards which all specifically allow for the 

inclusion and reimbursement of both direct AND indirect costs.  (attached for your convenience) 

To simply exclude or not allow legitimate overhead from the costs would be contrary to State and 

Federal rules, and also would be inconsistent with your own offices prior audit determinations. As you 

mentioned, the LA County case, additional overhead was allowed for the liability charges billed 

separately from the officer’s hourly rate. 

In the case of San Diego Sheriff Department (SDSO) contracting agencies, additional overhead/indirect 

cost were allowed (See City of San Marcos 2017 – Crime Statistics Reporting Audit Report on page 23).  

State Controller’s Office auditors recognized there were additional indirect/overhead costs and those 

costs were allowed as valid overhead charges.  Below is an extract from the Audit Report on page 23 

that addressed the Contract Indirect Costs: 



“Contract Indirect Costs 

We reviewed the contract agreements between the city and the SDSO. For FY 2007-08 through FY 

2011-12, the SDSO contract agreements provided schedules and identified supplemental 

contracted labor costs and contracted overhead costs. We determined that overhead costs 

identified in the contract were appropriate as they related to the performance of mandated 

activities. We computed indirect cost rates for contract services for these years by dividing total 

contract overhead costs, station support staff costs, and Sergeant Admin position costs, by the 

contracted labor costs identified in the contract supplemental schedules.” 

The audit permitted a number of overhead items including:  

1) proration of Sergeant support/admin  

2) proration of Other Support costs allocated (which includes Station level Staff Support including: 

Captain, Admin Secretary, Lieutenant, Volunteer Coordinator, Senior Clerk, Department Aide, 

Receptionist, Intermediate Clerk 

3) Law Enforcement Support including Station Detectives, Communication Center (Central 

Dispatch support), Crime Prevention, Juvenile Intervention, Regional Services 

4) Services and Supplies Costs 

5) Support Costs including Vehicles, Facilities/Space, County Management Support (Admin, Fiscal, 

Data Services, Personnel & Other) 

6) Liability (charged separately) 

The items we included in our ICRP are all similar indirect costs which comply with Federal CFR standards 

of allowable indirect costs and provide necessary support to the function of the department and benefit 

the mandate program we are costing out.   If you believe there is a charge that does not comply with the 

guidelines, please let us know why and we would like to discuss. 

You can access job descriptions or duty statements from the San Bernardino County website if you’d like 

to review the activities performed by the various administrative and support positions included in our 

overhead rate calculations.  

We look forward to answering any questions you may have. 

 

Annette Chinn 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 

 



From: JTyree@sco.ca.gov, 

To: Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us, 

Cc: achinncrs@aol.com, ADiaz@sbcsd.org, jvenneman@sco.ca.gov, 

Subject: Identity Theft Program 

Date: Tue, Aug 30, 20221:19 pm 

Attachments: C.1.1 Parameters and Guidelines (Commission Generated).pdf (52K), 
C.1.5 SCO Claiming Instructions for the Identity Theft Program, dated July 2012 (SCO Generated).pdf (180K), 
C.1.6 SCO Claiming Instructions for the Identity Theft Program, dated July 2013 (SCO Generated}.pdf (209K). 
S22MCC0009 - Entrance Conference Information -Auditor Prepared.pdf (213K) 

Good afternoon Tamara, 

On Page 3 of the Entrance Conference Information (Attached), the Audit Methodology stated that we will determine 
whether the costs claimed are in accordance with the program's parameters and guidelines. 

Also attached are the Applicable Statutes, Laws, and Regulations, the program parameters and guidelines as well as the 
SCO's claiming instructions. 

The Parameters and Guidelines state that indirect costs may include (1) the overhead costs of the unit performing the 
mandate, and (2) the costs of the central government services distributed to the other departments based on a 
systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan. For the City of Rancho Cucamonga (city), the "unit 
performing the mandate" was San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department (SBCSD), not the city. In addition, the ICRPs 
for the audit period submitted with the claims were not distributing the costs of the city's central government services 
distributed to the other departments based on a systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan. 

The city claimed related indirect costs totaling $223,706 for the audit period based on salaries claimed totaling $276,392. 
We found those amounts unallowable because no city staff member performed any of the reimbursable activities under 
this program during the audit period. Instead, the city contracted with SBCSD for all of its law enforcement services 
during the audit period. Therefore, the city did not incur any direct salary costs, but rather incurred contract services 
costs. Since the city did not incur any direct salary costs during those years to perform the mandated activities, there are 
no indirect costs related to direct salaries. 

In the SCO's Claiming Instructions for the Identity Theft Program (see attached), specifically the Identity Theft Claim 
Summary Instructions for Form 1, indirect costs are computed as percentage of direct labor costs, either 10% or ICRP. 
Additionally, the Identity Theft Activity Cost Detail Instructions for Form 2, contract services are clearly differentiated from 
Salaries (or direct labor) for purposes of calculating indirect costs. 

For the audit period, the city provided copies of its Indirect Cost Rate Proposals (ICRP}. All of the city's ICRPs use a 
distribution base of direct salaries and wages for SBCSD staff. This is inconsistent with 2 CFR Part 225 (Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-87) because the City of Rancho Cucamonga did not incur any direct salaries and 
wages costs for SBCSD staff. San Bernardino County incurred those costs and the city incurred contract services costs. The 
indirect costs erroneously included salaries of Deputies, Sergeants and Sheriff's Service Specialists, which are contract 
services direct costs to the identity theft program. 

After my manager reviews my work papers for this audit, I will contact you for a status meeting to discuss preliminary 
findings and allowable costs, prior to holding an exit conference. 

Thank you. 

Josefina (Joji) Tyree I Auditor 
Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee 
Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 
3301 C Street, Suite 735B 



Sacramento, CA 95816 I (916) 720-3006 Teams I (916) 4 79-0633 Mobile 
JTY.ree@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents 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 Bectronic 

Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. Nothing in this 

email, including any attachment, is intended to be a legally binding signature or acknowledgement. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of 

the author and do not necessarily represent those of the State Controller's Office or the State of California 



From: JTyree@sco.ca.gov, 

To: Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us, 

Cc: achinncrs@aol.com, adiaz@SBCSD.ORG, jvenneman@sco.ca.gov, 

Subject: RE: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

Date: Thu, Aug 25, 2022 3:19 pm 

Thank you for the Law Enforcement Service Contract 94-524 (New) signed by the Chairman of the Board of 
Supervisors of the County of San Bernardino and the Mayor of the City of Rancho Cucamonga in 1994, as well 
as the signed Amendments Nos. 11 through 29 (19 total) applicable for the 11 years audit period. 

This will support allowable identity theft program costs for the audit period as contract services, in lieu of the 
misstated salaries and related indirect costs. I will consult with my manager regarding your request to extend 
time to provide additional information to September 23, 2022 as well as the need for a status meeting, either 
before receipt of this infonnation or after. 

Thank you so much and have a nice weekend. 

Josefina (Joji) Tyree I Auditor 
Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee 

Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 

3301 C Street, Suite 7358 

Sacramento, CA 958161 (916) 720-3006 Teams I (916) 479-0633 Mobile 

JT'{.ree@sco.ca. gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents 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. Nothing in this 

email, including any attachment, is intended to be a legally binding signature or acknowledgement. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of 

the author and do not necessarily represent those of the State Controller's Office or the State of California 

From: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@cityofrc.us> 
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 2:00 PM 
To: Tyree, Joji <JTyree@sco.ca.gov> 
Cc: Annette Chinn <achinncrs@aol.com>; adiaz@sbcsd.org; Venneman, Jim <jvenneman@sco.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

, ... .... .. ........ ...................... , .. ,, .............................................................................. ,.................... ...... .. .......................... ........ .. ............................. ...................................... ... .... . '. . 



! 

lcAUTION: 
I 
j This email originated from outside of the organization . 

I Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender's email address and know the content is safe. 
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Joji -

Here are the signed Schedule /:\s for the audit period along with the base contract that the Schedule 
/:\s amend each year. The Sheriff's contract is what the City considers an "evergreen" - it doesn't 
expire unless it is terminated, so we consider it a Permanent record. 

Regarding the hourly rates for the three positions noted in your email, I am not sure if we can get that 
information from the County. If we can, I do not have any idea of the timing for that request. I 
anticipate needing an extension for acquiring that information, if it is available. Please allow us a few 
weeks to acquire any available information that will meet your request. An extension until September 
23rd would be greatly appreciated. Thank you. 

-Tamara 

From: Tyree, Joji <Jfuee@sco.ca.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 10:59 AM 
To: Oatman1 Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@ci~ofrc.us> 
Cc: Annette Chinn <achinnors@aol.com>; adiaz@sbcsd.org; Venneman, Jim <jvenneman@scn.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

For the audit period the ratified contract as well as final and approved Schedule A will come either from the city 
council or the Law Enforcement Services Contract Bureau of San Bernardino County. They ate the signatories 
for the contracts. If it is not available from the city, please let me know. By the way what is your retention 
period for contracts for the city? 

Thank you. 

Josefina (Joji) Tyree I Auditor 

Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee 

Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 



3301 C Street, Su1te 735B 

Sacramento, CA 958161 (91'6) 720-3006 Teams I (916) 479-0633 Mobile 

JTY,ree@sco.ca .gov 

CONFIDENTIAL/TY NO TICE: This communication with its contents may contain confldentfa/ 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, Bectronic 

Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. Nothing in this 

email, including any attachment, Is intended to be a legally binding signature or acknowledgement. Any views or opinions presented are solely those o( 

the author and do not necessarily represent those of the Stale Controller's Office or the State of Califomla 

From: Oatman, Tamara <Tamara.Oatman@cizy.ofrc.us> 
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2022 10:50 AM 
To: Tyree, Jaji <JTY1ee@sco.ca.gov> 
Cc: Annette Chinn <achinncrs@aol.com>; adiaz@sbcsd.org 
Subject: FW: Document Request - Tdentity Theft Program 
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Good morning, Joji @ 

I reached out to our consultant, Annette Chinn , for guidance on addressing your request to Sgt. Diaz. 
She stated that all those Schedule A's for each fiscal year were attached to the copies of the claims 
(which she already provided to you). They are at the very back of each claim, after the ICRP or 
overhead rate computations. The Schedule A's that are attached as supporting documentation are 
the actual costs and job counts per classification . 

Is there something else you are looking for in addition to the Schedule A? 

-Tamara 



Tamara L. Oatman 

Finance Director 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Email: Tamara.Oatman@city:ofrc.us 

Phone: (909) 774-2430 

Have a joyful day @ 

-----Original Message-----
From: Tyree, Joji <JTY.ree@sco.ca.gov> 
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2022 11 :29 AM 
To: Diaz, Amanda <adiaz@SBCSD.ORG> 
Subject: Document Request - Identity Theft Program 

Good morning Sgt. Diaz, 

Could you please provide pdf of the final and approved Law Enforcement Services Agreement in effect for FY 2002-03, 
through FY 2012-13 between San Bernardino County Sheriffs Department and the City of Rancho Cucamonga. Please 
include final and actual staffing levels (Schedule A and any support documentation) for each fiscal year with actual costs 
and counts per job classification . Please see item #6 in Document Request in page 3 of the attached letter. 

Additionally, may I request the yearly hours per service unit for Deputy, Sergeant, and Service Specialist. I need these in 
order to arrive at contract rate per hour per service unit. 

Please send via our SFTP on or before Friday, August 26, 2022. Please contact me if you need clarification and/or if you 
need more time. 

Thank you , 

Josefina (Jaji) Tyree I Auditor 
Office of the State Controller Betty T. Yee Division of Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau 
3301 C Street, Suite 735B 
Sacramento, CA 95816 I (916) 720-3006 Teams I (916) 479-0633 Mobile JTY.ree@sco.ca.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents 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. Nothing in this email, including 
any attachment, is intended to be a legally binding signature or acknowledgement. Any views or opinions presented are 
solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the State Controller's Office or the State of California 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization . Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report SPAM to TSD. <mailto:%20tsd-nosRam@sbcsd.org> 



CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication contains legally privileged and confidential information sent solely for 

the use of the intended recipient. Any use, review, disclosure, reproduction, distribution, copying of, or reliance on, this 

communication and any attachment is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication you 
are not authorized to use it in any manner, except to immediately destroy it and notify the sender. 
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co 94-017 
FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

E J New Vendor Code Dept. Contract Number 

M Change SC A 9¥- 5o2 7" ,_ 
SBR X Cancel 

County Department Dept . Orgn. Contractor 's License No . 

SHERIFF SBR SBR 
County Department Contract Representative Ph . Ext . Amount of Contract 

L RAY HARPER,. DEPµTY CHIEF 387-3660 $7,588,444.00 
County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

~ I Dept. I 
SBR 

Organization 

960 
.1 Ap_pr . 

I 
Obi /Rev Source Activity I GRCIPROJ/JOB Number 

9565 9609565R 
Commodity Code Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 

FY Amount 1/D FY Amollnt 110 

Project Name 94 7,588,444 
CONTRACT LAW - - - -- -

ENFORCF.MENT -- - -- -
-- - -- -

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter called 
the County, and 
Name 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA hereinafter called _ _ C_I_TY _________ _ _ _ _ 
Address 

10500 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE 

RANCHO CUCAMONGA,. CA 91730 
Phone Birth Date 

Federal ID No. or Social Securi1y No. 

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
(Use space below and additional bond sheers. Set fonh service ro be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion , 
deiermination of satisfac(ory performance and cause for termination , other terms and conditions, and acrach plans, specifications, and addenda, If any./ 

AKENDBD LAV BNPORCEKBN'l' SERVICE CONTRACT 

YHEREAS, CITY and COUNTY desire to provide by contract for performance of law 
enforcement services within the territorial boundaries of CITY; 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 

I. 

COUNTY shall provide, through the Sheriff of San Bernardino County (hereinafter 
referred to as "Sheriff"), law enforcement within the corporate limits of CITY as same 
now exist, or as such limits may be modified by annexation or exclusion during the 
term of this agreement. 

II. 

The law enforcement services to be provided by COUNTY and furnished to CITY 
hereunder shall include: 

02· 1231 HlOO Re• . 11190 Page __ 1_ of __ 6_ 



• ' I ' . r , , . . 

A. Enforcement of state statutes; 

B. Enforcement of ordinances of CITY of the type customarily enforced by the 
Sheriff within the unincorporated territory of the County; 

C. Traffic enforcement, with the exception of such traffic enforcement as may be 
provided by the California Highway Patrol on the freeway traversing CITY; 

D. Detective, juvenile, and other specialized services such as arson, homicide, 
and narcotics enforcement; 

E. Attendance at meetings of the City Counsel of CITY and such other meetings of 
commissions or boards of CITY as CITY may specify. 

III. 

Services to be provided by COUNTY shall include Sheriff's personnel and 
automobiles as specified in Schedule "A" for law enforcement services. Those 
personnel and automobiles are to be assigned at the discretion of the Sheriff based on 
the needs of the community. 

The services to be provided by COUNTY hereunder shall also include all equipment 
(including repairs thereto or depreciation thereon), supplies, communications, 
administration, labor, vacation, and sick leave, any COUNTY retirement contributions, 
gasoline, oil, and traveling expenses and all other services, obligations or 
expenditures necessary or incidental to the performance of the duties to be performed 
by Sheriff under the terms of this agreement. There shall be no reduction in COUNTY 
compensation under this agreement for normal downtime of vehicles. In all instances 
where special supplies, stationary, notices, forms, and the like are to be issued in 
the name of CITY and approved by the Sheriff, the same shall be supplied by CITY at 
its own cost and expense. 

Nothing in this contract is intended to alter the effect of any statute or COUNTY 
ordinance related to fees for housing of inmates detained for CITY ordinance 
violations or for criminal justice administrative fees (Government Code Section 29550, 
et seq., San Bernardino County Code Section 16.027A). The CITY will be separately 
billed for those items. 

IV. 

In consideration for COUNTY'S furnishing and performance of all the services 
provided for herein, CITY shall pay to COUNTY, upon contract approval, the sum as per 
Schedule ''A," attached per year, payable in monthly installments at the beginning of 
each calendar month during the period of this agreement. Payments shall be due by the 
fifth day of each month for that same month's services. Payments received after 
sixty (60) days of when due shall include simple interest after the 60th day against 
the amount owing, calculated at the COUNTY'S then current investment pool rate . Said 
sum is subject to adjustment for any salary increases or fringe benefits which may be 
granted by the Board of Supervisors to Sheriff ' s employees. The actual cost of 
overtime, court appearances, and travel expenses will be billed quarterly. 
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COUNTY shall have the right to renegotiate the rate for services performed under 
this agreement at the end of each fiscal year, and said rate may be adjusted upward or 
downward to reflect the actual cost. 

CITY is responsible for the validity of its .ordinances, including any ordinances 
or codes incorporated by reference in CITY'S ordinances, and CITY shall defend, hold 
harmless, and indemnify COUNTY, its officers and employees with respect to any lawsuit 
or action challenging the validity of a CITY ordinance or with respect to any 
allegation that any arrest, citation, or other action taken by COUNTY, its officers or 
employees was taken under an invalid CITY ordinance, except in those cases where the 
invalidity of such ordinance is the result of actions by the Sheriff's Department. 

Otherwise than is stated in this agreement, CITY shall not be obliged to pay, and 
assumes no liability for any cost, expenditure, charge, or liability whatsoever 
incurred by COUNTY in or related to the performance of the provisions of this 
agreement by COUNTY, and COUNTY shall, in consideration for the payment of the sums 
herein above provided to be paid by CITY to COUNTY, hold CITY harmless from any and 
all such costs, expenditures, charges, or liabilities except as otherwise provided in 
this agreement. CITY shall not be liable for compensation or indemnity to any COUNTY 
employee for injury or sickness arising out of his or her employment while engaged in 
the performance of this agreement by COUNTY. 

CITY shall hold COUNTY harmless for a reduction in law enforcement services 
resulting from labor relation actions and CITY'S obligation to pay COUNTY shall be 
reduced for services not performed for that reason. 

v. 
The term of this contract shall be a period of time commencing on January 1, 

1994, and terminating only as hereinafter provided. This agreement may be terminated 
at any time with or without cause by CITY or by COUNTY upon written notice given to 
the other at least one (1) year before the date specified for such termination. Any 
such termination date shall coincide with the end of a calendar month. In the event 
of such termination, each party shall fully pay and discharge all obligations in favor 
of the other accruing prior to the date of such termination and each party shall be 
released from all obligations or performance which would otherwise accrue subsequent 
to the date of such termination. In the event of termination of this agreement, the 
COUNTY shall refund any sum previously paid by CITY, which when prorated represents 
advance payment for months of service which are not performed as a result of such 
termination. Neither party shall incur any liability to the other by reason of such 
termination. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, in the event the Sheriff provides any services to 
CITY on a holdover basis after the date of contract termination, CITY shall fully 
reimburse COUNTY for all costs of providing such services. , 

COUNTY shall have the right to terminate this contract if CITY does not make 
timely payment of its obligations hereunder to COUNTY. 
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Any and all notices required to be given hereunder shall be given in writing by 
registered or certified mail, postage prepaid. The addresses of the parties hereto 
until further notice are as follows: 

CITY: City of Rancho .Cucamonga 
10500 Civic Center Drive 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

COUNTY: San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department 
Bureau of Administration 
P. o. Box 569 
San Bernardino, CA 92402-0569 

VI. 

The standards of performance, the methods of performance, the discipline of 
officers, the control of personnel, the advancement in compensation of personnel, the 
determination of proper law enforcement practices and procedures, and all other 
matters incidental to the manner of performance of services by Sheriff hereunder shall 
be determined by the Sheriff at his sole discretion. The responsibility of Sheriff 
and of COUNTY to CITY hereunder shall be to provide, as an independent contracting 
agency, effective law enforcement of the level herein contracted for, and the CITY 
shall not have the right to determine or direct the manner or means of the 
performance. 

VII. 

All persons directly or indirectly employed by COUNTY in the performance of the 
services and functions to be provided to CITY hereunder, shall be employees of COUNTY, 
and no COUNTY employees shall have CITY pension, civil service, or other status or 
right. Notwithstanding the foregoing, and in order to give official status to the 
performance of duties by Sheriff's personnel hereunder, every Sheriff's officer or 
employee engaged in performing any such service or function shall be deemed to be an 
officer of CITY while performing service for CITY within the scope of this agreement, 
and such service function shall be a municipal function. 

An arrest made by Sheriff's personnel while engaged in the performance of this 
agreement shall constitute an arrest by an officer employed by CITY, and not an arrest 
by COUNTY officer, within the meaning of Section 1463 of the Penal Code and any 
similar or related statute. 

VIII. 

CITY shall have the right at any time and from time to time during the term of 
this agreement to request a higher level of law enforcement than that herein 
contracted for, and within a reasonable time after such requests, COUNTY shall provide 
such additional personnel and vehicles as may be required to provide such additional 
law enforcement. 
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In such event, all provisions of this agreement with respect to compensation to 
be paid by CITY shall remain in full force and effect, but in addition to payment of 
the sums herein provided, CITY shall pay COUNTY in monthly installments the cost of 
such additional law enforcement service. 

IX. 

In the event of riot, civil commotion, or o·ther emergency in the CITY which 
requires additional emergency or "back-up" service, COUNTY shall provide the same, 

In the event of authorized public gatherings in the CITY requiring additional 
police services, salaries and related costs shall be borne by CITY, except where such 
authorized public gatherings occur on state or federal property within the CITY 
limits, such additional costs shall not be chargeable against the CITY. 

Not included in riots or related services are salaries or related costs of 
additional police services for authorized public gatherings. In the event of such a:1 
emergency outside of the corporate limits of CITY, personnel or equipment assigned b,r 
Sheriff to the performance of COUNTY'S duties hereunder may be utilized by COUNTY in 
connection with such emergency, however no more than fifty percent (50%) of available 
personnel and equipment may be assigned outside the CITY boundaries without the mutual 
agreement of the Sheriff and the City manager. In the event of a major emergency in 
the CITY and surrounding communities, Sheriff's personnel and equipment shall not be 
assigned outside the CITY boundaries at a level which would deter from the CITY'S 
ability to respond to the existing emergency. In cases where the City Manager or his 
or her designee cannot be consulted prior to such deployment, such advisement must be 
made to the City Manager's Office immediately or as soon as possible thereafter. In 
any case the City Manager must be personally informed of the situation immediately or 
as soon as possible thereafter. The CITY shall be reimbursed for any resultant 
service not performed. 

x. 
To facilitate the performance of services hereunder by COUNTY, CITY, its 

officers, agents, and employeee shall give their full cooperation and assistance 
within the scope of the duties and responsibilities of such officers, agents, and 
employees. 

CITY shall hold COUNTY, its Sheriff, officers, and employees-harmless from any and 
all liability for intentional acts or negligence on the part of CITY, its officers and 
employees (excluding any employees of COUNTY engaged in the performance of municipal 
duties hereunder) arising out of a~o the performance of this contract. 

XI. 

Sheriff shall be designated as the Chief of Police of CITY at all times during 
the term of this agreement. 
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Said Sheriff shall designate a station commander to work directly with and 
provide liaison with the City Manager and other CITY officers of the CITY. The 
Sheriff's commander shall make regular monthly reports to the City Manager, and such 
other reports as may be appropriate as determined by the Sheriff, with respect to law 
enforcement within the corporate limits of • CITY •. 

Chair 

JUN 21 1994 
(Au thorized Signature) 

SIGNED AND AAa~~~~ A COPY OF THIS 
DOCUMENT H ",.,....,.., THE CHAIRMAN 

Dated --~A~p.,__r.LilLJ,2,...,1~,____...19,L,.9l.:l4L-_______ _ 

OF THE BO Title ___ M_a_y_o_r ____________ _ 
Clerk of th 
Ber • 

County of San 
Address _1_0_50_0_C_I_VI_C_CENTER ____ D_R_IVE _____ _ 

By RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CA 91730 

Reviewed as to Affirmative Action 

Date ___________ _ 

02-12311 ·000 Rev. 11/90 
6 

Page __ _ 
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SCBBDULB A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICE CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
FY 93/94 

FY 93/ 94 
SERVICE COST* 

(?;, _ 168 Hour General Law Patrol units 
4 - 80 Hour General Law Patrol Units (2 units w/ radar) 
5 56 Hour General Law Patrol Units 
5 40 Hour General Law Patrol Units (2 units w/radar) 
5 40 Hour Traffic Patrol Motorcycles With Radar 
4 40 Hour K-9 Unit 
8 40 Hour Detective Units 
MENU ITBMS 
1 - Captain with unit 
3 - Community Services Officers 
2 - Forensic Specialist II 
3 - Sheriff's Service Specialists 
1 - Public Information Clerk 
3 - Senior Deputy Differential 
1 - Deputy II DARE Officer 
1 - Research Analyst 
1 - Secretary II Differential 
1 - Secretary I Differential 
1 - Supervising Station Clerk Differential 
1 - Station Clerk 
1 - Marked Unit 
5 - Unmarked Units 
1 - Mid-Size Pickup Truck 
2 Marked Mini-Vans (DARE van insurance only) 
1 - Marked 4X4 

Services and Supplies Credit 
CAD/ CLETS/ RMS 
County Direct Cost 
Start-Up Cost Vehicle·s and Employees 

POSITION CREDITS 
Lieutenant - .35 Credit 
Sergeant - .07 Credit 
Station Clerk - .10 Credit 
Motorpool Services Assistant - .60 Credit 

TOTAL 

$2,756,646** 
898,426** 
805,024** 
569,897** 
550,885** 
104,698** 
950,209** 

109,073** 
121,461 
144,892 
196,284 

27,921 
17,814 
67,570 
44,000 

3,880 
1,511 
3,319 

33,097 
8,187** 

32,695** 
6,458** 
.8, 0 57 * * 

10,114** 
( 60,108) 
10,269 

217,581 
11,164 

(32,852) 
( 5,773) 
( 3,310) 
(20,645) 

$7,588,444* 

DIRECT COSTS ARE THOSE COSTS ASSESSED TO THE SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT BY THE 
COUNTY FOR: 

Personnel Liability Insurance - $108,431 
Personnel Bonding Fee - $ 815 
Vehicle Insurance Fee - $108,335 

MONTHLY PAYMENT SCHEDULE: 

1st payment due the 15th of July - $632,374 
2nd through 12th payment due the 5th of each month - $632,370 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SBRVICE CONTRACT 

CITY or RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
FY 93/94 

City will be billed on a quarterly •basis for: 

* 

** 

Actual Overtime Cost: Overtime and court appearances estimated for 
FY 93/94 is $217,000. 
Professional Services From Private Vendors. 
Services and Supplies. 
Fuel and Maintenance (if applicable). 
K-9 Charges: Cost for food, medical expenses, etc. 

Subject to change due to salary and benefit changes or Board of 
Supervisors action. 

Less Fuel and Maintenance. City is responsible for fuel and 
maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance is defined as 
all routine maintenance, all necessary repairs (mechanical or body 
repair), and replacement of any destroyed vehicle. If vehicle 
damage is eligible for coverage under County insurance policies, a 
claim will be filed with County Risk Management. Any money 
reimbursed by Risk Management will be credited to the City's 
account to offset City costs. 
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CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTRACT 

FY 93/94 

SAFETY 

1 - CAPTAIN 
2 - LIEUTENANTS 

10 - SERGEANTS 
12 - DEPUTY III'S 
55 - DEPUTY II'S 
80 

VEHICLES 

22 - MARKED PATROL UNITS 
(includes K-9) 

14 - UNMARKED UNITS 
1 - OARE VAN 
1 - 4X4 
1 - MID-SIZE PICKUP TRUCK 
5 - MOTORCYCLES 
1 - MINI VAN 

4S" 

(07/ 01/ 93) 

GENERAL 

2 . - FORENSIC II 
3 - SHERIFF'S SERVICE SPECIALISTS 
l - RESEARCH ANALYST 
1 - SECRETARY II 
1 - SECRETARY I 
3 - COMMUNITY SERVICES OFFICERS 
1 - SUPERVISING STATION CLERK 

12 - STATION CLERKS 
1 - AUTOMOTIVE ASSISTANT 
l - PUBLIC INFORMATION CLERK 

10.45 - DISPATCHERS 
36.45 

EQUIPMENT 

4 - RADAR GUNS 
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County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

New Vendor Code 
SC 

Deot. 
_x ChanQe SHR A 

Cancel 
County Department Dept. Orgn. 

SHERIFF SHR SHR 
County Department Contract Representative Telephone 

ROD HOOPS (909) 387-0640

00 Revenue D Encumbered 
Contract Type 

D Unencumbered D Other: 

If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason: 

Contract Number 

94-524 A11

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$12,701,995 

Commodity Code 
I 
Contract Start Date Contract End Date Orjginal Amount Amendment Amount 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 
MA SHR SHR 

I 
9565 

I 
RANCHO $12,701,995 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount 1/D FY Amount 1/D 
FY02/03 - -

- -

- -

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter called 
the County, and 
Name 

City of Rancho Cucamonga hereinafter called CITY 
----------------

Address 
10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS:
(Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

ELEVENTH AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is hereby 
amended, effective July 1, 2002, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in Paragraph IV, with the 
Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein. 
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(Authorized signature - sign in blue ink)

DatelU 
-------:..d,1£"-::::;--;a'!'l'T'=�fk:------

Name_����./4.�'W�,�/f..�-�-�-&._·�--_ 
(Print or type name of person signing contract) 

S I G NED A
DOCUME 
CHAIRM 

► 

Date ------4��/4 ....... 1¥"'�2"""""-----

Title ___ ----'-hY�l-�-'-WM..=...�.__�-'--?1£ __ _ 
(P�rJ�h� 

Dated: ______ .... z::
___.z;

.,'£,=CJ
=--

""�
....:;
tv ..... cc:,<,

'--
-----

Address 10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga. CA 91730 

Reviewed by Contract Compliance Reviewed for Processing 

► 

Date 
-------------

Agency Administrator/CAO 

Date 
-------------
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

FY02/03 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
) 1 -

2 -
11 
11 
73 -

2 -
2 

11 
1 

1 
1 

15 
2- -

33 
20 -

1 

2 -
10 

1 
1 

1 

2 
1 

4 -
32 -

4 

. Captain 
Lieutenant 
SerQeant 
Deputy Ill 
Deputy Sheriff 
Deputy Sheriff (D.A.R.E.) 
Forensic Specialist II 
Sheriff's Service Specialist 
Research Analyst 
Secretary 11 
Secretary I 
Station Clerk 
Motor Pool Services Assistant 
Marked Unit 
Unmarked Unit 
Crime Prevention Van (Non-Code 3) 
Mid-size Pickup w/MDT 
Motorcycle 
Marked 2X4 
Rapid Incident Response Vehicle -Tahoe (Equip & Ins. Only) 
Bicycle Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
DARE Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
MAIT Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
Citizen Patrol (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
HTs (Access & Maint Only) 
Dispatch Services 
Radar Guns 
Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & BondinQ 
TRU -Telephone ReportinQ Unit 
County Administrative Cost 

Startup Costs 
TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule: 
1st payll'.lent due July 15, 2001 : 
2nu through 12m payments due 5m of each month: 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action.
2 Less fuel and maintenance. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles.

Maintenance is defined as all routine maintenance, all necessary repairs (mechanical or body repair), 
and replacement of any destroyed vehicle. If vehicle damage is eligible for coverage under County 
insurance policies, a claim will be filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk 
Management will be credited to the City's account to offset City's cost. 

FY02/03 
COST 

$152,532 
248,288 

1,178,089 
1,021,416 
6,270,043. 

171,782 
113,212 
511,005 

69,930 
46,780 
44,320 

636,960 
88,356 

361,878 
141,120 

4,307 
10,726 
60,400 
14,766 
_1,563 
1,607 
3,214 
1,607 
6,164 

11,904 
655,583 

2,924 
66,895 
10,269 
52,391 

323,811 
75,123 

340,509 
2,521 

$12,701,995 

$1,058,506 
$1,058,499 

3 Donated vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all donated vehicles ( see footnote #2 above).
Costs include equipment and insurance only. No replacement cost is included. 
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SCHEDULE A· 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
FV02/03 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• • Actual overtime cost. (Estimated overtime cost for FY02/03 is $330,000, actual cost
billed quarterly).

• Actual on-call costs. (Estimated on-call cost for FY02/03 is $56, 160, actual cost
billed quarterly).

• Professional services from private vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help,
etc).

• Services, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula.

• Fuel and maintenance (if applicable).

Public Gathering: 

The following Public Gathering rates shall apply to the City of Rancho Cucamonga 

when deputies and reserve deputies assigned to the City are used to provide security at 

City-sponsored public events and at City-sponsored public events held at City-owned 

facilities. Claims will be processed by use of the standard County Public Gathering 

Agreement. 

PUBLIC GATHERING RATES 

Reserve Deputy $21.41 

Deputy Sheriff $51.33 

Deputy Ill $56.37 

Sergeant $63.82 
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SAFETY: 

Captain 
Li�utenant 
Sergeant 
Deputy Ill 
Deputy Sheriff 
Deputy Sheriff DARE 

VEHICLES: 

Marked Unit 
Unmarked Unit 
Mini Van Non-Code 3 
Mid-size Pickup w/MDT 
Motorcycle 
Marked 2X4 

· Rapid Inc. Resp. Vehicle
Bicycle Van
D.A.R.E. Van
M.A.I.T. Van
Citizen Patrol

(07/01/02) 

SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

FV02/03 

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

GENERAL: 

1 Research Analyst 
2 Forensic Specialist 11 

11 Sheriff's Service Specialist 
11 Secretary II 
73 Secretary I 

2 Station Clerk 
100 Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 

Dispatcher 

MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 

33 Radar Gun 
20 Additional H.T. Radios 

1 

1.00 
2.00 

- 11.00
1.00
1.00 

- 15.00
2.00

- 12.44
45.44

4 
32 

2 DONATED VEHICLES w/no egui�ment: 

10 Chevy Van 1 
1 Volkswagen Beetle 1 
1 (Tahoe) Motorhome (Satellite Office) 1 

1 Hummer 1 

2 (Included for insurance costs only) 4 
1 

__ 4 (I-Tahoe, 3-Explorers)

76 
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"County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

,___ 
New Vendor Code Deot. 

4 ChanQe SC SHR A 
Cancel 

County Department Dept. Orgn. 

SHERIFF SHR SHR 
County Department Contract Representative Telephone 

ROD HOOPS (909) 387-0640

00 Revenue D Encumbered 
Contract Type 

D Unencumbered D Other: 

If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason: 

Contract Number 

94-524 A12

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$12,973,767, 

Commodity Code 
I 
Contract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 
MA SHR SHR 9565 RANCHO $12,973,767 
Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Vear 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount 1/D FY Amount 1/D 
FY 02/03 - -

- -
- -

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter called 
the County, and 
Name 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Address 

10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamong�, CA 91730 

hereinafter called CITY 
___ ....::....;..:......: __________ _

Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

TWELFTH AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is hereby 
amended, effective November 1, 2002, by replacing 9chedule A, referred to in Paragraph IV, with 
the Schedule A attached hereto �nd incorporated herein by reference. 

\.. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein. 
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► 

Dated: NOV 1 9 2002 

SIGNED AND CERTIFIED TH 
DOCUMENT HAS BEEN DE 
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD 

L. Norris, Deputy

Date 10. OL

[This page is intentionally left blank.] 

(Print or 

(Authorized signature - sign in blue ink)

Name Jack Lam 
(Print or type name of person signing contract) 

Title City Manager 
(Print or Type) 

Dated: October 28, 2002 

Address 10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

Reviewed by Contract Compliance Reviewed for Processing 

► 

Date 

► 

Agency Administrator/CAO 

Date 
------------- -------------
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

FY02/03 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

1 - Captain
2 - Lieutenant

11 - SerQeant (1 - effective 7/1/02)
11 Deputy Ill 
77 - Deputy Sheriff (4 - effective 11/1/02)

2 - Deputy Sheriff (D.A.R.E.)
2 - Forensic Specialist II

11 - Sheriff's Service Specialist (1 - effective 7/1/02)
1 - Research Analyst
1 - Secretary 11
1 - Secretary I

15 - Station Clerk
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant

33 - Marked Unit (1 - effective 7/1/02)
20 - Unmarked Unit (1 - effective 7/1/02)

1 - Crime Prevention Van (Non-Code 3)
2 - Mid-size Pickup w/MDT

1 O - Motorcycle (1 - effective 7/1/02)
1 - Marked 2X4

1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle - Tahoe (Equip & Ins. Only)
1 - Bicycle Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)
2 - DARE Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)
1 .. MAIT Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
4 - Citizen Patrol (Equipment & Insurance Only)

32 - HTs (Access & Maint Only)
Dispatch Services 

4 Radar Guns ' 
Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & BondinQ 
TRU - Telephone ReportinQ Unit 
County Administrative Cost 
Startup Costs 
TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1
st payment due July 15, 2002: 

2nd through 4th payments due 5th of each month: 
5

th payment due November 5, 2002: 
6

th through 12th payments due 5th of each month: 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 
2 Less fuel and maintenance. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. 

Maintenance is defined as all routine maintenance, all necessary repairs (mechanical or body repair), 
and replacement of any destroyed vehicle. If vehicle damage is eligible for coverage under County 
insurance policies, a claim will be filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk 
Management will be credited to the City's account to offset City's cost. 

FY02/03 
COST 1 

$152,532 
248,288 

1,178,089 
1,021,416 
6,499,086 

171,782 
113,212 
511,005 

69,930 
46,780 
44,320 

636,960 
88,356 

361,878 2 

141,120 2 

4,307 2

10,726 2 

60,400 2 

14,766 2 

1,563 3

1,607 3 

3,214 3 

1,607 3 

6,164 3 

11,904 
676,398 

2,924 
68,969 
10,269 
52,391 

332,093 
75,123 

348,067 
6,521 

$12,973.767 

$1,058,506 
$1,058,499 
$1,092,474 
$1,092,470 

3 Donated vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all donated vehicles ( see footnote #2 above). 
Costs include equipment and insurance only. No replacement cost is included. 

(11/01/02) Page 1 of 3 



SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY ·oF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
FY02/03 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost. (Estimated overtime cost for FY02/03 is $330,000, actual cost
billed quarterly) .

., Actual on-call costs. (Estimated on-call cost for FY02/03 is $56, 160, actual cost 
billed quarterly). 

e Professional services from private vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help, 
etc). 

e Services, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula. 

• Fuel and maintenance (if applicable).

Public Gathering: 

The following Public Gathering rates shall apply to the City of Rancho Cucamonga· 

when deputies and reserve deputies assigned to the City are used to provide security at 

City-sponsored public events and at City-sponsored public events held at City-owned 

. facilities. Claims will be processed by use of the standard County Public Gathering 

Agreement. 

PUBLIC GATHERING RATES 

Reserve Deputy $21.41 

Deputy Sheriff $51.33 

Deputy Ill $56.37 

Sergeant $63.82 

(11/01/02) Page 2 of 3 



SAFETY: 

Captain 
Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Deputy Ill 
De�uty Sheriff 
Deputy Sheriff DARE 

VEHICLES: 

Marked Unit 
Unmarked Unit 
Mini Van Non-Code 3 
Mid-size Pickup w/MDT 
Motorcycle 
Marked 2X4 
Rapid Inc. Resp. Vehicle 
Bicycle Van 
D.A.R.E. Van
M.A.I.T. Van
Citizen Patrol

(11/01/02) 

SCHEDULE.A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

FY02/03 

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

GENERAL: 

1 Research Analyst 
2 Forensic Specialist II 

11 Sheriff's Service Specialist 
11 Secretary II 0 

77 Secretary I 
2 Station Clerk 

104 Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 
Dispatcher 

MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 

33 Radar Gun 
20 Additional H.T. Radios 

1 

1.00 
2.00 

11.00 
1.00 
1.00 

15.00 
2.00 

12.84 
45.84 

4 
32 

2 DONATED VEHICLES wino egui�ment: 

10 Chevy Van 1 
1 Volkswagen Beetle 1 
1 (Tahoe) Motorhome (Satellite Office) 1 
1 Hummer ,1 
2 (Included for insurance costs only) 4 
1 

__ 4 (1-Tahoe, 3-Explorers)
76 

Page 3 of 3 
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County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

New Vendor Code Deot. 
_x ChanQe SC SHR A 

Cancel 
County Department Dept. Orgn. 

SHERIFF SHR SHR 
County Department Contract Representative Telephone 

ROD HOOPS (909) 387-0640

[R] Revenue D Encumbered
Contract Type 

D Unencumbered D Other: 

If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason: 

Contract Number 

94-524 A13

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$14,017,014 

Commodity Code IContract Start Date Contract End qate Original Amount Amendment Amount 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 
AAA SHR SHR 9565 RANCHO $14,017,014 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amoont 1/D FY Amount 1/D 
FY 03/04 -

- -
- -

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter called 
the County, and 
Name 

City of Rancho Cucamonga CITY hereinafter called ---------------'-----
Address 

10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
(Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set fotth seNice to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

THIRTEENTH AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is hereby 
amended, effective July 1, 2003, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in Paragraph IV, with the 
Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein. 

CB CONRanchoCucamongaLE A13 
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COUNTY OF SAiBER�A�D�N/ · .

► . ���,--
Dennis Hansberger, Chairman, Boafuot Supervisors �11tnorizea si nature -·sign in 6/ue i .8) 

Name 
���ml1&&Eli!i.@.�tff

Title _ ____.__.C,"--'ttL'--1----:;�'=-
k

=
,; 
=

o,.
=-�=

_p.12
µ�
�,

-"--4\+--=6=-· _,_�__,___ 

�-__,__J_o_-
-----"

fa�·-o_3 ____ _

Address 10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, C 

Reviewed by Contract Compliance 

► 

Date 

Auditor/Controller-Recorder Use On/ 

$>:'½··•· 

------------
Date __ _..__/i_0

--'
•'7_.-_0_:li ____ _ 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

FV03/04 

Less 2 DARE Officers Effective 7/1/03; Replace Blazer w/Truck Effective 10/1/03 
Add 4 Deputies Effective 11/1/03 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

- Captain

2 - Lieutenant
11 - Sergeant
11 - Deputy 111

1 

81 - Deputy Sheriff
2 - Forensic II

11 - Sheriff's Service Specialist
1 - Research Analyst

- Secretary II
- Secret,ary

15 - Station Clerk
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant

33 - Marked Unit
20 Unmarked Unit 

1.75 - Full-size Truck w/MDC
Crime Prevention Van (Non-Code 3) 

- Mid-size Pickup w/MDC
10 - Motorcycle

0.25 - Marked 2X4

4 - Citizen Patrol (fuel & maintenance only)
1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle-Tahoe (Equip & Ins. Only)
1 - MAIT Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)
1 - Bicycle Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)
2 DARE Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 

Dispatch Services 
4 - Radar Unit

32 - HTs (Access & Maint Only)
Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 
TRU - Telephone Reporting Unit 
County Administrative Cost 
Startup Costs 
TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1st payment due July 15, 2003: 

J 

2nd through 1 ih payments due 5th of each month: 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject .to change by Board of Supervisors' action.

$ 

$ 

FV03/04 
COST 1 

172,276 

264,554 

1,257,623 

1,093,726 

7,333,738 

123,888 

559,328 

75,908 

50,819 

48,119 

691,785 

96,610 

386,991 2 

141,520 2 

14;791 2 

4,317 2 

6,899 2 

61,720 2 

3,832 2 

6,204 3 

1,574 3 

1,617 3 

1,617 3 

3,234 3 

802,837 

1,839 

11,904 

77,365 

10,269 
42,035 

200,589 
81,581 

381,905 
4,000 

14,017,014 1 

$1,168,090 
$1,168,084 

2 Less fuel and maintenance. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance is defined as all routine
maintenance, all necessary repairs (mechanical or body repair), and replacement of any destroyed vehicle. If vehicle damage is eligible for 
coverage under County insurance policies, a claim will be filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk Management will be 
credited to the City's account to offset City's cost. 

3 Donated vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel a·nd maintenance of all donated vehicles ( see footnote #2 above). Costs include
equipment and insurance only. No replacement cost is included. 

(07/01/03) Page 1 of 2 

1 
1 



.
 

'
.

'
 
.
 

S
C

H
E

D
U

L
E

 A
 

L
A

W
 E

N
F

O
R

C
E

M
E

N
T

 S
E

R
V

IC
E

S
 C

O
N

T
R

A
C

T
 

C
IT

Y
 O

F
 R

A
N

C
H

O
 C

U
C

A
M

O
N

G
A

 

F
Y

0
3
/0

4
 

A
d

d
it

io
n

a
l 

C
o

s
ts

 B
il

le
d

 Q
u

a
rt

e
rl

y
: 

T
he

 C
ity

 w
ill

 b
e 

bi
lle

d 
on

 a
 q

ua
rte

rly
 b

as
is

 fo
r t

he
 fo

llo
w

in
g 

ite
m

s:
 

•
A

ct
ua

l 
ov

er
tim

e 
co

st
. 

(E
st

im
at

ed
 o

ve
rt

im
e 

co
st

 f
or

 F
Y

03
/0

4 
is

 $
33

0,
00

0,
 a

ct
ua

l 
co

st
 b

ill
ed

·
qu

ar
te

rly
).

•
A

ct
ua

l 
on

-c
al

l 
co

st
s.

 (
E

st
im

at
ed

 o
n-

ca
ll 

co
st

 f
or

 F
Y

03
/0

4 
is

 $
56

,1
60

, 
ac

tu
al

 c
os

t 
bi

lle
d

qu
ar

te
rly

).

•
P

ro
fe

ss
io

na
l s

er
vi

ce
s 

fr
om

 p
riv

at
e 

ve
nd

or
s 

(i.
e.

 t
ow

in
g,

 in
te

rp
re

te
rs

, t
em

po
ra

ry
 h

el
p,

 e
tc

).

•
S

er
vi

ce
s,

 s
up

pl
ie

s,
 s

al
ar

ie
s 

an
d 

be
ne

fit
s 

ab
ov

e 
th

e 
co

nt
ra

ct
 fo

rm
ul

a.

•
Fu

el
 a

nd
 m

ai
nt

en
an

ce
 (

if 
ap

pl
ic

ab
le

).

·
L

E
V

E
L

 O
F

 S
E

R
V

IC
E

 S
U

M
M

A
R

Y

S
A

F
E

T
Y

: 

C
a

p
ta

in
 

L
ie

u
te

n
a

n
t 

S
e

rg
e

a
n

t 

D
e

p
u

ty
 I

ll 

D
e

p
u

ty
 S

h
e

ri
ff

 

V
E

H
IC

L
E

S
: 

M
a

rk
e

d
 U

n
it
 

U
n

m
a

rk
e

d
 U

n
it 

F
u

ll-
si

ze
 T

ru
ck

 w
/M

D
C

 
M

in
i V

a
n

 N
o

n
-C

o
d

e
 3

 

M
id

-s
iz

e
 P

ic
k
u

p
 w

/M
D

C
 

M
o

to
rc

yc
le

 

R
a

p
id

 I
n

c
. 

R
e

sp
. 

V
e

h
ic

le
 

M
.A

.I
.T

. 
V

a
n

B
ic

yc
le

 V
a

n

D
.A

.R
.E

. 
V

a
n

C
iti

ze
n

 P
a

tr
o

l

(0
7

/0
1

/0
3

) 

1 2
 

1
1 

1
1 

8
1 

1
0

6
 

3
3

 

2
0

 

2
 

1
 

1
 

1
0

 

1
 (

T
ah

o
e)

 

1
 

1
 

2
 

_
_ 4

_ (
I-

T
ah

o
e,

 3
-E

xp
lo

re
rs

)

7
6

 

G
E

N
E

R
A

L
: 

R
e

se
a

rc
h

 A
n

a
ly

st
 

F
o

re
n

si
c 

S
p

e
ci

a
lis

t 
II

 

S
h

e
ri

ff
1s

 S
e

rv
ic

e
 S

p
e

ci
a

lis
t 

S
e

cr
e

ta
ry

 1
1 

S
e

cr
e

ta
ry

 I
 

S
ta

tio
n

 C
le

rk
 

M
o

to
r 

P
o

o
l S

vc
s 

A
ss

is
ta

n
t 

D
is

p
a

tc
h

e
r 

M
IS

C
E

L
L

A
N

E
O

U
S

 E
Q

U
IP

M
E

N
T

: 
R

a
d

a
r 

G
u

n
 

A
d

d
iti

o
n

a
l 

H
.T

. 
R

a
d

io
s 

1
.0

0
 

2
.0

0
 

1
1

.0
0

 

1
.0

0
 

1
.0

0
 

1
5

.0
0

 

2
.0

0
 

1
3

.4
3

 

4
6

.4
3

 4
 

3
2

 

D
O

N
A

T
E

D
 V

E
H

IC
L

E
S

 w
in

o
 e

q
u

ip
m

e
n

t:
 

C
h

e
vy

 V
a

n
 

1 

V
o

lk
sw

a
g

e
n

 B
e

e
tle

 
1 

M
o

to
rh

o
m

e
 (

S
a

te
lli

te
 O

ff
ic

e
) 

1 

H
u

m
m

e
r 

(I
n

cl
u

d
e

d
 f

o
r 

in
su

ra
n

ce
 c

o
st

s 
o

n
ly

) 
4

 

P
a

g
e

 2
 o

f 
2

 

,. . 



County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

New Vendor Code Deot. 

Chani:ie SC SHR A 
Cancel 

County Department Dept. Orgn. 

SHERIFF SHR SHR 
County Department Contract Representative Telephone 

ROD HOOPS 

00 Revenue D Encumbered 

(909) 387-0640
. Contract Type 

D Unencumbered D Other: 

If not encumbered or revenue contract type; provide reason: 

Contract Number 

94-524 A14

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$14,066,729 

Commodity Code IContract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

AAA SHR SHR 9565 RANCHO $14,066,729 
I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. ·Amount

I I 

Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 

Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount 1/D FY Amount 1/D 

FY 03/04 - Add DARE - -

Officer 1/1/04 - -

- -

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter called 
the County, and · 
Name 

City of Rancho Cucamonga hereinafter called CITY -----------------
Address· 

10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth seNice to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory perform�nce and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

.FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is hereby 
amended, effective January 1, 2004, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in Paragraph IV, with the 
Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein. 

CB CONRanchoCucamongaLE A14 
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COUNTY OF st) BE�NAR�INJ

► ��4-f.-
Dennis Hansberger, Chairman, Board of Supervisors 

Dated: DEC l 6 2003
-------------------

County Counsel, by Kevin L. Norris, Deputy 

Auditor/Controller-Recorder Use Ont 

□.C.ontract Database · □:fAS

Address 10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, 

Reviewed by Contract Compliance 

► 

Date 
-------------

Page 2 of 2 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

FY03/04 

Add 1 DARE Officer Effective 01/01/04 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

1 - Captain
2 - Lieutenant

11 - Sergeant
11 - Deputy Ill
81 - Deputy Sheriff

1 Deputy Sheriff - DARE Officer (January - June 04) 
2 - Forensic ii

11 - Sheriffs Service Specialist
- Research Analyst
- Secretary II
- Secretary

15 - Station Clerk
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant

33 - Marked Unit
20 Unmarked Unit 

1.75 - Full-size truck w/MDC
1 - Crime Prevention Van (Non-Code 3)

- Mid-size Pickup w/MDC
10 - Motorcycle

0.25 - Marked 2X4
4 - Citizen Patrol (fuel & maintenance only)

- Rapid Incident Response Vehicle-Tahoe (Equip & Ins. Only)
- MAIT Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)
- Bicycle Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)

2 - DARE Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
Dispatch Services 

4 - · Radar Unit 
32 - HTs (Access & Maint Only) 

Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 
TRU - Telephone Reporting Unit 
County Administrative Cost 
Startup Costs 
TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1st payment due July 15, 2003: 
2nd through 5th payments due 5th of each month: 
ih payment due January 5, 2004: 
8th through 1 ih payments due 5th of each month: 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 

$ 

$ 

FY03/04 

COST 1 

172,276 
264,554 

1,257,623 
1,093,726 
7,333,738 

46,027 
123,888 
559,328 

75,908 
50,819 
48,119 

691,785 
96,610 

386,991 2 

141,520 2 

14,791 2 

4,31? 2 

6,899 2 

61,720 2 

3,832 2 

6,204 3 

1,574 3 

1,617 3 

1,617 3 

3,234 3 

802,837 
1,839 

11,904 
77,792 
10,269 
42,035 

201,457 
81,581 

383,298 
5,000 

14,066,729 

$1,168,090 
$1,168,084 
$1, 176,37 41 

$1,176,369 

2 Less fuel and maintenance. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance is defined as all routine 
maintenance, all necessary repairs (mechanical or body repair), and replacement of any destroyed vehicle. If vehicle damage is eligible for 
coverage under County insurance policies, a claim will be filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk Management will be 
credited to the City's account to offset City's cost. 

3 Donated vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all donated vehicles ( see footnote #2 above). Costs include 
equipment and insurance only. No replacement cost is included. 

(01/01/04) Page 1 of 2 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

FY03/04 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 
r 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost. (Estimated overtime cost for FY03/04 is $330,000, actual cost billed
quarterly).

• Actual on-call costs. (Estimated on-call cost for FY03/04 is $56,160, actual cost billed
quarterly).

• Professional services from private vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help, etc).

• Services, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula.

• Fuel and maintenance (if applicable).

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: 
Captain 
Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Deputy Ill 
Deputy Sheriff 
DARE Officer 

VEHICLES: 

Marked Unit 
Unmarked Unit 
Full-size Truck w/MDC 
Mini Vari Non-Code 3 
Mid-size Pickup w/MDC 
Motorcycle 
Rapid Inc. Resp. Vehicle 
M.A.I.T. Van
Bicycle Van
D.A.R.E. Van
Citizen Patrol

(01/01/04) 

1 
2 

11 
11 
81 

1 
107 

33 
20 

2 
1 
1 

10 

-, 

1 (Tahoe) 
1 
1 
2 

__ 4 (I-Tahoe, 3-Explorers)
76 

GENERAL: 
Research Analyst 
i= orensic Specialist II 
Sheriffs Service Specialist 
Secretary II 
Secretary I 
Station Clerkf 
Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 
Dispatcher 

MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 

Radar Gun 
Additional H.T. Radios 

1.00 
2.00 

11.00 
1.00 
1.00 

15.00 
2.00 

13.43 
46.43 

4 
32 

DONATED VEHICLES wino equipment: 
Chevy Van 1 
Volkswagen Beetle 1 
Motorhome (Satellite Office) 1 
Hummer 1 
(Included for insurance costs only) 4 

Page 2 of 2 
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County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

I 

ST AND ARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

I-
New Vendor Code Deot. 

,x ChanQe SC SHR A 
Cancel 

County Department Dept. Orgn. 

SHERIFF SHR SHR 
County Department Contract Representative Telephone 

RICHARD BEEMER, CAPTAIN (909) 387-0640

[x] Revenue D Encumbered 
Contract Type 

0 Une.ncumbered O Other: 
If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason: 

Contract Number 

94-524 A16

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$16,195,318 

Commodity Code 
I 
Contract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

Fund Dept. , Organization Appr. Obj/R!lv Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 
AAA SHR SHR 9565 RANCHO $16.195,318 

I 

Fund Dept. Organization �ppr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount 1/D FY Amount 1/D 
2004-05 - -

- -
- -

THIS QONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter 
called the County, and 
Name 

City of Rancho Cucamonga hereinafter called CITY 
-----------------

Address 
10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion,
determination of satisfactory performance and cause tor termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

SIXTEENTH AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is 
hereby amended, effective October 1, 2004, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in Paragraph 
IV, with the Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein. 

cb CONRanchoCucamongaLE A 16 
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COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 

►---------------------

Dennis Hansberger, Chairman, Board of Supervisors

Dated: _________________ _ 

SIGNED AND CERTIFIED THAT A COPY OF THIS 
DOCUMENT HAS BEEN DELIVERED TO THE 
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
of the County of San Bernardino. 

By __________________ _ 
Deputy 

(Print or t 

B 
(Authorized signature - sign in blue ink)

Name _ __...-=�=--d"""(_k.,.E:%..lll..4,wt_,,,,,�----­
(Print or type name of person signing contract) 

Title --"""'u""'-•=ht
---"------'N\_......C...._...,l'..a=-• .,.__.. lftA.:c.....,,l�_,-==-r,---

4,·· �� Dated: ___ ��---=�...:....=;:,=-i1�1-=-----------

Address 10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91729-0807 

Reviewed by Contract Compliance Presented to BOS for Signature 

► 

Date _ _,.g1-:;_---"/2=--0_4-_.__ ____ _ Date 

Auditor/Controller-Recorder Use Ont 

.• · '.';::;:l';tS: CQrit�c:f Datal:>'aiei:':; ,r;:,�□ tF AS,,sc,:t, \

':)r:�ftt���v!v:Ji11 ..... ·.•· .. , .. ,.

-------------

► 
Department Head 

Date 
-------------
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

2004-05 

Eff: October 1, 2004 - Add: 3 - Marked Units, 2 - Unmarked Units and misc. equipment 

'LEVEL OF SERVICE 

1 Captain 
1 

12 
12 
84 -
10 -

1 
1 

16 -
1 -
2 

36 -
22 

1 
1 
2 -

1 
10 -

1 

Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Detective/Corporal 
Deputy Sheriff 
Sheriff's Service Specialist 
Secretary II 
Secretary 
Station Clerk 
Supervising Station Clerk 
Motor Pool Services Assistant 
Marked Unit (3 - effective 10/01/04) 
Unmarked Unit (2 - effective 10/01/04) 
Full-Size Truck 
Crime Prevention Van (Non-Code 3) 
Ford Rangers 
Rapid Incident Response Vehicle-Tahoe (Equip & Ins. Only) 
Motorcycle (equip, fuel & maintenance) 
MAIT Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 

4 - Citizen Patrol (fuel & maintenance only)
1 Bicycle Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
2 - DARE Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)

Dispatch Services 
3 - Radar Unit

43 - HTs (10 HTs & 1 Base Station for Mall eff:10/1/04)-Access & Maint Only
Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 
TAU - Telephone Reporting Unit 
County Adll]inistrative Cost 
Startup Costs 
TOT AL COST:. 

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1st payment due July 15, 2004: 
· 2nd and 3rd payments due 5th of each month: 
4th payment due 5th of the month: 
5th through 1 ih payments due 5th of each month:

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 

$ 

$ 

FY04/05 

COST 1 

189,213 
151,664 

1,572,446 
1,368,410 
8,855,295 

551,680 
54,174 
51,294 

786,928 
53,615 

104,750 
427,477 2 

136,009 2 

5,893 2 

4,317 2 

15,184 2 

1,574 3 

67,260 2 

1,617 3 

6,204 3 

1,617 3 

3,234 3 

905,257 
1,379 

14,973 
90,766 
10,269 

0 
217,261 

86,979 
444,674 

13,905 
16,195,318 1 

$1,345,715 
$1,345,714 
$1,350,911 
$1,350,908 

2 Less fuel and maintenance. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance is defined as all routine maintenance, 
all necessary repairs (mechanical or body repair), and replacement of any destroyed vehicle. If vehicle damage is eligible for coverage under County 
insurance policies, a claim will be filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk Management will be credited to the City's account to offset 
City's cost. 

2 Donated vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all donated vehicles ( see footnote #2 above). Costs include equipment and 
insurance only. No replacement cost is included. 

(10/01/04) Page 1 of 2 



SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
2004-05 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost. (Estimated overtime cost for 2004-05 is $330;000, actual cost billed
quarterly).

• Actual on-call costs. (Estimated on-call cost for 2004-05 is $56, 160, actual cost billed
quarterly).

• Professional services from private vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help, etc).

• Services, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula.

• Fuel and maintenance (if applicable).

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: 

· Captain
Lieutenant
Sergeant.
Deputy Ill
Deputy Sheriff

VEHICLES: 
Marked Unit 
Unmarked Unit 

Full-size Truck w/MDC 
Mini Van Non-Code 3 
Mid-size Pickup w/MDC 

Motorcycle 
Rapid Inc. Resp. Vehicle 
M.A.I.T. Van
Bicycle Van ·
D.A.R.E. Van
Citizen Patrol

(10/01/04) 

1 
1 

12 
12 
84 

110 

36 
22 

1 
1 
2 

10 
1 
1 (Tahoe) 

1 
2 

GENERAL: 

Sheriff's Service Specialist 
Secretary 11 
Secretary I 
Supervising Station Clerk 
Station Clerk 
Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 
Dispatcher 

MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 
Radar Gun 
Additional H.T. Radios 

10.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

16.00 
2.00 

14.22 
45.22 

3 

43 

DONATED VEHICLES w/out equipment: 
Chevy Van 1 * 
Volkswagen Beetle 1 * 

Motorhome (Satellite Office) 1 * 

Hummer 1 * 

4 

* (Included for insurance costs only)

4 (1-Tahoe, 3-Explorers) 
--

81 
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County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

New Vendor Code Deot. 
Chanoe SC SHR A 
Cancel 

Courity Department Dept. Orgn. 

SHERIFF SHR SHR 
Courity Department Contract Representative Telephone 

RICHARD BEEMER, CAPTAIN (909) 387-0640
I Contract Type 

[x] �avenue D Encumbered D Unencumbered D Other: 

If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason: 

Contract Number 

94-524 A15

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$16,148,569 

, Commodity Code IContract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

AA,A SHR SHR 9565 
I 

RANCHO $16,148,569 
Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

I Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount 1/D FY Amount 1/D 
2004-05 

-

- -
' - -
' '

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter 
called the County, and 
Name 

City of Rancho Cucamonga hereinafter called CITY 
----------------

Address 
1 0500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Feder,al ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700 ----'----------

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth seNice to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and c�use for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

FIFTEENTH AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is 
hereby amended, effective July 1, 2004, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in Paragraph IV, 
with the Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein. 

cb CONRanchoCucamongaLE A15 
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Date 6 �,f-o4-

[This page is intentionally left blank.] 

(Print or t 

(Authorized signature - sign in blue ink)

Name��LN'(
(Print or type name of person signing contract) 

Title 
t;.{ 1 t ,,..._ Pr tJ kQE�

(Print or Type) 

Dated: �-' � -O JL:
I 

Address 10500 Civic Center Drive

Reviewed by Contract Compliance 

► 

Date 
------------

Page 2 of 2

COUNTYO;t,:;z:. 

► 

Dennis Hansberger, Chairman, Board of Supervisors 
.JUL 1 3 Z®0.4 

Dated: ________________ _ 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

2004-05 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

1 Captain 
1 Lieutenant 

12 Sergeant 
12 Detective/Corporal 
84 Deputy Sheriff 
10 Sheriff's Service Specialist 

1 Secretary II 
1 Secretary 

16 Station Clerk 
1 Supervising Station Clerk 
2 Motor Pool Services Assistant 

33 Marked Unit 
20 Unmarked Unit 

1 Full-Size Truck 
1 Crime Prevention Van (Non-Code 3) 
2 Ford Rangers 
1 Rapid Incident Response Vehicle-Tahoe (Equip & Ins. Only) 

10 Motorcycle (equip, fuel & maintenance) 
1 MAIT Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 

4 Citizen Patrol (fuel & maintenance only) 
1 Bicycle Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 

2 DARE Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 

Dispatch Services 
3 Radar Unit 

32 HTs (Access & Maint Only) 
Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 
TRU - Telephone Reporting Unit 
County Administrative Cost 
Startup Costs 
TOTAL �OST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1st payment due July 15, 2004: 
� nd through 1 ih payments due 5th of each month: 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 

$ 

$ 

FY04/05 

COST 1 

189,213 
151,664 

1,572,446 
1,368,410 
8,855,295 

551,680 
54,174 
51,294 

786,928 
53,615 

104,750 
400,191 2 

126,520 2 

5,893 2 

4,317 2 

15,184 2 

1,574 3 

67,260 2 

1,617 3 

6,204 3 

1,617 3 

3,234 3 

905,257 
1,379 

11,904 
90,766 
10,269 

0 
217,261 

86,979 
444,674 

7,000 
16,148,569 

$1,345,715 
$1,345,714 

2 Less fuel and maintenance. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance is defined as all
routine maintenance, all necessary repairs (mechanical or body repair), and replacement of any destroyed vehicle. If vehicle 
damage is eligible for coverage under County insurance policies, a claim will be filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed 
by Risk Management will be credited to the City's account to offset City's cost. 

3 Donated vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all donated vehicles ( see footnote #2 above). Costs include
equipment and insurance only. No replacement cost is included. 

(07/01/04) Page 1 of 2 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
2004-05 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost. (Estimated overtime cost for 2004-05 is $330,000, actual cost billed
quarterly).

• Actual on-call costs. (Estimated on-call cost for 2004-05 is $56, 160, actual cost billed
quarterly).

• Professional services from private vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help, etc).

• Services, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula.

• Fuel and maintenance (if applicable).

SAFETY: 

Captain 
Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Deputy 111 
Deputy Sheriff 

VEHICLES: 
Marked Unit 
Unmarked Unit 
Full-size Truck w/MDC 
Mini Van Non-Code 3 
Mid-size Pickup w/MDC 
Motorcycle 
Rapid Inc. Resp. Vehicle 
M.A.I.T. Van
Bicycle Van
D.A.R.E. Van
Citizen Patrol

(07/01/04) 

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

1 
1 

12 
12 
84 

110 

33 
20 

1 
1 
2 

10 
1 
1 (Tahoe) 
1 

GENERAL: 

Sheriff's Service Specialist 
Secretary II 
Secretary I 
Supervising Station Clerk 
Station Clerk 
Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 
Dispatcher 

MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 
Radar Gun 
Additional H.T. Radios 

10.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

16.00 
2.00 

14.22 
45.22 

3 
32 

DONATED VEHICLES w/out equipment: 

Chevy Van 1 
Volkswagen Beetle 1 
Motorhome (Satellite Office) 1 
Hummer 1 · 

4 
2 (Included for insurance costs only) 

__ 4_ (1-Tahoe, 3-Explorers) 
76 
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County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

i--
New ' Vendor Code Deot. 

X ChanQe SC SHR A 
Cancel 

County Department Dept. Orgn. 

SHERIFF SHR SHR 
County Department Contract Representative Telephone 

RICHARD BEEMER, CAPTAIN (909) 387-0640

00 Revenue D Encumbered 
Contract Type 

D Unencumbered D Other: 
If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason: 

Contract Number 

94-524 A16

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$16,195,318 

Commodity Code 
I 
Contract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 
AAA SHR SHR 

I 
9565 

I 
RANCHO $16, 195,318 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount 1/D FY Amount 
2004-05 

-

-

-

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter 
called the County, and 
Name 

City of Rancho Cucamonga hereinafter called CITY 
Address 

10500 Civic Center Drive· 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth seNice to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

SIXTEENTH AMENDMENT 

1/D 
-

-

-

Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is 
hereby amended, effective October 1, 2004, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in Paragraph 
IV, with the Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein. 

cb CONRanchoCucarnongaLE A 16 
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► 

Denni 

Dated:·-· . .S.£.P 1 ,f 20Dl' 

SIGNED AND C 
DOCUMENTA<:l'T1,u-. .... 
CHAIRMA IR'JEl'iY!-iJ.i,;sti� 

[This page is intentionally left blank.] 

of Supervisors , , 

n Bernardino. 

Address 10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91729-0807 

Reviewed by Contract Compliance Presente 

► 

Date 
-------------

►A -
� 

Page 2 of 2 

B ► 
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' 

Date _....,,,l7-'--.....;:Q.=--"'....;;;....4-...._ ____ _ 

Departmekead 

Date '6 t.1/;f 
I I 

.(· ':·:,,BY} ,· 
,,, 



. SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

2004-05 

Eff: ,October 1, 2004 - Add: 3 - Marked Units, 2 - Unmarked Units and misc. equipment 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

1 - Captain
1 Lieutenant 

12 - Sergeant
12 - Detective/Corporal
84 - Deputy Sheriff
1 O - Sheriff's Service Specialist

1 
1 

16 -
1 
2 

36 -
22 

1 

Secretary 11 
Secretary 
Station Clerk 
Supervising Station Clerk 
Motor Pool Services Assistant 
Marked Unit (3 - effective 10/01/04) 
Unmarked Unit (2 - effective 10/01/04) 
Full-Size Truck 

1 - Crime Prevention Van (Non-Code 3)
2 
1 

10 -
1 
4 -
1 
2 

3 -
43 

Ford Rangers 
Rapid Incident Response Vehicle-Tahoe (Equip & Ins. Only) 
Motorcycle (equip, fuel & maintenance) 
MAIT Van (Equipment & Insurance Only} 
Citizen Patrol (fuel & maintenance only} 
Bicycle Van (Equipment & Insurance Only} 
DARE Van (Equipment & Insurance Only} 
Dispatch Services 
Radar Unit 
HTs (10 HTs & 1 Base Station for Mall eff:10/1/04) - Access & Maint Only 
Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 
TRU - Telephone Reporting Unit 
County Administrative Cost 
Startup Costs 
TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1st payment due July 15, 2004: 
2nd and 3rd payments due 5th of each month: 
4th payment due 5th of the month: 
5th through 12'h payments due 5th of each month: 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 

$ 

$ 

FV04/05 

COST 1 

189,213 
151,664 

· 1,572,446
1,368,410
8,855,295

551,680 
54,174 
51,294 

786,928 
53,615 

104,750 
427,477 2 

136,009 2 

5,893 2 

4,317 2 

15,184 2 

1,574 3 

67,260 2 

1,617 3 

6,204 3 

1,617 3 

3,234 3 

905,257 
1,379 

14,973 
90,766 
10,269 

0 
217,261 

86,979 
444,674 

13,905 
16,195,318 1 

$1,345,715 
$1,345,714 
$1,350,911 
$1,350,908 

2 Less fuel and maintenance. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance is defined as all routine maintenance, 
all necessary repairs (mechanical or body repair), and replacement of any destroyed vehicle. If vehicle damage is eligible for coverage under County 
insurance policies, a claim will be filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk Management will be credited to the City's account to offset 
Ciiy's cost. 

a Donated vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all donated vehicles ( see footnote #2 above). Costs include equipment and 

insurance only. No replacement cost is included. 

(10/01/04) Page 1 of 2 



'SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA· 
2004-05 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost. (Estimated overtime cost for 2004-05 is $330,000, actual cost billed
quarterly).

• Actual on-call costs. (Estimated on-call cost for 2004-05 is $56, 160, actual cost billed
quarterly).

• Professional services:from private vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help, etc).

• Services, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula.

• Fuel and maintenance (if applicable).

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: 
Captain 
Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Deputy Ill 
Deputy Sheriff 

VEHICLES: - · 

Marked Unit 
Unmarked Unit 
Full-size Truck w/MDC 
Mini Van Non-Code 3 . 
Mid-size Pickup w/MDC: 
Motorcycle .
Rapid Inc. Resp. Vehicle 
M.A.I.T. Van
Bicycle Van
D.A.R.E. Van
Citizen Patrol

(10/01/04) 

1 

1 

12 

12. 

84 

110 

36 

22 

1 

1 
2 

10 

1 
1 (Tahoe) 

1 

2 

GENERAL: 

Sheriff's Service Specialist 
Secretary II 
Secretary I 
Supervising Station Clerk 
Station Clerk 
Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 
Dispatcher 

MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 
Radar Gun 
Additional H.T. Radios 

10.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

16.00 

2.00 

14.22 

45.22 

3 
43 

DONATED VEHICLES w/out equipment: 
. Chevy Van 1 * 
"'.olkswagen Beetle 1 * 

Motorhome (Satellite Office) 1 * 

Hummer 1 * 

4 
* (Included for insurance costs only)

4 (1-Tahoe, 3-Explorers) 
--

81 
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L -, 

County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

New Vendor Code Deot. 

L Chani:ie SC SHR A 
Cancel 

County Department Dept. Orgn. 

SHERIFF SHR SHR 
County Department Contract Representative Telephone 

DENNIS J. CASEY, CAPTAIN (909) 387-0640

[x] Revenue D Encumbered 
Contract Type 

D Unencumbered D Other: 

If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason: 

Contract Number 

94-524 A17

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$16,040,774 

Commodity Code IContract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

AAA SHR SHR 
I 

9565 
I 

RANCHO $16,040,774 
Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount 1/D FY Amount 
2004-05 

-
-

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter 
called the County, and 
Name 

City of Rancho Cucamonga hereinafter called CITY

1/D 

-

-
-

----------------
Address 

1 0500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

SEVENTEENTH AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is 
hereby amended, effective February 1, 2005, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in Paragraph 
IV, with the Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein. 

CB CONRanchoCucamongaLE A17 
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COUNTYO
�

AR
� 

► . '4 -

[This page is intentionally left blank.] 

(Print or t 

By ►

(Authorized signature - sign in blue ink)Bill Postmus, Cha�irm�an��iii,:,: 
Dated: __ F�E�������---­ Name_,_,)c.......=.,a..-=c=-L=--c_L-'-Cl�YY\'--'-. --

(Print or type name of person signing contract) 
SIGNED A 
DOCUME 
CHAIRMA 

C6unty Counsel, by Kevin L. Norris, Deputy 

Date __,,/_-
...:::
�=hR.C

.L--
___,,. _____ _ 

Auditor/Controller-Recorder Use On/ 

□ Contract Dat�base :· □ FAS 

Title ('._ ,'1, V'(\CL V'cct3-er 
(Print or Type) 

Dated: l1 - ,_3 1,-oS 

Address 10500 Civic Center Drive 

Reviewed by Contract Compliance 

► 

Date 
-------------
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nll~rrl nf Supervisors 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

2004-05 

Eff: February 1, 2005 - Add 2 Deputys, 6 SSSs, 3 Mid-size trucks w/MDCs & 2 Motors 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

1 - Captain $ 

1 Lieutenant 

12 - Sergeant

12 - Detective/Corporal

86 - Deputy_Sheriff (2 - effective 02/01/05)

16 - Sheriff's Service Specialist (6 - effective 02/01/05)

1 - Secretary II

1 - Secretary

16 - Station Clerk

1 - Supervising Station Clerk

2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant

36 - Marked Unit (3 - effective 10/01/04)

22 - Unmarked Unit (2 - effective 10/01/04)
- Full-Size Truck
- Crime Prevention Van (Non-Code 3) 

5 - Ford Ranger w/MDC (3 - effective 02/01/05)

1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle-Tahoe w/MDC (Equip & Ins. Only)

12 - Motorcycle
- MAIT Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)

4 - Citizen Patrol (Equip & Insurance only)

1 - Bicycle Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)

2 - SRO Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)

Dispatch Services

3 - Radar Unit

43 - HTs (10 HTs & 1 Base Station for Mall eff:10/1/04) -Access & Main! Only

Administrative Support

Office Automation

Vehicle Insurance

Personnel Liability & Bonding

TRU - Telephone Reporting Unit

County Administrative Cost

Startup Costs

TOTAL COST (with reduced retirement rate): $ 

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1st payment due July 15, 2004: 

2nd and 3rd payments due 5th of each month: 
4th payment due 5th of the month: 

5th through 7th payments due 5th of each month: 

Applied Credits for Jul - Jan (reduction in retirement contribution rate) 

8th through 12th payments due 5th of each month: 

Personnel costs Include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 

FY04/05 

COST1

183,830 

147,400 

1,528,634 

1,330,442 

8,698,656 

680,775 

53,453 

50,618 

776,560 

52,903 

103,426 

427,477 2 

136,009 2 

5,893 2 

4,317 2 

24,674 2 

1,574 3 

72,865 2 

1,617 3 

6,204 3 

1,617 3 

3,624 3 

901,053 

1,379 

14,973 

90,346 

10,269 

0 

220,136 

42,915 

439,230 

27,905 

16,040,774 1

$1,345,715 

$1,345,714 

$1,350,911 

$1,350,908 

($202,039) 

$1,360,407 

2 Less fuel and maintenance. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance Is defined as all routine maintenance, 

all necessary repairs (mechanical or body repair), and replacement of any destroyed vehicle. If vehicle damage is eligible for coverage under County 
insurance policies, a claim will be filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk Management will be credited to the City's account to offset 
City's cost. 

a Donated vehicles. The City Is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all donated vehicles ( see footnote #2 above). Costs Include equipment and 
insurance only. No replacement cost is included. 

(02/01/05) Page 1 of 2 
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SCHEDULE A 
L�W ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
2004-05 

Additional Costs Billed: Quarterly: 

The City will. be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost (Estimated overtime cost for 2004-05 is $330,000, actual cost billed
quarterly).

• Actual on-call costs.' (Estimated on-call cost for 2004-05 is $56,160, actual cost billed
quarterly).

• Professional service$ from private vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help, etc).

• Services, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula.

• Fuel and maintenance (if applicable).
I 

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: 

Captain· 
Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Deputy Ill 
Deputy Sheriff 

VEHICLES: 

Marked Unit 
Unmarked Unit 
Full-size Truck w/MDC 

1 
1 

12 
12 
86 

112 

36 

22 
1 

GENERAL: 

Sheriff's Service Specialist 
Secretary II 
Secretary I 
Supervising Station Clerk 
Station Clerk 
Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 
Dispatcher 

MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 

Radar Gun 
Additional H.T. Radios 

16.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 

16.00 
2.00 

14.35 
51.35 

3 

43 

Mini Van Non-Code 3 1 DONATED VEHICLES w/out eguij;!ment: 

Mid-size Pickup w/MDC 5 Chevy Van 1 * 

Motorcycle Volkswagen Beetle 1 * ' 12 
Rapid Inc. Resp. (Tahoe) 1 Motorhome (Satellite Office) 1 * 

M.A.I.T. Van 1 Hummer ,1 *
Bicycle Van 1 Suzuki Enduro Motorcycle 2* 
SRO Van 2 Electric Vehicle 2* 
Citizen Patrol (1 - Tahoe, 4 8 
3 - Explorers)

86 * (Included for insurance costs only)

(02/01/05) Page 2 of 2 



County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

New Vendor Code Deot. 
x 'Change SC SHR A 

Cancel 
Cou,nty Department Dept. Orgn. 

SHERIFF SHR SHR 
Cou.nty Department Contract Representative Telephone 

DENNIS J. CASEY, CAPTAIN , (909) 387-0640 
Contract Type 

00 Revenue. D Encumbered_ D Unencumbered D Other: 

If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason: 

Contract Number 

94-524 A-18

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$19,397,125 

Commodity Code IContract Start Date Contract End Date . Original Amount Amendment Amount 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

AAA SHR SHR 9565 RANCHO $19,397.125 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 
' 

I I 

Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount 1/D FY Amount 
2005-06 -

-
-

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter 
called the County, and 

Name 
City of Rancho Cucamo�ga hereinafter called CITY 

1/D 

-
-
-

----------------
Address 

10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
(Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth seNice to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of paymen't, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications,· and addenda, if any.) 

EIGHTEENTH AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is 
hereby amended, effective July 1, 2005, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in Paragraph 
IV, with the Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all ot�er terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein. 

CB CONRanchoLEA18 
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COUNTY�RN� ,_ ._ 

► � ,-=:_
Bill Postmus, Chairman, Board of Supervisors 

Dated: ----=J-=U=L__..;::1:..__2c:___2 0_0 _5 _____ _ 

SIGNED AND CER 
DOCUMENT HA 
CHAIRMAN OF 

(Authorized signature - sign in blue ink) 

Name ___ J_a_c_k_L_a_m _________ _ 
(Print or type name of person signing contract) 

Title ____ C_i_ty�M_an_ag�e_r _______ _ 

/
(Print or Type) 

Dated: __ f-'----+-/�h-,..._�bJ�- _____ _
I I 

Rancho Cucam 

Reviewed by Contract Compliance 

► 
eCuniycounsel, by Kevin L. Norris, Deputy 

Date ,--:r� Date 
-�---�------- -------------

Auditor/Controller-Recorder Us 

Page 2 of 2 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

2005-06 

Eff: 07/1/05 - Add: 1-Lt, 2-Det/Corp, 2-Deps, 1-SSS, 4 Mrkd Units, 3-Unmrkd Units, 1-pickup w/MDC 

Eff: 10/1/05 - Add 4 Deps Eff: 1/1/06 - Add 3·oeps 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

- Captain
2 - Lieutenant (1 - effective 7/1 /05)

12 - Sergeant
14 - Detective/Corporal (2 - effective 7/1/05)
85 - Deputy Sheriff (2 - elf 7 /1 /05, 4 - elf 10/1 /05, 3 - elf 1 /1 /06)
10 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle
17 - Sheriff's Service Specialist (1 - effective 7/1/05)

2 Secretary
16 - Office Specialist (Formerly Station Clerk)

- Supervising Office Specialist (Formerly Supervising Station Clerk)
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant

40 - Marked Unit (4 - effective 7/1/05)
25 - Unmarked Unit (3 - effective 7/1/05)

Full-Size Truck w/MDC
- Crime, Prevention Van (Non-Code 3)

6 - Ford Rangerw/MDC (1 - effective 7/1/05)
1 Rapid Incident Response Vehicle-Tahoe (Equip & Ins. Only)

12 - fv1olorcycle
1 MAIT Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)
4 - Citizen Patrol (Equip & Insurance only)

Bicycle Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)
2 - SRO Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)

Dispa�ch Services
3 - Radar Unit

43 - HTs (Includes 1 Base Station for Mall) - Access & Main! Only
Administrative Support
Office Automation
Vehicle Insurance
Personnel Liability & Bonding

· TRU - Telephone Reporting Unit
County Administrative Cost
Startup Costs
TOTAL COST:

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1st payment due July 15, 2005: 
2nd through 12th payments due 5th of each month: 

Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 

$ 

$ 

FY05/06 

COST 1 

206,605 
326,220 

1,691,484 
1,716,582 
9,344,940 
1,182,410 
1,013,863 

107,900 
863,200 

63,950 
112,742 
485,080 2 

158, 1,50 2 

9,145 2 

4,317 2 

43,752 2 

1,574 3 

94,548 2 

1,617 3 

6,204 3 

1,617 3 
3,624 3 

1,058,564 
1,379 

15,996 
105,755 

10,269 
23,515 

188,883 
0 

533,826 
19,414 

19,397,125 1 

$1,616,428 
$1,616,427 

2 Less fuel and maintenance. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance is defined as all routine maintenance, 
all necessary repairs (mechanical or body repair), and replacement of any destroyed vehicle. If vehicle damage is eligible for coverage under County 

insurance policies, a claim will be filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk Management will be credited to the City's account to offset 
City's cost. 

, Donated vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all donated vehicles ( see footnote #2 above). Costs include equipment and 
insurance only. No replacement cost is included. 

(07/01/05) Page 1 of 2 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
. 

I 

2005-06 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on· a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost. (Estimated overtime cost for 2005-06 is $330,000, actual cost billed
quarterly.)

• Actual on-call costs.: (Estimated on-call cost for 2005-06 is $56, 160, actual cost billed
quarterly.)

• Professional services from private.vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help, etc).

• Services, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula.
I 

• Fuel and maintenanc'e (if applicable).

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: GENERAL: 

Captain 1 Sheriff's Service Specialist 

Lieutenant 2 Secretary I 
Sergeant 12 Supervising Station Clerk 

Deputy Ill 14 Station Clerk 

Deputy Sheriff 85 Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 

Deputy Sheriff - Motor 10 Dispatcher 

124 

VEHICLES: MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT:· 

Marked Unit 40 Radar Gun 

Unmarked Unit 25 Additional H.T. Radios 

Full-size Truck w/MDC 1 

16.00 

2.00 

1.00 

16.00 

2.00 
15.78 

52.78 

3 

43 

Mini Van Non-Code 3 1 DONATED VEHICLES w/out egui�ment: 

Mid-size Pickup w/MDC 5 Chevy Van 1 * 

Motorcycle 12 Volkswagen Beetle 1 * 

Rapid Inc. Resp. (Tahoe) 1 Motorhome (Satellite Office) 1 * 

M.A.I.T. Van 1 Hummer 1 * 

Bicycle Van 1 Suzuki Enduro Motorcycle 2 * 

SRO Van 2 Electric Vehicle 2* 

Citizen Patrol (1 - Tahoe, 4 8 

3 - Explorers)

93 * (Included for insurance costs only)
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County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

New Vendor Code Dept. 
,__ 

SC A L Change SHR 
Cancel 

County Department Dept. Orgn. 

SHERIFF SHR SHR 
County Department Contract Representative Telephone 

DENNIS J. CASEY, CAPTAIN (909) 387-0640

00 Revenue D Encumbered 
Contract Type 

D Unencumbered D Other: _ 

If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason: 

Contract Number 

94-524 A-19

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$19,507,931 

' Commodity Code IContract Start.Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB Nb. Amount 

AAA SHR SHR 9565 RANCHO $19,507,931 
Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount 1/D FY Amount 
2005-06 -

-
-

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in' the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter 
called the County, and 
Name 

City of Rancho Cucamonga hereinafter called CITY 

1/D 

-
-
-

----------------
Address 

10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

NINETEENTH AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is 
hereby amended, effebtive February 1, 2006, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in 
Paragraph IV, with the Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein. 

CB CONRanchoLE A 19.DOC 
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Bill Postmus, Chairman, Board of Supervisors 

Dated: ____ J_A_N_3_1_20_06_· ____ _ 

""'By ► 
(Authorized signature - sign in blue ink)

Name Jack Lam 
(Print or type name of person signing contract) 

SIGNED AND CERTIFIED THAT A COPY OF THIS 
DOCUMENT H ��m�tE THE Title __ c_i_· t_y_M_a_n_a_g_e_r _________ _
CHAIRMAN 0 

► 
County Counsel, by Kevin L. Norris, Deputy 

Date /-9-e?' 

Auditor/Controller-Recorder Use On/ 

□ .Contract Database ' □ FAS 

rvisors 

rdino. 

(Print or Type) 

Dated: January 12� 2006 

Address 10500 Civic Center Drive 

Reviewed by Contract Compliance 

► ► 

Date 
-------------

Department Head 

Date &r /I tJ /tJb 
�1 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

2005-06 

Eff: 02/1/06 - Add: 2-Def)s 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

1 - Captain , ·
2 - Lieutenant (1 - effective 7/1/05)

12 Sergeant 
14 - Detective/Corporal (2 - effective 7/1/05)
87 - Deputy Sh�riff (2-eff 7/1/05, 4-eff 10/1/05, 3-eff 1/1/06, 2-eff 2/1/06)
10 - Deputy Sheriff -· Motorcycle
17 - Sheriffs Service Specialist (1 - effective 7/1/05)

2 - Secretary
16 - Office Specialist (Formerly Station Clerk)

1 - Supervising Office Specialist (Formerly Supervising Station Clerk)
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant

40 - Marked Unit (4 - effective 7/1/05)
25 - Unmark,ed Unit (3 - effective 7/1/05)

1 - Full-Size Truck w/MDC
1 Crime Prevention Van (Non-Code 3) 
6 - Ford Ranger w/MDC (1 - effective 7/1/05)
1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle-Tahoe (Equip & Ins. Only)

12 - Motorcycle
1 - MAIT Van (Equipment & .Insurance Only)
4 - Citizen Patrol (Equip & Insurance only)
1 - Bicycle Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)
2 - SRO Van (Equipment & Insurance Only)

3 -
43 -

Dispatch Services 
Radar Unit 
HTs (Includes 1 Base Station for Mall) - Access & Maint Only 
Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 
County Administrative Cost 
Startup Costs 
TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1st payment due July 15, 2005: 
2nd through ih payments due 5th of each month: 
a
th payment due the 5th of February: 

9th through 1 ih payments due 5th of each m�nth: 

1 Personnel costs Include salary and benefits ahd are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 

$ 

$ 

FY0S/06 

COST 1 

206,605 
326,220 

1,691,484 
1,716,582 
9,439,333 
1,182,410 
1,013,863 

107,900 
863,200 
. 63,950 
112,742 
485,080 2 

158,150 2 

9,145 2 

I 4,317 2 

43,752 2 

1,574 3 

94,548 2 

1,617 3 

6,204 3 

1,617 3 

3,624 3 

1,066,843 
1,379 

15,996 
106,582 

10,269 
23,515 

190,085 
536,931 

22,414 
19,507,931 1 

$1,616,428 
$1,616,427 
$1,638,589 
$1,638,588 

2 Less fuel and maintenance. The' pity is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance Is defined as all routine 
maintenance, all necessary repairs (mechanical or body repair), and replacement of any destroyed vehicle. If vehicle damage is eligible for 

coverage under County insurance policies, a claim will be filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk Management will be 
credited to the City's account to offset City's cost. 

3 Donated vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all donated vehicles ( see footnote #2 above). Costs Include 
equipment and insurance only. No replacement cost is included. 

(02/01/06) Page 1 of 2 



SCHEDULE.A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
2005-06 · 

Additional Costs Billed· Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost. (Estimated overtime cost for 2005-06 is $330,000, actual cost billed
quarterly.)

• Actual on-call costs.: (Estimated on-call cost for· 2005-06 is $56,160, actual cost billed
quarterly.)

• Professional services from private vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help, etc).

• Services, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula.

• Fuel and maintenance (if applicable).

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: GENERAL: 

Captain 1 Sheriffs Service Specialist 
Lieutenant 2 Secretary I 
Sergeant 12 Supervising Station Clerk 
Deputy Ill 14 Station Clerk 
Deputy Sheriff 87 Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 
Deputy Sheriff - Motor 10 Dispatcher 

126 

VEHICLES: MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 
Marked Unit 40 Radar Gun 
Unmarked Unit 25 Additional H.T. Radios 
Full-size Truck w/MDC 1 

16.00 
2.00 
1.00 

16.00 
2.00 

15.90 
52.90 

3 
43 

· Mini Van Non-Code 3 1 DONATED VEHICLES w/out eguiement: 

Mid-size Pickup w/MDC 5 Chevy Van 1 * 
Motorcycle 12 Volkswagen Beetle 1 * 
Rapid Inc. Resp. (Tahoe) 1 Motorhome (Satellite Office) . 1 * 
M.A.I.T. Van 1 Hummer 1 * 
Bicycle Van 1 Suzuki Enduro Motorcycle 2 * 
SRO Van 2 Electric Vehicle 2* 
Citizen Patrol (1 - Tahoe, 4 8 

3 - Explorers)
93 * (Included for insurance costs only)

(02/01/06) Page 2 of 2 



FOR COUNTY USE ONLY ORIGIN�L 

County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

New Vendor Code Dept. 
X Change SC SHR A 

Cancel 
County Department Dept. Orgn. 

SHERIFF SHR SHR 
County Department Contract Representative Telephone 

DENNIS J. CASEY, CAPTAIN (909) 387-0640
Contract Type 

00 Revenue D Encumbered D Unencumbered D Other: 
If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason: 

- -

Contract Number 

94-524 A-21

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$22,428,328 

Commodity Code 
I 
Contract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

$22,428,328 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 
AAA SHR SHR 9565 RANCHO $22,428,328 

I I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount 1/D FY Amount 
2006-07 -

-

-

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter 
called the County, and 

Name 
hereinafter called CITY 

1/D 
-

-

-

City of Rancho Cucamonga -----------'--------
Address 

10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

TWENTY-FIRST AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is 
hereby amended, effective February 1, 2007, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in 
Paragraph IV, with the Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein. 

WB CONRanchoLE A21 
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II 

Bill Postmus, Chairman, Board of Supervisors 

DatedPEC 1 2 2006 

SIGNED AND CERTIFIED THAT A COPY OF THIS 
DOCUMENT HA ��� 0 THE 
CHAIRMAN OF 

(Authorized signature - sign in blue ink) 

Name ___ J_ a_c_k_L_am ______ �--
(Print or type name of person signing contract) 

Title ____ c�,�· t~y'----'--M=a,.,..,n=a�g=e .._r ______ _ 
(Print or Type) 

Dated: __ ___:_;N:..:::o....,_v=em=be"'""r,..___,3""'0,._,,'---=2'""'0""0"""6 ____ _ 

Address 10500 Civic Center Drive 

viewed by Contract Compliance 

Auditor/Controller-Recorder Use On/ 
□J.:.4ritract Databa!!e,, / □'FAS
Input Date · .2//'.,�eyed By :

,, ,, ,� 
, 

. ,,,. 

Date -------------
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

2006-07 
Eff: 02/01/07 - Add. 1 Sergeant, 1 SSS, 2 Office Specialists 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
1 - Captain
2 - Lieutenant

13 - Sergeant (1-Effective 2/1/07)
15 - Detective/Corporal
92 - Deputy Sheriff
10 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle
·19 - Sheriff's Service Specialist (1-Effective 2/1/07)

1 - Supv Office Specialist
1 Crime Analyst
2 - Secretary

18 - Offic� Specialist (Formerly Station Clerk) (2-Effective 2/1/07)
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant

44 - Marked Unit
27 - Unmarked Unit

1 - Mini Van (Non-Code 3)
6 - Mid-size Pickup
1 - Full Size Pickup
1 - Rapid. Incident Response Vehicle (Equip Only)

12 - Motor.cycle
4 - Citizen Patrol
1 - Suburban (Homeland Security, Effective 12/1/06)
2 - Bicycle & MAIT Van
2 - SRO Van

Dispatch Services
3 - Radar Unit

43 - HTs (Access & Maint Only)
8 - Additional MDCs (1-Effective12/1 /06)

Administrative Support
Office Automation
Vehicle Insurance
Personnel Liability & Bonding
County Administrative Cost
Startup Costs
TOTAL COST:

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1st payment due July 15, 2006: 
2nd through ih payments due 5th of each month: 
a

th through 1ih payments due 5th of each month:

1 
Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 

$ 

$ 

FY2006-07 
COST 1 

237,494 
346,740 

1,873,710 
1,964,954 

11,037,729 
1,255,649 
1,153,567 

71,192 
88,248 

112,717 
948,706 
119,831 
548,508 2 

179,012 2 

4,443 2 

24,462 2 

6,005 2 

1,705 3 

94,933 2 

6,972 3 

995 3 

3,486 3 

4,214 3 

1,215,926 
1,379 

17,632 
18,056 

117,234 
10,269 
29,912 

259,001 
616,311 

57,336 
22,428,328 

$1,856,715 

$1,856,708 

$1,886,273 

2 
Less fuel and maintenance. The City 

0

is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance is defined as all routine mainten·ance, all necessary 
repairs (mechanical or body repair) and replacement of any destroyed vehicles. If the vehicle damage is eligible for coverage under County insurance policies, a claim will be 
filed by Risk Management. Any money.reimbursed by Risk Management will be credited to the City's account to offset the City's cost. 

3 
Donated vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all donated vehicles (see footnote #2 above). Costs include equipment and insurance only. No 
replacement cost is included. 

(02/01/07) Page 1 of 2 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
2006-07 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost. (Estimated overtime cost for 2006-07 is $330,000, actual cost billed
quarterly.)

• Actual on-call costs. (Estimated on-call cost for 2006-07 is $56,160, actual cost billed
quarterly.)

• Professional services from private vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help, etc).

• Services, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula.

• Fuel and maintenance (if applicable).

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: GENERAL: 
Captain 1 Crime Analyst 
Lieutenant 2 Sheriff's Service Specialist 
Sergeant 13 Secretary I 
Deputy Ill 15 Supervising Office Specialist 
Deputy Sheriff 92 Office Specialist 

. Deputy Sheriff - Motor 10 Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 
133 Dispatcher 

-

VEHICLES: MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 
Marked Unit 44 Radar Gun 
Unmarked Unit 27 Additional H.T. Radios 

Full-size Truck w/MDC 1 

1.00 
19.00 

2.00 
1.00 

18.00 
2.00 

17.33 
60.33 

3 
43 

Mini Van Non-Code 3 1 DONATED VEHICLES w/out eguiement: 
Mid-size Pickup w/MDC 6 Chevy Van 1 * 
Motorcycle 12 Volkswagen Beetle 1 * 
Rapid Inc. Resp. (Tahoe) 1 Motorhome (Satellite Office) 1 * 
Bicycle & MAIT Van 2 Hummer 1 * 
SRO Van 2 Suzuki Enduro Motorcycle 2 * 
Citizen Patrol (1 - Tahoe, 4 Electric Vehicle 2* 
3 - Explorers) 8 
Suburban(Home Sec) 1 

101 * (Included for insurance costs only)

(02/01/07) Page 2 of 2 



FOR COUNTY USE ONLY UHiGINAl 

County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

New Vendor,.C�de, Dept. 

K Change SC SHR A 
Cancel 

County Department Dept. Orgn. 

SHERIFF SHR SHR 
County Department Contract Representative , Telephone 

DENNIS J. CASEY, CAPTAIN (909) 387-0640

[x] Revenue D Encumbered 
Contract Type 

D Unencumbered D Other: 

If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason: 

Contract Number 

94-524 A-20

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$22,280,503 

Commodity Code IContract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

$22,280,503 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

MA SHR SHR 9565 RANCHO $22,280,503 
I I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount 1/D FY Amount 
2006-07 -

-
-

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter 
called the County, and 
Name 

City of Rancho Cucamonga hereinafter called CITY 
Address 

10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performan�e and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

TWENTIETH AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is 
hereby amended, effective -July 1, 2006, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in Paragraph 
IV, with the Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein. 

CB CONRanchoLE A20.DOC 
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Dated: ___ J_U_N_0_6_20_06------'-: ____ _ 
SIGNED A PY OF THIS
DOCUME OTHE
CHAIRM

upervisors 

emardino. 

• 

JUN n 6 2005. 

--=== 

► 

(Authorized signature - sign in blue ink) 

Nam� A?/L lttM .· (Print or type name of person signing contract)

Title --��ry,_· _,_(_P�-
in

-
t o

�
r 
¢-YP-�--Af::,f5�=. -�--

Dated: _�5,_-_2-1;!�·--_P_b ___ _ 

Address 10500 Civic Center Drive

Reviewed by Contract Compliance 

Date r-J::1-0� 
--='----'='-----"""-------

Auditor/Controller-Recorder Use On/ 

,, El Contract Database· , ·:,.:,'□ FAS\ 

···\���;!�:t�I:);::}i1:;1,:

► 

Date--------------'
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

2006-07 

Eff: 07/01/06 - Add 1· Detective, 5 Deputies, 1 Crime Analyst, 1 555 
4 Marked & 2 Unmarked Units 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
1 - Captain
2 - Lieutenant

12 - Sergeant
15 - Detectiye/Corporal
92 - Deputy ,Sheri1'.f
10 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle
18 - Sheriff's Service Specialist

1 - Supv Office Specialist
1 - Crime· Analyst
2 - Secretary

16 - Office Specialist (Formerly Station Clerk)
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant

44 - Marked Unit
27 - Unmarked Unit

1 - Mini Van (Non-Code 3)
6 - Mid-size Pickup
1 - , Full Size Pickup
1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle (Equip Only)

12 - Motorcycle
4 - Citizen _Patrol
2 - · B(cycfe & MAIT Van
2 - SRO Van

Dispatch Services 
3 - Radar Unit

43 - HTs (Access & Maint Only)
7 - Additional MDCs

Administrative Support
Office Automation
Vehicle Insurance
Personnel Liability & Bonding
County Administrative Cost
Startup Costs
TOTAL.COST:

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1st payment due July 15, 2006: 
2nd through 1ih payments due 5th of each month: 

$ 

$ 

FY2006-07 
COST 1 

237,494 
346,740 

1,810,829 
1,964,954 

11,037,729 
1,255,649 
1,127,466 

71,192 
88,248 

112,717 
901,736. 
119,831 
548,508 2 

179,012 2 

4,443 2 

24,462 2 

6,005 2 

1,705 3 

94,933 2 

6,972 3 

3,486 3 

4,214 3 

.1,215,926 
1,379 

17;632 
16,667 

117,234 
10,269 
29,849 

258,153 
612,232 

52,836 
22,280,503 

. $1,856,715 
$1,856,708 

1 Personnel cos.ts include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 

Less fuel and maintenance. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance Is defined as all routine maintenance, all necessary 
repairs (mechanical or body repair) and replacement of any destroyed vehicles. If the vehicle damage Is eligible for coverage under County insurance policies, a claim will be 
filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk Management will be credited to the City's account to offset the City's cost. 

3 Donated vehicles. The City Is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all donated vehicles (see footnote #2 above). Costs include equipment and Insurance only. No 
replacement cost is included. 

(07/01/06) Page 1 of 2 
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SCHEDULE'A 
· LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
2006-07 

Additional Costs Billed1 Quarterly:

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost. (Estjmated overtime cost for 2006-07 is $330,000, actual cost billed
quarterly.)

• Actual on-call costs.· (Estimated on-call cost for 2006-07 is $56,160, actual cost billed
quarterly.)

• Professional services from private vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help, etc).

• Services, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula.

• Fuel and maintenanc� (if applicable).

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: GENERAL: 

Captain 1 Sheriff's Service Specialist 
Lieutenant 2 Secretary I 
Sergeant 12 Supervising Office Specialist 
Deputy Ill 15 Office Specialist 
Deputy Sheriff 92 Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 
Deputy Sheriff - Motor 10 Dispatcher 

132 

-

VEHICLES: MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 
Marked Unit 44 Radar Gun 
Unmarked Unit 27 Additional H.T. Radios 
Full-size Truck w/MDC 1 

18.00 
2.00 
1.00 

16.00 
2.00 

17.33 
56.33 

3 

43 

Mini Van Non�Code 3 1 DONATED VEHICLES w/out egui!;!ment: 
Mid-size Pickup w/MDC 6 Chevy Van 1 * 
Motorcycle J_ .12 Volkswagen Beetle 1 * 
Rapid Inc. Resp. (Tahoe) 1 Motorhome (Satellite Office) 1 * 
.Bicycle & MAIT Van 2 Humhier 1 * 
SRO Van 2 Suzuki Enduro Motorcycle 2 * 
Citizen .Patrol (1 - Tahoe, 4 Electric Vehicle 2* 
3 - Explorers) 8 

100 
* (Included for insurance costs only)

(07/01/06) Page 2 of 2 

.. 

J 



County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

New Vendor Code Dept. 
. \ 

SC A .x Change SHR 
Cancel 

County Department Dept. Orgn. 

.SHERIFF SHR SHR 
County Department Contract Representative Telephone 

DENNIS J. CASEY, CAPTAIN (909) 387-0640

00 Revenue D Encumbered 
ContractType 

D Unencunibered D Other: 

If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason: 

Contract Number 

94-524 A-23

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$25,400,891 

Commodity Code IContract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

$25,400,891 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

AAA SHR SHR 9565 RANCHO $25.400.891 
I .

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Fund Dept. Organization Apj:Jr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount I1b FY Amount 
2007-08 

-

-

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter 
called the County, and 
Name 

City of Rancho Cucamonga hereinafter called CITY 
Address 

10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone 

(909) 477-2700
Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

TWENTY-THIRD AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is 
hereby amended, effective - March 15, 2008, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in 
Paragraph IV, with the Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein. 
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COUNTY- BERNA 0 

► . tr 
Paul Biane, hairman, Board of Supervisors 

FEB 1 _2 2008 

SIGNED AND C 

Approved as o Legal Form

►� o6untyeounsel, by Kevin L. Norris, Deputy

Date /--)....{F-0?

Auditor/Controller-Recorder Use On/ 
□.cc:mtracM)atabase - □.FAS ·
lpptif/��te.. ·:<KEiyed By

� ,,�<;/�;�:+), 

► 

Date

6t� 

Name -::J;;.,t::.k LA r"7
(Print or type name of person signing contract) 

Title 0/T'/ �,4../ ,:'1-t,(,.£/2.._
(Print or Type) 

Dated: 

Address: 10500 Civic Center Drive 

-------------

Page 2 of 2 
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Reviewed by Contract Compliance 

► 
Dep 

Date tl 1 _;J-3. 8'. ·c 



SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

2007-08 

Additions: 1-Detective & 1-Deputy effective 3/15/08 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
- Captain

2 - Lieutenant
13 - Sergeant
16 - Detective/Corporal (1-effective 3/15/08)

101 - Deputy Sheriff (1-effective 3/15/08)
10 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle
20 - Sheriffs Service Specialist
1 - Supv Office Specialist
1 - Crime Analyst
2 - Secretary

18 - Office Specialist (Formerly Station Clerk)
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant

47 - Marked Unit
29 - Unmarked Unit
1 Mini Van (Non-Code 3)
6 - Mid-size Pickup
1 .. Full Size Pickup 
1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle (Equip Only)

12 - Motorcycle
1 - Suburban (Homeland Security)
4 - Citizen Patrol
2 - Bicycle & MAIT Van
2 - SRO Van

Dispatch Services
51 - HTs (Access & Maint Only)

8 - Additional Moes
143 - Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-years)

Administrative Support
Office Automation
Vehicle Insurance
Personnel Liability & Bonding
County Administrative Cost
Startup Costs

TOTAL COST:

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1st payment due July 15, 2007: 
2nd through 8th payments due 5th of each month: 

9th payment due March 15, 2008: 
10th through 1ih payments due 5th of each month:

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action, 

$ 

$ 

FY2007-08 
COST 1 

255,309 
369,986 

2,094,684 
2,110,421 

12,690,146 
1,315,633 
1,300,220 

69,307 
90,586 

116,554 
1,048,988 

120,756 
619,319 2 

208,075 2 

4,837 2 

26,226 2 

6,299 2 

2,004 3 

98,856 2 

2,004 3 

8,148 3 

4,074 3 

4,778 3 

1,348,427 
24,480 
21,680 
40,612 

118,761 
59,183 
79,080 

414,876 
691,493 

35,089 

25,400,891 1 

$2,109,473 

$2,109,469 

$2,131,286 

$2,131,283 

2 Less fuel and maintenance. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance is defined as all routine maintenance, all necessary 
repairs (mechanical or body repair) and replacement of any destroyed vehicles. If the vehicle damage is eligible for coverage under County insurance policies, a claim will be 
filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk Management will be credited to the City's account to offset the City's cost. 

3 Donated vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel and mainteance of all donated vehicles (see footnote #2 above). Costs include equipment and insurance only. No replacement

cost is included 

(03/15/08) Page 1 of 2 



" ' . ... 

SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
2007-08 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City Will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost. (Estimated overtime cost for 2007-08 is $330,000, actual cost billed
quarterly.)

• Actual on-call costs. (Estimated on-call cost for 2007-08 is $56,160, actual cost billed
quarterly.)

• Professional services from private vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help, etc).

• Services,· supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula.

• Fuel and·maintenance (if applicable).

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: GENERAL: 

Captain 1 Crime Analyst 
Lieutenant 2 Crime Scene Specialist I 
Sergeant 13 Sheriff's Service Specialist 
Detective/Corporal 16 Secretary I 
Deputy Sheriff 101 Supervising Office Specialist -

Deputy Sheriff - Motor 10 Office Specialist 
Deputy Sheriff - SRO 0 Office Assistant 
Deputy Sheriff - DARE 0 Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 

143 Dispatcher 

VEHICLES:· MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 
Marked Unit 47 Radar Gun 
CV- Slick Top 0 · Additional H.T. Radios
Unmarked Uriit 29 
Full-size Truck w/MDC 1 DONATED VEHICLES: 
Mini Van Non-Code 3 1 Chevy Van 
Mid-size Pickup w/MDC 6 Volkswagen Beetle 
Suburban(Homeland SEC; - Motorhome (Satelite Office) 
Motorcycle 12 Hummer 
Rapid Inc. Resp. (Tahoe) 1 Suzuki Enduro Motorcycle 
Bicycle & MAIT Van 2 Electric Vehicle 
SRO Van 2 Motorcycle Trailer 
Citizen Patrol 4 

106 

(03/15/08) 

1.00 
0.00 

20.00 
2.00 
1.00 

18.00 
0.00 
2.00 

18.52 
62.52 

14 
51 

1 
1 * 
1 * 
1 * 
2* 
2* 
1 * 
9* 

Page 2 of 2 



County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR. COUNTY USE ONLY 

New Vendor Code Dept. 
X Change SC SHR A 

Cancel 
County-Department Dept. Orgn. 

SHERIFF SHR SHR 
County Department Contract Representative Telephone 

DENNIS J. CASEY, CAPTAIN (909) 387-0640

00 Revenue 
Contract Type 

D Encumbered D Unencumbered D Other: 
If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason: 

Contract Number 

94-524 A-22

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$25,313,632 

Commodity Code 
I 
Contract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

$25,313,632 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 
AAA SHR SHR 

I 
9565 

I 
RANCHO $25,313,632 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount 1/D FY Amount 
2007-08 -

-

-

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, herl;linafter · 
called the County, anq 
Name 

City of Rancho Cucamonga hereinafter called CITY 

1/D 
-

-

-

-------------�--
Address 

10500 Civic Center Drive 

_ Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 _
Telephone Federal ID No.-or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT IS HERE.BY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or compietion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

TWENTY-SECOND AMENDMENT 

Contract No: 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is 
hereby amended, effective July 1, 2007, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in Paragraph 
IV, with the-Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein. 

Page 1 of2 
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(Print or tr, 

By ► 

Paul Biane, Chairman, Board of Supervisors · (Authorized signature - sign in blue ink)

Dated: JUL 2 4· !1007

------:..jilli��---
SIGNED AND 
DOCUMEN 
CHAIRMA 

Auditor/Control/er-Recorder Use On/ 
•·□ Contract Database . ·; □ .. FAS0·,r::'

lriput Date Keyed Bf/�,�;., 
, ~ 

/' i;',' < ,,,, , , , {' 0- ,, 

Title -���- LJ_��y__'._______'��,A�,J.���<=£�· �.R�-
1 (Print or Type} . 

Dated: _<J�L)�L'--l'fe---2-___ , --=2-,_l>_o_?z�··.-
Address 10500 Civic Center Drive 

A22_____D���-
Reviewed by Contract Compliance 

► ► 

De 

Date-----�-------'--- Date 7 � P7 
� 7 

· Page 2 of 2

\ 1' (--, 

o __ ,..h_ f""t, •--.---""'-- ~ A n -t r'::in. 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

2007-08 
Additions: 8-Deputies, 1-555, 3-Marked Units, 2-Unmarked Units 

1-trailer (insurance only)

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

1 Captain 
2 - Lieutenant

13 - Sergeant
15 - Detective/Corporal

100 - Deputy Sheriff (8-effective 7/1/07)
10 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle
20 Sheriff's Service Specialist (1-effective 7/1/07)

1 - Supv Office Specialist
1 - Crime Analyst
2 - Secretary

18 l • Office Specialist (Formerly Station Clerk)
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant

47 - Marked Unit (3-effective 7/1/07)
29 - Unmarked Unit (2-effective 7/1/07)

1 - Mini Van (Non-Code 3)
6 - Mid-size Pickup
1 - Full Size Pickup
1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle (Equip Only)

12 - Motorcycle
1 - Suburban (Homeland Security)
4 - Citizen Patrol
2 - Bicycle & MAIT Van
2 - SRO Van

Dispatch Services 
51 - HTs (Access & Maint Only)

8 - Additional MDCs
143 - Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-years)

Administrative Support
Office Automation
Vehicle Insurance
Personnel Liability & Bonding
County Administrative Cost

Startup Costs

TOTAL COST:

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1st payment due July 15, 2007: 

2nd through 1 ih payments due 5th of each month: 

1 Personnel costs· include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 

$ 

$ 

FY2007-08 

COST 1 

255,309 

369,986 
2,094,684 
2,073,105 

12,655,975 
1,315,633 
1,300,220 

69,307 
90,586 

116,554 
1,048,988 

120,756 
619,319 2 

208,075 2 

4,837 2 

26,226 2 

6,299 2 

2,004 3 

98,856 2 

2,004 3 

8,148 3 

4,074 3 

4,778 3 

1,342,627 
24,480 
21,680 
40,612 

118,250 
59,183 
79,080 

413,363 
689,159 

29,475 

25,313,632 

$2,109,473 

$2,109,469 

2 Less fuel and maintenance. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance is defined as all rqutine maintenance, all necessary 
repairs (mechanical or body repair) and replacement of any destroyed vehicles. If the vehicle damage is eligible for coverage under County insurance policies, a claim will be 
filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk Management will be credited to the City's account to offset the City's cost. 

3 Donated vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel and mainteance of all donated vehicles (see footnote #2 above). Costs include equipment and insurance only. No replacement 
cost is included 

(07/01/07) Page 1 of 2 



SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CLI_CAMONGA 
2007-08 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost. (Estimated overtime cost for 2007-08 is $330,000, actual cost billed
quarterly.)

• Actual on-call costs. (Estimated on-call . cost for 2007-08 is $56,160, actual cost billed
quarterly.)

• Professional services from private vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help, etc).

• Services, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula.

• Fuel and triaintenance (if applicable).

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: 

Captain 
Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Detective/Corporal 
Deputy Sheriff 
Deputy Sheriff - Motor 

'-.._ Deputy Sheriff - SRO 
Deputy Sheriff - DARE 

VEHICLES: 

Marked Unit 
CV- Slick Top
Unmarked Unit
Full-size Truck w/MDC
Mini Van Non-Code 3
Mid-size Pickup w/MDC
Suburban(Homeland SEC;
Motorcycle
Rapid Inc. Resp. (Tahoe)
Bicycle & MAIT Van
SRO Van
Citizen Patrol

(07/01/07) 

-

. 1 
2 

13 
15 

100 
10 
0 
0 

141 

47 
0 

29 
1 
1 
6 
1 

12 
1 
2 
2 
4 

106 

GENERAL: 

· Crime Analyst
Crime Scene Specialist I
Sheriff's Service Specialist
Secretary I
Supervising Office Specialist -

Office Specialist
Office Assistant
Motor Pool Svcs Assistant
Dispatcher

MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 

Radar Gun 
Additional H.T. Radios 

DONATED VEHICLES: 

Chevy Van 
Volkswagen Beetle 
Motorhome (Satelite Office) 
Hummer 
Suzuki Enduro Motorcycle 
Electric Vehicle 
Motorcycle Trailer 

1.00 
0.00 

20.00 
2.00 
1.00 

18.00 
0.00 
2.00 

18.52 
62.52 

14 
51 

1 
1 * 
1 * 
1 * 
2* 
2* 

1 * 
9* 
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County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

New· Vendor Code Dept. 
f--

SC A X Change SHR 
Cancel 

County Department Dept. Orgn .. 

·SHERIFF SHR SHR 
County Department Contract Representative Telephone 

DENNIS J. CASEY, CAPTAIN (909) 387-0640

[xi Revenue 
. · • · . , Contract Type · . 

D Encumbered D Unencumbered. D Other: 
If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason·: 

Contract Number 
94-524 A-24

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$25,958,263 

Commodity c.ode 
I 
Cont�act Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

$25,958,263 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 
AAA SHR SHR 

,. 
9565 RANCHO $25,958,263 

Fund Dept. Organization .Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I i 

Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 
·< 

I I. 

Project Nanie Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount 1/D FY Amount 
2008-09 

-

-

-

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter · 
·called the County, and. 
Name· 

City of Rancho Cucamonga hereinafter called ·cITY

1/D 
-

-

-

----------------· Address
10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
· Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT. IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 

· determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.)

TWENTY-FOURTH AMENDMENT. 

· Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is
hereby amended, effective July 1, 2008, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in Paragraph ·

· IV, with the Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.
. . 

· Except as amended, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated therein.
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City of Rancho Cucamonga 

ne, Chairman,·Board of Supervisors (Au 

Dated:--,-_""'--_J_U-,-L""-0_8_2
,...:-
00_8_--,--___ _ Name_l�-_.JJ_·· _c_JJ_>l_,_S_M_it_#_·��6.-i __ _ 

(Print or type name of person signing contract) 
SIGNED AND CE 
DOCUMENT H 
CHAIRMAN O 

. . 

. Auditor/Controller-Recorder Use Only . 
□ Contract Database □ FAS
Input Date 

I 
· Keyed By 

OF THIS 
HE Title -'---M-'-fr'--·. _'{b_/d._· _/J_IJ.,_!J_7_E_l1'1_· __ _ 

Dated: · 

(Print or Type) 

r .12. 1J)��

Address: 10500 Civic Center Drive 

· Reviewed by Contract Compliance

► 

· De

Date 
-----------,------

Date _-4--.::. ________ _
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► 
partment Head 
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. . . SCHEDULE A 
LAW·ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

2008-09 

Additions Effective 711/08: 2-Marked Units, 2-Unmarked Units, 1-Midsize Truck 

( 

·w/MDC 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
1 
2 

13 
16 

101 
10 
20 

1 
1 
2 

18'' '
2 

46 
3 

31 
1 
7· 
1 
1 

12 
1· 

4 
2 
2 

111 
156 

9 
152 

- Captain
... Lieutenant
-. Sergeant
- Detective/Corporal
- Deputy Sheriff
- Deputy Sherif

f

- Motorcycle
- Sheriff's Service Specialist
- · Supervising Office Specialist

Crime Analyst
- Secretary
- Office Specialist
- Motor Pool Services Assistant
- Marked Unit
- Crown Vic - Slick Top (2-effective 7 /1 /08)
- Unmarked Unit (2-effective 7/1/08)
-· Mini Van (Non-Code 3)
- Mid.:.size Pickup ( 1-effective 7 /1 /08)
- Full Size Pickup
- Rapid Incident Response Vehicle (Equip Only)
- Motorcycle ··
- · Suburban (Homeland Security)
-

-· 

-

-

-

-

-·

Citizen Patrol 
Bicycle & MAIT Van 
SRO Van 
Dispatch Services 
HTs (Equipment cost) (5-effective 7/1/08) 
HTs (Access & Maint Only) (5-effective 7/1/08) 
Additional MdCs (1-effective 7/1/08) 
Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-:-years) 
Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 

. Personnel Liability & Bonding 
County Administrative Cost 
Startup Costs· 

. TOTAL COST: 

' ' 

· Monthly Payment Schedule:
1st payment due July 15, 2008: 

. 2nd through 12th payments due 5th of each month: 

$ 

$ 

1 

Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 
2 

No replacement cost is included for donated and grant-funded vehicles. 
3' 

FY2008-09 
.COST 

263,737 
377,335 

2,137,686 
2,248,342 

12,964,262 
1,331,698 
1,266,374 

69,686 
90,161 

116,068 
1,044,615 

117,672 
572,930 

36,459 
200,663 

4,371 
28,035 

5,933 
1,238 

94,824 
1,271 
5,084 
2,542 
3,270 

1,357,768 
53,502 
97,344 
24,390 
40,584 

. 114,427 
62,408 
80,555 

434,290 
704,995 

3,744 
25,958,263 

$2,163,195 
$2,163,188 

Vehicle costs do not include fuel arid maintenance. The city is responsible for fueland maintenance of all contract vehicles . 
. Any fuel.and maintenance costs charged to the county will be billed to the city on a quarterly invoice.· 

' ' 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 
2 

3 

3 

3 

3 
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. 
. 

. 

T
he C

ity w
ill be billed. on a quarterly basis for the fo

llow
ing item

s: 

•
A

ctual overtim
e cost. (E

stim
ated overtim

e cost for 2008-09 is $330,000, actual cost billed
·· quarterly.) ·

•
A

ctual on
..:call costs. (E

stim
ated on-call cost for 2008-09 is $56,160, 

actual cost billed .
quarterly.)

•
. P

rofessional services from
 private vendors (i.e. tow

ing, interpreters, tem
porary help, etc).

·• 
S

ervices, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract form
ula.

•
Fuel and m

aintenance.

S
A

F
E

T
Y

: 

C
aptain 

. Lieutenant 
S

ergeant 
D

etective/C
orporal 

. · D
eputy S

heriff . 
D

eputy S
heriff -

M
otor 

D
eputy

 S
heriff -S
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O
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D
A

R
E
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 V
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C
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46 3 
3

1
 

7 1
 

12 1 
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22.4
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L
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C
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e A
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·1.00
C

rim
e S
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s S
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S
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 I 
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County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

New Vendor-Code Dept. I 

X Change SC SHR A 
Cancel 

County Department Dept. Orgn. 

SHERIFF SHR SHR 
County Department Contract Representative Telephone 

DENNIS J. CASEY, CAPTAIN (909) 387-0640

00 Revenue 0 Encumbered 
· Contract Type

0 Unencumbered O Other: 
If not encumbered or revenue contract type, provide reason: 

Contract Number 
· 94-524 A-24

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$25,958,263 

Commodity Code 
I 
Contract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

$25,958,263 
Fund Dept. · Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PRQJ/JOB No. Amount 
AAA SHR ·SHR 9565 RANCHO $25,958,263 
Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

·I I 

. Fund Dept. Organization Appr. Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

I I 

Project Name Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Contract Law Enforcement FY Amount . 1/D FY Amount 1/D 
2008-09 

- -

- -

- -

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter 
called the County, and 
Name 

City of Rancho Cucamonga hereinafter called CITY 
----------�-----

Address 
10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach,plans, specificatio_ns, and addenda, if any.)

TWENTY-FOURTH AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is 
hereby amended, effective July 1, 2008, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in Paragraph 
IV, with the Schedule A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amende.d, all other terms and conditions of this contract remain as stated .therein. 

-Page 1 of 2



r 

[This page intentionally left blank] 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 

► 

- Paul Biane, Chairman; Board of Supervisors

Dated: _________________ _ 
SIGNED AND CERTIFIED THAT A COPY OF THIS 
DOCUMENT HAS BEEN DELIVERED TO THE 
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD 

Dena M. Smith 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
of the County of San Bernardino. 

By __________________ _ 
Deputy 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 

. (Au 

Name _
)..
_

.
_

J)_t-
_

JJ
_

M
_

1
_

8 _/11_it._l/_lt_6._'I. __ _
(Print or type name of person signing contract) 

Title __ M-'-'--tr_'-l_b �_/J_ll_lJ _7_c_l'1 __ ---

Dated: 

(Print or Type) 

r ,2. 1,��,g 

Address: 10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

Approved as to Legal Form Reviewed by Contract Compliance Presented to BOS for Signature 

► 

County Counsel, by Kevin L. Norris, Deputy 

Date 

► 

Date 

► 

Department Head 

Date 
------------- ------------- ----�--------

Auditor/Control/er-Recorder Use On/ 

□ Contract Database ·' □ FAS

Page 2 of 2 I 
Keyed_By 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 

2008-09 
Additions Effective 7/1/08: 2-Marked Units, 2-Unmarked Units, 1-Midsize Truck 

w/MDC 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
1 - Captain
2 Lieutenant 

13 - Sergeant 
16 - Detective/Corporal

101 - Deputy Sheriff
10 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle
20 - Sheriff's Service Specialist

1 - Supervising Office Specialist
1 - Crime Analyst
2 - ,Secretary

18 - Office Specialist
2 Motor Pool Services Assistant

46 - Marked Unit
3 - ,Crown Vic - Slick Top (2-effective 7/1/08)

31 Unmarked U,nit (2-effective 7/1/08) 
1 ., - Mini Van (Non-Code 3) 
7 - Mid-size Pickup (1-effective 7/1/08)
1 - Full Size Pickup
1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle (Equip Only)·

12 - Motorcycle
1 - Suburban (Homeland Security)
4 - Citizen Pafrol
2 - Bicycle & MAIT Van
2 - SRO Van

Dispatch Services
111 - HTs (Equipment cost) (5-effective 7/1/08)
156 - HTs (Access & Maint Only) (5-effective 7/1/08)

9 ·- Additional MDCs (1-effective 7/1/08)
152 - Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-years)

Administrative Support
Office Automation
Vehicle ln!?urance
Personnel Liability & Bonding
County Administrative Cost
· Startup Costs
TOTAL COST:

Monthly Payment Schedule: 
1st payment due July 15, 2008: 
2n<;J through 12th payments due 5th of each month: 

$ 

$ 

FY2008-09 
COST 

263,737 
377',335 

2,137,686 
2,248,342 

12,964,262 
1,331,698 
1,266,374 

6.9,686 
90,161 

116,068 
1,044,615 

117,672 
572;930 

36,459 
200,663 

4,371 
28,035 

5,933 
1,238 

94,824 
1,271 
5,084 
2,542 
3,270 

1,357,768 
53,502 
97;344 
24,390 
40,584 

114,427 
62,408 
80,555 

434,290 
704,995 

3,744 
25,958,263 

$2,163,195 
$2,163,188 

I 

Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 
2 

3 

No replacement cost is included for donated and grant-funded vehicles. 

Vehicle costs do not include fuel and maintenance. The city is responsible· for fuel and maintenance ,of ali contract vehicles. 
Any fuel and maintenance costs charged to the county will be billed to the city on a quarterly invoice. 

·2

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
· 2008-09

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost. (Estimated overtime cost for 2008-09 is $330,000, actual cost billed
quarterly.)

• Actual on-call costs. (f:stimated on-call cost for 2008-09 is $56,160, actual cost billed
quarterly.)

• Professional services from private vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help, etc).

• Services, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula.

• Fuel and maintenance.

SAFETY: 

Captain 
Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Detective/Corporal 
Deputy Sheriff 
Deputy Sheriff - Motor 
Deputy Sheriff - SRO. 
Deputy Sheriff - DARE 

VEHICLES:. 

Marked Unit 
CV-Slick Top
Unmarked Unit 
Full-size Truck w/MDC 
Mini Van Non-Code 3 
Mid-size Pickup w/MDC 
Suburban(Homeland SEC'. 
Moto'rcycle 
Rapid Inc. Resp. (Tahoe) 
Bicycle & MAIT Van 
SRO Van 
Citizen Patrol 

-

2 

. 13 
16 

101 
10 

0 

0 

143 

46 
3 

31 
1 

7 

.1 
12 

1 
2 
2 
4 

11, 1 

GENERAL: 

Crime Analyst 
Crime Scene Specialist I 
Sheriffs' Service Specialist 
Secretary I 
Supervising Office Specialist -

, Office Specialist 
Secretary II 
Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 
Dispatcher 

MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 

H.T. Radios 

DONATED VEHICLES: 

Chevy Van 
Volkswagen Beetle 

. Motorhome (Satelite Office) 
Hummer 
Suzuki Endure Motorcycle 
E.lectric Vehicle
Motorcycle Trailer

1.00 
. 0.00 
20.00 

2.00 
1.00 

18.00 
0.00 
2.00 

18.81 
62.81 

1'56 

1 
1 * 
1 * 
1 * 

. 2 * 
2* 

1 * ) 

9* 
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County of San Bel"Qardino. 

FAS 

. STANDARD COI\ITRACT 

New . Vendor Code 
Change· 

[] Cancel·.· 
·county Department 

• Sheriff

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

Dept. 

SC SHR A 
Dept. 

'SHR· 
Orgn. 

SHR 

County Department Contract Representative . Telephone ..
(909)387-0640Dennis J. Casey, Captain. 

Revenue Encumbered 
If ·not encumbered or revenue contract t 

Contract Type 
Unencumbered 

Contract Number 

94-524A�25

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$�5,573, 762 ..

Other: 

. Commodity Code Contract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 
07/01/09 06/30/10 $ $25;573,762 

Fund Dept. Organization 
AAA SHR. _SHR 

Appr. . Obj/Rev Source 
I 9565· 

GRC/PROJ/JOB No 
RANCHO. 

Am.aunt· 
$25,573,762 · 

. 
N·AL 1R\G\ .. 

Fund Dept. · Organization_

Fund Dept. Organization 

Project Name 
Contract Law· Enforcement 

2009-10 

Appr. . Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 
$ 

Appr. Obj/Rev Source . GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 
$ 

Estimated Payment Total by.Fiscal Year 
FY Amount 1/D ·: FY. Amount 

. . 
. 

. . . ' ' . . 

1/D 

. THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State.of California.by and·between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter called'
the County, and.

· · · 
Name· 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Address· 

hereinafter called·._€"'"',IJ;..,-·y _·_. ____________ _ 

.. 10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
· Telephone . . . . . . . . Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700
------�-�--

1 T IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: . · .. 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set. forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid,· manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory peiforrhance and cause for ter,i,inatiori, other terms and conditions, and attach plahs, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

· TWENTY-FIFTH AMENDMENT.

Contract ,No. 94:,..521 providing law enforcement service to the Cfty. of Rancho Cucamonga is hereby amended, 
effective July 1, 2009, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in Paragraph IV, with the. Schedule A attached hereto
and- incorporated herein by reference. 

· · · · · ·

Except as amended; aU other terms and conditions remain as stated therein. 

Auditor/Controller-Recorder Use. Only 
□ Contract Database □ FAS
Input Date :I · Keyed By

Page 1 of 2 
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[This page intentionally left blank] 

Dated: __ ---=...:..::....:��=--.!::.===--------'----

SIGNED AN OPY OF THIS 
DOCUME , .. D TO THE 
CHAIR " 

' · f Supervisors. 
ernardino 

(Print or 

Name�/Ja:_LfsM 
(J!Sdntortype name of person signing contract) 

Address_-,,.1
-=-
0

=-
50

:.:
0'"---=C�iv=ic

=-=
C=e

.,_,_
nt

,,,
e
:.:..
r

-=
D

:.:..
r
!.:.
iv
-=
e ____ _ 

Reviewed by Contract Compliance 

► 

Cou 

Date 
-------------

Revised 1/13/2009 

► 

Department Head /,.. 

. Dare. 7 fart11 
Page 2 of 2 



SCHEDULE A 

Law Enforcement Services Contract 
City of Rancho Cucamonga --

2009-10 

._ Additions: 1-marked unit, 2-unmarked units and 1�mid-size truck 
Does not include MOU increases for safety or general employees. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
· 1.00 - Captain
2.00 - Lieutenant 

13:00 - Sergeant 
16.00 - Detective/Corporal 

101.00 - Deputy Sheriff 
10.00 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle 
20.00 - Sheriffs Service_ Specialist

1.00 - Supv· Office SpeciaHst 
1.00 - Crime Analyst 
2.00 - Secretary 

18.00 Office Specialist 
2.00 - Motor Pool Services Assistant 

47.00 - Marked Unit (1-effective 7/1/09) 
3.00 - Crown Vic - Slick Top 

33.00 - Unmarked Unit (2 effective 7/1/09) 
1.00 - Mini Van (Non-Code 3) 
8.00 - Mid-size Pickup (1°effective 7/1/09) 
1.00 - Full Size Pickup 
1.00 - Rapid lncid�nt Response Vehicle (Equip Only)

12.00 Motorcycle 
1.00 - Truck - Grant Funded 
4.0b - Citizen Patrol 
1.00 - Bicycle & MAIT Vah 
2.00 - SRO Van 

Dispatch Services 
113 - HTs (Amortized over 7-years) 
158 - HTs (Access & Maint Only) 

10 - Additional MDCs (1-effective 7/1/09 
152 - Taser Replacement (Amortized .over 4-years)

Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 

. County Administrative Cost 
Startup Costs 
TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule 

1st payment due July 15, 2009: 
2nd through 12th payments due the 5th of each month: 

$ 

$ 

FY2009-10 
COST 

271,978 1 

369,752 1 

2,092,802 1 

2,190,024 1 

12,654,162 1 

1,299,949 
1,255,247 1 

70,946 1 

92,220 1 

117,593 1 

1,058,339 
116,418 1 

585,385 2 

. 36,459 2 

213,609 2 

4,371 2 

32,040 2 

5,933 2 

1,238 3 

88,260 2 

1,271 3 

5,084 3 

1,271 - 3 

3,270 3 

1,382,883 1 • 

54,466 
98,592 
27,100 
43,168 

119,761 
62,408 
90,032 

432,953 
692,762 

2,016 
25,573,762 

$2,131,156 
$2,131,146 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action . 
. 2 Vehicle costs do not include fuel and maintenance. The city is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all 
. • contract vehicles. Any fuel and maintenance costs charged to the county .will be billed to the city o_n a 

quarterly invoice. 
3 No replacement cost is included for donated and grant�funded vehicles. 

Page 1 of 2 



- SCHEDULE A

Law Enforcement Services Contract -
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

2009-10 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost.·
• Actual on.:.caU cost (on-call pay for safety employees for ·FY2009-10 is $165 per week). --
• -· Actual cost of vehicle fuel and maintenance.

- . 

• Professional services from private vendors and other services, supplies and personnel costs
above the contract formula.

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: GENERAL: 

Captain 1.00 Crime Analyst· 1.00 
· Lieutenant - 2.00 Sheriff's Service Specialist 20.00 
Sergeant 13.00 Secretary I 2.00 
Detective/Corporal 16.00 Supv Office Specialist 1.00 
Deputy Sheriff 101.00 Office Specialist _ _ 18.00 
Deputy Sheriff - Motor 10.00 Motor Pool Services AS:st 2.00 

143.00 Dispatchers 18.81 
62.81 

VEHICLES: DONATED VEHICLES: 

Marked Patrol Units 50 Chevy Van 1 *
Unmarked Units Code 3 . 33 Volkswagen Beetle 1 *
Mini Vans 5 Motorhome (Command Post) 1 * 
Pickup Trucks 10 Hummer 1 * 
Motorcycles I .

12- Suzuki Enduro Motorcycle 2* -

Citizen Patrol 4 Electric Vehicle 2* 
Donated Vehicles-Ins Only . 9 * Motorcycle Trailer 1 * 

123 9 * 
* (Included for insurance costs only) 

• Page 2 of2
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FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

New Vendor Code 
Change 
Cancel 

County Department 

. Sheriff 

County Department Contract Representative 

Mario Quesada, Captain 

Revenue Encumbered 
If not encumbered or revenue contract t 

Dept. 

SC SHR A 
Dept. 

SHR 

Orgn. 

SHR 

Telephone 

{909)387-0640 

Contract Type 
Unencumbered 

Contract Number 

94-524A-26

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$25,877,943 

Other: 

Commodity Code Contract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

07/01/10 06/30/11 $ $25,877,943 

Fund 
AAA 

Fund 

Fund 

Dept. 
SHR 

Dept. 

Dept. 

Organization 
SHR 

Organization 

Organization 

Project Name 
Contract Law Enforcement 

2010-11 

Appr. 

Appr. 

Appr. 

FY 

Obj/Rev Source 

9565 

GRC/PROJ/JOB No 
RANCHO 

Amount 

$25,877,943 

Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

$ 

Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

$ 

Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Amount 1/D FY Amount 1/D 

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter called 
the County, and 
Name 

City of Rancho Cucamonga hereinafter called CITY 
-----------------

Address 
10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 

(909) 477-2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond. sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications,· and addenda, if any.) 

TWENTY-SIXTH AMENDMENT 

Contrc;1ct No. 94-524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is hereby amended, 
· effective July 1, 2010, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in Paragraph IV, with the Schedule A attached hereto
and incorporated herein by reference.

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions remain as stated therein. 

Auditor/Controller-Recorder Use Only 
□ Contract Database D FAS 
Input Date I Keyed By
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COUNTY OF 

Y. 

Date �g ________ { 1-J \�O _ 

Revised 1/13/2009 

[This page intentionally left blank] 

THIS 

(Print or 

Name_-=:J:::...:..l'T-c.
...:..=-k-=----L .... r1-.....;_,./l _____ _ 

(Print or type name of person signing contract) 

Title -C.,c..,..L...c..."T�"?-,,_,114:;.+-:.-�.:.....-;...� ..... �"""�="'-'==-----t) r (Print or Type) 

Dated: _ __,._"---,--'-72___._b
_,__
/_v_. __ · -----

Address 10500 Civic Center Drive 

Date_· ___________ _ 
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\ ... 

SIGNED AND CERTIFI 
DOCUMENT HAS B • 
CHAIRMAN OF TH 

► " 
Count Cou791; by Phebe Chu, Deput 

fYi 

c::: By ::::::►==:::::;'(L//.1.4!~:.b.,/!/;.~~-----



SCHEDULE A 

Law Enforcement Services Contract 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

2010-11 

Effective 7/1/10 - Less 1-Sergeant, 1-Detective 

Effective 8/28/10 - Less 5-Deputies, 1-Motor Officer, 5-SSS, 1-Motorcycle 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
- Captain $ 

2 - Lieutenant
12.00 - Sergeant (less 1-effective 7/1/10)
15.00 - Detective/Corporal (less 1-effective 7/1/10)
96.96 - Deputy Sheriff (less 5 - effective 8/28/10)

9.19 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle (less 1-effective.8/28/10)
15.96 - Sheriff's Service Specialist (less 5-effective 8/28/1 O

1 - Supv Office Specialist
- Crime Analyst

2 - Secretary
18 - Office Specialist

2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant
47 - Marked Unit

3 - Crown Vic - Slick Top
33 - Unmarked Unit.

- Mini Van (Non-Code 3)
8 - Mid-size Pickup

- Full Size Pickup
1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle (Equip Only)

11.19 - Motorcycle (less 1-effective 8/28/10)
- Truck - Grant Funded

4 - Citizen Patrol
1 - Bicycle & MAIT Van
2 - SRO Van

Dispatch Services
111 HTs (Amortized over ?-years)
156 - HTs (Access & Maint Only)

10 - Additional MDCs 
144 - Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-years) (less 8)

Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 
County Administrative Cost 
TOTAL COST: $ 

Monthly Payment Schedule 

1st payment due July 15, 2010: 
2nd through 1ih payments due the 5th of each month: 

FY 2010-11 

COST 

276,804 1 

400,305 1 

2,094,910 1 

2,221,591 1 

13,094,334 1 

1,284,584 1 

1,026,636 1 

72,672 1 

93,972 1 

121,032 1 

1,089,291 1 

119,561 1 

585,385 2 

36,459 2 

214,005 2 

4,371 2 

32,040 2 

5,933 2 

1,238 3 

84,312 2 

1,271 3 

5,084 3 

1,271 3 

3,270 3 

1,410,470 1 

53,502 
97,344 
27,100 
40,896 

118,367 
62,408 

113,907 
380,882 
702,736 

25,877,943 1 

$2,156,498 
$2,156,495 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 
2 Vehicle costs do not include fuei and maintenance. The city is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all 

contract vehicles. Any fuel and maintenance costs charged to the county will be billed to the city on a 
quarterly invoice. 

3 No replacement cost is included for donated and grant-funded vehicles. 
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SCHEDULE A 

Law Enforcement Services Contract 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

2010-11 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost.
• Actual on-call cost (on-call pay for safety employees for FY2010-11 is $175 per week).
• Actual cost of vehicle fuel and maintenance.
• Professional services from private vendors and other services, supplies and personnel costs

above the contract formula.

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: GENERAL: 

Captain 1.00 Crime Analyst 1.00 
Lieutenant 2.00 Sheriff's Service Specialist 15.96 
Sergeant 12.00 Secretary I 2.00 
Detective/Corporal 15.00 Supv Office Specialist 1.00 
Deputy Sheriff 96.96 Office Specialist 18.00 
Deputy Sheriff - Motor 9.19 Motor Pool Services Asst 2.00 

136.15 Dispatchers 17.95 
57.91 

VEHICLES: DONATED VEHICLES: 

Marked Patrol Units 50 Chevy Van 1 * 

Unmarked Units Code 3 33 Volkswagen Beetle 1 * 
Mini Vans. 5 Motorhome (Command Post) 1 * 
Pickup Trucks· 10 Hummer 1 * 
Motorcycles 11 Suzuki Endure Motorcycle 2* 
Citizen Patrol 4 Electric Vehicle 2* 
Donated Vehicles-Ins Only 9 * Motorcycle Trailer 1 * 

122 9 
* (Included for insurance costs only)
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County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

New Vendor Code 
Change 

·Cancel·
County Department 

Sheriff 

County Department Contract Representative 

Greg Garland, Captain 

Revenue Encumbered 
If not encumbered or revenue contract t 

Dept. 

SC ·sHR A 

Dept. 

SHR 

. Orgn. 

SHR 

. Telephone 

(909)387-3649

Contract Type 
Unencumbered 

Contract Number 

94-524 A-27 · 
Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$26,866,047 

Other: 

Commodity Code Contract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment.Amount 

07/01/11 06/30/12 $ $ 26,866,047 

Fund Dept. Organization 
AAA SHR SHR 
Fund Dept. Organization 

Fund Dept. Organization 

Project Name 
Contract Law Enforcement 

2011-12 

Appr. 

Appr. 

Appr. 

FY 

Obj/Rev Source ORC/PROJ/JOB No Amount: 
9565 ·. RANCHO $26,866,047 

Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount. 
$ 

Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 
$ 

Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Amount · 1/D FY Amount 

. . . . 

1/D 

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County .of San Bernardino, hereinafter called· 
the County, and 
Name 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Address 
10500 Civic. Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone_ Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 
(909) 477 - 2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 

hereinafter called CITY 

( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if a·ny.) 

TWENTY-SEVENTH AMENDMENT 

Contract No: 94'."524 providing law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is hereby amended, 
effective July 1, 2011, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in paragraph IV, with the Schedule A attached hereto< 

and incorporated herein by reference. · 

. Except as amended, all other terms and conditions remain as stated therein. 

Auditor/Controller-Recorder Use Only 
□ Contract Database □ FAS

Input Date .I Keyed By 
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. [This page intentionally left blank] 

(Authorized signature - 1g i 

Name_�d_--.-�'/J-C,,�· =--l(�/2,�· �&??
--'--'-

------'-­
(Print or type name of person signing contract) 

SIGNED AND CERTIFIE J.dtl��� IS 
Title ----�=-c,_J'...,___f y_

+-----'-
f'i-'c'=a.�n4fl.--+--e_tf' __ _ DOCUMENT HAS BEE 

. CHAIRMAN OF THE 

Revised 1/11/2011 . 

Date 

T (Print or r;Je) 
Dated: ______________ _ 

Address 10500 Civic Center Drive . 

Rancho Cucamonga,.CA 91730 

-------------
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SCHEDULE A 
Law· Enforcement Services· Contract 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 
2011-12 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

1 - Captain .
2 - Lieutenant

12 -· Sergeant
15 - . Detective/Corporal
96 - Deputy Sheriff

9. - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle·
15 - . Sheriff's Service Specialist

1 - Supv Office Specialist
1 - Crime Analyst
2 - Secretary

· 18 . - Office Specialist
- Motor Pool Services Assistant

47 - Marked Unit·
3 - Crown Vic - Slick Top

33 - Unmarked Unit
1 - Crime Prevention Van
8 - Mid�size SSS Trucks .
1 · ".·. Rapid Incident Response Vehicle Suburban (Equip Only)

' ' ' 

11 - Motorcycles, Honda 
1 - Donated Fleet Truck · 
3 - Citizen Patrol, 2-Escapes, 1-Saturn View 
1 - MAIT Van, Safari 
2 - Crime Prevention Van, Astro 

Dispatch Services 
111 · - HTs (Amortized over 7-years) 
156 . - · · HTs (Access & Maint Only) 

10 - Additional MDCs 
· 144 - Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-years)

Administrative Support 
. Office Automation 
Ve.hicle Insurance . 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 
County Administrative Cost 
TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule 

· 1 st payment due July 15, 2011: 
· 2nd through 1ih payme�ts due the 5th of each month:

$ 
COST 

269,278 1 

419,911 1 

2,195,160 ·1 
.. 2,339,926 1 

13,648,451 1 

1,323,020 .. 1 
1,003,281 1 

75;474 1 

97,469 1 

125,792 .1 

· 1,132,130 1 

124,386 1 

· 572,836 2 

35,565 2
. 246,741. 2 

4,371 2 

32,040 2 

1,238 3 

85,580 2 

1,271 3 
3;813 3 

1,271 3 .. 
3,332 ·3·

1,450,068 1 

53,502 
· 97,344
. 27,100. 

40,896 
119,040 

50,657 . 
114,639 
440,763 · 
729,702 

$ 26,866,047 1 

$2,238,840 
$2,238,837 

... -1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 
2 Vehicle costs do not include fuel and. maintenance. The city is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all 

contract vehicles. Any fuel and maintenance costs charged to the county will be billed to the city. on a 
quarterly invoice. · · 

. 3 No replacement cost is included.for donated and grant-funded vehicles.
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SCHEDULE A 

Law Enforcement Services Contract 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

2011-12 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

· The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items:

• Actual overtime cost.
-•· Actual on-call cost (on-call pay for safety employees for FY2011-12 is $185 per week);·
• Actual cost of vehicle fuel and maintenance.
• Professional services from private vendors and other services, supplies and personnel costs ·

above the contract formula.

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: GENERAL: 

·. Captain 1.00 Crime Analyst 1.00 
Lieutenant 2.00 Sheriff's Service Specialist 15.00 
Sergeant 12.00 Secretary I 2.00 
Detective/Corporal 15.00 Supv Office Specialist 1.00 
Deputy Sheriff 96.00 Office Specialist 18.00. 

· Deputy Sheriff - Motor 9.00 Motor Pool Services Asst . 2.00 
135.00 Dispatchers· 17.78 

56.78 

VEHICLES: DONATED VEHICLES: 

Marked Patrol Units 50 ChevyVan . 1 * . 

Unmarked Units Code 3 33 Volkswagen Beetle . 1 * 

Mini Vans 5 Motorhome (Command·Post) 1 * 
Pickup Trucks 9 Hummer 1 * 
Motorcycles 11 Suzuki Endure Motorcycle 2* 
Citizen Patrol 3 Electric Vehicle 2* 
Donated Vehicles-Ins Only 12 * Motorcycle Trailer 1 * 

123 Ford Escape Hybrid 3* 

12 '* 
* (Included for insurance costs only)
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FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

New 
Chani:ie 
Cancel 

FAS Vendor Code 

ePro Vendor Number 

County Department 

Sheriff 

County Department Contract Representative 

Steve Higgins, Captain 

Revenue Encumbered 
If not encumbered or revenue contract 

Dept. 

SC SHC A 

Dept. 

SHC 

Orgn. 

SHC 

Telephone 

(909)387-0640

Contract Type 
Unencumbered 

Contract Number 

94-524 A-28
ePro Contract Number 

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$28,074,274 

Other: 

Commodity Code Contract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

07/01/12 06/30/13 $ $28,074,274 

Fund 
AAA 

Fund 

Fund 

Dept. 
SHC 

Dept. 

Dept. 

Organization 
SHC 

Organization 

Organization 

Project Name 
Contract Law Enforcement 

2012-13 

Appr. 

Appr. 

Appr. 

FY 

Obj/Rev Source 
9565 

GRC/PROJ/JOB No 
RANCHO 

Amount 
$28,074,274 

Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 
$ 

Obj/Rev So1:1rce GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

$ 
Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Amount 1/D FY Amount 1/D 

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter called 
the County, and 
Name 
City of Rancho Cucamonga hereinafter called CITY 

-----------------

Address 
10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 
(909) 477 - 2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

TWENTY-EIGHTH AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 to provide law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is hereby amended, 
effective July 1, 2012, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in paragraph IV, with the Schedule A attached hereto 
and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions remain as stated therein. 

Auditor-Controller/Treasurer Tax Collector Use Ontv 

□ Contract Database □ FAS 
Input Date I Keyed By 
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[With the exception of signatures, this page intentionally left blank.] 

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 

► 

SIGNED AND CE 
DOCUMENT H 
CHAIRMAN 

Revised 03/22/2012 

YOFTHIS 
THE 

By ►

Name_�_�_I-I._N_;e__,_G-1_._LLI_S_t:>_A/ ____ _ 
(Print or type name of person signing contract) 

Title __ C1�1r.�7-�M�';t:J-.�-NA6-�•e,e _____ _ 
(Print or Type) 

Dated:. ____ 7_-_..:3_o_-_/_.2.. _______ _ 

Address ---'-10=--5""'0"""0'-C="--'iv"'"'ic'-C=en�t=e"'-r =D .... ri-'-ve-=----

Reviewed by Contract Compliance 

► 

Date 
------------

Dep 

Date sg/�h� 
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Rancho Cucamonaa. CA 91730 

►-
Higgins, Captain 



SCHEDULE A 
Law Enforcement Services Contract 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 
2012-13 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

1 - Captain 
2 - Lieutenant 

12 - Sergeant 
15 - Detective/Corporal 
96 - Deputy Sheriff 

9 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle 
15 - Sheriff's Service Specialist 

- Supv Office Specialist
- Crime Analyst

2 - Secretary 
18 - Office Specialist 

2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant 
44 - Marked Unit 

6 - Crown Vic - Slick Top (3-Traffic, 3-Gang) 
34 - Unmarked Unit 

8 - Mid-size SSS Trucks 
- Rapid Incident Response Vehicle Suburban (Equip Only)

11 - Motorcycles, Honda 
- Donated Fleet Truck, Ford F250

1 - Command Post (Radio Cost Only) 
3 - Donated Vehicles 3-Escapes (radio cost only) 
3 - Citizen Patrol, 2-Escapes, 1-Saturn View 
1 - MAIT Van, Safari 

- Crime Prevention Van, Astro
Dispatch Services

111 - HTs (Amortized over 7-years) 
156 - HTs (Access & Maint Only) 

10 - Additional MDCs 
132 - Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-years) 

Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 
County Administrative Cost (COWCAP) 
Board Approved COWCAP Subsidy (one-time) 

TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule 

1st payment due July 15, 2012 (includes COWCAP subsidy): 

2nd through 6th payments (includes COWCAP subsidy): 

· i
h through 12th payments due 5th of each month: 

FY 2012-13 

COST 

$ 282,185 1 

436,200 1 

2,250,050 
2,442,018 1 

14,240,668 1 

1,380,259 1 

1,035,300 
78,492 1 

101,313 1 

130,167 1 

1,167,917 1 

128,274 1 

527,963 2 

69,793 2 

245,718 2 

40,517 2 

1,226 3 
90,552 2 

1,437 3 
624 3 

1,872 3 

4,312 3 
1,437 3 

1,437 3 

1,496,247 1 

53,502 
97,344 

6,600 
43,956 

124,200 
65,223 

110,792 
404,947 

1,264,665 

(252,933) 4 

$ 28,074,274 1 

$ 2,318,449 4 

$ 2,318,445 4 

$ 2,360,600 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action.
2 Vehicle costs do not include fuel and maintenance. The city is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all

contract vehicles. Any fuel and maintenance costs charged to the county will be billed to the city on a 
quarterly invoice. 

3 No replacement cost is included for donated and grant-funded vehicles. 
4 On June 15, 2012, the Board of Supervisors approved a 6-month delay in the implementation of the 

COWCAP rate increase from 3% to 5% of contract salaries and benefits. The resultant cost savings is 
reflected in the first six monthly payments. 
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SCHEDULE A 
Law Enforcement Services Contract 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 
2012-13 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost.
• Actual on-call cost (on-call pay for safety employees for FY2012-13 is $185 per week).
• Actual cost of vehicle fuel and maintenance.
" Professional services from private vendors and other services, supplies and personnel costs 

above the contract formula. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: GENERAL: 

Captain 1.00 Crime Analyst 1.00 

Lieutenant 2.00 Sheriff's Service Specialist 15.00 

Sergeant 12.00 Secretary I 2.00 

Detective/Corporal 15.00 Supv Office Specialist 1.00 

Deputy Sheriff 96.00 Office Specialist 18.00 

Deputy Sheriff - Motor 9.00 Motor Pool Services Asst 2.00 

135.00 Dispatchers 17.78 

56.78 

VEHICLES: DONATED VEHICLES: 

Marked Patrol Units 50 2011 Ford Edge 1 * 

Unmarked Units Code 3 34 201 O Ford Ranger 1 * 

Mini Vans 4 2011 Honda Accord 1 * 

Pickup Trucks 12 2010 Toyota Sienna 1 * 

Motorcycles 11 2003 Suzuki Motorcycles 2* 

Citizen Patrol 3 American General HMMV 1 * 

Donated Vehicles-Ins Only 10 * GEM Electric Vehicle 3* 

124 10 * 
* (Included for insurance costs only) 
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County of San Bernardino 

FAS 

STANDARD CONTRACT 

FOR COUNTY USE ONLY 

New 
Change 

D Cancel 

FAS Vendor Code 

ePro Vendor-Number 

County Department 

Sheriff 

County Department Contract Representative 

Steve Higgins, Captain 

Revenue Encumbered 
If not encumbered or revenue contract t 

Dept. 

SC SHC A 

Dept. Orgn. 

SHC SHC 

Telephone 

(909)387-0640

Contract Type 
Unencumbered 

Contract Number 

94-524 A-29

ePro Contract Number 

Contractor's License No. 

Total Contract Amount 

$28,209,685 

Other: 

Commodity Co.de Contract Start Date Contract End Date Original Amount Amendment Amount 

07/01/12 06/30/13 $28,074,274 $135,411 

Fund 

AAA 

Fund 

Fund 

Dept. 

SHC 

Dept. 

Dept. 

Organization 

SHC 

Organization 

Organization 

Project Name 
Contract Law Enforcement 

2012-13 

Appr. 

Appr. 

Appr. 

FY 

Obj/Rev Source 

9565 

GRC/PROJ/JOB No 

RANCHO 

Amount 

$28,209,685 

Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

$ 

Obj/Rev Source GRC/PROJ/JOB No. Amount 

$ 

Estimated Payment Total by Fiscal Year 
Amount 1/D FY Amount 1/D 

THIS CONTRACT is entered into in the State of California by and between the County of San Bernardino, hereinafter called 
the County, and 
Name 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Address 
10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone Federal ID No. or Social Security No. 
(909) 477 - 2700

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 

hereinafter called CITY 

( Use space below and additional bond sheets. Set forth service to be rendered, amount to be paid, manner of payment, time for performance or completion, 
determination of satisfactory performance and cause for termination, other terms and conditions, and attach plans, specifications, and addenda, if any.) 

TWENTY-NINTH AMENDMENT 

Contract No. 94-524 to provide law enforcement service to the City of Rancho Cucamonga is hereby amended, 
effective October 6, 2012, by replacing Schedule A, referred to in paragraph IV, with the Schedule A attached 
hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Except as amended, all other terms and conditions remain as stated therein. 

Auditor-Controller/Treasurer Tax Collector Use Onlv 

□ Contract Database □ FAS
Input Date 

I
Keyed By 
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COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 

► 

Dat e d: -----1;:,4:,����-�-----

SIGNED A -~-1,,!_ THIS 
DOCUME E 
CHAIRMA 

(Print ort 

By ► 

Nam e __ J
_
oh_n_

R
_

._G_
i_l_l_i_so_n ______ _

(Print or type name of person signing c ontract) 

T itl e ___ c_1_· t_y_M_a_n_a_g_e_r ________ _
. (Print or Type) 

Dat e d: _
__ 9

_
-
_

1
_
8
_
-
_
1
_
2 
___

__
____ _

Addre ss __ _,_1 =05=0=0::...=C .,_,iv""'ic"-C=e =nt=e -'-r -=D�ric,_ve=------

Reviewed by Contract Compliance 

► 

iggins, Captain 
--r----

Date -------------

Revised 03/22/2012 Page 2 of 2 

F 

rvisors_ 
ardino 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
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SCHEDULE A 
Law Enforcement Services Contract 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 
2012-13 

Add 1 Deputy effective 10/6/12 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

1 - Captain
2 - Lieutenant

12 - Sergeant
15 - Detective/Corporal
97 - Deputy Sheriff (1-effective 10/6/12) 

9 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle 
15 - Sheriffs Service Specialist

1 - Supv Office Specialist
- Crime Analyst

2 - Secretary 
18 - Office Specialist

2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant
44 - Marked Unit

6 - Crown Vic - Slick Top (3-Traffic, 3-Gang) 
34 - Unmarked Unit 

8 - Mid-size SSS Trucks 
- Rapid Incident Response Vehicle Suburban (Equip Only)

11 - Motorcycles, Honda 
1 - Donated Fleet Truck, Ford F250 
1 - Command Post (Radio Cost Only) 
3 - Donated Vehicles 3-Escapes (radio cost only) 
3 - Citizen Patrol, 2-Escapes, 1-Saturn ViElw 
1 - MAIT Van, Safari 

- Crime Prevention Van, Astra
Dispatch Services 

111 - HTs (Amortized over 7-years) 
156 - HTs (Access & Maint Only) 

10 - Additional MDCs 
132 - Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-years) 

Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 

$ 

FY 2012-13 

COST 

282,185 1 

436,200 1 

2,250,050 1 

2,442,018 1 

14,351,923 1 

1,380,259 1 

1,035,300 1 

78,492 1 

101,313 1 

1'30,167 1 

1,167,917 1 

128,274 
527,963 2 

69,793 2 

245,718 2 

40,517 2 

1,226 3 

90,552 2 

1,437 3 

624 3 

1,872 3 

4,312 3 

1,437 3 

1,437 3 

1,505,599 
53,502 
97,344 

6,600 
43,956 

124,976 
65,223 

110,792 
407,133 

County Administrative Cost (COWCAP) 1,270,734 PAID UNDER PROTEST 

Board Approved COWCAP Subsidy (one-time) 
Startup Costs 
TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule 

1st payment due July 15, 2012 (includes COWCAP subsidy): 
2nd and 3rd payments (includes COWCAP subsidy): 
4th payment (includes COWCAP subsidy): 
5th and 6th payments (includes COWCAP subsidy):
ih through 1ih payments due 5th of each month: 

(254,147) 4 

6,987 
$ 28,209,685 1 

$ 2,318,449 4 

$ 2,318,445 4 

$ 2,333,496 4 

$ 2,333,490 4 

$ 2,375,645 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 
2 Vehicle costs do not include fuel and maintenance. The city is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all 

contract vehicles. Any fuel and maintenance costs charged to the county will be billed to the city on a 
quarterly invoice. 

3 No replacement cost is included for donated and grant-funded vehicles. 
4 On June 15, 2012, the Board of Supervisors approved a 6-month delay in the implementation of the 

COWCAP rate increase from 3% to 5% of contract salaries and benefits. The resultant cost savings is 
reflected in the first six monthly payments. 
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SCHEDULE A 
Law Enforcement Services Contract · 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 
2012-13 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost.
• Actual on-call cost (on-call pay for safety employees for FY2012-13 is $185 per week).
• Actual cost of vehicle fuel and maintenance.
• Professional services from private vendors and other services, supplies and personnel costs

above the contractformula.

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: GENERAL: 

Captain 1.00 Crime Analyst 1.00 

Lieutenant 2.00 Sheriff's Service Specialist 15.00 

Sergeant 12.00 Secretary I 2.00 

Detective/Corporal 15.00 Supv Office Specialist 1.00 

Deputy Sheriff 96.75 Office Specialist 18.00 

Deputy Sheriff - Motor 9.00 Motor Pool Services Asst 2.00 

135.75 Dispatchers 17.89 

56.89 

VEHICLES: DONATED VEHICLES: 

Marked Patrol Units 50 2011 Ford Edge 1 * 

Unmarked Units Code 3 34 2010 Ford Ranger 1 * 

Mini Vans 4 2011 Honda Accord 1 * 

Pickup Trucks 12 2010 Toyota Sienna 1 * 

Motorcycles 11 2003 Suzuki Motorcycles 2 * 

Citizen Patrol 3 American General HMMV 1 * 

Donated Vehicles-Ins Only 10 * GEM Electric Vehicle 3* 

124 10 * 

* (Included for insurance costs only) 

Page 2 of 2. 



Supporting Evidence and Reports 



Comparison of  

  Deputy Hourly Rates 

Allowed by State 

Controller



Hourly PHR ICRP Rate 

Total Hour Rate 

including benefits 

and Overhead 

 County 

Contract 

Billing Rates

SCO New 

Allowable 

Administrative 

Percentage

Total Hour Rate 

including benefits 

and Overhead 

FY 2011-12 82.81$    42.67% 118.15$     78.98$   5.42% 83.26$     

FY 2012-13 80.80$    42.02% 114.75$     82.41$   6.14% 87.47$     

ALLOWED BY SCO TO CITY

 San Bernardino County vs Rancho Cucamonga (Contracting City)

ALLOWED BY SCO TO COUNTY

Comparison of SCO Allowable DEPUTY SHERIFF Houly Rates: 



Salaries and 

Benefits Overhead

allowed 

overhead 

rate

Total 

Productive 

Hourly Rate 

With 

overhead

Rancho Cucamonga (San Bernardino Co. Sheriff) $78.98 $4.28 5.42% $83.26

San Bernardino County Sheriff $82.81 $35.34 42.67% $118.15

Los Angeles County Sheriff $80.30 $37.34 46.50% $117.64

Los Angeles County Sheriff - Contract City $114.82 $4.59 4.00% $119.41

City of San Marcos (San Diego Sheriff) $79.32 $37.44 47.20% $116.76

City of Rialto (San Bernardio County) $74.14 $46.24 103.84% $120.38

City of Fresno $71.49 $50.15 102.50% $121.64

Comparison of  Audited Rates: FY 11-12



Comparison of Positions Allowed by SCO Audited ICRP Rates 

From 3 audits of the in the same County 

Captain 

Lieutenant 

Sergeant 

Sheriff Services Specialist 

Office Specialist 

Secretary 

Supervising Office Specialist 

Motor Pool Assistant 

Crime Analyst 

o❖� 

1;� 
�vc; 

'\ 

_.,...o 
� .... 

o'o 

�1;
<::-

� 
�(:> <o 

,1;
❖ 

� 

'b 
�o 

�'l; 
� 

◊ ... , 
0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

�' 
�o-s 

100.0% 
92.3% 
14.6% 

100.0% 
92.4% 
95.4% 1 

100.0% 2 

82.8% 
88.1% 

� 

&' 
100.0% 
90.0% 
60.0% 
80.0% 3 

100.0% 5 

100.0% 
90.0% 4 

n/a 
85.0% 

1 This is the average rate of the Secretary I and Secretary II allowed rates 

USED POLICE SPECIALIST 

used admin clerk 

used snr admin clerk 

used snr admin clerk 

2 Used Supervising Office Specialist rate as there was no postion with this exact title 
3 Used Law Enforcement Technician rate as there was no position with this exact title 
4 Used Snr Police Records Specialist rate as there was no position with this exact title 
5 Used Office Assistant II rate as there was no position with this exact title 
6 Subject of IRC - City of Rancho Cucamonga, Identity Theft Audit, 2023 
7 San Bernardino County Identity Theft Audit, April 2022 (see copies of State Mandate Reimbursement Claim submissions included in Appendix of this IRC) 
8 City of Rialto lnteragency Child Abuse and Neglect Audit, March 2019 (see pages 35-37 of Audit Report) 
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State Controller's Office Local Mandated Cost Manual 
For State Controller Use Only ~ OGRAM 

IDENTITY THEFT (19) Programtw.n,hor nn'>'H 
- I 321 CLAIM FOR PAYMENT j (20) Date Fil a 0. 

I (21) LRS lnpuJ AN Tff7U-
(01) Claimant Identifi cation Number I.I 

Reimbursement Claim Data 
9936 
(02) Claimant Name J (22) FORM 1, (04) 1. (a) (g) 

$153,412 San Bernardino County 
County of Location (23) FORM 1, (04) 1. (b) (g) 

San Bernardino County 
Street Address or P.O . Box Suite (24) FORM 1, (04) 2. (g) 

$132,182 222 West Hospitality Lane 4th Floor 
C ity S tate Zip Code (25) FORM 1, (06) 

San Bernardino CA 92415-0018 43% 

Type of Claim 
(26) FORM 1, (07) 

$121,863 
.-

(03) (09) Reimbursement [R] (27) FORM 1, (09) 

(04) (10) Combined □ (28) FORM 1, (10) 

(05) (11) Amended □ (29) 

I 

Fiscal Year of Cost (06) (12) 2011-2012 JI (30) 

(07) (13) .J (31) 
Total Claimed Amount $407,458 

Less : 10% Late Penalty (refer to c laiming (14) (32) 

instructions) 

Less: Prior Claim Payment Received 
(15) (33) 

Net Claimed Amount 
(16) 

$407,458 
(34) 

Due from State 
(08) (17) $407,458 

(35) 

Due to State 
(18) 

C (1 
(36) 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Sections 17560 and 17561 , I certify that I am the officer authorized by the local agency to file mandated 
cost claims with the State of Californ ia for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not violated any of the provisions of Article 4, Chapter 1 of 
Division 4 of Title 1 Government Code. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grants or payments received for reimbursement of costs claimed herein and 
claimed costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting revenues and reimbursements set forth in the parameters 

- and-guidelines-are-identified-,and-all-costs-claimed-are supported-by-sourne-documentation-currently-maintained-by-the-claimant. 

The amount for this reimbursement is hereby claimed from the State for payment of actual costs set forth on the attached statements. 

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Autho]ri ecd Officer 

~ 
Date Signed ; /"1 ... li~ 

,/7__ - Telephone Number (9o9/ 38l 8877 

Jason Redden , Manag~ment Services Manager 
E-Mail Address jason .redden@atc.sbcounty.gov 

Type or Print Name and Ti tle of Authorized Signatory 

(38) Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number (909) 386-8854 
Jai Prasad E-Mail Address jai.prasad@atc.sbcounty.gov 

Name of Claim Preparer Telephone Number (909) 387-1039 
El ias Duenas E-Mail Address elias.duenas@atc.sbcounty.gov 

Form FAM-27 (Revised 07/12) 



State Controller's Office Local Mandated Cost Manual 

Program IDENTITY THEFT FORM 

321 CLAIM SUMMARY 1 

(01) Claimant: (02) Fiscal Year 

San Bernardino County 2011 -2012 

(03) Department: Sheriff's Department 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

(04) Reimbursable Activities Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Travel Total 
and Services Assets 

Supplies 

1. Choose either a) orb) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC §530.5 $153,412.48 $153,412.48 

b) Reviewing online ID theft report 

2. Investigation of facts $132,182.40 $132,182.40 

(05) Total Direct Costs $285,594.88 $285,594.88 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate [From ICRP or 10%] 42.67% 

(07) Total Indirect Costs [Refer to Claim Summary instructions] 
$121 ,863.34 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (0S)(g) + Line (07)] 
$407,458.22 

Cost Reduction 

(09) Less: Offsetting Revenues 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements 

(11) Total Claimed Amount [Line (08) - {Line (09) + Line (1 0)}) 
$407,458.22 

Revised 07/12 



State Controller's Office Local Mandated Cost Manual 
Program FORM 

IDENTITY THEFT 

321 ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 2 
(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 

San Bernardino County 2011/2012 

(03) Re imbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the activity being claimed. 

0 Taking police report in violation of PC §530.5 □ Investigation of facts 

□ Reviewing on line ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) 

Employee Names, Job Hourly Hours Materials 

Classifications, Functions Performed Rate or Worked or Salaries Benefits And Contract 
Fixed Assets Travel 

and Description of Expenses Unit Cost Quantity Supplies Services 

Various Deputy Sheriffs $82 .81 1,405.00 $116,348.05 

Various Sheriff Office Assistant Ill's $34.85 351.00 $12,232.35 

Various Sheriff Sergeants $106.12 234.00 $24,832.08 

Mandated Activities Performed: 
Taking a police report supporting a 
violation of Penal Code section 530.5 
which includes info rm ation regarding 
the personal identifying information 
involved and any uses of that personal 
identifying information that were non-
consensual and for an unlawful 
purpose, includi ng, if availab le, 
information surrounding the suspected 
identity theft, places where the 
crime(s) occurred, and how and where 
the suspect obtained and used the 
personal identifying information. This 
activity includes drafting, reviewing, 
and editing the identity theft police 
report. 

(5) Total 0 Subtotal □ Page: j_ of j_ $153,412.48 

Revised 07/12 



State Controller's Office Local Mandated Cost Manual 
Program FORM 

IDENTITY THEFT 

321 ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 2 
(01 ) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 

San Bernardino County 2011/2012 

(03) Reimbursable Activities : Check only one box per form to identify the activity being claimed. 

□ Taking police report in violation of PC §530.5 0 Investigation of facts . 

□ Reviewing onli ne ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) 

Employee Names, Job Hourly Hours Materials 

Classi fications, Functions Performed Rate or Worked or Salaries Benefits And Contract 
Fixed Assets Travel 

and Description of Expenses Unit Cost Quantity Supplies Services 

Various Sheriff Detectives $94 .08 1,405.00 $132,182.40 

Mandated Activities Performed: 
Begin an investigation of the facts, 
including the gathering of facts 
sufficient to determine where the 
crime(s) occurred and what pieces of 
persona l identifying information were 
used for an unlawful purpose. 

(5) Total CR] Subtotal D Page: ..1. of ..1. $132,182.40 

Revised 07/12 



DEF'ARTMENT COSTS 

Salartes & Benefits 

Office Expense 

Staff Uniforms 

Insurance 

Man Services 

Printing Services 

Documenl Shredding &. Storage 

Ulilities 

Communications 

Training 

Travel 

Automotive & Transporta tion 

Special Department Expense 

Professional Services 

Contributions to Other Agencies 

Data Processing Charges 

Computer Hardware/Software 

Nonlnventoriable Equipment 

lnventoriable Equipment 

Clothing/Personal Supplies 

Food 

Kitchen & Dining 

Bedding 

Laundry & Ory Cleaning 

General Household Expenses 

Medical Services & Supplies 

Medical Indigents 

Main1enance 

Rents & Leases-Equipment 

Rents & Leases.Slructures 
Other Services & Supplies 

Capitalized Expenditures 

EXTERNAL INDIRECT COSTS 

County-Wide Cost Alice Plan 

Total Costs 

COSTS 

INCURRED 

367 645 719 

1 636 11~ 
111 915 

12368411 

221 192 

169813 

25435 

1 201 418 

3 809 844 

404 337 

692168 

9 710 099 

2 796 753 

7 000 672 

501164 

5196 310 

2140 426 

1 778 584 

2 258 168 

191 670 

.6 958 986 

545 549 

184 471 
12084·1 

1 037 946 

2 264 885 

1 275 835 

7 186 088 

430020 

946 417 

715 561 

5 302 589 

446 829 402 

tS,536,045 

465,365,447 

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 

SHERLFF 

iCRP 
A~tua l Cos:.s FY 2011-2012 

Claim Years 2012-2013 

UN ALLOWABLE 

COSTS 

··INDIRECT COSTS 

480 31 1 

379 

5 302 589 

5,783,279 

DIRECT SALARIES & BENEFITS 

The ICRP rate decreased from 46 10% for Claim Year 11-12 to 42 67% for Claim Year 12-1 3 

Factors that caused a lower rate for this year: 

Indirect Costs for thls year decreased by approximately $3 1 million (or 2 35%) 

----+----------~T~h=e 2fimai:y cause of this decrease was related to COWCAP Claimable reduced by $5 3 million (or 22%) 

I 
i· 
I 

Direcl Salaries & Benefits increased by $15 million {or 5 25%) 

S:\ICRP\ClaimYr_l213_ActualYr_1112\SHR\2013 SHR tCR ? • Clean Copy 

INDIRECT 

COSTS 

55 030 128 

1 148 997 

95 608 

12 355 405 

176 496 

92 504 

21 097 

1015 992 

3 425 .554 

201 01 1 

276.535 

6162075 

1733974 

2 389 526 

310 722 

5145 341 

1322087 

934 388 

86790 

9581 

16354 

9 667 

62 221 

317 107 

76 550 

5 392 030 

388 129 

699 185 

65194 

18,536,045 

126,496,403 

128,496,403 

301 135 279 

DIRECT 

COSTS 

301135 279 

487121 

16 .307 

13006 -44695 

77 309 

4 339 

185 427 

364 280 

203 325 

415532 

3 548 024 

10527'79 

4 611145 
190 442 

50 969 

818.339 

844196 

2 171 378 

182 089 

6 958 986 

529 195 

184 471 

111174 

975 725 

1 947 778 

1199 284 

1 794 058 

41 891 

247 232 

649 988 

331,085,766 

42 .67 % 

1 of 1 



St~te Controller's Office Local Mandated Cost Manual 
For State Contro lle r Use Only PROGRAM 

IDENT ITY THEFT (19) Prog ram Number 00321 
C LAI M FO R PAYMENT (20) Date FileM~ 321 (21 ) LRS Input • 

(01) Claimant Identification Num be r 
Reimbursement Claim Data 

9936 
(02) Claimant Name .(22) FORM 1, (04) 1. (a) (g) 

159,500 
San Bernardino County 
County of Location (23) FORM 1, (04) 1. (b} (g} 

San Bernardino County 
Street Address or P .O . Box Suite (24) FORM 1, (04) 2. (g) 

136,516 
222 West Hospitality Lane 4th Floor 
City State Zip Code (25) FORM 1, (06) 

San Bernardino CA 92415-0018 
42 

Type of Claim 
(26) FORM 1, (07) 

124,386 

(03) (09) Reimbursement [Kl (27) FORM 1, (09) 

(04) (10) Combined □ (28) FORM 1, (1 0) 

(05) (11) Amended □ (29) 

Fiscal Year of Cost 
(06) (12) 

2012-2013 jl (30) 

Total Claimed Amount 
(07) (13) $420,401 

,J (31) 

Less : 10% Late Penalty {refer to claiming (1 4) (32) 

instructions) 

Less: Prior Claim Payment Received 
(1 5) (33) 

Net Claimed Amount 
(16) 

$420,401 
(34) 

Due from State 
(08) (17) 

$420,401 
(35) 

. 
Due to State 

(18) ~" (36) 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM \ 

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Sections 17560 and 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the local agency to file mandated cost 
claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not violated any of the provisions of Article 4, Chapter 1 of 
Division 4 of Title 1 Government Code. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grants or payments received for reimbursement of costs cla imed herein and 
claimed-costs-are-for-a-ne.w·program-or•in-c-re-as-e·d-Iev eI-ot-s-e-rvices of an existing program. 71:lloffsettmg revenues and reimbursements set forth in the parameters 
and guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source documentation currently maintained by the claimant. 

The amount for this reimbursement is hereby claimed from the State for payment of actual costs set forth on the attached statements. 

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Officer Date Signed ':2 Ju /1'4 

./'1~ -bl?- I I 
Telephone Number (909) 386-8877 

Jason R{ dden, Mfna~ement Services Manager 
E-Mail Address jason.redden@atc.sbcounty.gov 

Type or Print Name and Tille of Authorized Signatory 

(38) Name of Contact Person for C ·af1· 

'lj if I '1A I r..p 
Telephone Number (909) 386-8854 

Jai Prasad ..:;:/ E-Mail Address jai.prasad@atc.sbcounty.gov ..__,.., I I 

Name of Claim Preparer 
Telephone Number (909) 386-8848 

Josue Palos E-Mail Address josue.palos@atc.sbcounty.gov 

Form FAM-27 (Revised 07/13) 



State Controller's Office Local Mandated Cost Manual 

Program IDENTITY THEFT FORM 

321 CLAIM SUMMARY 1 

(01) Claimant: (02) Fiscal Year 

San Bernardino County 2012-2013 

(03) Department: Sheriffs Department 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Travel Total 
and Services Assets 

Supplies 

1. Choose either a) or b) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC §530.S $159,499.55 $159,499.55 

b} Reviewing online ID theft report 

2. Investigation of facts $136,515.95 $136,515.95 

(05) Total Direct Costs $296,015.50 $296,015.50 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate [From ICRP or 10%] 42.02% 

(07) Total Indirect Costs [Refer to Claim Summary instructions] $124,385.71 
--

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (05)(g) + Line (07)] $420,401 .21 

Cost Reduction 

(09) Less: Offsetting Revenues 

(10) Less : Other Reimbursements 

(11} Total Claimed Amount [Line (08) - {Line (09) + Line (1 0}}] $420,401 .21 

Revised 07/13 



State Controller's Office 

Program 

321 
(01) Claimant 

San Bernardino County 

IDENTITY THEFT 
ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(02) 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the activity being claimed. 

[KJ 1. (a) Taking police report in violation of PC §530.5 

D 1. (b) Reviewing online ID theft report 

D 2. Investigation of facts 

Local Mandated Cost Manual 

FORM 

2 
Fiscal Year 

2012-2013 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) 

Employee Names, Job 
Classifications, Functions Performed 

and Description of Expenses 

Various Deputy Sheriffs 

Various Office Assistant Ill's 

Various Sheriff Sergeants 

Mandated Activities Performed: 
Taking a police report supporting a 
violation of Penal Code section 530.5 
which includes information regarding 
the personal identifying information 
involved and any uses of that personal 
identifying information that were non­
consensual and for an unlawful 
purpose, including, if available, 
information surrounding the suspected 
identity theft, places where the 
crime(s) occurred, and how and where 
the suspect obtained and used the 
personal-identifying-informatiorr:-"fhis 
activity includes drafting, reviewing, 
and editing the identity theft police 
report. 

(5) Total @ Subtotal D 
Revised 07/13 

(b) (c) (d) 

Hourly Hours 
Rate or Worked or Salaries 

Unit Cost Quantity 

$80.80 1,501 .00 $121 ,280.80 

$33.21 

$103.06 

375.00 $12,453.75 

250.00 $25,765.00 

Page: .1.. of .1.. $159,499.55 

(e) (f) (g) (h) (i) 
Materials 

Benefits and Supplies Contract 
Services 

Fixed Assets Travel 



State Controller's Office Local Mandated Cost Manual 
Program FORM 

IDENTITY THEFT 

321 ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 2 
(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 

County of San Bernardino 2012-2013 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the activity being claimed. 

□ 1. (a) Taking police report in violation of PC §530.5 0 2. Investigation of facts 

□ 1. (b) Reviewing online ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) 

Employee Names, Job Hourly Hours Materials 

Classifications , Functions Performed Rate or Worked or Salaries Benefits and Supplies Contract 
Fixed Assets Travel 

and Description of Expenses Unit Cost Quantity Services 

Various Sheriff Detectives $90.95 1,501 .00 $136,515.95 

Mandated Activities Performed: 
Begin an investigation of the facts , 
including the gathering of facts 
sufficient to determine where the 
crime(s) occurred and what pieces of 
personal identifying information were 
used for an unlawful purpose. 

-- --

(5) Total 0 Subtotal D Page: .1.. of .1.. $136,515.95 

Revised 07/13 



County of San Bernardino 
Sheriff - ICRP 

Actual Costs FY 2012-201 3 
Claim Years 2013-2014 

COSTS UNALLOWABLE 
DEPARTMENT COSTS INCURRED COSTS 

Salaries & Benefits 379,777,678 634,504 
Office Expense 1,155,977 
Staff Uniforms 150,331 
Insurance 11 ,715,592 
Mail Services 245,928 
Printing Services 167,821 
Document Shredding & Storage 25,229 
Utilities 1,119,337 
Communications 5,816,123 
Training 546,452 
Travel 589,700 
Automotive & Transportation 8,805,772 
Special Department Expense 4,463,928 
Professional Services 8,138,635 
Contributions to Other Agencies 409,016 
Data Processing Charges 5,337,968 
Computer Hardware/Software 2,655,713 
Nonlnventoriable Equipment 435,897 
lnventoriable Equipment 389,414 
Clothing/Personal Supplies 167,277 
Food 7,757,456 
Kitchen & Dining 488,091 
Bedding 136,578 
Laundry & Dry Cleaning 143,764 
General Household Expenses 984,229 
Medical Services & Supplies 2,544,742 
Medical Indigents 1,116.418 
Mainlenance 7,821,289 
Rents & Leases-Equipment 372,912 
Rents & Leases-Structures 975,165 
Other Services & Supplies 901,229 265 
Capitalized Expen_ditures 9,865,825 9,865,825 

465,221,488 

EXTERNAL INDIRECT COSTS 
County-Wide Cost Allee Plan 21,542,744 

Total Costs 486,764,232 10,500,594 

INDIRECT COSTS 
DIRECT SALARIES & BENEFITS 

The ICRP rate decreased from 43.00% for Claim Year 12-13 to 42.02% for Claim Year 13-14. 

Factors that caused a lower rate this year: 

1. Direct Salaries & Benefits increased by $13.2 million (or 4.4%) 

and Indirect Cosls increased by $2.6 million (or 2.0%). 

INDIRECT 
COSTS 

65,505,468 
621,162 
121,305 

11,715,592 
192,857 

70,009 
21,484 

944,149 
4,638,586 

166,888 
236,745 

5,722,553 
1,432,762 
2,961,954 

308,930 
5,336,220 
1,970,773 

218,778 
217,326 

4 
20,148 

718 

66,335 
394.425 
122,463 

6,022,237 
341,965 
712,104 
163,996 

21 ,542,744 

131,790,676 

131,790,676 
313,637,707 

DIRECT 
COSTS 

313,637,707 
534,816 
29,026 

53,071 
97,812 
3,745 

175,189 
1,177,537 

379,563 
352,955 

3,083,219 
3,031,167 
5,176,681 

100,086 
1,748 

684,940 
217,119 
172,087 
167,273 

7,737,308 
487,373 
136,578 
143,764 
917,894 

2,150,317 
993,956 

1,799,053 
30,947 

263,062 
736,968 

344,472,962 

42.02% 

1/21/2014 
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AAA SHR 01025  Accountant II 2.00 181,278.56 100.00% -                        181,278.56           -                        
AAA SHR 01027  Help Desk Technician  II 0.73 44,855.54 100.00% -                        44,855.54             -                        
AAA SHR 01046  Accounting Technician 4.00 268,963.34 3.75% 96.25% 10,086.13             258,877.21           -                        
AAA SHR 01095  Administrative Supervisor II 0.23 27,890.24 100.00% -                        27,890.24             -                        
AAA SHR 01189  Lead Sheriff's Aviation Mechan 1.00 130,420.35 100.00% -                        130,420.35           -                        
AAA SHR 01190  Sheriff's Aviation Mechanic 5.04 565,659.07 100.00% -                        565,659.07           -                        
AAA SHR 01191  Sheriff's AviationMechanicSup 1.00 130,145.77 100.00% -                        130,145.77           -                        
AAA SHR 01331  Deputy Director-Shrf Coroner 1.00 178,741.71 100.00% -                        178,741.71           -                        
AAA SHR 01532  Assistant Sheriff 1.92 648,964.90 100.00% -                        648,964.90           -                        
AAA SHR 01675  Automated Systems Analyst I 19.62 1,842,911.28 10.19% 89.81% 187,860.48           1,655,050.80        -                        
AAA SHR 01679  Automated Systems Technician 1.96 122,461.07 100.00% -                        122,461.07           -                        
AAA SHR 03118  CrimePreventionPrgmCoordinator 1.00 101,059.30 100.00% -                        101,059.30           -                        
AAA SHR 03119  Crime Laboratory Director 1.00 142,497.15 100.00% -                        142,497.15           -                        
AAA SHR 03122  Crime Analyst 6.81 643,681.43 11.89% 88.11% 76,561.23             567,120.20           -                        
AAA SHR 03123  Supervising Crime Analyst 1.00 107,654.50 100.00% -                        107,654.50           -                        
AAA SHR 03130  Fingerprint Examiner Trainee 0.88 45,136.51 100.00% 45,136.51             -                        -                        
AAA SHR 03131  Fingerprint Examiner I 3.04 224,785.01 100.00% 224,785.01           -                        -                        
AAA SHR 03132  Fingerprint Examiner II 15.00 1,305,724.12 100.00% 1,305,724.12        -                        -                        
AAA SHR 03133  Supvg Fingerprint Examiner 2.00 196,886.76 100.00% 196,886.76           -                        -                        
AAA SHR 03136  Crime Scene Specialist I 8.92 869,371.24 100.00% 869,371.24           -                        -                        
AAA SHR 03137  Crime Scene Specialist II 3.00 329,381.63 100.00% -                        329,381.63           -                        
AAA SHR 03316  Office Assistant II 44.08 2,218,072.90 6.81% 93.19% 150,957.77           2,067,115.13        -                        
AAA SHR 03317  Office Assistant III 28.12 1,616,084.34 7.11% 92.89% 114,941.99           1,501,142.35        -                        
AAA SHR 03318  Office Assistant IV 8.69 505,997.26 23.01% 76.99% 116,455.07           389,542.19           -                        
AAA SHR 03319  Supervising Office Assistant 10.50 701,030.13 100.00% -                        701,030.13           -                        
AAA SHR 03320  Office Specialist 39.69 2,437,298.56 7.56% 92.44% 184,225.14           2,253,073.42        -                        
AAA SHR 03381  Communications Tech I 2.00 175,137.48 100.00% -                        175,137.48           -                        
AAA SHR 03387  Communications Installer 1.00 73,635.21 100.00% -                        73,635.21             -                        
AAA SHR 03536  Criminalist I 9.69 1,015,973.87 100.00% 1,015,973.87        -                        -                        
AAA SHR 03537  Criminalist II 18.42 2,291,884.46 100.00% 2,291,884.46        -                        -                        
AAA SHR 03540  Supervising Criminalist 3.00 461,735.55 100.00% -                        461,735.55           -                        
AAA SHR 03541  Criminalist III 1.54 201,386.74 100.00% 201,386.74           -                        -                        
AAA SHR 03542  Criminalist Trainee 1.54 115,222.18 100.00% 115,222.18           -                        -                        
AAA SHR 04080  Deputy Coroner Investigator 18.46 2,062,562.72 100.00% 2,062,562.72        -                        -                        
AAA SHR 04158  Deputy Public Administrator 2.69 211,980.12 100.00% 211,980.12           -                        -                        
AAA SHR 04193  Deputy Sheriff 215.12 31,285,218.81 100.00% 31,285,218.81      -                        -                        
AAA SHR 04196  Deputy Sheriff 12 Hr Shift-80 241.08 32,986,575.87 100.00% 32,986,575.87      -                        -                        
AAA SHR 04199  Sheriff's Sergeant 12 Hr - 80 0.27 49,998.98 100.00% 49,998.98             -                        -                        
AAA SHR 04202  Deputy Sheriff 12 Hr Shift-84 0.23 28,272.22 100.00% 28,272.22             -                        -                        
AAA SHR 04204  Sheriff's Detective/Corporal 130.92 22,812,810.27 100.00% 22,812,810.27      -                        -                        
AAA SHR 04205  Deputy Sheriff Resident 8.19 1,546,847.47 100.00% 1,546,847.47        -                        -                        
AAA SHR 04206  Deputy Sheriff III Resident 0.96 191,046.45 100.00% 191,046.45           -                        -                        
AAA SHR 04207  Sheriff Deputy Dir Admin Svcs 1.00 216,147.38 100.00% -                        216,147.38           -                        
AAA SHR 04212  Sheriff's Emergency Svcs Cdntr 1.00 108,594.81 100.00% -                        108,594.81           -                        
AAA SHR 04388  Director of County Safety&Secu 0.54 19,411.30 100.00% -                        -                        19,411.30             
AAA SHR 05055  Sheriff/Coroner/Public Admin 1.04 615,092.40 100.00% -                        -                        615,092.40           
AAA SHR 05128  Autopsy Assistant Trainee 1.00 67,484.31 100.00% 67,484.31             -                        -                        
AAA SHR 05129  Autopsy Assistant 6.15 442,284.71 100.00% 442,284.71           -                        -                        
AAA SHR 05300  Executive Secretary I 2.00 142,950.43 100.00% -                        142,950.43           -                        
AAA SHR 05312  Executive Secretary III-Unclas 1.00 103,915.66 100.00% -                        103,915.66           -                        
AAA SHR 06050  Fiscal Assistant 8.35 492,763.38 100.00% -                        492,763.38           -                        
AAA SHR 06051  Fiscal Specialist 2.96 185,272.54 100.00% -                        185,272.54           -                        
AAA SHR 06052  Supervising Fiscal Specialist 2.04 144,935.55 100.00% -                        144,935.55           -                        
AAA SHR 06059  Payroll Specialist 5.27 310,126.86 100.00% -                        310,126.86           -                        
AAA SHR 06118  Forensic Specialist I (DC) 1.46 117,094.97 100.00% -                        117,094.97           -                        
AAA SHR 06119  Forensic Specialist II (DC) 1.00 79,847.85 100.00% -                        79,847.85             -                        
AAA SHR 08045  Health Services Assistant I 0.00 0.08 100.00% 0.08                      -                        -                        
AAA SHR 09008  Indigent Burial Specialist 1.00 66,811.69 100.00% -                        66,811.69             -                        
AAA SHR 12010  Laboratory Aid 1 0.85 8,136.85 100.00% -                        8,136.85               -                        
AAA SHR 13025  Maintenance Supervisor 0.04 4,748.08 100.00% -                        4,748.08               -                        
AAA SHR 13072  Sheriff's Civil Technician 10.00 627,838.14 100.00% -                        627,838.14           -                        
AAA SHR 13080  Mechanics Assistant 0.50 34,061.91 100.00% -                        34,061.91             -                        
AAA SHR 13265  Motor Pool Services Assistant 5.81 381,058.17 17.21% 82.79% 65,586.60             315,471.57           -                        
AAA SHR 13268  Multimedia Coordinator 1.00 82,607.61 100.00% -                        82,607.61             -                        
AAA SHR 16122  Personnel Technician 2.00 140,874.74 100.00% -                        140,874.74           -                        
AAA SHR 16192  Polygraph Examiner 2.00 247,191.63 100.00% -                        247,191.63           -                        
AAA SHR 16321  Programmer Analyst II 1.00 109,117.94 100.00% -                        109,117.94           -                        
AAA SHR 16322  Programmer Analyst III 1.00 122,871.90 100.00% -                        122,871.90           -                        
AAA SHR 16409  Public Service Employee 1 5.08 60,293.36 19.69% 80.31% 11,868.77             48,424.59             -                        
AAA SHR 19011  Safety Unit Extra Help 1 25.88 698,987.20 11.40% 88.60% 79,675.90             619,311.30           -                        
AAA SHR 19040  Secretary I 21.81 1,409,649.04 9.17% 90.83% 129,266.30           1,280,382.74        -                        
AAA SHR 19045  Secretary II 2.00 129,114.06 100.00% -                        129,114.06           -                        
AAA SHR 19060  Accountant III 3.77 390,009.26 100.00% -                        390,009.26           -                        
AAA SHR 19457  Sheriff's AutomatedSystemsSpv 2.00 245,571.89 100.00% -                        245,571.89           -                        
AAA SHR 19458  Sheriff's TrainingSpecialist I 14.42 522,692.65 93.07% 6.93% 486,444.89           36,247.76             -                        
AAA SHR 19459  Sheriff's Facilities Coordntr 2.00 207,178.80 100.00% -                        207,178.80           -                        
AAA SHR 19460  Sheriff's DeputyChief 4.69 1,541,849.86 100.00% -                        1,541,849.86        -                        
AAA SHR 19461  Sheriff's CustodySpecial 12 hr 16.62 1,348,143.34 100.00% 0.00% 1,348,143.34        -                        -                        
AAA SHR 19464  Sheriff's Civil Investigator 1.00 100,170.41 100.00% -                        100,170.41           -                        
AAA SHR 19465  Sheriff's Captain 18.23 5,193,566.20 100.00% -                        5,193,566.20        -                        
AAA SHR 19467  Sheriff's Custody Specialist 5.00 366,487.43 80.00% 20.00% 293,189.94           73,297.49             -                        
AAA SHR 19468  Sheriff's Custody Assistant 1.00 51,951.31 100.00% 0.00% 51,951.31             -                        -                        
AAA SHR 19472  Sheriff's Commnty Relations Of 1.00 137,012.09 100.00% -                        137,012.09           -                        
AAA SHR 19473  Sheriff's Communications Mgr 2.23 257,299.19 100.00% -                        257,299.19           -                        
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AAA SHR 19476  Sheriff's CommDispatcher I Trn 3.96 206,080.11 100.00% -                        206,080.11           -                        
AAA SHR 19477  Sheriff's CommDispatcher I 37.00 2,179,738.42 100.00% -                        2,179,738.42        -                        
AAA SHR 19478  Sheriff's CommDispatcher II Tr 1.65 108,162.88 100.00% -                        108,162.88           -                        
AAA SHR 19479  Sheriff's CommDispatcher II 77.15 5,450,884.28 100.00% -                        5,450,884.28        -                        
AAA SHR 19481  Sheriff's Comm Dispatcher III 11.12 1,119,834.84 100.00% -                        1,119,834.84        -                        
AAA SHR 19487  Supervising Polygraph Examiner 1.00 139,395.91 100.00% -                        139,395.91           -                        
AAA SHR 19489  Sheriff's SupvCommDispatcher 16.31 1,625,618.53 100.00% -                        1,625,618.53        -                        
AAA SHR 19498  Sheriff's TrainingSpecialst II 1.00 91,858.00 100.00% -                        91,858.00             -                        
AAA SHR 19500  Sheriff's Training Supervisor 1.00 103,756.14 100.00% 0.00% 103,756.14           -                        -                        
AAA SHR 19504  Sheriff'sMotor/FabricMechanic 1.00 95,352.66 100.00% 0.00% 95,352.66             -                        -                        
AAA SHR 19515  Sheriff's Lieutenant 26.00 5,516,152.05 7.69% 92.31% 424,319.39           5,091,832.66        -                        
AAA SHR 19520  Sheriff's Financial Manager 1.00 155,532.64 100.00% -                        155,532.64           -                        
AAA SHR 19521  Sheriff's Administrative Manag 1.00 153,583.11 100.00% -                        153,583.11           -                        
AAA SHR 19525  Sheriff's MaintenanceMechanic 0.35 28,591.18 100.00% -                        28,591.18             -                        
AAA SHR 19526  Sheriff's Pilot 1.00 113,791.26 100.00% -                        113,791.26           -                        
AAA SHR 19527  Sheriff's Public Info Offcr I 1.00 103,813.66 100.00% -                        103,813.66           -                        
AAA SHR 19528  Sheriff's Public Info Offcr II 1.00 112,935.45 100.00% -                        112,935.45           -                        
AAA SHR 19530  Sheriff's RecordsClerk 31.42 1,315,257.88 100.00% -                        1,315,257.88        -                        
AAA SHR 19535  Sheriff's Sergeant 95.23 18,281,209.66 85.36% 14.64% 15,605,161.54      2,676,048.12        -                        
AAA SHR 19536  Sheriff's Records Manager 1.00 108,330.61 100.00% -                        108,330.61           -                        
AAA SHR 19540  Sheriff's Special Assistant 2.00 216,597.49 100.00% -                        216,597.49           -                        
AAA SHR 19541  Sheriff's Spcl. Program Coordn 0.88 88,930.54 100.00% -                        88,930.54             -                        
AAA SHR 19543  Sheriff's ServiceSpecialist 27.00 1,783,026.07 100.00% -                        1,783,026.07        -                        
AAA SHR 19553  Sheriff's Trainee 30.96 2,070,178.24 100.00% -                        2,070,178.24        -                        
AAA SHR 19563  Social Service Aide 0.04 724.44 100.00% -                        724.44                  -                        
AAA SHR 19646  Staff Analyst I 2.00 169,356.88 100.00% -                        169,356.88           -                        
AAA SHR 19647  Staff Analyst II 2.00 158,760.14 100.00% -                        158,760.14           -                        
AAA SHR 19767  Supervising Accountant II 0.77 102,457.81 100.00% -                        102,457.81           -                        
AAA SHR 19823  Supvg Dpty Coroner Investgr I 5.00 603,698.52 100.00% -                        603,698.52           -                        
AAA SHR 19829  Supvg Dpty Coroner Investgr II 1.00 146,970.75 100.00% -                        146,970.75           -                        
AAA SHR 19956  Systems Development Team Ldr 3.00 472,337.90 100.00% -                        472,337.90           -                        
AAA SHR 19960  Systems Support Analyst I 0.65 59,155.31 100.00% -                        59,155.31             -                        
AAA SHR 19965  Systems Support Analyst II 3.85 512,459.07 33.77% 66.23% 173,038.13           339,420.94           -                        
AAA SHR 19970  Systems Support Analyst III 5.23 728,324.31 13.19% 86.81% 96,088.68             632,235.63           -                        
AAA SHR 21005  Undersheriff 1.00 377,149.66 100.00% -                        377,149.66           -                        

-                        -                        -                        
-                        -                        -                        

Contract and ordinance unit employees are governed by ordinance terms and differing individual contract terms. MSS has not verified hourly rates for these employees.-                        -                        -                        
AAA SHR 19710  Student Intern 1 0.58 8,995.56 100.00% -                        8,995.56               -                        
AAA SHR 18066  Correctional Nurse - Per Diem 1 1.04 163.33 100.00% 163.33                  -                        -                        
AAA SHR 19551  Sheriff's Station Officer  1 5.46 79,623.46 100.00% 79,623.46             -                        -                        
AAA SHR 04053  Cont Forensic Pathologist 2.00 464,631.02 100.00% 464,631.02           -                        -                        
AAA SHR 04054  Cont Forensic Pathologist 1.08 60,902.60 100.00% 60,902.60             -                        -                        
AAA SHR 27052  Cont Chief Forensic Pathologis 1.00 291,371.85 100.00% 291,371.85           -                        -                        
AAA SHR 27104  Cont Sheriff Training Program 0.92 27,968.21 100.00% 27,968.21             -                        -                        
AAA SHR 27197  Cont Motorcycle Instructor 2.19 44,215.87 100.00% 44,215.87             -                        -                        
AAA SHR 27198  Cont Lead Motorcycle Instrctr 0.96 57,093.03 100.00% 57,093.03             -                        -                        
AAA SHR 27204  Cont Range Safety Officer 1.00 66,720.68 100.00% 66,720.68             -                        -                        
AAA SHR 27250  Cont Dep Medical Examiner 0.54 149,190.51 100.00% 149,190.51           -                        -                        
AAA SHR 27328  Cont Sheriff's Armorer 1.00 73,218.11 100.00% 73,218.11             -                        -                        

-                        -                        -                        
-                        -                        -                        

SCC SHR 04208  Sheriff's PersonnelPublicGath 1 64.65 719,663.94 100.00% 719,663.94           -                        -                        
SCC SHR 04213  Deputy Sheriff Morissey Hearin 0.85 165.39 100.00% 165.39                  -                        -                        

-                        -                        -                        
-                        -                        -                        

AAA SHC 03122  Crime Analyst 1.00 106,320.64 50.00% 50.00% 53,160.32             53,160.32             -                        
AAA SHC 03316  Office Assistant II 0.88 44,123.94 100.00% 44,123.94             -                        -                        
AAA SHC 03317  Office Assistant III 0.04 2,265.09 100.00% 2,265.09               -                        -                        
AAA SHC 03320  Office Specialist 57.81 3,583,352.69 100.00% 3,583,352.69        -                        -                        
AAA SHC 03321  Supervising Office Specialist 2.77 236,810.73 100.00% 236,810.73           -                        -                        
AAA SHC 04193  Deputy Sheriff 84.88 12,878,882.46 100.00% 12,878,882.46      -                        -                        
AAA SHC 04196  Deputy Sheriff 12 Hr Shift-80 238.12 33,685,824.52 100.00% 33,685,824.52      -                        -                        
AAA SHC 04199  Sheriff's Sergeant 12 Hr - 80 16.12 3,083,640.75 100.00% 3,083,640.76        -                        -                        
AAA SHC 04203  Sheriff's Det/Corprl 12 Hr-84 0.23 40,133.32 100.00% 40,133.33             -                        -                        
AAA SHC 04204  Sheriff's Detective/Corporal 43.85 7,285,062.84 100.00% 7,285,062.84        -                        -                        
AAA SHC 13080  Mechanics Assistant 0.69 49,004.90 100.00% 49,004.90             -                        -                        
AAA SHC 13265  Motor Pool Services Assistant 3.00 199,548.29 100.00% 199,548.29           -                        -                        
AAA SHC 19040  Secretary I 8.00 506,121.61 100.00% 506,121.61           -                        -                        
AAA SHC 19465  Sheriff's Captain 7.04 2,001,918.86 100.00% 2,001,918.86        -                        -                        
AAA SHC 19515  Sheriff's Lieutenant 8.04 1,818,347.61 100.00% 1,818,347.60        -                        -                        
AAA SHC 19535  Sheriff's Sergeant 37.88 7,377,072.34 100.00% 7,377,072.34        -                        -                        
AAA SHC 19543  Sheriff's ServiceSpecialist 51.04 3,461,066.08 100.00% 3,461,066.07        -                        -                        

-                        -                        -                        
AAA SHD 01025  Accountant II 0.27 21,600.73 100.00% -                        21,600.72             -                        
AAA SHD 01046  Accounting Technician 1.00 72,605.21 100.00% 72,605.21             -                        -                        
AAA SHD 01193  Sheriff's Medical Stores Spcst 2.15 150,491.55 100.00% -                        150,491.55           -                        
AAA SHD 01194  Dental Assistant-Corrections 2.00 123,753.62 100.00% 123,753.62           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 01217  Alcohol & Drug Counselor 2.00 154,215.46 100.00% 154,215.46           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 01675  Automated Systems Analyst I 1.77 168,860.05 100.00% -                        168,860.05           -                        
AAA SHD 03316  Office Assistant II 1.85 87,475.93 100.00% -                        87,475.94             -                        
AAA SHD 03317  Office Assistant III 2.00 126,846.41 100.00% -                        126,846.41           -                        
AAA SHD 03320  Office Specialist 0.85 51,787.97 100.00% -                        51,787.97             -                        
AAA SHD 03321  Supervising Office Specialist 1.00 88,802.03 100.00% -                        88,802.03             -                        
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AAA SHD 03329  Clinic Assistant 2.23 121,806.40 100.00% 121,806.40           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 04193  Deputy Sheriff 74.54 11,389,856.91 100.00% 11,389,856.92      -                        -                        
AAA SHD 04196  Deputy Sheriff 12 Hr Shift-80 73.19 10,925,851.83 100.00% 10,925,851.82      -                        -                        
AAA SHD 04199  Sheriff's Sergeant 12 Hr - 80 6.81 1,360,415.74 100.00% 1,360,415.74        -                        -                        
AAA SHD 04201  Sheriff's Lieutenant 12hrShift 4.15 917,740.77 100.00% 917,740.77           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 04202  Deputy Sheriff 12 Hr Shift-84 286.69 40,531,937.44 100.00% 40,531,937.44      -                        -                        
AAA SHD 04203  Sheriff's Det/Corprl 12 Hr-84 2.31 384,012.88 100.00% 384,012.88           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 04204  Sheriff's Detective/Corporal 5.35 928,655.73 100.00% 928,655.73           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 04210  Detention Review Officer I 5.77 500,812.53 100.00% 500,812.52           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 04211  Detention Review Officer II 1.00 150,184.77 100.00% 150,184.77           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 05070  Electrician 2.00 175,089.94 100.00% -                        175,089.94           -                        
AAA SHD 06050  Fiscal Assistant 14.65 940,599.22 6.82% 93.18% 64,187.87             876,411.35           -                        
AAA SHD 06051  Fiscal Specialist 0.96 51,014.63 100.00% -                        51,014.62             -                        
AAA SHD 06052  Supervising Fiscal Specialist 1.00 83,513.32 100.00% -                        83,513.32             -                        
AAA SHD 08045  Health Services Assistant I 14.27 849,757.94 100.00% 849,757.94           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 09015  Inmate Programs Coordinator 1.00 104,053.37 100.00% 104,053.37           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 12157  Lic Vocatnl Nurse II-Correctns 32.77 2,612,956.49 100.00% 2,612,956.48        -                        -                        
AAA SHD 12159  Lic Vocatnl Nurse I-Correctns 0.62 44,568.61 100.00% 44,568.61             -                        -                        
AAA SHD 13025  Maintenance Supervisor 4.31 501,882.14 100.00% -                        501,882.14           -                        
AAA SHD 13265  Motor Pool Services Assistant 0.58 34,639.24 100.00% -                        34,639.24             -                        
AAA SHD 16005  Painter I 3.00 245,227.95 100.00% -                        245,227.95           -                        
AAA SHD 18061  Correctional Nurse I 0.62 93,609.38 100.00% 93,609.38             -                        -                        
AAA SHD 18062  Correctional Nurse II 37.58 5,143,094.47 100.00% 5,143,094.48        -                        -                        
AAA SHD 18063  Correctional Nurse III 1.81 232,210.78 100.00% 232,210.78           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 18066  Correctional Nurse - Per Diem 1 11.73 467,055.38 100.00% 467,055.38           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 19011  Safety Unit Extra Help 1 0.27 12,169.39 100.00% 12,169.39             -                        -                        
AAA SHD 19040  Secretary I 6.00 408,227.09 16.67% 83.33% 68,037.85             340,189.24           -                        
AAA SHD 19458  Sheriff's TrainingSpecialist I 6.00 529,303.00 16.67% 83.33% 88,217.17             441,085.84           -                        
AAA SHD 19459  Sheriff's Facilities Coordntr 3.00 265,137.76 33.33% 66.67% 88,379.25             176,758.51           -                        
AAA SHD 19460  Sheriff's DeputyChief 0.88 473,833.67 100.00% -                        473,833.68           -                        
AAA SHD 19461  Sheriff's CustodySpecial 12 hr 137.81 11,806,208.11 100.00% 11,806,208.12      -                        -                        
AAA SHD 19465  Sheriff's Captain 4.15 1,157,313.85 100.00% -                        1,157,313.85        -                        
AAA SHD 19467  Sheriff's Custody Specialist 109.81 8,617,715.84 100.00% 8,617,715.84        -                        -                        
AAA SHD 19468  Sheriff's Custody Assistant 77.81 4,288,341.96 100.00% 4,288,341.96        -                        -                        
AAA SHD 19470  Sheriff's Cook I 1.77 94,390.22 100.00% 94,390.22             -                        -                        
AAA SHD 19471  Sheriff's Cook II 48.96 4,023,451.86 100.00% 4,023,451.86        -                        -                        
AAA SHD 19482  Supvsg Sheriff's Custdy Spclst 2.77 238,109.63 100.00% 238,109.63           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 19498  Sheriff's TrainingSpecialst II 1.00 98,108.85 100.00% 98,108.85             -                        -                        
AAA SHD 19505  Sheriff's FoodServiceManager 1.00 119,366.64 100.00% -                        119,366.64           -                        
AAA SHD 19506  Sheriff's FoodServiceSpvr 6.77 559,490.42 100.00% 559,490.41           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 19507  Sheriff's HealthServicesMgr 1.00 173,882.31 100.00% -                        173,882.31           -                        
AAA SHD 19508  Sheriff's Food Svcs Director 1.00 166,093.75 100.00% -                        166,093.75           -                        
AAA SHD 19515  Sheriff's Lieutenant 7.65 1,758,673.31 81.97% 18.03% 1,441,581.87        317,091.45           -                        
AAA SHD 19523  Sheriff's Maintenance Manager 0.96 144,829.43 100.00% -                        144,829.44           -                        
AAA SHD 19525  Sheriff's MaintenanceMechanic 19.88 1,800,623.59 100.00% -                        1,800,623.59        -                        
AAA SHD 19529  Sheriff's Maint Mechanic Trnee 1.35 96,679.96 100.00% -                        96,679.96             -                        
AAA SHD 19534  Sheriff's ResearchAnalyst 1.00 108,307.90 100.00% -                        108,307.90           -                        
AAA SHD 19535  Sheriff's Sergeant 12.04 2,600,749.06 100.00% 2,600,749.06        -                        -                        
AAA SHD 19538  Sheriff's Nurse Supervisor I 3.42 588,186.73 100.00% -                        588,186.73           -                        
AAA SHD 19539  Sheriff's Nurse Supervisor II 5.00 829,576.73 20.00% 80.00% 165,915.35           663,661.38           -                        
AAA SHD 19544  Sheriff's Sergeant 12 Hr - 84 20.04 4,211,503.59 100.00% 4,211,503.59        -                        -                        
AAA SHD 19553  Sheriff's Trainee 13.81 1,041,107.18 100.00% -                        1,041,107.18        -                        
AAA SHD 19563  Social Service Aide 0.00 (307.58) 100.00% (307.58)                 -                        -                        
AAA SHD 19610  Social Worker II 2.58 211,602.85 100.00% 211,602.85           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 19700  Stores Specialist 3.50 233,081.05 100.00% -                        233,081.05           -                        
AAA SHD 19767  Supervising Accountant II 1.00 140,503.34 100.00% 140,503.34           -                        -                        

-                        -                        -                        
-                        -                        -                        

Contract and ordinance unit employees are governed by ordinance terms and differing individual contract terms. MSS has not verified hourly rates for these employees.-                        -                        -                        
AAA SHD 12154  Lic Vocational Nurse-Per Diem 1 7.46 329,043.20 100.00% 329,043.19           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 25338  Cont Sheriff Dentist 2.92 127,297.76 100.00% 127,297.76           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 25365  Cont Sheriff Chaplain H Rng 1.00 67,858.34 100.00% 67,858.34             -                        -                        
AAA SHD 25366  Ct Sheriff Chaplain L Rng 1.00 67,095.62 100.00% 67,095.62             -                        -                        
AAA SHD 25367  CT Shrf Chap L Rng W/RTM 1.00 92,396.26 100.00% 92,396.26             -                        -                        
AAA SHD 25368  CT Shrf Chap H Rng W/RTM 1.00 94,925.43 100.00% 94,925.43             -                        -                        
AAA SHD 27312  Cont Sheriff Psychiatrist 1.00 39,549.37 100.00% 39,549.37             -                        -                        
AAA SHD 27314  Cont Sheriff Inst Landscape Sp 1.00 153,481.89 100.00% 153,481.89           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 27326  Cont Culinary Instructor 0.96 74,716.85 100.00% 74,716.85             -                        -                        
AAA SHD 27329  Cont Bakery Occupational Instr 1.00 104,455.16 100.00% 104,455.16           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 27330  Cont Dentist 1.00 189,694.65 100.00% 189,694.65           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 27374  Cont Sheriff's Regst Dietitian 1.00 72,780.17 100.00% 72,780.17             -                        -                        
AAA SHD 27412  Cont Radiologic Tech II 1.00 102,425.38 100.00% 102,425.38           -                        -                        
AAA SHD 28888  Cont Bakery Occupation Instr 0.96 25,053.59 100.00% 25,053.60             -                        -                        
AAA SHD 28911  Cont Print Shop Supervisor 1.00 71,771.69 100.00% 71,771.69             -                        -                        

3,223.65   379,777,678.31     82.58% 17.25% 0.17% 313,637,706.58    65,505,468.05      634,503.70           
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CERTIFIED MAIL—RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
 
Ensen Mason, CPA, CFA, Auditor-Controller/Treasurer/Tax Collector 
San Bernardino County 
268 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor 
San Bernardino, CA  92415 
 
Dear Mr. Mason: 
 
The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by San Bernardino County for the 
legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program for the period of July 1, 2002, through June 30, 
2013. 
 
This report is a reissue of the April 20, 2022 final audit report. Subsequent to issuance of that 
report, we discovered that the “Allowable per Audit” amounts identified in the Schedule were 
incorrect for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11. We are re-issuing the final audit report to correct 
those amounts. Total allowable and unallowable amounts for the audit period were not affected, 
nor were the amounts identified within the Finding.   
 
The county claimed $4,615,429 for costs of the mandated program. Our audit found that 
$606,540 is allowable ($662,432 less a $55,892 penalty for filing late claims) and $4,008,889 is 
unallowable, primarily because the county overstated the number of identity theft reports and the 
time increments required to perform the reimbursable activities, and misstated the job 
classifications for the county employees who performed the reimbursable activities. The State 
made no payments to the county. The State will pay $606,540, contingent upon available 
appropriations.  
 
Following issuance of this audit report, the SCO’s Local Government Programs and Services 
Division will notify the county 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 Bureau, by 
telephone at (916) 327-3138. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Original signed by 
 
KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 
Chief, Division of Audits 
 
KT/ls 
 



 
Ensen Mason, CPA, CFA, Auditor-Controller/ -2- June 22, 2022 
  Treasurer/Tax Collector 
 
 

 

cc: Sakura Younger, Manager 
  Management Services Section 
  San Bernardino County Auditor-Controller/Treasurer/Tax Collector’s Office 
 Jai Prasad, CPA, SB 90 Coordinator 
  Management Services Section 
  San Bernardino County Auditor-Controller/Treasurer/Tax Collector’s Office 
 Sarkis Ohannessian, Deputy Chief  
  Information Services Division 
  San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department 
 Vicki Dela Cruz, Financial Manager 
  Bureau of Administration 
  San Bernardino County Sheriff’s 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 
 Darryl Mar, Manager 
  Local Government Programs and Services Division 
  State Controller’s Office 
 Everett Luc, Supervisor 
  Local Government Programs and Services Division 
  State Controller’s Office 
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Reissued Audit Report 
 
The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by San 
Bernardino County for the legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program 
for the period of July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013. 
 
The county claimed $4,615,429 for costs of the mandated program. Our 
audit found that $606,540 is allowable ($662,432 less a $55,892 penalty 
for filing late claims) and $4,008,889 is unallowable, primarily because 
the county overstated the number of identity theft reports and the time 
increments required to perform the reimbursable activities, and misstated 
the job classifications for the county employees who performed the 
reimbursable activities. The State made no payments to the county. The 
State will pay $606,540, contingent upon available appropriations.  
 
 
Penal Code (PC) section 530.6, subdivision (a), as added by the Statutes 
of 2000, Chapter 956, requires local law enforcement agencies to take a 
police report and begin an investigation when a complainant residing 
within their jurisdiction reports suspected identity theft. 
 
On March 27, 2009, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) 
found that this legislation mandates a new program or higher level of 
service for local law enforcement agencies within the meaning of 
Article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, and imposes costs 
mandated by the State pursuant to Government Code (GC) section 17514. 
 
The Commission determined that each claimant is allowed to claim and be 
reimbursed for the following ongoing activities identified in the 
parameters and guidelines (Section IV., “Reimbursable Activities”): 

 

1. Either a) or b) below: 
a) Take a police report supporting a violation of Penal Code 

section 530.5 which includes information regarding the 
personal identifying information involved and any uses of that 
personal identifying information that were non-consensual and 
for an unlawful purpose, including, if available, information 
surrounding the suspected identity theft, places where the 
crime(s) occurred, and how and where the suspect obtained and 
used the personal identifying information. This activity 
includes drafting, reviewing, and editing the identity theft 
police report; or 

b) Reviewing the identity theft report completed online by the 
identity theft victim. 

2. Begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts 
sufficient to determine where the crime(s) occurred and what pieces 
of personal identifying information were used for an unlawful 
purpose. The purpose of the investigation is to assist the victims in 
clearing their names. Reimbursement is not required to complete the 
investigation for purposes of criminal prosecution. 

 
The Commission also determined that providing a copy of the report to the 
complainant and referring the matter to the law enforcement agency where 
the suspected crime was committed for further investigation of the facts 
are not reimbursable activities. 

Summary 

Background 
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The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and 
define the reimbursement criteria. In compliance with GC section 17558, 
the SCO issues claiming instructions to assist local agencies in claiming 
mandated program reimbursable costs. 
 
 
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with 
GC sections 17558.5 and 17561, which authorize the SCO to audit the 
county’s records to verify the actual amount of the mandated costs. In 
addition, GC section 12410 provides the SCO with general authority to 
audit the disbursement of state money for correctness, legality, and 
sufficient provisions of law. 
 
 
The objective of our audit was to determine whether costs claimed 
represent increased costs resulting from the legislatively mandated 
Identity Theft 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.1  
 
The audit period was July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013. 
 
To achieve our objective, we performed the following procedures: 

 We reviewed the annual mandated cost claims filed by the county for 
the audit period and identified the significant cost components of each 
claim as salaries, benefits, and indirect costs. We determined whether 
there were any errors or unusual or unexpected variances from year to 
year. We reviewed the activities claimed to determine whether they 
adhered to the SCO’s claiming instructions and the program’s 
parameters and guidelines. 

 We completed an internal control questionnaire by interviewing key 
county staff. We discussed the claim preparation process with county 
staff members to determine what information was obtained, who 
obtained it, and how it was used.  

 We obtained system-generated lists of identity theft cases from the 
county’s Tiburon computer-aided dispatch (CAD) system to verify the 
existence, completeness, and accuracy of unduplicated case counts for 
each fiscal year in the audit period. We found that the county claimed 
cases for both contract cities and unincorporated areas of the county. 
The county did not report on its mandated cost claims offsetting 
reimbursements for the contract city cases. We determined that the 
contract city cases are ineligible for reimbursement; each of the 
contract cities must file its own mandated cost claim in order to receive 
reimbursement for its contract costs related to the Identity Theft 
Program. We recalculated the costs based on the allowable number of 
cases for each of the reimbursable activities and found that the county 
overstated the claimed costs that were funded by other sources (see 
the Finding). 

                                                 
1 Unreasonable and/or excessive costs include ineligible costs that are not identified in the programs parameters and 
guidelines as reimbursable costs.   

Objective, Scope, 
and Methodology 

Audit Authority  
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 To determine the number of allowable identity theft cases, we 
obtained copies of the county’s contracts for law enforcement 
services. We excluded cases originating within contract jurisdictions 
(cities, towns, and a casino, as indicated by jurisdiction codes), as the 
county was reimbursed a set fee for providing these services. 

 We designed a statistical sampling plan to test approximately 25–50% 
of claimed costs, based on a moderate level of detection (audit) risk. 
We judgmentally selected the county’s filed claims for fiscal year 
(FY) 2010-11 through FY 2012-13 for testing; these fiscal years 
comprised claimed costs totaling $1,174,700 (or 25.5%) of the total 
costs claimed ($4,615,249). The sampling plan is described in the 
Finding and Recommendation section. 

 We used a random number table to select 436 out of 946 identity theft 
reports from the three fiscal years sampled. We tested the identity theft 
reports as follows: 

o  We determined whether a contemporaneously prepared and 
approved police report supported that a violation of PC 
section 530.5 occurred; 

o We obtained employee numbers, names, and classifications from 
sampled police reports documenting who performed the 
reimbursable activities. Compared the employee classifications 
obtained from the police reports to those claimed by the county;  

o We obtained system-generated time stamps from the county’s 
CAD system for the “Time On Scene” and “Time Close” 
associated with each report to determine the time spent to begin 
an investigation. For reports with unreasonable and excessive time 
spent, we reviewed the detailed history of time stamps from the 
CAD system for the incident number related to the sampled police 
report, and adjusted for ineligible time spent on arrests and other 
incident numbers. 

 We interviewed sworn and non-sworn county employees who 
performed the mandated activities documented in the sampled police 
reports about their time spent performing reimbursable activities not 
captured by the CAD system. 

 We projected the audit results of the three fiscal years tested by 
multiplying the allowable case counts by the audited average time 
increments needed to perform the reimbursable activities, and 
multiplying the product by the productive hourly rates (PHRs) of 
employees who performed them. We applied the weighted three-year 
average error rate of identity theft cases from the results of testing our 
samples to the remaining eight years of the audit period due to the 
homogeneity of the population. 

 We reviewed the county’s Single Audit Reports to identify potential 
sources of offsetting savings or reimbursements from federal or pass-
through programs applicable to the Identity Theft Program. The 
county certified in its claims that it did not receive such offsetting 
revenues applicable to this mandated program.  
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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 did not audit the county’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 county claimed overstated and ineligible costs and 
overstated the claimed costs that were funded by other sources; as 
quantified in the Schedule and described in the Finding and 
Recommendation section of this audit report. 
 
For the audit period, San Bernardino County claimed $4,615,429 for costs 
of the legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program. Our audit found that 
$606,540 is allowable ($662,432 less a $55,892 penalty for filing late 
claims) and $4,008,889 is unallowable. The State made no payments to 
the county. The State will pay $606,540, contingent upon available 
appropriations. 
 
Following issuance of this audit report, the SCO’s Local Government 
Programs and Services Division will notify the county 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 county’s legislatively 
mandated Identity Theft Program.  
 
 
 
This report is a reissue of the April 20, 2022 final audit report. We 
informed Jai Prasad, SB 90 Coordinator, of the revisions to this audit 
report via email on April 22, 2022. Mr. Prasad responded by email on 
April 22, 2022, acknowledging the changes to the audit report.  
 
 
Subsequent to issuance of the final audit report on April 20, 2022, we 
discovered errors in the calculation of “Allowable per Audit” amounts for 
FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11 in the Schedule. We are re-issuing the 
final audit report to correct those amounts. Total allowable and 
unallowable amounts for the audit period were not affected, nor were the 
amounts identified within the Finding. 
 

  

Conclusion 

Follow-up on 
Prior Audit 
Findings 

Views of 
Responsible 
Officials 

Reason for 
Reissuance 
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This audit report is solely for the information and use of San Bernardino 
County, 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.sco.ca.gov. 
 
 
 
Original signed by 
 
KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 
Chief, Division of Audits 
 
June 22, 2022 

Restricted Use 
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Revised Schedule— 
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 115,450$    19,345$   (96,105)$      
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 101,539      14,985     (86,554)        
Total direct costs 216,989      34,330     (182,659)      
Indirect costs 155,125      24,543     (130,582)      
Total direct and indirect costs 372,114      58,873     (313,241)      
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements3 -                  -               -                   

Subtotal 372,114      58,873     (313,241)      
Less late filing penalty4 -                  (5,887)      (5,887)          
Total program costs 372,114$    52,986     (319,128)$    

Less amount paid by the State5 -               
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 52,986$   

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 121,132$    19,170$   (101,962)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 105,932      14,953     (90,979)        
Total direct costs 227,064      34,123     (192,941)      
Indirect costs 139,508      20,965     (118,543)      
Total direct and indirect costs 366,572      55,088     (311,484)      
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements3 -                  -               -                   

Subtotal 366,572      55,088     (311,484)      
Less late filing penalty4 -                  (5,509)      (5,509)          
Total program costs 366,572$    49,579     (316,993)$    

Less amount paid by the State5 -               
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 49,579$   
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Revised Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 156,111$    24,671$   (131,440)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 136,874      19,506     (117,368)      
Total direct costs 292,985      44,177     (248,808)      
Indirect costs 180,010      27,142     (152,868)      

Total direct and indirect costs 472,995      71,319     (401,676)      
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements3 -                  -               -                   

Subtotal 472,995      71,319     (401,676)      
Less late filing penalty4 -                  (7,132)      (7,132)           
Total program costs 472,995$    64,187     (408,808)$    

Less amount paid by the State5 -               
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 64,187$   

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 166,499$    24,878$   (141,621)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 147,192      19,310     (127,882)      
Total direct costs 313,691      44,188     (269,503)      
Indirect costs 148,187      20,874     (127,313)      
Total direct and indirect costs 461,878      65,062     (396,816)      
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements3 -                  -               -                   

Subtotal 461,878      65,062     (396,816)      
Less late filing penalty4 -                  (6,506)      (6,506)           
Total program costs 461,878$    58,556     (403,322)$    

Less amount paid by the State5 -               
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 58,556$   
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Revised Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 180,759$    27,697$   (153,062)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 162,080      21,314     (140,766)      
Total direct costs 342,839      49,011     (293,828)      
Indirect costs 151,980      21,727     (130,253)      
Total direct and indirect costs 494,819      70,738     (424,081)      
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements3 -                  -               -                   

Subtotal 494,819      70,738     (424,081)      
Less late filing penalty4 -                  (7,074)      (7,074)           
Total program costs 494,819$    63,664     (431,155)$    

Less amount paid by the State5 -               
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 63,664$   

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 162,871$    28,740$   (134,131)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 147,781      22,136     (125,645)      
Total direct costs 310,652      50,876     (259,776)      
Indirect costs 169,398      27,743     (141,655)      
Total direct and indirect costs 480,050      78,619     (401,431)      
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements3 -                  -               -                   

Subtotal 480,050      78,619     (401,431)      
Less late filing penalty4 -                  (7,862)      (7,862)           
Total program costs 480,050$    70,757     (409,293)$    

Less amount paid by the State5 -               
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 70,757$   
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Revised Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 152,340$    24,470$   (127,870)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 137,563      18,818     (118,745)      
Total direct costs 289,903      43,288     (246,615)      
Indirect costs 137,936      20,596     (117,340)      
Total direct and indirect costs 427,839      63,884     (363,955)      
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements3 -                  -               -                   

Subtotal 427,839      63,884     (363,955)      
Less late filing penalty4 -                  (6,388)      (6,388)           
Total program costs 427,839$    57,496     (370,343)$    

Less amount paid by the State5 -               
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 57,496$   

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 132,442$    19,475$   (112,967)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 117,967      15,041     (102,926)      
Total direct costs 250,409      34,516     (215,893)      
Indirect costs 114,412      15,770     (98,642)        
Total direct and indirect costs 364,821      50,286     (314,535)      
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements3 -                  -               -                   

Subtotal 364,821      50,286     (314,535)      
Less late filing penalty4 -                  (5,029)      (5,029)           
Total program costs 364,821$    45,257     (319,564)$    

Less amount paid by the State5 -               
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 45,257$   
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Revised Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 152,340$    24,470$   (127,870)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 137,563      18,818     (118,745)      
Total direct costs 289,903      43,288     (246,615)      
Indirect costs 137,936      20,596     (117,340)      
Total direct and indirect costs 427,839      63,884     (363,955)      
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements3 -                  -               -                   

Subtotal 427,839      63,884     (363,955)      
Less late filing penalty4 -                  (6,388)      (6,388)           
Total program costs 427,839$    57,496     (370,343)$    

Less amount paid by the State5 -               
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 57,496$   

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 132,442$    19,475$   (112,967)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 117,967      15,041     (102,926)      
Total direct costs 250,409      34,516     (215,893)      
Indirect costs 114,412      15,770     (98,642)        
Total direct and indirect costs 364,821      50,286     (314,535)      
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements3 -                  -               -                   

Subtotal 364,821      50,286     (314,535)      
Less late filing penalty4 -                  (5,029)      (5,029)           
Total program costs 364,821$    45,257     (319,564)$    

Less amount paid by the State5 -               
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 45,257$   
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Revised Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 126,907$    17,379$   (109,528)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 110,246      13,457     (96,789)        
Total direct costs 237,153      30,836     (206,317)      
Indirect costs 109,328      14,215     (95,113)        
Total direct and indirect costs 346,481      45,051     (301,430)      
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements3 -                  -               -                   

Subtotal 346,481      45,051     (301,430)      
Less late filing penalty4 -                  (4,505)      (4,505)           
Total program costs 346,481$    40,546     (305,935)$    

Less amount paid by the State5 -               
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 40,546$   

July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 153,413$    21,590$   (131,823)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 132,182      17,004     (115,178)      
Total direct costs 285,595      38,594     (247,001)      
Indirect costs 121,863      16,468     (105,395)      

Total direct and indirect costs 407,458      55,062     (352,396)      
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements3 -                  -               -                   
Total program costs 407,458$    55,062     (352,396)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -               
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 55,062$   
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Revised Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2012, through June 30, 2013
Direct costs:
   Salaries and benefits2

     Taking a police report on a violation of PC §530.5 159,499$    19,070$   (140,429)$    
     Beginning an investigation of the facts 136,516      15,045     (121,471)      
Total direct costs 296,015      34,115     (261,900)      
Indirect costs 124,386      14,335     (110,051)      

Total direct and indirect costs 420,401      48,450     (371,951)      
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements3 -                  -               -                   
Total program costs 420,401$    48,450     (371,951)$    
Less amount paid by the State4 -               48,450     
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 48,450$   

Summary:  July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013
Direct costs 3,063,295$ 438,054$ (2,625,241)$ 
Indirect costs 1,552,134   224,378   (1,327,756)   
Total direct and indirect costs 4,615,429   662,432   (3,952,997)   
Less offsetting revenues and reimbursements3 -                  -               -                   

Subtotal 4,615,429   662,432   (3,952,997)   
Less late filing penalty4 -                  (55,892)    (55,892)         
Total program costs 4,615,429$ 606,540   (4,008,889)$ 

Less amount paid by the State5 -               
Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 606,540$ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
1 See the Finding and Recommendation section. 
2 The county claimed salaries based on PHRs that included salaries and benefits. 
3 The offsets relating to the contract city cases have been accounted for in the direct and indirect cost audit 

adjustments. 
4 The SCO assesses late penalties on allowable costs for claims filed after the filing deadline specified in GC 

section 17568, equal to 10% of claimed costs, not to exceed $10,000. 
5 Payment amount current as of June 9, 2022. 



San Bernardino County Identity Theft Program 

-13- 

Finding and Recommendation 
 
The county claimed $4,615,429 ($3,063,295 in salaries and benefits and 
$1,552,134 in related indirect costs) for the Identity Theft Program. We 
found that $662,432 in direct and indirect costs is allowable and 
$3,952,997 is unallowable.2   
 
Salary and benefit costs are determined by multiplying the number of 
identity theft police reports by the time increments required to perform the 
reimbursable activities, and then multiplying the product by the weighted 
average PHRs for the employee classifications that performed the 
reimbursable activities.  
 
The costs are unallowable because the county misinterpreted the 
program’s parameters and guidelines. As a result, the county overstated 
the number of identity theft reports, overstated the time increments 
required to perform the reimbursable activities, and misstated the job 
classifications and PHRs for the county employees who performed the 
reimbursable activities.  
 
The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable amounts, and 
the audit adjustments by fiscal year: 

 

Related Total
Fiscal 
Year

Amount 
Claimed

Amount 
Allowable

Audit 
Adjustment

Indirect Cost 
Adjustment

Audit 
Adjustment

2002-03 216,989$      34,330$      (182,659)$     (130,582)$       (313,241)$        
2003-04 227,064        34,123        (192,941)       (118,543)         (311,484)          
2004-05 292,985        44,177        (248,808)       (152,868)         (401,676)          
2005-06 313,691        44,188        (269,503)       (127,313)         (396,816)          
2006-07 342,839        49,011        (293,828)       (130,253)         (424,081)          
2007-08 310,652        50,876        (259,776)       (141,655)         (401,431)          
2008-09 289,903        43,288        (246,615)       (117,340)         (363,955)          
2009-10 250,409        34,516        (215,893)       (98,642)           (314,535)          
2010-11 237,153        30,836        (206,317)       (95,113)           (301,430)          
2011-12 285,595        38,594        (247,001)       (105,395)         (352,396)          
2012-13 296,015        34,115        (261,900)       (110,051)         (371,951)          

  Total 3,063,295$   438,054$    (2,625,241)$  (1,327,756)$    (3,952,997)$     

Salaries and Benefits

 
 
Overstated counts of identity theft police reports 
 
Claimed and Allowable Case Counts 
 
The county claimed costs incurred for taking police reports related to 
18,572 identity theft cases during the audit period. During fieldwork, the 
county provided us with an internally generated summary report of 
claimed counts, actual counts, and estimated time increments by 

                                                 
2 Our audit found that $662,432 in direct and indirect cots is allowable and $3,952,997 is unallowable. However, the 

county filed its FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11 claims after the filing deadline specified in the SCO’s claiming 
instructions and those late claims are subject to late filing penalties pursuant to GC section 17568, which is equal 
to 10% of allowable costs, not to exceed $10,000 per fiscal year.  

 

Therefore, allowable costs for the audit period totals $606,540 ($662,432 less $55,892 in late filing penalties). 

FINDING — 
Overstated Identity 
Theft Program costs 
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reimbursable activity per case for each fiscal year of the audit period. 
County representatives stated that this report was the county’s basis for the 
costs claimed. However, the county did not have support from its CAD 
system for this report. The report disclosed that the county claimed 19,444 
total cases and understated its case count by 872 cases for the audit period. 
 
A Crime Analysis Supervisor within the Sheriff’s Department provided us 
with an unduplicated list from the county’s CAD system of initial police 
reports that supported violations of PC section 530.5. The county’s CAD 
system showed that the county completed 18,968 police reports during the 
audit period.  
 
This list of police reports identified the county jurisdiction code, the year 
of the report, and the report number. The county also provided a 
Jurisdiction Reference Chart, which disclosed county jurisdiction codes 
and jurisdiction codes for the cities that contracted with the county for law 
enforcement services. After examining the county’s list of police reports, 
we found that 14,104 reports (74%) were from contract city jurisdictions 
and 4,864 reports (26%) were from county jurisdictions.  
 
The county provided copies of its contracts for law enforcement services; 
during our analysis of the contracts, we noted that the county provided 
such services for a set fee to the following 13 cities, two towns, and one 
casino located in San Bernardino County: 

 City of Adelanto; 
 City of Big Bear Lake; 
 City of Chino Hills; 
 City of Colton; 
 City of Grand Terrace; 
 City of Hesperia; 
 City of Highland; 
 City of Loma Linda; 
 City of Needles; 
 City of Rancho Cucamonga; 
 City of Twenty-Nine Palms; 
 City of Victorville; 
 City of Yucaipa; 
 Town of Apple Valley; 
 Town of Yucca Valley; and 
 Yaamava’ Resort and Casino at San Manuel (formerly San Manuel 

Casino). 
 
As the county received reimbursement from its contract cities for 
preparing their police reports, the 14,104 reports originating from these 
locations are unallowable for reimbursement. For this audit, the relevant 
population is the 4,864 reports with county jurisdiction codes completed 
during the audit period. 
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Testing Police Reports 
 
We determined the accuracy of the unduplicated counts of police reports 
by determining whether: 

 Each identity theft case was supported by a contemporaneously 
prepared and approved police report; and 

 The police report supported a violation of PC section 530.5. 
 
We developed a statistical sampling plan to test at least 25% of total 
claimed costs. We generated statistical samples of identity theft cases for 
these two procedures so that we could project our sample results to the 
population of identity theft cases. We selected our statistical samples of 
identity theft cases originating from the county based on a 95% confidence 
level, a sampling error of ±8%, and an expected (true) error rate of 50%. 
We judgmentally selected FY 2010-11, FY 2011-12, and FY 2012-13 for 
testing because the county claimed costs totaling $1,174,340—which 
constitutes 25.5% of the total claimed during the audit period 
($4,615,429)—for these three fiscal years.  
 
We discovered that San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department 
(SBCSD) staff took police reports from citizens at the front counter of the 
department’s patrol stations as well as in the field. Therefore, we stratified 
our testing to differentiate between non-counter (field) reports and those 
taken at patrol stations (counter reports). 
 
Our testing disclosed the following:  
 
Counter Reports   

 For FY 2010-11, we selected for testing 52 reports from the population 
of 80 counter reports. We found that two cases were unallowable (a 
3.85% exception rate) because they did not support a violation of PC 
section 530.5. 

 For FY 2011-12, we selected for testing 63 reports from the population 
of 108 counter reports. We found that five cases were unallowable (a 
7.94% exception rate). Two cases did not support a violation of PC 
section 530.5, two cases were supplemental reports, and the 
complainant in the other case was a resident of Henderson, Nevada. 

 For FY 2012-13, we selected for testing 49 reports from the population 
of 72 counter reports. We found that three cases were unallowable (a 
6.12% exception rate) because the cases did not support a violation of 
PC section 530.5. 

 
Field Reports   

 For FY 2010-11, we selected for testing 90 reports from the population 
of 228 field reports. We found that 14 cases were unallowable (a 
15.56% exception rate). Six cases did not support a violation of PC 
section 530.5, and eight cases were follow-up reports written by 
Detectives (of which six were based on courtesy reports received from 
other police or sheriff departments, and two were follow-up requests 
from SBCSD patrol stations). 
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 For FY 2011-12, we selected for testing 92 reports from the population 
of 236 field reports. We found that 10 cases were unallowable (a 
10.87% exception rate). Five cases did not support a violation of PC 
section 530.5, one case was a courtesy report, and four cases were 
follow-up reports written by Detectives.  

 For FY 2012-13, we selected for testing 90 reports from the population 
of 222 field reports. We found that four cases were unallowable (a 
4.44% exception rate) because one case did not support a violation of 
PC section 530.5 and three cases were follow-up reports written by 
Detectives based on courtesy reports received from other police or 
sheriff departments. 

 
We extrapolated and projected the results of our substantive tests of 
statistical samples to determine the number of allowable and unallowable 
identity theft reports for the entire 11-year audit period. We found that 
4,413 police reports are allowable. For the three years that we tested 
(FY 2010-11, FY 2011-12, and FY 2012-13), we calculated a 5.97% 
average error rate for the counter reports and a 10.29% average error rate 
for the field reports. We applied these average error rates to the other eight 
years of the audit period (FY 2002-03 through FY 2009-10). 
 
The following table summarizes the counts of claimed, supported, and 
allowable identity theft cases, and the difference by fiscal year: 

 

Fiscal 
Year Claimed Supported

Contracting
Entities

County 
Reports

Counter 
Reports

Field 
Reports Total Difference

2002-03 1,694     1,822       (1,332)        490        97         347        444        (1,250)     
2003-04 1,702     1,830       (1,363)        467        91         332        423        (1,279)     
2004-05 1,939     2,042       (1,509)        533        107        376        483        (1,456)     
2005-06 2,010     2,010       (1,497)        513        86         379        465        (1,545)     
2006-07 2,090     2,090       (1,545)        545        120        374        494        (1,596)     
2007-08 1,824     1,824       (1,278)        546        130        366        496        (1,328)     
2008-09 1,678     1,676       (1,219)        457        115        301        416        (1,262)     
2009-10 1,458     1,456       (1,090)        366        99         234        333        (1,125)     
2010-11 1,271     1,325       (1,016)        309        77         193        270        (1,001)     
2011-12 1,405     1,397       (1,053)        344        99         210        309        (1,096)     
2012-13 1,501     1,496       (1,202)        294        68         212        280        (1,221)      

Total 18,572   18,968     (14,104)      4,864     1,089     3,324     4,413     (14,159)   

Allowable

 
 

Overstated time increments 
 
Claimed Time Increments 
 
The county claimed time increments spent by various employee 
classifications within SBCSD to perform the following reimbursable 
activities:  

 Drafting, reviewing, and editing identity theft police reports taken by 
Officers, and reviewing identity theft police reports taken at the police 
station counter (Activity 1a – Take a police report supporting a 
violation of PC section 530.5); and 

 Determining where the crime occurred and what pieces of personal 
identifying information were used for unlawful purposes (Activity 2 – 
Begin an investigation of the facts).  
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For Activity 1a, the county tracked the time spent by Sergeants to review 
police reports separately from the time spent by other staff members to 
draft, review, and edit police reports. This time spent by Sergeants on the 
reimbursable activity is identified as “Activity 1a.1 – Sergeant review.” 
 
The county claimed the following time increments to perform the 
reimbursable activities: 

 60 minutes for Deputy Sheriffs to perform Activity 1a; 

 15 minutes for employees in the Station Clerk and Office Assistant III 
classifications to assist with Activity 1a; 

 10 minutes for Sergeants to perform Activity 1a.1 – Sergeant review; 
and 

 60 minutes for Sheriff Detectives to perform Activity 2.  
 
The county did not provide support for the claimed time increments. 
Section IV., “Reimbursable Activities,” of the program’s parameters and 
guidelines state that “Actual costs must be traceable to and supported by 
source documents that show the validity of such costs, when they were 
incurred, and their relationship to the reimbursable activities.” As the 
county did not provide support that complies with this requirement, we 
determined that the claimed time increments are estimated and 
unsupported.  
 
Allowable Time Increments 
 
Taking a police report 
 
The county’s CAD system did not record time spent drafting, reviewing, 
and editing identity theft police reports (Activities 1a and 1a.1 – Sergeant 
review). We interviewed various SBCSD employees, who provided 
testimonial evidence of the approximate time spent on reimbursable 
activities not recorded by the CAD system. We found that this information 
provided a reasonable representation of the time needed to perform these 
reimbursable activities. 
 
For Activity 1a, we interviewed three Deputy Sheriffs, three Service 
Specialists, and one Sergeant about drafting, reviewing, and editing 
identity theft police reports taken by Officers. Based on these interviews, 
we determined that SBCSD staff spent an average of 35 minutes drafting, 
reviewing, and editing identity theft police reports taken by Officers.  
 
For Activity 1a.1 – Sergeant review, we interviewed four Detectives and 
three Sergeants about reviewing identity theft police reports taken at the 
police station counter. Based on these interviews, we determined that 
SBCSD staff spent an average of 13 minutes reviewing police reports 
taken at the police station counter.  

 
The county did not have an online system during the audit period and did 
not claim any costs for reviewing identity theft reports that were completed 
online (Activity 1b). 
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Beginning an investigation 
 
During audit fieldwork, the SBCSD provided system-generated 
contemporaneous records from its CAD system. These records showed the 
time, in minutes, from when SBCSD staff arrived at a victim’s residence 
or business located in the county, or began taking information from a 
resident at the counter of a patrol station (Time On Scene) to the time that 
the initial call for service was completed (Time Complete). The time 
elapsed represents the time that county employees spent on determining 
where the crime occurred and what pieces of personal information were 
used for unlawful purposes (Activity 2).  
 
We tested the time increments reported for the 154 allowable counter cases 
and the 244 allowable field cases from our sample selection. We reviewed 
the CAD system reports to determine the average time spent performing 
Activity 2. During testing, we noted that certain cases showed 
unreasonable time increments, as follows: 

 14 counter cases and 11 field cases with reported time increments of 
0 to 9 minutes, and 

 19 counter cases and 52 field cases with reported time increments of 
greater than 60 minutes. 

 
For these reports, the county provided detailed CAD history information. 
We found that time increments were understated because SBCSD staff 
members  failed to record the time that the employee began preparing the 
counter report or when the officer arrived on scene for field reports. We 
found that time increments were overstated because SBCSD staff 
members recorded time spent on other incident numbers for other major 
crimes and arrests. We excluded all time recorded for follow-up 
investigation, search, pursuit, arrest, and changing location or transporting 
the suspect to jail for booking until the suspect is in custody and 
incarcerated. Based on our testing, we found that SBCSD staff members 
spent an average of 41 minutes performing Activity 2.  
 
The following table summarizes the time claimed and allowable for the 
reimbursable activities by fiscal year: 
 

1a.1 –  Review 
Reports†

2  – Begin an 
Investigation ‡

Fiscal 
Year Deputies

Clerks/ 
Assistants Sergeants Detectives

1a – Take a 
Police Report

1a.1 –  Review 
Reports

2  – Begin an 
Investigation 

2002-03 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2003-04 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2004-05 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2005-06 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2006-07 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2007-08 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2008-09 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2009-10 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2010-11 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2011-12 60 15 10 60 35 13 41
2012-13 60 15 10 60 35 13 41

† The county claimed that Sergeants reviewed police reports taken at the station counter.
‡ The county claimed that Detectives began investigations.

*The county claimed that the Deputy Sheriff classification took police reports, and the Station Clerk and Office 
  Assistant III classifications assisted with taking police reports.

Claimed Minutes Allowable Minutes

1a – Take a 
Police Report*
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Misstated job classifications and PHRs 
 
Claimed Job Classifications 
 
As noted previously, the county claimed that Deputy Sheriffs and Office 
Assistant IIIs prepared police reports (Activity 1a), and that Sergeants 
reviewed the reports taken at the police station counter (Activity 1a.1 – 
Sergeant review). The county also claimed that Sheriff Detectives began 
investigations (Activity 2).  
 
Staff Allowable 
 
In order to clarify which SBCSD staff members performed the mandated 
activities, we:   

1. Prepared a schedule of employee numbers and names from the 
sampled police reports;  

2. Requested information from the county supporting the actual job 
classifications for the employees identified;   

3. Calculated the extent (percentage of involvement) that various 
employees performed the mandated activities for the county’s 
sampled identity theft cases; and 

4. Verified with the county the results of the above steps to confirm the 
actual job classifications that performed the reimbursable activities of 
drafting and editing a police report, reviewing police reports, and 
beginning an investigation. 

 
The following table summarizes the actual job classifications of the 
employees who performed the reimbursable activities during FY 2010-11, 
FY 2011-12, and FY 2012-13, and the average percentage of their 
involvement in the reimbursable activities for the three fiscal years.  
 

Average 
Involvement 
Percentage

Prepare a report/Begin an investigation1

Deputy Sheriffs 91.0%
Sheriff Sergeants 0.5%
Sheriff Detectives 0.5%
Captains 1.0%
Service Specialists 7.0%

100%

Review a police report 
Sheriff Sergeants 92.0%
Sheriff Detectives 7.0%
Captains 1.0%

100%

1 The same staff members performed the activities of 
  Prepare a Report (Activity 1a) and Begin an 
  Investigation (Activity 2).

Classification
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The county provided schedules of the actual hourly rates for the employee 
classifications that performed the reimbursable activities during the audit 
period. To calculate allowable costs, we used claimed PHRs for Deputy 
Sheriffs, Sheriff Detectives, and Sergeants. We used rates provided by the 
county for the employee classifications not claimed (Captains and Service 
Specialists).  
 
The following table summarizes the auditor-recalculated weighted PHRs 
for each fiscal year in the audit period by reimbursable activities 
performed: 
 

Fiscal Prepare Review Begin an
Year a Report a Report Investigation

2002-03 49.39$   68.12$     49.39$       
2003-04 51.73     69.90       51.73         
2004-05 59.10     76.64       59.10         
2005-06 60.77     83.32       60.77         
2006-07 63.14     88.78       63.14         
2007-08 65.31     91.60       65.31         
2008-09 66.20     93.25       66.20         
2009-10 66.10     91.96       66.10         
2010-11 72.94     100.70     72.94         
2011-12 80.53     105.66     80.53         
2012-13 78.63     102.65     78.63         

 
 

Using this salary rate information, the corrected number of case counts, 
the corrected time increments, and the employee classifications that 
performed the reimbursable activities during the audit period, we 
determined allowable salaries for each fiscal year.  
 
For example, the following table shows the calculation of allowable salary 
and benefit costs for FY 2011-12: 
 

              Number               Activity Allowable
Employee PHR of cases Minutes Hours % costs

Classification [a]  [b] [c] [d=(b*g)/60] [e] [f=a*i*k]

Prepare a report:
Deputy Sheriff 82.81$    309          35           180.25          91.0% 13,583        
Sergeant 106.12    309          35           180.25          0.5% 96              
Detective 94.08      309          35           180.25          0.5% 85              
Captain 144.32    309          35           180.25          1.0% 260            
Service Specialist 38.96      309          35           180.25          7.0% 492            

Total, prepare a report 14,516$      

Review a report:

Sergeant 106.12    309          13           66.95           92.0% 6,536          
Detective 94.08      309          13           66.95           7.0% 441            
Captain 144.32    309          13           66.95           1.0% 97              

Total, review a report 7,074$        

Begin an investigation:

Deputy Sheriff 82.81$    309          41           211.15          91.0% 15,912        
Sergeant 106.12    309          41           211.15          0.5% 112            
Detective 94.08      309          41           211.15          0.5% 99              
Captain 144.32    309          41           211.15          1.0% 305            
Service Specialist 38.96      309          41           211.15          7.0% 576            

Total, begin an investigation 17,004$      

Total allowable salary and benefit costs 38,594$       
 
We performed similar calculations for each fiscal year of the audit period.  
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Allowable related indirect costs 
 
The county claimed $1,552,134 in related indirect costs. We found that 
$224,378 is allowable and $1,327,756 is unallowable. The county used the 
indirect cost rates from the Indirect Cost Rate Proposals it prepared for 
each year of the audit period to claim indirect costs. Unallowable indirect 
costs are directly related to the previously identified unallowable salaries 
and benefits for each year of the audit period.  
 
The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable amounts of 
indirect costs, and the audit adjustment by fiscal year: 
 

Fiscal
Year Claimed Allowable Adjustment

2002-03 155,125$    24,543$   (130,582)$    
2003-04 139,508      20,965     (118,543)     
2004-05 180,010      27,142     (152,868)     
2005-06 148,187      20,874     (127,313)     
2006-07 151,980      21,727     (130,253)     
2007-08 169,398      27,743     (141,655)     
2008-09 137,936      20,596     (117,340)     
2009-10 114,412      15,770     (98,642)       
2010-11 109,328      14,215     (95,113)       
2011-12 121,863      16,468     (105,395)     
2012-13 124,386      14,335     (110,051)     

1,552,134$  224,378$  (1,327,756)$ 

Related indirect costs

 
 

Criteria 
 
Item 1 of Section III., “Period of Reimbursement,” of the parameters and 
guidelines states, “Actual costs for one fiscal year shall be included in each 
claim.” 
 
Section IV., “Reimbursable Activities,” of the parameters and guidelines 
begins: 

 
To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any given 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 to 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. 

 
Section IV., “Reimbursable Activities,” of the parameters and guidelines 
also states: 

 
For each eligible claimant, the following ongoing activities are eligible 
for reimbursement: 

1. Either a) or b) below: 

a) Take a police report supporting a violation of Penal Code 
section 530.5 which includes information regarding the 
personal identifying information involved and any uses of that 
personal identifying information that were non-consensual and 
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for an unlawful purpose, including, if available, information 
surrounding the suspected identity theft, places where the 
crime(s) occurred, and how and where the suspect obtained and 
used the personal identifying information. This activity 
includes drafting, reviewing, and editing the identity theft 
police report; or 

b) Reviewing the identity theft report completed online by the 
identity theft victim. 

2. Begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts 
sufficient to determine where the crime(s) occurred and what pieces 
of personal identifying information were used for an unlawful 
purpose. The purpose of the investigation is to assist the victims in 
clearing their names. Reimbursement is not required to complete the 
investigation for purposes of criminal prosecution. 

 
Section V.A.1, “Salaries and Benefits,” of the parameters and guidelines 
states:   
 

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. 
 

Section V.II., “Offsetting Revenues and Reimbursements,” of the 
parameters and guidelines states: 
 

Any offsets the claimant experiences in the same program as a result of 
the same statutes or executive orders found to contain the mandate shall 
be deducted from the costs claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this 
mandate received from any federal, state, or non-local source shall be 
identified and deducted from this claim. 

 
Recommendation 
 
The California State Legislature suspended the Identity Theft Program in 
the FY 2013-14 through FY 2021-22 Budget Acts. If the program becomes 
active again, we recommend that the county: 

 Adhere to the program’s parameters and guidelines and claiming 
instructions when claiming reimbursement for mandated costs; and 

 Ensure that claimed costs include only eligible costs, are based on 
actual costs, and are properly supported. 

 
County’s Response 
 

We have reviewed the State Controller’s Office draft audit report for the 
above-mandated program dated March 2, 2022. The County review has 
been completed and we concur with the findings and recommendations 
proposed in the Identity Theft Program draft audit for the period of 
July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2013. 
 
Due to the amount of time that has elapsed between occurrence of the 
claimed reimbursable activities and the audit period (spanning up to 
19 years), the County is unable to provide any additional supporting 
documentation. Had the field audit been performed closer to the actual 
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cost incurrence period, responsible claim preparation staff (who are 
retired or no longer employed) could have provided a much better 
response to audit inquiries, which would have resulted in favorable 
results for San Bernardino County. 
 

SCO’s Comment 
 
The county states that it could have provided additional supporting 
documentation, had the audit been performed closer to the time period in 
which the reimbursable activities were performed. We would first point 
out that the county filed its claims for the first 11 years of the 12-year audit 
period on January 30, 2013. Except for documentation supporting the time 
increments claimed to perform the reimbursable activities, lack of 
supporting documentation was not the primary cause of the unallowable 
costs.  
 
Instead, the initial 74% reduction in Identity Theft cases claimed (from 
18,572 cases claimed to 4,864 cases) was the primary cause of the 
unallowable costs. As explained in the finding, we reduced the number of 
allowable cases because the county had claimed costs for taking police 
reports and beginning investigations for identity theft cases originating 
within its contract cities. As the county’s contracting partners had already 
reimbursed the county for these costs, the costs were not reimbursable for 
the purposes of a State-mandated cost claim.       
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SHANNON D OfCUS SHERIFF-CORONER 

March 9. 2022 

Lssa Kurokawa, Cll1ef, Comphanc:e Audits Bureau 
State Controller's Office 
DIVISIOO of Audits 
P O Box 942850 
Sacramento. CA 94250 

RE Response to Draft Audit Report 
Iden/tty Thell Program 
Audit penod July 1. 2002 through June 30 2013 

Dear Ms. Kurokawa· 

\\~ I\FR'I: \llOII\O 

COUNTY 

We have reviewed the State Controller's Office draft audit report for the above-mandated p1ogram dated 
March 2. 2022. The County review has been completed and we concur wrth the findings and 
recommendauons proposed in the lden/1/y Theft Program draft audit for the penod of July 1 2002 through 
June 30. 2013 

Due to the amount of bme that has elapsed between occurrence of the claJmed reimbursable act1VIbes and 
the audit penod (spanning up to 19 years), the County Is unable to provide any add1bonal supportJng 
documentabon. Had the field audit been perlormed closer to the actual cost mcurrence penod, responsible 
daim preparation staff (who are retired or no longer employed) could have provided a much better response 
to audit InquInes. whlCh would have resulted in favorable results for San Bernardino County 

If you have any quesbons. please contact Jose L Torres. Shenlfs AdmtmstrabVe Manager. at (909) 387 -
3465 or e-mail 1tooes@sl)c$d on; 

Sincerely. 

Shannon D Dicus 
Shenrf/Coroner/Pubbc Administrator 
San Bernardino County 

By~~~ 
KellyWetty 
Chief Deputy Director 
Shenffs Bureau of AdmimstratJon 

SAN BERNAROINO COUNTY 51-ERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
655 East Thsd SIIMI • San Bernardino. CaWorma 92415-0061 Post Olfce Box 569 • S..n 8ernardino. caldomoa 92402-0569 
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BETTY T. YEE 

California State Controller 
 

 
 
June 30, 2017 
 
 
 
The Honorable Jim Desmond 
Mayor of City of San Marcos 
1 Civic Center Drive 
San Marcos, CA  92069 
 
Dear Mayor Desmond: 
 
The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by the City of San Marcos for the 
legislatively mandated Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program 
(Chapter 1172, Statutes 1989; Chapter 1338, Statutes 1992; Chapter 1230, Statutes 1993; 
Chapter 933, Statutes 1998; Chapter 571, Statutes 1999; Chapter 626, Statutes 2000; 
Chapter 700, Statutes 2004) for the period of July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2012. 
 
The city claimed $1,094,487 for the mandated program. Our audit found that $722,360 is 
allowable ($738,724 less allowable costs that exceed costs claimed totaling $16,364) and 
$372,127 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the city misstated the number of 
domestic violence-related calls for assistance incident reports, misstated the average time 
increments per activity, misstated the contract productive hourly rates, and misstated the contract 
indirect cost rates. The State made no payments to the city. The State will pay allowable costs 
claimed totaling $722,360, contingent upon available appropriations. 
 
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 the 
State Mandates (Commission). Pursuant to Section 1185, subdivision (c), of the Commission’s 
regulations (California Code of Regulations, Title 3), 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. 
 
 



 
The Honorable Jim Desmond -2- June 30, 2017 
 
 

 

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/ls 
 
cc: Laura Rocha, Finance Director 
  City of San Marcos 
 Stacey Tang, Accounting Manager 
  City of San Marcos 
 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 
 
The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by the City 
of San Marcos for the legislatively mandated Crime Statistics Reports for 
the Department of Justice Program (Chapter 1172, Statutes 1989; 
Chapter 1338, Statutes 1992; Chapter 1230, Statutes 1993; Chapter 933, 
Statutes 1998; Chapter 571, Statutes 1999; Chapter 626, Statutes 2000; 
Chapter 700, Statutes 2004) for the period of July 1, 2001, through 
June 30, 2012. 
 
The city claimed $1,094,487 for the mandated program. Our audit found 
that $722,360 is allowable ($738,724 less allowable costs that exceed costs 
claimed totaling $16,364) and $372,127 is unallowable. The costs are 
unallowable because the city misstated the number of domestic violence-
related calls for assistance incident reports, misstated the average time 
increments per activity, misstated the contract productive hourly rates, and 
misstated the contract indirect cost rates. The State made no payments to 
the city. The State will pay allowable costs claimed totaling $722,360, 
contingent upon available appropriations. 
 
 
Penal Code (PC) section 12025, subdivisions (h)(1) and (h)(3); section 
12031, subdivisions (m)(1) and (m)(3); section 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 (GC) 
section 17514. 
 
On July 31, 2009, the Commission heard an amended test claim on PC 
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. 

  

Summary 

Background 
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The Commission found that the following activities are reimbursable:  

 A local government entity responsible for the investigation and 
prosecution of a homicide case to provide the California Department 
of Justice (DOJ) 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).  

 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).  

 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 section 12025 
(carrying a concealed firearm) or section 12031 of the Penal Code 
(carrying a loaded firearm in a public place), and any other offense 
charged in the same complaint, indictment, or information. The 
Commission found 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 sections 12025, subdivisions 
(h)(1) and (h)(3), and 12031 subdivisions (m)(1) and (m)(3)).  

 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 information in a manner to be prescribed by the Attorney 
General:  
 

 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.  
 

 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 GC section 17558, the SCO issues 
claiming instructions to assist local agencies and school districts in 
claiming mandated program reimbursable costs.  
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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. 
 
The legal authority to conduct this audit is provided by GC sections 12410, 
17558.5, and 17561. We did not audit the city’s financial statements. 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.  
 
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: 

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

 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; 

 Reviewed the city’s contract provisions with the agency performing 
reimbursable activities; 

 Interviewed the contracted agency’s staff to determine the employee 
classifications involved in performing the reimbursable activities 
during the audit period; 

 Assessed whether computer-processed data provided by the 
contracted agency to support claimed information was complete and 
accurate and could be relied upon; 

 Reviewed the contracted agency’s time study documentation to assess 
whether average time increments claimed to perform the reimbursable 
activities were reasonable per the requirements of the program; 

 Reviewed and analyzed the contracted agency’s detailed listing of 
incident report counts in selected fiscal years to identify any possible 
exclusions; and ensured that the counts were sufficiently free of errors; 

 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;  

Objectives, Scope, 
and Methodology 
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 Traced contract productive hourly rate calculations to supporting 
information in the city’s contract provisions with the agency 
performing reimbursable activities; 

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

 Recalculated allowable costs claimed using audited data 
 
 
Our audit found instances of noncompliance with the requirements 
outlined in the Objectives section. 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 claimed $1,094,487 for costs of the Crime 
Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program. Our audit found 
that $722,360 is allowable ($738,724 less allowable costs that exceed costs 
claimed totaling $16,364) and $372,127 is unallowable.  
 
The State made no payments to the city. The State will pay allowable costs 
claimed that exceed the amount paid, totaling $722,360, contingent upon 
available appropriations. 
 

 

We issued a draft audit report on May 23, 2017. Laura Rocha, Finance 
Director, responded by letter dated June 1, 2017 (Attachment), disagreeing 
with the audit results. This final audit report includes the city’s response. 
 
 
This report is solely for the information and use of the City of San Marcos, 
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 
 
June 30, 2017 
 
 

Conclusion 

Views of 
Responsible 
Officials 

Restricted Use 
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Schedule— 
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2012 
 
 

Actual Costs 
Claimed

Allowable Per 
Audit

Audit 
Adjustment Reference1

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002

Direct costs - contract services:2

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 46,375$        30,931$        (15,444)$       Finding 1

Total direct costs 46,375          30,931          (15,444)        
Indirect costs 4,638           14,754          10,116          Finding 2

Total program costs 51,013$        45,685          (5,328)$        
Less amount paid by the State -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 45,685$        

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003

Direct costs - contract services:2

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 85,600$        32,884$        (52,716)$       Finding 1

Total direct costs 85,600          32,884          (52,716)        
Indirect costs 8,560           15,686          7,126           Finding 2

Total program costs 94,160$        48,570          (45,590)$       
Less amount paid by the State -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 48,570$        

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004

Direct costs - contract services:2

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 91,184$        40,044$        (51,140)$       Finding 1

Total direct costs 91,184          40,044          (51,140)        
Indirect costs 9,118           19,101          9,983           Finding 2

Total program costs 100,302$      59,145          (41,157)$       
Less amount paid by the State -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 59,145$        

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005

Direct costs - contract services:2

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 108,999$      43,425$        (65,574)$       Finding 1

Total direct costs 108,999        43,425          (65,574)        
Indirect costs 10,900          20,714          9,814           Finding 2

Total program costs 119,899$      64,139          (55,760)$       
Less amount paid by the State -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 64,139$        

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs 
Claimed

Allowable Per 
Audit

Audit 
Adjustment Reference1

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006

Direct costs - contract services:2

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 120,823$      46,556$        (74,267)$       Finding 1

Total direct costs 120,823        46,556          (74,267)        
Indirect costs 12,082          22,207          10,125          Finding 2

Total program costs 132,905$      68,763          (64,142)$       
Less amount paid by the State -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 68,763$        

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007

Direct costs - contract services:2

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 127,427$      48,953$        (78,474)$       Finding 1

Total direct costs 127,427        48,953          (78,474)        
Indirect costs 12,743          23,351          10,608          Finding 2

Total program costs 140,170$      72,304          (67,866)$       
Less amount paid by the State -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 72,304$        

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008

Direct costs - contract services:2

Homicide reports 120$            120$            -$                
Domestic violence related calls for assistance 55,112          44,336          (10,776)        Finding 1

Total direct costs 55,232          44,456          (10,776)        
Indirect costs 44,628          20,405          (24,223)        Finding 2

Total program costs 99,860$        64,861          (34,999)$       
Less amount paid by the State -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 64,861$        

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009

Direct costs - contract services:2

Homicide reports 120$            120$            -$                
Domestic violence related calls for assistance 43,987          50,419          6,432           Finding 1

Total direct costs 44,107          50,539          6,432           
Indirect costs 40,490          23,501          (16,989)        Finding 2

Total program costs 84,597$        74,040          (10,557)$       
Less amount paid by the State -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 74,040$        

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs 
Claimed

Allowable Per 
Audit

Audit 
Adjustment Reference1

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010

Direct costs - contract services:2

Homicide reports 116$            116$            -$                
Domestic violence related calls for assistance 54,494          62,062          7,568           Finding 1

Total direct costs 54,610          62,178          7,568           
Indirect costs 48,713          31,337          (17,376)        Finding 2

Total program costs 103,323$      93,515          (9,808)$        
Less amount paid by the State -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 93,515$        

July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011

Direct costs - contract services:2

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 58,530$        49,367$        (9,163)$        Finding 1

Total direct costs 58,530          49,367          (9,163)          
Indirect costs 51,799          24,042          (27,757)        Finding 2

Total program costs 110,329$      73,409          (36,920)$       
Less amount paid by the State -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 73,409$        

July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012

Direct costs - contract services:2

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 31,195$        50,471$        19,276$        Finding 1

Total direct costs 31,195          50,471          19,276          
Indirect costs 26,734          23,822          (2,912)          Finding 2

Total direct and indirect costs 57,929          74,293          16,364          
Less allowable costs that exceed costs clalimed3 -                  (16,364)        (16,364)        

Total program costs 57,929$        57,929          -$             
Less amount paid by the State -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 57,929$        

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued) 
 
 

Actual Costs 
Claimed

Allowable Per 
Audit

Audit 
Adjustment Reference1

Summary:  July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2012

Direct costs - contract services:2

Homicide reports 356$            356$            -$                
Domestic violence related calls for assistance 823,726        499,448        (324,278)       

Total direct costs 824,082        499,804        (324,278)       
Indirect costs 270,405        238,920        (31,485)        

Total direct and indirect costs 1,094,487     738,724        (355,763)       
Less allowable costs that exceed costs clalimed3 -                  (16,364)        (16,364)        

Total program costs 1,094,487$    722,360        (372,127)$     
Less amount paid by the State -                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 722,360$      

Cost Elements

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

_________________________ 
1 See the Findings and Recommendations section. 
2 The city claimed contract services costs that were misclassified as salaries and benefits during the audit period. We 

reallocated the claimed costs to the appropriate cost category of contract services.  
3 GC section 17568 stipulates that the State will not reimburse any claim more than one year after the filing deadline 

specified in the SCO’s claiming instructions. That deadline has expired for FY 2011-12. 
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Findings and Recommendations 
 
The city claimed $823,726 in salaries and benefits for the Domestic 
Violence Related Calls for Assistance cost component during the audit 
period. The city incorrectly classified claimed costs as salaries and benefits 
costs. During the audit period, the city did not incur any salaries and 
benefits costs, but rather incurred contract services costs. We reallocated 
the costs to the appropriate cost category of Contract Services. Out of the 
amount claimed, we found that $499,448 is allowable and $324,278 is 
unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the city misstated the 
number of incident report counts, misstated the time increments per 
activity, and misstated the contract productive hourly rates.   
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and unallowable 
contract services costs for the Domestic Violence Related Calls for 
Assistance cost component for the audit period: 
 

Amount Amount Audit
Fiscal Year Claimed Allowable Adjustment

2001-02 46,375$           30,931$           (15,444)$          
2002-03 85,600             32,884             (52,716)            
2003-04 91,184             40,044             (51,140)            
2004-05 108,999           43,425             (65,574)            
2005-06 120,823           46,556             (74,267)            
2006-07 127,427           48,953             (78,474)            
2007-08 55,112             44,336             (10,776)            
2008-09 43,987             50,419             6,432               
2009-10 54,494             62,062             7,568               
2010-11 58,530             49,367             (9,163)              
2011-12 31,195             50,471             19,276             

Total 823,726$         499,448$         (324,278)$        

Contract Service Costs 
 
The city contracts with the San Diego County Sheriff’s Department 
(SDSO) to perform all law enforcement duties for the city. These duties 
include activities claimed for the mandated program. The city contracts 
for various SDSO staff positions (i.e. Deputy, Sergeant, and Detective 
Sergeant) each fiscal year (FY) and pays the SDSO annual contract rates 
for the positions. No city staff members performed any of the reimbursable 
activities under this program. Therefore, the city did not incur any salaries 
and benefits costs as claimed, but rather incurred contract services costs. 
We reallocated the costs to the appropriate cost category of contract 
services. 
 
The city determined claimed hours by multiplying the number of 
domestic-violence related calls for assistance incidents reported by the 
SDSO by the estimated time taken to perform the activity. The city then 
multiplied the total hours claimed by the respective SDSO contract rates 
to determine total costs claimed. 

  

FINDING 1—
Domestic Violence 
Related Calls for 
Assistance cost 
component – 
misstated contract 
services costs 
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Number of Domestic Violence-Related Calls for Assistance 
 
Claimed 
 
The city obtained the claimed number of domestic violence-related calls 
for assistance from both the SDSO’s Automated Regional Justice 
Information System (ARJIS) and the DOJ’s website. 
 
Allowable 
 
During fieldwork, we requested to review documentation supporting the 
number of domestic violence-related calls for assistance incidents that 
included a written report. The SDSO provided reports from the ARJIS 
supporting the number of incidents, for which reports were written, for 
FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12. We found that the number of incidents 
claimed was misstated (overstated in some years and understated in other 
years).  
 
We reviewed a sample of domestic violence-related calls for assistance 
incidents to verify that they occurred and were properly supported with a 
written incident report. We selected a random sample of 33 domestic 
violence-related calls for assistance incidents each for FY 2010-11 and 
FY 2011-12. Our review revealed that only one incident report did not 
include any information related to domestic violence. We determined that 
we would not need to expand our testing, as the discrepancy was 
immaterial.  We concluded the SDSO did a sufficient and appropriate job 
of generating the data from ARJIS. Therefore, we concluded that the query 
reports provided for FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 were reliable.   
 
The SDSO was not able to provide reports or supporting documentation 
for incidents claimed for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07. Because we 
identified discrepancies with claimed incidents, for which reports were 
written, for FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12, we calculated an average 
incident count based on the data provided for the supported years. We 
applied the average incident count to FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, in 
which supporting documentation was not available.  
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and misstated 
number of domestic violence-related calls for assistance incidents for the 
audit period: 
 

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Year Incident Counts Incident Counts Difference

Incident Counts

2001-02 208                   274                   66               
2002-03 356                   274                   (82)             
2003-04 323                   274                   (49)             
2004-05 359                   274                   (85)             
2005-06 371                   274                   (97)             
2006-07 373                   274                   (99)             
2007-08 291                   236                   (55)             
2008-09 224                   266                   42               
2009-10 288                   336                   48               
2010-11 309                   270                   (39)             
2011-12 155                   264                   109              
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Time Increments 
 
Claimed 
 
For each fiscal year, the city estimated that it took 126 minutes per incident 
for a deputy to support all domestic violence-related calls for assistance 
with a written incident report. For FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12, the 
city estimated that it took an additional 19 minutes for a sergeant to review 
and edit the report. The city did not provide any source documentation 
based on actual data to support the estimated time increments.  
 
Allowable 
 
The SDSO conducted a month-long time study in April 2016. The time 
study determined the time it took the Deputies to support all domestic 
violence-related calls for assistance with a written incident report, and the 
time it took the Patrolling Sergeants to review and edit the reports. The 
time study also determined that the Deputies also spent time editing reports 
and Detective Sergeants also spent time reviewing reports, which were not 
claimed.  
 
Based on the SDSO’s time-study results, we determined that it takes 
Deputies an average of 1.92 hours (or 115.42 minutes) to support all 
domestic violence-related calls for assistance with a written incident 
report, and an average of 0.05 hours (or 3 minutes) to edit the written 
report. We also determined that it takes the Patrolling Sergeants an average 
of 0.27 hours (or 15.90 minutes) and Detective Sergeants an average of 
0.07 hours (or 4.10 minutes) to review the written reports.  
 
We applied the allowable time-study increments to the domestic violence-
related calls for assistance incident counts to arrive at the total allowable 
hours.  
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and misstated 
hours for the Deputy classification for the activity of writing the reports:  
 

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Year Hours Hours Difference

Allowable Hours - Report Writing (Deputy)

2001-02 436.80       526.08       89.28         
2002-03 747.60       526.08       (221.52)      
2003-04 678.30       526.08       (152.22)      
2004-05 753.90       526.08       (227.82)      
2005-06 779.10       526.08       (253.02)      
2006-07 783.30       526.08       (257.22)      
2007-08 611.10       453.12       (157.98)      
2008-09 470.40       510.72       40.32         
2009-10 604.80       645.12       40.32         
2010-11 648.90       518.40       (130.50)      
2011-12 334.03       506.88       172.85       

Total 6,848.23    5,790.72    (1,057.51)   
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The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and unreported 
hours for the Deputy classification for the activity of editing the reports: 
 

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Year Hours Hours Difference

Allowable Hours - Editing Report (Deputy)

2001-02 -            13.70         13.70         
2002-03 -            13.70         13.70         
2003-04 -            13.70         13.70         
2004-05 -            13.70         13.70         
2005-06 -            13.70         13.70         
2006-07 -            13.70         13.70         
2007-08 -            11.80         11.80         
2008-09 -            13.30         13.30         
2009-10 -            16.80         16.80         
2010-11 -            13.50         13.50         
2011-12 -            13.20         13.20         

Total -            150.80       150.80       

 
 

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and misstated 
hours for the Patrolling Sergeant classification for the activity of reviewing 
and editing the reports: 
 

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Year Hours Hours Difference

Allowable Hours - Reviewing Report (Patrolling Sergeant)

2001-02 -            73.98         73.98        
2002-03 -            73.98         73.98        
2003-04 -            73.98         73.98        
2004-05 -            73.98         73.98        
2005-06 -            73.98         73.98        
2006-07 -            73.98         73.98        
2007-08 92.15         63.72         (28.43)       
2008-09 70.93         71.82         0.89          
2009-10 91.20         90.72         (0.48)         
2010-11 97.85         72.90         (24.95)       
2011-12 47.79         71.28         23.49        

Total 399.92       814.32       414.40      
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The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and unreported 
hours for the Detective Sergeant classification for the activity of reviewing 
and editing the reports: 
 

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Year Hours Hours Difference

Allowable Hours - Reviewing Report (Detective Sergeant)

2001-02 -           19.18         19.18       
2002-03 -           19.18         19.18       
2003-04 -           19.18         19.18       
2004-05 -           19.18         19.18       
2005-06 -           19.18         19.18       
2006-07 -           19.18         19.18       
2007-08 -           16.52         16.52       
2008-09 -           18.62         18.62       
2009-10 -           23.52         23.52       
2010-11 -           18.90         18.90       
2011-12 -           18.48         18.48       

Total -           211.12       211.12     

 
 

Contract Hourly Rates 
 
We reviewed the contract service agreements between the SDSO and the 
city, including Attachment B, CLEP Costing schedules, and contract hours 
for each fiscal year. Our analysis revealed that the city overstated claimed 
rates during the audit period. The rates were overstated because the city 
used inconsistent methodology to compute claimed rates, used contract 
salary and benefit amounts that were co-mingled with multiple 
classifications, and applied inconsistent annual contract hours to compute 
claimed hourly rates. 
 
Contract Salary and Benefit Amounts 
 
For FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, the city used contract salary and 
benefit amounts that co-mingled multiple classifications into one rate. The 
claimed amounts included classifications that did not perform 
reimbursable activities. During fieldwork, SDSO provided segregated 
contract salary and benefit amounts specific to those classifications 
performing reimbursable activities. We used the segregated contract salary 
and benefit information to compute allowable rates for FY 2001-02 
through FY 2006-07.   
 
For FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12, the city used segregated contract 
salary and benefit amounts. We traced the claimed amounts to contract 
information and confirmed they were accurate. 
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Contract Productive Hours 
 
For FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, the city used co-mingled contract 
productive hours consistent with contract salary and benefit amounts that 
included multiple classifications into one rate. Because we were able to 
segregate contract salary and benefit amounts, we also used productive 
hours consistent with classifications performing reimbursable activities. 
We used 1,743 productive hours noted in the contract to compute each 
classification’s contract rate.   
 
Misstated Contract Hourly Rates 
 
We calculated hourly contract rates for each classification using the 
contract hours of 1,743 and the segregated contract salary and benefit 
amounts for each classification performing reimbursable activities.  
 
The following table summarizes the audit adjustments to the hourly 
contract rate for the Deputy classification: 
 

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Year Hourly Rate Hourly Rate Difference

Allowable Hourly Contract Rate (Deputy)

2001-02 106.17           47.34            (58.83)        
2002-03 114.50           50.31            (64.19)        
2003-04 134.43           61.22            (73.21)        
2004-05 144.58           66.48            (78.10)        
2005-06 155.08           71.46            (83.62)        
2006-07 162.68           75.14            (87.54)        
2007-08 76.38             78.87            2.49           
2008-09 78.64             78.64            -             
2009-10 76.48             76.48            -             
2010-11 75.84             75.84            -             
2011-12 79.32             79.32            -              

 
The following table summarizes the audit adjustments to the hourly 
contract rate for Patrolling Sergeant classification: 
 

Amount Amount
Fiscal Year Hourly Rate Hourly Rate Difference

Allowable Hourly Contract Rate (Patrolling Sergeant)

2001-02 -            57.72         57.72         
2002-03 -            61.49         61.49         
2003-04 -            75.11         75.11         
2004-05 -            80.94         80.94         
2005-06 -            85.69         85.69         
2006-07 -            90.10         90.10         
2007-08 91.55         94.58         3.03           
2008-09 98.61         101.84       3.23           
2009-10 90.34         100.12       9.78           
2010-11 95.22         98.34         3.12           
2011-12 98.34         102.69       4.35            
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The following table summarizes the audit adjustments to the hourly 
contract rate for Detective Sergeant classification: 
 

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Year Hourly Rate Hourly Rate Difference

Allowable Hourly Contract Rate (Detective Sergeant)

2001-02 -            57.72         57.72         
2002-03 -            61.49         61.49         
2003-04 -            75.11         75.11         
2004-05 -            80.94         80.94         
2005-06 -            85.69         85.69         
2006-07 -            90.10         90.10         
2007-08 -            99.29         99.29         
2008-09 -            101.84       101.84       
2009-10 -            100.12       100.12       
2010-11 -            98.34         98.34         
2011-12 -            102.69       102.69        

 
Summary of Audit Adjustment 
 
We applied the allowable domestic violence-related calls for assistance 
incident counts to the time study increments to arrive at the total allowable 
hours. We then applied the audited hourly contract rates to the allowable 
hours to determine allowable contract services costs. Our analysis revealed 
that the city overstated contract services costs totaling $324,278 for the 
Domestic Violence Related Calls for Assistance cost component for the 
audit period. 
 
The following table summarizes the audit adjustments per fiscal year as 
described in the finding above: 
 

Hours Contract Rate
Related Related Audit

Fiscal Year Adjustment Adjustment Adjustment

2001-02 15,505$      (30,949)$        (15,444)$    
2002-03 (18,947)       (33,769)          (52,716)      
2003-04 (12,626)       (38,514)          (51,140)      
2004-05 (24,487)       (41,087)          (65,574)      
2005-06 (30,276)       (43,991)          (74,267)      
2006-07 (32,421)       (46,053)          (78,474)      
2007-08 (12,099)       1,323             (10,776)      
2008-09 6,200          232                6,432          
2009-10 6,681          887                7,568          
2010-11 (9,390)         227                (9,163)        
2011-12 18,966        310                19,276        

Total (92,894)$     (231,384)$      (324,278)$  
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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-Ongoing Activities D. 
Domestic Violence Related Calls for Assistance) allow ongoing activities 
related to costs supporting calls with a written incident report and 
reviewing the report as follows:  
  

D. Domestic Violence Related Calls for Assistance: (Pen. Code, 
§ 13730(a); Stats.1993, ch. 1230)  
  
The following activity, performed by city, county, and city and county 
law enforcement agencies, is eligible for reimbursement:  
  
1. Support all domestic-violence related calls for assistance with a 
written incident report.  
2. Review and edit the report.  
  
Reimbursement is not required to interview parties, complete a booking 
sheet or restraining order, transport the victim to the hospital, book the 
perpetrator, or other related activities to enforce a crime and assist the 
victim.  
  
In addition, reimbursement is not required to include the information in 
the incident report required by Penal Code section 13730(c)(1)(2), based 
on the Commission decision denying reimbursement for that activity in 
Domestic Violence Training and Incident Reporting (CSM-96-362-01). 
Reimbursement for including the information in the incident report 
required by Penal Code section 13730(c)(3) is not provided in these 
parameters and guidelines and may not be claimed under this program, 
but is addressed in Domestic Violence Incident Reports II (02-TC-18). 

 
The parameters and guidelines (section V-Claim Preparation and 
Submission-Direct Cost Reporting-Contracted Services) state that, for 
salaries and benefits, claimants are required to: 
 

Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement 
the reimbursable activities. If the contractor bills for time and materials, 
report the number of hours spent on the activities and all costs charged. 
If the contract is a fixed price, report the services that were performed 
during the period covered by the reimbursement claim. If the contract 
services were also used for purposes other than the reimbursable 
activities, only the pro-rata portion of the services used to implement the 
reimbursable activities can be claimed. Submit contract consultant and 
invoices with the claim and a description of the contract scope of 
services. 
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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 ensure that claimed costs include 
only eligible costs, are based on actual costs, and are properly supported.  
 
City’s Response 

 
Issue 1:  Number of Domestic Violence-Related Calls for Assistance 
 
The City of San Marcos (City) requests the State Controller’s Office 
(SCO) to use the actual Domestic Violence (DV) statistics provided for 
the period from FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 in lieu of the SCO’s 
average of the five most recent fiscal years audited.  These actual 
statistics of DV incidents were supported with written incident reports.  
The City also requests the SCO to take into account the crime rates in 
the older years were higher. 
 
The City provided to the SCO both the San Diego County Sheriff’s 
Office (SDSO) DV statistics reported in the Automated Regional Justice 
Information System (ARJIS), which recorded the number of actual DV 
incident reports by fiscal year, and the Department of Justice (DOJ) 
annual DV report statistics, which were reported by calendar year.  While 
the SDSO maintains records of total case counts in a summary format, 
the information requested by the SCO for this audit (a detailed report 
showing each incident case number by date and Penal Code for all the 
fiscal years) is no longer accessible due to system data conversions and 
also requirements to expunge records for FY 2001-02 through 
FY 2006-07.  Table 1 below shows DOJ and SDSO ARJIS data, while 
reported on calendar vs. fiscal year, respectively, tracked very closely.  
The City used the DOJ figures, which the SCO confirmed, to compute 
the claims (FY 2011-12 claimed statistic was an error, which was not 
known at the time the claim was filed).   
 
Table 1 – Analysis of Incident Report Counts 
 

Fiscal Year Claimed 
DOJ Stats 

(calendar year) 
ARJIS Stats 
(fiscal year) 

SCO 
Allowed 

2001-02 208 208 333 274 
2002-03 356 356 360 274 
2003-04 323 323 394 274 
2004-05 359 359 336 274 
2005-06 371 371 350 274 
2006-07 373 373 346 274 
2007-08 291 291 236 236 
2008-09 224 224 266 266 
2009-10 288 288 336 336 
2010-11 309 309 270 270 
2011-12 155 251 264 264 

Total 3,257 3,353 3,491 3,016 
Average 296 305 317 274 
Variance  12  

% Difference  4%  
  

 
Shaded area indicates the SCO audited and approved 
numbers. 
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The information the SDSO provided proved: 
 
1) The data was contemporaneously generated and can be verified by 

other reliable contemporaneous source document.  
 
a) The City sent to the SCO faxed correspondences from the 

SDSO’s office with report counts from the actual time periods 
dating back to 2002. 
 

b) The attached San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) Criminal Justice Research Division Report verifies 
the statistics provided to the SCO matched DOJ reported DV 
incidents.  The attached SANDAG, “Twenty-Five Years of 
Crime in the San Diego Region:  1984 through 2008” report, 
Page 25, Appendix Table 9 shows the data for year 2004, 2007 
and 2008 DV incident counts matched those claimed. 

 
2) The actual incident counts are supported with written reports. 

 
a) The attached DOJ’s Criminal Statistics Reporting 

Requirements manual shows on Page 14, DOJ is to be provided 
with “monthly summary statistical data on the number of 
domestic violence-related calls received” and “[a]ll domestic 
violence-related calls for assistance shall be supported with a 
written incident report”.   

 
b) The attached email on May 15, 2017, from Brent Jordan, Sr. 

Crime and Intel Analyst, who provided those old faxed 
correspondences above in 1) a), states, “The SANDAG reports 
that are attached represent reported crime meaning that they 
had a case number and a written report.  None of the 
statistics provided in the SANDAG report are considered calls 
for service.”  Also the attached email from Lieutenant Schaller 
on the same date said, “Just confirming Brent’s statement here. 
These stats were generated by actual reports generated.” 
(Emphasis added) 

 
3) The DV crime rates in the older years were higher.  The 

attached SANDAG “Twenty-Five Years of Crime in the San 
Diego Region:  1984 through 2008” report, page 11, Figure 13 
shows DV rates were higher during 2002 to 2007 and they were 
trending down.  Also on page 26, Appendix Table 9 shows 
specifically the City’s number of DV incidents decreasing. 

 
During the audit, the SCO reviewed the ARJIS statistics and detail 
reports for the five most recent of the eleven audited fiscal years and 
verified the reliability of the SDSO ARJIS statistical data, as 100% of 
ARJIS incident counts were approved by the SCO.  Page 9 of the Draft 
Audit Report states, “We reviewed a sample of domestic-violence 
related calls for assistance incidents to verify that they occurred and were 
properly supported with a written incident report” and “We concluded 
the SDSO did a sufficient and appropriate job of generating the data from 
ARJIS.  Therefore, we concluded that the query reports provided for 
FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 were reliable.”   
 
Based on the above, either the ARJIS or the DOJ actual statistics, instead 
of the 274 incident count 5-year average, for FY 2001-02 through 
FY 2006-07 should be allowed. 
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Issue 2:  Contract Hourly Rates 
 
The City disagrees with the SCO statements regarding the City 
overstated claimed rates and that the rates were overstated because the 
City used inconsistent methodologies to compute claimed rates.  The 
City also disagrees with the SCO statement, “For FY 2001-02 though 
FY 2006-07, the city used contract salary and benefit amounts that co-
mingled multiple classifications into one rate.” 
 
The City contracts with the SDSO for provision of Law Enforcement 
services.  There were three contracts that governed the City’s Law 
Enforcement services with the SDSO during the time period under audit.  
The first contract dated June 25, 1996 covered the period from FY 1996-
97 to FY2001-02.  The second contract dated June 11, 2002 covered the 
period from FY2002-03 to FY2006-07.  And the third contract dated 
November 6, 2007 covered the period from FY2007-08 to FY 2011-12.   
 
The methodologies used by the City to compute the billing rates were 
consistent with the contract language for each year.  During FY 2001-02 
through FY 2006-07, the City was billed for law enforcement services 
on a full cost basis per Patrol Sedan Unit, which included all overhead 
costs (including Sergeants’ administrative or supportive services) to 
reflect the “actual costs” for providing the Unit. The overhead costs built 
into the rates are fixed and non-negotiable, and the contracts state that 
they are “necessary and appropriate” as well as “efficient in achieving 
the law enforcement objectives of the department”.   This method of 
computation for the Unit cost was common and used by many Counties 
to charge for law enforcement services. 
 
The rates for a Patrol Deputy were computed exactly as stated per 
Attachment B of the contracts, which specifies total unit cost for a Patrol 
Sedan Unit and total annual hours of service provided.  The Patrol 
officers are the direct staff that performed the mandated activity, which 
included taking the call, writing, and editing a DV incident report.  The 
City did not claim Sergeants’ time during that time frame because 
Sergeants’ support costs were included as overhead in the contracted rate 
for the Patrol Deputy. 
 
The City disputes the SCO’s use of deconstructed salaries and benefits 
for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 because that was not how the 
contracts were structured.  The City requests that actual Patrol Deputy 
hourly rates be allowed as originally claimed by the City as the method 
matches the June 25, 1996 and June 11, 2002 contract terms and 
conditions that dictate the rates for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07. 

 
SCO’s Comment 
 
Issue 1:  Number of Domestic Violence-Related Calls for Assistance 
 
The finding and recommendation remain unchanged.  
 
The city disagrees with the SCO’s use of an average allowable incident 
count for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, for which supporting 
documentation was not available. The SCO derived the average incident 
count based on actual reports from ARJIS for FY 2007-08 through 
FY 2011-12.   
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1. The city asserts that the claimed case counts were 
“contemporaneously generated and can be verified by other reliable 
contemporaneous source documents.” The city’s statement is 
misleading, as no contemporaneous source documents were provided 
to support incident counts in FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07.  
 
The SCO requested and reviewed reports from ARJIS supporting the 
number of incidents, for which reports were written, for FY 2007-08 
through FY 2011-12. We found deviations from claimed counts and 
used audited data to compute allowable costs. The same reports were 
not available for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 to support claimed 
incident counts in the early years. The city agrees that “the information 
requested by the SCO for this audit (a detailed report showing each 
incident case number by date and Penal Code for all the fiscal years) 
is no longer accessible due to system data conversions….” 
 
As an alternative to allowing no costs in the early years of the audit 
period, the SCO worked with the city and the SDSO by computing an 
average incident count for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 based on 
the actual data reports provided for FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12. 
The SCO applied the average incident counts to the early years, for 
which supporting documentation was not available.   
 
a) The city states that it “sent to the SCO faxed correspondence from 

the SDSO’s office with report counts from the actual time periods 
dating back to 2002.” The city is correct that it provided fax cover 
sheets for our review. However, the fax correspondence showed 
only hand-written numbers representing total counts in each fiscal 
year. The fax cover sheets did not contain any detail or supporting 
information to show how the hand-written numbers related to 
domestic violence calls for assistance. The fax cover sheets also 
did not provide a listing of cases in each fiscal year, so that SCO 
could properly verify whether the hand-written total numbers 
actually related to the incident counts in the mandated program. 
The city did not provide any other documentation supporting the 
total number of incident counts. 
 

b) The city presented the SANDAG report “Twenty-Five Years of 
Crime in the San Diego Region: 1984 through 2008.” The city 
asserts that this comprehensive report is supporting claimed 
incident counts for years 2004, 2007, and 2008. However, the 
SANDAG report is irrelevant as it does not provide the listing of 
incident counts for the SCO to review and perform testing to 
verify the accuracy of the counts. 

 
2. The city asserts that the claimed incident counts were supported with 

written reports and that “these stats were generated by actual reports 
generated.” However, the city did not provide supporting 
documentation listing the incident counts and identifying how they 
related to the mandated program. 
 
a) The city provided DOJ’s Criminal Statistics Reporting 

Requirements manual for our review and pointed out page 14, 
which states “all domestic violence-related calls for assistance 
shall be supported with a written incident report.” The referenced 
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statement is the requirement derived from the applicable Penal 
Code. This requirement does not provide any assurance as to the 
accuracy of the reports. 

 
b) The city provided email correspondence between it and the SDSO 

discussing incident counts. The email correspondence is irrelevant 
as it does not provide the detailed reports for the SCO to review 
and perform testing to verify the accuracy of the counts. 

 
3. The city points out that “the DV crime rates in older years were 

higher.” The SCO relied on actual supporting documentation for the 
incident counts provided in FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12. The 
SCO’s analysis is based on actual source documents and not historical 
statistical data. The city is required to report actual costs and maintain 
supporting documentation for the costs claimed. The city was not able 
to provide actual source documents for the earlier years of the claim 
period.  

 
The city quoted the SCO’s statement from the draft audit report regarding 
accuracy of the ARJIS reports and took it out of context. The city implied 
that the ARJIS incident case counts should be accepted without 
verification for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 because the SCO 
indicated ARJIS statistics were accurate. We disagree. In the draft audit 
report, the SCO indicated that the SDSO did a sufficient and appropriate 
job of generating the reports from ARJIS and concluded that the query 
reports provided for FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 were reliable. The 
SCO, therefore, was able to use the verified information to arrive at an 
average incident count that was reliable and based on actual verifiable 
data. However, the SCO did not assert to the reliability of counts claimed 
for other fiscal years of the audit period, as claimed incident counts were 
unsupported for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07.  
 
Issue 2:  Contract Hourly Rates 
 
The finding and recommendation remain unchanged.  
 
The city disagrees with the SCO finding relating to the city’s use of co-
mingled contract hourly rates. The city also “disputes the SCO’s use of 
deconstructed salaries and benefits for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 
because that was not how the contracts were structured.” The city asserts 
that the contract hourly rates claimed for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 
are accurate and should be used as claimed to calculate allowable costs for 
this audit.  
 
We disagree that co-mingled contract rates are acceptable to claim costs 
when only certain classifications perform reimbursable activities. For 
FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, the city used contract salary and benefit 
amounts that co-mingled multiple classifications into one rate. The 
claimed rates included classifications that did not perform the mandated 
activities. By claiming the co-mingled rate, the city is seeking 
reimbursement of costs for the employees whose duties are not related to 
the mandated program or reimbursable activities.   
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The parameters and guidelines of this program require that, if contract 
services were used for purposes other than the reimbursable activities, only 
the pro rata portion of the services used to implement the reimbursable 
activities be claimed. It was not appropriate to claimed blended contract 
hourly rates as these rates included costs unrelated to this mandated 
program. 
 
The SCO separated the rates for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 in order 
to identify the specific employees who performed the mandated activities. 
The audited contract hourly rates represent costs for those specific contract 
employees. 
 
 
The city claimed $270,405 in indirect costs during the audit period. We 
determined that $238,920 is allowable and $31,485 is unallowable. 
Indirect costs are unallowable because the city misclassified claimed direct 
costs as salaries and benefits rather than contract services, inappropriately 
calculated indirect cost rates based on direct labor rather than contract 
services, and applied indirect cost rates to unallowable contract services 
costs as identified in Finding 1. 
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and unallowable 
indirect costs for the audit period: 
 

Amount Amount Audit
Fiscal Year Claimed Allowable Adjustment

2001-02 4,638$             14,754$           10,116$        
2002-03 8,560               15,686             7,126            
2003-04 9,118               19,101             9,983            
2004-05 10,900             20,714             9,814            
2005-06 12,082             22,207             10,125          
2006-07 12,743             23,351             10,608          
2007-08 44,628             20,405             (24,223)         
2008-09 40,490             23,501             (16,989)         
2009-10 48,713             31,337             (17,376)         
2010-11 51,799             24,042             (27,757)         
2011-12 26,734             23,822             (2,912)           

Total 270,405$         238,920$         (31,485)$       
 

Misclassified Costs 
 
For FY 2001-02 through 2006-07, the city claimed 10% indirect cost rates 
and applied the rates to contract services costs that were incorrectly 
claimed as salaries and benefits. For FY 2007-08 through 2011-12, the city 
prepared Indirect Cost Rate Proposals (ICRPs) and also applied these rates 
to misclassified contract services costs that were incorrectly claimed as 
salaries and benefits. As discussed in Finding 1, the city did not incur any 
direct labor costs during the audit period. The city staff did not perform 
any of the reimbursable activities listed within the parameters and 
guidelines. The city contracted with the SDSO to perform all law 
enforcement activities including activities allowable for reimbursement 

FINDING 2—
Misstated Indirect 
Costs 
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under this mandated program. Therefore, the city did not incur any direct 
labor costs for this program, but rather incurred contract services costs.  
The city’s methodology to classify and compute costs as indirect based on 
direct labor costs was not appropriate. 
 
Contract Indirect Costs 
 
We reviewed the contract agreements between the city and the SDSO.  For 
FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12, the SDSO contract agreements provided 
supplemental schedules and identified contracted labor costs and 
contracted overhead costs. We determined that overhead costs identified 
in the contract were appropriate as they related to the performance of 
mandated activities.  We computed indirect cost rates for contract services 
for these years by dividing total contract overhead costs, station support 
staff costs, and Sergeant Admin position costs, by the contracted labor 
costs identified in the contract supplemental schedules.  
 
Such information was not available for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07. 
We therefore calculated an average contract indirect cost rate based on 
available data for FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 and applied the 
average contract indirect rate to FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, in 
which contract agreements did not contain detail schedules. 
 
The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted 
indirect cost rates for the audit period: 
 

Claimed Audited
Indirect Cost Contract Indirect

Fiscal Year Rate Cost Rate Difference

Indirect Cost Rates

2001-02 10.00% 47.70% 37.70%
2002-03 10.00% 47.70% 37.70%
2003-04 10.00% 47.70% 37.70%
2004-05 10.00% 47.70% 37.70%
2005-06 10.00% 47.70% 37.70%
2006-07 10.00% 47.70% 37.70%
2007-08 80.80% 45.90% -34.90%
2008-09 91.80% 46.50% -45.30%
2009-10 89.20% 50.40% -38.80%
2010-11 88.50% 48.70% -39.80%
2011-12 85.70% 47.20% -38.50%
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Summary of Audit Adjustment 
 
We applied the audited indirect cost rates to the total allowable contract 
services costs as described in Finding 1. The following table summarized 
the audit adjustments as they relate to misstated contract services costs in 
Finding 1 and misstated contract indirect cost rates as described in 
Finding 2: 
 

Finding 1 Contract Indirect
Related Cost Rate Audit

Fiscal Year Adjustment Adjustment Adjustment

2001-02 (1,544)$            11,660$           10,116$           
2002-03 (5,272)              12,398             7,126               
2003-04 (5,114)              15,097             9,983               
2004-05 (6,557)              16,371             9,814               
2005-06 (7,427)              17,552             10,125             
2006-07 (7,847)              18,455             10,608             
2007-08 (8,707)              (15,516)            (24,223)            
2008-09 5,905               (22,894)            (16,989)            
2009-10 6,751               (24,127)            (17,376)            
2010-11 (8,109)              (19,648)            (27,757)            
2011-12 16,520             (19,432)            (2,912)              

Total (21,401)$          (10,084)$          (31,485)$          

 
Criteria 
 
The parameters and guidelines (section V-Claim Preparation and 
Submission) state that, 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 claimed exceeds 10%. The 
parameters and guidelines (section V.B – Indirect Cost Rates) state, in 
part: 
  

Indirect costs are costs that are incurred for a common or join purpose, 
benefitting more than one program, and are not directly assignable to a 
particular department or program without efforts disproportionate to the 
result achieved. Indirect costs may include both: (1) overhead costs of 
the unit performing the mandate; and (2) the costs of the central 
government services distributed to the other departments based on a 
systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan. 
  
Compensation for indirect costs is eligible for reimbursement utilizing 
the procedures 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 claimed exceeds 10%. 

 
The parameters and guidelines (section V-Claim Preparation and 
Submission-Direct Cost Reporting-Contracted Services) state that, for 
salaries and benefits, claimants are required to: 
 

Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement 
the reimbursable activities. If the contractor bills for time and materials, 
report the number of hours spent on the activities and all costs charged. 
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If the contract is a fixed price, report the services that were performed 
during the period covered by the reimbursement claim. If the contract 
services were also used for purposes other than the reimbursable 
activities, only the pro-rata portion of the services used to implement the 
reimbursable activities can be claimed. Submit contract consultant and 
invoices with the claim and a description of the contract scope of 
services. 

 
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 ensure that claimed costs include 
only eligible costs, are based on actual costs, and are properly supported. 
 
City’s Response 
 

Due to changes in contract languages over the years, the City is 
addressing the indirect cost issues separately. 
 
FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 Indirect Cost Rates 
 
As stated above, the City disputes the SCO’s use of deconstructed 
salaries and benefits for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07.  However, if 
the SCO insists on using the deconstructed method, then the City 
requests the SCO to apply the same method to determine the contract 
indirect cost rates to be consistent. 
 
The SCO allowed contract indirect costs for these years are not based on 
the actual contracted terms but rather based on the average of the five 
most recent fiscal years audited.  This does not reflect actual contract 
indirect cost rates paid by the City.  This is incorrect and denies the City 
reimbursement of its full actual costs incurred to comply with the 
mandate.   
 
To justify the usage of an average, the SCO states on page 18 of the Draft 
Audit Report, “Such information was not available for FY 2001-02 
through FY 2006-07.”  This SCO’s statement is not accurate.  As an 
example, the “Sheriff’s Department F/Y 06-07 CLEP Costing” schedule 
the SCO obtained from the SDSO during this audit, which the SCO used 
to calculate the contract hourly rates, shows the actual direct (Law 
Enforcement Stations – Deputy and Sergeant) and indirect costs (Law 
Enforcement Stations – Other Support, Law Enforcement Support, and 
Services & Supplies) billed for each Patrol Sedan Unit.   Based on these 
CLEP Costing schedules, the City computed the contract indirect cost 
rates as follows: 
 

Fiscal Year 
Contract 

Direct Cost 
Contract 

Indirect Cost 
Contract Indirect 

Cost Rate 
2001-02 $169,655 $159,732 94% 
2002-03 $181,791 $173,461 95% 
2003-04 $221,342 $195,718 88% 
2004-05 $240,118 $208,456 87% 
2005-06 $257,716 $223,414 87% 
2006-07 $273,479 $231,235 85% 

 
Therefore, these actual contract indirect cost rates, instead of the 47.7% 
5-year average, for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 should be allowed. 
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FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 Indirect Costs 
 
The City appreciates the SCO included the Administrative Sergeant costs 
as overhead costs in the computation of the contract indirect cost rates; 
however, the City requests a majority of the other Sergeants costs, which 
related to the administrative and or supervisory services, to also be 
considered as overhead costs to properly reflect actual overhead costs 
incurred. These Sergeant positions are first line supervisors of the 
Deputies as well as other non-sworn station staff and are an integral part 
of departmental support. 
 
Section II B. of the contract states, the “COUNTY through SHERIFF 
will provide general and specialized law enforcement and traffic 
services…as well as direct supervision of law enforcement personnel 
assigned”.  (Emphasis added)  County job descriptions state the 
“Purpose and Distinguishing Characteristics” of the Sergeant position “is 
to provide supervision over the activities of a team, unit or division of 
deputies and or professional staff.”  Further, it states, “This class 
represents the first level of supervision of sworn staff in the Sheriff’s 
Department.” 
 
The contract’s reference to SERGEANT and DETECTIVE SERGEANT 
positions in the Direct Costs section is to distinguish the positions that 
are paid for directly and their full positions are dedicated exclusively 
to the City as oppose to the other positions which are shared with other 
cities.  Therefore, the term “direct” in the contract does not refer to their 
job duties.  The San Marcos Station Lieutenant determined the 
percentage that each Sergeant spends on administrative and or 
supervisory duties are as follows: 
 
 Admin Sergeant = (100% allowed by SCO) 
 Dedicated Sergeants = 70%  
 Sergeants (Patrol) = 70%  
 Sergeant (Traffic) = 90%  
 Sergeant (Detective) = 90%  
 
According to the claiming instructions and OMB A-87, the “indirect 
costs are costs that are incurred for a common or joint purpose, 
benefiting more than one program, and are not directly assignable to a 
particular department or program without efforts disproportionate to the 
results achieved.”  The City believes these costs satisfy the requirements 
of OMB A-87 and are eligible as overhead costs for inclusion in the 
contract indirect cost rate calculation. 
 

SCO’s Comment 
 
The finding and recommendation remain unchanged.  
 
FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 Indirect Cost Rates 
 
The city disagrees with the SCO’s computation of the average indirect cost 
rates that were based on the five most recent fiscal years audited. The city 
indicates it should get reimbursed higher indirect cost rates than the 47.7% 
five-year average computed by the SCO during the course of the audit. 
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As indicated in the finding, the city claimed a 10% indirect cost rate for 
FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, based on a standard rate allowed by the 
parameters and guidelines.  The SCO computed allowable costs based on 
available data in the city’s contracts. The city is proposing higher 
alternative rates to be used for reimbursement. We disagree with the city’s 
proposed methodology. 
 
The city inappropriately claimed contract services costs as direct labor 
costs and computed indirect costs based on direct labor when in fact the 
city did not incur any direct or indirect labor costs. The city’s proposed 
new methodology also subjectively classifies various costs as direct and 
indirect. All of the city’s costs for this program are contract services costs. 
The SCO’s methodology to compute allowable contract indirect costs 
accounted for contracted labor costs and contracted overhead costs that 
benefited the implementation of the entire contract. 
 
FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 Indirect Costs 
 
For FY 2006-07 through FY 2011-12, the city is proposing an increase in 
the allowable contract indirect cost rate. The city asserts that the majority 
of the other sergeant classification costs should be allocated as indirect 
costs in order to properly reflect actual overhead costs incurred for the 
calculation of contract indirect costs rates. We disagree with the city’s 
proposed methodology as we already accounted for all appropriate 
contracted labor costs and contracted overhead costs that benefited the 
implementation of the entire contract.  
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June 1, 2017 

Mr. Jim L. Spano 
Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250-5874 

RE: RESPONSES TO STATE CONTROLLER'S OFFICE DRAFT AUDIT REPORT OF 
CRIME STATISTICS REPORTS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE PROGRAM 
AUDIT ID #516-MCC-0029 
FOR PERIOD FY 2001-02 THROUGH FY 2011-12 

Dear Mr. Spano: 

Thank you for providing the City of San Marcos (City) the opportunity to review and respond to the 
audit findings and recornmendations as presented in the Draft Audit Report issued by your office on 
May 23, 2017. Please find the enclosed City of San Marcos' responses and the additional support 
we collected since the Exit Conference on May 11, 2017 that show our costs claimed were mostly 
correct and represented the City's actual costs incurred. 

We appreciate your time for reviewing the enclosed responses and additional information. We are 
confident you will find them to be sound and supportive and will reinstate most of the dlsallowable 
claimed costs. 

Please feel free to contact me at (760) 744-1050 ext. 3131 or our consultant, Annette Chinn, at (916) 
939-7901 with any questions you may have. 

Sincerely, 

f2__.(~ 
Laura Rocha 
Director of Finance and IT 

Enclosures 

I Civic Center Drive I Ssh MMcos, CA 92069-i9t8 I (760) 71Jl-1050 I (760) 744-9520 I'nx I www.san-marcos.net 
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•:~►.-,Jo"••► ,,.t,•14•·•••'''•-11-:-•:r 
•:"• ,. ••••••• ,: •• , ·•"ff""••,.::.-,.,c,c~·,, 
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······:..-.: ,.,~ "ill Mr/:1 ~ :; ;,.,. '""" , ... ,. :·:. 
;:.oc'l'T•.Wl ,lo..,.h•( .. ~ 
: .. ,;., .•. , •·:~,., ...... 1 ..... ~ ..... ..,, .... .,,.. 

$~ CIIOOC. lNIIID.l ."(111'1111SI t,c;• 
!~.t,.:·•·· .:·) 
••. .,.i ... : ... --··· 

~ .. ~~.~~•~:~ll n' l""lcr. .-,•,n110~ 

::r~1•!· t-!I~~·: .. :· . 
;;.; ~-~~ ~,;!~: .. '.", ;;,•: ... ·,:;;·' 
SOUM ... I C~C11N111.1111..u. 
:l •11111tJ1Jl•,:1,\)ll:M'lll\lll\,'I 
•• •:I, ,,,,,:,IWft«.• 
.-... .,,i,f» . .:.; • •J·,L:,,:.r •. •.:.·•· 
.)••;•"·••!I,· ,_, .;,,••••:t<{· 

..... ··~· .............. ,, ..... 
,,.,, 1:-··· • (•t.t<o~ 
H11. •.;11ut.i,~•. 
L,.-,,~t">•J• :••••" 1 ....... 



 

 

   

TWt:NlV-FIVE YEARS OF CRIME IN THE SAN DIEGO 
REGION: 1984 TliROllGH 21108 ---------------
INmOOUCTl<>N 

Sin,: l~tlt· liAr•Jl>/\:0 lat IJ'-•·~" n:l'lllli11!I ,:1i1r•: 
$\i!l!bC! f·~· Ul& SHI c·ryu , ... yiuu •hh:•J•Jh ., 
())CPEnt ·o'e "~'te1'lfo .• ; .,. b bmsl .I\\' 

llnrnrc~1rent ag,ilelM. -ill, •~""'l ,:,rcs,:-':'I 
,"11'1r1 rl $"ll'>WS •:r••n~ (l'e"l:t dn!l f« J,~ .,: ... ~l 2:, 
)'3rl'l, :.. ·11ne ·3tes per 1 :io: 11:ii,b}-.t 
l)Ol)Uktlon'. ~ w!I! k> llU, ~Ill.Ill ' ...... ::l:I ,:( 
Clll'l'l8; r~)Ol't9d. A'~ pn,,~~11.1:1:I. S(\t-.c . .-.r. i:: 
t11(1 nrll', lflAll ent1::,, to conlplle U,t-;e lltliili1:i 
:-r.m\• ,..., 1':! ~:cnorate-:1 ~lt~S. u lf,cll .1>s 
lh~ un,r.ccirpor,.!:d weas ot th►. t.O:Jn1:;. 
111:1 ~ill!J tl'lis int-:innatl?n ione 01 U1c nu.tt1 
f11~•1t'\·~ly m.,,,('$,f~ h)'ll s ... Nl"•,\i:; l 
C·imin:,I .u::t a! l:lt::1r1n;Jhou4, lhM diltt ~,..­
~.:r:(111 I<: lcir.r· ln•Jt t'\"lnYl'\11'11111\, i:r.. Icy 
n :1k,:n, ::11,: th1} 1Xll,.n11nity In tr,,:)Clr,O ,u;J1c 

:Jfoly ll\'1:r lirl'll:, :1:: W(.:IJ r:: ltm 1; .. k:t:l:llltl'l8!$ 
ui" :..-c ... 1:·tli1111 .1111.t l':\llllh$:; .:'f<:rts on 
1v,1iu~I cri1nc: r11•r.i. 

:.~i:1.1.: i11 1111111hrr ;1nrt roc:i1r: w1:1:1a1m1t· 
&U:::11l~~:1 Jlllrt mif\11,Wi r·onl ldW 
~:· r-.xc~·11::11l. 

OVERALL eRlM•: 

TI11:,-:: \WI' a ut:d r:· !•l.11~ l'n't I (flMM ir, 
ll <: 5;w. r.ic:!lfl l":!'linn in ,:v1!' (ArpEr.:1-. 
-:,t,~:i I :th,: !\j •1Jhi1:h •~:!:•·lll'le: tn w.1::n~cr11m 
F-U' ',000 f'Clf'Uliffian ,:ApX\n:ii;: l.';:1b,e ~­
rs1L I dn,llll: i11,:lud1} 4 \•i11h:t:: ntt~r$$! 

(hr,mlt~. 1n,~. 111hh1:t)·, :11~~ "'!:ff;1•r.itfl'1 
HS,SU.:) an:! J P'UIJ('J .y 11rTll11~:$ (hll'!ll,'1'/, 
Ito \A::lllJ tnd nut.i.;1 v::hii:h.. I h,. 0 J lh:1 t :,n: 
tr<.c~d ll~UOllwh.Jt- :. ~ )l~11iJ:i11ci.:ic:iJ 111:,r111,· 
')}' ,ie I,,~ Whll Syll!1i:i~) tv!,·1,ill ·•~; r:-il'llf\ 

itita tnrough ~~ l..1r1'011n r.:r11n~ R~:i<ll"tin;J 
::U...:H: SJS:»3Rl. ou1e· c111ne1. ):l(h Ill' rtlll!)• 
,~late<! 01(81 $~ • .-is11iJ:idhn, tmc.J r:11u,:. :,:1} 

<11!0 d(:,J f181llo:ld I,)' k~l'II '=·· ,:11r~:11:1:1rc111, 
but ~ '<. ·t II c1.11·~). "'lu•A••:,..:1, l11: .. ,u::: 
OOte{'C>IZ1 :k.l.'l M'htlH~} i::i1·1 \'Ill;' :,,:mu 

'ien~lt!, SleniJtirUI.:~~ Ill ·nt,ti, :iin, nnr 
tVtlllDbl~. £,\~ll u-,.o,1h llo?.}f: 1:1in1:i nw, t:f\ 

ltr .,r~~1.1,•J1n·1 ,u.1 M , .. ,1. .. 1, ... •di~ :,· _. 
·m;vj:;,.,J h !•r.r;i:n~i:: ·1,t e .ru 

!AS'f fACJS 

-·-·--··-·--,., _______ _ -------·--------------..... -.. ____ .... _ 
• "'·""'1· .,, .. ·,·., •. , , • \) , ..... ,., .l·M Wr I• ":r• "°i:'tll· • :,..;,. 11 ·, ...... Xir.S ' 



 

 

   

VtOLENI CRJMf. 

111 ::u.m. 11 ,,.:: ·,.-,:m • ::.:U:> r-~:,. I ,,i11b:111 
~IYIC'-$ r~r~r;r tn 1r•11 t'\ntt:u/'\irtn· ,,. ,t-, 
~r D:::y:> lt>:ji'-'n (1-411,:m:!io. Tl:nl~i ·1 :l'lld Oj'. 
·r"le rctl Ull:lq\,.~I t':r'9 VJ,)S. :l!]!,1.,'l\';il~d 
,1UJUh. ·o,hi:h n·~·vi::11t::d ::'ir<:~l t·,.-u Lhioh 
(lw';,.,) nt n I l'k'lk\nl (J'IYI('\ In ;,r,·1li: rnht~)· 

"-':·:l'l.w.:ntt.::J 31 l'tll'Chl. ru:l'.· 1 i,t:,:,.,,._, :.111: 
hOhHld• 1 ..-..,-:¥1t. ,-\xo·4lllfl t!'I $ttlllAIC$ 
frn,n the: N::tic:nlll •'.:rim1• 'lktiT Cllll1 io~ )1.11•,::·1, 
1ml ur· "'' 1·.-1 • 1<1•.1.·,:, ,,r ,,;,,1~ ,t u1n)ti •·~'+ 
11:1111·1<:11 t:> ;1\·1 1111,,ma<:nt ·1: .. ::11\'.1<11: ,n 
2001' ( 1ct mo-,ml 

lh, tln.11'1'1 l (l)rt.-.\, tl'W) ·•k'll•W .. ..,.,,,('\ l\'.M Ir•~' 
1.CV'.l ::ul'l -itiu11) in ;,hi: 5:.11 :i, .. ;,u 'l.';;':111 
~~·" ~ ln;r.,YJQ In llifEi (TIMI s.:;n In ·~'$5). 
n,11::,i111,11 pt·lk :>r £::3 ·: 1£92. Silll\: lh(:11, 
... ,_ h,U, MUI JI dP"IHIP tn 4.:11< ,,1n1.11n1 
1:,i,111:~ plt 1,0'.ll': ,:~W.Ji:uu h 2CC~ ,,.,.; ,;h 
n-.. ~r~r ;- 1 p-'\r:l'\1t t1:>r.'(':11i,r 1rnir, 1::1::r 

,:, •. 411, Llk 1~ -~~n voe~"'*' J~rte!t- sill:~ 
1?!11! t~ lt•:l!I ('/JMl'I U1' r:i~ m,~:isftl l!i',lc,j, 
n,;~ 20:':I: \·icit::, ... ,i,m.• :1tL· v:n ~':r.> Ju~ 
ln'WN,t 1,1 tl'W\ rMt :•,. -,n-,,1<. l'nn!hlr t:i,.m1. 
1:lott.:d' lo.. LI·, (1111:'ft'III ~t<:1,1 i11 tlil'•t si11:~ lh: 
1:,:nc,s r.n,. ·<. lrvVt1:: (l;:rllrt1!1 r·,mb¢,,; ;;t 

J(iun;1 ir,:shl'S i11 hi>:jh l:'i1r1:: ~m.1ei1~:I 1y:: 
:,m11p., IA911Jllht'11 \\111,.t 111:M.Y.-'1 JIii 111'1 

::,i,-.11 .i•~• ru ,,iul~'IIL urT·.:n•.~. ~• :i Lh:: 
·"'l:ln'rnrt:111!'1" M r:Tt,'\r."'l',Y'\ r.·1,n:: r~•- ::n 

:IIUj,rJll'U. 

.o\.1un iurh~ i.t.vm. lht ,:O'Jf lllo)lthl ~ iT~ 
r::t,c: r,:.,~1:d 6r<:n, .!i4 in .$S k.:,n;:h w ·1.:'l~ in 
,.,!llloral Cit? (Aj;PEtldl); Ttlb ~ l end 
•::r1:nrtn( M::r: 1l. ~.'e. 1h:: flll:'. ·,•:.'I·, • 1; 
ll•·l>(ll:Unm h~ lrtN¥'-I· ; ~., !i 1111 hi! ·u· 
~•i:•1::rn ~r'n,r 1;11::~. 1:::11111:,,..~ol 1..(1 1•Xli' (L ~·,:: 
ll.llllb~rs t:n 9lU',II ~r ·,;i11d ct•ll,.,,OrscmJ. 
I llllh11X".k ::11rt C:,n::i:e b:rt ::,:lll. lr lldi,:tiD.U 
\';llh ltl ~rd ~•) .18(:~ll uiu•·/8:II l~;•~~~­
tc:r~::· vn >·, ,,. :t,r • •11,11r11• r11n11} "''"· ,·.,n, 
<.'4.htl :·to:li:,~ ,,m.i1·" hJl'II 3 ·;w•;t11l ..... 2!1 
i;rrr41'1t, (~ll!Jn 19 "ltt:r., t'tf 1·t1M(l1::i1 
dq1i:r,nw1.: IJJ n';:r,.•u ·o·l>cll, 1;;i11r.: hi.,«: 

u.11.,1rt1 r◄'•~i,lt'\n-~nt.•,rr. <tr,1-r.1 rt, In 

•-.,., ............. ,·, ... ~~ .. ,,;,., .. ,.,,,,,.,,, .,, .... , 

;~:111lil':: ~ ·1d ~l>:jt. ')f:L~in~· h , .. : :, Ill~ :1rc·,i. 
::>,:i4.r. ~1m11-,. fnr,.. onl'I:~ ctrnn1.~.1g 
: S}rop:.nr.1'19ll: t'lluml ur :, 1ml), :-i,t1 
.i::i:<ihr. ~ 1°M. ~;\·!'I·• 1:01.;_~~I p.;TOIS dJl11Q 
l.Qll-erlf1! huJ1~:•. 

rigu.,., 
11101.1:lfTCSbME~Ail LOWl:S'!' 

lhl ~5 •,t.Ar.S. 
.................. _, ___ _ 

• • 

. I 
rot\:-;!-', il,\l .. ,:;; Cv.\i:.-,, .. ~, .. ,.._., 
; ...... -,,,•,•!: (.W.,.., ;A,.-,•;t\ ,..,.,..,~1,•:\: 

..I 

lu,1111111 rt:id:::~s ,tn:11!;111 j/l(U ·mn, , • .,_ -I-Cl 

·o«..,_ mtot1 t<• trnn1 a,~ 11llllu~'-'> uv:•1 LiHII'.' iu 
11:c vi,111:ul e1in11: r:it:: t>::r.cirt~ In tile 
.-...,,n 1: C\;)l ro;, :-n :c :ll~ re :oue.:I e.:,uu lhi: 
U1,ilx<I i,1111:::. iu 7gur:: l m«m, t™ 
Mn llltW'ln Nf!IOl'I E(4)6f.9r'6d 9 ~,nw, itt: 
·1 •:iulo.11L 1:· :11.: ir lh1: l:11&: l!illlli :ind f\:111•,• 
lilml: r.:>Yp,wn1 tn thl' l\.lllt'l o, , .. Lu111i11;.1 w ~ 
>i.·11 l:11 ·,it.it ... ~1i111~ Ill~ 1\1.T ·!NH. lhl~ 
h1n::isr \'1111 r~ .~ :f n:-l~(td (ti Lill: 
pre•nl,i,;~ <ir ,11i:th:s1111l·11lt-11n r<, :: .~1:1uhn1> 
,: 1..t uw: '" thl Mi, en ,1.:nn!'I tl'I;, tll'1t i;t1k-.J. 

JUl::ll-."t.01 "11· t:l:.t ttr~g: al.I: :,~ :al'Q 
1 ◄x ... ,.~n ln.OplM(Jl( 1-J.>l:-:J ·1:MY1.ll,h ·,t . .;.. ____ ..;. ________ .;;. _______ ...... , ..... _. _____ _ 



 

 

   

111 1111;, t • .,_ .. 1n1~nt ,:nmn r:i1'"1 1n ·11111 

!iir :lie-~'<: ·::i,liur •••~~ 4,4·1. ,'(:1,us 4.C:1 (i,· J11~ 
n11c .,n as• ·,.'hok". 

fir,;,.,.,, 
ssr, ari;r,011:tmnN UACJ ,._ c.~An:rr 
IC,.OOS.'t.SE :~ \11:)l.ENT ca:~E W.AN 

nm N.:i..110N :r, 1.:-..1• 1~,~~ 

►:1111 j1111,tt11:11nn r·.•> v:>h. ~•,,1il•1 :k11:.:nv~nr:: 
~•it:lc .. : ~ri111cs a:mniU..:j ,y,i11:I. llt.':nirr 
tlUZMS :1ncH•.oldt1SI$ U(I yesn ,, •9~ Slld 
nlr1::r). In ;,rm. thrm ,,,r.m L!l1 -.ic: t'\rt r.11r:ir:o; 
isy::i, ~l :1,·1 or :· :,~::m. ,t Jo.,11.,u,: .,, 
s r-«•:~1; rroo· li,e '::ll'eVIOt~ yeor. ,i1lH$f lO 
,~,: ttr,:linr. "I vinl.~nt 1Ti,u: n•,i:r,,11. •tt'\•r. 
•.1i11 ..:s ;,,.1ui.J1:,I '! 111,:1 i:·1'-'::>. 5 ·ii,,11::,, 2011 
,,. )l)(!fl•s. tll'K! 2e-3 ·~~fO•,u~~ 000,.ftJ 1)-cl 
,:~,, .. .-n). 

C·.'(:: li,, fllll<I :.::i ~,u. lh!': :u11:hLT c,f 
hOl"IICl(~S Ill m, Sm Dlt{IO 'l?QIOn oe!lkl-?:t ~( 
,,;~111 ·!•:r ,·r'1 t11r.Y\,"fl'\!lt.,111·f~tt'\"lt1llytn,, 
,.,, • ., r,f i-.; • 1!:':I:! 11 inu-:: :::. !.i11:e lh::n, t1e 
l'lt1111L .. , \)r ho•(,•.iJu hS! 11U~JJr.~d bul h:i 

• ~ .. ,.,.,c,,· ,,.:,· rn, •►,,~••,..:; ,tr. n,; · t .. , .... ,, 
:irr•.1,>ll-:.:llffr! ,:: •tr. n:f.0(1JI I::.~ .:,t-.t,: 'J,r,: r.l 

I,;; f'• hit.,~,,, I""•"''· '\r"\.h'IIIIAr.V 1"1► 1 .. ,· .. :,· 
~Xii: ::ih.~r,:I :.t.:,tf.:J:s rt·::,:~ t;• ti.~ I JI Ir 
l·,, ,11r~ :"llYl :,,u .. 11.l.!. r1,rw1..: 1tlllm 11 •,It• ►• 
:· ,1u,.ci:1ru,:cdt,:,ti::lo,}rY.· :;i:,r,.ir,;.u;,r. 

,,,. ~· .L•.'d.'d '33 liu w::1) :,\i,:>, .. :,::i, 
!:ihlt'\ ;1:. In 1:;.,1:e, tll.1'8 ., .. ~s f. :<,.di ul 1,;0 
hu,•,iti~ .. •s, ..... ~ ·ch \VJS 1.t,:: IU rd "'7!,('$.­
nunl~• ;,, J,..- l'")l :Z~ ,~ .. ) <11..:· r • ~ p~· -~··. 
ctrr.·1:,,-.:, trt-..: ;,,,;;, •:· t1,), ;,J, 1'8p,r»:I i:, 
5.0,t~:ll',G', •::. C:1111:L, S,w.' !~k.y;,~ l'.\~.-.~.,~ 
(.":»•Y. VMt,·,.,:s t,,.,.,., s.~ .. , ..,, ZMJ (o,·,ildblt 

nn fl'I"\ :;...,r,. ·,A,:.: ·.•,ei✓ 411~~. Ill htllll( i,Jt, ~,~ 
ii::ws a11~ 11:-:,iun for ·11hi:h ,.,.:nW\ r.rq.•J l'I• 
{le~:rrlr~d In 2007, '.7 r:~tlll ., .. ~ .. ~ 11:l:ih:d 
tn ,,,,nr, ddNlry, HI,, ... ~,.., ll• \'II ~•i::111'-'lll 
1l pcll'crt 1<; t1r>m.~shr. ,·,:,~'l<"A. ~ pWC611l to 
?t"!e' nl:.tl\'Ct. 7 p,··t~·•L .1J i.Jru!:.~· i:ntt 
.:. ruunl ·.,~ r11t,t..,'\· Muli·,t- i11k111,.,ti-.;11 ru· 
l'.IU:l hDini: dM .,,111 :in :i~ l'lbl$ 11'1 <IIW.:!'e· 
:•p::,c It .o::, iu thi: 2'.109 rall:mJisr :,t:isr. 

fig,.ir<t 3 
H--.JMS£!1: a, t1ot.1tr.1DF.~ Pf.Gft;,.:ASa:o m 

'floQWD LO'-A'~t I~ ,,A:\T 25 \'l'A.S 
>I'•--·-··· •• ' .. ,. 

i M 

" 

·-----·--······· ... ., . .. . . ' 

\i 
nj 

. I 

lhe~ UL•..: s,ie 11,:A:~ h:1,:,rt,,:d ·) 1hr 
S:111 l11r,gn ·~g1or 111 2•J:J~. •.-:'•Ith \'fl'!\ d 2r. 
pcux:,,1 i11:TCism fr:ll'II 7.:1:)1 (l(:.i) ,:,-.;pend•~ 
·h·I: '-' 1J. :\n\':fJ•S 1'-'A:a:~:· tl·:,I lhi:; i-o:11::,:1: 
W,Y, ':1"8 r~l It (.' ll w,t-1:.~, Ill ·11hi, 11( 
r.nr.1pl:::r.:J r:ir~ ~1n~ !fpon..d m1i 111 .:-:,:.-e 



 

 

   

·.~Olis 52( .,, 200i, r :~·-;: rr.·:·,\-.:::. r..tt·,r 

':·.-.rl ,m+npt$1C'. r,>1:n ml'~ :a·1ii:h l'ltt.u:.11:, 
•bY.r•n•1~:: ··4•>,;,. h,·n Pe JJ '51;• :,1vl 

~:<Jw1f. 

.... ~ h!Jll'e ,1 mn,v:1 tt<, ,._,,.1,e,- vr ••~..,$ 

m1:<ll' .<:II lll l~\Y 1r'<:1i:::11 .. r1l IU! "'1:,-.i1 ~Cl 
1t,l8S~IJ netle r.11e, ti'? r:i~t ;,~ ·,Y\n"-, 
ocrro1:,,r,t1 t.) t~ 11.. Tt:t'\· nr '-:111 ,:i,b~: d1ri11:J 
the ~,r1('\ r'"l11nr1 nt •·•'°<:. -t.:: y11:dte,i. ·1vn1bt,• 
1or ::1111~. 1rp11,t1::t :.u lav.- ,:11ri, «.<.'r~llt ·na 
£6~ in '9S1 $h.J _·,e IC·.,·nc YA"IS SO'J lr I:•% 
lJ·..- ~..._v1ll. 1:11,~;t nunlt-9r ·.-.•as ,'t:4 1n :•11.u). 

fl(lli.,. ~ 
ll.~~ VPJUASHl'n' IH :U:~a.r 1.>1· taA)'I:$ 
Cl""""'Ald=L' M i:!~t,.lr:JI \nOl»Nf CtllraJS 

·········---···-·· ' .... .. 

,.,, 

... 
.,, _______ _ 
~,#"'" ~ .. ">✓ .¥ ~ .......... .,~ r. .,.+ 

Rohbory 

~-,"c 1 ;,::n:i .,n·: ;,1~·11, r:,l·::1:1.>•"w•~ •h•: :•: }. 
·,•1:-1lr.nt rriin:: •.r. in1r,:r.l't: ir• :· Jll1l,t-: ;JO%~ 

·1::·<,c:1 lh1: n:!/:r y•,·1-.:,sl ~g i1l:reesec 
llllw:.~·· h':in· le•,.• ~11¢rofl\l(f'. •"r~·.111'."111•1. 
"'"'~llt.llU'/8' ,'Clll k':.i :!!1Dl1:1::1. ,r,:m:•ir::e 
':"ll" r.:-111.- ~r.r;,ti•••~ ·:r·1111s 1<1 ::!·,•••: 

"t,-\11 r,t'\ntr. .-1r:! t.Y;;::l ::l'l(v':t,•Mm, 

• l'tr ·1..-- r,·n ;r. ;ru;, t'I,: :rvp>"l•lll'I O" 
.::t~irP'~11::,~$ t ~II r<1,:1·1..,1 ,.,'\,., r:,·•!1•1 n ... 
·IJ ;,.,.,,..1 ·r, :'{I 1..:ir,.,~ . .,,,1;11 :in :m:ra:;,: ct:::.; 
r:lir,t. 11·1: ·un1:1::1 :> 1:11,o,,"l<. •.· J~ i.•.••n,tw u 
,.. .... , ...... cl ••• .. r 11•rn':rr' :r,:iy -.e n1111 r·., 
~:, ,:,:'J:,1t.3r .• •M :\·Jo;h ,; l(:lb ..,,_, .. ,. ·•~11r~ 
•:i.fr11, I,;, ... ~ •. 

r.nn:- :r.trtt :-11h11r. 1n-nrm:11:•~ 1;·1r-1r:1 !}m, :1nr1 
-.i:11:.)u:d ciin11: lll'::,•:ll'1.k11 c«i,1ls. In ~O'.:{J. 
J· :i: u1,1,1-J l·;:11.J ,:s i:v1.i;:,;, ti,,c )\:t1~ vi 
1crft.;es) ·,:9! n•.•eoeel ,, .. 1u1 4flll' •o·,:P.,· 
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J .. ~l :n:·~f° t.::.1r ,:-a~~ ... r rvbJi:1ii:: ::,x, m:11 
nil r, L·,i: ":11:n '-'' :tw:•u ._., i· ..,J,::, :,u::11i: 
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10,r."' •,nu,.~11 r~1 (u:111,1e11i,vll :~t i1,;k1:nll •.;1 
,,,n,e: b :001 ., ,d ?tta 1C "')ll•j(ifl "11.'r , 
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.: ....... , ... m t:, tM .,.s. (IIJN',' I - ,u .uc::»I 
;,u....-:l! r··rm: 11W k1.><1·· Lu Jtdire i 1 thr: 

a111I:, 1!i!il~~ . • ,rr,,r:•,n-, r:11 •~ :,,n1 rnnc ,in!:, 
.,,,..,~w :n• l'IOUOl'lf • .,."-"':I~ s:·,IJl'J 1'9:;. In 
~::,, l ..... l'l'-'JX'll)· :1in1: r,,l:: ·oJ· •h:: n:~lnn 
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iU.IL•J~L•J S ::L•111.••1. nur1 S,.4S> to il.!J:~1;\, 
v,hlle lha mJ1:1t,e, vi nu111',::i.J1:·d,1I 
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U:.:tll)'. U' l•1~h. is ll~ Inc,$: C01'11·r.o {fh1e 
,,.,.,tll • 1r ::1.•~1y !Ai 1::su11:11ts :: ,·i:ti111 ir. t::t.-.: 
(1ot:L \'-.:•.,··(,. 8t'?li111:i.1~ Ill lil~ t11• 1U1'1l➔( 

nt t,ur,'\nu:i t'lp.-r.r.:I ,n t It'\ s:: 1 U1::!J:, mg,.,n 
l,:y:111 :11, ~,v,-:,,.J .1..-·,.J, 1r.1ok l!l •'t as..t, .. l' ih 
·:)'$\;, 11n:Jt•rr ::ncr::::::rg JJ '1,C.51 i11 :.«1t1, 

(J' 11un: I 1:. Si11w lhn, I.he!~ 'lltr6 ,t )'$SU or 
"l'IIY..,. ,, •• "' ,n:n:v'Ai. l\':llt:•.w:rt b.\' 4 

:<Jn1~r.1i•,~ .JL~•c•i,,.~ .1.· • 25-·!'='dl lvn ur 
'•7.Jlln Ir ;o:1t~. 

Ji<Jur~ 11 
:.A:lC:F.lt.:S DECRF.4~ :l"Ji::; 
~"OU~l)l 00>,ib:Cl,Jf!\ff: VT~R 

1(1(.'(J •••••••• ·-· ·····-·-·--·····-·-·-". 
••• 

11f'\ n~ n,mr.i1> • her: .:ry l)J:~ C,,iw.:1 iully 
a,.J in ~:oe; .. ,·ti, 1161': °rr.l"I 1rs;11,4 m-,r 
•,r.h,r.l::~ '. 4:. '>(, '•"" \ ~I: .«:w11:£ 1(,~l (.<JHrr :,11 
·,u111 b~dl(IIIVIS (1~-,c'.; ,:nl'1~;nd tt'I 1::n,. 
b1>t- <1( lh::si: l)J:L~ <J: l-£:v,iL'1 ~ wdl ,s 
pl:t<~t(tt. bl(.)'Clt tten. ,,n:I r.lhrr t\'f"'\' 
~\Y\'e ,b,.,•r. tut .ih1plifl.i111,1 dfk' ,hr\ u( 

111:,11.1 .. ,. •• , tit i,tfS Y.•~r( both t.:: (l'X· ,md 
!I'" .. r::,r,::, .. ·•r.•sl M•l'I l:1rn:1oi::~ M1%l iu 
2CO!I w..-,: l'~J.J ll~I\~. iu•-vM•· ~ p,,,ir.,l•; 
\';IIU,;'1 :17 \,l\;I: :,· l::n ( ·•1t sh:11,11: 

----------------•-.···· 
" 

1;~Jli'r: th:: t,11:t ':'1,:: th:: n.UY•h~.I M J:iortnll $; 

Wt~ ~l d (!~lu .. :d lw1, Du( ll...- j111is1:·ieti<Jroi 
.11'1 -ep:,r. l'rt'\•·,r."11 ,11,:·::::<M, ,;o-h1r.1 1,"11!,_::lf: 
·1\:1:1 l~ tu U:'>J, .,hilL• '1 ln1.J J1.•t::i:~•.i 
):111!.11r11r::~,,: '.4 t:: 11)'.4~ c:,·,,~nc::, lllhlf'\', 
D 111.I H). 

C::yiT1i1111 ill IStsS. lhl} ""11h1:r 1)1 r-1111::r 
"Chi!/('\~ \T.l(\1 In t ·n SOIi 1: cr;r. ''{11(1( t $) 

t..::9,r le i1o:,~\:tr.: :r,u.-, 13,f.7!i in 1;111,:,, 
mct1·r,:i a '11!111 1 ·t~:l 71(131n (=<ur~ '2J. 
This UJWP.rd t~r<: 0,,,:1 b lu•1.o::rt h:,• .- • ,m·.,11 
(~'\!mY,'\ tn p,n·<i: I ;ri::1) ... ··~, lh~ll ll..-1: 
,·.~ ~ 9'- ·1\'1' JI ir,:1\'UrJ lu 2',l'l!i in tl:Ol, 
~ k:-'Nd J'; (11 .A pe·•:MC r.,r~,ytN :',l!:f8a~S 
t:: I~.!:,, ,,ct,i:l:s ~li>l::n in ltu: b•,r::ri·t11" 
l,lhlt; 1:. 111 $. ,..,,111t•\ tr •• In ~-"'nt '17 
h:1,t\l.:1::.J T~1l1•1 V\•·1 ,:II:~ In l::111tc <:I 1:sll :,r 
,"lln:lllnt ~r. ••II ur. nt ·, "ff.'\ \T·~IAr ~•,hlt.?S 
.,,., ~li1111Jtrd ol u,·::1 .>144 ,r,illion ind 
rnr.....,nM;.1 n,m ... ,1r ,:5c.-~'.· orne ,..tiu& or 
lclll prop<:•ly s11>l::11 bar ~t,:l'l.'1'). 
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,•.•:·<,c: J11} .L:i::: r.lir:11~ i·11ilh 111. r ·:,·.~; '"1'!1:" 
,1···~•1;11• !,.1 11:rlliitrhu· .1. di l,vl 2 •~;;v•;z.J 
<11•:: :,v::,r ,l::•n::,:~ •n .... ,~ ·,11r.•hc:r M 11:ntt'\r 

• .. ..- .111..- U •.-lb. ~•I\·• y l:v• 6 .,._ •• ,,. •• ._ lu ·3~ 
p::11:::r,t :1\l)ft'\'ltl.lC l,i,llfl:, 1:<\ ,. -'1 i .&), I 1r~ 

i.J.:u :::w:> ll1ll) •L\1-.: .. II...:~-•:n•~ <•. 1:11•Ji:I IIIJ 
:.,,. pr:1••1::1s. :11 rl(;1- 1 11)'=11in11 
11.:i!,II ::011h•<:•h. :1:: ,.-.•ell:,~ ,,(l:,rt; 11n•:t'l1t:11Ct'\r 
:V;t :A ~f i{o •fol .(.,.,1,;, laHII h$•. fU',;~ :rv-.7:,. 

.lnlllll'\ MIY\' ►I-Cl J'ltl(!\ ·, ':t'\r~,. ···•~·· 10•w11 h 
•:1Jl't'\1nil:.:•. i11 •).111:,f'I ,·,iL·• ,,~,•lt11:r Htl lnt1~ 
n•TEs"!~, bull• im;il,h.•·•t~ • .,,l>l b~ •L'VV•ll:i.J, 
,..,,.,ct, •:: ,v·•, :,r.nn •:: r,r::smtne v.r,:arrtw, 
:.u ... ullt-• ., • .,,.. ly e•i111L· :cli•i:.t•:~. nirr:: 
\Wl·r 411 .,unn~ .. ~r,:rt"lt ~ ;;-·1::k ·.-•lll:1• w<1, 
lu1\'\:• lhJII ill 2<::>7 (·.-,h.:11 •Ji::n: , •••• ,: .t.!iP.) 
(Ar,p::uvll'~ l,lhl#. T ... nnrl 1'1). ►·'111'f"'' 1,e.w11l 
(HI~: ::: Jl~U•l'I i11 lll:l•s ....... : ul slm::I ,m: 
<lll<I :;,i PErotllt ',\~ft <41.tQO(l.:tiJ b n vl,ilL• 
~n:: Mht'\· n:-,1 ttmc,•r:al r·:,p~'I)· t.>'f'I'\' ;r:..­
$►-,..,,l.•. 

D<)Mf.Sl'•~ •1mJ.F.~cr 

I ::•JJ ()M\')Y.1:l'llr:.lt ~mr.•::s ,1($': trO:CII 
i.Jvll\e)lk 1•iult11te htilh•lU. kl'I•~ ur •,.ohi,:h 
:am •1r. vtr<i 1n :11c rn11•1c,41)· rEf)O.'tad 
1111111:~ ir, tt,is l,ullr.ti11. r<1r c,u,-•px:, ,.,, 
(lvll1$St~ •,'1<)1ArCf t'clmnt COUid II\Ctlld9 ;:. 
F'tt. I 1•iub:11l t•ir.•:~ ~•~·S·• ll':l!,l'llYll.l': ,i,~:1111t; 
tf' $?Ille T,J}E ❖f prope'W ·!fl,nE :t-.1~ 
~11,11.v-,j. S'rc:: • ~:Ml. .,h•:n 1:\-"ln.~i,tt\~· 
·•p~i1g •.\'41 Ell(C(td. tll~ nu!l·,·;~· ur 
d<•n::~L•: ·• :;.:11:•} il:•:i1k:nt:: ,.-,: -.,:·•.~'111\~l'll e 
':!I.' er 1·,ti.1 In Jlt: nm y~•r 1~ :is ·•gh c· 

1;1,;,.cm l i!:>14 11-l!JIII!: 1:~). 11 ;•::n11. lii.:'5~ 
Ju•11:stir 1•iuhm1~ i11r :l~·•.:1 fA'N •~110-r::tt. 
1 • <. ;;;;.111 r .. rot.le,· n,p·.,s,11tfd me s.:W• 
•::ius,:-.:• •Iii.•:: :: ·,11u:ol sh:-.:• •::::ir.:. 

-------

...rrr.ss r·1e .,;· tl'h' jl .. nlir.tj<111~1=, :...,,~ 
i:gi:111:i::: IV\::artr::d au::-}•;,:r lrcrf<~M n ~ •t, 

n.nme-r <,' ❖:lrm,tii: ,,;,..11:rn).: 11,r.l(•e·b 

(r:11'11; .-~ t·~.,..., :~-:c:, t:; ·!'ff,j ,n( tcur ~fX't k:I 
,~:tC9)U •):1111yi11f:i r·::n ,fn ~ 1,11~) 
(ArMrt11·, ,,h19 ~. 

f'igu.,. ll 
Do~u&nt ,,KIi enc~ ,,o:.M•J ,~ 

Sl:11~ (;,OH::S,(OOnW: Yr~~ 

•·•1· 
< ' . ... ····-·----~ 
.,"' #' ,. ,:"" ~- ,,,,i, .-:i' ii r"' •l ./ ✓ .... 

((,• ....... :- •• \.1.,,,1,,t,: 

"·' ~'d•l .,;( •:',,llf'uTi-i P<:11:il <.ui.J::, ti.~ /\n:n,~· 
:·t'\rr.r:il llt mtf.ll•ntl t,::I 11,.,)r,'IIC ,l·' 0T•u1I 
<.'l'UI. h, tlw.: Ll.":ji:falll<! l'C!1,i1:t:r9 r.ur,et 
YWllllf,'t,~fl I)',' II 1>'<1; ~11 :O.,;,' W" <ril.ti11f, •:,:::, 

.:tlv•ii:il.)'. ·di•Jiur,. •J•:11•b:r, •1~11:,, n·1r.11tr.· •::n. 
n,1-~·.0111 •>li!1in. u· pt·:,}:r:sl v• ·rcr,t.:JI 
,fo:1:1111~•. :ir .tll' r.:t t,,n·: •n ;•1Y11e, )(A~ "1.C.,(.; 

(.~td •.;C,11 • J\V ::111'1.111: ;L'l••L•II~ lllJ•ll'H:i::i I ti 
~:am t.i,t:: r,;,n1:: mYlrt<. tl,i,t 11~1:1 lu I,,,, 

~•t,Till::i.J 1:, l·:.: s .... 11: U: ;: ...... , frr ttt'\ 
fflflnllln! r>I ,,., ·- li,1,.-1, >lill:-..;,,,, 4S ...... 11 :,:, 

11 llv' 1•.nt .. 1· tA· , .. , ..... ,·,. d,1111:;,, u;•J::111:, 
·•:pa'f•::I t1,• ·tr lh::·•n, r:r.f\·rtnr.r• ·1 "'CO ·11:-r 
'X: ;,n ln:l:~hM:tl:- UK\ tQ lt'•X':'. :uu ,I: \,,ii,•1. 
,,.,;n ,,pu:i: t,:. ~r.,, ::,:•c:: •t:ir.::,: •:•'(.-S -...- rrr. 
•~r·li1,,l•.l'r ir .t, > t,.~t. i:r Ur.• rw•t-7:tt r. ·•r.~ nr 

,,.,;.,,,,,..,, H1;; <IU$ 1, lh:i WJ·•l\· :i·•:: 11rJlr 
rr.r.rn1,.,1111v,u1• •1"l· ,., h •• ,.,..,,. 

··-----·-----
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,n,11:: ,1:~ ;.d::11 :::1:: :-,Ni. (U' ;,,. ~'-"IIV Co.Jul\· 
'IOt O"nH"~Jt'l lnttt'\ l>'tatr m::::1l. 11 

A:r,.~Miu;; II) Cii. ra111i: ~·t. t-:0?. ti he.E 
111i1f➔ ;,, :1 Ulnllrlll "'·~ r.nr,r,1t·r.d ,n .... unb :)· 
" 1,i·. ~::.J* or u1e sn1c1 n• ~•:-e'-'O' 
thrr.vtrr:.:r., et t:.e -,i,:ti1r1 (:l .. ~:·ilx,:: 
p(t•.'lu1$):•. -l'us. h8(f, r.ll°t'$ ftlT n:,:. 
~r~,1r,:!>"l tti<rir,:t r.1iir,::s, ::ul ral·1u u~i: l ~11,I 
urrsn9$; mo:..,<10d t:~• t►t'\ l'A">"\rd::r's b,:,s. 
r,,,:11· '"'"r • ~:,,~:: ,~y IJ~ ,si,et ~ r~r 
6<1Ch hOtf. tr nn r.WJ·t. In &II:~.: 11,l:il <II 111! 
t,ii11: 1:·i:1v.: .:•,::uh .. ~ (81)tf° hJ b\' ·;s,; 
61(nn:r.nir.m !'nln :-,:1~ ttl:: ~,11<111,, "hin 
im'ud.:iJ slut.el ur '.N orrem~s. 13-:; 111:t11Y1s, 
r.111 ll.' .tnc:,._., :1,HI.IC:"l'IJ lriyir .• '·1). 

n9.uMU 
nootn ONE""~ t:'R.it,:m r.e:,~R,TfP 

IVDN' RltiE~ !.•l,lV~, 101 lk1: 
'SAN i,lll:Xi,OREQU,!N S!II .i:ooa 

,. 
.. 
• ' 

, .. , 
• " . .. f: .. , 

f ·,1 

' i 0 

• 
• 
• 
• ... ,. .. .... ,, .... ;.,,.., 

• a: ••• 
XX~:,•• ,.,,,.,,:,t; .... w, .. ,, .. t;,. ... ,. .. ,,,.,. ,,., l>NW, 
,:,.,11\:.,• .\rlll'tt !'"..:.t~;Cc:. ,•~.-

;;.,n,.::11"e:S t:, 'lJ>li -unb.:n r..-:.v,l:,t LJ:.· ll ..­
::\'llil\111i11. ,-.u,,, ,u..· (:'411H,,:·~ 1,1t1:.,: Mr S:in 
lllngn l'::iu,,I.)·, ltr.: 11u11r~ ur tVl:'lllt \\·:11 
:,hr.;.'>. 111v.l·,,r1M, hllt t't'\ n1n111r.r M 
::·-i:m::~ d•~•ci"'""· :LJ.:: 26~:•. 111 ~::u, In .I! 
.,i, r.~ ·1,~M n:pnT•tt hy ::,illm dq1:,rtr.11:m., 
Ir thi:·, \' ,~. [ Ct,j:r. ·:):\II Jidv 

Oce!l1,;:~e ;,n~ s.n )IC!l" ttt'\ sm·nn 
Dc1~J1l·rf.•I. (".,;1 l·1~ i1rid11liur) "I£:. :11·, .... ; 
1nrc:1:1 ..... :r.h t''!'tllll."I• Siin tAiinxit> $;,··:...<:. 
\li:u. rdm, .. ,,>-. ",,1 11 .... 11nm. ·Aflrr:ot•tt 
:,n~1); ::,J ::y Sior Cli:y:> S~ U11i,~uil7 
r,, ,s.1;(,M\tr.,-.11:. 

lJlt(:" Ii uun,.l :::, (U1r1,111,..J ,..,. lhis 'SJl:1111,iy 
bljU~i 11·~ rt11:::•A'lrQ: 

; ::,r tM • HC ...-,ruts, ,,ln.--.t h,·.n--i,in1i 
l~~j ~r:l,'nl-=<: ·1 .,;.b1 .o:d l•f u,, ·,icU,,,·> 
r,,:t'\ ::tto,r.11)·, ::r ,.:ux,iil <11i1,1i1r 
221'-:•~·. IJ.)' )'f.<\l!II ,,•imt.,u,w: nntt 
1!, r,::me··. b)· 11:li~ <:r,. ~r lh: i'·1 ~s 
1'819:fti t, t~, vr.r1ir,·<1,1·•11:11 rt' r,1:rri:"·":r1 
r,..:,i.'<:th,i11ily,h:.<:nsl urlgll\ U pErottlt 
y•rm r."t'l:r1hc:r1 :,: hr••·IJ ;,·· .• 111:11:t ,n,I u: 
pt-t<csm ei encl-I H!p!lnl:" 

> Ct tl\ll 11~ r,,anu. ~I('\ Lyf"(: ol Yi:.tin, in 
IHU9' J,1111 llr"'~\ltllE-l'S ~1~·J w;1·, nn 
11tti•11r11.,: I fn, '"' U.:il~ in:1 ·,iJu11ld 
O ~~tMI 111\'¢1',Y/1 ,·. :u<in::•~ nr t1nn1-.·•,il 
;,ilbJti ... r, 5 .,u .. -.:f,( ( ~•,tftll'l!IU 
1un:t'\tt)·. pt'\i:::M :i m c;,1n11, 
a,y,11i.t,1i:n ~:•d J :}t-t'Otllt ·,,we 
11::u: •11Y)d ,1H'Allt',r. 

·.- c· 107 i:w·1ls "hi:i~ l:x11tiu11 ·,,n 1,u11.•1l 
.•:; ('llllfAr ett.lAIY\11 (ll'I ,: l'li,IIW.1}\ 11)1,'l:1, 

::."k:y, ur uwl llJ ....-r•;ml •l 111f'li•IE·ll~ 
h:,t>e. (lt ::rVffl'1ii·:: 1· p::•~·•L ill ,lo 

p:1lkh~1 IOI {•· !JM"!l-'\: 1:> (Y\ .. Nlt ;,t ,'I 
1,: .. <:ul <II ( ... 11::y,:: 7 "'''-~Ill t l 11 :hn,:h 
\yn:on:,1ue, nr t::nir,t~: ,,nt1 ·1.t rer:I'\ 1•. ,-., 
utl~r l~:11.1.:,m. 

J• or , • .,_ 1:1~ Mt>"\r~. :J: p,:nr.·: -.·,~ 
.J::)11. i·;,_,d 11'> •,i11IEl1l .. hl/0 1o,r;11tl♦tl 

;l~.ilnlr,k\ ,~.~,111•:-_ 2' ll':l!f;:,,.,::,1::-.J-. l$ 
l1 ac•s o)f 11,ci1•~1;t1eo, Antt ;; •n"A"1~11.,..; 
Irr !l:o: ;11to1:c·ty-1::b,...:;. <1 Tt•mt"S (,12.¾) 
sn •• ,., .. \•A··•1AI,. Y n· m~ :-q,-ct:1.r.tin· nt 

r·:)::•1'l:", 1 h,r;; ~•). ~· ~· 1 l<ll(tl'I)' (11ul 
mu,,nj 

., lh:~.- \lllJ <II/ Wlllll'OIII. \•1ilh \lolll r11111 l1M 
),,'1,·.t:: t::r i:.:r, . ."loJJU~Jll:j l:i .1·~ ." .. I<:··,:. .. c,,;, i:IJI 

" ·-· h'\l'I :11-. Mn ·:'1(1, l<I !::\ :trW:lr.Kd r4:l'."•'1IYlt.t;\hTlrn.·I i:11;,1n h:Ot:\ Ull°I: <:t"rr:,:s 
V-.il11•lt1n~. r.r.~rdcff. \l:OUr ln:il rrll::i; IA'I I~·..,,..,''""'' 11,.,,,, I "''•'!I'"' IAo:, , •• ,,; .... ;,., 

·.-.1t1 -.he .l:•·,:rt,nrrl "' Jo•<.,,. ,,. "', I"'' , "'" l'<ll~•;i·:u·o I lll~,·:ir·'f• ·.,ill·"' li.f· "'" .,,,,.,,,. "J 
. ...- ·u"""" l':r1h~ .:r;ii:r.F.:r::: It •. ,.ll·11r. t··ii..::i'f;:,:,r•;. 
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CLEA~A'ICE RATf.5 

t,. <r:11•: .: dc::·::11 ,:r :dv::11 iur rt'\p:,,in;, 
p:.r:x::>:~ ~,,hcu : .. l::a~I ·j p:\mu i~ :,r·::•.:J::I 
~11111 1:hlll(_j!.:ll ·.,:l·1 J,1.: •.::r,:11\1: ... t!<:. 
:Cl. 1-'i~iuyl·,, ll11: r\:l'Jdll:\: Utll.> iu 2CO!I .,..,,i,,:I 
I~ c1:11,.: l:,i,;t-. v:il I viultu. <.1 ·1m o;IU'JIL·J 

lut.fd 1 ·4~ut- ,~ly tl\.Sll pr.>~l)' ,;1irn,is. 
o.~no.H. ,n 1:e·~nt or vlct-Jnt •:.r:r.ei tt.st 
w&re open r« 1n•J8Sllgc1on In ~1e ,eg c, 1 
wn de,red (wllt c1 range rcro!s 
dql<lrtmor~ ot 22% t<:> Sb.r .. ), romp.::cd to 
1:s pcr-nt <:>f F,;r;vcrt1 1:1lm~ 1•.-.·i:h a r,,r•;-:: 
nf!,1% tu:•>~:• (A:,r,:;-:r,di• T~d,b:; 1V :orrt 1\1), 

""" h!lW~ 1!, mans, The ,.·1r.1r.-1 al kAYl::'1" 
:1nr1 ,,!J!r:1•r.ot1:r. ::~~ult hr.•,r. die h19hn,, 
:lcxnn:<: risuc:s. n,ii- is &Jue w J·<: fr.,:r ~:-.t 

ti,,.:~,.. c,itr..:s 1UC1.•i,•:.· m .. xinun, 1u:s:>.f'l;L~ 

;i,·:m I.ht' ,1:dulJ)l'lt,t t1r lh~ tr··n: aml 
·n.·:.ktn,t-1\t tll 1n:1Mdllt~ \\'IUl ·~:,e-:(> .... ~ 

contecl \';i• le, uw Tota· •.<Er c1e tllt"t 
c1e.1r,11ce r~tJ? ; t 1e rr.u,~ c·tt~ w•.-et· P<. t 1 
Cflr."1"-S. I\ 1$ 1n-p,r.,,11t f('I n:-itr th:it th7 \\)t'IICIE 

rt'.:r.•,Y'.-\' r..f\'! :i; U)llo 11::r-'>bl•/ hi!lh~.r f .•. ;•.t,:•14 

,:n:-A ~hl'l\·,Tj. 

•• . 
! 

" 
: 

... ,. 

,,:. 

,;~ur.:io 16 
~j :uulr.lHAL CU:ARANt1£ 

lll'A1E'l V,1!.QV2Y CA .. 

s·, . 

... 

I 
::"' 

I ... <> 

1. I ,,. , .. ,., .... , ·-· . •.~~ ... --•.--~-.. 

"' It ~ :'llll01t•n tll l'ICtf ;l\11( f ~••11·",:tr c«lr ;., 
::n·: r,:11:n:1:,r y,::or to JI ti:: 1:•\·1'"1 Int~,:·. ~•::or". :1 
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.\\;:c:£• rr.~.-3'~:::.•'4:x A·,\..~S•~l!.'!'ll" . .._'\ •. '"-"!'· •--.>,!VI( ~,.Y.i.Q't,~,w;., ........... ._., •••• ,. 11.,.u,1, ,. • .,., • .,._. • ., .,.., ...... "'"'' 
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(JtMS l'!i/1~ i.l'ii .'.11,0 .. M :J(•.<t ir:1,, 
~;-11 .. \C.'1,J:I S2:!f: ~WlliU .:1,•·~ .• 1~:. . .. ...... 
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IN l'llODl <.'HOJ\ 

T~ D..~·IUl.(1U l'r J1.:11ii:1:-(UOr,. UJRIIIJ ,,. C·i111111:.d W(v.11!:iilllfouai:d Ai:ml~•ti'J' •;JC;tA}, 
{!frTinnl .l.1,;ri::~ S::11i:c1ii:,; C:a•lo..~ (C:JSC; cY.::1~1.~. tJli:.)''m:3. i\M ('l~••oclor,: 111,J·'1lic.1I lq-'Jn<.t11,I 
irr::-r Jl.11,11 "-hiv, ;:1uv:1,: •~.U JW'ill11::~•,fClil.:·, :ll~i :b rl"Tlin11l j11:c1i1:1:- ·.,n,::::lC, In C:::lil(lr:1i,,,, 
.,:o ''-<l''i ~:d 1:J' lltc re:>0l C <de s.,~1ioru1 or ::i:l,:J in lbfa p11hli,·,11 i, 1r, ,· JO.H,· v,.,;,., c ,·,.'i,r, .. •,;"'' ,,>(,·I 
ifrfwt ,,.,,f .~'1,•:»<!'•!i.'i;'>' Thi'\ .'ffl:d ◄•h'II' < '.I~ ' i < 1,, rr<:vid:: u.),;.1. 't:.:. <':': :q•.~. u{. timcly 
,:rjotir.tll i,T,lt~i,;.:il :'111C:r11,11kn I•, I lit-(Hn ii.,, I, 11::1. t' r,1,: 1111,v:11, <'Ii 1ni1lal ju"ioo ,,;lroia;isu;rton <.nd 
·11.,n,,m;, lh<'! 11:-.:.:i.<hll:,n:, hi: .-\t:'>!IIC)' (,:1:•:'l!ll. theGo-:a'Dt·I, lll'Jl~' 11~1:l'l(:i.-::, l<l:ll'lul 1:::"n1:it,,., . .,.,I 
.. 4'i111ir:1I ju•,.i•.>.: n:~in:h.!1!1 tbt~b o v:u.i~•o:· ;r,t>lio."dil)D.1111NI ,,0:1"1.•io.:,. lo p11.1.,iJ.: •1-sAt 

~e.·1,jcc:r, t~l J)'JbJ::-ndon:;. 11>;,• nsc adb-,· .... Ol·,t l:Ool"'ll'1i ~•;,111 ll. ln..-11111111: tl·t.n :.o~J ciry, ->.l.:11:1}', 
a,,ul ~3Ct c.:il:.WJjus)<,::; :1w~•~i:::1 rn ( ':sli ·1<11m1. 

I l1i:1 r .. :i:u,ui:ul J.•:O,.jc'b ~ x J .~dc~Uoos M : >1-..; ,1..« 'lt>t<lr ~, ,,i,-,r11::iv, l>i:cl- ..t 
,\t1t111:C:,'!, Mlblic D~:"(o~e::.;, .(1111 l"'.x1t>,uir..,1 Ui:r,i1nr1::nl'I 1::1>:si, .. 111s lh:i.: l~li,u'..1:i:.ie.m lt- /.}j.,lll t•) 
-J-.c r.15,; r:" r.11,:h n,:1,"l'n:-: :'l.(!Ui'-,r11:1r. ·.h.•r.: i:c 11'1ric.f hc.:.,:,:k,::a oi wbrir .111.11 u·~ :.,..•f.Q1;1>.}:I 
(' r Ji•:l.a;.i.,,,:, . ..,hie.·, ~,dtto:"-4 u,;; ,cquit((~ tt- l~J:<11-: rhc-Jtt!I (1111-t! ~- th .. :<1i1ll11<J1·~· «11:~ ~::1i, -r(.i) 
·l·,1l"'-11ll!'I;; r:p.~C-:i.1' ('11.•~•j, -1.~ lill\'Cll1(;: u. lh¢J~(l(.I•\ (·1,h,nJ, .,,:J tln:1 f:>:111 u, lllb.,:..a.'lti,'I: u11,,IL::,I 
.v.Ju.itOO t" \'() 1'#'1 ·,, 'r.!f'(l•1 I h• .I:: Ill ( 11,w.:). 

l 1,1 lll',; udtti:>na. '.nfon.'11.-:i.•):l ord111:ljurti(.)ll, J{:.:11')1} \Vil~ 1n n:ll 1!1t-(:ri111ir.:1I .l11"l ::1: 
:-1.iti:cl:::C (G.lll:/. Tb..--y ¢:In bt- t~nfh:1<· 1-:,· L~(q,ll,_.,r-,. ,,X, '" 1:•111:1,:: 

CO:.ilotoi.l J·.1¥1k·1· h in.mmi1ir St•r,i,·~. Uh,:,11,11 
U11r~:111 ,,f Clir,r,ul b1 Ii •1T.1ll.· i,ir, W A.:'lllly!titi 

C1·iu,i11:..I Ju,c.iw ~t:..l.1-1:~i (}.}1~:~ 
PJ). Do:-: 90:?4:'i' 

~,:11'11'111(1. {'..'\ ~:.;,:;,, 4:!71~ 

I:Wfb:-~ (!'16·12.;.;_59-1 
f;o..; (i:1(',·, ':.'7-t•U.':' 

: : 111:1il: clr:i,.:i:1:::;',l:~.(o>,)i<:" 
l11ti:r.1d: l1tl(':i.o,~•~.v..· .. s'-'"·: 



 

 

  

llEl'Alll'l\lli"/'f OF .11:STTCF.'8 
TlA ,.,, f:OT.T,J,:c 110"/ AN ll 10,fOKfll\(; 1u;s1•o~SIIIILITY 

l'(' 13UJU 

II ::i:1 ·1 b.-lth~ ,11.!}· ,,f1hc-,l..,.:,:nv,«11: 
~ 'll) I :hAI ,~: L:lla :,i:~,ll~li f..ir ti,,; "';:-, ,,r r:ii:: ~~:ll1Jlll:llf ti:om. 11J p:.tSOUHJl(l atcni; .::C 

Jw::ul:c•11cd i11 s.-:1ior. l3COO t.!'1<1 fi\'11~ r:,y ,:1-,;t a:q·,,cpi,,~,.,,,.,ui,. 
~l ... o l).ttp:.r~ •ll)l (ifl'1Wr1c10 !10 :I::,~ ~•J~•u:-l:11Jtti::r . .:i~. 

:::,11:~, •◄mn, '" r.1~:h,nii; 1·,r1111, 1c:1:J:,: 1vportiu.g •:l:1:n t~ 1hedcp:>1tnlC'1:~ Th.! ca~"· r..,:rn.,, o:­
d....,1m1:ii: ,n ... ,11:1111,1.;:. i:, i:JJU::·, :,> ,,lht:T i.ffll,;, ln:J:11'~ i1~o,, nf j,rt:,1w1:~.l OO.'{C'J l·? fu.JU'.-.1 
·;lU.'lllt..:,rJc1,:1111la):J~·.s tll~.iW iD l:11: Ji;,,l,,p111t11: ,,: 11wi,,r ,I 1.1111 •ll'i ''"'' i:-T1'31;:J 11t:.t":~i. 

•.f~ l'o :oo::0Wl¢M :t: furt.ur.d t>or.:~of ,r,.-c.~~<t v:l,:d, ,nu,;.·•:: ki:p: ,y th,,~~vin 
::·111 iq~~drx i11 <•n~ 111 ::r<11~ h~ .:nrn-,·r l~l:: .. inr, (If (ilf1, n, !00 c\•pt.101(.Jl. 

(1.) I,> i11~111.-.;l dmtv p1,1: .. 11>.,111,l :1~t.ri;,1:1e: ill h~ 'l°:'lt I ;11)\'II,, t:)11:Jl.~•c.-m('~. :lll~t·.;c.:,7 
too~ n"COlft t.ad :JI. 1b~ ro;iortii;g .:f :lt.:o (li,cr~fll>H'l I,,) lh,; J::p.11l;n>.'III. 

(e) 'l~J'l'-.:\'.<"i\;, rnb11J11c<:, <r.:Jh2': 3t..l iotc:;l'C'. ~l:c ::l:.la,-.)11->..'lw fl\11:1 Cl«:l:: 1:!r.:n:: 1111:! 
~1J.,itl, 

(f• l~lllll:,Pl;;.d ll.1,;juvqu::ll. lu f:M,I ti,l i..,ul 1>r •l<"S:;1r1,111;rl\; ;r,,~11i.;;:; )otM coUce:i.:,n 
~•[,.-11:c::inl ::tireiwll rntirucs doui ~· .lte( :i't111) \Vilt lla:.~. 

(••) T,, 1vrr."'11·.rr t"' f:,w~rnr, ~-, (Ir l~{c-~ Jul)' bt, tu ll:ll:ul'l rq_l;):lu.•11b.i11i:13 lb:: 
,1i:1.inal , .:alilli::l 1>fll1~ ;:i~"S .,;,di.::::11;.~r }'-=lll' :r11: k1 J:~\;:;::r.Jll. olhcr.J:lt, usW Aw.ll,).!: 
Gca:r.i: Ill~' •;,1»-w: ~JIOl~.:11) ~pooial u1»;t,t 1,f l:l"t"li11:1I ll::l'·lio. ,\ ' I 'lki;,,n111f.~<'f:&>i 
~,,ic-,: nf'fl (f.ll) 1, •i1,i'I \-~ Jlltl~l, ... 110 C'C!ll•lc 11>,.} ."1.1'.~·ll•l,:• (:::1o.nl le ltnJ .. 1:1>1>:: 11: all ·.~vt,lil! 
, .. :>::i,: bli:1 l It :1111 b: 1!:idi11~ , .. 'l I .:ril"r11,11, ""' t>'J lii>"t'jb\lt.' ~:cm ~C.letllly i11 c.1an1icllt .,_ '11:N lhi.y 
:-;:1: aJ:l i., ti,.., publ::: ~:1ll2l11tr.111::11L 

lb) T-: r,t,K'(ti¢ill;' l~:•ii.,,-. ·J:.n .. ' ,1,.1i.J..:J11::dl :>f ll'HI:: 1>1' i""~11rr~•• 1,:'111~ ::rin)iJw. ,'urticc 
;Ill' J ,1,i~;. ~ lr• T.JII~(; l\'\'0(11'1.('JICluUon~torC:'\3o~• it ,:..-.:1:'llt 1)):,c;.,ilL-:: 'II (·1:: J::~i,z11 ,,r 1:rimi11,1' 
. 1 llii:i: lh\·..:lic,.~)'~l::ru;. in.:l 1i:i11i,: 111:n-. 1~1:h':p,,c ,,1 .~(11",:~tfol'.ar.d Lll~macl: l'""'libl1, h;.' 
aa.lll.lf1lllilll .. 

.P('. JJqjU,~ 

7.\C lt~p.Ul.l:i.:lil. dii!l.)~)l.~t 4t.13 fCrtui.Jiil~ l.1 lh.: jll•·::d :: j1."1ii:.: .<y,.,,:r1 l\,r.-drn ,;I b~::-:yucl 
, .mi1,,S:;11l plllpl.~\'\;, 1 W :'.rJ~:tc."ll'i~>:ub.11} :S~'C i.~ a-.1:it.t (:1C J::i •:s1 l:1 ,.:1 l iu i::n 1: I; inf. ,,.·ii b lh~ 
K'JX11'1i11;~n::pi,~1r.nl<~fs 11>:li·;i:,icn•.(:::11111:I fd}•·f!-!('('(U)t, 301Z. Jll.'0111.'jor. ·.L,; ~to,;,11, vi' 
jmv:1i I~ <b;..i11~. w .. ui:~, J::1o.·11u .1. ius lh: uni:. ,'1>r :11 :l :, hi:1h•:;r .;~ o ~ :'cll'\'ilOI k~k.1::,.J. and 
j®ll:~'UQ '..:.l~•IG.'3: t:¢r.ds Olj'J.\•~Jtilc :lcl:11-1~111:,-. !m~· :~,I:: ,::>ll~::t«l ·11:r,·mn~ y, lh', 'SOOlic-:i. 
fl",..., i11r.l1>1r r,i,nir.-1-i<rtl'll}' infnrn:,tfoJ\ ~tkbJua} l, .1.ul I,:, ·J:<JJUf•Jltlll~I I 1<11:1>1:1r•~· l\.'l 11.11.\• 
~1.:ilY'r~11-. ::l'!>-:i:,i,in rl.12 .. : ,,1 :t..- "'"'~~-\} 11Q.-! ~inrtiot.>C~c. 



 

 

  

Til: ,1:.rn.ltll IC,)(llt •>!' j)~ d:-prr.me:11: ~i:OVi(lod ti:ll in 9:cti01l I$(: I(, <I'. l3II C(ll:',i I; t,,Wl.~i;,~ .. ~ 11: ~ .. ri:: 
1111 llflfo• li1llnwin:~· 

(ll) 'I h,; :11:r<:unk.:,J ll1,; l;•p..i (II l•Li:11,,\< ,r,;:v,n I<> J1: r,11hli:: ;:,11h,.i.:'.~s 
1J,) l'J1:, ;ic:-1u11d u1d !t:~ial :h,u~.!wriKtii:~ 1,f i:r 1 •· m,I:. :ml ll!li1o:i mil"· 
i:) IlcM~:t!lth·: iu,•:ioutiOOllb;; )ov; tall::v,:Ju•1.:. Jl.Ji~·irl. 1::1wl, :11),h,.,1111;..,,1:1:,lll 

IIG::1',(:k\l :>:· ju~:i1'.1tiorJ:, ic::l,ll'j'JJ~ loo,e C.t~t.¢jU~ffl!lc j'.w:i~~ !\'flC:r., i.3 d~!1li:lg't•'itb.c:i1:-i:11t.lR ~~ 
:~l'r<1mmh 

~JJ ', 11: :•J111i11iKL':.•.lh-.,; 11rtiu1111, l,~....,I I:~· I.:." ~11f(l~•r ~l'l-i:m,.,,.;lll,1r,ul,j11,l'::i.,I. pct.VI,: 
31:,i.::i,1r.cc:i,:,i:.;ll.n~cs. iD::ln5.iug lb:i: ir. t.'lc jlf'A;:,ilcj'.1l!'~·~.! ltY!t!l:·1:, :11 d«li11~ 1·,:(·1 n,ircr.1 
w)c :Ill'(~ '<llhjl'('.tt!fll 11l':litinr :·r bl'1:rinJ~ in rbc- j·.1~~.n.ilc t<Ol:l': :< 11'llOSfoJ' rhcia, we 1u IJ11., 

jUl'i:o,.i~.i,1n 1>1' ur W.:dl i:r.11,111:J lll•l.:.,orwl'<::,: 1:11::r11 IIR' din::1:1ly ikJ ~., ~•IIJi:cv:i::e iait~d :.llM 
dJll~ti1~1 tal i;..l~Ul 

,. c ~ ~ 111.wl~ cif r.'tju• 1; ~ll\ ,>ldm l'c»,.i ~• :{ b,; bw c.liLX:Jll:1:: ~wi: :.::, 1&:1W1 
S-:::t.il>n If:"... TIil'::~ ::1;11i,1'::-. ,'mil in·l'::111~ fir loh.ll oun:itu l•if'.11.·~ l'OJOplll:r.~. (00 CDtn~et· 
,:11:si,n![ v n11n~l ..x:11:lw;', ,1,' (;1tl1(.n1 /:t . ..:1; m r1i,J::n1c:1111'of, ::n,! lbc ·1'-,n~ \;11~1~0:::~ i:.teooh 
u..1i:o,l,',\', ':ll.! .'CJ:Cllt Ma!l 1~,t COl.t3i.U'. r.! ·c1C1l.!i: b• llll)' i11Ll,·iJ1.1I ::9=:ict hJI ::l,:111 .. hy £111": 
:ll':C.\-ct\l on]~· 

h ~t ,11 t>c 11~ d·Jl;, l•C'I b" :lq1x,11n::r; r ?,i ~l\ ;i;,;~1um~ i11l¢Jlll'C'.utior. cf 11:,e ~::.1:ttiu s::i::. ~ 
l:>r.-u1::ri h,; i11fl.1u.nll.i<111 (hl:.l il t:1ay bl.· 1,f ·;JIJi: ln >;,r:lir.~ 1hr p:>:i<,1<':: ,,f1h" I<''''·" 11t,r'l'>,1nd n~· 
I.Jiu.-.; i.1.Lb:l1gc« lhctipJ,'C.ie.niou. pc.:,~~.',d'.«I, ull.l 'J~:IIJu:·Ll,,.' ·J:•: i:r.1:1imJ,-.:i,JJa:.i·11.:w;.i11,, 
Cl t'on('C:i:.'l' ..,_;Ill inl• ;::l\.'\•.:Uljl'ql '1f(;J.im,¢W d,::i:.l(t:c:ncy. Th~ lCP,")11 st.;,1) al~~ foclutk 
,1111i::ri,::: wh'ch ·~ ,·,11np:L,: 11~ y:ith 11:: b11:,I 1nifo11n ::,in1in11' 'ffllfo,rirs r11f1!i$~1\i )y fcd:lo: 
bJ11:au•, er <11:t•i1t111t11l, J1::11. .1>£.:lv 1: 1::11ICocot1.. 

~..,j 111" ,ll11l1a·J t.!l)l.l1t rl.~:i~l~1 ~~• lhCdcf.art1n::r,l 11:"11...:r S...: fo11 I lOlC: :ot.,11, 111 rq;:in·: I.a ffll'! 
·.>.~nro.u.; roqdrcd :~:· ru)C:i,•i;k-n(d) ofSooi::..l u~ .l (11¢lll:W 1.t·1.: rv1111 .... i1 / ~•-ilo.:wi<lo.: 
jc f:;·:11;: :k1,: 

(1 J r11~l'.:1111J1.I r,ll·d:ct~lff be~- t.::ini11,:,1::·1i:ld in l,:iu\-'lt'IC•Jll'II\; 1111.1.·:::r::in·tioo 7W cf 
.I,· V.'.)[aJer.:1d llli11i11.>1io1u. 0-lc'.~. Mi. t.lc ci1rtoor1~ ui tl1v~ I ...::,1h1i. 11,~lu:li11t "1L::1:: I<: ~•n·u·d 
:<•t1J·.1L:-c ·jr(11d ~l'"· rJn,,,1~~~1.-,.Y, • . .-'t\jtf¢<JOOJ:w,a\-01.ll 10011~', ~:uJo.::. ;JJ:.;1:.-j!}. :11u:·. 
,,1,1::nor ,1" kn,ir.<1r.1 wh:~:: ,;;:,,;;e1 xi,; lhi: ll.~~:I of 1h,1')e liln:::,i b:::;1(~'1 

~~.> ·, '·11: u1111.;,1l 11u1:1ll.!r ci:" !'11il',::."lt wh.•;: i:r.~i:~ :L.,, l1'.r1: 1!il\'4; ly 'r :w.11au•T1'11o1l r,11:~ 
~11"1.l Sv;1£1l$ l:,n5 !lllJ 7¢7 oiV.c Wclfolt: 11uJ l:alitu·.Wu,('i:J:;, ~·1<:K~n:f,;11:11~,;;:, ..... a 
:nfuJ'r.J11tiont1t-:il•~ lb;; P$l'• l!"!'•I:,,-, :;d,(li\•'I}', ;cr.d cfti:o~ ciOOreia(,u ,b:..c ~i: r.,., 31cJ. 
,li1...,·dy 1:: :h~ :.,Id, ,.,~r,'1:,,I ..x1Ul'I. 

{.>,I 'I hi' 1,1.:i:,,i:1cic u: ...w.w: .... ,,, .. i,,! 111111v1:: .... 1,11 ·~ ~ rr<1::r~1.lrJ i11 .,:l.1ll.::frr.h,1t :!l'·lli'.). 
1::;.~.!~ 1>t'ba....- !lc':u.1to~u jmisdie!'..~.l "''•~ :1:itit:.:cl ill~~d:r l wl1.., h.:1 ~1;: rn:r~:r ,·,:~" ll::1:1,il .,.,t 
('( ~ ,\l',"it°(❖:I. ~ ,: '11.'):.cl~J. t\'¢ (':l't:O l'IM tli<Jr.1i.;1:d at.d J•:1,lli:..'{ II): U •: .:lli ... .,,,~:ll, i.:u.:l.l.1 ol 
J.::::J!C:\cn.,: ,1111:-(•rx•i ,.1:;::~.1~1:0,,.,11•1'1' ...,,i I- 11~• ;;,::-,•. pckr, ~"Jwic:ty, :11'.d o:fru~ oi cl-.c ,ninu;. 
,\llijl'i:1 l•I 1-.-.<l' (XX.lr1 ll&: fo:1-.. 

.> 



 

 

  

: b) !Jo.c dCjX'::t.lruU 3UL·Jo: Cl.'}'·~ pd!isb:U \Ul1'.;~ :,:;ti iun 1. >11F1 ,ct. I !nd,u1r h i11fi-lUJ1t~'.i:ll 
.lc-,m':l:'C:t ir. ~•.11:\1:•,i-J~ •:~lj ~•f::;;ftioo J::~•-;_ !lsil:::l:o.•r :Wli:11.a~;L I,.\· 11,· • x,t1i•11, b.1l1:·1i11.~ .,..; 1-, 
lh: ~;:,111,:.,r ,11 J11ly 1, :;.::((~. f.or I<-! p~:,dir!:'• ,1,,>:?a )·•,ar. 



 

 

 
  

t:1UJ\11NAT. STA·TTSTT<'S 

nru R'f L ... G REQ I JI R r,:1,w.r,i-n, 



 

 

  

,lJ)l'LT l'ROBA lT0'.11 

lll(todlJS@ 

D11l;l r.~!',,lfd .. I! : .. 1 .. 1. 111:,!:111i,,n :11?. J\ ti:; l\l;OJtod ::H.'IC J.)(.\I 11., r,rnd,h: ., ,;J11i:c1i:::l r,r:•,tii~ nfl)1,c 
f.XlbMiOJl :'u1:cl.:: !'I :r.r >01loe!i11r ,rd low~r ..:l,u:·1, t,~· ~.:'JOI}', r,,,.! <,f pk:;.:111.:111., r 1.J•.,11 '" li,r,,., ,,,.,_J 
it..Y.l:. ~r:>)!ltiOJ:., acJ. 1h: m1inl,c~ ~fJ.,;r,im., iu :::1j1~·.i::ic,r l'H'1~011Ji:. :".J('S:: d~. 3lC pohli,·1:::: 
11nn1::•1"): h ~.'l:,N,' i:o ('4'1f(II,;•,> Oil~ liJ:: ,.:..~.',.;:,r.1: .J-~w,',.·;;· /'JYJ_:j,'<' 'lJC:ri~. 

I'(: IJ,'J;•,. ,., sJor,l: bt :,·:K N•tv r,f~·~,· ~.·,,. ,.111:').',;,,,'. d1b.•:' ':..' jH,!h,,:. rm'b•;.,~( ,m~;,.;;r.nArp 
;mlir.o:. ,y/.,,,?fr.' ,.r,r;•r.:•r, di.,rrk( ,;Ul:t"-'Y, c:o)· (,f1(;,:'J1>zyax,l .·,••.•· ,'" .. ·••·,:~,,,,. ,\M°';: ;ri,11:r.r.: 
.,'1.•.".~~(.';,,!t,JYv,M:im: .Jb'"l,·u, cr,u,,,:,; lm,1,•IJ r(ir,t,•·;.,,',• ~c»1ml.u.01l•,'1Jlt, •l'w.~.f.11 lr,::zil 
,·•!£•11)r./ S'WA 'Y', !/11 J.1t:,~rtr.llJJr ,~{lbt:,•;.;,_ /fa;i,·it t1•1,:i IY.·•lj,.rt: :l,:mt:•, l>,~.':'lai: (!( C:.0..,·~:•ff,.-,,., 
11o'11tv,·,,,,r,., '!fYm•rl, ,bl/h•,,iJ.", :•()1~/'j:f C.~11&1.- !'c'l,·:,,fr ;;,.,•1o·,I, ltl,r:n( ().t'.''ro<Jr. ;'°$1'.•JU, ~~:v 
!. 1<t/"lldt11, v:( :{ H,·w'r;4 j):J:c,..Sr.11,ql ,if;~~ ·.,:1 1' (>'/11.'8.'tlt, SM,·IS ;.J,:: .t& .. •vi,v11', ; <l,r.v,•· f:,m.;w,,' 
MJr.L<1,'~1,•,;:,>r. c~r.t!i!t,.;1:l ~;t'/h litlf(J.:'Jbt' ;;;,,,,,.. ,'):rn1111,,;t (!ii(fl'it/A'ff,'l!IO(, u,,cl i:ni,y,.-,lt..,r ,•tttt.W•11 

r:r ".e.. '"' ~-4;1)fJ(I$. 11•,;i; e.· ,1/JI('~ .,.,. (Y ,·.,,.;,,y,I,, ,,,. ,.,;,;: ,&:U,,q1,·.q:,.:: ())' di;'1;'Jlft ;1~. 111i~11 '•1,.0:"r,r:II::;: 
,,.,, ,, .. ,,.,,,Jit:J' 1· :,:.'1,~t,·!: 

fl,:: T,: ,•:,.,!d! 111)/ .o,t1;,.,,ri~ r,r, ·, 1Tt.f.f :1r.r.f,.r.t' j<I" tl,, <;;Jfrtt<.:i I cfwt (:,-,X c.j • ,,,..,·; ,,fr.,J/ ,ti ,r,y 

.,,,r,:,:11f ~" ,,,,~ ~-. .. M1. 
{~) ·t·t:1-.:;c9\· s,·,dh'l~t:l d,tlo rr :ii,· ,1i:,.,,1n.,,,tt11r ~ :b.1<.- ffl.l•~• ,:11,> :r.1}.it no::. .. 11#' ilio1i l:i,., 

,,: tltJ•11tf_l' ( it:flr.t:d 7'"~.w:ri'lr. • 
(C.} 7,, ¢:i•v m l!11t ,1u,.,,,~.J (:;1,:,,.~;,:, or ii.:1 ~ ·'"" ~.i't·d,'!<(i :l$~11(, '" ,\•,s m 1r:11,·c,·"·''' 

'ft::,·, ;i,r ~: pW))<U$ ;Jf ('.,-,; l')'•;.i: c~, Jill.~ ~,:f,',,. 

\\•11~11 

{l:'X'TllJ 11n: -!·.ll' 100Ul.tJ.Y. ~· :l:c 101
t .','Olkir,s .ill,· •I. h.:T1olrlh . 

...... 

• 



 

 

  

A. 'ffl•llLl'll01)UCl'IV.C-RIGTI1'S C.R~f'RS (AlllCC:) 

I 11lrr-ih1t lim1 

Ar.:l-R:J,V:d\~;..\rRiil1t C:ir.lc,g d:11n ~: ·J• h.: 1q1::•1oi: 1,: II~ UOJ n {"'"·i,ht irf;:uud:(;u oo 
nin1t<1 l11,11 un: a,n·.1tilll.'l:l •11~:1iJu:I J',ftY.l~~.,-cM-$.ltil ~.!r;i~ rr::,·:da;.~, ..:h.11 ,-, ll.'W\lm'III;, "' :l-~ 
;lu;'lilit:'X y:h.-·':; dJe-,ie '""',!\:;~ ii'\" ·m.-... :~od ora: 3 plt.oo•:~f ,.,r,r;.1, J, 111:~u-,,: :>flh: 1:h:r1.:•1':: tv.l•~ ., 
, ::~,r:L, ! t .:r11.1111.,:, 'ttu ieH". ·n.u1:11. li, ... hcd" r •~· '4.·c.·.1:"::a 0: tt.c ~rim~. v.:-6,n 1f!'C 
;i.J&,,1j,•iJ,1:1l/p.1•.);•t11.tJ- nu • ..,,;.:tl..:,i,:i.>, ~,iJa::,1r v·;:1ir,M 11·J;; >;J','J)('l;I\I. W~Rl-">:l:r.,•ol,\•tl, a.ld 
propen:: :c.,;s 01 C:nr.:i:,~, 'Ib:~ c!!lttl :ll'C ~ul:•liiJ,.:,. :sininll; in .fr11! •• ~r,.,,1•1;/N,:1:Jr:-~1;::.vr t::.~;i 
,·:, (.' ... ~f-,,:,r.,,·,,. 

Sln:l"'ffU:r.ntr~:>, ?11lii:~ IM.1,u·,r1"°cn:,:, M(1 OT'.K.' ;urtctlltJ. ·.,-:!ii St.):,.;.bc wi1l1 ~'°" ,,11;,,., 
:O~\·,er.t. 

,°C I J '! 77 ~(I;. . . ,•:,v Aw,, ~J· ( ~:·,:,r,u,' sii,l!: ,,.., ,.,,,:/, ,,.r t!1t: :Wilt.h.•t;•g: 
a; c~.:,e~, a11,i mil'~'!( ~~•.,l<l'f!,>r: ,-e/,;!.'•:r. :,, ... ,.,,._,, • .,.,.,n,L'"·'fr~;t.~N, ~7i,,.o,,,, 

,·,,,.h«;,),.e. :,~nQ/ ,·:•r.1it'd ,'YI. ;l;,e ,'f;:-1c1011d CC>Jmll,'G•itm ,,,: ,:-~•ri...:w ,1.r.:i,'.,·or,, . .,.., s111.,•.n•:Nl vf 
~-.~irr:~,: :l:f.v,r , ... :o11:1ov. ,,,. r.,,~.;v~ r.'11:1.e :4•'t:,,,,. 

(~) liiln'l i,x:;;,,1 .':: .. • 'N,o'i,rv:;:»11:11,' WJ(tft1t·bs !r, r,:,•)(•r/ IV t,').• i,.\J,Vt,-r.16.-,:c_(J1;Jr£,,;. i11" 
.Yl,.INl'V the•' /~6 A'.1,'t>.'ffl)' f.r.1<«r$ J'!'t>t.,·,;.~a. C••t:· Uf,r-lit,n tl:,,t ~;)' fat: rr.t,•u,r"4 •vf:~!l~ w 
.,~: r,fi'Vtllir1o·t:•;r;.1•·~~ ,:rimet. 

R.!jXll(i:l' 11>ay b: lCC..llll(lll!tl:od~lw.11,11.nJI~· ~•:,: l 1-: r·~:tnrir-Cri l'¢ 11r.-l A:.uc M)WIJ,i 
...... ~<ml c:-C:,\JtSl Pll\~ ('/ •:1'1)\1£lllf ,-~· t.l:':lllUllj,1$ fvm,:1 :Kl:\ !U7(1,n,I ;,(1?:, 



 

 

  

IJ1 lr11diu:lic.u1 

1,l~~t i:.1.W,U;1li,u(' i:! 1(':J)l"ICI~ k• lht' J)()J ;ic.d i,aa:r.:a:r.cd :i:. (le ).f •. w,(lh· A,IC!tl :mJ (;i·,,i,or 
l(.:~i•:.1,r,lll ,lx:,t.t. I l·i:: ,. 11;1!n1:i.. i:,,,1bti·1::. 11f.111111.:!c·11m (r.l.rJO}' ;tN1 i:.t:.:il~•t.ll:;Ul!Jl 1,..-..,cl U/~r.! 

fo1•Nlll(~ :11:d jlr,-c.'lilct. L.:t.laclcmc.'lt: i1lCl~.c f,jlo~ r1i:::;,:1 ll'i.:ily. ,1,11::: ~'1·torJ:. i;:::ic, dnte cf 
aJ!C!C, C15:osc lcvcl, otfuM• r,p:-, !C!lt'JS oilhc•,:fcl~. i.11J .,.,. .:1:f..11i:r.,11t,•11 ,:i:11>1::i1i,:11. ·1 hi., 
irt11:n:-1it:n i.• l13l!f 11nn~,,·1y 'n rlhli.•ilhf, c,,111~ ;r; C'o>i,/<.1"•;.-,;. Hvmi::iW< ,'1t<.,,1~o'r,r11,'.s, :isru lh:: 
< .'r ,'11,i~ •I .. •1,·.<1iur ,,,,!.'Utt -~ii::1. t,i1..:. :1:::1. =-.·r, h·,i.<.:ill, uD;I cti(::a~ b:c11ontior. is !on•;.ir .tcJ. (., 
tl1i; l'U. f.,rr11:,·1~~, in Crir.,• :,: ti., r.:,:i:rJS::.1:1:., . 

.lll1I 

5Clw,i1l'l.h;_J:sa.tJu:&.1S, l\)JW,: J;j.'<'.fhlu.:w.. :1,Jvtlw: ,:!:lk' w11l lvw •it~1.:i::1 wi:hp<.:ioo octio.:r 

::-ow.m.. 

Wh> 

!'C lJiJJQ. io !.%-11'/ !IE ,,,,s rlr.::•<!f •••'" .,11)1 "XA1'.S11.N. ,:,,,,,,· t,f1,,,.'i,"l:. n1i!u,:1.i ~'"; 11ttmr.Niil[1 
, .. ,,!,:r,; .\~•.~!fl ntn:'fffr, ,,"E.\Uin ,,,.wr,-..:/. ri::, (lfu,r;,,:..,;,t"<f e.:r.'1'"<t!t"~fr.c,y il1111f>lg tr11.,,'.'I01' 
.:1tri.\'«'i,·:i:,,1 pr,,.•,.,.,.:,.,11 r,!J(i"t", r,:1111fr ,,,,~,y,J o/ :,c11·,..::• r:;,ll'J•~<'.\';~•1:r.\; ·•<1r,'; .'i•r/()ut:i; 
.,_,,,'1llni,t;•'(,,f,ct, ,;.~ f:i!J,Jtimf'r.r tJ.f J'<is:!,'I.'. H;ollll.rl:,,r Wo:f,1,r:.: ,t:,:~·,. />.•r.r•r•r.":~ ,,{('~r•\ ,"h:,\ 
."leJlll'"1'1;1e11,~•.rrm,7'; :(~irir.•: ~•-wttt,'i,·/ (K"''·~·: i'd1\lic-B<Jc•nl H,r.1,·,i :f ;•,·i••"' Fttnnv .. ,·;,,:~ 

.r:it'l'l·,.,,q,,,.: o{l,',vrt!to, l);,'(lt1nm1.•xl ".' l!tt .. ,.fi,' r•~•111r,o~· . . )/11/e Eire ,t~,ffl3J. Lk{l::>t (,ur.(.,y,j 

.1J~i11:Mn:/,h·. • (I,;.,,•;,· fJS! .. ,r <Jf;IJ,:,;ie.< f!{1,'11t S:,.;lo: JJ-:;,:nrrm1:"1 ,,{ loev.v:r,·•11n,,, :r,1tl r.1:t:ri• ~,;l('J' (111'1'$\lf; 
:;; :~&•''"} ,i.<e:rh..-;;;. •, IJJ,, ~'t ,'»<i;. ?,: ,,.,,.,,,11,>: ~ w· ,1•1(!, V::Ur.-;: .,.,,11:·;: ,.,. u',•lilkfl4,•l'.11 ,W,t:11 r,·,,:k,~:1:;i f,)· 
,,,,,: A ,·;()"l•r.'· ( it:i:.:r,,l • 

~r,J .':·, Jt:.\W;!,' aoc;( .'11ui11iflbr rrr.1mh ,:,,s::.'r,.'.fi,,· •!•t ,·,1nv,:l'rt,•,.,,rt•t* (I{ :>l,>'lt1,•~:'II J11r.., 
.,,,,,,.v~.:,' .;/ ;.,:.,., :.1 r.rr. 

~J n, rr.re.r,· :-u1l:.v!1~tr,: ,1'»,·1 t<. 1b~ ,·Ji:.wr.~.011;1! arrfll)U rilf!il :.·n,l ,'11 :kit ,r.,; ... ..:i..•r ,ha ,m: 
,f l;Q• ,ir.y { ,t:r. .• ,._.,., .l.'JvtM.Y i!,,: "• 

(r) n, >:•'".: loJ ,·J,'lt .~1,·,,.,,,,:.1, (~1,t:,..i, ~.,r hit,;,,. :,,.,,.,11 .. ,.. ... t:,,..,.,,i •q:r,;o(, (h'\o:,v,\ U) ff,',ff;(•C!1.1 
,.~.1,, ,fQ,, ,•.;,,t p,.o.•j)l)Si 4>/ «rt,:•••;:s <-t•t ll.'IJ :,'.',''1. 

.o'I ::u,;;. l.o,d lu ... , 1:n/f;rr,••11:~·•:l UY,l!:,r:!,:, s/.,,1l r,;,,.,,,, l,1 .-ill' 11,,•l':ll>';,.,-e..-tl <o,f J,t;,1iff .r,,, h 
:1-:,~fll(.,'i:Mll! (i,r ,l'r:,r.,.,,;:C'1.•,v,l)l ,:,,,J· ; . .,,~•~'l•loR.'~ .,~.,.,,..:11. ,,..,',,tiw. ;r: ,11j,wft:11::,:j;XQ.>' l'iQi~fl.:J.ot< 
itf<.'l,<1/)-'i" 7.5 ,~~r.;»ct-.;•w,:;,, ~·,,rlo;.o J! 1) (O,(''J,'t.'i ~ ,.,.r P,,,.: ,' ,,f ,•;.,:,.. ,.,,,,•,. 

W.M 
H::r,:~,; JI:: Ju~ l'•l>l'~hlf. l:l ~h.: hi" ... ,,,, .. ,:~ Jll.i ,,r,h,.nm:,h. 



 

 

  

m,,... 
F:c,~t1ni1::i .l:trr" 1:e O.'COJ::apl:i1Cc1 elo.."1l'Oti('$Jl\•,•:.1-J-.cEJccu.>.:iil>C,i.r.•, !lliJ Aa::c:c R(\~tlflk~ 
~Y'>.I'"" (r,,.(':,\J::.!,.' .,., .:, ,.,,, VI i', c:n IH~·..i, 11r1n.,i1 11dlt. ·,~ ..::1hor.i 1in.:~ 1:•, .. r. n p: 7.'in, 

,, 



 

 

  

la1Jvcfo.:tiw1 

.''IT-..(1r .I::~:"' 1-, h::n:r<,1n.:J 10 t. I(' 1)(),1 1..: ·'1C•\' :.Jc J1fu1 ma:.i,l11 c.1 1111: 1 r, 11: :~r :, •.m11, it,~ n 1r1;,~'t oi 

:11:tu~J ,1 "'l..1:tJ•, II•~ ·11.1111~11,1' 1:lr.:u:,111:~'° irir 11•" ,~;1j·r.:.l:('(1 (.di."IJ ••tilu: ,:,: ;i1r.t,Gr'.f <brr J~I. 
Thu~ dnct Sl'C f.Ubliih:d. SfllU!llly in { ... i,,:;: .:,, (.',1,'f,'t.1716111:1:: f.l('(:o,,;.,i).-!:! .,'!13.','~$ ?m.:?I;: ~1iu-. 

&bcti::'Dq1an1n:f.L<t. 1•,~lii,,, I )::iii.·:, .1~ ·11 •• :vd nl h..-· • :n~ :ir •1 l~!ll n~~nciu wi·J: JM,,_. i>O i.,,,1 
j;(IW(' ~ 

Whv 

f.'(:) .i ~r,,J. .!r 1.W)lf <'6 me~' .-f ,,,,,~:' •·,'(•'""'"·\'!I,;.:, :.·l,!,f ,,.f ,""''Iu:. ,., 1:J'r,.,,lf! c,1,; "" ,>11u!11;: 

,.,,,lfr:,r, ,,·:,rri,.lf r,;r,-,:or:r. rfi.\'U':f.r c•.'t.r.,<t•,, .-,·n• ,'l~.•r:~1, 1>.'11? d(i-p,,11,v::.,:1,-, .'1u,•illJ( :·r!A?•·n:;! 
/«•·i.-u':,••jjr,,4 p,r,I.Y;::i:•t'l ,JJ.:,;,.Yf ... L·•r.tr.•.•· i.wL~;,· (!{(l(J"(I.'<: (.'(•\ll'fflt$;((JIJ$J'S, 1·•~.",t/e ... •~•,/r 
;F(>°rl:1;.-:$(1·('(0,·, (.1\i Vsp:;,•!,.Mil( (>,f .,'t,t!,':'i, H,·.:ii.'iHMll W.•~·ful'\ .1.~:'lil,)'• IJ<·,;,>1'1'1'11'.: 1J{Col"la;L·,;i,,,IJI(, 

t>-:,"1·,·.•1>;¥1~ vtr~~:foti•C>11CV. YG11,.ofNi Of!i,,c.\•, .?,,, :.ii,: tt,.Y,,i, 1$,N,..,1.,.; ,,..,.,,, .. , :r:..,,.....Y. 5;,,,, 
i),.,p,v,•o,:,rl'lt f!{ h·ttm'l>,. J),-.,1<;1( . ..,t::1l r~{lia,-:.,"ol i'<r)":l'tDIS. $:<;:tr'.'!'{ ,\j(l,•t.l•ci, ,'.iq;u,,, (.'r,~u,; 

.,/,/i,,,.'o:fri: ,;!r,,·, :·L·:,..:'d,,.,...J ~v::tc:!,· 1 :./ ,·i:,r ,-.·,:11,• .' >.. ~,,,·(tQifl;r c,t,'lr;1J.'Nii,·.-1. <;11,j $~~a; ,,,l,,f" p;:rA•m 

,)"4!$..:.1'1 ::eal,'flt .. ,,·:,'!C."i,,t/$/i ()f" :;,;.,,;,,,,.i., •. , ,.;J/,4:!i~:~•"1.,.'(',T ~rr,n ... ::~~. •,1,'•t,t 1¥(jrtv.,t;::/ f;y 
!~• ,t;tMtt,,• (~'lo,',')~f• 

1'..;, 'Ir, foc,.1,,::r <111rJ , • .,,,~·,, r,:,.,:·,·~ !1itvk,>1V,1 ;1,,e e:>n•-:;1.•,' r;:r,orlb,,~r,{1o1'l!iJ.::i;ul ,m,i 
16,.,'tf,t,,'t\ y1 bJ· Jt:..,. "" ,'11tr. 

11·:; r,, Mp .. v: s:sti,t,i'I>,' :f:.,.:<~ i<J :JI(' d•;•,ur:•,~•mt w :hr,.,tt ,i~·:~· ,r...:.' i;• ,•>.;,• r~:;.11c1 ii,t1: t.~1: 
,l,,:,114•,• (N:~0 .or,l,ir-,:,y~';~•;.· 

~L') H, y.1,,,: ,·,, ~;,,., .,t,:r,r11!!:1 'it:nt:M{ ,II' ~.· t ~· ;:~, ,)(:;;~,,,,,, • .,, , .......... ,. :,:.i:;:1,.< (:,, A·l'-'li.\:i,:,:! 

d.>J~ i1v l,'.''J j'J,tr/.'(:,1.r ()/ 4•:4 ,;1.•i11o,' ,11:l r:a·' ,•i:!tt. 

3.9.:•:I~ :r.a:: ~c ~::c•mpliro~(. cl¢~')1lict:ll)l ": £ 111.; I ,h:i:1m11i :: C:1"11," . mrl .-. uio,r R¢J«tii:i~ 
Sy.<m·1, r.C'I\ ·{s;, 1'111,;, nn1M·1:dl~• h~· ~:ituoi11.fo~fur:i,: JU 1 ·:2). 



 

 

  

(.;Jl'IZF.NS' CO"PJ.At',1'S A(aJ "l~l' l'liAC[ OFF'TC:lt"RS SUlt\!EY 

.-\~1ici:~ a,c 11> 11:r,:rlCI) I be m )J \ill.I .::·Aid~ st:UUOOI ~· i;i:.,11• ,id iu,, :: ., 'htl ":,nh~ vi Ol'll.•c.rjotir .. ,1 
3;:ad t-ri.ruic'lsl lr.li.Ji:nu-J11•1 i1u:: ll:l.1:1:,: ::r,..ripbh1 ,K'f'On.>:I ~;.' citir.e:1:e l!,:.ln.,: . ,.,.. :rl;1ttt:1n:ont 
~-.,r.-r..cl UD~ t:1c Dll'UOOI of COCl;_)laim:i: ll,.-.! w:.TY •1.1,.ai.n<d, • Da~!I uc J>:abli:.~i:J m11 :i:i!I~· 111 
( .'ri.'!Or; ;., (.'ni!/()r.'>=!: 

x~ .. rir'n,,, .. rm~r~. Pnlkc l)c_,o:'.L'\C.lli.lJ.~h.d ;\J<1m::;.,, l'l'l•tuti')t. ~~':t.\(,m,_ irJ,rh:~· 
i1::.lv ,,iJ !::v.d, i£ti11::i~, ,,,:th r..:11c~ ottkilJ po...,w~. 

i•C ,' Jo'Jri.. Ui.: w,11,;,1,' ,.,.,.s,rt ·1f t~· tS.,,,>t:,','¥//I/Jlt.11: ~•.o't'.,,',l,•tl.h.R .:,,.itt:.·1.':.11 .':ltJ,''J .\·,"141l lttl.~'t:~ 
3,'r..1:31'.1:,11 .G,'.•:;..,•iut .t,'l (ft~·;: /J,,','r, ,rl,q,: 

4·/ 1,'ot: l.'ln.'1~$1 7./ c•:'2.iwt':.•.:-.~piu,',,t.\ !'t:f:,':1W:(i t,I; '-711' ,,,.ti)"tl/St•h'III •rsr,:,,,;it:A ,,,,,,,..,. 
,\'M.1,:.,,, ,'>.>1 .! ·,,n, ,~:f,s ,ba:1 t11i:t~,.: ji,:, :1,l"' .-,:.,,,d:t:t ,,t,,'lfl.v..: tr.011pit)m. ;M ,.~ ... ~;.,:, 
,,l!c;;;,.,•J: ,:,;r.1,',.1,l l••,,.,l1,r:l r,/,:.':Ji,:,· 'l /h(lll)•<lf r,.•t~.,wo,I(), ,,.,.,,, ,,,,. 11,,.,.,..,, ... ~·.-~•n,;,,,rt~o: 6(«:h 
,'<l:e.so~a,. '!fit· ,·rp;.,d ,lliw'.' 11111 n,r..!cii:1 ,, r,·.li:rr:r;e~ ,~ c:im, ,'nJi,•itbffll .c.'!;1'•1J' , .... , .1.'ir1:! ,'i,: ,.,,~"tU'S 

i•l'll!lbt"S c;:.~·. 

lh.v, 

h 



 

 

  

f.'RTMlt.S A\ II ('I .f,A.1.1,\.'l(.:J;;S 

J'.u.1.rod11t(iou 

C:ri1n::on,I ... h::1-:~ 11:,:,:c ~, r::,nll':,1 j,; I<, Jl' 1':):CG'tod :o (l( DOJ 1') plov:-dc ;.caii~i:al &IS.~'" 11,v 
df,.;11:1.:•: .,r i:,i,nbi I,.: I ;..,i,...:, fl.111:ih i r.,:,~, ml1ht.1~, 11:,..,: di, l>.lfY,b·r), 1,·.,~•-t)u:Ji. f.nd ir.01.:,r 
vclliclc ti>.-~. IJ:~ .i."itt. ~m: IO ine:r..:le 1h~ r,r.:'dC< d. ::.::lJlll l)ll ::r:-tll 11.'I ~:II ,1:1 t~ n ,10\Jl'C ,,,-;· 
cl~.::·;.ru,•(l,, Sl)J)!Jlm:::r.1:il didt . .V¢ o:SO coll:c1.:i.i<';ll 11,.., 11ld1,.II.: :)r .:Ii ,w 111:d:h, ~:,!,.t. , ... r1<:,.,m:, 
,c1<1 ~ :,nd "~:x.,,i,,vr,,t l>.-.n, • .,., ·1nl:li::htl OIIOl'(I['; jo C:(1:lt' ••·' Cvl.:li.Jm.0,111i;J 1.: C, i111,'.'l'd 
h,v,.;..•~· J',·,,.,1/ •• ~·,i~. r!,. < i·, i,111,i1ti1<1· 1:c ll·,u lc,n,,:;t1:Jod k1 tll.<'11'0: tor ?l"l:'.iuill->0 in Cl':'N!'J ;,,. 
t,',YJ, (,~<1.'!M' ,i::.,mt. 

l!:h!( 

S~ittT~;Jt:flltc.m, Polite Il(vSLtJll•1:1-J, ~.u,i i>lh.:r::l.llo.mJ k,._..J .,y,o:::~• r-ili, p:,..:,•-.11ti-.:,·r 
~\1;~1\1, 

N.: ;JQ},;i ,'I :lh:l!l ~· ,i;(t 4/•tv <l{<'l'fl)' :::r:· N!~n;Kt~ cit.'$f~:t J.vi:~. : wilm.:;.' ci,:11 A.'l•om,,kJ;·, 
,"'.o'l::o: ,.1,.,,,f,?: ,.oN,t::•r. J;.,,rl,:, ,,;;,·,,,"-')', f::'J'"' .. ,:,11;y a:,,/ ,.:n•,wtAE;:ht<'" :.IG'l1r.g <?tJl;.t,·:~.• 
,,'c~i.wli::fiv:,. > ¥\:~,.,·,,,,,. ~J'l,·n. ,v:(•:lJ im;s.,.i •!l ,,~.or,ltt < ,,,,,,,,;.v,·,,» .. r!, w,:,rf}14' ,'t•:1.-:1• 
~1..,,,mwu:,,>J', ,.~U-.'eJ,Y#.'r,~11 ,~,:.,·bttl:;1,. ifs.~i,'it u•td l)•;:ij,:rn :IY,,'l'IO(.; .; ,' h:jN.!'tOll.,':?I.' ,f 1 :,»rr.1:1,·,,~. 

,.,,.,,.,,,,,,~11r.1•t t?fr,,,,,.r, ,b,11•m':~•- :•~l,r;.':.'N 0,'fr.Jdl'ir •0(.,YJl't a-,,~ .. ,,. &lvr;;I ,,.r~•.~Ntt,,~ ;• ,, .. :.,·. ,',',',.,;;r. 
/A•11t•1Jm,·rJ ,,f ~,•w'til,. j),.•1""'·"""'''. <ri /!o:~·•.l:t P,r..,.,,r.wt. Ster"' /.':r, MtA•·sixtt ZJ,J;«>" C(l•1,•,t,,' 
A.IA!,'.o,.'Ai,';;ifl>I'. C~N!l.~oi,·.o! ~"¢•11.'.:i.1 ,,j (.;., •. '4'!co,·;: ,' >t:('url•>e:J:I ef j,r.-1'.,Wr.!'r:t, , 1M ,•v. ~y t•t.~t:r :>c'I .~$1• 

().'' i'.IUX\)' d;,llill.¢ w,;;; t'J·;~ <I" :'✓;A:11·.~:l.r :J,· ..,;,;. .&-li.-rq,:;:1,·c;" ,,., (,':tii1,'qtN:,:s, • ~•x ,,,q.,::•1:.0,! In 
,·J.t. ,,:,:,rMJ' i ,'n,,r."'tl!: 

il,:: ., r, .'1,>t(·,1! m,:.' f0:;;i:,::wj11 .. ~ .. ,,:d\· Jlt:ttrlt:t• _:i:r t~· ,. "I: .,,r.t •·;r:r,,,:-,:,,r. r,f~'lris:,,Yll (lc«.r 
l'{J,f:ii:n~ ,~a, ,'lflJ! ,~,. ilf.l. 

(.":j ·,-,,,_..,,:,,r: \,·,;::.ui:u,' tkr,'a u.• ;,');• dq:,1rrr.:~m O! !h~• IIAte,. (';'I:;,' :'i! ,i,e J11t1,1:,ttr :,·::,,· ,.,,,, 

• lltt,tJ:c'J' Utt,tl:f."'.J! ,"'f~'."~·r!l:-:!s. 
~Cj Tl'.I glPls t:, l,'J1J At!,~l'lll'/(.:,,1">4•~:,.~ r,r ,•,;, ur .l,r;, ,11.,:rn/itr,,' ;1:~•>el. ,,;n .. \• N ~·t,.-:,1.>Toet.,' 

.1,>,~ 'Nr ::,~ ()',II ;:v. ! r. ,1f 1::11·,,,.'."t;. ,,,If rk,i ,•;,•lt. 

Whi:11 

R¢1:CG't.i $_"(; ~U',},Uf•J\l.bJ~·- )f tho: 10.., .... ~l·JLAG {w, ~f1h: •f·.~:•l:1. 

m,,... 

';:o;_ll)II.Q .r.<l'/ 00 iltCQr,,pl:AAcd t:!:.!11·.l.,io.:.:il~:, r ·:1. :I .: ·:IK• 11>111:: C: • r,r ,,,,I .<,n~:I l~~:r.i·.1~ 
S;,•.r.~,n :r~G,\R,!>) .,. 1;;:, :r.,ui1011dl•, by :rubruittitlg forn, l'l~I 1-,:.:1> 1:{i:h.:11 .\J ... ,:J. l.~ 1'.!':I. 



 

 

  

11~.,\:r!I lN CUSl'Ollt 

I ntro1h1< til>ll 

:ofNruhlion .,u~1~,os w~ Jk .. ,.a;: :.n 100 t'l.t!.(.:d:· c•f n l<ic.d 01 m:: '.tlw :-,:folccmM: ~:-1:~'i it 
'" \:¢ ,qv1r1~:1 lo' t ~ .), ll ,,, r1c>:i,li: 'll':1::fr.:1 i\•I' :II.,,, ,;;i,:.,I infr .. ~ ... n, ''" lbl'\ <:in: in,,, .... ,l'l'\I 
~.;11it1l~ :,, J,: 1%£1 ,. In Jl(l&J!k111(1 r.-, ~~-=::·:1 i11iliisl ~•111 qr;:, inl'll::A ,t,:1111,,1111 :,1,nm,1 \;lll,,::y 
·,d I l-.,i:r11Uu.:lw t:: -..,;rlr: tlu:, 11.,u-il .11.,ub.;r ,,ii,n: 1la;,la,:11.I:., ;11:r:19=111:y ,~, tll.b ,Iler ytw. 

~h:ri ff I N;:u :11n;,:1u,, l'"L;:;: ll.:i,rn IUWll.~ J' ;1,1bulm11 Ui:r:111 IJ1i,.·11l") :11t,:l :: J ,.;r l'la.(; :11:11:. l,,ca. 
,)Sc:,c~!- v•ith J)CE.~ of:iooi p>~•t-c,, 

J/ilj,: 

'.j(_"' J).f2S. -~or. a11;•\4tlt ;r, 1-;),> .. :}1 ., .'H.''4->.'I :t:113 ,.,.•,,1$ l:'t ,,•·~ ,·,-~AX1,;;,~ ,>•,:f ,'<N $J,1·w,,,,,,11,N 

,1_;.-c:~,· <" w>;:: ·: i7I ,.;~\.lfN(I' U:r• r:,wi "" .\<t~t: ,.,~7'!1:,·,r~1(:f!«:1I:;:,?. l~ )o·r.•~ ,;i,. ltflr r•r~.n, 1t•11:• 
:•.•!o-''"·)' •" :,':,.: ",l{C':,,;11 i11 ,·h,;rt,: q{ lh:· ,r,,·.ov:c::i:,~ }a:ilil;; ,.;,,,1; ,r:,,rn-: ,',; i,•,·Iti.--Y, ,r, :::,r ,1Uun:,:,­
(~,.,._.,ol, ,1•Ul,in Ii) d~l-:t ,r,t.;r lb$ L~$tr:l1, (),l!J~., ut !i:-.; p~,.•r,s,,r,ir,~ ,.f~h, lu11· r,s,'i,rc.rt.,11:11t uto:r.rJ 
<1r ~;t•Jt:· m('harJ[c: ,,{:h~ ll().-:-tt.,'l()H<II f<r<·1lon-,:r.1;~1•m: :.i\< m,,,.i\. 1,):'3t· ,.,,.,,.)lg$<rrt p1,·!J,'1,' 
rt:r.c,nU•w;,•J:ir,fbr- rr;ua•;Jttr,!f.o,l,,}hi)';,m ,:,~.• :,1~::rfr,m 6JJ1 (If f.'•r. C"';f~•mfr, J';•tf;(' ,'(11r.r.•r<tsJI,'! 
l<:ti:i,"11."· lJ !h:.,rNJr,~,:.~; u•.'ril 8~Nio,,:, (,~.:Cj ·.f tJ.',i•i:,r. : '!/·,·.,.,;tt ;,1, :L"Yt ••Ill'..:,·,, r,'llli•iic· 
.'1,,1.p1wliVlf ii"·~""",., 1,, &11::/:t>:U 6J5.l, ('15(., 62Sf, :mdu15t. '!,.(J,'l,!•:,; ,,., ;Ji:" ~:r,'i•»: .rla,:.i,'pi!rm,': 
:ii, b/WIJ'e <Jf«it')ir(t:r.:'MI r.H"dir.,·0.' iJ'f:1;-iqa:i·~,;/11,-,, NI~" ,'"1\' ~V.'I G::t>.,~r:t,i :s 1,'J$ .tffi\~S? 
( i,:,11,, -n:i'J. , •!l:J'!'. :~ r.'-.'!fl.:«.l•·r,r. ,,£;,, ~·· rr,"W»'t "~ ·.« ,,., ,'<ir"fl••·d"4 in ,''r:,t ' ti ,·,.r,ioo11r,:lf.Ul.P. •• :f.01 

3.;.'l'l!o:I, .),',} r,j ,')k.'1,•.:,.v, / t,f(;.,. :.i,.:/ (.'rk,°c'. 

H.::rc:t'.~ ~r.: dllt :o,i1hi :I - ·~ d3~1. ortllc Jaa•: t>f dct.~1·,. Tt,.: ¥11 ·1uJI ~l.ho);: v:i II ,,.,, -,,,f,:lJtlal ·.h.: , i':'.•I 

\~ool: ~,fFC'blUll)', 

ll.2!r. 

l<.:v:,lti.l~t'Jl 'Lil "1.·.;c¢ily• d('ncb ;, oc~01_>Li'1:cd :i:.ru:noa.~ bf ;.,1b:i:.i:.tii:a~f~11i:a BO:L\ 1.s. 
R:.'J)Orti:>1,! J(;" l 1,•r,n·11. d :-,1,r•o-.:: fa na:i:,-r1pli11h\'\l ·.t>;.,u,111U~· t,y il tw(f.~ foM HCJJ\ W!i, 



 

 

  

JIOMES'TTC VTOLJ:.\<:'t; -R~.1,,,·n:11 C·\J ,I .S J/IJll A,~SIS'f AN(.;1,; 

Jabud,,,ljuu 

l)vt>~~i( •··::hint:~ hi~')'r,1!1j~m·',ll>(le1t'p;,1m:i 1ot::ae r,o: to rt'O·;i& Jt<llllli.y i.UJl)lllil .... '-1.afo,l:tid 

::.JI:, <:11 n.._., 11 rl:~rcf sb1111~tii: •:i<11'..:,:~ ~111 J:11 r11 1.- T<'ll~i,•l'ot, 1111rl:..-· .ir ::;1,,-;: jl)•,o:•,ir~ 

Y.~!lpoo;.. :,o:l tbc ~]:c-,f V.'C<'IJIM u~~:l 1:.1,illi ll:o il11: :t..:::11. ·1 u~ i11li.<1nn11i,,,: i,< ;.~.,:, i,1:X:~ 
:11:..mnU;: Lil C,•1,:,;1 !.~ C.':!t'i, .... •,:atoii. UCC.,•1111:)1,;l ,,\.•!m· 7,.,_/'ifo t.c1i¢1. 

Slhc;jffil('PA(WltW, p.,,)~ :>-,f(C"tmNtf:. tuu.l Ol:w.- .<aa.: :iud lu~·ul :ii,mc-,,;~ ·ritll l>..ao.: ,,.Ii<.~ 
:n•\~\>r.', 

.''( • l.ii:W (t.;.. i•:r;,;•;; fo, r :.,..,~.n.t:r.. •,:< :,,~ >«.J' ,:hr;; , >1t1;1t.!,,:~ ,, ..... ~"'- t,,. ,1(1'1'N111'.I- .'. i ')34 Ju• 
rv:o.·,,nf:'r~ :;!,' J.,111,•"J!1: v.it1!0:11,.~• rr/nr1t:I ;·1,:J1,fi1 ... ,,,.\•1v'r•ti;.r ~m<: ln :)": tit.•,•1tll't1J•r.:,, .,,, ,\·,lDlg 
•:•,'1t!llt; '·••~3 .11c Jrt'''>.i-,.,:~• Ali dwi1en,•e ~,•t,,'1,,,:;:•:•tt/u!1:n• n,(iv j:,o• ,.,.,i.\,.,tf'l,'t' .,hta!.l >:,;· 
J'llPP(.•rn,'T•i/; a1-·ntn11 in.if/:':la rr.vv•r, 4:5 .h..!~·,bJd ilt !1,·.~,b#i1>.'I fc;, .':liSl,1,'h·i1,-s :I:,:: IMNl)::·;,.i. . 
.. ;r,,• .. '111:r ;~ .. ,,.,.,,,,. V.,.-,.:,iif. :/)(• m,·11l ,.,,M:,irr r,j',itiir.,,, ;1)1: ·,i,;.!,:,~• e~I••~ "':::,:rc:.d <i:.od r,',t r:,.,· .. ,~, i 
·,/ ,i.vu;: •-"'· f,.,....,;~.,'M 11'tf•IJ" :1) .vj,,uJr •'" n,,~itt;t ·"ftt:1t:.'I !(;I'' r.ll/i11·;:.:m,r::1o· s.,.-m•r:: <.lfla 
.i.·l!l'.>m.1!il,f :G 1,11$ Ah,>trl)' G; :11.~,•. • .. 

(,-j .'V..·I, l'rll• ru.fi•NV:1$',. .. ,:,,11,·y ,.',ail der~1op c ... ,·,•r;;,•cJ,m! :tr1-:.d/i.1ro; (.i,,,a· ;11,.hte!':.1 :; 
.. ,'""""';;: 1•:r,,· .. ,.,.,1: !<,11.•m!/.i..,,,:;,,., ,.rl<lt: .•,y.: .. ,r;,,;,-,• r. i!ll/t. .'r; ::;: i:11ct<h~'' of®.lfl<'t.:!e 11it.>~e.-,ett. ,,: 
l':J/.,·;,! Ail.iii .... , -1•1'i!f'J,1 .::-.(i •l,(l,': .~,; a .. ,,~t;;:.t c.n ,;11: ,:;,,.r, ,~:' ,l,t: rn.:,,.n· :;.\ o I ,,,, .. :.n,·,·,: vi.,&,"'.: 
;1.'(',ij.,v,; 11;.,'( r~•'l(I# ,JJ.1il v.~•:1,·m (¥1 ;~'HI~~.· vj 1,'xt.•'°:Jl•~,,.,.,:,,-s: 

{·'.1 .t ,,..it•11i~• ;~h·,.''1.:ttoer '''" ci.,1,:r:t,. ct·o./jJtC"J' w.'xl :tJJ)t.'fl(l'cti ro .'~1 dlVJ~.,,·;,• 
ri<>l:•~· .. • ,t,,'! ,,.,,.\'tf.""'1,V:Ci u~• Yi.,?>'' :,'x,r ,·,ttt .,Utt;:r,,,· ,,4..,,,.., • ..,.,,.:-, ,,,,,<flti f~ .. ,,f11t1V~ r,fr.h:->.~•i ,.;1 () 
•• ,,.,,,;-v,l,',>d .;..3).,1,'l.1!,;11. 

{.?j ,t ~•i.'l►i<1:, ,,fw'I¥ u;;.,• :,•,, cif!:e4." tJI <iffY;en 11·ilr'I t't!,f:'JIV.0¥1 '" ::'lit u•,,m,·r:l.· 
·:it,l.·,;r.'tf ui! ,;.,,~r.'Rb'tl'Ci ~,.,.,,.,. ,uN• t:,,,,;,,,_.,.,,;;,~ r,g.1;0• .'t.,r: :,.·vl•Jc,,,c!f)•1·119(1'•ded /1) .l d:~ml·":fr 
·•i,,,';:1.,'tf r,;/,r o/J. /1,l . .i.!d>,'tf -:.·,IJ"t:1, r , • .,,, ,u! ,I,:,: !>:l• , :,:,11: .. ,:t;:;,;-.,,l ,,~ ....... ~ ,,,, ;!.. '"'1 

lt,.p,1l:.1,& :,at I:.: acv.,,:,rili!thcJ vl:ctr<~·• c,11} ·,ill h:: rl<1C.h,ri,:-C':'imt> ;:r.,1 .\r.'l'>'t r< .. ·,('rf.n.,~ 
8:-· .. ~:n, ,'F.-CAR5J fll,1,1. ,,r r.la.rut11N ·!':;· l'/11.. ,.-,·ti:,~ ·, ... :, HI: ;\ : 1::. 



 

 

  

IlATf. CRJ:\1F. 1'11(1~~-CllTlON SlllVEY 

J1tixcw!!1rfi2D 

I It.'.: ~,in1,:; di.tr.-,,c b '"' •~11(:r.;:1l 1(1 ho! D(t,1 ~., PJ3\•idt kfu1uu.:i.;11:a l't~31di!'l~ .!li1ni11a iu;!:, "' 
Cf!UEC ,lb',"ltic:11 i.lju J . .)11l:1.i,,,"1 M&J'i"i:r, t, ,,r ,~•IY.11:, ,l11n11:t,~ \•fl-r.o,, Ol.i.t:c :>::.n·mt~:J3blc e::1mc 
lo b;;li, .. ,: Iha: :1::, Cl:T.X ""113 L'IOtit·Med t'lf be •:ktin1'l -,:.,.., clhni,dl)'. n-:i;:i"::a, r.c:i:.-let, t:-:curJ 
qn:::111i1li,,1:,. or1Jt)'i;ic<l orm~M fiuit•:tjrr. Tl,..,.;.~,111:, lllu p,1-1 ,h~: J11n,1:dly i11 1/nrr C.,i:r, 1n 
C,!?{t,m:',,. 

I'(: /jjJ!3 (Cl). ~ •• ,,j,•1,:: w ,·.'tt: ,nr,i!fl";:ffl)I ,,r::Sc-rv,,t,; {N;K/Jnt],, tl.•1,it:v:1,:;y6'r,.•;:n1o' ri,uii dirt:r:l 
!1>:;:~i ,,.,.,,, l'i',i#:;11,M, .. ' ~·~1m';.r ,,, '"'!·•·i,,· '" ,::ii· n:':l""'"'i:r.' •tf .J1'-Yl'k••· m 3 .111w:x.-r ;c ~ 
pt"t'3<7 t~;·,/ b!• rot· ;J 1~: m:-, ~·.01.-rr..i. m1;, .'J:f(' . ..,JH;!i:"' :k;11· ,,.·,,y ,.,., n•fJ•i,m ( n:ld(i,\ • •c• .''Cn ,•1 L'"II.' .~ 

,1.') (j1l,,,. ,~.r.,rtt ,..,,I> : ,.,_/',::,rA _,,,r,;,,,. th ,";r.:,:;;-r,.110,t ~f ,,r11stJ1'( il:<i,? 1,11'1).·n,·1 o),J'e,•,on ,·,, :;:rr 
!l:~.'#.>nt."<·d11::,1rir~ ,t•r ''<'"·:,i:r ,.,_trlr. .',r1(,rl'!IIMiJ..m o~:Pr,«iin•r.11'11u:r !!.w 11;/i»'<em,•nt ~•·~M:;i,r" 
;,c.:-,,1o·;1r.l tr> ,;.i.i :,,,-e•fax 

WJwn 

lh.v, 

.5 



 

 

  

11>oy4ur(io1J 

IJ~ c.ai,ne c!:i~l ,.r.: Ill I,.: 1-:rc:r' ;:1l b• b:: I Kl, fO i,:-,·•ide i:.\.~ll)tiio1: ,lll 1h.! l,lClliv, ,, : l:4'11.11', ·~ ~ 
.:ft.fo!t•JOC•t:'V$.~i.::n, Vi\!tin, ·.}!:(;ti. ,Li ,·i,lu:,l;l'l(:1..:1 I :.o ). 11:,r.,h~ vf \'i(;l:Jl)'1.':m,~. Qt! 
',~•tilJl•:;:.i.,~J:l'l'~'st!l~C. This infomtei,~n i, t,ulilhch.d in/,',;;,: (,'1~"* •·:• (,',1llforr.•r,, an r.n,n·a~ 
~•t• a.., 1he C.;JilQl.ui.1 Le;!:sl:mne, oo{. p10-;kl)J ·.,. 1k I-HI f.1r111.l:.ii:., j,.,, h (.'ri,:1: :r. ,,'-e. 1.,~.,,:t~:f 
.',.'/,,'(t'V. 

ll:ll!l 

S:u:rin .).:p1.•.· .1m,1('1h, 1'1,li::r Uq,,,,10;,,:.~, ~Jld 01:i~r m1: rncl l~.1-sa,::i..:• ,.,ilf, •~:-<1tl'i,:Pr 
p<1"::r!t. 

FC 13043 (o),'. .~.~;,m· ,,. ~1,l, mu;i:l1•U!'(J• ,.-.,··,,,;..,p,.,,1:.'P'>u~ :,':~ ,1w~•· i;sr.em:' Aii'l.•·1 (iir••N 

:,,,:•;! kna• o:~/(y-.:~,,.E rt ~g,~~:M .'(I , I_N,·: '" ,,·/Vt ,'Mr,,:o·l•N•••' r,{.lu.,v.,·,.Vf, ~' ,nll(l.'Rl$1' ta i;,t 
,,,v:.\r:r.'l•Mi II)• /J11: ,1,)<»?"'J'{:.,,1:,.:;J: GrT.' !"'t?l'r»:.i,W,,, tl,,>i ,11a;;l.'I.• r-:~;rt:,; r:-(n(iw, :r, i:r,t,: r,i,:,tr,,;, 

,·i•). 011 L'r ilt.,•~;r ,lw'.t; ,,f 1::A:.~ .•c<11·, ,,.,: ,.\•:sw;11;r.iy Q{,,'',tJ'IC6 ~l.~ll ~11.~1.1,'ic i'iJ°'"''. :r,/i,,: 
.'.1:;:.'~·b1':·•~ t1•M,),:;•:g :b.· r,1~;:, q/ '"* h#,>1\·&1tltu: ,,.:,,,.,,,,m l_,jw,: Jm.u! !-..w, •'¢'Au 1J•1:11t life.~ '•t , 
fr,.-1: ... w:l l<~ 11Ji.\ .i1:,.:,·r,r:. 

lie: 

.W;1u1l:1.!! :, .. , ,~ .lt'l:l'IIIJ'bl11:J di:::nmi<-A!Jy ,f.;i :t.¢ aucCIUl>C ."1.1:111}·<~. 1,lldci,,i & 
3-.'tlUtiti:l.t(}rATEI ~yittchl. ·.l. h"l~llll ly ·•} ::utw,iui·,,,, f:: -n, l'\r:·,, 7 HO~ BC]:\ s,:,J. 

1u 



 

 

  

110:VITC.TTIJ, 

lnfn1d1,1.:fi,,m 

J.frJn1i;,•i,:I~~ cl11(;1 Ill\; 1tJ ~l~ 1-.:p,::l':~•~' 1,, fl:~ UUJ l!': 1:1'> , •• i,:~ i11 l(.lrowtico en tb~ lruD\)Cf ,l f 11111 ., ;:i,lr.t:. 
l 11: •:id·r,:dl~11:~ n: 'mi<,n'>.i~. f.lC do;o :,od .l:•.~.1li1 ,, "J.! .. llu1ici:ln, lc,-.1 i,in. U,p~• o:ww,01: 
ux.:,i icu:: pv.:if1ilxli11t; ;:,'\:uL rk,·nir':l¢:J11.i1 ll~'C J'Jb[Wd tllllllll I~· :II Ur,•oc:f.f,l,r ,·:, ('<,:jii),,y•I«. 
C".w,v: ,,. Cni1fum.-,,, :w:l 11.Jr.: C, i111U,ni ..,,,.,,:,.r: l'n.•fi,'e se,io. Dt:.aai"C. :ial~.l .'{•:,•1o;.il 1,, J ~ r·u lrJC' 
pub-Jio."i(t,:i ir. C••r:ns fr. tAc 7..!l','!,Yl .'i!(.l,';:-1,. 

s· ,e,i1f ~ro ::L'\C .w;.. :PCIUtt> Il(l)a..1.Ju:·,.l:1, :·.:111 :>.h:r ,11., ~ ,;Jl(I lood ~eo~ ,.,i1h p.}UC ,, ffii:er 
('l(IWl'I -.. 

I'(: ,'3i.'/~ {IJ;.. ,'.\Y:ry ,d,'J;/': ;,r l.,1-,·,1,' f!OW(.'W!t,'lltl,' ., .. 1e;v rt:ly'J,l(','10,,,;,'t lb",:,,: i'fl\">'ii:t!,'~~.'I (l;.~ 
,·,~.,rvu!l•,... ,.,{ ~ IM,,,'l.',;i:;lo:,w.w r,'1111'/ "":T;.:.1.(· :.'~: d,::;,'tll',?r.6~1 ro<,::/,c(,.,•,::,t'"'Pl:fr b:fr.r.1::;f.~11 ,~~t!' 
,"1~ ••'<''r.<1, ;;11,,f ti.i ;,r,•3<1,·1 t\'' J\"I ~vnr ,•lt,;J,•;<tt:I ,..;,;; 1hr. <111.'li, :1;d1td,':1:_~ ~•'· ¢'~~,w, ,:.;:·l•. :•t:Jt.' 
••~::<: bat.:,•~,.,<::md 

!'C i)t):J. b(,.•h 11',v:r.'{iuH<1,' ~·J.::.f ,,•i (mijt-r..;.'1,•,a'/ «,1,~1it},1t,':i.,ll r/i,. /;, •. ,.u,•:,9:,:r.1 ,:f .J,•~~, •:.• 
tni )Jl0.'/:J!$,' P'N'~"~l>s..'1 ~: :.~e A:t:,,',llt." (,',r:,t:r,;! ,, n:;,r,,t r>{Gr, J,'•'1iji(,iJ~I! it<N«id*"' ,·:,,n,t1til.•1t,I i:: 
r:•t ,,,. 1111r j1o?•<n11 ffl"•: l11.e:;,11t .1•J•«tv ivtiu, .,:«.,:·;:•.i 11,1d "~,.•f <1lp,l,'1c, )l'(INfd :.S •'*.'l't:d u., 
rv:,,,.-11 u .1,,11·:ifoi,,-. ii,,,ot:, .',,'It ,,.,:Jc,,, !.'•i~ srccti,m, cmt• rl,..s ~·:i1:.f ,,.r,.,,1:,.t: ib1!,' •r:;,,,•'ft~ ;x.m,•e.:,l;s 

II,.,, 

J.c:.~~:11~ ilia)' h: a.;.x.:r.1>fo!,::,. ::lc:;l">1rir11II:: t·i:\fh('IEktu<'aW-L',1:,,: llt.:l A:'1..•I R .. ,.:,>Tlir.l! 

Syn~r, ,:T.-CAFS~ Ph1, ot .».-Ul.lllll.•· l,t ,~1h,oi1lin . .; lhrt> BCJ!, :; !11•,ot wM FDT :-:'1.u (R .. bn,: 
:\). 
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.n;v.l!.."ILI:: COt:RT AND PROBA1l01\ s·r.,HSI lC/1.1. S\'.S'IL.M 
(JCl'SSJ 

h..,tw1ilr. ,.,,i<Ji:1 ::..b, .. 1~ ,:: b: ·~•r1o:l lu •fu.• DOJ t.:, pr~v:!c inf«!'r~ti1>11 ,,f, l·1erJr11:rl::ir.1frn nf 
j11•.o::d::. l~lli;..; iu (:.,Ffr,:11:'I. h1fhrm:1 it1n i< <i,·ll't::fro OJ:a j1J\\'1:I~•~ j:•:.)~~-.i. 11JJ::.,a,I, .. ,~ 
j1111:i:.i:: l sUcc ~.,·11w, iu.1Ju p.1ub11.P.,,. i11l.1h, t,,, lin,1,~,,• ilh:,,>s:.tir•JL f.lu: dm:a Dl\! r.;,1bl:,.h::1. 
m?n:.111U;: inJ.,,w·,>n1e J,•.,~« ;x C:'a.'tt>.•vs:«. 

r(; ; ll: 'ii. # 1.~:1 t< JJ•t ,hiJ,,• <:f ,l'<, ~ <'1(:· ,,::.,,·:s.~•. d:kf ,~I l·""'kv,, r,•l!nv1ti r»:io r <l1t«r.•$/1lp 

.,,,,!.'::t• . ., ~-.~!J,' . .. nrr,,,,::r. ,Ji,,:::;:, ,,,,,.,,,,'It:;,,;, :-U;. • arh\l'Xf)' (t,,t/ cir,: /.'"()"/SoJtJ,.'f:r i«n.,·.-l~~ ,.v-ir.,i,::,,' 

.:1ttl.,v/ic:,•:,:, pl':,,:,c,J!,:t, r,j'/k:·••, rr,,:11,)• ,o,,,..,,,t t1f,..,.fl'r>it ,•.-:.:rt1~•t$:!>Xr'$ . . •,>.••A ,6'rfo,,sl; 
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.1J,,,:ir.iM1 ,,.,r,,, ,.,m.\l•i:u.::,,r ur,,:r.~·i,r.\ ,,t,~· .".':r.::1: 01",1..,.rt:.11t~' <if l>n\'ff.on<nt. o.>w evr,~•' (,:,'r ... .,,,,,..w,rr 
,: ~gWt!·•'M-.'1.'l.ot; ·,,m;,, ,..,. ,·mo,,,: ,•ri»1l1,ot., ,,,. r1•i,;:,r1:l~•'1·"r::,f'.•, !l'nitli:J:1:ii;,t1. wf;i;.' re~:«Wli:J~r 
•l•t ,1/tfllT,'f', 06:1$)'(,:: 

,;,, n, fo.\·:,:r: ,.,d mr,i,,rnix 1'/l,.,. .. .,J.r ;~'-(!!fe<lfiu' tht cv,.-,uv ,e.,,.,,,,,:,:r.r,f.Y!c11·:w;<.'J! ,r,;:,, 
.'\'1·1o:J'C'.:,' 5J hiN 1,r iit,·. 

(~) To ll[.'CI( ttdi3!i:.:~.: ci.2112 ,.; ,Ir; J,.,,.,,.,.,,:,,, ~ rl:.·•w· ,,.11::I".,· m•r f,; r!u: ;,1~:1;,e,. .. ,, . .,.,., r,'lff 
. 1' (:i,•:1t• ( ;tr,, .,.,,(ro"''Sfr ifoll! 

(fJ :;u ,cl", m ,;:rr ✓,,..,;,.::.y ,,·,rx~111~ r;r P:s oi- ,U.., ««lf,~i.~,i <J/;&i'J, ..,,,;;;r.r1o w ,,,,,·:r,:t.'J! 
d.:t~ ,rOr tl1.: JJt'!'JXAte ,f cx1r.-:••:,~.c:"a' !i:i1o ~.':I:.. • 

1;· I .~.\X ,~ ,'! ,~·,i.'otl!:•,n r,1f:r1•r• v1:t1il 11:.ot,·J~• pi rn,tt,• 1~·lAAfR l,, !iw .◄ !:r, ... ,,,_.), <':<•tttrt:i ,,,· o/ot,.o:t: :imt. < 
-·'"!IN: :<'$1111r.:·,· .,,."' • .,~·•·fl.,;:,.•;._.. ,1,., ,,:,·w,·,,1:;,<i1::,r:,::{ ,'~"fl••·l~I ,11:>1 Ill' ·"-•·JNv: w ~v;;i<1o' \'/t::11ti:y 
r.:.11,•~,,,·.t ,fll1~;: .~, us;~t,.'l!!r'S<f ,vg.v.:l,'.'l.:: c11,:t ., . .,,~·:•o:r/:,,?. "''fl::r ,._.,..,.,:;,,. re.~~ (ll' ci:Ji 

lt.;1:,,1Cr~ i:\ ,cc,11:1f'focl1c..l ~l::tU:n: ..:slly vi:I h. 1:\•.-nilr O·r.ut tm,lt P:.;b!l•iill:. ~Ml.:d.i..·.il !--y:d, .. T 
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T.A \V l:~FORCF.MF,,n Al\"D C.ROITl\,U, .RTS'l"TCI' PF;R;',O:\'ll-'.l. 
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;\._'?~•o:;i-.:1 ;o:; lC Jq)t'l'I .. , I h(' I ;oJ I ho.• ·1,1.:101:w .. ,f ii;Jl i:Cll· • :lW(r.J, M(lD~:J-,., .. 'OLC. 011:C !IC..i 1¢1'.l3l¢ 
li:w l':"llc,n:-.-·r<'!III r,:l".(1m,d v:r,rl1-;,r,l ·,y bw.mf.,n:l'l'll~1t :11r.i,·:i:1:. ni•1ri,·1 .-.,..,.,v,nr;,,i. ~•hl'r 
1Jof~11W:r.1. u, l•rnb11.WLl.1~:nlJu,,,1:o. lh.(11. ,,~ plll•l.::1,W :1n111.=I }' 11.(:.~;,,.•;: !~<.'l1,•~(,.'.''Y1i,1 :,ul1l1c 
(,J'],~ilS('J0 Jll.<:(,'t' F,,;_':1.1i Scl::-s Dmn !ll'C nlsc. p,-:r.-idcdUI :b: •• :iJ f::: pbl.e.uic.1l i:l c:n· .... 1: ;,. ,,lit 
~ .JJ,7¥ .. ~ ::,'f,T,$3. 
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S)cd:t n("\RITR\P.n""I: f'r.'iN" ~n111'1'1fll:\ n;,r•:tt ;\1t~r.lty.;. P1il-lk.I:c:fo.1"kl,, P!·)bntfon 
! )tf\11"1: r :.T b1, l'."Hl l)lh,;1 l<l41:; ,,.,J "'·~-' ••JP:"11:' ::> .,.;, h r.r:i,;t" :,l1i.:ir 1)\•'•••"'-

... ~ . .'.>11]0. 11 ,,':t1,'l he :4: ri1,1yr,.f ,. •• ,MJ, d•_1• ,,:,,11si,r:J, r,':Jr;,f ,,tr,r,l:r.r,. r;,::r,.,,,r/ c,:,,' t/t:,1111tN.'•!,•: 
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,~· :flu»·11o,y(,o:11:·or,I. 

~(!'.' j~ ir..1:o>ii w~• tl!O:i,,!~,·11 ULV,,'t1'; 11-1U,s.;if,r• Ji,-.; ,r,,·(V!(,·,' ,:.,.,·•r!l>:;: :{ r,~,·:J~l, ~· :lc'/;1 
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IPDY<tUutOI! 

·)XJ:t .:·11~,.~ ::lli,:t- ~: ·,..-l1o1 -...~,~ killl'oto··1:::¥:111?rO'J :A :t.c)L"lC 0:duty hl\! ~ti.! r~p,,rt~d b, l·11: UOJ 
lu J~:1.,,·W:: :,,.f..:r. 1:t.ku "" l:11: I} p; :>r ::, i ,r,in1$1 111;1)\•iJ~·, lYIJl' -,: .. ,copru um t;\'!>' oi a.t!ti;11111,:1· .. 
~ ..:•f Mni:lc, m:.x.1:er w: ( l Cir .,,,.i:I· -~~,l J:::,~,: ·,xi iuj ·"~, pr 1· :~ :104.,11111 ,,, ::I~ tT~:I. ~,11cl u.'Jil;~-n killed 
t-y t~lnr i(l'l1:< r.(l'.' or\~· !ICC'~{ ¢1'.: or .lt~j~,cc. JJ:.ii- i :,:..,mu11.i111: il p1.:l.llh,.,I ::unu:, :I) jo 
.' :,.1r1i,:ir!,• ;x ' ·!l!·f:'()O?:ia. 

~hd ·r U..-w1mi:nb;, Pdk~ n~:bn..-u:. :1r d r.,00 ~1a·.: ai:a~ lura! :ii~·,wii.11 wi J. p~::r ul ;: ::rr 
;111 ... i.;:~. 

,:,c ! )')10. !r :,',v;,.':' ;, •• u:: u·,:v ,,_,, t •ff;; d'J• ,n,,,,~·,,,;J, ,.~·4f <J.";,'<.•{•·,t, .~:•·1 !!al:. c.11~· ~ !,ur:11,1.1-,:,, 
j/C'!e.,·. ·,~11f., c~;Mrr. dJ.Q'il'r ~!:i>:'t1¥), e;ir;·c,:i.r..,:•;; :,,q/ ::,·,) ;m•\·l·::..:,,r kt•r.'11.f! ,.,-im;,r,,1 
j,:,i.\u·ir:<O•r; r•·11b-i,-i.-i:• r,!fi, '<'; ,.,,.,,,_,. 1¥1,>1 ,? ,\t ;,tU;,,.'r <YJ'f:hr.::,,_,:,_,11,r,;, , .,,,!. iMr:·m,y.i': 
.,v;,'rr.i11iw:rc11',1o•. lilt! Df'.,n1r1:,r.fl( ,,_r ·.:,,~ri,:t:, ,' /tl'(•i,1; a;,a W1l,to'.>N.'\Gl•.i(;li, ~•X(l'lNJ'S1;! ,~/ (:,,, r,rc:1J,,,..,. 
De;;.>n,).':JJ,~ q{l'iM,'lAl<li«i••!,J·, }{.}o(h_ri:i (/fft:r.,,.~rr r•r.:t,,',t ,,,.,,.,.,,: :r,.,,,,lf 11fP,,!~II Te..-,n, SYc1tr 
.fls;1111tri/ll!Xti>{JJ,;<iN•, Dl.'J11t"tJ1/\>:,: •'f Jl, •. ,,:f'ir ;•,,:w,,.,11;1,, s:,;ii: N>t.• .U,:ir.v..,u1, 1.;,,~,,,rc~1.•n'C'l 
A:,·,11tit1(\,.,tJ!fJ". t:<1~;1'1i1;n•' <1.;'1'~•·4 s (){;f,., &m$ D8,1«,·l»1i,:! t,/ .~ ... ►ll' ... ·111or-,,, ,;:1u' r•:o:•:r ,,.,d~ .. ,. rr.r:i:, ,:, 
,,, .,~,::·;, r.•~·,,:i11z • ,i:fl ,.r•·~:, . ., r.r,·,,,i:,,:,· t r,r.•Etll , 'l:11iNfJ1i;.•~:· w d-:;,'.-,·.~':H,;>1! i., .,.,.,.,.,, .~1t,Jlil'.•.,·,lt(! >:y 
11M A.tr->1;.0$1• 0$JR'."«l. 

/,·~.- T<• m::.w.=,• .711,ll'l.'~.•::,,,:.oi rt.,vdt ,,e~de,t,,foi•· Jh:: ,.t,nv:r:: ,r,..\.•l':i~:r•/\·1t,-i:.•:::e! 11',,t,1 

ro:q,,ir1t,o' "Y .r,;h; .,, l•r,r, 
,-:.~• ,'r, ,,:.,,.,,., ,:t•;!,',.1i~•,I( ,i,11.u ,,., 1;::: ,;..,.,..,..,"'r.r• ,~: ,•i.;.~• i•l'IM1 ax!i tn ~.':~ ,·N..?l!'l!tl' !h~ :b:: 

;Ji.'i>l\·•r.. (.,-..,,'('✓tJ,' J n~:;ril&:tit. 

{t.) 1::. gfwi ~ ,,,, ,:""'''')'(:a,,r~!, ~: I.or., ,v "-tr ,,~'-vl•Jitr:i :;;:""'• :.i.··:·••·v" m ,,..,,·,,r,1:,:; 
rl.«t.· p,-• ri,1: ,,:1·rr,,.or ,,j,.,ury,i~r•::l• :loi,. fm,: 

llll& 

1<~1,..,111,..s 11.~;, b, .. llti:,,r.-,rl ,;hi:,I i:l::i:mmi..,;dJ:, rill±~ Cto..··n:OJ:it-C:i,nc srJ.Anuu i~::f•:~••j11i:: 
s.\·~ll ;F.-(.:>.3~) 1•1.,l .... , 1:1:,·11.Jlly by ::11hrnilli11~ frr,,-, 1:ni 1-".'05 -~"1'~ wita FEil J.·/2•J (l(ciulh 
1\1. 



 

 

  

VIOLl>~'f CIU~lllS <X>M~llrrr.n A(:,r, l'ISl' SFNIOlt (.:J:flZE~S 

I ntn1tl 1wl i1111 

h~1,on1io, ·~~v(i1)r, y'r,1..-,r ::frt>.~~ ~.r-ci'J.;J t~lU1111l !•::,:<:: ci1ia.'l1:C i.\ In~ n'IJWIC:c! ~~ 1b:-
1)0J l;)TJl'(, .. i,t~ ,.,,11rr ff) cllll Hl>l lbr ,1.1t1bcr:-:.1:·pl!'C!OUS<iO yc.·uo,1i :isa;,.: ;:·,, :l.x .... 1,:, , .. N\'I \•i::1ir111 
,,:(m1nii; ::0.., f.111:·hh: /.))1.:., n,1:i,::,y, :11,1: :st~"J',l\•11t~r ,,'l(,11l1l: . 

.ll:ll£ 

~lw1iff1;..-:1:11u:,r:1h, l'1Jb:r UtpJrb,011l,, un:1 <llhd 1d11l:: :,ud lo('3: 3,,11,,i:t wl1h 1)),lC:: ,,:1ic;::-r 
r,<l'R\~n.. 

Si,K,S6 C,MC,tr ,vr,; R1.tt)/1,-;t,),1 N,>. ti'i, Cl:,,j•,t1tr / ,:;;, i Y:lJ, ;.,.,.. :, ,,,:wo,\o;,~I t-:, V)(: Si .,,,·11,~ ~· (.~< &itri 
r,.f(J'J~:»~•ftT, 1/:r: ,t,>,fl:»11~•)•1,X'•w,f ~•,;r•,.-,/,¥,; :,'.,:,: ,'1,<t1I /,,....t:,"./,,r••~.1),!~ r,!/ki:11•~·,-r,• .''c'Ql:UNt! 
,.,. .-»a(:· o:lY\f.J;C.l:1:N1,•J. m,,,mb)j, ti11:.'rclt:Jn J«iih..1fogprorrJ1;11l> o)11d 1,:1>mc;;1:, v,r,r:1►::• Q·.,·:,:,r.,· U, 
p."t,i-.•.;,, b!l°:'f,IWli,_,11 :.·1, tu tl:;: 111!••:.~.,,. ,,.f,i,·:i,,:1,•,.o,lv•,,/tt1,t ,.,j,~ .. ~ •lu:,~ ,:.?..-,,~:')lo/ ~'It;,,,· (.,':/;:r. 

11 ...... 

3..:-,~'11~ :r_.,•: ~ oo;;~'JUPJ:.shrf do..--r:oaicallv vi;i lb.,; "'h:i:1rn11i•.: C:1i1r ~ :11,,t :\TT~._, R<.TC.lllll! 
Sy,q~1 ,:r. c.-.. {S) l'h,:<, <1r1rnr .,:di~, t>v •nhinittin,;tixm 3(11- ·,~ :. • 
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Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 00310 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed_/_/_ 310 CRIME STATISTICS REPORTS FOR THE DOJ (21) LRS Input __ /_/_ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9837815 (22) FORM (04)1.A(g) 

(02) Claimant Name City of San Marcos 
Mailing Address 1 Civic Center Drive (23) FORM (04)2A 1 )(g) 

Street Address or P.O. Box 58 

City San Marcos (24) FORM (04)2A2(g) 

State CA Zip Code 92069 58 

Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (25) FORM (04)2-A.3(g) 

(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement [KJ (26) FORM (04)2.B.1 (g) 

46,255 

(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (27) FORM (04)2.B.2(g) 

8,239 

(05) Amended D (11) Amended □ (28) FORM (04)2.C.1(g) 

Fiscal Year of (06) (12) (29) FORM (04)2.C.2(g) 

Cost 2009-10 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (30) FORM (04)2.C.3(g) 
$103,323 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to exceed (14) (31) FORM (04)2.D.1(g) 

$1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) FORM (04)2.D.2(g) 

Net Claimed (16) (33) FORM (06) 

Amount $103,323 
89 

Due from State (08) (17) (34) FORM (07) 
$103,323 

48,713 
Due to State (09) (18) (35) FORM (09) 

(35) FORM (10) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I 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 
penalty of perjury that I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I 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. I 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 

@~~ Date Signed 3/Jgli, 
Liliane Serio Telephone Numbe1 (760) 744-1050 

Finance Director Email Address LSerio@ci.san-marcos.ca.us 

l.'::f~mel@., i;.c~bg;,"ta'.9lt'l p.'~p,---,- 6Wfof °'laim!Z.i• _ ·: ""'· ,·,w _-· .. :k-~ ~-... ~ l~"~'h'l'o'' . e~-'tffm'.16eriti~'~ • :111'1 ~/ilf. •• 
,,. 

l'P:.,.E;M~~~dd11e~ :: '"" ~i.;. ". "" ·"' • •.• ,.. ,w'I(., ~ • • ~.;,, • ...:.-«i: l~l~.:.._. ·--= " ... , ~,:!L 

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com 

Form FAM-27 



(01) Claimant 

MANDATED COSTS 
CRIME STATISTICS REPORTS FOR THE DOJ 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

City of San Marcos 

Fiscal Year 

2009-10 

(02) Type of Claim 

Reimbursement [Z] 
Estimated D (see FAM-27 for estimate) 

(04) Reimbursable Components (a) 

Salaries 

1. ONE-TIME ACTIVITY 

A Revise Policies and Procedures 

2. ON-GOING ACTIVITIES 

Reimbursable Period: FY 2001-02 through FY 2009-10 
A. Homicide Reports (PC 13014) 

1. Extract Demographic Information $58 

2. Monthly Report to DOJ $58 

3. Verify/provide Additional Explaination 

(b) 

Benefits 

(c&d) 

Services 
and 

Supplies 

(e) 

Fixed 
Assets 

(f) 

Travel 

FORM 
1 

(g) 

Total 

$58 

$58 

.__ ___ __._ ____ ..__ ___ ........_ ____ ....._ _________ __ 
B. Domestic Violence Related Calls for Assistance (PC 13730) 

.-----.'------'-..-----~----....-------r----1 

1. Write Incident Report $46,255 $46,255 
t-------+-----+-------+-----+-----+----t 

2. Review and Edit Report $8,239 $8,239 .__ ___ __._ ____ ..__ ___ ........_ ____ ....._ _________ __ 
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 Explaination 

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 $54,610 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries) 

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (0S)(a) + line(0S)(b)I 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07) 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

(11) TotalClaimed Amount Line (08)- (llne(09) + Line(10)) 

$54,610 

89.2% 

$48,713 

$103,323 

$103,323 



(01) Claimant: 

MANDATED COSTS 
CRIME STATISTICS REPORTS FOR THE DOJ 

CLAIM SUMMARY 
City of San Marcos (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(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 

2009-10 

0 Homicide Report Demographic Info 

D Homicide Monthly Report to DOJ 

D Hate Crime Extract Info 

D Hate Crime Report to DOJ 

D Hate Crime Additional Info 

D Fire Arm Report extract info 

D Firearem Report to DOJ 

D Homicide Addidtional Info & Explanation 

D Domestic Violence - Write lncid. Report D Domestic Violence Review & Edit Report 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) 
Employee Names, Job Class. , Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit 

and or Rate 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost 

Detective 
Extract demographic information from existing 

local records as required by state statute to report 
information to DOJ. 

(05) Total 

$77.48 

(c) (d) (e) 
Hours 

Worked Salaries Benefits 
or Quanttty 

0.75 $58 

0.75 $58 

(f & g) (h) (i) 
Services Fixed Travel 

and Assets and 
Supplies Training 

FORM 

AA-2 

Total 
Salaries 

& Benefits 

$58 

$58 



(01) Claimant: 

MANDATED COSTS 
CRIME STATISTICS REPORTS FOR THE DOJ 

CLAIM SUMMARY 
City of San Marcos (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(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 

2009-10 

D Homicide Report Demographic Info 

~ Homicide Monthly Report to DOJ 

D Hate Crime Extract Info 

D Hate Crime Report to DOJ 

D Hate Crime Additional Info 

D Fire Arm Report extract info 

D Firearem Report to DOJ 

D Homicide Addidtional Info & Explanation 

D Domestic Violence - Write lncid. Report D Domestic Violence Review & Edit Report 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) 
Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit 

and or Rate 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost 

Detective 
Report the demographic information about the 

homicide victim and the person or persons 
charged with the crime to the DOJ. 

(05) Total 

$77.48 

(c) (d) (e) 
Hours 

Worked Salaries Benefits 
or Quantity 

0.75 $58 

0.75 $58 

(f & g) (h) (i) 
Services Fixed Travel 

and Assets and 
Supplies Training 

FORM 

AA-2 

Total 
Salaries 

& Benefits 

$58 

$58 



MANDATED COSTS 
CRIME STATISTICS REPORTS FOR THE DOJ 

CLAIM SUMMARY 
(01) Claimant: City of San Marcos (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 2009-10 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

A. One-Time Costs 

D Policies and Procedures 

8. On-Going Costs 

D Homicide Report Demographic Info 

D Homicide Monthly Report to DOJ 

D Homicide Addidtional Info & Explanation 

D Hate Crime Extract Info 

D Hate Crime Report to DOJ 

D Hate Crime Additional Info 

D Fire Arm Report extract info 

D Firearem Report to DOJ 

[!I Domestic Violence - Write lncid. 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 

and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and Assets 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies 

~ $76.48 604.80 $46,255 
Write & type Domestic Violence Report as required by 

State Statutes. 

(05) Total 604.80 $46,255 

(i) 
Travel 

and 
Training 

FORM 

AA-2 

Total 
Salaries 

& Benefits 

$46,255 

$46,255 



MANDATED COSTS 
CRIME STATISTICS REPORTS FOR THE DOJ 

CLAIM SUMMARY 
(01) Claimant: City of San Marcos (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 2009-10 

(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 

D Homicide Report Demographic Info 

D Homicide Monthly Report to DOJ 

D Homicide Addidtional Info & Explanation 

D Hate Crime Extract Info 

D Hate Crime Report to DOJ 

D Hate Crime Additional Info 

D Fire Arm Report extract info 

D Firearem Report to DOJ 

D Domestic Violence - Write lncid. Report [!] 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 

and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and Assets 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies 

Sergeant $90.34 91 .20 $8,239 
Review and edit Domestic Violence Reports 

(05) Total 91.20 $8,239 

(i) 
Travel 

and 
Training 

FORM 

AA-2 

Total 
Salaries 

& Benefits 

$8,239 

$8,239 



Description of Costs 
" 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Ancillary Support 
Supplies 
Vehicles 
Space 
Management Support 
Liability 
Less: Beat Factor 
Adjustments 

Total 

Jr ota(;Ex:penqitu_res 

!Coot Pl,o Co~, 

Total 

JITotal Al i6c:'·1ntf1reqtCcists • 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
San Marcos 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2009-10 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

$10,216,271 $2,769,425 $7,446,846 

$10,216,271 $2,769,425 $7,446,846 

$1 ,789,014 $1,789,014 
$296,832 $296,832 
$757,427 $757,427 
$319,446 $319,446 
$520,069 $520,069 
$116,618 $116,618 
-$10,578 -$10,578 
$87,325 $87,325 

$3,876,153 $3,876,153 

$14,092,424 · $6,645,578 . $7,446,8461 

• • : . $14,092,424 $6,6'45;578 • $7,446,MGII 

:::::1P:&.PifJAr~1:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;:::~9:;:2% $6,645.578 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
: : : : : : : : : : : : : : •::::::::: : :(it~rii : rs: 1;1a~9if: ~~· :$~~ari~sJ ::::::::.:::.:::::::: $7,446,846 Total Direct Salaries 



Name/Position 

Detective (5) 
Sergeant (8) 
Station Staff 

San Marcos 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2009-10 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$697,321 
$1,300,917 

$771,187 

--

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $2,769,425 



ATTACHMENT B 
City of San Marcos 

Effective 7/1/09 through 6/30/10 

Staff # of Unit Total 
SERVICE CATEGORY Cost Staff F.actor Net Cost Notes 

Deputy Patrol $133,298.08 32.000 4,265,538.65 
Deputy Traffic $133,298.08 6.000 799,788.50 
Deputy Motor $142,547.37 2.000 285,094.74 
DeputySPO $133,298.08 15.000 1,999,471 .24 (1 SRO Cancelled} 
Detective S139,464.27 5.000 697,321.36 
cso $60,212.77 - -

Sergeant $174,513.35 7.455 1 ,300,917.68 
Detective Sgt $174,513.35 0.556 96,951 .86 

Station Staff 771,187.12 

Subtotal 10,216,271 .15 

Ancillary Support 1,789,013.60 
Supply 296,831.92 
Vehicles 757,426.57 
Space 319,446.39 
Management Support 520,068.63 
Liability 116,618.68 
Less: Beat Factor (10,578.20) 

3,788,827.57 

Adjustments: CCCA: Contract Cii~ Cooperative t,greement 87,324.54 

TOTAL AMOUNT $14,092,423.26 

Attachment B 31-Aug-09 



City of San Marcos 
(contract city in San Di/ego County) 

Allowed ICRP costs in 

sea Audit 



--:-==J) City of San Marcos Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program 

under this mandated program. Therefore, the city did not incur any direct 
labor costs for this program, but rather incurred contract services costs. 
The city's methodology to classify and compute costs as indirect based on 
direct labor costs was not appropriate. 

Contract Indirect Costs 

We reviewed the contract agreements between the city and the SOSO. For 
FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12, the SOSO contract agreements provided 
supplemental schedules and identified contracted labor costs and 
contracted overhead costs. We determined that overhead costs identified 
in the contract were appropriate as they related to the performance of 
mandated activities . We computed indirect cost rates for contract services 
for these years by dividing total contract overhead costs, station support 
staff costs, and Sergeant Admin position costs, by the contracted labor 
costs identified in the contract supplemental schedules. 

Such information was not available for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07. 
We therefore calculated an average contract indirect cost rate based on 
available data for FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 and applied the 
~verage contract indirect rate to FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, in 
which contract agreements did not contain detail schedules. 

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

Fiscal Year 

Indirect Cost Rates 

2001-02 
2002-03 
2003-04 
2004-05 
2005-06 
2006-07 
2007-08 
2008-09 
2009-10 
201 0-11 

~2011-12 

Claimed 
Indirect Cost 

Rate 

10.00% 
10.00% 
10.00% 
10.00% 
10.00% 
10.00% 
80.80% 
91.80% 
89.20% 
88.50% 
85 .70% 

-23-

Audited 
Contract Indirect 

Cost Rate 

47 .70% 
47 .70% 
47 .70% 
47.70% 
47 .70% 
47 .70% 
45 .90% 
46.50% 
50.40% 
48.70% 

pn.20% l 

Difference 

37.70% 
37.70% 
37.70% 
~7.70% 
37.703/; 
37.70% 

-34.90% 
-45 .30% 
-38 .80% 
-39.80% 
-38.50% 



Description of Costs 
" 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Ancillary Support 
Supplies 
Vehicles 
Space 
Management Support 
Liability 
Less: Beat Factor 
Adjustments 

Total 

le .... , Expo,dlt,re, 

Total 

Total Expenditures 

ICo,t Pl,a Cod, 

Total 

Total Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RA TE PROPOSAL 
San Marcos 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2011-12 

Excludable Allowable 
Total Un allowable Indirect 
Costs Costs Costs 

$10,559,864 $940,746 

$10,559,864 $940,746 

$1 ,707,574 $1,707,574 
$176,932 $176,932 
$774,762 $774,762 
$298,148 $298,148 
$532,476 $532,476 
$117,014 $117,014 

-$9,742 -$9,742 

$3,597,164 $3,597,164 

$14,157,028 $4,537,910 

$14,157,028 $4,537,910 

Allowable 
Direct 
Costs 

$9,619,118 

$9,619,118 

••••JC.RP.RATE# :•:••••·>.·.·.· ·• ·•·•·•·••·•·•·•••• 47;2"/o $4,537,910 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
• • • • • • • • •: •• ·•. ·•. • • • • • <Rate i~ s~sedaii ~;;~es)• • • • • • • • • • • •• • $9,619,118 Total Direct Salaries 



Name/Position 

Admin Sergeant 
Station Staff 

San Marcos 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2011-12 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 
Annual Salary 

$130,966 
$809,780 

-

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $940,746 



ATTACHMENT B I 

City of San Marcos 
Effective 7/1/11 through 6/30/12 

Draft - Subject to Change 

Staff # of Unit Total 
SERVICE CATEGORY Cost Staff Factor Net Cost Notes 

Deputy Patrol $138,249.15 32.000 4,42.3,972. 75 
Deputy Traffic $138,249.15 6:000 829,494.89 
Deputy Motor $147,843.86 2.000 295,687.71 
Deputy SPO $138,249.15 15.000 2,073,737.23 

.Detective $144,645.02 5.000 723,228.10 
cso $64,694.00 - -

Sergeant Patrol $178,986.73 2.612 467,557.18 
Sergeant Traffic $178,986.73 1.000 178,986.73 
Sergeant Admin $178,986.73 0.732 130,965.90 
Sergeant Dedicated $178,986.73 3.000 536,960.20 
Detective Sgt $178,986.73 0.500 89,493.37 

.Station Staff 809,779.79 . ._, 

Subtotal 10,559,863.86 

Ancillary Support 1 ;707,574'.36 
Supply 176,932.14 -

r;f Vehicles 774,762.25 
Space 298,147.95 
Management Support 532,475.71 
Liability 117,013.82 
Less: Beat Factor (9,742.14) 

3,597,164.10 

Adjustments: CCCA: Contract City Cooperative Agreement -

TOTAL AMOUNT $14,157,027.95 

Attachment B 13-Apr-11 



City of Rialto 
(similar sized city in San Bernadina 

County) 

Allowed ICRP costs in 

SCO Audit 



INDIRECT COST RA TE PROPOSAL 
City of Rialto 

Police 
Fiscal Year 

2011-12 

Excludable • Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 

Description of Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs 
Salaries & Benefits 

Salaries & Wages $10,272,473 $3,567,822 $6,704,651 
Overtime $1,014,166 $1 ,014,166 
Benefits 66.5% $6,827,335 $2,371,261 $4,456,074 

Total :J;18,113,974 :i;S,939,083 $12,174,891 

Services & Supplies 
TELEPHONE ' $45,786 $45,786 
ELECTRICITY $91,763 $91 ,763 
GAS $2,742 $2,742 
WATER/SEWER $4,128 $4,128 
LEGAL SERVICES $244,628 $244,628 
CONTRACT SERVICES $1,071,337 $535,669 $535,669 
OTHER SERVICES AND SUI $310,649 $310,649 
TRAINING, MEETINGS ANI: $59,370 $59,370 
MAINTENANCE - OFFICE A $146,736 $146,736 
ADVERTISING $385 $385 
PRIOR PERIOD ADJUSTMEt $84 $84 
ITS $136,735 $136,735 - i- ~ FLEET MAINT/REPLACEME $804,364 $689,455 $114,909 $0 
SIMONSON CENTER DEPA! $19,380 $19,380 
BUILDING MAINTENANCE $198,620 $198,620 
POSTAGE $15,626 $15,626 

-~ tr LIABILITY INSURANCE $1,524,970 $1,524,970 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS $400,738 $392,723 $8,015 $0 
OFFICE/EQUIPMENT/MAC.E $35,221 $32,873 $2,348 $0 
ROLLING STOCK $148,834 $148,834 
TRANSFERS OUT - SUCCES $458,398 $458,398 

Total $5,720,494 $1,115,051 $3,217,831 $1 ,387,612 

ICapltal E,p,,dlMo, 

Total 

liTotal Expenditures $23,834,467 $1,115,051 $9,156,914 $13,562,50311 

le .. ,"'" Co,O 

Total 

IITotal Alloc. Indirect Costs $23,834,467 $1,115,051 $9,156,914 $13,562,50311 

$9,156,914 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
$7,718,817 Total Direct Salaries 



-

r 

City of Rialto 
Police 

Fiscal Year 
2011-12 

Name/Position 
100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT $ 55,569.00 
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT $ 50,974.00 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS ANALYST $ 79,623.00 
LAW ENFORCEMENT TECHNICIAN (7) $ 352,812.00 
POLICE CAPTAIN $ 192,737.00 
POLICE CHIEF $ 233,949.00 
POLICE OFFICER ADMIN DUTY $ 66,590.00 
POLICE SERGEANT (6) $ 666,303.00 
SR. ACCOUNTING ASST. (PT) $ 12,150.00 
CRIME ANALYST $ 48,790.00 
EMERG. DISPATCH SUPV $ 65,331 .00 
EMERGENCY DISPATCHER I (2) $ 89,934.00 
EMERGENCY DISPATCHER II (9) $ 515,409.00 
LAW ENFORCEMENT TECHNICIAN (5) $ 313,580.00 
POLICE CORPORAL (5) $ 486,748.00 
POLICE LIEUTENANT $ 143,463.00 
POLICE RECORDS ASST. I (3) $ 107,034.00 
POLICE RECORDS ASST. II (2) $ 86,826.00 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $3,567,822 



CITY OF RIAL TO 

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 

BETIYT. YEE 
California State Controller 

March 2019 



City of Rialto 

FINDING4-
Overstated indirect 
costs 

lnteragency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program · 

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 II," 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 I), 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 I 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 VII 
Emergency Dispatcher Supervisor 
Emergency Services Supervisor 
Executive Assistant 
Executive Secretary 
lnfom1ation System Analyst 
Law Enforcement Technician 
Lieutenant 
Office Assistant II 

Police Chief 
Police Officer (Administrative Duty) 
Police Cadet 
Police Records Analyst II 
Police Records Assistant VII 

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 Po·lice 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: 

• Crime Analyst 

• Crime Analyst Assistant 

• Emergency Dispatcher (Part-time) 

• Emergency Dispatcher I/II 

• 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. ln 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: 

• Crime Analyst - 85% 

• Crime Analyst Assistant - 70% 

• Emergency Dispatcher (Part-time) - 94% 

• Emergency Dispatcher 1/11- 94% 

• Emergency Dispatch Supervisor - 90% 

• Emergency Services Supervisor - 90% 

• Law Enforcement Technician - 80% 

• Lieutenant- 90% 

• Police Cadet - 20% 

• Police Corporal - 50% 

• Police Sergeant - 60% 

• Police Records Assistant II - 90% 
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• Property and Evidence Assistant - 80% 

• Senior Community Services Officers - 80% 

• 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 Diflerence 

Year (a) (bl (c)- (b)-(a) 

I 999-2000 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 o/o -10.39% 

2008-09 107.00% 88 .56% -18.44% 

2009-10 107.90% 95 .69% -] 2 .21 o/o 
2010-11 118.80% 105.98% -12.82% 

. .372011-12 11 8.60% 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 l, 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) (J?,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 (0MB) 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 I 0%. 

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 (0MB 
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 [0MB Circular A-87 Attachments 
A and BJ. 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 0MB 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 0MB 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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For State Controller Use Only 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 00358 Program 

INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT (20) Date Filed_/_/_ 358 (ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS (21) LRS Input_/_/_ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836722 (22) FORM 1, (04) A.1.g 

(02) Claimant Name City of Rialto (23) FORM 1. (04) A.2.g 

Mailing Address 150 South Palm Avenue (24) FORM 1, (04) B.1.g 

Street Address or P.O. Box (25) FORM 1,(04.1) g 5483 

City Rialto (26) FORM 1,(04) B.2.f.1) g 

State CA Zip Code 92376 (27) FORM 1, (04.2) g 

Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (28) FORM 1, (04) B.3.a. g 20594 

(29) FORM 1, (04) B.3.b. g 11052 

(03) Estimated □ (09) Reimbursement □ (30) FORM 1, (04) B.4 . g 

(31) FORM 1, (04) B.5. g 

(04) Combined □ (10) Combined □ (32) FORM 1, (04) B.6 . g 

(33) FORM 1, (06) 119 

(05) Amended □ (11) Amended ~ (34) FORM 1, (07) 26447 

(35) FORM 1, (09) 
Fiscal Year of (06) (12) 
Cost 2011-12 

(36) FORM 1, (10) 
Total Claimed (07) (13) 

$63,576 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to exceed (14) 
$1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) 

Net Claimed (16) 
$63,576 Amount 

Due from State (08) (17) 
$63,576 

Due to State (09) (18) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Sections 17560 & 17561 , I certify that I 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 I and certify under penalty of perjury 
that I have not violated any of the provisions of Article 4, Chapter 1 of Division 4 of Title 1 Government Code. 

I 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. I 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 

-1JJ/~A#' ff'il7 7-/l/-;n;iS: LP Date Signed 
V - -

George N. Harris II Telephone Numbe1 gharris@rialtoca.gov 

Finance Director Email Address (909) 421-7219 

Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number E-Mail Address 

Annette s. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com 

New 3/14 Form FAM-27 



For State Controller Use Only
Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 00358 Program

INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT (20) Date Filed ____/____/____

(ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS (21) LRS Input ____/____/____

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836722 (22) FORM 1, (04) A.1.g

(02) Claimant Name City of Rialto (23) FORM 1. (04) A.2.g

       Mailing Address 150 South Palm Avenue (24) FORM 1, (04) B.1.g

       Street Address or P.O. Box (25) FORM 1,(04.1) g 5483

       City Rialto (26) FORM 1,(04) B.2.f.1) g

       State CA Zip Code 92376 (27) FORM 1, (04.2) g

Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (28) FORM 1, (04) B.3.a. g 20594

(29) FORM 1, (04) B.3.b. g 11052

(03) Estimated (09) Reimbursement (30) FORM 1, (04) B.4. g

(31) FORM 1, (04) B.5. g

(04) Combined (10) Combined (32) FORM 1, (04) B.6. g

(33) FORM 1, (06) 119

(05) Amended (11) Amended X (34) FORM 1, (07) 26447

(35) FORM 1, (09)
Fiscal Year of 
Cost

(06) (12)
2011-12

(36) FORM 1, (10)
Total Claimed (07) (13)

$63,576

(14)

(15)

Net Claimed 
Amount

(16)
$63,576

Due from State (08) (17)
$63,576

Due to State (09) (18)
 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Sections 17560 & 17561, I certify that I 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 I and certify under penalty of perjury 
that I have not violated any of the provisions of Article 4, Chapter 1 of Division 4 of Title 1 Government Code.

I 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.  I 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

Date Signed

George N. Harris II Telephone Numbergharris@rialtoca.gov

Finance Director Email Address (909) 421-7219

Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number E-Mail Address

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com

New 3/14 Form  FAM-27

Less:  10% Late Penalty, but not to exceed 
$1,000 (if applicable)
Less:  Estimated Claim Payment Received

358

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 



INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT FORM
(ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS 1

CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim     Fiscal Year

       Reimbursement  2011-12

Claim Statistics

(03)  Department     - POLICE 242

Direct Costs

(04) Reimbursable Components (a) (c & d) (e) (f) (g)

Salaries 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 (SS8572)

 2. Reporting between local departments

 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 $3,293 $5,483

 2.d. Receipt of cross-reports by DA's office

 2.e. Report by phone & send to licensing agencies

$3,293 $5,483

 2.f.  Addnl cross reporting in case of child death

   1) Law enforcement cross report to Co. Welfare

   2) County Welfare department

     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

 3. Reporting to DOJ (see item 4 claiming instructions)

    a. Complete an investigation to prepare a report $12,369 $20,594

    b. Prepare/submit/amend rpt for substantiated cases $6,638 $11,052

 4. Notify suspected abuser they are in CACI

 5. Records retention post required period

 6. Provide due process procedures to those in CACI

$22,300 $37,129

Indirect Costs

(06)   Indirect Cost Rate   (applied to salaries) (from ICRP)    (Applied to Salaries)  118.6%

(07)   Total Indirect Costs  Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)]  $26,447

(08)   Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07)  $63,576

Cost Reductions

(09)   Less:  Offsetting Savings, if applicable

(10)   Less:  Other Reimbursements, if applicable

(11) TOTAL CLAIMED AMOUNT Line (08)- (line(09) + Line(10)] $63,576

Number of Cases = 

City of Rialto

Object Accounts

Benefits

(b)

$2,190

$2,190(04.1) Subtotal B.2 (a through e)

(04.2) Subtotal B.2 f. 2) (i through iii)

$14,829

$8,225

$4,414

(05) TOTAL DIRECT COSTS

□ 



FORM
AA-2

(01) Claimant: City of Rialto (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
Update Policies and Procedures & develop ICAN due process procedures Develop training to implement ICAN requirements

     B. On-Going Costs

1. Distribute Suspected Child Abuse Rpt Form (SS 8572) f.  Additional cross-reporting in cases of death

2.  Reporting Between Local Departments   2. County welfare department

a. Accept & refer abuse report when a dept. lacks jurisdiction     i. Cross report death cases to law enforcement

b. Cross-rept from Co. Welfare to law enforcement     ii.  Create a record in the CWS.CMS system

X c. Cross-report from Law Enforcement to Co Welfare &DA     iii, Enter info in CWS/CMS if death not abuse

 3.  Reporting to DOJ

d.  Receipt of cross report by DA   a. Complete investigation to prepare a report

e.  Report by phone & send written report to licensing agency   b. Prepare/submit report for substantiated cases

f.  Additional cross reporting in cases of child death  4. Notify abuser they are reported to CACI

     1) Police/Sheriff cross report all cases of child death to Co. Welfare  5.  Mandated  8 yr record retention

 6.  Provide due process procedures to CACI

(04) Description of Expenses:  Complete columns (a) through (f)
(b)  (c ) (d) (f & g) (h) (i)

Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Services Fixed Travel Total
or Rate Worked Salaries and Assets and Salaries

Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies Training & Benefits

Officer $44.53 66.5% 40.33 $1,796 $2,990
Sergeant $61.87 66.5% 24.20 $1,497 $2,493
Report to the appropriate County Department and/or 
the District Attorney's Office as mandated.

(05) Total 64.53 $3,293 $5,483$2,190

$1,194
$996

Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed
and

Description of Expenses

MANDATED COSTS
(ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS

CLAIM SUMMARY

(a) (e)

Benefits

□ □ 

□ 

□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 

□ □ 
□ □ 

□ 
□ □ 

□ 

-



FORM
AA-2

(01) Claimant: City of Rialto (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
Update Policies and Procedures & develop ICAN due process procedures Develop training to implement ICAN requirements

     B. On-Going Costs

1. Distribute Suspected Child Abuse Rpt Form (SS 8572) f.  Additional cross-reporting in cases of death

2.  Reporting Between Local Departments   2. County welfare department

a. Accept & refer abuse report when a dept. lacks jurisdiction     i. Cross report death cases to law enforcement

b. Cross-rept from Co. Welfare to law enforcement     ii.  Create a record in the CWS.CMS system

c. Cross-report from Law Enforcement to Co Welfare &DA     iii, Enter info in CWS/CMS if death not abuse

 3.  Reporting to DOJ

d.  Receipt of cross report by DA X   a. Complete investigation to prepare a report

e.  Report by phone & send written report to licensing agency   b. Prepare/submit report for substantiated cases

f.  Additional cross reporting in cases of child death  4. Notify abuser they are reported to CACI

     1) Police/Sheriff cross report all cases of child death to Co. Welfare  5.  Mandated  8 yr record retention

 6.  Provide due process procedures to CACI

(04) Description of Expenses:  Complete columns (a) through (f)
(b)  (c ) (d) (f & g) (h) (i)

Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Services Fixed Travel Total
or Rate Worked Salaries and Assets and Salaries

Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies Training & Benefits

Officer $44.53 66.5% 277.76 $12,369 $20,594
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 277.76 $12,369 $20,594$8,225

Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed
and

Description of Expenses

MANDATED COSTS
(ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS

CLAIM SUMMARY

(a) (e)

Benefits

$8,225

□ □ 

□ 

□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 

□ □ 
□ □ 

□ 
□ □ 

□ 

-



FORM
AA-2

(01) Claimant: City of Rialto (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
Update Policies and Procedures & develop ICAN due process procedures Develop training to implement ICAN requirements

     B. On-Going Costs

1. Distribute Suspected Child Abuse Rpt Form (SS 8572) f.  Additional cross-reporting in cases of death

2.  Reporting Between Local Departments   2. County welfare department

a. Accept & refer abuse report when a dept. lacks jurisdiction     i. Cross report death cases to law enforcement

b. Cross-rept from Co. Welfare to law enforcement     ii.  Create a record in the CWS.CMS system

c. Cross-report from Law Enforcement to Co Welfare &DA     iii, Enter info in CWS/CMS if death not abuse

 3.  Reporting to DOJ

d.  Receipt of cross report by DA   a. Complete investigation to prepare a report

e.  Report by phone & send written report to licensing agency X   b. Prepare/submit report for substantiated cases

f.  Additional cross reporting in cases of child death  4. Notify abuser they are reported to CACI

     1) Police/Sheriff cross report all cases of child death to Co. Welfare  5.  Mandated  8 yr record retention

 6.  Provide due process procedures to CACI

(04) Description of Expenses:  Complete columns (a) through (f)
(b)  (c ) (d) (f & g) (h) (i)

Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Services Fixed Travel Total
or Rate Worked Salaries and Assets and Salaries

Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies Training & Benefits

Officer $44.53 66.5% 128.96 $5,743 $9,561
Sergeant $61.87 66.5% 14.47 $895 $1,490
Prepare, review, approve, and forward reports of 
substantiated child abuse cases.

(05) Total 143.43 $6,638 $11,052

Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed
and

Description of Expenses

MANDATED COSTS
(ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS

CLAIM SUMMARY

(a) (e)

Benefits

$3,819
$595

$4,414

□ □ 

□ 

□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 

□ □ 
□ □ 

□ 
□ □ 

□ 

-



INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Rialto 

Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 

Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
TELEPHONE 
ELECTRICITY 

GAS 
WATER/SEWER 

66.5% 

LEGAL SERVICES 
CONTRACT SERVICES 
OTHER SERVICES AND SUI 
TRAINING, MEETINGS ANI 
MAINTENANCE - OFFICE A 

ADVERTISING 

PRIOR PERIOD ADJUSTMEI 

ITS 
FLEET MAINT/REPLACEMI 
SIMONSON CENTER DEPA! 
BUILDING MAINTENANCE 
POSTAGE 

LIABILITY INSURANCE 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

OFFICE/EQUIPMENT/MAC!­

ROLLING STOCK 

TRANSFERS OUT - SUCCES 

Total 

I ' '' .. I ,, ''" d ''" "' 

Total 

l!Total Expenditures 

I'"'"'" Costs 

Total 

IITotal Alloc, Indirect Costs 

ICRPRATE= .. 

Police 
Fiscal Year 

2011-12 

Total 
Costs 

$10,272,473 

$1,014,166 
$6,827,335 

$18,113,974 

$45,786 
$91,763 

$2,742 
$4,128 

$244,628 
$1,071,337 

$310,649 
$59,370 

$146,736 

$385 

$84 
$136,735 
$804,364 

$19,380 
$198,620 

$15,626 

$1,524,970 

$400,738 

$35,221 

$148,834 

$458,398 

$5,720,494 

$23,834,467 

$23,834,467 

Excludable 
Unallowable 

Costs 

$689,455 

$392,723 

$32,873 

$1,115,051 

$1,115,051 

$1,115,051 

Allowable 
Indirect 
Costs 

$3,567,822 

$2,371,261 
$5,939,083 

$45,786 
$91,763 

$2,742 
$4,128 

$535,669 
$310,649 

$59,370 
$146,736 

$385 

$136,735 
$114,909 

$19,380 
$198,620 

$15,626 

$1,524,970 

$8,015 

$2,348 

$3,217,831 

Allowable 
Direct 
Costs 

$6,704,651 

$1,014,166 
$4,456,074 

$12,174,891 

$244,628 
$535,669 

$84 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$148,834 

$458,398 

$1,387,612 

$9,156,914 $13,562,50311 

$9,156,914 $13,562,50311 

118.6% $9,156,914 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
(Rats is Based on Salaries). $7,718,817 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Rialto 
Police 

Fiscal Year 
2011-12 

Name/Position 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT $ 55,569.00 
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT $ 50,974.00 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS ANALYST $ 79,623.00 
LAW ENFORCEMENT TECHNICIAN (7) $ 352,812.00 
POLICE CAPTAIN $ 192,737.00 
POLICE CHIEF $ 233,949.00 
POLICE OFFICER ADMIN DUTY $ 66,590.00 
POLICE SERGEANT (6) $ 666,303.00 
SR. ACCOUNTING ASST. (PT) $ 12,150.00 
CRIME ANALYST $ 48,790.00 
EMERG. DISPATCH SUPV $ 65,331.00 
EMERGENCY DISPATCHER I (2) $ 89,934.00 
EMERGENCY DISPATCHER II (9) $ 515,409.00 
LAW ENFORCEMENT TECHNICIAN (5) $ 313,580.00 
POLICE CORPORAL (5) $ 486,748.00 
POLICE LIEUTENANT $ 143,463.00 
POLICE RECORDS ASST. I (3) $ 107,034.00 
POLICE RECORDS ASST. II (2) $ 86,826.00 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $3,567,822 



Police 6150-6948 FY 11-12 

1001 SALARIES 
1010 PARTTIME 

$ 10,103,066.74 
$ 169,405.99 
$ 10,272,472.73 

1020 OVERTIME 

103 0 RETIREMENT 

$ 1,014,166.04 
$ 1,014,166.04 
$ 4,407,981.52 

1040 WORKER'S COMPENSATION 
1050 OTHER FRINGE BENEFITS 

$ 486,689.52 
$ 1,932,663.90 
$ 6,827,334.94 

2001 TELEPHONE 
2002 ELECTRICITY 
2003 GAS 
2004 WATER/SEWER 
2010 LEGAL SERVICES 
2011 CONTRACT SERVICES 
2021 OTHER SERVICES AND SUPPLIES 

s 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

2022 TRAINING, MEETINGS AND CONFERI $ 
2030 MAINTENANCE - OFFICE AND MACH $ 
2065 ADVERTISING $ 

2090 PRIOR PERIOD ADJUSTMENTS $ 
2105 ITS $ 
2110 FLEET MAINT/REPLACEMENT CHGS. $ 
2122 SIMONSON CENTER DEPARTMENT F $ 
2125 BUILDING MAINTENANCE $ 
2140 POSTAGE $ 
2145 LIABILITY INSURANCE $ 

3001 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS $ 

3030 OFFICE/EQUIPMENT/MACHINERY $ 
3050 ROLLING STOCK $ 
5080 TRANSFERS OUT - SUCCESSOR AGEi' $ 

$ 

l 13,973.71 
45,785.61 
91,762.94 

2,742.06 
4,127.74 

244,627.81 
1,071,337.44 

310,649.06 
59,369.63 

146,736.08 
385.00 

83.60 
136,735.20 
804,363.94 

19,380.00 
198,620.16 

15,625.93 
1,524,970.44 

400,737.86 
35,221.39 

148,833.85 
458,398.04 

5,720,493.78 

Total Police $ 23,834,467.49 
$ 23,834,467.49 
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BETTY T. YEE 

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 



 
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 
 
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 (SCARs) 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. 

Summary 

Background 
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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 CACI.  
 
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 CACI. 
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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: 

 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; 

 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;  

 Interviewed city staff to determine which employee classifications 
were involved in performing the reimbursable activities; 

 Interviewed city staff to determine allowable average time increments 
(ATIs) for specific reimbursable activities (see Findings 1, 2, and 3); 

 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); 

 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 

Objective, Scope, 
and Methodology 
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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 



City of Rialto Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program 

-5- 

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 ICAN 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.  
 

 
  

Conclusion 

Follow-up on 
Prior Audit 
Findings 

Views of 
Responsible 
Officials 
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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 
 
 

Restricted Use 
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Schedule— 
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2012 
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed Per Audit Adjustment Reference1

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 DAʼs 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 penalty2 - (1,692)         (1,692)         

Total program costs 55,075$      15,229         (39,846)$     

Less amount paid by the State3 -                 

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 DAʼs 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        2,314          (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 57,617$      16,372         (41,245)$     

Less amount paid by the State3 -                 

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 DAʼs 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        2,481          (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         (44,952)$     

Less amount paid by the State3 -                 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 18,051$       

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed Per Audit Adjustment Reference1

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments

Cross-reporting to county welfare and DAʼs 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          (23,914)       
Indirect costs 17,241        4,623          (12,618)       Finding 4

Total program costs 50,943$      14,411         (36,532)$     

Less amount paid by the State3 -                 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 14,411$       

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments

Cross-reporting to county welfare and DAʼs 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 State3 -                 

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 DAʼs 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 State3 -                 

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 DAʼs 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 State3 -                 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 27,953$       

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed Per Audit Adjustment Reference1

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments

Cross-reporting to county welfare and DAʼs Office 4,581$        1,419$         (3,162)$       Finding 1
Reporting to DOJ

Complete an investigation 33,845        11,531         (22,314)       Finding 2
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ 18,121        3,391          (14,730)       Finding 3

Total direct costs 56,547        16,341         (40,206)       
Indirect costs 32,649        8,903          (23,746)       Finding 4

Total program costs 89,196$      25,244         (63,952)$     

Less amount paid by the State3 -                 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 25,244$       

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments

Cross-reporting to county welfare and DAʼs Office 2,941$        919$           (2,022)$       Finding 1
Reporting to DOJ

Complete an investigation 21,870        7,473          (14,397)       Finding 2
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ 11,687        2,199          (9,488)         Finding 3

Total direct costs 36,498        10,591         (25,907)       
Indirect costs 24,515        6,362          (18,153)       Finding 4

Total program costs 61,013$      16,953         (44,060)$     

Less amount paid by the State3 -                 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 16,953$       

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments

Cross-reporting to county welfare and DAʼs Office 4,386$        1,334$         (3,052)$       Finding 1
Reporting to DOJ

Complete an investigation 32,434        11,112         (21,322)       Finding 2
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ 17,361        3,229          (14,132)       Finding 3

Total direct costs 54,181        15,675         (38,506)       
Indirect costs 39,790        9,526          (30,264)       Finding 4

Total program costs 93,971$      25,201         (68,770)$     

Less amount paid by the State3 -                 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 25,201$       

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments

Cross-reporting to county welfare and DAʼs Office 4,002$        1,192$         (2,810)$       Finding 1
Reporting to DOJ

Complete an investigation 29,516        10,024         (19,492)       Finding 2
Prepare and submit reports to DOJ 15,811        2,912          (12,899)       Finding 3

Total direct costs 49,329        14,128         (35,201)       
Indirect costs 35,319        8,971          (26,348)       Finding 4

Total program costs 84,648$      23,099         (61,549)$     

Less amount paid by the State3 -                 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 23,099$       

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued)  
 
 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Claimed Per Audit Adjustment Reference1

July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011

Direct costs – salaries and benefits:
Reporting between local departments

Cross-reporting to county welfare and DAʼs 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        3,476          (15,412)       Finding 3

Total direct costs 58,714        16,900         (41,814)       
Indirect costs 44,258        11,366         (32,892)       Finding 4

Total program costs 102,972$    28,266         (74,706)$     

Less amount paid by the State3 -                 

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 DAʼs Office 5,483$        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 State3 -                 

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 DAʼs 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 penalty2 - (1,692)         (1,692)         

Total program costs 996,998$    292,512       (704,486)$    

Less amount paid by the State3 -                 

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 292,512$     

Cost Elements

 
 
 
_________________________ 
1 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 
 
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 SCARs that it cross-reported, and estimated 
and overstated the number of hours performing the mandated activity. 
 
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.  

FINDING 1— 
Unallowable salaries 
and benefits – Cross-
reporting from Law 
Enforcement to the 
County Welfare and 
District Attorney’s 
Office cost component 
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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 (a) (b) = (a) * 17.22% (c ) = (a) - (b) (d) (e ) = (c ) * (d) (f) = (e ) - (a)

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 1,416 (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 (a) (b) (c ) = (b) - (a)

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 IV-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 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 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/II. 

 
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 II,” 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 IV-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 IV.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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The city also disagrees with the SCO’s interpretation that the time it took 
a Police Records Assistant I/II 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)$      

 

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 
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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 SCARs 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 (a) (b) = (a) * 17.22% (c ) = (a) - (b) (d) (e ) = (c ) * (d) (f) = (e ) - (a)

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 



City of Rialto Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program 

-24- 

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 (a) (b) = (a) * 17.22% (c ) = (a) - (b) (d) (e ) = (c ) * (d) (f) = (e ) - (a)

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 42 200 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) (b) (c ) = (b) - (a)

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)
2003-04 730.24 245.48 (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.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 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: 
 

 Section A – requires officer indicate if investigation is substantiated 
or inconclusive, this cannot be determined without completing an 
investigation (not required for SS 8572) 
 

 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) 
 

 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 logs1, 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: 

 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 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 
 

                                                 
1 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: 

 are electronic records created at the time the investigation took 
place 

 are valid source documentation to support investigative costs 
incurred by the City 

 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 [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/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 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: 

 Officer 1 – takes 10 to 15 minutes to review SCAR form (this 
averages to 13 minutes) 

 Officer 2 – takes 20 to 25 minutes to review SCAR form (this 
averages to 23 minutes) 

 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: 
 
 1.74 hours for a Police Officer classification to perform the initial 

investigation on LEA-generated cases 
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 1.04 hours for a Police Officer classification to write a report on LEA-
generated cases that were investigated 
 

 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 is 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 a result, 
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.  
 



City of Rialto Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program 

-39- 

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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(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: 
 
 Police Officer 1 – takes 10 minutes to review a SS 8572 Form 

 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)$      

 
  

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 
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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 DOJ 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 (a) (b) = (a) * 17.22% (c ) = (a) - (b) (d) (e ) = (c ) * (d) (f) (g) = (e ) * 79.37% (h) = (g ) - (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 (a) (b) = (a) * 17.22% (c ) = (a) - (b) (d) (e ) = (c ) * (d) (f) (g) = (e ) * 76.67% (h) = (g ) - (a)

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 II 
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/II 
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 (a) (b) (c ) = (b) - (a)

1999-2000 282.25 62.92 (219.33)
2000-01 291.91 64.48 (227.43)
2001-02 300.39 66.56 (233.83)
2002-03 245.21 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 



City of Rialto Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program 

-46- 

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. 
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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 ½ 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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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 II,” 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.  

FINDING 4— 
Overstated indirect 
costs 
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The following table lists the 42 classifications that the city claimed as 
being 100% indirect in its ICRPs 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.  
 

Administrative Assistant Police Chief
Administrative Secretary Police Officer (Administrative Duty)
Accounting Technician Police Cadet
Captain Police Records Analyst II
Crime Analyst Police Records Assistant I/II
Crime Analyst Assistant Police Records Supervisor
Commander Police Sergeant
Corporal Police Training Sergeant
Corporal (Administrative) Police Transcriber
Deputy Police Chief Police Transcriptionist
Emergency Dispatcher (Part-time) Property and Evidence Assistant
Emergency Dispatcher I/II Senior Accounting Assistant
Emergency Dispatcher Supervisor Senior Community Services Officers (2)
Emergency Services Supervisor Senior Office Assistant
Executive Assistant Senior Office Specialist
Executive Secretary Senior Police Records Specialist
Information System Analyst Sergeant
Law Enforcement Technician Sergeant (Administrative)
Lieutenant Transcriber
Office Assistant II Technical Assistant

Classifications Claimed as Indirect

 
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: 

 Crime Analyst 

 Crime Analyst Assistant 

 Emergency Dispatcher (Part-time) 

 Emergency Dispatcher I/II 

 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:  
 Crime Analyst – 85%  
 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%  
 Lieutenant – 90%  
 Police Cadet – 20%  
 Police Corporal – 50%  
 Police Sergeant – 60%  
 Police Records Assistant II – 90%  
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 Property and Evidence Assistant – 80%  
 Senior Community Services Officers – 80%  
 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 ) = (b) - (a)

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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February 4, 20 J ') 

Ms. Lisa Kurokawa, Chief 
State Controller's Office 
Division of Audits 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

City of Rialto 
California 

RE: City of Rialto lnteragency Child Abuse and Neglect (ICAN) Investigation Reports Program 
Claims Audit, Fiscal Years 99-00 rh.r011gh 11-12 

Dear Ms. Kurokawa: 

Enclosed are the City of Rialto 's comments to the draft audit report issued by tbe State Controller' s 
Office for costs claimed related to the legislatively mandated lnterngency Child Abuse and Neglect 
Investigation Reports Program for the period July I, 1999 through June 30, 2012. 

Please contact me and Je1rnifer Krutak after review and additional co1,sicleratiou of the enclosed 
comments and data should your office determine to make any 111odi£ications to the draft report submitted 
to the City of Rialto on January 22, 2019. I can be reached at (909) 820-72 I 9 or jbrown@rialtoca.gov; 
Ms. Krntak can be reached at (909) 820-2645 or ikrutakl@.rialtopd.com. 

Respectrully Submi tted, 

) /2': __ _ 
· / 

Jessica Brown, Finance Director 

Enclosures 

cc: Erica Velasquez, Auditor-in-Charge, State Controller's Office 
Lisa Kearney, Audit Manager, State Controller's Office 
William Wilson, Support Services Captain, Rialto Police Department 
Jennifer K,rutak, Crime Analyst, Rialto Police Department 

150 Snuth Palm /\wnue • Riulto. California 92371! 



 

 

 

After reviewing the Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports Program draft 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 - UNALLOW ABLE 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 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 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" 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 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 I), 
Completing an Investigation (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 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." 
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CITY'S PROPOSED CHANGE TO POSITTON TITLE, PAGE 14, FIRST PARTIAL PARAGRAPH -
Change "Police Records Supervisor 11" to ''Police Records Supervisor" 

The following are city's objections to Finding 1: 

CITY'S OPPOSITION TO FINDING 1 - SERGEANT'S REVIEW TIME UN ALLOW ABLE 

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 l 183.7(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.l 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 - ALLOW ABLE 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 
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2) Prepare copies of report (per officer instructions) - includes watermarking documents for 
confidentiality purposes per Califomia 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.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 l l 83.7(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 1hose 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/II. 

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 l, 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 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 fuvestigation (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 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. fu 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-generated") cases that were fully investigated for purposes of reporting 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 I 00% 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.8.3.a. l ): 
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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 
l l 169(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 1 l 169(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 
satisfy the SS 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 a mandated reporter form (SS 8572) - level of investigation required to fill in 
the SS 8572 was not 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. 7 4 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, tl1at 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 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 ifthere is potential harm to the alleged victim(s) in the home. 
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The SS 8572 fonn is not required to be 100% completed to he accepted by CPS; only th6 reporting party 

and viclirn's basic information need to be included. An invesligatiou does not need to he started or 
completed to obtain rhis infonnation. As explained by Captain Wi_lson (aad vc1ificd during subsequent 

office1 interviews), the level of invesligatio11 required to co111ple1e SS 8572 is typicallv not sufficient to 

con1ple1c SS 8583. T'he SS 8572 generally involves talking to one person and gathering basic components 

of illfom1ation. There are no requirements to first contact involved p1uiies or conclude investigative 
findings before submitting tl1e fon11. 

llowever, i_n order to complete t.he SS 8583, and be accepted by the Department of Justice, a basic patrol 

level investigation must be oompleted. The SS 8583 has specific reqnircmcnts that cannot be answered 
without first coutacting parties involved: 

• Section A - requires officer indicate if investigation is subst~nliated or inconclusive; Hus cannot 
be detem1ined without completing :111 investignt ion (not required for SS 8572) 

• Section C - officer must indicate if suspect was properly notifit:d per PC l 1 l 69(b) regarding 
agency' s requirement to not.ify DO.I of the subject being a suspected child abuse ofl'ender: 
invest igation musl be completed firs( (not required for SS 8572) 

• Requires suspect'$ dc:mographic information - date of birth, height. weight, eye color, hair color, 

social security number, driver ' s license number, and relationship to victim (most of t.hese fields 
are not contained on SS 8572) 

For a full list of the Cali_fomia Dep11rtmcnt of Justice's reporting components under SS 8583 that are 1101 

required to complete SS 8572, rnfor to lit1µ.//11g;.c:a,110v/d1ildabusc/pdl1/R583p,u1de,ll!.!J- The main 
rcc1u.iremcnt that exceeds SS 8572 is tbat a full, active, lnve.stir:ation must be complclcd (pgs 2-4). A 

full investigation ret1uires contact of not only a victim, but description/nature of injuries (not required 

under SS 8572). This guide furth1:r s tates lhat the fonn SS 8583 is to be sent to the DOJ onlv after t.he 
following four elements have been satisfied: 

a) made investigative contacts 

b) detennined child abuse was not unfounded 

c:) confi rmed the suspecltld abuse or neglect is report&ble to the DOJ as stlpul:itect i;1 previously 
mentioned statutes 

d) completed the investigation. 

None of these elements are required for cross reporting. Tberefort:, to disallow all investigative costs for 
I 00% of LEA-gc_nerated cases determined to be substantiated or inwnclusive is unreasonable: given that 

lhci source documents provided clearly support all the mandated activities were perfo1111ed in furtherance 
of Parameters and. Guidelines Section rv .B.3.a. I. 

The SCO accepted the merits or t.he City's n.rgumeuls and advised it was allowing costs during the 

December 4, 2018, status conference call. Tliese allowed investigative costs were at the l\b'Teed amoulll of 
l .74 bours. However, the very next day, the decision was reversed via t:ruai l with no explanation other 
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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 1, 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: 

• 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 Lhat 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 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 

1 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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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 Jog (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: 

• are electronic records created at the time the investigation took place 
• are valid source documentation to support investigative costs incurred by the City 
• 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 Jogs (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. 
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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 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 (detennined 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.l, 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. 
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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 conclusions 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 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. 

CTIY'S OPPOSITION TO FINDING 2 - ALLOW ABLE 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 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) 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 
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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: 

• Officer I - takes 10 to 15 minutes to review SCAR fonn (this averages to 13 minutes) 
• Officer 2 - takes 20 to 25 minutes to review SCAR form (this averages to 23 minutes) 
• 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 I, 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" 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 new dispatch and records 
management systems, which did not capture all of the SCAR cases. For FY 2002-03 through FY 20 I 1-
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 
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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 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 
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 II" 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 
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 ½ 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 
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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. 
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CAD Operations Report 

RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 080415-0066 Printed: 01/27/2018 02:56 PM 

Call Detail Information Jurisdiction: RIALTO 
Call Number Taker Pos 

3 
Call Owner Status 

C 

Date - Tlme Received lnj 
080415-0066 ■ Tue 04/15/2008 09;42:15 0 

Complaint 
WELCK 

Incident Location 

Caller Name --Caller Location 

Landmark 

IRA Grid 
95 

Ten Code Priority Fire Grade 
2 

Class Alarm 
F 

DlspZone 

Apart/Suite Floor/Bldg Incident City 
RIALTO 

Telephone 
909-

Alt Telephone 

Apart/Suite Floor/Bldg Caller City 
RIALTO 

Weapons 

Flre Run Zn EMS Run Zn 

How Received 
PHONE 

State ZIP 

Tower ID 

State ZIP 

ESN Tract 

0 Contacts o Fire Plan □ Hazard 

RMS CH 

□ Images □ Medical □ Traffic @ Previous 

□ Subject Req O BOLO □ Warrant 

ALI Time Call Rec'd Xmit 
00:00:00 09:42:15 09:47:25 

X: Y: 

Narrative ... 

(0411512008 11 :28: 13 : P32D ] 

RMS Alerts O In Progress O Report Req 

Dispatch Enroute Onscene Departed Arrived 
10!05:21 10;05:21 10:51:51 10:51 :51 

Z: Lwr; Upr. 

Comp 
11 :32:04 

Unit 
P32D 

there is no signs of any abuse going on in the house. and the female does not appear to be under the influence 
(04/15/2008 11 :27:37 : P32D] 
the children were well dressed .... mother works full time in upland 5 days a week and does not come home until 
2030 hours in evening .. children are not picked up by her from school they go to a babysitter 

•

12008 11 :25:50 : P32D ] 
was advised to obtain a restraining order 

/2008 11:25:35 : P32D] 
I attempted to contact - and she did not answer message left 
(04/15/2008 11:25:12 ~D] 
she had several missed calls from - as well as text messages 
[04115/2008 11 :24:56 : P32D ] 
she showed me text messages from- stating sh was gnna make her life hell and she would make sure­
lost her kids and her house and her pertect life would no longer be perfect 
[04/15/2008 11:24:17: P32D] 
stated she knows she called because she has had problems with her for the last 3 years states they used to be 
friends however after-tried to pick up on her husband they fell out 
04/15/2008 11:23:40~0 J 

stated she has been having problems with a girl by the name of who lives down the street 

(04/15/2008 11 :23:05 : P32D] 
spoke with she advised she does not use drugs or alcohol, ., the house was clean there was 
food and there were no signs of abuse with the children, 
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RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 080415-0066 

(04/15/2008 10:51 :49 : 
Unit : P32D 
ENR 

(04/15/2008 9:47: l 
Cross streets: CU 1:::::, STON ST 

... CPS REFERRAL 

V#1:lli 
V#2: 

S#1: 
S#2: 

-HMJ--
-HFA--

-HFA - -
-HMA - -

Printed: 01/27/2018 02:56 PM 

MOTHER IS ADDICTED TO METH - HAS BEEN TO HIGH IN THE PAST TO BE ABLE TO PIUP VICTIMS 
FROM SCHOOL OR ABLE TO FEED CHILDREN - FATHER IS AWARE OF PROBLEMS BUT ADVS MOTHER 
NOT TO TELL ANYONE BECAUSE IT WILL MESS UP THEIR HOME - MOTHER IS SUPPOSDL Y COMMITING 
WELFARE FRAUD AND ALSO HAS A FELON LIVING IN THE RES 

... *PAPERWORK IS AVAIL IN DISPATCH 

Location Comment 

Department Numbers 
Department I Dept Number 

3609 080415-00057 

Call Log 

-=-U_nl.;;..t - --'I Status I Date • Time 

P32D ENR 4/15/2008 10:05:21 

P32D LEF 4/15/2008 10:51 ;51 

P32D REM 4/15/2008 11:32:04 
P32D COM 4/15/2008 11 :32:04 
P32D AVA 4/15/2008 11 :32:04 

Unit ID 

P32D 

3609 

3609 

3609 
3609 
3609 

1 
_ __ U_ni_t __ Dept ~ 

P32D 3609 

ENR 

10:05:21 

Unit Log 

POL 

POL 

POL 
POL 
POL 

ONS 

Date-Time I Dept I _u_nl_t ---'' Officer ID 

4115/2008 10:51'.49 3609 P32D -

Left Scene, 
RIALTO 
REM 
Call Completed 
Call Completed 

LEF 

10:51:51 

jActlon 

Note 

ARR 

!Comments 

Unit : P320 
ENR 

BUS REM COM 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

11 :32:04 11 :32:04 
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RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 080415-0066 Printed : 01/27/2018 02:56 PM 

_C_at_eg_o_ry~I-La=s ..... t_N,..am....._e ___ ~I First Name I Middle Name I Suffix! Crim Hist I RMS Alerts I 

Business Name 
Location 

Call Subject Statistics 

Question 

Call References 
Reference_ Type Reference 

Race !Sex !Ethnic!Height! Weigh~~ DOB I -=0-=L'-'N _____ ___. 

Clothing I _O_em ___ ea_n_o_r ____ _. 

Relationship I Hair Color I Eye Cir I Complexlon I 

Description I 

Apt/Ste I Fir/Bid l""C"'"ity.._ ___ _.l ill =Zl:.:..P _ __. a..P.;.;.ho""n""e;....._ ____ _. 

Answer 

Related_Calls 
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CAD Operations Report 

RIALTO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 031002-0090 Printed: 10/26/2017 08:45 AM 

Call Detail Information Jurisdiction; RIALTO 

Call Number Taker 
031002-0090 • Pos 

4 
Call Owner Status Date - nme Received lnj 

Complaint 
WELCK 

Incident Location 

Caller Name 
CPS HOTLINE 

Caller Location 

Landmark 

C Thu 10 /0V2003 12:28:59 0 

Ten Code Priority Fire Grade 
2 

Class Alarm 
F 

AparVSuite Floor/Bldg Incident City 
RIALTO 

Telephone Alt Telephone 

AparVSuite Floor/Bldg Caller City 

Weapons 

How Received 

Slate ZIP 

Tower ID 

State ZIP 

IRA Grid Disp Zone Fire Run Zn EMS Run Zn ESN Tract 
1 04 

D Contacts 

D BOLO 

□ Fire Plan 

D Warrant 

□ Hazard 

RMS CH 

O Images □ Medical D Traffic 0 Previous 

RMS Alerts O In Progress □ Report Req □ Subject ReQ 

AU Time Call Rec'd Xmil Dispatch Enroute OnScene Departed Arrived Comp Unit 
00:00:00 12:28:59 12:44:19 15:05:58 15:05:58 16:58:51 17:41:41 P10D 

X: Y: Z: Lwr: 

Narrative .. . 

(10/02/2003 17:41 :28 : P10D] 
ADVISAL ONLY, KIDS CHK'D C4 CUSTODY BATTLE BETWEEN FAMILIES 
[10/02/200312:46:35 =■■■11 
BC RD04 

Location Comment 

Deoartment Numbers 
Department I Dept Number 

3609 031002-00089 
Unit 10 

P10D 

Upr: 
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RIALTO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 031002-0090 Printed: 10/26/2017 08:45 AM 

Call Disoositions Call Complaints 
Date - Time I Disposition I =Un=l-'--'t l"'d _ __, Date • Time I Complaint Action E 

2003/10/02 17:41 :39, NECESSARY ACTION TAKEI P100 10/2/2003 12:51 ;07 270R -
Call Log 

Unit ! Status ! Date - Time ! Dept I Type !Comments I Officers !Odo 

P10D ENR 10/2/2003 15:05:58 3609 POL blitM 0.0 

P1 0D REM 1 0/2/2003 15 :09: 58 3609 POL REM 0.0 
P10D ENR 10/2/2003 16:37:48 3609 POL bll~lb 0.0 

P10D ONS 10/2/2003 16:58:51 3609 POL biitlb 0.0 

P10D REM 10/2/2003 17:41 :41 3609 POL REM 
P1 0D COM 10/2/2003 17:41:41 3609 POL Call Completed 00 
P 10D AVA 10/2/2003 17:41 ;41 3609 POL Call Completed 0.0 

_ _ _ u_ni_t __ Dept ~ ENR ONS LEF ARR BUS REM COM 

P10D 3609 16:37:48 16:58:51 15:09:58 17:41 :41 

.;;C.::;at.,.e ... 110 ... rv.,_,l-=La:::s:..:t.:..:N:::.a:..:.;m:::.e ___ __,I First Name I Middle Name I Suffix! Crim Hist I RMS Alerts I 
Race!Sex (Ethnlc(Helghl(Welght(~DOB ~O-L_N _____ __. 

Clothln11 I _D_e_m_ea_n_o_r ____ ~ 

Relationship I Hair Color I Eve Cir !Complexion I 
Business Name Description I 
Location Apt/Ste I Flr/Bldl~C~ltv~---~I gJ_z_rP_~ ~P~h~on~e~-----' 

Call Subject Statistics 

Question 

Call References 
Reference_ Type Reference 

Answer 

Related_Calls 
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CAD Operations Report 

RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 100729-0147 Printed: 0'1/27/2018 03:41 PM 

Call Detail Information Jurisdiction: RIALTO 

Call Number Taker 
100729-0147 

Pos 
2 

Call Owner Status Date - Time Received lnj 
C Thu 07 /2912010 17:01 :38 O 

Complaint 
WELCK 

Incident Location 

Caller Name 
CPS-

Caller Location 

Landmark 

IRA 
620 

D Contacts 

Grid 

□ Fire Plan 

Ten Code Priority Fire Grade 
2 

Class Alarm 
F 

Apart/Suite Floor/Bldg Incident City 
■ RIALTO 

Telephone Alt Telephone 

Apart/Suite Floor/Bldg Caller City 
■ RIALTO 

Weapons 

Dlsp Zone Fire Run Zn EMS Run Zn 

□ Hazard □ Images □ Medical □ 

How Received 
PHONE 

State ZIP 

Tower ID 

State ZIP 

ESN Tract 
3 

Traffic 0 Previous 

□ BOLO □ Warrant 0 RMS CH 0 RMS Alerts □ In Progress □ ReportReq □ Subject Req 

ALI Time Call Rec'd Xmit 
00:00:00 17:01 :38 17:05:45 

X: Y: 

Narrative ... 

(07/29/2010 19:30:10 : pos4 : 
[Cleared with unit P30G) 

Dispatch Enroute 
18:58:17 18:58:17 

Z: Lwr: 

[07/29/2010 19:24:56: P30G ] 
NO SIGNS OF NEGLECT BY-TO CHILD .. 

[07/29/2010 19:24:33: P30G) 

OnScene Departed Arrived Comp Unit 
19:01:24 19:30:10 P30G 

Upr: 

APT HAD RUNNING WATER, ELECTRICITY, AND FOOD IN THE REFRJDGERATOR .. APT WAS BEING 
CLEANED BY-.. 

[07/29/2010 19:23:27 : P30G] 
APARTMENT WAS AT A COMFORTABLE TEMP W/AC IN BEDROOM WHERE CHILD WAS SLEEPING .. 

[07/29/2010 1922:32 : P30G I 
CONTACTED AND CHILD .. CHILD WAS ASLEEP IN HER PLAY PEN .. CHILD APPEARED TO BE IN 
GOOD HEAL1 LEEPING COMFORTABLY .. 
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RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 100729-0147 Printed: 01/27/2018 03:41 PM 

DMV RECORD FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT USE ONLY 
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Call Number 

-END 

100729-0147 

[07/29/2010 17iifilll.05:45: os2: ] 
Cross streets: 
Geo Cornman: 

RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Printed: 01/27/2018 03:41 PM 

RP W. CPS REQ WELCL ON 1 YO LIVING AT LOC W. MOTHE - BFA MOTHER 
TO 1 YO POSS NOT FEEDING CHILD AND LIVING IN FILTHY SS DOING METH AND 
STEALING MONEY FRM ELDERY FATHER 

RP WAS OUT AT LOC ON 7/16 TODAY AND FEMALE AT LOC REFUSED TO ALLOW CPS TO CHECK ON 
THE CHILD AND ADVSD THAT■■■■■■ WAS NOT AT THE LOCATION AND APPEARED TO BE 
UTI 

WELCK ON 1 YO FEMALE -­
Location Comment 

Geo Comment: POSTED PC602K 

Department Numbers 

BFJ 

~ De~ftt;,enf • I l DeplHumber • I i UnjtlD ·. 

3609 100729-00122 P30G 

Call Dispositions 
, .Date: -Time • Ii Disposition • • J =U=nl.~t Id~_....,! 
2010/07/29 19:30: I0.3!1ECESSARY ACTION TAKEN 

Call Log 

pnit · · jStatus!:Oate -Tlme ,j Dlilpt I J'ype · I Comments 

P30G ENR 7/29/2010 18:58:17 3609 

P21G ENR 7/29/2010 18:58:19 3609 

P30G ONS 7/29/2010 19:01:24 3609 

P21G ONS 7/29/2010 19:04:02 3609 

P21G COM 7/29/2010 19:30:10 3609 
P30G COM 7/29/2010 19:30:10 3609 

Ui)it ; Dept \ 01S . C ENR 

P21G 3609 18:58:19 
P30G 3609 18:58: 17 

POL Jiitld 
POL Jiitld 
POL Jliti§ 
POL Alitld 
POL COM 
POL COM 

'• ONS ! .. i..E.F 
~ .___.__ 
19:04:02 
19:01:24 

;: : -' j ; f;,'.d ~. :; -~,•-., 

<';.. /;j :Llf.;-:T 1•.t (;;1f 1 
t•; r.1,,;, q·.; r. 111-~~ 1, .! 
}K -~ , ~" . ' '"'''~ I ; I·;, Ff, r ·.fl· 

: ARR . 

v;: , :~, , 1L t r,, ., 1 , :; -;·. ·,.,\ ,) •- f '•.•t. I ,., 
;c' : ! • V p,r,;-,_. I"_ •.•~..,, J 

AVE, 

AVE, 

AVE, 

AVE, 

l~Pffi_1_ce_rs_·. _____ · ... !Pdo 

BUS REM 
_, -· -·- .. COM 
~ 

19:30:10 
19:30:10 
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0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 



 

 

 

RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 100729-0147 Printed: 01/27/2018 03:41 PM 

Unit Log 
pate-Time .. I pept I ... Un_lt __ _ I emcerlD • • !~ctfon .· !:comments I 
7/29/2010 18:59:56 3609 P21 G - Change Patrol Patrol SEC 2, 

RIALTO 
7/29/2010 19:00:09 3609 P30G - Change Patrol Patrol 3 

RIALTO 

Call Persons 

~C_at_e_go_rv~· ··~1-La_s~t~N=a=m=e ____ , flrst·Name • . I Mid die. Name . I .SUfflx I Crim Hist I :RMS Alerts I 

Business Name ' •I 
Location' I -

Call Subject Statistics 

µuestton . 

:Race!Sex fJ:thlifo!Helght!Welgh~~lbOB • I =b=LN~· _· ____ __.I 
Clothing· >··· : : , , I bemeanor <: .• • I 
Reiatlorisiilp :, . I 'Hair (folor I l:ve'.Clr • I p~plexiQn I 

pescripffori . .1 
(Apt/S(e • I fir/Bid l~Ci_ty ___ ~I ill~ ,..P:.:,hOe,:.n:,:e_• --------~-' 

@' □ 

F 32 - CA 

"':c=at.e_,.go ... rv.._· • .... 1""'.L""asaat_N:.,::@a.::m:.::ce ____ __.l First Name I Middle. Name · I Suffix I Crim Hist I RMS Alerts I 

,auslriesi[ Nallie· ' I 
l..ocat1on I 

Call Subject Statistics 

:QLil!stilm 

Racejsex fl='.tnn1clii"ahtl)Ne1oh~Aile . lboe • •• J =o=LN~---~~ 
t:fot111n,i . " I b.em'earior I 
Relaiiorishlp ' : I }jalr Color I Eyii Cir I pomplexlon I 

pes"c·r1et1on . . I 
AptlSte <f Flr/Bklj=t_1tv~--~I §Ij~ -'Ph~o=n~e ___ --'--"~• I 

□ □ 
0 0 CA 

Answer 
I 
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RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 100729-0147 Printed: 01/27/2018 03:41 PM 

Call References 
Reference_ Type Reference Related_Calls 

Page 5 of 5 



 

 

 

CAD Operations Report 

RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 100829-0102 Printed: 01/27/2018 04:24 PM 

Call Detail Information Jurisdiction: RIALTO 

Call Number Taker 
100829-0102 - Pos 

1 
Call Owner Status Date • Time Received lnj 

C Sun 08/29/2010 13:17:18 O 

Complaint 
273DR 

Incident Location 

Caller Name 
MONTCLAIR HOSPITAL 

Caller Location 

Landmark 

Ten Code Priority Fire Grade 
3 

Class Alarm 
C 

Apart/Suite Floor/Bldg Incident City 
RIALTO 

Telephone Alt Telephone 

Apart/Suite Floor/Bldg Caller City 
RIALTO 

Weapons 

How Received 

State ZIP 

Tower ID 

State ZIP 

IRA Grid Disp Zone Fire Run Zn EMS Run Zn ESN Tract 
1 124 

D Contacts □ Fire Plan □ Hazard D Images □ Medical D Traffic 0 Previous 

D BOLO D Warrant 

ALI Time Call Rec'd Xmit 
00:00:00 13:17:18 13:18:34 

X: Y: 

Narrative ... 

(08/29/2010 15:33: 19 : pos2 : 
[Cleared with unit P1 OD] 

[08/29/201014:50:27 : P10D J 

0 RMS CH O RMS Alerts O In Progress O Report Req 

Dispatch Enroute OnScene Departed Arrived Comp 
13:24:12 13:24:12 13:26:06 13:26:06 15:33:19 

Z: Lwr: Upr: 

MOTHER OF CHILD TOLD FATHER CHILD FELL WHILE AT LAKE PERRIS 

[08/29/2010 14:50:10 : P10D l 

□ Subject Req 

Unit 
P10D 

SPOKE TO DOCTOR AND HE SAID IN HIS MEDICAL PROFESSIONAL OPINION THERE IS NO SIGN OF 
CHILD ABUSE 

(08/29/2010 14:49:34: P100] 
APPEARS TO BE NO SIGN OF CHILD ABUSE, NO BRUISING, NO SIGN OF ABUSE, JUST A FRACTURE 

OMV RECORD FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT USE ONLY 
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RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 
Call Number 100829-0102 Printed: 01/27/2018 04:24 PM 

--

--
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RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 100829-0102 Printed: 01/27/2018 04:24 PM 

-

[08/29/201013:22:30 : pos1 :-] 
PER S10 UNIT NEEDS TOR TO MONTCLAIR HOSPITAL 

(08/29/2010 1 
Cross streets: 
JWIE IN ER D //FATHER : 
JUVIE 2YOA 

Location Comment 

Department Numbers 
i Oep;1rtnient - l i O,pt Nurnl>er 
3609 100829-00082 

Call Dispositions 

I ! Unit ID . 

P10D 

' Date , Time •• .• ! ..,r D=is=· p=os=ltl=o=n---'-'--'-~ -_.· I :Unit Id 
20I0/08/29 15:33:19.6l!JNFOUNDED 
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RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 100829-0102 Printed: 01/27/2018 04:24 PM 

Call Log 

__ l.J ___ ni .... t_. _ __,I Su.tus !Pate " Time . fpdo I 

P10D ENR 8/29/2010 13:24:12 3609 POL ST, RIALTO 0.0 
P10D LEF 8/29/2010 13:26:06 3609 POL Left Scene, MONTCLAIR 0.0 

HOSPTIAL , RIAL TO 
P10D ONS 8/29/2010 14:08:49 3609 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 

l""-'-'---': __ lln.:..jt_· ........ _r Dept . F DJ$.' : . ENR 
P10D 3609 13:24:12 14:08:49 13:26:06 15:33:19 
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RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 100829-0102 Printed: 01/27/2018 04:24 PM 

Call Persons 

-t-at-eg_o-ry_•_l,L=a=s .... t N .... a ... m .... 'e ..... _, ---- ~-- I First Naine.' •--1 Middle Name -I :suffix I ,Crim Hist I RMS-Alerts , I 

J3usiness N"ame • • I 
Location . • I -

Call Subject Statistics 

puestlon . 

Race !Sex'!~thnlc!~elghtl Weigh~~ I boB • • • 1 ;:.t>=i.N-=-------------' 
Clollilng • • I =De=m=ea=n=or-'---....._-'-·__,I 
Relationshlp ·.·•• I J-talrColor I Eye Cir ,~omplexlon I 

:Oescription • • I 
!AptiSte • ·I Flt/Bldli::.~:,=,ilty'-------'-'' I ID~ ~Ph_<>_n_e -----

0 □ 
M 0 CA 

;Answer 
I 

~C-at=eg_o~!Y-·.1,L=a=s .... t N .... a ... m .... e ____ ~I ):lrst Name • I Middle Name I Suffix I trim Hist I RMS· Alerts I 

Business Name 
l:ocatiorf " 

Call Subject Statistics 

Question· I • • 

Call References 
.Reference3ypii ~eference 

Rac.e!Seit l~tinlc!}ltilghtjl/ieigh~~DOB -~ · 1 -=-o=i.N=·-· . ____ _, 
prothlng . " I ,Demeanor . •• 

RelatlOnship/ ' I Hair Color I Eye Cir l t ompJexlon I 
,Pescn·ption • I 
1'ptishi; I flr/Bld!titV - I §I.I~ ... Ph=.o=n=e-·_. ----'---"-' 

□ D 
0 0 CA 

Answer -I 

~ellited~Calls 

Page 5 of 5 
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CAD Operations Report 

RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 100927-0233 Printed: 01/27/2018 05:13 PM 

Call Detail Information Jurisdiction: RIALTO 

Call Number Taker 
100927-0233 

Pos 
2 

Call Owner Status Date - Time Received lnj 
c Mon 09/27/2010 20:09:09 o 

Complaint 
INC 

Incident Location 

Caller Name 
ARMC-

Caller Location 

Landmark 

IRA Grid 
164 

Ten Code Priority Fire Grade 
3 

Class Alarm 
G 

Disp Zone 

Apart/Suite Floor/Bldg Incident City 
RIALTO 

Telephone Alt Telephone 

Apart/Suite Floor/Bldg Caller City 
RIALTO 

Weapons 

Fire Run Zn EMS Run Zn 

How Received 
PHONE 

State ZIP 

Tower ID 

State ZIP 

ESN Tract 
4 

□ Contacts □ Fire Plan □ Hazard □ Images □ Medical D Traffic 0 Previous 

□ BOLO D Warrant 0 RMS CH O RMS Alerts □ In Progress O Report Req 

ALI Time Call Rec'd Xmit Dispatch Enroute OnScene Departed Arrived Comp 
00:00:00 20:09:09 20:12:46 20:14:22 20:14:22 20:14:30 20:14:30 21:25:26 

X: Y: Z: Lwr: Upr: 

Narrative ... 

[09/27/2010 21 :18:07 : P40G I 
SGT. ADVISED OF THE CIRCS VIA 21 . 

[09/27/2010 21:17:51 : P40G] 

□ Subject Req 

Unit 
P40G 

FINDINGS. WAS RELEASED FROM THE HOSPITAL IN - CARE. I DID NOT SEE ANY 
REASON F TIFICATION. 

[09/27/2010 2117:10: P40G] 
HEAD. HER SYMPTOMS WERE DIZZINESS AND NAUSEA AS WELL AS A SLIGHT HEADACHE. DR 
WAS ALSO IN AGREEMENT WITH MY 

[09/27/2010 21:16:19: P40G) 
IT IS MY OPINON THAT THE INJURY HAPPENED AS EXPLAINED BY 
CONSISTENT WITH SOMEONE HITTING THERE 

[09/27/2010 21:15:37 : P40G.l.,__ 
CONTACT NUMBERS FOR- ARE AS FOLLOWS; 

[09/27/2010 2114:47: P40G) 

1HE INJURY IS 

TO BE HIDING ANY INFORMATION. SHE WAS ALERT AND COMPREHENDING MY QUESTIONS CLEARLY. 
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RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 
Call Number 100927-0233 Printed: 01/27/2018 05:13 PM 

[09/27/2010 21:13:59 : P40G] 
ER FOR FURTHER DIAGNOSIS. - WAS VERY COOPERATIVE AND CALM. 
RESPONSIVE AND DID NOT APP~ 

09/27/2010 21:13:14 : P40G J 
TOOK ~ THEIR PERSONAL DOCTOR, 

~TOTHE 

WAS VERY 

, WHO ADVISED 

[09/27/2010 21:12:26: P40G J 
TODAY AND NOTICED THAT HER EYES LOOKED VERY DROOPY AND TIRED. THEN- NOTICED A 
LARGE BUMP ON ■■I HEAD 

[09/27/2010 21:11:54 : P40G] 
I CONTACT~-MOTHER, 
PICKED UP_.-FRUM SCHOOL 

09/27/2010 21 :10:58: P40G] 

, AT THE HOSPITAL.- TOLD ME THAT SHE 

DID NOT TELL ANYONE ABOUT THE INC. 

[09/27/2010 21:10:36: P~OG 
HER COUSIN PUSHED AND 
DIZZY AND LAID DOW . 

HIT HER HEAD ON THE CLOSET DOOR. FELT 

[09/27/2010 21 :10:01 :.40G 
WITH HER COUSINS WAS IN THE CLOSET WITH HER COUSIN AND TRIED TO GET HER OFF A 
HIGH AREA IN THE C 

[09/27/2010 21:09:02 : P40G] 
I SPOKE WITH I ,T THE HOSPITAL. SHE TOLD ME THAT SHE WAS AT HER AUNTS HOUSE, 

, ON SUNDAY PLAYING 

[09/27/2010 21:08:17 : P40G] 
HE STATED THAT IT DID NOT LOOK LIKE HAD BEEN STRUCK WITH A BLUNT OBJECT. 

[09/27/2010 21 :07:36: P40G) 
POLICE TO KNOW ABOUT THE INCIDENT. DR ■■I STATED THAT THERE WAS BLEEDING UNDER 
THE SCALP AND DRAINED SOME OF IT 

[09/27/2010 21:06:59 : P40G] 

CONTACTED DR:)•■••·· SUSP CIRCS BUl WANTED I HI: 
-AT HOSPITAL. HE STATED THAT HE DID NOT SUSPECT ANY 
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Call Number 100927-0233 

END 

(09/27/2010 20:13:55 : pos4 :- ] 
S30ADV 

RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Printed: 01/27/2018 05:13 PM 

(09/27/201 .... 20:12:46 : os2 
Cross streets: 
PATIENT RAT ARMC BEING SEEN FOR A LRG BUMP ON HER HEAD. STS 
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RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 100927-0233 Printed: 01/27/2018 05:13 PM 

SHE HIT IT ON THE DOOR, BUT INJ NOT CONSISTENT WITH STORY. MOM IS ALSO 97 AND COOP. JUVIE 
IS IN THE TRIAGE AREA RIGHT NOW 

location Comment 

Department Numbers 
Department j Dept Number 

3609 100927-00187 

Call Dispositions 

Unit ID 

P40G 

Call Complaints 
Date • Time I Disposition I .::cu:..::nl.:..:t l:::.d _ ___, Date• Time I Complaint 

INC 
Action E 

20 I 0/09/27 21 :25:26.581ECESSARY ACTION TAKEN 9/27/2010 20:13:13 

9/27/2010 21 :25;21 

Call Log 

_u_nl_t __ ...,! Status !Date - Time I ~ Type !comments 

-273DR 

I ~O_ffi~ce-'-rs ___ ...,I Odo 

P40G 
P40G 
P40G 
P40G 

ENR 9/27/2010 20:14:22 
LEF 9/27/201 O 20:14:30 
ONS 9/27/2010 20:37:43 
COM 9/27/2010 21 :25:26 

3609 POL 
3609 POL 
3609 POL 
3609 POL 

Left Scene, ARMC E~
1
,A~~~T01 

ARMC ER, RIAL TO 
COM 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0,0 

l1 ___ u_n1_t ____ D_e __ p_t DIS 

IP40G 3609 

ENR ONS LEF ARR 

20:14:22 20:37:43 20:14:30 

BUS REM COM I 
21:25:26 
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RIAL TO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Call Number 100927-0233 Printed: 01/27/2018 05:13 PM 

Call Persons 

~Ca-t~es-o~rv--~1,L=a=st-Na--=m ... e_. _. ·--~1 First Name J MlddlaName I $offlxl :Crim Hist I RMS Alerts I 

Business Name _· I 
l-ocath,n ' - • .• I -

Call Subject Statistics 

q uestion . 

Call References 
~efereni:e.:_Type Reference 

Race!~ex !Ethnlc!J;1etgtit!Welgh~ i'~bOB I p=.LN=-' ;:... ____ ____, 
Cl6thlrig • • • I ""b""em.:.:;e=a::.:h.;:;.;or'""'. • _. ----"---'-' 
Relatlonshlp • I l'lalrColor I Eye Cir !:(:omplcixlon I 

bescnption I 
~pt/Ste.• ·I Flr/Bld!"'".Cl""'ty""" •. • ____ _;,ii fil.JgJf____J p'--'· h:.:.:.oa.:;n:=ce.......; ___ __, 

- @' □ 
F O - CA 
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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 various 
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 Ill.!m submit supporting time logs related to the initial investigation/contact 
with victim, 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 facts 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 form)- 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 turn~ into CAU no later 
than Wednesday, June 25, 2014. 
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Los Angeles County 

Identity Theft Claims and  

               Audit Report



State Controller's Office Local Mandated Cost Manual 

For State Controller Use Only PROGRAM . 
IDENTITY THEFT (19) Program Number 00321 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT II (20} Date Filed 1J./ IO/ fJ-- 321 
(21) LRS Input 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 

9919 

\ I 
Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name ' (22) FORM-1, (04) 1, (a) (g) 
Auditor - Controller 185,776 

County of Location 
(23) FORM -1, (04) 1. (b) (g) 

County of Los Angeles 17,660 
Street Address or P.O. Box Suite 

(24) FORM -1, (04) 2. (g) 
500 West Temple Street 603 174,928 
City State Zip Code 

(25) FORM 1, (06) 
Los Angeles CA 9001 2 46 

Type of Claim 
(26) FORM 1, (07) 

118,006 

(03) (09) Reimbursement GJ (27) FORM 1, (09) 
312,713 

(04) 
(10) Combined D (28) FORM 1, (10) 

1(05) (11}Amended D (29) 

Fiscal Year of Cost (06) (12) 2011/12 I. 
(30) 

Total Claimed Amount .(07) (13) 
\, 

(31) 
$183,657 

Less: 10% Late Penalty (refer to attached Instructions) (14) (32) 

Less: Prior Claim Payment Received (15) (33) 

Net Claimed Amount (16) 
$183,657 

(34) 

Due from State (08) (17) (35) 
.. $183,657 

Due to State (18) .CJ. {36} 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Sections 17560 and 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the local 
agency to file mandated cost claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not 
violated any of the provisions of Article 4, chapfer 1 of Division 4 of Title 1 Government Code. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grants or payments received for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein and claimed costs are for a new program or Increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting 
revenue and reimbursements set forth in the parameters and guidelines are Identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source 
documentation currently maintained by the claimant. 

The amounts for this reimbursement is hereby claimed from the State for payment of actual costs set forth on the attached statements. 

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

S·raw;:o;~ d. w~ j 
Date Signed I L/3 o/ L 2... 

I 

Telephone Number (213) 974 - 8302 

Wendy L. Watanabe /I Auditor - Controller E-Mail Address wwatanabe@auditor.lacounty.gov 

Type or Print Name and Tit°i;; of Authorized Signatory 

(38) Name of Agency Contact Person for Cla im 
Telephone Number (213) 893 - 0792 

Hasmik Yaqhobvan 
E-Mai l Address hyaghobyan@audi tor.lacoun\y.gov 

Name of Consulting Firm/Claim Preparer 
Telephone Number 

E-Mail Address 

Form FAM-27 (New 09/11) 



State Controller's Office 

FORM 

321 
(01) Claimant 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

(03) Department 

Direct Costs 

(04) Relmbursable Activities 

1. Choose either a) orb) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC 530.5 

b) Reviewing online ID theft report 

2. Investigation of facts 

(05) Total Direct Costs 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate 

(07) Total Indirect Costs 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs 

Cost Reduction 

IDENTITY THEFT 
CLAIM SUMMARY 

(a) (b) 
49.087% 

Salaries Benefits 
[1] 

$124,608.88 $61,166.76 

$11,845.43 $5,814.57 

$117,332.93 $57,595.22 

$253,787.24 $124,576.55 

(02) 

Object Accounts 

(c) (d) 
Materials Contract 

and Services 
Supplies 

[from ICRP or 10%] [1] 

Local Mandated Cost Manual 

(e) (f) 
Fixed 
Assets Travel 

1 
FO~M. 

1 •• • 1 ··'·'· 

Fiscal Year 

2011/2012 

(g) 

Total 

$185,775.64 

$17,660.00 

$174,928.15 

$378,363.79 

46.498% 

[Line (06} x line (05)(a)]or [Line (06)x{line (05)(a)+ line (05)(b)}] 
$118,005, 99 

[Line {05)(g) + line (07)] 
$496,369.78 

(09) Less: Offsetting Revenues - ( Contract Cities - 63% ) 
$312,712.96 

(10} Less: other Reimbursements 

(11} Total Claimed Amount [Line (08} - {line (09) + line (10)}] 
$183,656.82 

New 09/11 

[1] Please refer to Tab-A 



State Controller's Office Local Mandated Cost Manual 

PROGRAM FORM 

321 
IDENTITY THEFT 

2 ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred: 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 2011/2012 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to Identify the activity being claimed, 

[!] Taking police report in violation of PC 530.5 D Investigation of facts 

D Reviewing online ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a} 
Employee Names, Job 

Classifications, Functions Performed 
and Description of Expenses 

Deputy General, Deputy Bl or Deputy BIi 
took police report related to PC 530.5: [2] 

Average process time - 29,065 min. [2] 

29.065 minutes x 4,776 reports [3] = 
138,814.44 minutes/60 = 2,313.57 hours 

(05) Total 

New 09/11 

@ Subtotal □ 

[1] Please refer to Tab-A 
[2] Please refer to Tab-B 
[3] Please refer to Tab-C 

(b) (c) 
Hourly Hours 
Rate or Worked or 

Unit Cost Quantity 
[1] 

$53,86 2,313.57 

Page: 1 of 1 

(d) (e) (f} (g) (h} (i) 
Materials 

Salaries Benefits and Contract Fixed Travel 
49.087% Supplies Services Assets 

[1] 

$124,608.88 $61,166.76 

' 

$124,608.88 $61,166.76 



State Controller's Office Local Mandated Cost Manual 

PROGRAM FORM 

321 
IDENTITY THEFT 

2 ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred: 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 2011/2012 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the activity being claimed. 

□ Taking police report In violation of PC 530.5 □ Investigation of facts 

[i] Reviewing online ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) 
Employee Names, Job 

Classifications, Functions Performed 
and Description of Expenses 

Deputy General, Deputy Bl or Deputy BIi 
reviewed the report: [2] 

Average process time - 2.763 min.[2] 

2.763 minutes x 4,776 reports [3] = 

13,196.09 minutes/60 = 219.93 hours 

(05) Total [£] 
New 09/11 

Subtotal □ 

[1] Please refer to Tab-A 
[2] Please refer to Tab-B 
[3] Please refer to Tab-C 

(b) (c) 
Hourly Hours 
Rate or Worked or 

Unit Cost Quantity 
[1] 

$53.86 219.93 

Page: 1 of 1 

(d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) 
Materials 

Salaries Benefits and Contract Fixed Travel 
49.087% Supplies Services Assets 

[1] 

$11,845.43 $5,814.57 

$11,845.43 $5,814.57 



State Controller's Office Local Mandated Cost Manual 

PROGRAM 

321 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred: 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the activity being claimed. 

0 Taking police report in violation of PC 530.5 

D Reviewing online ID theft report 

I]] Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) 

Employee Names, Job 
Classifications, Functions Performed 

and Description of Expenses 

Deputy General, Deputy Bl or Deputy Bil 
investigated the facts: [2] 

Average process time - 27.368 min. [2] 

27.368 minutes x 4,776 reports [3]:;;; 
130,708.57 minutes/60 = 2,178.48 hours 

(05) Total ULl 

New 09/11 

Subtotal D 

[1] Please refer to Tab-A 
[2] Please refer to Tab•B 
[3] Please refer to Tab·C 

(b) 
Hourly 
Rate or 

Unit Cost 
[1] 

$53.86 

Page: 1 of 1 

(c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
Hours Materials 

Worked or Salaries Benefits and Contract 
Quantity 49.087% Supplies Services 

[1] 

2,178.48 $117,332.93 $57,595.22 

$117,332.93 $57,595.22 

FORM 

2 

2011/2012 

(h) (i) 

Fixed Travel 
Assets 



LOS ANGELES COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

SB90 PROGRAMS - IDENTITY THEFT 

SALARY, EB, OH INFORMATION - FY 2011 -201 2 

~ 

DEPUTY DEPUTY/ 
BONUS I 

MONTHLY SALARY EFFECTIVE $6,975.00 $7 ,575.00 

ANNUAL SALARY W/TOP STEP VARIANCE $83,700.00 $90,900.00 

PRODUCTIVE WORK HOURS 1,764 1,764 

PRODUCTIVE HOURLY RA TE $47.45 $51 .53 

EMPLOYEE BENEFITS ( I ) 49.087% 4~.087% 

' 

DEPUTY/ 
BONUS II 

$9,202.00 

$110,424.00 

1,764 

$62.60 

49.0'87% 

OVERHEAD - Avg . Reg I, 11 , & Ill \\) r 46.49~o/~[ - 46.498%1-~ 46.498°/o 
" I 

[1] Please refer to Tab-D 

AVERAGE 

I $53.86 

-, 



TAn-A2 

IAlf UNI?ftll(~IUIUN'I' (~f)N'l'llAC'l'UAI. (~f)S'l'S 11ISCAI, Yl~ll 2011-12 

SA LARI ES AND WAG ES • SWORN 

Adjusted Weighted Adjus-
ltemNumber/ Adjustment Monthly Number of Monthly Annual 

Title Sal~ Co-nenf Factor S&W Positions Salarv Ralarv 

2708 
Deputy Sheriff - Generallsl Base Rate $6,511 

Salary Increase 0.000% 6,511 
Top Step Variance 97.1352% 6,325 
POST Certificate - Basic 6.50% 6,736 2,716 $2,745 
POST Certificate - lnler. - 9.50% 6,926 1,188 1,23!i 
POST Cerlificale -Aat. 12.50% 7,115 1,866 1,992 
longevily - 20 years 3.00% 7,329 560 616 
longevity - 25 years 4.00% 7,622 226 258 
longevity - 30 years 4.00% 7,927 108 12ll 

Total $6,975 $83 7t'X: 

2712 
Deputy Sheriff IV ~Rale $6,874 

Salary Increase O.OOO'lt 6,874 
Top Step Variance 97.1352'11 6,ff77 
POST Certificate - Basic 6.50% 7,111 0 $0 
POST Certificate - lnler. 9.50% 7,312 0 D 
POST Certificate -Adv. 12.50% 7,512 1 3,756 
longevity - 20 years 3.00% 7,737 a a 
longevity - 25 years 4.00% 8,047 (l 0 
Longevily - 30 years 4.00% 8,369 1 4184 

Total $7,940 $95283 

2708 
Deputy Sheriff Bonus I Base Rate $6,874 

Salary Increase 0.000% 6,874 
Top Step Variance 97.1352% 8,677 
p0ST Certificate - Basic 6.50% 7,111 212 $579 
POST Certificale - Inter. 9.SO°A 7,312 321 901 
POST Certificale -Adv. 12.SO'K 7,512 1,210 3,489 
longevlly - 20 years 3.00% 7,737 567 1,684 
Longevily - 25 years 4,00% 8,047 210 649 
Longevity - 30 years 4.00% 8,369 B5 273 

Total $7 575 $909{)[1 

Sr F"l81d Training Officer 5.500% $9590C 
Mr Field Traioing Officer 11.000% $100,895 

2708 
Depuly Sheriff - Bonus II Base Raia $8,210 

Salary Increase 0.000'/4 8,210 
Top Step Variance 97.1352% 7,975 
POSTCertifleale-Basic 6.50% 8,493 12 $209 
POST Certificate - lnter. 9.50% 8,732 17 305 
POST Certilicale -Adv. 12.50% 8,971 224 4,126 
Longevily - 20 years 3.00% 9,240 110 2,087 
Longevily - 25 years 4.00% 9,610 89 1,766 
longevily - 30 years 4.00% 9,995 35 718 

Total $9202 $110424 

2717 
Sergeant Base Raia $6,210 

Salary tncrease 0.000% 8,210 
Top Step Vartance 97.1352% 7,975 
POST Certificale • Basic 6.50% 8,4913 46 $174 
POST Certifica1e - Inter. 9.50% 8,732 69 269 
POST Certificate - Aat. 12.50% 8,971 1,133 4,530 
oogevity - 20 years 3.00% 9,24( 511, 2,397 
oogevily - 2S years 4.00% 9,810 28C 1,199 

longevity - 30 years 4.00% 9,995 134 597 

Tolal $9,165 $109000 

7/1312011 rv 
2011-12 LECC Final.xis 



Top Step Variance Factor: 

MAPP TIER I Variance Factor: 

MAPP TIER II Variance Factor: 

SHERIFF 
COST FACTORS 

FISCAL YEAR 2011-12 

Contract Cities Liability Insurance Rates: 

Productive Work Hours: 

Countywide Cost: 
Group Ill 
Group IV 

97.1352% 

90.0804% 

103.4308% 

(1) 

1764 

(1) The appropriate Contract City Liability Insurance rate should be applied to total billable 
cost. Contact Risk Management for the appropriate rates. 

'l'AB-A3 



Top Step Variance Factor: 

MAPP TIER I Variance Factor: 

MAPP TIER II Variance Factor: 

SHERIFF 
COST FACTORS 

FISCAL YEAR 2011-12 

Contract Cities Liability Insurance Rates: 

Productive Work Hours: 

Countywide Cost: 
Group Ill 
Group IV 

97.1352% 

90.0804% 

103.4308% 

(1) 

1764 

(1) The appropriate Contract City Liability Insurance rate should be applied to total billable 
cost. Contact Risk Management for the appropriate rates. 

TAB-A4 



LOS ANGELES COUNTY - SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

IDENTITY THEFT SB90 PROGRAM 

IDENTITY THEFT SURVEY FOR PATROLS 

SUMMARY 

TOTAL 
MINUTES ENTRIES AVERAGE 

Enter on computer 
713 

Assign Case 
403 

Review/Ack [2] 
210 

Investigation/Interview [3] 
2,407 

Collect/Review 
[3] 

Ev id/Docs 795 

Book Evid 
138 

Jurisdiction decision 
111 

Initial Repot [1] 
3,023 

Approve 
735 

Revise [1] 
308 

Re-Approve 
249 

Assign/Distr 
507 

(1] Taking police report in violation of PC 530.5 -
[2] Reviewing ID theft report -
[3] Investigation of facts -

92 

75 

76 

125 

98 

13 

32 

130 

117 

53 

53 

120 

29.065 mmiites 
2.763 llrinmes 

27 .368 minutes 

7.750 

5.373 

2.763 

19.256 

8.112 

10.615 

3.469 

23.254 

6.282 

5.811 

4.698 

4.225 

TAB-81 



Enter on computer 1 10 

Assign Case 1 10 

ReviewlAck [2] 
1 1 

I nvestigation/1 nterview [3] 
15 20 10 

Collect/Review 
Evid/Docs [3] 

10 10 1 

Book Evid 10 

Initial Repot [1] 40 25 10 
' 

Approve 15 10 5 

Revise [1] 

Re-Approve 

AssignlDistr 15 1 

10 

10 

1 

10 

1 

10 

10 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY - SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
IDENTITY THEFT S890 PROGRAM 

SURVEY-LAKEWOOD STATION 

5 3 4 20 3 5 3 20 20 30 21 2 

5 1 1 5 3 5 1 2 

5 1 3 5 1 5 5 5 2 

15 45 20 20 4 20 10 20 20 15 15 15 20 10 30 

5 90 5 20 2 10 5 2 10 5 5 5 5 

20 15 

20 35 15 20 20 25 15 30 20 20 20 25 20 45 35 20 

1 10 15 5 2 5 5 2 5 15 5 10 

5 10 2 5 10 20 15 10 10 

5 ·2 1 5 5 15 15 10 

1 5 1 1 5 1 5 85 15 5 10 3 5 

3 5 

2 3 

1 5 

"10 10 

5 5 

10 20 

5 10 

5 5 

TOTAL 80 83 58 54 80 223 57 82 29 85 42 72 73 45 170 132 50 95 78 111 41 63 

Jurisdiction Decision 1 

29 cases: 79a31 MINS/CALL 

[11 Taking po!lce report in violation of PC 530.5 

[2] Reviewir:g m theft report 

[3] Investigation of facts 

5 1 5 5 2 1 

1 of 1 

TAB-B2 

Total 
Minutes Entries Average 

1 2 1 57 5 231 22 10.50 

5 1 31 5 1 92 18 5.11 

1 1 1 1 1 46 19 2.42 

15 5 15 5 15 30 439 27 16.26 

20 2 5 15 5 248 24 10.33 

55 4 13.75 

30 20 15 20 15 25 30 655 29 22.59 

5 15 5 3 3 12 5 173 24 7.21 

2 15 1 105 12 8.75 

3 4 2 67 11 6.09 

5 5 5 1 1 3 1 189 24 7.88 

62 65 46 72 19 152 81 2300 29 79.31 

20 7 2.86 



Enter on computer 1 1 2 

Assign Case 
1 1 1 

Review/Ack [2] 
2 1 1 

I nvestigation/1 nterview [3] 
20 47 32 

Collect/Review 
[3] 

Ev id/Docs 25 

Book Evid 

Initial Repot [1] 
50 26 21 

Approve 
6 4 4 

Revise [1] 

Re-Approve 

Assign/Distr 
1 1 1 

TOTAL 106 81 62 

Jurisdiction Decision 

24 cases: Si.13 MiNS/CALL 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY - SHERIF!='$ DEPARTMENT 

IDENTITY THEFT SB90 PROGRAM 

SURVEY-PALMDALE STATION 

2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 2 1 2 1 

2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 3 1 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 

40 11 5 130 29 22 20 25 31 10 15 7 27 17 

2 2 11 4 2 2 2 2 2 4 

5 6 

24 15 17 70 25 20 10 23 17 15 25 22 20 26 

4 4 4 8 4 4 6 5 5 5 5 6 5 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

74 36 37 226 66 50 42 59 60 39 44 40 62 56 

11 

1 of 1 

TAB-B3 

Total 
Minutes Entries Average 

2 3 1 1 2 1 33 22 1.5 

1 1 2 1 1 1 1 29 23 1.26 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 25 23 1.09 

40 22 15 45 20 40 31 701 24 29.2 

3 15 2 4 82 15 5.47 

11 2 5.5 

15 18 30 30 30 15 25 589 24 24.54 

5 4 4 6 5 5 7 115 23 5 

2 2 1 2 

1 1 1 1 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 23 23 1 

65 47 59 100 64 65 71 1611 24 67.13 

11 1 11 



Enter on computer 
1 

Assign Case 40 

Review/Ack [2] 
2 

Investigation/Interview [3] 
34 20 

Collect/Review 
[3] 

Evid/Docs 10 10 

Book Evid 
10 

Initial Repot [1] 
40 20 

Approve 8 5 

Revise [1] 15 5 

Re-Approve 1 

Assign/Distr 3 

TOTAL 161 63 

Jurisdiction Decision 

77 cases: 72.43 MINS/CALL 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY - SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
IDENTITY THEFT S890 PROGRAM 

SURVEY - SANTA CLARITA STATION 

2 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 8 

2 2 4 1 3 1 28 1 

1 2 16 1 1 8 2 1 

10 10 7 24 31 20 15 8 17 11 15 30 15 

20 6 1 1 1 5 2 4 2 5 5 10 

10 10 5 10 12 

30 20 30 15 17 21 25 30 20 21 10 22 30 25 

10 2 10 2 2 3 10 10 10 5 10 10 3 

10 6 2 2 5 0 4 3 5 

5 10 2 2 5 5 5 5 6 

5 1 1 1 2 1 4 1 1 3 2 5 5 1 

85 53 84 52 53 62 74 52 57 64 33 68 122 76 

2 4 5 

[1] Taldng police report in violation of PC 530.5 

[2] Reviewing ID theft report 

[3] Investigation of facts 

1 of3 

TAB-84a 

1 1 2· 3 2 2 2 3 1 

1 2 3 8 2 1 

15 1 1 1 1 1 1 

15 10 20 10 34 31 10 20 10 15 5 15 

5 20 3 3 50 2 5 10 1 

30 30 30 30 15 30 30 13 20 17 20 20 30 

2 4 10 5 5 5 10 10 5 9 3 2 

3 3 5 

5 5 2 5 5 

1 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 39 2 1 1 

54 52 55 88 39 76 78 41 106 78 61 39 55 

2 5 5 5 



Enter on computer 

Assign Case 

Review/Ack 

Investigation/Interview 

Collect/Review 
Evid/Docs 

Book Evid 

Initial Repot 

Approve 

Revise 

Re-Approve 

Assign/Distr 

TOTAL 

Jurisdiction Decision 

77 cases: 72.43 MINS/CAI 

r1J Taking police report in viol 
[2] Reviewing lD theft report 

[3] investigation of facts 

1 

15 15 

5 

30 20 

2 9 

4 

5 4 

1 3 

54 60 

21 2 

3 2 

7 

10 15 23 10 

5 1 5 

15 25 20 20 

5 20 5 12 

3 10 5 

5 6 

1 2 5 

44 102 54 63 

5 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY - SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
IDENTITY THEFT SB90 PROGRAM 

SURVEY - SANTA CLARITA STATION 

1 2 15 3 2 47 4 5 45 

7 2 19 4 4 2 

1 1 14 1 10 2 

15 12 12 10 20 7 38 19 30 10 15 10 10 20 

5 2 20 3 10 5 2 4 5 4 20 

15 

30 20 30 15 30 22 35 30 30 10 20 20 15 15 

2 10 5 5 7 20 5 5 5 9 5 5 

5 1 3 5 5 5 5 

5 4 1 5 5 2 5 

1 4 3 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 120 

54 60 60 48 78 76 172 75 80 32 60 46 42 235 

5 1 1 1 1 5 

2of3 

TAB-B4b 

2 2 2 200 5 1 1 

9 3 1 10 34 13 

5 1 4 1 1 6 

10 10 31 20 76 20 10 15 17 27 

3 2 31 5 5 10 

15 10 15 30 30 25 30 30 30 15 

5 5 2 10 2 10 5 

3 2 10 5 10 4 

1 10 5 10 3 

1 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 

33 30 100 63 135 61 293 53 101 69 

1 1 3 



Enter on computer 

Assign Case 

Review/Ack 

I nvestigation/1 nterview 

Collect/Review 
Evid/Docs 

Book Evid 

Initial Repot 

Approve 

Revise 

Re-Approve 

Assign/Distr 

TOTAL 

Jurisdiction Decision 

77 cases: 72.43 MINS/CAI 

[1J Taking police report in viol 

[2] Reviewing iD theft report 

[3] Investigation of facts 

1 15 

1 

1 

26 15 

1 

25 25 

5 5 

1 

60 61 

5 20 1 

1 4 

14 13 

15 34 5 14 

4 1 47 

20 20 30 30 

11 3 5 5 

3 

4 

5 1 2 3 

62 78 63 117 

5 2 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY - SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
IDENTITY THEFT S890 PROGRAM 

SURVEY -SANTA CLARITA STATION 

Total 
Minutes 

1 2 1 1 2 449 

63 1 282 

1 1 139 

15 15 15 12 10 15 5 15 16 11 15 1267 

5 6 10 5 7 5 15 1 5 10 10 465 

72 

15 22 20 20 15 25 25 30 30 20 24 10 1779 

5 5 5 3 5 8 15 5 2 4 1 10 447 

10 5 5 5 6 5 4 5 201 

5 4 3 2 5 2 5 4 3 181 

1 2 4 1 1 2 2 5 2 1 1 2 295 

42 125 59 54 43 68 50 70 51 54 55 51 5577 

5 5 5 5 1 80 

3 of3 

TAB-B4c 

Entries Averaaes 

48 9.35 

34 8.29 

34 4.09 

74 17.12 

59 7.88 

7 10.29 

77 23.10 

70 6.39 

40 5.03 

41 4.41 

73 4.04 

77 72.43 

24 3.33 



\ 
\ 

Wong, Hsi-Wen Wu 
ze: ii!IGiiK'!EZ4i=iif.»WWW-bi a- rm7 •--a-~r --ffH!'.:.iti£; ----I -r: 

From: Ferrell, Suzanne P. 
Sent~ 
To: 

Thursday, September 2G, 207"2 •j : 49 P rJi 
Wong, Hsi-Wen Wu 

Cc: Unland, Kevin G. 
Subject: Identity Theft Stats 

Here are the identity theft stats for fiscal years : 

2002/2003 - 1 
2003/2004 - 7 
2004/2005 - 3309 
2005/2006 - 4595 
2006/2007 - 5681 
2007 /2008 - 5 798 
2008/2009 - 5424 
2009/2010 - 4391 
2010/2011 - 4223 
2011/2012-4776 

Total - 38,205 

These stats are for July 1st through June 30th of the years indicated. 

Thanks. 

Su,zie :Jerre[[, 'De_puty 
:Jie[a O_pera.tions Suy_port Services 
Risk Jvf.a.na.genient Eurea.u 
Leadersfiiy & Training 'Division 
Los .'A.n.ge{es County Sherijf s 'De_pa.rtmerit 
(323) 890-5473 
spferre{@fasa.org 

Tlill-IB:S. 



B-1 
SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

FISCAL YEAR 2011-12 INDIRECT COST PROPOSAL 

CLAIMABLE COSTS 

BASED ON FY 2008-09 ACTUAL 

INCURRED 

BY OTHER DEPT'L COSTS FOO-REGION I FOO-REGION II FOO-REGION Ill 

DEPARTMENT INDIRECT DIRECT INDIRECT DIRECT INDIRECT DIRECT INDIRECT DIRECT 

SALARIES & WAGES 

EXECUTIVE $7,045,065 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

ADMINISTRATIVE $93,770,765 $93,581, 184 $14,671,566 $1,132,791 $18,436,702 $1,423,498 $12,237,605 $944,865 

FOO-REGION I $3,651,947 $190,989,738 $3,968,719 $187,021,019 

FOO-REGION JI $4,589,139 $194,520,708 $4,605,726 $189,914,982 

FOO-REGION Ill $3,046,102 $159,305,211 $3,449,099 $155,856,112 

DETECTIVE $77,365,153 

CUSTODY $476,564,092 

COURT SVCS $137,000,165 

SUB-TOTAL $112,103,018 $1,329,326,252 $18,640,285 $188,153,810 $23,042,428 $191,338,480 $15,686,703 $156,800,9TT 

OTHER IND COSTS: 

SERVICES & SUPPLIES [E-1] $67,681,620 $13,409,746 $16,662,302 $11,073,668 

EMP BENEFITS [C-1) 49.087% $55,027,705 $9,149,906 $11,310,774 $7,700,090 

DEPT'L OH [A-1] 16.208% $3,021,287 $3,734,803 $2,542,560 

COUNTYWIDE OH [A-1] 5.810% $1,083,005 $1,338,770 $911,401 

OEPT'L CARRY FWD [D-1-1] ($19,350,164) 

DIVL CARRY FWD [D-1] ($5,303,487) $3,476,994 ($4,910,566) 

UNBILLED SVCS: 

COUNTYWIDE CARRY FWD [D-1-1] $24,439,380 

INSURANCE [ 1-3 l $5,577,063 

OUTSIDE AUDITORS [ 1-3 J $191,922 

RENTAL EXP [ 1-3] ($21,658,460) 

BLDG USE ALLOWANCE [ 1-3 l $21,788,956 

EQUIPT USE ALLOWANCE I 1-3 l $15,410,961 

VEHICLE EQUIPMENT OEPRECIATI◄ [ 1-3] $9,303,501 

UTILITY EXPENSE [ 1-3] $2,671,548 

VACANT SPACE [ 1-3] $681,405 

AFFIRM ACTION [ l-3 l $897,228 

AUDJTOR-CONTR [ 1-3 J $7,273,830 

BOARD OF SUPERV I 1-s J $320,909 

CHtEF EXEC. OFFICE I 1-3 l $3,116,452 

CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER [ 1-3] $886,957 

COUNTY COUNSEL I 1-3 I $839,673 

HUMAN RESOURCES [ 1-3] $2,238,085 

INTERNAL SERVICES [ 1-3] $3,086,625 

TREAS & TAX COLL [ !-3 I $97,485 

PUBLIC SAFETY [ J-3] ($29,712) 

~. ADJUSTMENTS I l-3 J $100,338 

CLAIMABLE COSTS(A-1] $77,234,146 $215,462,179 $1,329,326,252 $40,000,742 $188,153,810 $59,566,071 $191,338,480 $33,004,055 $156,800,977 rl-
,I:!-

5.810% 16.208% 21.260% 31.131% 21.048% 

~---WW•---~-~•--•••''-• 



L.A. COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

FY 2011-12 INDIRECT COST PROPOSAL 

EB RATE CALCULATION 

FY 201 1-12 ESTIMATED EB RATE: 

ESTIMATED EB BILLED COST [C-1 -1] 

ADD: EB UNBILLED COST (1-3] 

FY 2011-12 ESTIMATED E.B. COST ' 

FY 2011-12 ESTIMATED S&W [C-1-1] 

FY 2011-12 ESTIMATED EB RATE (EB COST/S&W} 

FY 2008-09 EB CARRY FORWARD RATE: 

FY 2008-09 ACTUAL EB BILLED COST [F-1] 

ADD: EB UNBILLED COST EB [l-3] 

FY 2008-09 ACTUAL E.B. COST 

FY 2008-09 ACTUAL S&W (F-1) 

FY 2008-09 ACTUAL EB RATE (EB COST/S&W) 

ESTIMATED VARIANCE: 

FY 2008-~9 ACTUAL EB RATE (ABOVE} 

LESS: ESTIMATED EB RATE FOR FY 2008-09 ICP (J-3) 

THEN DIFFERENCE MULTIPLIED BY 

FY 2008-09 ACTUAL S&W(F-1) 

CARRY FORWARD VARIANCE: 

FY 2008-09 ESTIMATED S&W (FY 2011 -12 ICP[J-3]) 

LESS: FY 2008-09 ACTUAL S&W (F-1) 

DIFFERENCE DIVIDED BY THE 

FY 2008-09 ESTIMATED S&W(J-3) 

THEN MULTIPLIED BY THE 

FY 2008-09 TOTAL CARRY FORWARD(J-3) 

FY 2011 -12 CARRY FORWARD RATE: 

'FY 2008-09 TOTAL CARRY FORWARD (ESTIMATED 

VARIANCE PLUS CARRY FORWARD VARIANCE) 

DiV!D5:D BY FY 2011-12 ESTIMATE!J S&W(C-1-1) 

i"Y 201~ -✓. 2 ICP EB RATE (FY 2011-12 E3TiMATED 

RATE PLUS FY 2011-12 CARRY FORWARD RATE) 

FY 2008-09 ACTUAL 

$664,623,133 

-$1,389,612 

$1 ,396,883,000 

$1,441,429,270 

S721, 102.000 

·$1 ,389,612 

$663,233,521 

$1,441,429,270 

46.012% 

46.012% 

47.836% 

·1.824% 

$1,441,429,270 

-$44,546,270 

$1,396,883,000 

·$56,379,474 

S719,712,388 

$1 ,416,313,000 

($26,288,585) 

-3.189% 

$1,797,928 

(S24,490,657) 

$1,416,313,000 

50.816% 

-1,729% 

49.087" • 

[B-1 ] 

[B-1-1] 

C-1 



A-1 
L.A. COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
FY 2011-12 INDIRECT COST PROPOSAL 

OVERHEAD RA TES 
FISCAL YEAR 2008-09 ACTUAL 

AVERAGE 

REGION I REGION II REGION Ill DETECTIVE CUSTODY COURT SVCS. OH RATES 

COUNTYWIDE OH RATE: 
$77,234,146 [B-1] I $1,329,326,252 [B-1 ] 5.810% 5.810% 5.810% 5.810% 5.810% 5.810% 5.810% 

DEPARTMENTAL OH RATE: 
$215,462,179 [B-1] I $1 ,329,326,252 [B-1] 16.208% 16.208% 16.208% 16.208% 16.208% 16.208% 16.208% 

FOO-REGION I OH RATE: 
$40,000,742 [B-1] I $188,153,810 [B-1] 21 .260% 

FOO-REGION II OH RATE: 
$59,566,071 [B-1] I $191,338,480 [B-1) 31 .131% 

FOO-REGION Ill OH RATE: 
$33,004,055 [B-1] I $156,800,977 [B-1) 21.048% 

DETECTIVE OH RATE: 
$22,573,469 [B-1-1] I $75,976,526 [B-1-1) 29.711% 

CUSTODY DIV OH RATE: 
$106,813,936 [B-1-1] I $465,111,857 [B-1-1] 22.965% 

COURT SERVICES OH RATE: 
$60,840,379 [B-1-1] I $116,696,185 [B-1-1] 52.136% 29.709% [1] --

TOT AL OVERHEAD RA TES 43.278% 53.150% 43.087% 51.730% 44.984% 74.154% 51.727% [2] 

'- J 
[1] AVERAGE DIVISIONAL OVERHEAD RATE 

~ (2] AVERAGE TOTAL OVERHEAD RATE Ji.l . ir ft o 

FILE: ICP SMRY FY 2011-12/OVERHEADRATES 



L.A. COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

FY 2011-12 INDIRECT COST PROPOSAL 

EB RATE CALCULATION 

FY 2011-12 ESTIMATED EB RATE; 

ESTIMATED EB BILLED COST [C+1] 

ADD: EB UNBILLED COST [1-3] 

FY 2011-12 ESTIMATED E.B. COST 

FY 2011-12 ESTIMATED S&W [C-1-1] 

FY 2011-12 ESTIMATED EB RATE (EB COST/S&W) 

FY 2008-09 EB CARRY FORWARD RA TE: 

FY 2008-09 ACTUAL EB BILLED COST [F-1] 

ADD: EB UNBILLED COST EB [1-3] 

FY 2008-09 ACTUAL E.B. COST 

FY 2008--09 ACTUAL S&W (F-1) 

FY 2008--09 ACTUAL EB RATE (EB COST/S&W) 

ESTIMATED VARIANCE: 

FY 2008-09 ACTUAL EB RA TE (ABOVE) 

LESS: ESTIMATED EB RATE FOR FY 2008-09 JCP (J-3) 

THEN DIFFERENCE MULTIPLIED BY 

FY 2008-09 ACTUAL S&W{F-1} 

CARRY FORWARD VARIANCE: 

FY 2008-09 ESTIMATED S&W (FY 2011-12 ICP[J-3]) 

LESS: FY 2008-09 ACTUAL S&W (F-1) 

DIFFERENCE DIVIDED BY THE 

FY 2008-09 ESTIMATED S&W(J-3) 

THEN MULTIPLIED BY THE 

FY 2008-09 TOTAL CARRY FORWARD(J-3) 

FY 2011-12 CARRY FORWARD RATE: 

FY 2008-09 TOTAL CARRY FORWARD (ESTIMATED 

VARiANCE PLUS CARRY FORWARD VARIANCE} 

DMDED BY FY 2011-12 ESTIMATED S&W(C-1-1) 

FY 2G1M2 ICP Ea RATE (FY 2011-'l:2 ESTiMATE.J 

RATS: PLUS FY 2011-12 CARRY FORWARD RATE) 

FY 2008-09 ACTUAL 

$664,623, 133 

-$1,389,612 

. $1,396,&8'3,000 

$1,441,429,270 

$721,102,000 

-$1,389,612 

$663,233,521 

$1,441,429,270 

46.012% 

46.012% 

47.836% 

-1.824% 

$1,441,429,270 

-$44,546,270 

$1,396,883,000 

$719,712,388 

$1,416,313,000 

($26,288,585} 

-3.189% 

$1,797,928 

($24,490,657) 

$1,416,313,000 

50.816% 

-1.729% 

49.087% 

[B-1] 

[B-1-1] 

C-1 



State Controller's Office Local Mandated Cost Manual 

For State Controller Use Only PROGRAM 
IDENTITY THEFT 

(19) Program Number 00321 
CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 

(20) Date Fil~ EB 1 2 2014 321 
(21) LRS Input 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 
9919 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name 
Auditor-Controller (22) FORM 1, (04) 1. (a) (g) 200,428 

County of Location 
County of Los Angeles (23) FORM 1, (04) 1. (b) (g) 19,053 

Street Address or P.O. Box 500 W. Temple Street Suite 603 (24) FORM 1, (04) 2. (g) 188,725 
City Los Angeles State CA Zip Code 90012 (25) FORM 1, (06) 47 

Type of Claim (26) FORM 1, (07) 123,640 

(03) (09) Reimbursement ~ (27) FORM 1, (09) 335,063 
., 

□ (04} (10) Combined (28) FORM 1, (10) 

(05} (11) Amended q (29) 

Fiscal Year of Cost (06} (12) 2012/2013 j I (30) 

Total Claimed Amount (07} (13) 
\} 

$196,783 (31) 

Less: 10% Late Penalty (refer to attached Instructions) (14) (32) 

Less: Prior Claim Payment Received (15) (33) 

Net Claimed Amount (16) $196,783 (34) 

" 
Due from State (08} (17) $196,783 (35) 

Due to State (18) ~ .. (\~ h6i 

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM v· 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Sections 17560 and 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the local 
agency to file mandated cost claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not 
violated any of the provisions of Article 4, Chapter 1 of Division 4 of Title 1 Government Code. 

I further certify that there was no application otheL thanJrom the claimant, no.r any grants oc payments received for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein and claimed costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting 
reven ues and reimbursements set forth in the parameters and guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source 
documentation currently maintained by the claimant 

The amount for this reimbursement is hereby claimed from the State for payment of actual costs set forth on the attached statements. 

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Officer 

W~1.r1)~ 
Date Signed 2 - lf- -i_o( j_ 

Telephone Number (213) 974-8302 

Wendy L. w / tcyi\<be 
-

Auditor-Controller E-Mail Address wwatanabe@auditor.lacountl'..gov 
Type or Print Name and Title of Authorized Signatory 

(38) Name of Agency Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number (213) 97 4-9653 

Hasmik Yaghobyan 
E-mail Address hyaghobyan@auditor.lacounty.gov 

Name of Consulting Firm/Claim Preparer 
Telephone Num ber 

E-mail Address 

Form FAM-27 (Revised 07/13) 



State Controller's Office Local Mandated Cost Manual 

PROGRAM FORM 

321 
IDENTITY THEFT 

CLAIM SUMMARY 1 
(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 

County of Los Angeles 20E.__120~ 

(03) Department 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
54 .649% Materials 

Salaries Benefits and Contract Fixed Travel Total Services Assets 
/1) Supplies 

1. Choose either (a) or (b) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC §530.5 129,601.63 70 ,826.00 200,427.63 

b) Reviewing online ID theft report 12,320.03 6,732.78 19,052.81 

2. Investigation of facts 122,034.69 66,690.74 188,725.43 

(05) Total Direct Costs 263,956.35 144,249.52 408,205,87 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost RaL From ICRP or 10%] (1-) -- 46,841 % 

(07) Total Indirect Costs [Refer to Claim Summary Instructions] 123,639.80 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (05)(g) + line (07)] 531,845.67 

Cost Reduction 

(09) Less: Offsetting Revenues - (Contract Cities - 63%) ($531 ,845.67 x 63%) 335,062.78 

( 10) Less: Other Reimbursements 

( 11) Total Claimed Amount [Line (08) - {line (09) + line (1 0)}] 196,782.89 

Revised 07/13 (1) See Tab C . 



State Controller's Office 

PROGRAM 

321 
(01) Claimant 

County of Los Angeles 

IDENTITY THEFT 
ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(02) 

Local Mandated Cost Manual 

FORM 

2 
Fiscal Year 

2 0 ~/2 0 -22._ 
(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the activity being claimed. 

l;zJ 1.(a) Taking police report in violation of PC §530.5 D 2. Investigation of facts 

D 1.(b) Reviewing onl ine ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses 

(a) 

Employee Names, Job 
Classifications, Functions Performed 

and Description of Expenses 

Deputy General , Deputy Bl or 

Deputy BIi took police report 
related to PC 530.5: (2) 

Average process time 

29.065 min. (2) 

29.065 minutes x 4,928 reports 

(2) = 143,232 minutes/60 = 

2,387.21 hours 

(b) 

Hourly 
Rate or 

Unit Cost 
(1) 

54.29 

(c) (d) (e) 

Hours 54.649% 
Worked or Salaries Benefits 
Quantity 

(3) 

2,387 -21 129,601.63 70,826.00 

(05) Total i;zJ Subtotal D Page:_1_of 1 129,601.63 70,826.00 

Revised 07/13 (1) See Tab A 

(2) See Tab B 

(3) See Tab C 

Object Accounts 

(f) (g) (h) (i) 

Materials 
and Contract Fixed Travel 

Supplies Services Assets 



State Controller's Office 

PROGRAM 

321 
(01) Claimant 

County of Los Angeles 

IDENTITY THEFT 
ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(02) 

Local Mandated Cost Manual 

FORM 

2 
Fiscal Year 

2 0 ~/2 0 ~ 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the activity being claimed. 

0 1.(a) Taking police report in violation of PC §530.5 0 2. Investigation of facts 

~ 1.(b) Reviewing online ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses 

(a) 

Employee Names, Job 
Classifications, Functions Performed 

and Description of Expenses 

Deputy General, Deputy Bl or 

Deputy Bil reviewed the 
report: (2) 

Average process time 

2.763 min. (2) 

2.763 minutes x 4,928 reports 

(2) = 13,616.06 minutes/60 = 

226.93 hours 

(b) 

Hourly 
Rate or 

Unit Cost 
(1) 

54.29 

(c) (d) (e) 

Hours 54.649% 
Worked or Salaries Benefits 
Quantity 

(3) 

226.93 12,320.03 6,732.78 

Object Accounts 

(f) (g) (h) (i) 

Materials 
and Contract Fixed Travel 

Supplies Services Assets 

____ _, ___ --- --- ---- --- ---- ------ ------

(05) Total i;zJ Subtotal D Page:_1_Of 1 12,320.03 6,732.78 

Revised 07/13 (1) See Tab A 

(2) See Tab B 

(3) See Tab C 



State Controller's Office 

PROGRAM 

321 
(01) Claimant 

County of Los Angeles 

IDENTITY THEFT 
ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(02) 

Local Mandated Cost Manual 

FORM 

2 
Fiscal Year 

20~ _ _/20~ 

(03) Reimbursable Activities: Check only one box per form to identify the activity being claimed. 

D 1.(a) Taking police report in violation of PC §530.5 ~ 2. Investigation of facts 

D 1.(b) Reviewing online ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses 

(a) 

Employee Names , Job 
Classifications, Functions Performed 

and Description of Expenses 

Deputy General, Deputy Bl or 

Deputx Bl I investigated the 
facts: (2) 

Average process time 

27.368 min. (2) 

27.368 minutes x 4,928 reports 

(2) = 134,869.5016.06 

minutes/60 = 2,247.83 hours 

(b) 

Hourly 
Rate or 

un;~~ost 

54.29 

(c) (d) (e) 

Hours 54.649% 
Worked or Salaries Benefits 
Quantity 

(3) 

2,247 .83 122,034 61 66,690.74 

(05) Total bl! Subtotal D Page:_1_0 f_1 _ 122,034.6S 66,690 .74 

Revised 07/13 (1) See Tab A 
(2) See Tab B 

(3) See Tab C 

Object Accounts 

(f) (g) 

Materials 
and Contract 

Supplies Services 

(h) (i) 

Fixed Travel 
Assets 



LOS ANGELES COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

S890 PROGRAMS • IDENTITY THEFT 

SALARY, EB, OH INFORMATION· FY 2012-2013 

DEPUTY DEPUTY 
BONUSI 

MONTHLY SALARY EFFECTIVE $7,031.00 $7 ,644.00 

ANNUAL SALARY WrTOP STEP VARIANCE $84,372.00 $91 ,728 .00 

PRODUCTIVE WORK HOURS 1,765 1,765 

PRODUCTIVE HOURLY RATE $47.80 $51 .97 

EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 54.649% 54.649% 

OVERHEAD - Avg . Reg I, 11, & Ill 46.841% 46.841% 

TAB-A1 

DEPUTY 
AVERAGE BONUS II 

$9,280.00 

$11 1,360.00 . 

1,765 

$63 .09 $54.29 

54 .649% 

46 .841% 



TAB-A2 

LAW ENF()RCE1\1EN'f COI\JTRACT'U1\L cos·rs 
FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 

Item Number/ Adjustment 
Title .Satar Com oncnt Factor 

2708 
Deputy Sheriff- Generalist Base Rate 

Salary Increase 0.000% ' 
Top Step Variance 97.7435% 
POST Certifi cate - Basic 6.50% 
POST Cel'tificate - Inter. 9.50% 
POST Certificate -Adv. 12.50% 
_Longevity • 20 years 3.00% 
~ongevity - 25 years 4.00% 
Longevi ty - 30 years 4.00% 

Total 

2708 
Deputy Sheriff Bonus I Base Rate 

Salary Increase 0.000% 
Top Step Variance 97.7435% 
POST Certificate - Basic 6.50% 
POST Certificate - Inter. 9.50% 
POST Certificate - Adv. 12.50% 
Longevity • 20 years 3.00% 
Longevity• 25 years 4.00% 
Longevity· 30 years 4.00% 

Total 

Sr Field Training Officer 5.500% 

Mr Field Training Officer 11.000% 

2708 
Deputy Sheriff- Bonus II Base Rate 

Salary Increase 0.000% 
Top Step Variance 97.7435% . 
POST Certi ficate • Basic 6.50% 
POST Certificate • Inter. 9.50% 
POST Certificate - Adv. 12.50%: 
Longevity - 20 years 3.00% 
Longevity · 25 years 4.00% 
Longevity - 30 years 4.00% 

Total 

4110/2012 rv 
82 

2012-13 LECC FINAL.xis 

Adjusted 
Monthly Number of 

S&W Positions 

$6,5 11 
6,511 
6,364· 
6,778 2,398 
6,969 1,249 
7,160 2,034 
7,375 501 
7,670 197 
7,977 132 

$6,874 
6,874 
6,719 
7,156 147 
7,357 235 
7,559 1,144 
7,786 479 
8,097 213 
8,421 93 

$8,210 
8,210 -
8,024 
8,546 11 
8,781 13 
9,028 • 228 
9,298 " 95 
9,670 . 92 

10,057- 44 

Weighted Adjusted 
Monthly Annual 
Salarv Satar 

$2,496 
1,337 
2,23 7 

567 
232 
162 

$7,031 $84,372 

$455 
748 

3,742 
1,614 

746 
339 

$7,644 $91,728 

$96,773 
$101,818 

$195 
236 

4,261 
1,829 
1,842 

916 

$9,280 $111,360 

·qA ')' lo! A,l§_dfJ Ccmtl)' 
.~ ),Jlher;Ws r:rnpnrttttcue 

¼ 



TAB-A2 

LAV\/ ENF()RCE1v1EN'f COI\JTRAC1TUAL COSTS 
FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 

JtemNumber/ Adjustment Number of Annual 
Title Salar Com onent Factor Positions Salar 

2708 
Deputy Sheriff- Generalist Base Rate $6,511 

Salary I ncreasc 0.000% 6,511 
Top Step Variance 97.7435% 6,364· 
POST Certificate - Basic 6.50% 6,778 2,398 $2,496 
POST Certificate - Inter. 9.50% 6,969 1,249 1,337 
POST Certificate -Adv. 12.50% 7,160 2,034 2,237 
Longevity - 20 years 3.00% 7,375 501 567 
Longevity - 25 years 4.00% 7,670 197 232 
Longevity - 30 years 4.00% 7,977 132 162 

Total $7,031 $84,372 

2708 
Deputy Sheriff Bonus I Base Rate $6,874 

Salary Increase 0.000% 6,874 
Top Step Variance 97.7435% 6,719 
POST Certificate - Basic 6.50% 7,156 147 $455 
.POST Certificate - Inter. 9.50% 7,357 235 748 
POST Certificate - Adv. 12.50% 7,559 1,144 3,742 
Longevity - 20 years 3.00% 7,786 479 1,614 
Longevity - 25 years 4.00% 8,097 213 746 
Longevity - 30 years 4.00% 8,421 93 339 

Total $7,644, $91,728 

Sr Field Training Officer 5.500% $96,773 
Mr Field Training Officer 11.000% $101,818 

2708 
Deputy Sheriff - Bonus II Base Rate $8,210 

Salary Increase 0.000% 8,210 
Top Step Variance 97.7435% 8,024 
POST Certificate - Basic 6.50% B,546 11 $195 
POST Certificate - Inter. 9.50% 8,787 13 236 
POST Certificate - Adv. 12.50% 9,028 228 4,261 
Longevity - 20 years 3.00% 9,298 95 1,829 
Longevity - 25 years 4.00% 9,670 92 1,842 
Longevity - 30 years 4.00% 10,057 44 916 

Total $9,280 $111,360 

4/10/2012 IV 
82 

2012-13 LECC FINAL.xis 



LOS ANGELES COUNTY - SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

IDENTITY THEFT 5890 PROGRAM 

IDENTITY THEFT SURVEY FOR PATROLS 
SUMMARY 

TOTAL 
MINUTES ENTRIES AVERAGE 

Enter on computer 
713 

Assign Case 
403 

Review/Ack [2] 
210 

Investigation/Interview [3] 
2,407 

Collect/Review 
[3] 

Evid/Docs 795 

Book Evid 
138 

Jurisdiction decision 
111 

Initial Repot [1] 
3,023 

Approve 
735 

Revise [1] 
308 

Re-Approve 
249 

Assign/Distr 
507 

[1] Taking police report in violation of PC 530.5 -
[2] Reviewing ID theft report -
[3] Investigation of facts -

92 

75 

76 

125 

98 

13 

32 

130 

117 

53 

53 

120 

29.07 minutes 
2. 76 minutes 

27.37 minutes 

7.750 

5.373 

2.763 

19.256 

8.112 

10.615 

3.469 

23.254 

6.282 

5.811 

.d 698 

4.225 

TAB-81 



Enter on computer 

' 
1 10 10 

... 

As$ignCase 1 10 •10: 

Review/Ack [2] 1 1 1 

lnvestigationflnterview [3] 15 .. 20 10 10 
l,;Oflecu "-.0Vl8W 

Evid!Docs [3] 
, 10 10 1 1 

6ookEvid 10 10 

Initial Repot [1] 4 0 10 

Approv~ 15 10 5 1 

Revise [1] 

,~Approve 
..... , 

Assign/Distr ... jg t t ... ..... 

TOTAL 80 $3 .5&: ~ 
'·· ,<, 

Jurisdiction Decision 1. 
, .. 

29 cases: 79.31 MINS/CALL 

[1] Taking police report in violation of PC 530.5 

[2] Reviewing ID theft report 

{3] Investigation of facts 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY - SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
IDENTITY THEFT $B90 PROGRAM 

SURVEY - LAKEWOOD STATION 

,,., ... ,. 

~~.•- ... 
' 

2t 

:£" r 

5 . .... 3. 4 20· ~ _5 3 30 21 2 

5 1 t ... ' 5 3 5 1 21• 

5 1 3: 5 1 5 5 5 2 
.. 

15 45 20 20":. 0 20 20 1.5 15 15 20 10 30 
. ... ,,,,, 

5 90. 5 '20 5 5 5 5 

20 •. 15 
' 

,. 

2Q 35 15 20 20 25 30 • 20 20 20 2S 20 45 35 20 

10 15 5 2 5 5. 2 5 1$ 5 10 

5• 10 2 $ 10 20 15 10 10 
'! 

5 2. 1 5 5 15! 15 1.0: 
i 

~ .. 
J 1 ;jj 5. 85, 15 5 10' 3 ? . . 

' 
223157! 8~ ·2LG.·. - 45 170 132 ,50 95 78 111 

,' . . .. ·i.... § 
' 

. 5 
' ..• 5 2 1 I .. , "'··· 

✓ 1 of 1 

3 5 1 2 1 

2 3 5 1 31 

1 5 1 ' 1 1 

10 10 15 5 15 5 

5 5 20 2. 5. 

10 20 30 20 15 20 .15 

510 5. 15 5 3 3 

2 

• 

3 

q.5 ..... S. .. 5 5. 1 1 

41 63 
1446 

72 19 

.. 

... .. . ... 

Total 
Minutes 

57 5 231 

5 1 92 

1 1 46 

15 30 439 

15 5 248 
j. 

55 

25 30. 6!:iS 

12 5 173 

15 1 105 
... 

4 2 67 

3 1 189 

,152 81 2300 

20 

Entries 

22 

18 

19 

27 

24_ 

4 

29 

24 

12 

11 

24 

29 

7 

TAB-B2 

Average 

10.50 

5.11 

2.42 

16.26 

10.33 

13.75 

22.59 

7.21 

8.75. 

6.09 

7.88 

79.31 

2.86 

~ 
t,j 
I 
t,j 
N 



Enter on computer 1 1 2 

Assign Case 
1 1 1 

Review/Ack [2) 
2 1, 1 

I nvestigation/lnterview (3) 
20 47 32 

Collect/Review 
(3] 

Evid/Docs 25 

Book Evid 

Initial Repot [1] 
50 26 21 

Approve 6 4 4 

Revise (1] 

Re-Approve 

Assign/Distr 1 1 1 

TOTAL 106 81 62 

Jurisdiction Decision 

24 cases: 67.13 MINS/CALL 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY - SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
IDENTITY THEFT SB90 PROGRAM 

SURVEY - PALMDALE STATION 

I 

2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 2 1 2 1 

2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 3 1 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 

40 11 5 13Q 29 22 20 25 31 10 15 7 27 17 

I 
2 2 11 4 2 2 2 2 2 4 

5 6 

24 15 17 70 25 20. 10 23 17 15 25 22 20 26 

4 4 4 8 4 4 6 5 5 5 5 6 5 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

74 36 37 226 66 50 42 59 60 39 44 40 62 56 

11 

1 of 1 

2 3 1 1 2 

1 1 2 1 1 1 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

40 22 15 45 20 40 

3 15 2 

15 18 30 30 30 15 

5 4 4 6 5 5 

2 

1 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

65 47 59 100 64 65 

Total 
Minutes 

1 33 

1 29 

1 25 

31 701 

4 82 

11 

25 589 

7 115 

2 

1 

1 23 

71 1611 

11 

Entries 

22 

23 

23 

24 

15 

2 

24 

23 

1 

1 

23 

24 

1 

TAB-B3 

Average 

1.5 

1.26 

1.09 

29.2 

5.47 

5.5 

24.54 

5 

2 

1 

1 

67.1 3 

11 

~ 
td 
I 

td 
L,.) 



Enter on computer 
1 

Assign Case 40 

Review/Ack [2] 
2 

Investigation/Interview [3] 34 20 
Collect/Review 

[3] 
Evid/Docs 10 10 

Book Evid 
10 

Initial Repot [1] 40 20 

Approve 8 5 

Revise [1] 15 5 

Re-Approve 1 

Assign/Distr 3 

TOTAL 161 63 

Jurisdiction Decision 

77 cases: 72.43 MINS/CALL 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY - SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
IDENTITY THEFT S890 PROGRAM 

SURVEY - SANT A CLARITA STATION 

2 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 8 

2 2 4 1 3 1 28 1 

1 2 16 I 1 1 8 2 1 

10 . 10 7 24 31 20 15 8 17 11 15 30 15 

20 6 1 1 1 5 2 4 2 5 5 10 

• 10 10 5 10 12 

30 20 30 15 17 21 25 30 20 21 10 22 30 25 

10 2 10 2 2 3 10 10 10 5 10 10 3 

10 6 2 2 5 0 4 3 5 

5 10 2 2 5 5 5 5 6 

5 1 1 1 12 1 4 1 1 3 2 5 5 1 

85 53 84 52 53 62 74 52 57 64 33 68 122 76 

2 4 5 

[1] Taking police report in violation of PC 530.5 

[2] Reviewing ID theft report 

[3] Investigation of facts 

1 of 3 

1 1 2 3 2 2 

1 2 3 8 

15 1 1 1 1 

15 10 20 10 34 31 

5 20 3 

30 30 30 30 15 30 30 

2 4 10 5 5 5 

3 

5 5 2 

1 1 2 2 1 1 1 

54 52 55 88 39 76 78 

2 5 

2 3 

2 1 

1 1 

10 20 10 

3 50 2 

13 20 17 

10 10 5 

3 

2 1 39 

41 106 78 

5 

TAB-B4a 

1 

15 5 15 

5 10 1 

20 20 30 

9 3 2 

5 

5 5 

2 1 1 

61 39 55 

5 

1 

15 

30 

2 

5 

1 

54 

,-:i 

g;; 
I 

t,:I 
~ 
Ill 



Enter on computer 

Assign Case 

Review/Ack [2) 

Investigation/Interview [3) 

CollectJReview 
[3] 

Evid!Docs 

Book Evid 

Initial Repot [1] 

Approve 

Revise [1] 

Re-Approve 

Assign/Distr 

TOTAL 

Jurisdiction Decision 

77 cases: 72.43 MINS/CALL 

[1) Taking police report in violatit 
[2] Reviewing ID theft report 
[3] Investigation of facts 

15 

5 

20 

9 

4 

4 

3 

60 

21 2 

3 2 

7 

10 15 23 10 

5 1 5 

: 15 25 20 20 

5 20 5 12 

3 10 5 

5 6 

1 2 5 

44 102 54 63 

5 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY - SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
IDENTITY THEFT S890 PROGRAM 

SURVEY - SANTA CLARITA STATION 

1 2 15 3 2 47 4 . 5 45 

7 2 19 4 4 2 

1 1 14 1 10 2 

15 12 12 10 20 7 38 19 30 10 15 10 10 20 

5 . 2 20 3 10 5 2 4 5 4 20 

15 

30 20 30 15 30 22 35 30 30 10 20 20 15 15 

2 110 5 5 7 20 5 5 5 9 5 5 

5 1 3 5 5 5 5 

5 4 1 5 5 2 5 
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3 2 31 5 

15 10 15 30 30 

5 5 2 

3 2 10 

1 10 

1 1 2 2 

33 30 100 63 135 

1 1 

200 

10 

1 

20 10 

5 10 

25 30 

10 

5 10 

5 10 

1 2 

61 293 

3 

TAB-84b 

5 1 

34 

1 

15 17 

30 30 

2 10 

4 

3 

1 1 

53 101 

1 

13 

6 

27 

15 

5 

2 

69 

t;; 
t,::I 
I 

t,::I ..,.. 
c::r 



Enter on computer 

Assign Case 

Review/Ack [2] 

Investigation/Interview [3] 

Collect/Review 
[3] 

Evid/Docs 

Book Evid 

Initial Repot [1] 

Approve 

Revise [1] 

Re-Approve 

Assign/Distr 

TOTAL 

Jurisdiction Decision 

77 cases: 72.43 MINS/CALL 

[1] Taking police report in violatic 

[2] Reviewing ID theft report 

[3] Investigation of facts 

1 

1 

1 

26 

25 

5 

1 

60 

15 5 20 

1 

14 

15 15 34 5 

1 4 1 

25 20 20 30 

5 11 3 5 

3 

4 

5 1 2 

61 62 78 63 

5 2 

1 

4 

13 

14 

47 

30 

5 

3 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY - SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
IDENTITY THEFT SB90 PROGRAM 

SURVEY - SANTA CLARITA STATION 

Total 
Minutes 

1 2 1 1 2 449 

I 63 1 282 

1 1 139 

15 15 15 12 10 15 5 15 16 11 15 1267 

Is ' 6 10 5 7 5 15 1 5 10 10 465 

72 

15 22 20 20 15 25 25 30 30 20 24 10 1779 

Is 5 5 3 5 8 15 5 2 4 1 10 447 

10 5 5 5 6 5 4 5 201 

5 4 3 2 5 2 5 4 3 181 

1 2 4 1 1 2 2 5 2 1 1 2 295 

117 42 125 59 54 43 68 50 70 51 54 55 51 5577 

5 5 5 5 1 80 

3 of 3 

TAB-84c 

Entries Averages 

48 9.35 

34 8.29 

34 4.09 

74 17.12 

59 7.88 

7 10.29 

77 23.10 

70 6.39 

40 5.03 

41 4.41 

73 4.04 

77 72.43 

24 3.33 



Wong, Hsi-Wen Wu 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Here are the last two year's stats: 

2011- 2012 = 4,776 
2012 - 2013 = 4,928 

Thanks. 

Suzie J'erre{{, Veyi1.ty 

Ferrell, Suzanne P. 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 11:34 AM 
Wong, Hsi-Wen Wu 
RE: 5B90 - Identity Theft 

]'iefr[ Oyerations Suyyort Services 
R.is~ Jvlanagement 'Burea.u 
..'A.£ministrative Services & Training Vivision, 
Los ..'A.nge{es County Sheriffs Veyartment 
(323) 890-5473 
spferre{@{ascl ora 

From: Wong, Hsi-Wen Wu 
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 11:05 AM 
To: Ferrell, Suzanne P. 
Subject: RE: SB90 - Identity Theft 

Ok. I just wait and do the estimated from fiscal year 2011-12 information . 

Thank you 

From: Ferrell, Suzanne P. 
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 10:26 AM 
To: Wong, Hsi-Wen Wu 
Subject: RE: S690 - Identity Theft 

TAB-B5 

Hi there . I am having problems accessing the program. I contacted the programmers and they are trying to figure it out. 

Thanks. 

Suzie :Jerre[{, Veyuty 
J'ie{£ Oyerations S-uyyort Services 
Risk Jvlanage1nent 'Bureau 
..'Aami.nistrat"ive Services & Training 'Division 
Los ..'A.nge[es County Sn.erf[fs 'Deyartnient 
(323) 890-5473 



WENDY L. WATANABE 
AUDITOR-CONTROLLER 

JUDI E. THOMAS 
CHIEF DEPUTY 

October 26, 2012 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF AUDITOR-CONTROLLER 

KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION 
500 WEST TEMPLE STREET, ROOM 525 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012-3873 

. PHONE: (213) 974-8301 FAX: (213) 626-5427 

TO: Conrad Meredith, Director 
Financial Programs Bureau 
Sheriff's Department 

FROM: Connie o/,, Division Chief 
Accounting Division 

SUBJECT: 2012-13 INDIRECT COST PROPOSAL 

ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TD: 

ACCOUNTING DIVISION 
500 W. TEMPLE ST., ROOM 603 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-2713 

As requested , we reviewed the Fiscal Year 2012-13 Indirect Cost Proposal (ICP) for the 
Sheriff's Department. Based on our review, the indirect expense rates as shown in you r 
ICP dated October 23, 2012, are approved. 

If you have any questions, please call Rick Vandenberg at (213) 893-0972. 

CY:RV 
H:\Cost Acctg\Rates\Sheriff\lCP\2012-13\2012-13 ICP.doc 

Help Conserve Paper - Print Double-Sided 
"To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service" 



I SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 INDIRECT COST PROPOSAL 

CLAIMABLE COSTS 

BASED ON FY 2009-10 ACTUAL 

INCURRED 

BY OTHER DEPT'L COSTS FOO-REGION I FOO-REGION II FOO-REGION Ill 

DEPARTMENT INDIRECT! DIRECT INDIRECT DIRECT INDIRECT DIRECT INDIRECT DIRECT 

SALARIES & WAGES 

EXECUTIVE $15,516,821 $0 so $0 $0 $0 $0 so 
ADMINISTRATIVE $91,735,686 $88,942,986 S14,393,1 81 $1,117,349 $17,685,697 51,372,948 $12,164,093 $944,304 

FOO-REGION I $3,568,686 $192,335,858 $3,578,112 $188,757 ,746 

FOO-REGION II :::r:: $190,866,511 53,685,988 $187,180,523 

FOO-REGION Ill $162,548,592 $3,066,409 $159,482,183 

DETECTIVE S78,013,271 

CUSTODY $476,690,209 

COURT SVCS $133,829,830 

SUB-TOTAL $118,22~,234 $1,323,227,256 $17,971,294 $189,875,095 $21,371,685 $188,553,471 $15,230,502 $160,426,487 

OTHER IND COSTS: I 
SERVICES & SUPPLIES [E-1] $63,842,438 $13,401,250 $16,464,544 $11,316,518 

EMP BENEFITS [C-1] 54.649% $64.607,848 $9,821,220 $11,679,517 58,323,392 

OEPT'L OH [A-1] 18.468% $3,318,977 $3,946,969 $2,812,802 

COUNTYWIDE OH [A-1] 3.995% 5717,977 5853,827 $608,479 

DEPT'L CARRY FWD [D-1-1 ] ($2,296,055) 

DIVL CARRY FWD [0-1] ($2,901,412) ($480,623) ($2,534,930) 

UNBILLED SVCS: 

COUNTYWIDE CARRY FWD (0-1-1] $22.926,419 

INSURANCE [ 1-3] ($7,317,354) 

OUTSIDE AUDITORS [ 1-3 j $227,289 

RENTAL EXP [ 1-3 ] ($24,334,914) 

BLDG USE ALLOWANCE ( 1-3] $18,773,647 

EQUIPT USE ALLOWANCE r 1-3 J $16,380,832 

VEHICLE EQUIPMENT DEPRECIATI• [ 1-3 ] $12,606,126 

UTILITY EXPENSE [ 1-3] ($3,156,832) 

VACANT SPACE [ 1-3 j $29,269 

AFFIRM ACTION [ 1-3] $734,195 

AUDITOR-CONTR [ 1-3 J $6,468,957 

BOARD OF SUPERV i 1-3 ] $392,375 

CHIEF EXEC. OFFICE [ 1-3 J $3,322,686 

CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER [ 1-3] $935,026 

COUNTY COUNSEL [ 1-3] $593,014 

HUMAN RESOURCES [ 1-3 ] $1,250,759 

INTERNAL SERVICES [ 1-3] $2,961 ,036 t-3 
> 

TREAS & TAX COLL ( 1-3] $92,937 t:P 

PUBLIC SAFETY [ 1-3] ($7.995) 
I 
> 

EB-GENERAL [ 1-3 ! ($32,633) 
w 

ADJUSTMENTS [ 1-3] $19,854 

CLAIMABLE COSTS[A-1) $52,864,693 $244,376,464 $1,323,227,256 $42,329,306 $189,875,095 $53,835,919 $188,553,471 $35,756,763 $160,426,487 

3.995% 18.468% 22.293% 28.552% 22.289% 



L.A. COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

FY 2012-13 INDIRECT COST PROPOSAL 

EB RATE cALcuLATION 

FY 2012-13 ESTIMATED EB RATE: 

ESTIMATED EB BILLED COST (C-1-1] 

ADD: EB UNBILLED COST [1-3) 

FY 2012-13 ESTIMATED E.B. COST 

FY 2012-13 ESTIMATED S&W [C-1-1] 

FY 2012-13 ESTIMATED EB RATE (EB COST/S&W) 

FY 2009-10 EB CARRY FORWARD RATE: 

FY 2009-10 ACTUAL EB BILLED COST [F-1] 

ADD: EB UNBILLED COST EB (1-3] 

FY 2009-10 ACTUAL E.B. COST 

FY 2009-10 ACTUAL S&W (F-1) 

FY 2009-10 ACTUAL EB RATE (EB COST/S&W) 

ESTIMATED VARIANCE: 

FY 2009-10 ACTUAL EB RATE (ABOVE) 

LESS: ESTIMATED EB RATE FOR FY 2009-10 ICP (J-3) 

THEN DIFFERENCE MULTIPLIED BY 

FY 2009-10 ACTUAL S&W(F-1) 

CARRY FORWARD VARIANCE: 

FY 2009-10 ESTIMATED S&W (FY 2009-10 ICP[J-3]) 

LESS: FY 2009-10 ACTUAL S&W (F-1) 

DIFFERENCE DIVIDED BY THE 

FY 2009-10 ESTIMATED S&W(J-3) 

THEN MULTIPLIED BY T HE 

FY 2009-10 TOTAL CARRY FORWARD(J-3) 

FY 2012-13 CARRY FORWARD RATE: 

FY 2009-10 TOTAL CARRY FORWARD (ESTIMATED 

VARIANCE PLUS CARRY FORWARD VARIANCE) 

DIVIDED BY FY 2012-13 ESTIMATED S&W(C-1-1) 

FY 2012-13 ICP EB RATE (FY 2012-13 ESTIMATED 

RATE PLUS FY 2012-13 CARRY FORWARD RATE) 

FY 2009-10 ACTUAL 

$694,711,188 

-S32,633 

$1,406 907,000 ok 

$1,441 ,449.490 

$801,902,000 

-$32,633 

$694,678,555 

$1,441,449.490 

48.193% 

48.193% 

48.805% ok 

-0.612% 

$1,441,449,490 

-$34,542,490 

S1 ,406,907,000 

-$63,939, 183 ok 

$801 ,869,367 

$1 ,454,027,000 

($8,820,869) 

-2.455% 

$1,569,840 

($7,251,029) 

$1,454,027 .coo 

55.148% 

-0.499% 

54.649% 

[B-1) 

[B-1-1] 



Top Step Variance Factor: 

MAPP TIER I Variance Factor: 

MAPP TIER II Variance Factor: 

SHERIFF 
COST FACTORS 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 

Contract Cities Liability Insurance Rates: 

Productive Work Hours: 

Countywide Cost: 
Group Ill 
Group IV 

97.7435% 

90.1232% 

101.3942% 

(1) 

1765 

$ 45,953,613 
$ 34,340,452 

(1) The appropriate Contract City Liability Insurance rate should be applied to total billable 
cost. Contact Risk Management for the appropriate rates. 

TAB-AS 



L.A. COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 
Fl
1 Y 2012-13 INDIRECT COST PROPOSAL 

OVERHEAD RATES 
FISCAL YEAR 2009-1 0 ACTUAL 

AVERAG':'. 

REGION I REGION II REGION Ill DETECTIVE CUSTODY COURT SVCS. OH RATES 

COUNTYWIDE OH RATE: 
$52,864,693 [B-1] I $1,323,227,256 [B-1] 3.995% 3.995% 3.995% 3.995% 3.995% 3.995% 3.995% 

DEPARTMENTAL OH RATE: 
$244,376,464 [B-1] I $1,323,227,256 [B-1] 18.468% 18.468% 18.468% 18.468% 18.468% 18.468% 18.468% 

FOO-REGION I OH RATE: 
$42,329,306 [8-1] I $189,875,095 [B-1] 22.293% 

FOO-REGION II OH RATE: 
$53,835,919 [B-1] I $188,553,471 [B-1 ] 28 .552% 

FOO-REGION Ill OH RATE: 
$35,756,763 [B-1] $160,426,487 [B-1] 22.289% 

DETECTIVE OH RA TE: 
$17,057,753 [B-1-1] I $76,249,372 [B-1-1] 22.371% 

CUSTODY DIV OH RATE: 
$97,392,183 [B-1 -1] I $464,033,874 [B-1-1] 20.988% 

COURT SERVICES OH RATE: 
$63,023,479 [B-1-1] I $112,969,827 [B-1 -1 ] 55.788% 28.713% [1] 

TOTAL OVERHEAD RATES 44.757% 51.015% 44.752% 44.834% 43.452% 78.251% 51.177% ,21 

..... I 
/ 

!1] AVERAGE DIVISIONAL OVERHEAD RATE 

1/1. 11'/I fa [2] AVERAGE TOTAL OVERHEAD RATE 

FILE: ICP09_ 10/OVERHEADRATES 
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BETTY T. YEE 

California State Controller 
 

June 12, 2017 
 

 

The Honorable Mark Ridley-Thomas, Chairman 

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors  

Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 

500 West Temple Street, Room 866 

Los Angeles, CA  90012 
 

Dear Mr. Ridley-Thomas: 

 

The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by Los Angeles County for the 

legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program (Chapter 956, Statutes of 2000) for the period of 

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2013. 

 

The county claimed $1,531,844 for the mandated program. Our audit found that $1,030,517 is 

allowable ($1,113,948 less a $83,431 penalty for filing late claims) and $501,327 is unallowable. 

The costs are unallowable because the county overstated the number of identity theft cases, 

misstated the time increments required to perform the reimbursable activities, and misstated the 

productive hourly rates. In addition, based on the methodology used to claim costs, we found that 

the county also overstated offsetting revenues. The State made no payments to the county.  The 

State will pay $1,030,517, contingent upon available appropriations. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact Jim L. Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, by 

telephone at (916) 323-5849. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Original signed by 

 

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

JVB/as 

 

 

 

 
 



 

The Honorable Mark Ridley-Thomas, -2- June 12, 2017 

Chairman 

 

 

 

cc: John Naimo, Auditor-Controller 

  Department of the Auditor-Controller, Los Angeles County  

 Rick Cavataio, Director 

  Financial Programs Bureau, Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department 

 Richard Martinez, Assistant Director 

  Financial Programs Bureau, Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department 

 Edward Jewik, Program Specialist IV 

  Department of the Auditor-Controller, Los Angeles County 

 Hasmik Yaghobyan, J.D., SB 90 Coordinator 

  Department of the Auditor-Controller, Los Angeles County 

 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 
 

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by Los 

Angeles County for the legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program 

(Chapter 956, Statutes of 2000) for the period of July 1, 2004, through 

June 30, 2013. 

 

The county claimed $1,531,844 for the mandated program. Our audit 

found that $1,030,517 is allowable ($1,113,948 less a $83,431 penalty for 

filing late claims) and $501,327 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable 

because the county overstated the number of identity theft cases, misstated 

the time increments required to perform the reimbursable activities, and 

misstated the productive hourly rates. In addition, based on the 

methodology used to claim costs, we found that the county also overstated 

offsetting revenues.  The State made no payments to the county. The State 

will pay $1,030,517, contingent upon available appropriations. 

 
 

Penal Code (PC) section 530.6, subdivision (a), as added by Statutes 2000, 

Chapter 956, requires local law enforcement agencies to take a police 

report and begin an investigation when a complainant residing within their 

jurisdiction reports suspected identity theft. 

 

On March 27, 2009, the Commission of State Mandates (Commission) 

found that this legislation mandates a new program or higher level of 

service for local law enforcement agencies within the meaning of 

Article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, and imposes costs 

mandated by the State pursuant to Government Code (GC) section 17514. 

 

The Commission determined that each claimant is only allowed to claim 

and be reimbursed for the following ongoing activities identified in 

parameters and guidelines (Section IV. Reimbursable Activities): 

 
1. Either a) or b) below: 

 

a) Take a police report supporting a violation of Penal Code 

section 530.5 which includes information regarding the 

personal identifying information involved and any uses of that 

personal identifying information that were non-consensual and 

for an unlawful purpose, including, if available, information 

surrounding the suspected identity theft, places where the 

crime(s) occurred, and how and where the suspect obtained and 

used the personal identifying information. This activity 

includes drafting, reviewing, and editing the identity theft 

police report; or 
 

b) Reviewing the identity theft report completed online by the 

identity theft victim.  
 

2. Begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts 

sufficient to determine where the crime(s) occurred and what pieces 

of personal identifying information were used for an unlawful 

purpose. The purpose of the investigation is to assist the victims in 

clearing their names. Reimbursement is not required to complete the 

investigation for purposes of criminal prosecution. 

  

Summary 

Background 
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The Commission also determined that providing a copy of the report to the 

complainant and referring the matter to the law enforcement agency where 

the suspected crime was committed for further investigation of the facts 

are not reimbursable activitites. 

 

The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and 

define the reimbursement criteria. In compliance with GC section 17558, 

the SCO issues claiming instructions to assist local agencies, school 

districts, and community college districts in claiming mandated program 

reimbursable costs. 

 

 

We conducted this performance audit to determine whether costs claimed 

represent increased costs resulting from the Identity Theft Program for the 

period of July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2013. 

 

The legal authority to conduct this audit is provided by GC sections 12410, 

17558.5, and 17561. We did not audit the county’s financial statements. 

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 county’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.  

 

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: 

 

 Reviewed annual claims filed with the SCO to identify the material 

cost components of each claim and any mathematical errors; and 

performed analytical procedures to determine any unusual or 

unexpected variances from year-to-year; 
 

 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; 
 

 Assessed whether computer-processed data provided by the county to 

support claimed costs was complete, accurate, and could be relied 

upon;  
 

 Obtained system-generated lists of identity theft cases for the 

unincorporated areas of the county to verify the existence, 

completeness, and accuracy of unduplicated counts; and tested 

statistical samples of identity theft cases to determine if each is 

supported by an approved police report;  

Objectives, Scope, 

and Methodology 
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 Interviewed Operations Lieutenants, Sergeants, and Deputy Sheriffs 

who participated in the time surveys to gain an understanding of the 

surveyed activities and to determine the reasonableness of time 

increments claimed; and tested the time surveys to determine if each 

is adequately supported, the job classifications of the employees who 

performed the identity theft activities, and if the time increments 

claimed were properly calculated; and 
 

 Tested the productive hourly rates of the job classifications of the 

employees who performed the reimbursable activities. 

 

 

Our audit found an instance of noncompliance with the requirements 

outlined in the Objectives section. This instance is described in the 

accompanying Schedule (Summary of Program Costs) and in the Finding 

and Recommendation section of this report. 

 

For the audit period, the county claimed $1,531,844 for costs of the 

Identity Theft Program. Our audit found that $1,030,517 is allowable 

($1,113,948 less a $83,431 penalty for filing late claims) and $501,327 is 

unallowable. The State made no payments to the county. The State will 

pay $1,030,517, contingent upon available appropriations.  

 
 

We discussed our audit results with the county’s representatives during an 

exit conference conducted on May 16, 2017.  Richard Martinez, Assistant 

Director, Financial Programs Bureau, Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 

Department, agreed with the audit results.  Mr. Martinez declined a draft 

audit report and agreed we could issue the audit report as final. 

 

 

This report is solely for the information and use of Los Angeles County, 

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 

 

June 12, 2017 

 

 

Conclusion 

Views of 

Responsible 

Officials 

Restricted Use 
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Schedule— 

Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2013 
 

 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Claimed per Audit Adjustment 
1

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005

Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 98,781$           25,399$           (73,382)$      

1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 9,390               -                      (9,390)          

2. Begin an investigation of facts 93,013             16,620             (76,393)        

Total salaries and benefits 201,184           42,019             (159,165)      

Indirect costs 57,906             12,094             (45,812)        

Total direct and indirect costs 259,090           54,113             (204,977)      

Less offsetting revenues (163,227)         -                      163,227       

Subtotal 95,863             54,113             (41,750)        

Less late filing penalty 
2

-                      (5,411)              (5,411)          

Total program costs 95,863$           48,702             (47,161)$      

Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 48,702$           

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006

Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 148,580$         52,468$           (96,112)$      

1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 14,124             -                      (14,124)        

2. Begin an investigation of facts 139,907           34,281             (105,626)      

Total salaries and benefits 302,611           86,749             (215,862)      

Indirect costs 85,932             24,634             (61,298)        

Total direct and indirect costs 388,543           111,383           (277,160)      

Less offsetting revenues (244,782)         -                      244,782       

Subtotal 143,761           111,383           (32,378)        

Less late filing penalty 
2

-                      (11,138)            (11,138)        

Total program costs 143,761$         100,245           (43,516)$      

Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 100,245$         

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued) 
 

 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Claimed per Audit Adjustment 
1

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007

Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 195,742$         67,676$           (128,066)$    

1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 18,609             -                      (18,609)        

2. Begin an investigation of facts 184,316           44,177             (140,139)      

Total salaries and benefits 398,667           111,853           (286,814)      

Indirect costs 116,131           32,583             (83,548)        

Total direct and indirect costs 514,798           144,436           (370,362)      

Less offsetting revenues (324,323)         -                      324,323       

Subtotal 190,475           144,436           (46,039)        

Less late filing penalty 
2

-                      (14,444)            (14,444)        

Total program costs 190,475$         129,992           (60,483)$      

Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 129,992$         

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008

Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 205,054$         69,545$           (135,509)$    

1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 19,493             -                      (19,493)        

2. Begin an investigation of facts 193,081           45,434             (147,647)      

Total salaries and benefits 417,628           114,979           (302,649)      

Indirect costs 138,645           38,171             (100,474)      

Total direct and indirect costs 556,273           153,150           (403,123)      

Less offsetting revenues (350,452)         -                      350,452       

Subtotal 205,821           153,150           (52,671)        

Less late filing penalty 
2

-                      (15,315)            (15,315)        

Total program costs 205,821$         137,835           (67,986)$      

Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 137,835$         

Cost Elements

 
  



Los Angeles County Identity Theft Program 

-6- 

Schedule (continued) 
 

 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Claimed per Audit Adjustment 
1

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009

Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 194,735$         66,796$           (127,939)$    

1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 18,511             -                      (18,511)        

2. Begin an investigation of facts 183,365           43,595             (139,770)      

Total salaries and benefits 396,611           110,391           (286,220)      

Indirect costs 137,584           38,294             (99,290)        

Total direct and indirect costs 534,195           148,685           (385,510)      

Less offsetting revenues (336,543)         -                      336,543       

Subtotal 197,652           148,685           (48,967)        

Less late filing penalty 
2

-                      (14,868)            (14,868)        

Total program costs 197,652$         133,817           (63,835)$      

Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 133,817$         

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010

Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 158,182$         56,990$           (101,192)$    

1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 15,038             -                      (15,038)        

2. Begin an investigation of facts 148,947           37,212             (111,735)      

Total salaries and benefits 322,167           94,202             (227,965)      

Indirect costs 96,963             28,352             (68,611)        

Total direct and indirect costs 419,130           122,554           (296,576)      

Less offsetting revenues (264,052)         -                      264,052       

Subtotal 155,078           122,554           (32,524)        

Less late filing penalty 
2

-                      (12,255)            (12,255)        

Total program costs 155,078$         110,299           (44,779)$      

Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 110,299$         

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued) 
 

 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Claimed per Audit Adjustment 
1

July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011

Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 163,307$         55,653$           (107,654)$    

1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 15,524             -                      (15,524)        

2. Begin an investigation of facts 153,772           36,346             (117,426)      

Total salaries and benefits 332,603           91,999             (240,604)      

Indirect costs 107,273           29,672             (77,601)        

Total direct and indirect costs 439,876           121,671           (318,205)      

Less offsetting revenues (277,122)         -                      277,122       

Subtotal 162,754           121,671           (41,083)        

Less late filing penalty 
3

-                      (10,000)            (10,000)        

Total program costs 162,754$         111,671           (51,083)$      

Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 111,671$         

July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012

Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 185,777$         60,770$           (125,007)$    

1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 17,659             -                      (17,659)        

2. Begin an investigation of facts 174,928           39,414             (135,514)      

Total salaries and benefits 378,364           100,184           (278,180)      

Indirect costs 118,006           31,246             (86,760)        

Total direct and indirect costs 496,370           131,430           (364,940)      

Less offsetting revenues (312,713)         -                      312,713       

Total program costs 183,657$         131,430           (52,227)$      

Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 131,430$         

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued) 
 

 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Claimed per Audit Adjustment 
1

July 1, 2012, through June 30, 2013

Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 200,427$         58,666$           (141,761)$    

1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 19,053             -                      (19,053)        

2. Begin an investigation of facts 188,726           38,446             (150,280)      

Total salaries and benefits 408,206           97,112             (311,094)      

Indirect costs 123,640           29,414             (94,226)        

Total direct and indirect costs 531,846           126,526           (405,320)      

Less offsetting revenues (335,063)         -                      335,063       

Total program costs 196,783$         126,526           (70,257)$      

Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 126,526$         

Summary:  July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2013

Direct costs:

Salaries and benefits:

1a. Taking a police report in violation of PC § 530.5 1,550,585$      513,963$         (1,036,622)$ 

1b. Reviewing online identity theft report 147,401           -                      (147,401)      

2. Begin an investigation of facts 1,460,055        335,525           (1,124,530)   

Total salaries and benefits 3,158,041        849,488           (2,308,553)   

Indirect costs 982,080           264,460           (717,620)      

Total direct and indirect costs 4,140,121        1,113,948        (3,026,173)   

Less offsetting revenues (2,608,277)      -                      2,608,277    

Subtotal 1,531,844        1,113,948        (417,896)      

Less late filing penalty -                      (83,431)            (83,431)        

Total program costs 1,531,844$      1,030,517        (501,327)$    

Less payment made by the State -                      

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid 1,030,517$      

Cost Elements

 

 

_________________________ 

1 See the Finding and Recommendation section. 

2 The county filed its fiscal year (FY) 2004-05 through FY 2009-10 initial reimbursement claims after the due date 

specified in Government Code section 17560.  Pursuant to Government Code section 17561, subdivision (d)(3), the 

State assessed a late filing penalty equal to 10% of allowable costs, with no maximum penalty amount.  

3 
The county filed its FY 2010-11 annual reimbursement claim after the due date specified in Government Code 

section 17560.  Pursuant to Government Code section 17568, the State assessed a late filing penalty equal to 10% 

of allowable costs, not to exceed $10,000.   
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Finding and Recommendation 
 
The county claimed $1,531,844 in identity theft program costs for the audit 

period. We found that $1,113,948 is allowable and $417,896 is 

unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the county overstated the 

number of identity theft cases, misstated the time increments required to 

perform the reimbursable activities, and misstated the productive hourly 

rates. In addition, based on the methodology used to claim costs, we found 

that the county also overstated offsetting revenues.  

 

The following table summarizes the audit adjustment by fiscal year: 

 

Salaries Less: Salaries Less:

Fiscal and Indirect Offsetting and Indirect Offsetting Audit

Year Benefits Costs Revenues Total Benefits Costs Revenues Total Adjustment

2004-05 201,184$    57,906$    (163,227)$    95,863$      42,019$   12,094$   -$            54,113$      (41,750)$      

2005-06 302,611      85,932      (244,782)      143,761      86,749     24,634     -              111,383      (32,378)        

2006-07 398,667      116,131    (324,323)      190,475      111,853   32,583     -              144,436      (46,039)        

2007-08 417,628      138,645    (350,452)      205,821      114,979   38,171     -              153,150      (52,671)        

2008-09 396,611      137,584    (336,543)      197,652      110,391   38,294     -              148,685      (48,967)        

2009-10 322,167      96,963      (264,052)      155,078      94,202     28,352     -              122,554      (32,524)        

2010-11 332,603      107,273    (277,122)      162,754      91,999     29,672     -              121,671      (41,083)        

2011-12 378,364      118,006    (312,713)      183,657      100,184   31,246     -              131,430      (52,227)        

2012-13 408,206      123,640    (335,063)      196,783      97,112     29,414     -              126,526      (70,257)        

Total 3,158,041$ 982,080$  (2,608,277)$ 1,531,844$ 849,488$ 264,460$ -$            1,113,948$ (417,896)$    

 Amount Claimed  Amount Allowable 

  
The program’s parameters and guidelines (Section III. Period of 

Reimbursement) state, in part, “Actual costs for one fiscal year shall be 

included in each claim.” 

 

The parameters and guidelines (Section IV. Reimbursable Activities) 

state: 

 
To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any given fiscal year, 

only actual costs may be claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually 

incurred to implement the mandated activities. Actual cost must be 

traceable to 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. 

 

Section IV. also identifies the specific activities reimbursable under the 

mandate (see the Background section of this report). 

 

The parameters and guidelines allow reimbursement for salaries and 

benefits if claimants report each employee implementing the reimbursable 

activities by name, job classification, and productive hourly rate; and 

provide a description of the specific reimbursable activities performed and 

the hours devoted to these activities. 

  

FINDING— 

Overstated identity 

theft program costs 
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Overstated counts of identity theft cases 

 

The county reported costs incurred for performing mandated activities 

related to 43,125 identity theft cases. The Los Angeles Sheriff’s 

Department’s (LASD) Field Operations Support Services, Risk 

Management Bureau, obtained counts of cases from a system-generated 

Regional Allocation of Police Services (RAPS) summary report of 

identity-theft-related police reports. The RAPS report annually provided 

subtotals of police reports with identity theft statistical codes 117, 118, and 

119 for each of the county’s 27 patrol stations.  

 

During audit fieldwork, we reviewed an online RAPS report that listed 

case numbers for one of the fiscal years claimed. We discovered that the 

total number of cases from the online list was significantly greater than the 

total number of cases from the summary report that the county used as the 

basis of its claim. Additionally, some case numbers in the online list were 

reported numerous times. LASD stated that the RAPS report is intended 

to track all law enforcement staff that worked on a case. Also, statistical 

codes for police reports could be changed from the initial call for service 

through supplemental reports or when a case is transferred, either to a 

detective within the same patrol station, or to the commercial crimes or 

major crimes bureau at LASD headquarters. 

 

Each patrol station provides law enforcement services to multiple contract 

cities and unincorporated areas of the county. The RAPS report did not 

provide a breakdown identifying where the reports originated—whether 

from a city within Los Angeles County that did not have its own police 

force (a contract city) or from the county’s unincorporated areas. 

Historically, the county’s reimbursement claims for other mandates did 

not include costs for contract cities.  However, for this mandate, the county 

neither had time nor staff to stratify the incident reports in order to 

determine where they originated. As a result, the county included identity 

theft reports originating from its contracting cities and estimated the 

offsetting revenues received from those cities. The county’s Auditor-

Controller and Sheriff’s Department estimated that revenues received 

from contract cities offset 63% of its annual costs for providing law 

enforcement services to residents of Los Angeles County. The county 

provided samples of Municipal Law Enforcement Services Agreements; 

however, information contained in those agreements did not support 

reported offsets. 

 

From the interviews held with Operations Lieutenants and Deputy Sheriffs 

who participated in the identity theft surveys, we discovered that the 

county has a database system, the Los Angeles Regional Crime 

Information System (LARCIS), which can provide unduplicated counts of 

incident reports with identity theft statistical codes 117, 118, and 119, as 

well as the specific origin of each report. 

 

Using the LARCIS database, we received a detailed system-generated list 

of identity theft reports for the entire nine-year audit period from LASD’s 

Crime Analysis Program, Criminal Intelligence Bureau. This list provided 

sufficient and appropriate data to obtain complete, accurate, and 

unduplicated populations of reports originating from the county, the 

county’s unincorporated area, and the contract cities.   
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The county agreed with our proposal to calculate the county’s cost for 

processing identity theft reports that would not include the costs of 

processing reports for contract cities.  

 

The following table summarizes the counts of identity theft cases provided 

by the county by source: 

 

Fiscal 

Year

09/20/2012 RAPS 

Unincorporated area 

including contract cities

06/20/2016 LARCIS 

Unincorporated area 

including contract cities

06/20/2016 LARCIS 

Unincorporated area    

excluding contract cities

2004-05 3,309 3,775 839

2005-06 4,595 4,597 1,591

2006-07 5,681 5,451 1,922

2007-08 5,798 5,368 1,908

2008-09 5,424 4,904 1,803

2009-10 4,391 4,012 1,533

2010-11 4,223 3,928 1,395

2011-12 4,776 4,386 1,514

2012-13 4,928 4,653 1,468

Total 43,125 41,074 13,973

  
We tested the number of claimed identity theft incident reports by 

verifying whether:   

 

 Each identity theft case is supported by a contemporaneously prepared 

and approved incident report; and 

 

 The incident report is for a violation of PC section 530.5. 

 

We conducted a statistical sample for these two procedures so that we 

could project our sample results to the population of identity theft reports. 

We selected our statistical samples of identity theft incident reports from 

the county’s unincorporated area based on a 95% confidence level, a 

sampling error of +/- 8%, and an expected (true) error rate of 50%. 

 

Our testing for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13 disclosed the following: 

 

 For FY 2011-12, we sampled 137 incident reports from the population 

of 1,514 incident reports and found that 3% were unallowable because 

they were either unsupported (three instances) or not a violation of PC 

530.5 (one instance).  

 

 For FY 2012-13, we sampled 136 incident reports from the population 

of 1,468 incident reports and found that 10% of the incident reports 

were unallowable because they were either unsupported (eleven 

instances) or not a violation of PC section 530.5 (three instances).  

 

As the county destroyed the incident reports for FY 2004-05 through 

FY 2010-11, we were unable to determine the actual error rates in the 

incident reports for those years. Rather than determining all costs claimed 

for these fiscal years to be unsupported, we calculated an average error 
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rate of 6.5% (3% for FY 2011-12 and 10% for FY 2012-13) and applied 

this error rate to FY 2004-05 through FY 2010-11. 

 

We extrapolated and projected the results of our substantive tests of 

statistical samples of identity theft cases to determine the number of 

allowable and unallowable identity theft incident reports for the entire 

nine-year audit period. Of the 13,973 identity theft incident reports for the 

county’s unincorporated area, we found that 13,066 are allowable (13,973 

less a 6.5% average error rate), and 907 incident reports are either 

unsupported or were not a violation of PC section 530.5. 

 

The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable counts of 

identity theft incident reports by fiscal year: 

 

Claimed No. of Allowable No. of

Fiscal Identity Theft Identity Theft

Year Cases Cases Difference

2004-05 3,309 784 2,525

2005-06 4,595 1,488 3,107

2006-07 5,681 1,797 3,884

2007-08 5,798 1,784 4,014

2008-09 5,424 1,686 3,738

2009-10 4,391 1,433 2,958

2010-11 4,223 1,304 2,919

2011-12 4,776 1,469 3,307

2012-13 4,928 1,321 3,607

   Total 43,125 13,066 30,059

 
Misstated time increments   

 

For the audit period, the county claimed salaries and benefits based on a 

time survey that was conducted in the Sheriff’s Department during the 

month of June 2012. The county supported its time survey with 130 survey 

forms completed at LASD patrol stations, as follows: 

 

 Lakewood station – 29 surveys 
 

 Palmdale station – 24 surveys 
 

 Santa Clarita station – 77 surveys 

 

We reviewed the county’s June 2012 time survey and noted the following 

issues:  

 

 The county did not prepare a plan indicating how its survey was to be 

conducted; 
 

 Employees did not sign the survey form, thus we are unable to 

determine who completed the form; 
 

 All surveys completed at the Palmdale station were typewritten; and 
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 The surveys did not include a declaration under penalty of perjury 

under the laws of the State of California that the declarations of time 

increments were true and correct.  

 

Due to these issues, we tested the time surveys to: 1) determine if they 

were adequately supported, 2) identify the job classification of the 

employee who performed the identity theft activities, and 3) determine if 

the time increments claimed were correctly calculated. 

 

Inadequately supported time surveys   

 

From the population of 130 surveys, we selected a statistical sample of 

70 surveys, based on a 95% confidence level, a sampling error rate of +/-

8%, and an expected (true) error rate of 50%. Our tests disclosed a 38% 

error rate, as follows:  

 

 Thirty-four percent of the sampled police (incident) reports listed 

Penal Code charges for burglary, forgery and counterfeiting, larceny, 

and grand theft, instead of violations of PC section 530.5, which is 

specific to identity theft. The parameters and guidelines specify that 

the program’s reimbursable activities pertain only to violations of PC 

section 530.5.  
 

 In addition, 4% of the incident reports were not available for review; 

therefore, they were unsupported. 

 

From the county’s time surveys of 130 incident reports, 43 surveys (five 

from the Lakewood station, three from the Palmdale station, and 35 from 

the Santa Clarita station) are ineligible for calculation of identity theft time 

increments because these were either unsupported with approved incident 

reports or were supported with incident reports that were not a violation of 

PC section 530.5.  The remaining 87 time surveys, which were completed 

at the LASD patrol stations, were supported with approved incident 

reports, and were for violations of PC section 530.5, are as follows: 

 

 Lakewood station – 24 surveys 
 

 Palmdale station – 21 surveys 
 

 Santa Clarita station – 42 surveys 

 

As such, we recalculated time increments for each reimbursable activity 

by excluding those surveys that were not supported by an approved 

incident report and/or were not for violations of PC section 530.5. 
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Underclaimed and misclassified time survey activities 
 

The June 2012 identity theft surveys disclosed time tracked by employees 

in four job classifications to perform 12 activities related to initial calls for 

service for identity theft cases, as follows:  
 

Time Survey Job

Activity No. Classification Activity

1 Complaint Deputy Handled and entered the initial call for service

2 Dispatcher Assigned the call to handling deputy

3 Handling Deputy Reviewed and acknowledged the call

4 Handling Deputy Investigated / interviewed the victim

5 Handling Deputy Collected / reviewed evidence and documents

6 Handling Deputy Booked the evidence at the station

7 Handling Deputy Determined that the crime did not occur in the county's jurisdiction

8 Handling Deputy Wrote the incident report

9 Watch Sergeant Reviewed the incident report

10 Handling Deputy Revised / edited the incident report

11 Watch Sergeant Reviewed the revised / edited incident report

12 Watch Sergeant Assigned / distributed the report

  
For the purposes of preparing its mandated cost claims, the county used 

the time tracked in its survey forms for the activities noted above as 

follows: 
 

 Activities 8 and 10 were combined to support the time required to take 

a police report in violation of PC section 530.5 (Section IV 

Reimbursable Activity 1a in the parameters and guidelines);           
 

 Activity 3 was used to support the time required to review identity 

theft reports completed online (Section IV. Reimbursable Activity 1b 

in the parameters and guidelines); and                                                                                                                     
 

 Activities 4 and 5 were combined to support the time required to begin 

an investigation of the facts (Section IV. Reimbursable Activity 2 in 

the parameters and guidelines). 
 

We found that even though Activities 9 and 11 were not claimed by the 

county, these activities performed by watch sergeants equate to 

Section IV. Reimbursable Activity 1a in the parameters and guidelines; 

and are allowable. 
 

We also found that the county erroneously claimed Activity 3 time 

increments to support the time required to review identity theft reports 

completed online (reimbursable activity Section IV. 1b in the parameters 

and guidelines). Representatives of the LASD Field Operations Support 

Services, Risk Management Bureau (FOSS), stated that identity theft is 

one of the six crimes that cannot be reported online by crime victims to 

LASD. All initial incident reports are manually handwritten and approved. 

FOSS clarified that Activity 3 pertains to a deputy out on patrol 

acknowledging the LASD station dispatch’s initial call for service. 

Deputies perform this activity before responding to the victim, 

interviewing the victim, and taking a police report. As such, we added the 

time increments for Activity 3 to the time increments for Activities 8 and 

10. 
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Miscalculated time survey results 

 

To compute the incremental amount of time to perform each of the 

reimbursable activities, the county accumulated the total amount of 

minutes reported on the survey forms and divided the total by the number 

of survey forms submitted.  

 

We found that the county overstated the time increments because it did not 

compile the results accurately. For example, the county’s time surveys 

recorded the following results for taking a police report in violation of PC 

section 530.5: 

 

 Activity 8 – Write the initial incident report – 3,023 minutes recorded 

for the 130 surveys 
 

 Activity 10 – Revise/edit incident reports – 308 minutes for 53 surveys 

 

The two activities together comprise the activity of taking a police 

(incident) report. The county should have added the total time required for 

writing and revising incident reports (3,023 minutes + 308 minutes = 3,331 

minutes) and divided the total by the 130 surveys, which results in an 

average of 25.62 minutes per incident report. However, the county 

determined the time required for each sub-activity separately and added 

them together. For example, 3,023 minutes divided by 130 surveys results 

in 23.254 minutes to write the initial report, and 308 minutes divided by 

53 surveys results in 5.811 minutes to revise the original report. Adding 

23.254 and 5.811 together results in 29.065 minutes per incident report. 

However, multiplying 130 surveys by 29.065 minutes equals 3,779 

minutes to perform the reimbursable activity, which exceeds the actual 

time recorded (3,331 minutes) by 448 minutes.  

 

The county made the same calculation error when compiling the results 

for Activities 4 and 5, which together comprise the reimbursable activity 

of beginning an investigation. Instead of an average time increment of 

27.368 minutes to perform the reimbursable activity, we found that the 

average should have been 24.06 minutes.  

 

The following table summarizes the time increment, in minutes, for each 

identity theft police report claimed by the county and the time increment 

allowable: 

 

Time Time

Increment Increment

Reimbursable Activity Claimed Allowable

1a. Taking incident reports for PC 530.5 violations 29.065   26.94

1a. Reviewing incident reports for PC 530.5 violations -            7.31

1b. Reviewing incident reports submitted online 2.763     -            

2.   Beginning an investigation 27.368   24.06     

  
  



Los Angeles County Identity Theft Program 

-16- 

Misstated productive hourly rates  

 

The county claimed an average productive hourly rate (PHR) of the 

following three job classifications: Deputy Sheriff Generalists, Deputy 

Sheriff Bonus Is, and Deputy Sheriff Bonus IIs.  

 

As previously noted, the county’s time surveys did not indicate who 

prepared them. Therefore, to validate the county’s assertion as to who 

performed the reimbursable activities, we requested information 

supporting the actual job classifications related to the statistical samples 

of approved and supported PC section 530.5 incident reports. 

 

The following summarizes the actual job classifications of employees who 

performed the reimbursable activities for the June 2012 identity theft 

survey and the extent to which they performed them: 

 

 74%  Deputy Sheriffs  (Los Angeles County sworn officers) 
 

 5% Community Services Assistants (Los Angeles County non-sworn 

officers) 
 

 21% Community Services Officers (Employees of contract cities) 

 

Due to the large variation between the job classifications claimed and our 

testing of the job classifications identified in the time survey, we expanded 

our testing of the job classifications to instead use statistical samples 

related to incident reports originating from the unincorporated areas of the 

county (1,514 for FY 2011-12, and 1,468 for FY 2012-13).  

 

The following table summarizes the actual job classifications of 

employees who performed the reimbursable activities for FY 2011-12 and 

FY 2012-13, as well as the average of the two fiscal years: 

 

Classification 2011-12 2012-13 Average

Deputy Sheriff Generalists 76% 84% 80%

Deputy Sheriff Bonus Is 11% 8% 10%

Deputy Sheriff Bonus IIs 2% 1.5% 2%

Deputy Sheriff Sergeants 1% 1.5% 1%

Community Services Assistants 7% 4% 5%

Community Services Officers 3% 1% 2%

100% 100% 100%

Fiscal Year

 

We were unable to test job classifications for years earlier than  

FY 2011-12 because the county, in compliance with its own 

documentation-retention policies, destroyed reports for those years. 

Therefore, we used the average for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13, and 

applied the results to FY 2004-05 through FY 2010-11.   

 

The county’s claimed PHRs were the average of three sworn officers’ job 

classifications. Our recalculated PHRs are weighted averages, based on 

the percentages for the job classifications shown above. The recalculated 
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PHRs were applied to two reimbursable activities:  taking a police report 

supporting a violation of PC section 530.5 (Section IV. Reimbursable 

Activity 1a), and beginning an investigation of facts (Section IV. 

Reimbursable Activity 2). In addition, we applied the actual PHR for 

deputy sergeants reviewing identity theft incident reports, a reimbursable 

activity that was included in the time survey but not claimed by the county 

 

The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable productive 

hourly rates by fiscal year: 
 

Average Average Average

Fiscal PHR PHR PHR

Year Claimed (1a, 2) (1a Dpt. Sgt.)

2004-05 41.59$     35.68$       47.96$        

2005-06 44.08       37.94        51.30         

2006-07 47.94       41.32        56.06         

2007-08 50.81       44.20        59.79         

2008-09 51.54       44.84        60.88         

2009-10 51.55       44.89        60.84         

2010-11 52.05       45.32        61.39         

2011-12 53.86       44.88        62.35         

2012-13 54.29       46.93        62.75         

Amount Allowable

 
 

Overstated offsetting revenues 

 

For the audit period, the county reported offsetting revenues of 

$2,608,277. We found that the county should not have offset any costs on 

its claims.    

 

The county based its reported offsets on claimed salaries, benefits, and 

related indirect costs incurred for an estimated 63% of identity theft cases 

completed for its contracting cities. Forty-four cities with no police forces 

of their own contracted with and annually reimbursed Los Angeles County 

for general law-enforcement services. The LASD Financial Programs 

Bureau staff obtained the percentage of offsets from estimates jointly 

decided by LASD’s Contract Law Enforcement Bureau, the Auditor-

Controller, and Special Accounts. However, due to the discovery of 

database information provided by the county’s LARCIS system, the 

calculation of allowable costs for identity theft reports applicable only to 

the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County is now possible and 

calculating offsetting revenues is no longer necessary.  

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the county ensure that claimed costs include only 

eligible costs, are based on actual costs, and are properly supported.  
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MUNICIPAL LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES AGREEMENT 
BY AND BETWEEN 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
AND CITY OF LAKEWOOD 

'1'1144 

This Municipal Law Enforcement Services Agreement (hereinafter referred to as 

"Agreement") is made and entered into this \ t.r., day of 0§ff.6MB!:::JZ- , 2009 by and 

between the COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, (hereinafter referred to as "County") and the CITY 

OF LAKEWOOD (hereinafter referred to as "City"). 

RECITALS 

Whereas, the City is desirous of contracting with the County for the performance of law 

enforcement services by the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department (hereinafter referred to as 

"Sheriffs Department"); and 

Whereas, the County is agreeable to rendering such law enforcement services on the terms and 

conditions set forth in this Agreement; and 

Whereas, such law enforcement services agreements are authorized and provided for by the 

provisions of Section 56 1/2 and 56 3/4 of the County Charter and California Government Code 

Section 51301. 

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants contained herein, and for good 

and valuable consideration, the parties mutually agree as follows: 

1.0 SCOPE OF SERVICES 

1.1 The County agrees, through the Sheriff of the County of Los Angeles (hereinafter 

referred to as "Sheriff'), to provide general law enforcement services within the 

corporate limits of the City to the extent and in the manner hereinafter set forth in 

this Agreement. 

1.2 Except as otherwise specifically set forth in this Agreement, such services shall 

only encompass duties and functions of the type coming within the jurisdiction of 

and customarily rendered by the Sheriff under the County Charter and the statutes 

of the State of California, and under the City municipal codes. 
2 
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1.3 General law enforcement services performed hereunder may include, if requested 

by the City, supplemental security support, supplemental sworn officer support, 

and supplemental professional civilian support staff. 

2.0 ADMINISTRATION OF PERSONNEL 

2.1 During the term of this Agreement, the Sheriff or his designee shall serve as Chief 

of Police of the City and shall perform the functions of the Chief of Police at the 

direction of the City. 

2.2 The rendition of the services performed by the Sheriffs Department, the standards 

of performance, the discipline of officers, and other matters incident to the 

performance of such services and the control of personnel so employed shall 

remain with the County. 

2.3 In the event of a dispute between the parties to this Agreement as to the extent of 

the duties and functions to be rendered hereunder, or the minimum level or 

manner of performance of such service, the City shall be consulted and a mutual 

determination thereof shall be made by both the Sheriff and the City. 

2.4 With regard to Sections 2.2 and 2.3 above, the Sheriff, in an unresolved dispute, 

shall have final and conclusive determination as between the parties hereto. 

2.5 All City employees who work in conjunction with the Sheriff's Department 

pursuant to this Agreement shall remain employees of the City and shall not have 

any claim or right to employment, civil service protection, salary, or benefits or 

claims of any kind from the County based on this Agreement. No City employee 

as such shall become employees of the County unless by specific additional 

agreement in the form of a merger agreement which must be concurrently adopted 

by the City and the County. 

2.6 For the purpose of performing services and functions, pursuant to this Agreement 

and only for the purpose of giving official status to the performance thereof, every 

County officer and/or employee engaged in performing any such service and 

function shall be deemed to be an officer or employee of the City while 

performing such service for the City, as long as the service is within the scope of 

their duties performing law enforcement services pursuant to this Agreement. 

2. 7 The City shall not be called upon to assume any liability for the direct payment of 

any Sheriffs Department salaries, wages, or other compensation to any County 
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personnel performing services hereunder for said City. Except as herein 

otherwise specified, the City shall not be liable for compensation or indemnity to 

any County employee or agent of the County for injury or sickness arising out of 

his/her employment as a contract employee of the City. 

2.8 As part of its compliance with all applicable laws and regulations relating to 

employee hiring, the County agrees that the County Civil Service Rules to which 

it is subject and which prohibit discrimination on the basis of non-merit factors, 

shall for purposes of this Agreement be read and understood to prohibit 

discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation. 

3.0 DEPLOYMENT OF PERSONNEL 

3.1 Services performed hereunder and specifically requested by the City shall be 

developed in conjunction with the Sheriff and indicated on a Los Angeles County 

Sheriff's Department SH-AD 575 Deployment of Personnel form, attached hereto 

as Attachment A and incorporated herein by this reference. 

3.2 A new SH-AD 575 Deployment of Personnel form shall be authorized and signed 

annually by the City and the Sheriff or his designee each July 1, and attached 

hereto as an Amendment to this Agreement. 

3.3 Should the City request a change in level of service other than pursuant to the 

annual July 1 readjustment, an additional SH-AD 575 Deployment of Personnel 

form shall be signed and authorized by the City and the Sheriff or his designee 

and attached hereto as an Amendment to this Agreement. 

3.4 The most recent dated and signed SH-AD 575 Deployment of Personnel form 

attached to this Agreement shall be the staffing level in effect between the County 

and the City. 

3.5 The City is not limited to the services indicated in Attachment A, but the City 

may also request any other service in the field of public safety, law, or related 

fields within the legal power of the Sheriff to provide. Such other services shall 

be reflected in an amended SH-AD 575 Deployment of Personnel form under the 

procedures set forth in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 above. 

4.0 PERFORMANCE OF AGREEMENT 

4.1 For the purpose of performing said general law enforcement services, County 

shall furnish and supply all necessary labor, supervision, equipment, 

4 



communication facilities, and supplies necessary to maintain the agreed level of 

service to be rendered hereunder. 

4.2 Notwithstanding the foregoing, the City may provide additional resources for the 

County to utilize in performance of the services. 

4.3 When and if both parties to this Agreement concur as to the necessity of 

maintaining a law enforcement headquarters or Sheriffs Department substation 

within the City which would not normally be provided by the Sheriff, the City 

shall furnish at its own cost and expense all necessary office space, and the 

Sheriff shall have authority to negotiate with the City regarding which entity shall 

pay for furniture and furnishings, office supplies, janitor service, telephone, light, 

water and other utilities. 

4.4 It is expressly further understood that in the event a local office or building is 

maintained in said City, such local office or building may be used by the Sheriff 

in connection with the performance of his duties in territory outside of the City, 

provided, however, that the performance of such outside duties shall not be at any 

additional cost to the City. 

4.5 Notwithstanding the foregoing, it is mutually agreed that in all instances where 

special supplies, stationery, notices, forms, and the like must be issued in the 

name of said City, the same shall be supplied by the City at its own cost and 

expense. 

5.0 INDEMNIFICATION 

5 .1 The parties hereto have executed an Assumption of Liability Agreement approved 

by the Board of Supervisors on December 27, 1977, and/or a Joint Indemnity 

Agreement approved by the Board of Supervisors on October 8, 1991. Whichever 

of these documents the City has signed later in time is currently in effect and 

hereby made a part of and incorporated into this Agreement as if set out in full 

herein. 

5.2 The parties hereto have also executed a County-City Special Indemnity 

Agreement approved by the Board of Supervisors on August 25, 2009. This 

document is made a part of and incorporated into this Agreement as if set out in 

full herein. 

5.3 In the event the Board of Supervisors later approves a revised Joint Indemnity 
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Agreement and the City executes the revised agreement, the subsequent 

agreement as of its effective date shall supersede the agreement previously in 

effect between the parties hereto. 

6.0 TERM OF AGREEMENT 

6.1 The term of this Agreement shall be from September 1, 2009 through June 30, 

2014, unless sooner terminated or extended as provided for herein. 

6.2 At the option of the County Board of Supervisors and with the consent of the City 

Council, this Agreement may be renewed or extended for successive periods not 

to exceed five (5) years each. 

6.3 Nine (9) months prior to the expiration of this Agreement, the parties shall meet 

and confer in good faith to discuss the possible renewal or extension of this 

Agreement pursuant to Section 6.2 above. The parties shall reach an agreement 

as to the terms of any renewal or extension period no later than six ( 6) months 

prior to the expiration of this Agreement. Absent mutual agreement by the parties 

within that time frame, this Agreement shall expire at the conclusion of the then­

existing term. 

7.0 RIGHTOFTERMINATION 

7 .1 Either party may terminate this Agreement as of the first day of July of any year 

upon notice in writing to the other party of not less than sixty (60) days prior 

thereto. 

7.2 Notwithstanding any provision herein to the contrary, the City may terminate this 

Agreement upon notice in writing to the County given within sixty (60) days of 

receipt of written notice from the County of any increase in the rate for any 

service to be performed hereunder, and in such an event this Agreement shall 

terminate sixty (60) calendar days from the date of the City's notice to the 

County. 

7.3 This Agreement may be terminated at anytime, with or without cause, by either 

party upon written notice given to the other party at least one hundred eighty 

(180) days before the date specified for such termination. 

7.4 In the event of a termination, each party shall fully discharge all obligations owed 

to the other party accruing prior to the date of such termination, and, except as 

otherwise provided herein, each party shall be released from all obligations which 
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would otherwise accrue subsequent to the date of termination. 

8.0 BILLING RATES 

8.1 The City shall pay the County for the services provided under the terms of this 

Agreement at the rates set forth on Attachment A, Los Angeles County Sheriff's 

Department SH-AD 575 Deployment of Personnel form, as established by the 

County Auditor-Controller. 

8.2 The rates set forth on Attachment A, Los Angeles County Sherifrs Department 

SH-AD 575 Deployment of Personnel form shall be readjusted by the County 

Auditor-Controller annually effective July 1 of each year, and attached hereto as 

an Amendment to this Agreement, to reflect the cost of such service in accordance 

with the policies and procedures for the determination of such rates as adopted by 

the County Board of Supervisors. 

8.3 The City shall be billed based on the service level provided within the parameters 

of Attachment A, Los Angeles County Sherifrs Department SH-AD 575 

Deployment of Personnel form. 

8.4 The cost of other services requested pursuant to Section 3.5 of this Agreement and 

not set forth in Attachment A, Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department SH-AD 

575 Deployment of Personnel form shall be determined by the Auditor-Controller 

in accordance with the policies and procedures established by the County Board 

of Supervisors. 

9.0 PAYMENT PROCEDURES 

9.1 The County, through the Sheriff, shall render to said City within ten (10) days 

after the close of each calendar month a summarized invoice which covers all 

services performed during said month, and said City shall pay County for all 

undisputed amounts within sixty (60) days after date of said invoice. 

9 .2 If such payment is not delivered to the County office which is described on said 

invoice within sixty (60) days after the date of the invoice, the County is entitled 

to recover interest thereon. For all disputed amounts, the City shall provide 

County with written notice of the dispute including the invoice date, amount, and 

reasons for dispute within ten (10) days after receipt of the invoice. The parties 

shall memorialize the resolution of the dispute in writing. For any disputed 

amounts, interest shall accrue if payment is not received within sixty (60) days 
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after the dispute resolution is memorialized. 

9.3 Interest shall be at the rate often percent (10%) per annum or any portion thereof, 

calculated from the last day of the month in which the services were performed, 

or in the case of disputed amounts, calculated from the date the resolution is 

memorialized. 

9.4 Notwithstanding the provisions of California Government Code Section 907, if 

such payment is not delivered to the County office which is described on said 

invoice within sixty (60) days after the date of the invoice, or in the case of 

disputed amounts, from the date the resolution is memorialized, the County may 

satisfy such indebtedness, including interest thereon, from any funds of the City 

on deposit with the County without giving further notice to the City of the 

County's intention to do so. 

10.0 NOTICES 

Unless otherwise specified herein, all notices or demands required or permitted to be 

given or made under this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be hand delivered with 

signed receipt or mailed by first class registered or certified mail, postage prepaid, 

addressed to the parties at the following addresses and to the attention of the person 

named. Addresses and persons to be notified may be changed by either party by giving 

ten (10) calendar days prior written notice thereof to the other party. 

Notices to County of Los Angeles shall be addressed as follows: 

Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department 
Contract Law Enforcement Bureau 
Attn: Unit Commander 
4 700 Ramona Boulevard 
Monterey Park, California 91754 
Phone#: 
Fax 

Notices to City of shall be addressed as follows: 

City of Lakewood 
Attn: City Cl erk 
Address: 5050 Clark Avenue, Lakewood, CA 90712 
Phone#: 562/866-9771 
Fax#: 562/866-0505 
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11.0 AMENDMENTS 

All changes, modifications, or amendments to this Agreement must be in the form of a 

written Amendment duly executed by the County Board of Supervisors and an authorized 

representative of the City. Notwithstanding, the Sheriff or his designee is hereby 

authorized to execute on behalf of the County any Amendments and/or supplemental 

agreements referenced in Sections 1.3, 3.0, 4.3, 8.2, and 9.2 of this Agreement. 

12.0 AUTHORIZATION WARRANTY 

12.1 The City represents and warrants that the person executing this Agreement for the 

City is an authorized agent who has actual authority to bind the City to each and 

every term, condition, and obligation of this Agreement and that all requirements 

of the City have been fulfilled to provide such actual authority. 

12.2 The County represents and warrants that the person executing this Agreement for 

the County is an authorized agent who has actual authority to bind the County to 

each and every term, condition, and obligation of this Agreement and that all 

requirements of the County have been fulfilled to provide such actual authority. 

13.0 ENTIRE AGREEMENT 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

This Agreement, Attachment A, and any executed Amendments thereto constitute the 

complete and exclusive statement of understanding of the parties which supersedes all 

previous agreements, written or oral, and all communications between the parties relating 

to the subject matter of this Agreement. No change to this Agreement shall be valid 

unless prepared pursuant to Section 11.0, Amendments, of this Agreement. 
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MUNICIPAL LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES AGREEMENT 
BY AND BETWEEN 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
AND CITY OF LAKEWOOD 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the County of Los Angeles, by order of its Board of 

Supervisors, has caused this Agreement to be executed by the Chairman of said Board and 

attested by the Executive Officer-Clerk of the Board of Supervisors thereof, and the City has 

caused this Agreement to be executed on its behalf by its duly authorized representative. 

ATTEST: 
SACHIHAMAI 
Executive Officer-Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FOIUvf: 
ROBERT E. KALUNIAN 

el 

ard of Supervisors 

CITY OF LAKEWOOD 

~Wvz~ED 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

AUG 2 5 2009 

<:' J ·a . 
~CHIA.~ 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
CITY ATTORNEY 



Patrol Officer Rate 
FY 2011-12 Cost 

Los Angeles County - Contract Cities 
Law Enforcement Services 

The City contracts wlth the County Sheriffs Department for police patrol services. 
These officers perform the mandated law enforcement activities described in this claim, 

HOURLY RA Tl: CALCULATION: 

the hourly rate of a patrol unit (single officer) 1s calculated as follows: 

Hourly Rate= $348,681 = $348,681 = $119.41 -----
(56 hrs/week x 52 weeks/yr) 2920 hrs/year Hour 

Rate includes a county assessed 4% liab1Uty Insurance Surcharge 
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HOURS OF SERVICE & ESTIMATED CHARGES 
Cl'N• Palmdale 711/2011 

S!RVICI: UNITS UNrr -~ UABU.lf'I l Ol ~ 
YEARI.Y -

M IIU.\I. fERSot!!IEL 

'° _o~ I 
g~ ~ QOSTwtrff HOURS PU 00,t.1. REQUIRE,O 

L~11µTV SERVlCe UNIT IMINUTH) 

DEPUTY SHERIFF SERVICE UNIT 
40 Hour $239478 6 1 436.868.00 57,474.n 1 494,342.72 2086 121>16 7SO!l60 69960 
56Hour $335 270 36 12069,720.00 482.788,80 12 552 $0B.8D 2920 105 120 6307 200 567520 
70Hour $419 087 0 0.00 000 0..00 0 0 00000 

Non-Relief $217706 a 1 7~1664 00 69.66656 1 811 330,56 1789 14 312 85&720 80000 

DEPUTY SHERIFF SERVICE UNIT IBONUS LEVEL 
~o H016 $252.766 0 0,00 000 0.00 2086 0 0 00000 
56 Hour S'l5387S 0 000 000 0,00 0 0 00000 
·10 Hour $442.341 0 0.00 000 0.00 3660 0 0 00000 

Non-Rallef $229 7l!8 4 919 152 00 36 786 08 955 918.0B 1789 7 156 429360 40000 

GROWTH DE'PUTY UNITS tNon-Rollof Only I 
D00u10 $146 732 4 686 928 00 23 477 12 6f0 405,12 1789 7 !56 429360 "0000 
Deoulv lwllh dedicated vahlcle) S1 66 935 0 000 0 00 0.00 1789 0 0 00000 
Dooul~ B-1 S159365 0 0,00 000 0.00 1789 0 0 00000 
Oenut, 9-1 !Wllh decllcatod sehlc/al $179 742 0 0.00 000 0.00 1789 0 0 00000 

... 
GRAN T UNITS (Non-Rollo! Onl y) ,.., 

0.DMIV S\48 732 3 440.196 00 17607 M 457 803.84 1789 5.367 322 020 30000 
U.OUN 1w,u,a.o,ca1o<t ~• $166935 0 000 000 0,00 1789 0 0 00000 
0001.1111 B-1 fMol«I $159:lM 2 318 710 00 12 74840 331 458.40 1789 3518 214 &80 ·2 0000 
Deoulv B-1 fwllh dedlceled vehlclel $179 712 0 000 0,00 0.00 1789 0 0 0,0000 

SUPPLEMl:NTAL POSITIONS !Non-Reller Only I 
I I LIeu1enan1 i231 501 0 0,00 NIA 0.00 1789 0 0 0.0000 

Sor~Hnl !SAO\ 5192125 2 '385 450,00 NIA 366 450.00 1789 3578 214 680 20000 
Sotaaa,,1 (Motorl $203 409 , 203 408 00 B. 1.38 32 211 544.32 \789 1 789 !07 3'10 , 0000 
W11C11 """'•u $156059 0 000 000 0.00 1789 0 0 Q IJUO[ 

Molo, Oe~au $229788 3 689364 00 27 57466 716 938.56 1789 5367 322020 30000 
CSA $52.726 0 000 000 0.00 1789 0 0 00000 
Securl lv Ofhoer see ,2,15 0 000 0,00 0.00 1789 0 0 0,0000 
uw Enr«cemant Tech 1W1th Vl>hic!e1 sea 102 0 000 000 0.00 1789 0 0 00000 
Oootatlons AHi I S72 374 0 0.00 NIA 0.00 1789 0 0 00000 
OootaliOlls Aul II $89.942 0 000 NIA 0.00 1789 0 0 0 0000 

" Ooerot1ons Aul ill $102 897 0 0.00 N/A 0.00 17B9 0 0 ooooc 
Sin Cl•rk II S66 936 , 66,936 00 NIA 66 936.00 1789 1 789 107 340 10000 
Cnme Analvs1 $101.721 0 000 N/A 0.00 1789 0 0 00000 
CUI"""' AHISla/\1 S88 518 0 0,00 000 0. D 1789 0 0 0.0000 
Olllar (Need 10 lnla<l COIi 1n next column} 0 000 NIA 0.00 !789 0 a 00000 

ESTIMATED COST FOR SERVICE UNITS " $18 858 396 00 
LIABILITY@ ' %• $736 240.40 IIQWI.I IIIJlilllll ~ 

l•tJ TOTAL ESTIMATED COST «0,594.636.40 

0 PUTY 1~9.838 8,990,280 83 7480 
DEl'UTV, a.1 10.73~ 644.a-.O 60000 

Ll'ISEROfAHJ 5.367 32.2,020 3000d 
cu 0 0 OQOpo 

CIVILIAN ,,1es 107 340 i 0000 
Sl<,llUU jRE'V c,,n , 

'(! 

' 



Patrol Officer Rate 
FY 2012-13 Cost 

Los Angeles County - Contract Cities 
Law Enforcement Services 

The City contracts with the County Sheriffs Department for police patrol services. 
These officers perform the mandated law enforcement activities described in this claim. 

HOURLY RA TE CALCULATION: 

The hourly rate of a patrol unit (single officer) is calculated as follows: 

Hourly Rate= $356,454 = $356,454 = $122.07 -----
(56 hrs/week x 52 weeks/yr) 2920 hrs/year Hour 

Rate includes a county assessed 4% Liability Insurance Surcharge 
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HOURS OF SERVICE & ESTIMATED CHARGES 
CITY. PALMDALE 7/1/2012 

SEJMC:f UNn s UNIT ,PJOJ_AL- .~ UA!lll.lT't' TO!~ "EJ\RlV ANNUAL ANNUAL Pe:RSONNEl 

COil ~ •·" COlltWITfl 110URSPER GOAL GOAL REQUIRED 
r--- ~·:,;..---; 

tbQURI• I .. UAllUTY ttRVICE Ur.1'1' tM!!<I/IUJ 

DEPUTY SHERlfF SERVICE UNIT 
40Hour $24017 6 146890200 5875608 1;62.78S8,08 2088 12.516 750960 6.9960 
56 HD<Jr $342744 36 12 3l8,78'100 493~136 12.832 335.36 2920 105120 6.307 200 58 7520 
70 Hour $428 430 0 0,00 0,00 0.00 3650 0 0 00000 

Non-Reli•I $222,561 10 2.225,610,00 89 02A ,40 2 31 4 83~.40 1789 17 890 1.073 400 10,0000 

DEPUTY SHERI FF SERVICE UNIT !BONUS LEVEL 
40 i-10111 $258 706 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 2086 0 0 0,0000 
:,&Hcx,r $36218& 0 000 0.00 0.00 2920 0 a QOOOO 

70 Hour $452.736 0 000 000 o.oo 3650 0 0 00000 
Non-Rellet $235 18.7 4 940 748 00 37 629,92 978 371.92 1789 1156 429360 4 0000 

GROWTH DEPUTY UNITS (Non.Rener OnlV) 
Deoutv $148175 0 000 000 o.oo 1789 0 0 00000 
Deoutv (wtlh dedicated vehlctel S168 661 0 0,00 0.00 0.00 1789 0 0 0.0000 

- D.,...., B-1 .1161 093 0 000 000 0,00 1789 0 0 - - 0.0000 
DA0Uhr 8,1 fw,th cledieatCld vehoClel $181 479 0 000 000 0.00 1789 0 0 . 0nn<TI 

,- -·~· 
GRANT UNITS (Non•Roll r Only) . OollutV $148 115 3 44< 52500 17 78100 482 306.00 1789 5367 322 020 3,0000 

OeP~W (Wllh dad, CG led vehicle I $1681561 0 000 0.00 0.00 1789 0 0 00000 
Deoo1v 8-1 5161 093 2 322 186,00 12 887 44 335 073.44 1789 3578 2 14660 2 0000 
o-•· B-1 111/tlh dedlcaled veh1elel $181479 0 000 000 0,00 1789 0 0 00000 

SUPPLEMENTAL POSITIONS (N on -Rall0f Only I 
I' Llautananl $233 82i 0 000 NIA 0.00 1789 0 0 00000 

Sameanl ISAOI $194 4118 2 388.992 00 NIA 388 R92.00 1789 3$16 214680 20000 
Semtan1 !Motor! 5205.194 1 205194 00 8207 76 213401.76 1789 l.789 107 340 1 0000 
W11cil Oeou1v SJ59,376 0 000 000 0.00 1789 0 0 00000 
MO:or Oeout~ $235187 2 470.374 00 18 814,96 489188,96 1789 3 578 214 680 2,0000 
cs.-. SSSQ96 0 000 000 0.00 1789 0 0 00000 
Secontv Orlicer $95 51!8 0 000 000 0,00 1789 0 0 00000 
Low Enlorcemenl Toch SSC 393 0 000 000 0.00 1789 0 0 0.0000 
006ratton1 AHi I 374,456 0 000 NIA 0.00 1789 0 0 0,0000 
01>1rat<ana ,._.11 II S92 488 0 000 NIA 0.00 1789 0 0 00000 
Operat,onr AHi Ill $10S.912 0 000 NIA 0.00 1789 0 0 00000 
Sin Clerk II S68 883 1 68 883 00 NIA 68 863.00 1789 1789 107 340 1,0000 
C•lrne Analllll $106 441 0 0.00 NIA 0.00 1789 0 0 00000 
CuSlnttv Anlstanl $86.318 0 000 000 0,00 1789 0 0 00000 
Olh9r !Need to inllrl CCII In M"1 C10lumn1 0 000 NIA 0,00 1789 0 0 00000 

' ESTIMATED COST FOR SERVICE UNITS " S18 874 178 00 
LtA81LITY l!l _,._ • S738 652.92 t!,glllll IIW.lilll ~ 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST ~ · Q • • n ••o 92 
D~PUTY U◄ ,471 8,668260 80 7◄80 

0£1'1/lY. B,1 1073'1 644.040 60000 
lTIHAOUl<T 6.387 3?2,020 30000 

CIA 0 0 00000 
CML.IAN 1,789 107,340 1.0000 

SIMD ~l~!Jtl'II "''21 



City of Fresno 

Domestic Violence Arrest 
Policies and Standards 
Claim & Audit Report

 



~,~l?,.~;..i:ijtffrl•Staf~\G'otiti:Gll~r"'r,~ ~e.,.,··,;,©1tf'~-:Nt~-
"""'r.t}'"'' . ..i_ ,,, • • .:;;;..._, • • ; _j. --... -...•" --- -~:.. - : .:.: ~ - - ~- -~ 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number 00167 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed __ / __ / __ 167 -----ooMESTIC VIOLENCE ARREST POLICIES & STANDARDS (21) LRS Input __ / __ /_· _ 

, _ j) Claimant Identification Number 9810320 (22) FORM-1 ,(04)(a) 

(02) Claimant Name City of Fresno 5,214 

Mailing Address 2600 Fresno Street, Suite 2156 (23) FORM-1,(04)(b) 

Street Address or P.O. Box 49 

City Fresno (24) FORM-1 ,(06) 

State CA Zip Code 93721 306,545 

Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (25) FORM-1 ,(0?)(A)(g) 

(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement [K] (26) FORM-1 ,(07)(B)(g) 

(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (27) FORM-1, (07)( C)(g) 

(05) Amended D (11) Amended □ (28) FORM-1, (09) 

103 
Fiscal Year of (06) (12) (29) FORM-1 , (10) 

Cost 2011 -12 
126391 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (30) FORM-1, (12) 
$306,545 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (31) FORM-1 , (13) 

exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 
----

s: Estimated Claim Payment (15) (32) 
Keceived 

Net Claimed (16) (32) 
Amount $306,545 

Due from State (08) (17) (33) 
$306 ,545 

Due to State (09) (18) (34) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
!n accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561 , I certify that I am the person authorized by th e local agency to file claims with the 
State of Ca lifornia for this program , and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not violated any of the provisions of Article 4. Chapter 1 of 
Divison 4 of Title 1 Government Code. 

I further certi fy that there was no application for nor any grant or payment received , othe r th at from the claimant, for reimbursement of 
cosis claimed herein ; and such costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting savings and 
reimb ursements set forth in the Parameters and Guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source documents curren tly 
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 . I certify under pena lty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Representative 

J h I U/rrt) ~ h _,/ I , I L Date Signed ,/;:L A. d. lJ/ Q 

v~ ~n 'ewadle~ 
, 

J I / 

Telephone Numbe (559) 621 -7033 

'- _. ,trailer/ Finance Director Email Address kim .iackson@fresno.aov 

Name of Contact Person for Claim r· . Telephone Nl:Jmber E-Mail Address 

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 A ChinnCRS@aol.com 

Revised (12/09) Form FAM-27 



For State Controller Use Only
Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 00167 Program

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed ____/____/____

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE ARREST POLICIES & STANDARDS (21) LRS Input ____/____/____

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9810320 (22) FORM-1,(04)(a)

(02) Claimant Name City of Fresno
       Mailing Address 2600 Fresno Street, Suite 2156 (23) FORM-1,(04)(b)

       Street Address or P.O. Box
       City Fresno (24) FORM-1,(06)

       State CA Zip Code 93721
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (25) FORM-1,(07)(A)(g)

(03) Estimated (09) Reimbursement X (26) FORM-1,(07)(B)(g)

(04) Combined (10) Combined (27) FORM-1,(07)( C)(g)

(05) Amended (11) Amended (28) FORM-1, (09)

Fiscal Year of 
Cost

(06) (12)
2011-12

(29) FORM-1, (10)

126391
Total Claimed (07) (13)

$306,545
(30) FORM-1, (12)

(14) (31) FORM-1, (13)

(15) (32) 

Net Claimed 
Amount

(16)
$306,545

(32) 

Due from State (08) (17)
$306,545

(33) 

Due to State (09) (18)
 

(34)

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I 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 I have not violated any of the provisions of Article 4, Chapter 1 of 
Divison 4 of Title 1 Government Code.

I 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.  I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Signature of Authorized Representative

Date Signed

Karen Bradley Telephone Numbe (559) 621-7033

Controller/ Finance Director Email Address kim.jackson@fresno.gov

Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number E-Mail Address

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com

Revised (12/09) Form  FAM-27

Less:  10% Late Penalty, but not to exceed 
$1,000 (if applicable)
Less:  Estimated Claim Payment Received

103

167

306,545

5,214

49

D □ 

D □ 

D □ 



MANDATED COSTS FORM
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE ARREST POLICIES & STANDARDS 1

CLAIM SUMMARY

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim     Fiscal Year
       Reimbursement  X 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 5,214

 (b) Average productive hourly rate $48.93

 c) Standard time allowed - 29 minutes 0.48 hour
Unit Cost Method

(05)  Ongoing Activity D - Implementation of New Policiies $123,308

(06)  Total Direct and Indirect Costs for Activity D $306,545

Direct Costs

Actual Cost Method (b) ( c) & (e) (d) (f) 
Benefits Services& Supplies Training Total

(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

Ongoing Activity -   Implementation of

 D.  Implementation of Written Arrest Policies $56,845 $180,154

(08)  Total Direct Costs $56,845 $180,154

Indirect Costs

(09)   Indirect Cost Rate   (applied to salaries) (from ICRP)    (Applied to Salaries)  102.5%

(10)   Total Indirect Costs  Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)]  $126,391

(11)   Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07)  $306,545

Cost Reductions

(12)   Less:  Offsetting Savings, if applicable

(13)   Less:  Other Reimbursements, if applicable

(14) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (line(09) + Line(10)] $306,545

Revised (12/09)

City of Fresno

$123,308

$123,308

Object Accounts

Salaries

(a)

New Policies

□ 
□ 

I 



Excludable Allowable Allowable
Total   Unallowable Indirect Direct
Costs  Costs Costs Costs

Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Wages $74,097,688 $25,078,485 $49,019,203
Overtime $2,798,758 $2,798,758
Benefits 46.1% $34,157,296 $11,560,593 $22,596,703

Total $111,053,742 $36,639,078 $74,414,664

Services & Supplies
Prof Svcs/Consulting - Outs   $13,580 $13,580
Public Relations & Informat   $744 $744
Prof Svcs (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                       $508,618 $508,618
Landscaping & Grounds Ma      $17,807 $17,807
O/S Repair, Maint & Serv- B   $22,152 $22,152
Service Contracts-Office Eq   $446,970 $446,970
O/S Repair & Maint.--Equip   $16,537 $16,537
Space Rentals                   $348,888 $348,888
Equipment Rentals--Ex Offi     $5,552 $5,552
Buildings & Improvements        $17,403 $17,055 $348 $0
Insurance Payments              $826 $826
Communications                  $11,608 $11,608
Printing & Binding--O/S Ve   
Training                        $50,258 $50,258
Travel & Conference             $21,874 $21,874
Misc. Subsistence Expense       $287 $287
Mileage Reimbursement-No   $3,746 $3,746
Clothing & Personal Supplie     $58,580 $58,580
Office Equipment--Under 30      $19,596 $15,677 $3,919
Copiers                         $29,223 $23,378 $5,845 $0
Small Tools For Field Oper      $1,175 $940 $235 $0
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 & Gase      $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
Materials & Parts - Bldg & I   $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 & E    $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
Outside 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

Total Expenditures $127,637,988 $94,760 $53,118,157 $74,425,071

Cost Plan Costs

Total

Total Alloc. Indirect Costs $127,637,988 $94,760 $53,118,157 $74,425,071

ICRP RATE = 102.5% $53,118,157
$51,817,962

 =  Total Allowable Indirect Costs
Total Direct Salaries

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL

Police
Fiscal Year

City of Fresno

Description of Costs

2011-12

(Rate is Based on Salaries)



100% Admin. or Support Staff
Name/Position Annual  Salary

Accountant Auditor II 56,270.00$                                
Accounting Techician 42,714.00$                                
Admin Clerk II (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 II (8) 334,315.59$                              
Computer Systems Specialist II  (1) 69,091.13$                                
Computer Systems Specialist III (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 I (6) 103,755.71$                              
Emergency Services Dispatcher II (67) 3,232,624.13$                           
Emergency Services Dispatcher III (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 II (12) 680,541.33$                              
Identification Technician III (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 II (2) 157,196.00$                              
Management Analyst III (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 II (1) 45,175.15$                                
Programmer/Analyst III (3) 220,835.00$                              
Programmer/Analyst IV 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

City of Fresno

Fiscal Year
2011-12

Police



FY 11-12
Police 150000

51101 Permanent  Salaries             64,481,938.42$             
51103 Employee Leave Payoff-Non Term  2,958,004.50$               
51109 Leave Payoff At Termination     713,300.00$                  
51201 Non-Permanent Salaries          472,588.01$                  
51401 Premium Pay                     5,406,206.95$               
52901 Recurring Vehicle Allowance     65,650.00$                    

74,097,687.88$             
51301 Overtime                        2,683,658.09$               
51302 Voluntary Overtime              115,100.31$                  

2,798,758.40$               
51102 Permanent  Fringe               2,473,565.51$               
51104 Perm Fringe-Health&Welfare      8,207,122.44$               
51105 Perm Fringe-Life&Disab. Ins.    22,637.33$                    
51106 Perm Fringe-Pension Fire, PD    16,058,422.41$             
51107 Perm Fringe-Pension, Employees  984,976.99$                  
51190 Furlough Savings                -$                              
51202 Non-Permanent Fringe            34,205.42$                    
51405 Other Employee Benefits         722,054.13$                  
51602 Severance H & W                 11,820.00$                    
52403 HRA Payments                    679,735.88$                  
52601 Worker's Compensation           4,962,755.66$               

34,157,295.77$             
Tot:      51000 Employee Services         111,053,742.05$           

53302 Prof Svcs/Consulting - Outside  13,580.00$                    
53303 Public Relations & Information  744.24$                         
53304 Prof Svcs (Non-Consulting)-O/S  891,936.12$                  
53306 Outside Legal Services          121,150.87$                  
53401 Hazardous Waste Management      13,323.85$                    
53402 Specialized Services /Tech      160,217.39$                  
54101 Utilities                       508,618.17$                  
54241 Landscaping & Grounds Maint     17,806.93$                    
54301 O/S Repair, Maint & Serv- Bldg  22,151.65$                    
54303 Service Contracts-Office Equip  446,970.38$                  
54305 O/S Repair & Maint.--Equipment  16,536.77$                    
54411 Space Rentals                   348,888.24$                  
54421 Equipment Rentals--Ex Office    5,551.54$                      
54501 Buildings & Improvements        17,402.58$                    
55201 Insurance Payments              826.00$                         
55301 Communications                  11,607.85$                    
55501 Printing & Binding--O/S Vendor  -$                              
55801 Training                        50,258.40$                    
55803 Travel & Conference             21,874.09$                    
55804 Misc. Subsistence Expense       286.94$                         
55805 Mileage Reimbursement-Nonrecur  3,745.97$                      
56101 Clothing & Personal Supplies    58,579.76$                    
56102 Office Equipment--Under 300     19,595.72$                    
56103 Copiers                         29,222.61$                    
56105 Small Tools For Field Oper      1,175.30$                      
56106 Postage                         21,385.51$                    
56107 Office Supplies                 112,394.17$                  
56108 Photographic Supplies & Proc    456.07$                         
56109 Office Equipment Rentals        3,810.43$                      
56110 Computer Software               999.00$                         
56111 Spec Operating Materials        -$                              
56112 Cleaning & Janitorial Supplies  2,840.42$                      
56114 Specialty Chemicals & Gases     55,998.82$                    
56115 Materials & Parts--Vehicles     33,442.18$                    
56116 Materials & Parts--Equipment    101,411.58$                  
56117 Provisions & Forage             11,946.87$                    
56119 Ammunition                      43,258.99$                    
56122 Laboratory & Medical Supplies   27,174.53$                    
56123 Materials & Parts - Bldg & Imp  1,448.53$                      
56240 Oils & Lubricants               19.38$                           
56260 Gasoline                        113,360.49$                  
57411 New Machinery & Equipment       20,274.40$                    
57412 Replacement Machinery & Equip   3,443.05$                      
57413 Equipment                       350.00$                         
57431 Furniture & Fixtures            8,001.69$                      
57507 Contract Construction           -$                              
58001 County Jail Booking Fees        (6,301.12)$                     
58002 Outside Agency Support          3,128.02$                      
58005 Miscellaneous Expenditures      24.38$                           
58008 Oral Board Reimbursement        433.71$                         
58015 Petty Cash--Initial/Increase    (500.00)$                        
58016 Membership & Dues               6,980.00$                      
58017 Subscriptions & Publications    3,936.30$                      

Tot:      NONPER Non Personnel Expenditure 3,351,768.77$               
Interdepartmental Charges 13,232,477.07$             

Tot Dept: 150000 'Police Department       127,637,987.89$        
127,637,987.89$           
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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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Audit Report 
 
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 
  

Summary 

Background 

Objectives, Scope, 
and Methodology 
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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: 

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

 Traced costs claimed to supporting documentation that showed when 
the costs were incurred, the validity 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.  

Conclusion 

Views of 
Responsible 
Officials 
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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 
 
 

Restricted Use 
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Schedule 1— 
Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2012 
 
 

Cost Elements  
Actual Costs 

Claimed  
Allowable 
per Audit  

Audit 
Adjustment  Reference 1 

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009 

        Direct costs: 

           Salaries and benefits 
 

$ 152,442 
 
$ 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 

 

194,976  

 

$ (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) 
 
 

Cost Elements  
Actual Costs 

Claimed  
Allowable 
per Audit  

Audit 
Adjustment  Reference 1 

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

       Direct costs: 

           Salaries and benefits 
 

$ 662,928 
 
$ 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) 

     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
1 See the Findings and Recommendations section. 
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Findings and Recommendations 
 
The city overstated and understated the number of domestic violence 
incident reports it claimed during the audit period. This resulted in net 
understated salaries and benefits costs totaling $5,753; the related 
indirect cost is $9,607. 
 
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 (927)          (226)          637             357         
Uniform time allowance (hours) x 0.48          x 0.48          x 0.48            x 0.48        
Understated/overstated hours (445)          (108)          306             171         

Claimed productive hourly
   rate, salaries 1 x $37.63 x $41.09 x $47.14 x $48.93

Understated/(overstated)
   salaries (A) $ (16,745)     $ (4,438)       $ 14,425        $ 8,367      
Benefit rate 1 x 24.20% x 29.00% x 39.00% x 46.10%

Understated/(overstated)
   benefits (B) (4,052)       (1,287)       5,626          3,857      

Understated/(overstated) salaries
   and benefits ((C) = (A) + (B)) (20,797)     (5,725)       20,051        12,224    5,753$          

Indirect cost rate claimed (D) x 75.90% x 82.40% x 120.60% x 102.50%

Related indirect costs
   ((E) = (A) x (D)) (12,709)     (3,657)       17,397        8,576      9,607            

Audit adjustment, 
   ((F) = (C) + (E)) $ (33,506)     $ (9,382)       $ 37,448        $ 20,800    15,360$        

1 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. 

  

FINDING 1— 
Overstated and 
understated claimed 
costs 
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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: 
 

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

Claimed hours attributable to
   documented incident reports 1 2,814     2,900     2,915     2,693       

1 Calculated using 0.4833

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

Fiscal Year

 
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 +/- 8%, 
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: 
 
 303 incident reports were fully reimbursable under the mandated 

program. These reports are reimbursable at 29 minutes (0.48 hours) 
per report. 

 
 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) 

FINDING 2— 
Non-reimbursable 
costs 
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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. 

 
 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: 
 

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

Allowable incident reports 82            79            64            78            303    
Partially reimbursable incident reports - 
   only one party interviewed 24            28            31            38            121    
Non-mandate-related incident reports 40            39            51            30            160    

Total reports sampled 146          146          146          146          584    

Fiscal Year

 
The following table shows the calculation of unallowable hours based on 
the results of the statistical samples: 
 

Total

Allowable incident reports 82              79              64              78              303     
Uniform time allowance (hours) x 0.48           x 0.48           x 0.48           x 0.48           
Subtotal (G) 39.36         37.92         30.72         37.44         

Partially reimbursable incident reports - 
   only one party interviewed 24              28              31              38              121     
Allowable uniform time allowance (hours) x 0.34           x 0.34           x 0.34           x 0.34           
Subtotal (H) 8.16           9.52           10.54         12.92         

Total reimbursable hours
   for sampled reports ((G) + (H)) 47.52         47.44         41.26         50.36         
Statistical sample size ÷ 146            ÷ 146            ÷ 146            ÷ 146            

Reimbursable hours per report 0.3255       0.3249       0.2826       0.3449       
Number of documented
   incident reports x 5,822         x 6,000          x 6,031          x 5,571         

Total reimbursable hours 1,895         1,949         1,704         1,921         
Less claimed hours attributable
   to documented incident reports (2,814)        (2,900)        (2,915)       (2,693)        

Unallowable hours (919)           (951)           (1,211)       (772)           

Fiscal Year
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12
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The following table summarizes the unallowable costs based on the 
unallowable hours identified from the statistical samples: 
 

Total

Unallowable hours (919)            (951)            (1,211)         (772)            
Claimed average productive
   hourly rate (salary) x $37.63 x $41.09 x $47.14 x $48.93

Unallowable salaries (J) 1 $ (34,582)       $ (39,077)       $ (57,087)       $ (37,774)       

Benefit rate x 24.20% x 29.00% x 39.00% x 46.10%

Unallowable benefits (K) 1 (8,369)         (11,332)       (22,264)       (17,414)       

Unallowable salary and benefits
   ((L) = (J) + (K)) (42,951)       (50,409)       (79,351)       (55,188)       (227,899)$         

Indirect cost rate claimed x 75.90% x 82.40% x 120.60% x 102.50%

Related indirect costs (M) (26,248)       (32,199)       (68,847)       (38,718)       (166,012)           

Audit adjustment ((L) + (M)) $ (69,199)       $ (82,608)       $ (148,198)     $ (93,906)       (393,911)$         

1 Applied to salaries

2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Fiscal Year

2011-12

 
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.  
 

FINDING 3— 
Overstated indirect 
costs rates 
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For all fiscal years, the city’s ICRP 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
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%

FY 2010-11
Direct costs:

Salaries  ( E ) 47,405,439$              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%

FY 2011-12
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%

Cost Component
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The following table summarizes the audit adjustments: 
 

2008-09 2009-10 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 71,412$      x 80,131$       x 80,237$       x 93,901$           

Audit adjustment (3,321)$       (7,052)$       (13,319)$     (12,489)$          (36,181)$     

2010-11
Fiscal Year

2010-11

 
 
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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Minutes 
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

Location of Meeting:  Room 447 
State Capitol, Sacramento, California 

November 30, 2018 

Present: Member Mark Hariri, Vice Chairperson 
   Representative of the State Treasurer 
 Member Lee Adams 
     County Supervisor 
 Member Ken Alex 
   Director of the Office of Planning and Research 
 Member Yvette Stowers 
   Representative of the State Controller 
 
Absent: Member Sarah Olsen 
   Public Member 
 Member Carmen Ramirez 

  City Council Member 
Member Jacqueline Wong-Hernandez, Chairperson 

    Representative of the Director of the Department of Finance 
 
NOTE:  The transcript for this hearing is attached.  These minutes are designed to be read in 
conjunction with the transcript.  

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
Vice Chairperson Hariri called the meeting to order at 10:04 a.m.  Executive Director Heather 
Halsey stated that Ms. Olsen, Ms. Ramirez, and Ms. Wong-Hernandez would not be able to 
attend the hearing, noted that the existing membership of the Commission is seven and with four 
members present, a majority, there was a quorum, and called the roll. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Member Adams made a motion to adopt the minutes.  With a second by Member Stowers, the  
September 28, 2018 hearing minutes were adopted by a vote of 4-0 with Members Olsen, 
Ramirez, and Wong-Hernandez absent. 

PUBLIC COMMENT FOR MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
The Vice Chairperson asked if there was any public comment.  There was no response.   

HEARINGS AND DECISIONS PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7 (GOV. CODE, § 17551, 17557, 
17559, and 17570) (action) 
Executive Director Halsey swore in the parties and witnesses participating in the Article 7 
portion of the hearing. 

APPEAL OF EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DECISIONS PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA 
CODE OF REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, SECTION 1181.1(c) (info/action) 
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Item 2 Appeal of Executive Director Decisions 

Executive Director Halsey stated that there were no appeals to consider for this hearing.  

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM 
Item 3 Enrollment Fee Collection and Waivers, 15-9913-I-02 

Education Code Section 76300; California Code of Regulations, Title 5,  
Sections 58501-58503, 58611-58613, 58620, and 58630 
Fiscal Years:  1998-1999, 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 2001-2002, 2002-2003, 
2003-2004, 2004-2005, 2005-2006, 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 
2009-2010, and 2010-2011 

North Orange County Community College District, Claimant 

Executive Director Halsey stated that the claimant notified Commission staff that they would not 
be sending a representative to the hearing.  Senior Commission Counsel Eric Feller presented 
this item, and recommended that the Commission deny this Incorrect Reduction Claim. 

Parties were represented as follows:  Jim Venneman appeared on behalf of the State Controller’s 
Office. 

Following discussion among the Commission members, staff, and Mr. Venneman, Member 
Adams made a motion to adopt the staff recommendation.  With a second by Member Stowers, 
the motion to deny this Incorrect Reduction Claim was adopted by a vote of 4-0 with Members 
Olsen, Ramirez, and Wong-Hernandez absent. 

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM 
Item 4 Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN),  

17-0022-I-01 

Penal Code Sections 11165.9, 11166, 11166.2, 11166.91, 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); “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, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 

                                                 
1 Renumbered as Penal Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 (SB 1313)). 
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City of Palmdale, Claimant 

Senior Commission Counsel Matt Jones presented this item and recommended that the 
Commission deny this Incorrect Reduction Claim. 

Parties were represented as follows:  Annette Chinn, appeared on behalf of the claimant.  Masha 
Vorobyova, appeared on behalf of the State Controller’s Office.   

Following discussion among the Commission members, staff, and parties, Member Alex made a 
motion to adopt the staff recommendation.  With a second by Member Stowers, the motion to 
deny this Incorrect Reduction Claim was adopted by a vote of 4-0 with Members Olsen, 
Ramirez, and Wong-Hernandez absent. 

HEARINGS ON COUNTY APPLICATIONS FOR FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANT 
FINANCIAL DISTRESS PURSUANT TO WELFARE AND INSTITUTIONS CODE 
SECTION 17000.6 AND CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS, TITLE 2,  
ARTICLE 6.5 (info/action) 

Item 5 Assignment of County Application to Commission, a Hearing Panel of 
One or More Members of the Commission, or to a Hearing Officer  

No applications were filed. 

STAFF REPORTS 
Item 6 Legislative Update (info) 

Executive Director Heather Halsey stated that there is nothing new to report. 

Item 7 Chief Legal Counsel:  New Filings, Recent Decisions, Litigation 
Calendar (info) 

Chief Legal Counsel Camille Shelton presented this item.  

Item 8 Executive Director:  Litigation and Personnel Subcommittee 
Appointments, Workload Update, and Tentative Agenda Items for the 
January and March 2019 Meetings (info/action) 

Executive Director Heather Halsey presented this item, first describing the action item for the 
Commission’s Litigation and Personnel Subcommittee appointments, to replace Member 
Chivaro.  Executive Director Halsey explained that subcommittees serve in an advisory capacity 
to the Commission but do not take actions, any member may volunteer to serve, recommended 
that members nominate themselves and serve upon approval of the Commission, and nominated 
the Director of Finance or the Director’s designee (in their absence) to serve on the Personnel 
Subcommittee.   

Vice Chairperson Hariri inquired if the Commission needed to vote on this item and Executive 
Director Halsey asked that it be opened up for discussion among the members, and requested that 
if anyone wanted to volunteer for either position and then the members could vote on that upon 
making the motion.  Member Adams stated that he would accept the Executive Director’s 
recommendation for the Personnel Subcommittee and suggested that there are a few attorneys 
who may be most appropriate for the Litigation Subcommittee.   

Member Alex stated that the November 2018 meeting would be his last meeting.  Executive 
Director Halsey noted that Member Ramirez was not present and that a replacement for Member 
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Alex would also be needed.  Member Alex suggested that the nominations be split and suggested 
dealing with the Litigation subcommittee nominations at the next meeting.   

Member Adams made a motion to adopt staff’s recommendation for the Personnel 
Subcommittee.  With a second by Member Stowers, the motion to approve the Director of the 
Department of Finance or the Director’s designee to serve on the Commission’s Personnel 
Subcommittee was adopted by a vote of 4-0 with Members Olsen, Ramirez, and Wong-
Hernandez absent.  Executive Director Halsey then presented the workload and administrative 
workload updates. 

CLOSED EXECUTIVE SESSION PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTIONS 
11126 AND 11126.2 (info/action)   
A. PENDING LITIGATION 

To confer with and receive advice from legal counsel, for consideration and action, as necessary 
and appropriate, upon the following matters pursuant to Government Code section 11126(e)(1): 

Trial Courts: 

1. On Remand from the Third District Court of Appeal, Case No. C070357 
State of California Department of Finance, State Water Resources Control Board, and 
California Regional Water Quality Board, San Diego Region v. Commission on State 
Mandates and County of San Diego, et al. (petition and cross-petition)  
Sacramento County Superior Court Case No. 34-2010-80000604  
[Discharge of Stormwater Runoff, Order No. R9-207-000 (07-TC-09), California 
Regional Water Control Board, San Diego Region Order No. R9-2007-001, NPDES No. 
CAS0108758, Parts D.1.d.(7)-(8), D.1.g., D.3.a.(3), D.3.a.(5), D.5, E.2.f, E.2.g,F.1, F.2, 
F.3, I.1, I.2, I.5, J.3.a.(3)(c) iv-vii & x-xv, and L] 

2. Fresno Unified School Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates 
Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 34-2017-80002768 
[Certificated School Employees – Parental Leave, 16-TC-01] 

Courts of Appeal: 

1. Coast Community College District, et al. v. Commission on State Mandates,  
Third District Court of Appeal, Case No. C080349  
Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 34-2014-80001842  
[Minimum Conditions for State Aid, 02-TC-25/02-TC-31  
(Education Code Sections 66721, 66721.5, 66722, 66722.5, 66731, 66732, 66736, 66737, 
66738, 66740, 66741, 66742, 66743, 70901, 70901.5, 70902, 71027, 78015, 78016, 
78211.5, 78212, 78213, 78214, 78215, 78216, 87482.6, and 87482.7; Statutes 1975, 
Chapter 802; Statutes 1976, Chapters 275, 783, 1010, and 1176; Statutes 1977, Chapters 
36 and 967; Statutes 1979, Chapters 797 and 977; Statutes 1980, Chapter 910; Statutes 
1981, Chapters 470 and 891; Statutes 1982, Chapters 1117 and 1329; Statutes 1983, 
Chapters 143 and 537; Statutes 1984, Chapter 1371; Statutes 1986, Chapter 1467; 
Statutes 1988, Chapters 973 and 1514; Statutes 1990, Chapters 1372 and 1667; Statutes 
1991, Chapters 1038, 1188, and 1198; Statutes 1995, Chapters 493 and 758; Statutes 
1998, Chapter 365, 914, and 1023; Statutes 1999, Chapter 587; Statutes 2000, Chapter 
187; and Statutes 2002, Chapter 1169; California Code of Regulations, Title 5, Sections 
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51000, 51002, 51004, 51006, 51008, 51012, 51014, 51016, 51018, 51020, 51021, 51022, 
51023, 51023.5, 51023.7, 51024, 51025, 51027, 51100, 51102, 53200, 53202, 53203, 
53204, 53207, 53300, 53301, 53302, 53308, 53309, 53310, 53311, 53312, 53314, 54626, 
54805, 55000, 55000.5, 55001, 55002, 55002.5, 55004, 55005, 55006, 55100, 55130, 
55150, 55160, 55170, 55182, 55200, 55201, 55202, 55205, 55207, 55209, 55211, 55213, 
55215, 55217, 55219, 55300, 55316, 55316.5, 55320, 55321, 55322, 55340, 55350, 
55401, 55402, 55403, 55404, 55500, 55502, 55510, 55512, 55514, 55516, 55518, 55520, 
55521, 55522, 55523, 55524, 55525, 55526, 55530, 55532, 55534, 55600, 55601, 55602, 
55602.5, 55603, 55605, 55607, 55620, 55630, 55750, 55751, 55752, 55753, 55753.5, 
55753.7, 55754, 55755, 55756, 55756.5, 55757, 55758, 55758.5, 55759, 55760, 55761, 
55762, 55763, 55764, 55765, 55800, 55800.5, 55801, 55805, 55805.5, 55806, 55807, 
55808, 55809, 55825, 55827, 55828, 55829, 55830, 55831, 58102, 58104, 58106, 58107, 
58108, 59404, and 59410; Handbook of Accreditation and Policy Manual, Accrediting 
Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (Summer 2002); and “Program and 
Course Approval Handbook” Chancellor’s Office California Community Colleges 
(September 2001).] 

2. Paradise Irrigation District, et al. v. Commission on State Mandates, Department of 
Finance, and Department of Water Resources 
Third District Court of Appeal, Case No. C081929 
Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 34-2015-80002016 
[Water Conservation (10-TC-12/12-TC-01, adopted December 5, 2014), Water Code 
Division 6, Part 2.55 [sections 10608-10608.64] and Part 2.8 [sections 10800-10853] as 
added by Statutes 2009-2010, 7th Extraordinary Session, Chapter 4California Code of 
Regulations, Title 23, Division 2, Chapter 5.1, Article 2, Sections 597-597.4; Register 
2012, No. 28.] 

3. On Remand from California Supreme Court, Case No. S214855, State of California 
Department of Finance, State Water Resources Control Board, and California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region v. Commission on State Mandates and 
County of Los Angeles, et al (petition and cross-petition)  
Second District Court of Appeal Case No. B292446 
[Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. BS130730, Related Appeal from Second 
District Court of Appeal, Case No. B237153 [Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff 
Discharges, 03-TC-04, 03-TC-19, 03-TC-20, and 03-TC-21, Los Angeles Regional 
Quality Control Board Order No. 01-182, Permit CAS004001, Parts 4C2a., 4C2b, 4E & 
4Fc3] 

California Supreme Court: 

1. Counties of San Diego, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Orange, and Sacramento v. 
Commission on State Mandates, et al.  
California Supreme Court, Case No. S239907 
Fourth District Court of Appeal, Division One, Case No. D068657 
San Diego County Superior Court, Case No. 37-2014-00005050-CU-WM-CTL  
[Mandate Redetermination, Sexually Violent Predators, (12-MR-01, CSM-4509); 
Welfare and Institutions Code Sections 6601, 6602, 6603, 6604, 6605, and 6608; Statutes 
1995, Chapter 762 (SB 1143); Statutes 1995, Chapter 763 (AB 888); Statutes 1996, 



Chapter 4 (AB 1496) As modified by Proposition 83, General Election, November 7, 
2006] 

2. Californ;a School Board Assodahon (CSBA) v. State of California et al.
California Supreme Court, Case No S247266
First District Court of Appeal, Case No. A 148606
Alameda County Superior Court, Case No. RGI 1554698
[2010-2011 Budget Trailer Bills; Education Code sections 42238.24 and 56523]

To confer with and receive advice from legal counsel, for consideration and action, as necessary 
and appropriate, upon the following matter pursuant to Government Code section 11126(e)(2): 

Based on existing facts and circumstances, there is a specific matter which presents a significant 
exposure to litigation against the Commission on State Mandates, its members or staff. 

B. PERSONNEL

To confer on personnel matters pursuant to Government Code section 11126(a). 

The Commission adjourned into closed executive session at 11 :05 a.m., pursuant to Government 
Code section 11 l 26( e ), to confer with and receive advice from legal counsel for consideration 
and action, as necessary and appropriate, upon the pending litigation listed on the published 
notice and agenda; and to confer with and receive advice from legal counsel regarding potential 

litigation; and to confer on personnel matters pursuant to Government Code section l 1126(a)(l). 

RECOVENE IN PUBLIC SESSION 

REPORT FROM CLOSED EXECUTIVE SESSION 

At 11 :26 a.m., the Commission reconvened in open session, and Vice Chairperson Hariri 
repotted that the Commission met in closed executive session pursuant to Government Code 
section 11126(e)(2) to confer with and receive advice from legal counsel for consideration and 
action, as necessary and appropriate, upon the pending litigation listed on the public notice and 
agenda, and to confer with and receive advice from legal counsel regarding potential litigation, 
and, pursuant to Government Code section 11126(a)(l) to confer on personnel matters. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Hearing no further business, Vice Chairperson Hariri adjourned the meeting by a unanimous 
voice vote of the Commission at 11 :27 a.m. 
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SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 

FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 30, 2018, 10:04 A.M. 

---o0o--- 

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Good morning,

everyone.  The meeting of the Commission on State

Mandates will come to order.

Ms. Halsey, will you please call the roll.

MS. HALSEY:  Sure.

Ms. Ramirez, Ms. Olsen, and Ms. Wong-Hernandez

contacted me to let me know they will be unable to

attend today's hearing.

The existing membership of the Commission is

seven; so with four members present today, a majori ty,

we have a quorum.

Mr. Adams.  

MEMBER ADAMS:  Here.

MS. HALSEY:  Mr. Alex.  

MEMBER ALEX:  Here.

MS. HALSEY:  Mr. Hariri.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Here.  

MS. HALSEY:  Ms. Stowers.

MEMBER STOWERS:  Here.

MS. HALSEY:  Thank you.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Okay.  The first item

on the agenda is the minutes of the last September 28th,
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2018, meeting.

Are there any objections or corrections to the

minutes from the September meeting?

MEMBER ADAMS:  I would move approval.

MEMBER STOWERS:  Second.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Is there a second?

We have a motion and a second for adoption of

the September 28, 2018, minutes.

All those in favor, please signify "aye."

(Ayes)

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Any opposition?

(No response)

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Any abstention?

(No response)

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Okay.  The minutes

are adopted.

MS. HALSEY:  Now we will --

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Is there any public

comment?  

Oh, sorry.

MS. HALSEY:  We will take up public comment now

for items not on the agenda.  Please note that the

Commission cannot take action on items not on the

agenda.  However, it can schedule issues raised by the

public for consideration at future meetings.
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VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Okay.  Is there any

public comment?

(No response)

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Hearing no public

comments, we will move on to the next item, please.

MS. HALSEY:  Since there are no proposed items

for consent this morning, let's move to the Article  7

portion of the hearing.

Will the parties and witnesses for Items 3 and

4 please rise.

(Parties/witnesses stood to be 

sworn or affirmed.)  

MS. HALSEY:  Do you solemnly swear or affirm

that the testimony which you are about to give is t rue

and correct, based on your personal knowledge,

information, or belief?

(Affirmative responses were heard.)

MS. HALSEY:  Thank you.

Item 2 is reserved for appeals of Executive

Director decisions.  There are no appeals to consid er

for this hearing.

Senior Commission Counsel Eric Feller will

present Item 3, an incorrect reduction claim on

enrollment fee collection and waivers.

The Claimant notified Commission staff that
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they would not be sending a representative to today 's

hearing.

MR. FELLER:  Good morning.  This incorrect

reduction claim challenges the Controller's reducti on of

costs claimed for salaries and benefits for enrollm ent

fee collection and waiver activities and the adjust ments

to offsetting revenues for Fiscal Years 98/99 throu gh

10/11.

Staff finds the IRC is timely filed and the

Controller's reductions are correct as a matter of law

and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in

evidentiary support.

The Controller agrees with the proposed

decision, but the Claimant does not.

Accordingly, staff recommends the Commission

adopt the proposed decision to deny the IRC and

authorize staff to make any technical, nonsubstanti ve

changes to the proposed decision following the hear ing.

Will the parties and witnesses please state

your full name for the record, please.

MR. VENNEMAN:  Jim Venneman, State Controller's

Office.

Controller's Office supports staff's conclusion

and recommendation.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Are there any public
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comments on this item?

(No response)

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Are there any

questions from the members?

(No response)

MEMBER ADAMS:  Mr. Chairman, I would just make

the comment that I'm sorry the Claimant is not here .

Because what jumped out at me is there are estimate s of

almost ten times over what was reality, and I would  have

liked to have asked why such a discrepancy.  If

something is a little off, that's fine, but ten tim es

off, some explanation would have been nice to hear.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  So how do we deal

with issues like that?  Just hold off to the questi on?

MS. HALSEY:  The Claimant is not here to answer

that so...

MR. FELLER:  According to the record, the

employees -- they took surveys of their employers [ sic],

and based on those employee surveys, they estimated  the

time that it took to perform the mandated activitie s.

So that's -- that's -- I believe that's where they

received that data.

MEMBER STOWERS:  Chair?  A question on that.

With respect to the surveys, can you elaborate how the

surveys -- do you know how they did the surveys?  I s it
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just interviewing the employees?  Documenting their

time?

MR. FELLER:  The -- each employee filled out a

form that had the columns and rows; and the rows fo r

each reimbursable activity were listed; and then th ey

listed the estimated number of minutes it took them  to

perform that activity; and then the -- they -- the

employee signed the bottom of the form, certified u nder

penalty of perjury, that that was -- that was corre ct,

and they signed that.

But again, it differed with the Controller's

time study.

MEMBER STOWERS:  But this particular office

was -- actually watched them perform the task and c ame

up with a different time frame?

MR. FELLER:  According to the record.  Yeah,

the Controller probably would be better qualified t o

answer that one, however.

MR. VENNEMAN:  Yes.  We actually went to the

district and went to the various offices where the

activities were performed, and we observed the empl oyees

performing the reimbursable activities and recorded  the

average times it took them to do those.  We asked t he

district to comment on our observations about the t ime

it took, and they didn't respond one way or the oth er.
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We felt that our -- the time estimate -- the

time, actual time, increments that we observed were

representative of the actual time it took to perfor m the

reimbursable activities.

MEMBER STOWERS:  Thank you.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Okay.  Is there any

further discussion?

(No response)

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  With no further

discussion, is there a motion?

MEMBER ADAMS:  Mr. Chairman, I would make a

motion to approve the staff recommendation.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Is there a second?

MEMBER STOWERS:  Second.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Okay.  It has been

moved by Mr. Alex and -- sorry, by Mr. Adams; and

seconded by Ms. Stowers.

If there are no other questions, would you

please call the roll?

MS. HALSEY:  Mr. Adams.

MEMBER ADAMS:  Aye.

MS. HALSEY:  Mr. Alex.

MEMBER ALEX:  Aye.

MS. HALSEY:  Mr. Hariri.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Aye.
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MS. HALSEY:  Ms. Stowers.

MEMBER STOWERS:  Aye.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Okay.  Motion

carries.

We'll go on to the next item.

MS. HALSEY:  Senior Commission Counsel Matt

Jones will present Item 4, an incorrect reduction c laim

on interagency child abuse and neglect investigatio n

reports, or ICAN.

MR. JONES:  Good morning.  

This IRC challenges reductions made by the

Controller to reimbursement claims filed by the Cit y of

Palmdale for costs incurred during fiscal years

1999/2000 through 2012/2013 for the interagency chi ld

abuse and neglect investigation reports mandate, or

ICAN.

The reductions at issue turn on adjustments

made to the Claimant's time study and indirect cost s as

claimed.  Staff recommends that the Commission deny  this

IRC based on the following findings:  

The Controller's adjustments to the time study

are correct as a matter of law and are not arbitrar y,

capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary supp ort;

and the Controller's disallowance of indirect costs  as

claimed was correct as a matter of law and not
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arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in

evidentiary support.

Staff further recommends that the Commission

authorize staff to make any technical, nonsubstanti ve

changes following the hearing.

Will the parties and witnesses please state

your names for the record.  

MS. CHINN:  Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery

Systems, representative for the City of Palmdale.

MS. VOROBYOVA:  Masha Vorobyova representing

State Controller's Office.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Okay.  Would you

please explain your findings.

MS. CHINN:  I have never done an incorrect

reduction claim before, so I apologize in advance.

First, I would like to thank staff and the

Commission for their time and consideration of our

issue.  I have over 30 years of experience in worki ng in

the field of government finance and as a consultant  for

filing these claims for state reimbursement, but ze ro

experience with presenting IRCs.

One of the issues we wish to bring up today for

your consideration is the area where the State

Controller reduced our overhead costs, or ICRP rate s, to

zero.  We believe that we were denied overhead cost s
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that we were eligible for under the state laws, whi ch

require reimbursement of both direct and indirect c osts,

and the denial of these indirect costs resulted in loss

of revenue of approximately half a million dollars.

The City of Palmdale, like many cities in the

state of California, contract for their law enforce ment

services.  Palmdale's contract is with Los Angeles

County Sheriff Department; and within their contrac t,

there is a preset charge for the patrol deputies

established by the county.  Within this billable ho urly

rate, certain city -- or countywide overhead costs are

included, such as the benefits of the employee; bas e

supervisory support; countywide support, such as

providing dispatch evidence records; and other

specialized services, such as access to SWAT teams and

homicide units when needed.  However, it does not

include all overhead costs.

We showed through our record that there were

supplemental charges both within the contract, such  as

charges for additional clerical support, administra tive

support.  In the case of Palmdale, usually they had

additional administrative sergeants and clerks that  they

had contracted with to be dedicated staff for just their

station.  And then there were other outside costs, such

as the contract -- I'm sorry -- countywide -- let m e
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back up.

Sorry.  There were citywide support costs that

were supported in the Cost Allocation Plan.  In the  Cost

Allocation Plan, cities are able to bill for the co st of

citywide services, such as of the City Attorney's

Office, City Manager's Office, support for review o f the

contract, Finance Department's costs; and those are  all

approved and eligible under the federal OMB guideli nes.

We believe that Commission staff agrees with us

in the facts that we presented, that we did show th at

our costs were indeed above zero percent, and they,  in

theory, should be actual for state reimbursement.

I've worked for the City of Palmdale since

2000, and I have prepared their claims for state

reimbursement.  As a part of my services, I annuall y

compute departmental overhead rates, or ICRPs, for all

the programs that have direct costs.  This also inc ludes

preparing overhead costs for the sheriff's contract  as

well.  The rates I computed range between 6 and

13 percent without taking account the citywide over head,

which I mentioned was through the cost allocation p lan.

We claimed 10 percent as an average because,

one, when you request a rate of 10 percent or less per

the claiming instructions, submission of backup to

support that rate is not required; and, two, becaus e we
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felt that in the case of audit, we would be able to

support or justify the rate that we submitted.

This was a fair rate, and not having to present

documentation was advantageous since we were on a t ight

time frame.  We were required to submit 14 years' w orth

of claims in the three-month period.  And usually, when

we do our annual claims, we have the same three-mon th

time allotment, so doing 14 years' worth of claims in

one 3-month chunk is a difficult task.

We presented our computations to the auditor

during our audit and provided the support to prove that

the rates that we claimed were supported and justif ied.

In addition to the overhead charges with the

L.A. County contract, as I said, the City also incl uded

overhead contracts outside the contract to support the

law enforcement service program, and I have kind of

explained those.  So when we factored in those coun ty --

or the Cost Allocation Plan costs, our rates averag ed

between 12 and 15 percent, so we felt that our requ est

for 10 was justified and reasonable.

According to the federal OMB and CFR

guidelines, these costs are eligible for inclusion in

the ICRP.  And I will just read a quote to you.  It

says, "Indirect costs may include both, one, overhe ad

costs of the unit performing the mandate; and, two,  the
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costs of central government services distributed by

other departments, based on a systematic and ration al

basis through a Cost Allocation Plan."  And that's

exactly what we did in preparation of our rates.

The State Controller auditor refused to

consider or allow any additional overhead costs, an d our

ICRP was reduced to zero.

Our auditor explained -- and, again, I quote --

"I have reviewed the City's indirect cost support a nd

our position has not changed.  The program's parame ters

and guidelines allow a 10 percent indirect cost aga inst

direct salaries claimed."

Because our salaries -- and that's the end of

the quote.

Because our salaries were technically contract

salaries, which included some base overhead, the St ate

Controller denied to add any additional overhead ev en

though we demonstrated that that overhead did exist .

We believe that the Controller's rationale is

not correct nor is it supported by federal OMB or

statutory guidelines.  The rates we prepared were

appropriate, were actual, and were computed in

compliance with, again, federal and -- guidelines.

Appendix E of the federal guidelines on page 180 st ates

that the distribution base of indirect costs do not  just
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have to be based on salaries, but are allowed to be

computed based on, one, total direct costs, excludi ng

capital or other distorting items; two, direct sala ries

and wages; or, three, another base which results in  an

equitable distribution.

So again, the State Controller's stance that

just because our rates were not based on direct sal aries

and wages invalidated them is not correct, because,

again, based on the federal guidelines, which

instructions say our mandates are supposed to compl y

with, we can also compute those rates based on, aga in,

total direct costs or another base, which results i n

equitable distribution, and we did exactly that.

It should be noted that nowhere in the claiming

instructions are there directions on how a local ag ency

is supposed to address or show claims for overhead costs

that are incurred under a contract-type scenario, a s in

this situation.  And we should not be penalized for  this

deficiency in the instructions because we are simpl y

doing our best to claim what our actual costs were.

We understand that the State Controller has

broad authority and discretion over modifying the

claiming instructions.  And I guess my question is,  if

they feel that the presentation of overhead in a ce rtain

way has to be presented in a certain format, I woul d
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request that they make those rules clear to claiman ts,

because there are many cities in the state of Calif ornia

that do contract for law enforcement services, and

there's no readily available means to include overh ead

that we can do, other than what was done in the cla im.

So I don't think it should just be not -- be denied  for

that technicality.

Government Code section 17561(a) states, "The

state shall reimburse each local agency and school

district for all costs mandated by the state."

The instructions, again, say that both direct

and indirect costs are eligible costs for including  in

our claim.

Government Code section 17561(d)(i) states that

the Controller shall "audit the records of any loca l

agencies or school district to verify the actual am ount

of the mandated cost."

All that we requested during our audit was that

they give our ICRP, or our overhead rate, adequate

consideration and verify that those amounts were

actually -- are actual costs.

The Government Code and regulations state that

the auditor is to verify costs to determine if they  are

not excessive or reasonable.  We believe that the c osts

of 10 percent were not excessive or unreasonable.
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Denial of eligible costs due to a formatting disput e, we

believe, is arbitrary and capricious, which denied us of

costs close to half a million dollars.  This denial  of

costs represents a -- you know, a hardship to the C ity,

and we ask that the Commission respectfully conside r

this issue and ask the State Controller's Office to

rereview our overhead rates and reinstate them to

actual.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Thank you, Ms. Chinn.

MS. CHINN:  I have another issue, but I don't

know what the protocol is.  Do we talk about this o ne

first or go on to the next one?

MS. HALSEY:  That's really up to the members.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Okay.  That's fine.

Go ahead.  Go ahead.

MS. CHINN:  Do you want issue 2 now too?

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Please.

MS. CHINN:  Okay.  All right.

So our second issue or contention, that we

believe there was a inappropriate disallowance made  to

our claims for state reimbursement, pertain to the

application of time for report writing.

In the parameters of this program, the main

eligible activities involve the time for the office r to

conduct the preliminary investigation in order to
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prepare a report and determine if the case was foun ded,

unfounded, or inconclusive.  When we prepared our c laims

for state reimbursement, we started early, because I

knew that doing 14 years' worth of claims in three

months was going to be pretty much an impossible ta sk.

So when I began contacting my clients, I asked

them for information based on what I thought was go ing

to be approved for state reimbursement.  When I did

those analyses, you know, I reviewed all the

documentations; Statements of Decision; I attended the

prehearing conversations.  It was pretty clear that  the

scope was going to be primarily that investigative

component and then the report writing component.  

However, I had interpreted a little bit more

conservatively than what was finally granted.  I th ought

that the time that was spent by the officer to prep are

the report was only going to be eligible for

substantiated cases.

So when I met with my clients, I explained to

them, you know -- you know, asked for time for thes e

different activities; have your time study track th ese

four major components.  And when the City did so, t he

first time when they prepared their time study, it

wasn't a true time study in the definition of what the

State Controller was looking for.  
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What the City had done was, they went back to

their computer-aided dispatch records, and they wer e

able to -- for those types of instances and

investigations, they were able to determine the tim e

that the officer arrived on scene, and then the tim e

that the officer departed from that call for servic e.

So they determined that that was the initial prelim inary

investigation time, and we thought that that was

reasonable.

When I came back to the City the following

year, I reviewed their time study results.  Oh, als o,

just to back up.

During that time study, they also had done a

time study for report preparation, and it's not rea lly

clear how they came up with their times.  It averag ed to

be about 1.28 hours of report writing time for thos e

investigations.  And I know that cities have also

similar programs where they can record when an offi cer

logs in, types a report, and logs out.  So I suspec t

that that was the method in which they derived that  1.28

hours per case.

So technically, while it's not a time study in

the way the state, you know, wants you to sit there  and

track minute by minute, we felt that those times we re

reflective of actual costs.
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So when I came to the City the next year,

instructions had still not been released, so we sti ll

had more time, so I said, it's probably a good idea  if

we do another time study that would comply with the

State Controller's rules.  So I explained to them, you

know, here's a new form; here are the activities; t rack

them contemporaneously, so that when the deputy who  does

those investigations goes out on those calls for

service, they would be tracking minute by minute wh at

that cost was.

So the following year when I returned and I

reviewed their reports again, while they had done t hat,

they had lumped together all the activities under o ne

line entry.  And on that entry, they would enter It em 1,

review of the SCAR form; Item 2, conduct investigat ion;

Item 3, prepare the report; and Item 4, review and

approve of the report.  

So what my intention had been was that there

would be Item 1 takes this amount of time; Item 2 t akes

this.  But they had lumped it all together.  And at  this

point in time, it was already too late to do anothe r

time study, so we had to prepare based on the

information that we had.

So we knew in our time study, it was flawed

because, again, I told you in the beginning, that m y
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instructions to my clients were that we only though t

that the time to prepare substantiated reports woul d be

included, but not for the unfounded cases.

So accordingly, the deputy who did those time

studies, in her logs, did not note report writing t ime

for about 80 percent of the cases in that time stud y.

And that's pretty much reflective of what actual

statistics are.  When law enforcements go out and

conduct these investigations, typically 80 percent are

unfounded.  Maybe 10 to 20 percent are actual found ed

and substantiated cases of child abuse.  So the tim e

study reflected, in general, what actually occurs a s a

whole, from what we observed.

So during the audit, we noticed that the state

had reduced our request by approximately an hour, a nd I

was trying to determine, well, where did that one-h our

reduction come from, and, at first, it wasn't clear  to

me how -- how that reduction was made.  And then it , you

know, became clear that the reduction is because, i n our

time study, which the State took verbatim, they did n't

factor in that 80 percent of our cases had not incl uded

report writing time.  So we requested that they inc lude

time for report writing, but the State Controller d enied

that request.

So our stance is that that is not a fair
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outcome.  We asked for the opportunity to conduct

another time study, at which time -- you know, the

original time study was over a month period.  We co uld

have done -- during a two-year audit, it would have  been

a simple matter to do another time study that would

capture the time that it takes to prepare unfounded  or

inconclusive reports, but we were denied that

opportunity.

So, therefore, I'm here before you today,

asking for an opportunity to do that, which wasn't

granted to us during our original audit.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Thank you, Ms. Chinn.

Can we hear from Ms. Vorobyova this morning.

MS. VOROBYOVA:  Good morning.

Well, first of all, I would like to start with

saying that the State Controller's Office agrees wi th

the staff-proposed decision, and to quickly comment  on

the two issues of indirect costs and the report wri ting

time.  

The -- as Ms. Chinn indicated, the City did not

incur any direct costs because they don't have the

agency to perform the reimbursable activity.  They

contract with Los Angeles County Sheriff's Departme nt to

perform the reimbursable activities, and, therefore , the

costs that were claimed are the contract services c osts.
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The billable rates that the City paid to Los Angele s

Sheriff's Department do include some overhead items

built into the rates, and we have showed that in ou r

record.  So some overhead costs are reimbursable th rough

the contract service rate.

The City did not claim indirect costs in

accordance with parameters and guidelines.  The

10 percent rate that Ms. Chinn is referring to is o nly

allowable to be claimed on top of direct salary cos ts,

which, in this instance, were not incurred.

And on the subject matter of report writing

time, I would like to be clear that the time increm ent

that is allowable for the specific claim does inclu de

report writing time within the average time increme nt.

As Ms. Chinn indicated, the time increment was

all encompassing without segregating the time incre ment

into each specific activity.  So to validate those four

reimbursable activities, our staff performed interv iews

with the deputies who actually performed these

investigations, and we asked about the report -- re port

writing time in those interviews and validated that  the

report writing time was, in fact, included in the

average time increment.

The reduction of the average time increment

actually would not reduce any report writing time.  It
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had to do with the -- eliminating from the time stu dy

population one case that was ineligible to be claim ed,

because that one case included activities that went

beyond the scope of the mandate and included activi ties

that happened after the case is found to be

substantiated and further investigation continues.

So I want to be clear that the change in the

time increment has nothing to do with report time - -

report writing time.  And I believe report writing time

is an additional increase that the Claimant is

requesting.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Thank you.  

Are there any public comments on this item?

MS. CHINN:  Can I -- rebuttal?

Okay.  So the first point of the 10 percent not

being applicable and that cities are not incurring

direct costs is -- it's rather naive.  I mean, the City

is incurring direct costs.  They are just contract

costs.  When a city hires an attorney, those rates -- if

they are doing the valid activities -- those are

eligible for reimbursement, as we were reimbursed f or

that.

Masha, Ms. Vorobyova, mentioned that some

overhead was included in the rates that we requeste d,

and that's true.  They did give us a 4 percent liab ility
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rate that was a part of the contract.  However, it did

not include any of the administrative staff, the su pport

staff, the clericals.  Did not include cost allocat ion,

planned costs.  Again, all of those costs are eligi ble

for reimbursement under federal guidelines.  The wa y in

which we prepared the overhead rates are in complia nce

in federal rules and federal guidelines.  So the

10 percent is supported and is properly applied to the

contracted hourly rate.  So that is not a valid poi nt.

MEMBER ALEX:  Maybe I can try to cut through

this.

It seems to me, there are two separate

questions here.  One is, is it -- is it reasonable for

Palmdale to have overhead in addition to that in th e

contract?  That's one question.

It rolls into the next question, which is

whether those -- I think it's very likely -- I mean , the

State obviously charges overhead when it does

contracting and gets reimbursed.  So I -- I think t hat's

pretty clear that you could.

So the real question, for me, is, does it -- is

it covered by the -- by the reimbursement requireme nts

here?  And maybe you can speak to that.  Because I think

it's pretty clear, there are -- there are indirect costs

incurred by the City.  And the question is, is it
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reimbursable in this context?

MS. CHINN:  Maybe the legal staff can comment,

but based on legal descriptions in the California

constitution, it says local agencies are entitled - -

MEMBER ALEX:  Don't -- don't -- the

constitution and federal requirements, they are not

relevant to this --

MS. CHINN:  Okay.  So I am trying to answer the

question.

MEMBER ALEX:  I -- I am asking the Controller

--

MS. CHINN:  I believe the OMB guidelines do.

MEMBER ALEX:  I am asking the Controller.  

MS. CHINN:  Okay.  I'm sorry.

MEMBER ALEX:  Okay.  Thank you.

MS. VOROBYOVA:  I believe determining

reasonableness applies a bit of subjectivity.  When  we

do our audits, we audit to the parameters and

guidelines.  And parameters and guidelines are very

clear in how to claim where 10 percent applied and where

it does not.  And, therefore, our reduction is in

accordance with parameters and guidelines, which is  a

judgment criteria for the mandated cost claims.

MS. CHINN:  So in other audits where we have

a -- and I know you guys don't like to go into othe r
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audits but --

MEMBER ALEX:  Hang on.  Hang on a second.

MS. CHINN:  Okay.

MEMBER ALEX:  Maybe I can ask staff as well, if

you have an opinion on that.

Because, to me, the question is, the parameters

and guidelines control unless there's something tha t

overrules this.  And so I just want to know your vi ew of

the -- of the City's ability --

MR. JONES:  Yes, sir.  That's staff's

recommendation too:  The parameters and guidelines only

allow 10 percent to be applied to direct costs, dir ect

salaries, and benefit costs.  So when your salaries  are

incurred through a contract, as this City's are, ma ybe

there's -- you know, maybe that's a flaw in the

parameters and guidelines, but it's -- there's just

not -- there's not a provision for that.  It sugges ts

that -- the parameters and guidelines, in plain

language, says that if your direct -- your indirect  cost

rate exceeds 10 percent, then you can prepare an

indirect cost rate.  

And there is some documentation in the record

here that that was -- there was an attempt to do th at.

But it's not clear -- when I look at the documentat ion,

I don't see anything supporting what the direct cos t
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basis is versus the indirect costs that are allocat ed.

I don't see anything -- and, again, the Commission staff

shouldn't be in the position of reweighing the evid ence

that the Controller was looking at either.

So the finding here, that we're recommending

that you adopt, is that rejecting the -- or that

disallowing the 10 percent as claimed was correct a s a

matter of law, and that, essentially, there was not

enough -- there's nothing here that would compel th e

Commission to find that the Controller was arbitrar y in

what came after that.

MEMBER ALEX:  Right.

So you -- so you have a pretty high burden

here.  I mean, it has to be on the record, and it h as to

be in -- relevant to the parameters and guidelines.

MS. CHINN:  So what if the parameters and

guidelines don't cover something like this adequate ly,

that the parameters and guidelines should allow for

overhead costs to be charged regardless of how it - -

what the basis is, if it's salaries or if it's tota l

direct costs.

I think that there's an issue here with the

parameters and guidelines, in that it doesn't compl y

with federal OMB guidelines.  So to say that a loca l

agency is denied their overhead costs simply becaus e the
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way that the instructions are written, that it appl ies

only to salaries, is incorrect.

In cost accounting practice, that basis can be

salaries, benefits, and, as I read to you, can be t otal

costs.  It can be another allocable basis that is a  fair

representation of costs.

And, again, you know, I understand that the

Commission staff, they are not cost accountants, an d,

perhaps, it would be wise for them to have some cos t

accountants to give them some advice in matters suc h as

these.  Because when parameters and guidelines -- I

would imagine, when they don't comply with federal

guidelines, then the federal guidelines should trum p

instructions that are perhaps not adequately writte n to

allow for the provision of overhead costs that are

clearly reimbursable under constitution and the

parameters -- of the basic parameters that say dire ct

and indirect costs are eligible.

So deny it just, again, a "gotcha," like, oh,

sorry, you didn't exactly meet these requirements n ot

based on salaries; it's based on salaries and total

costs of that contracted position's hourly rate, it  just

seems like it's overlooking the intent of the law f or

the minuscule description of that law, which is wri tten

by the State Controller's Office.  And if that's no t
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correct and doesn't match federal guidelines, again , I

would think federal guidelines should trump State

Controller instructions. 

MEMBER ALEX:  Not in a state proceeding.

But -- but anyway, Camille, maybe talk to

the --

MS. SHELTON:  Let me just comment a little bit.

MEMBER ALEX:  Yeah.

MS. SHELTON:  So the plain language of the

parameters and guidelines does allow the 10 percent  for

employee costs, but does have that catch-all provis ion,

which is consistent with federal OMB.  It allows yo u to

prepare an indirect cost rate proposal in those

situations.  And that opportunity was provided, at least

based on the record, that you could have prepared a n

indirect cost rate proposal, which was reviewed by the

Controller's Office, and we don't see any evidence that

they didn't review your proposal.  So it's there.

Number 2, the Ps and Gs are binding.  They went

through the process; all parties had an opportunity  to

comment.  If there's something lacking or you wante d

more clarity in the indirect cost rate language, th at

needs to come up through comments and discussion wh en

the Ps and Gs are being adopted, or a request to am end

the parameters and guidelines is also available for
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those reasons.

So these do comply with federal law because of

that catch-all proposal that allows you to prepare an

indirect cost rate proposal.

MS. CHINN:  So which is it?  If we can prepare

one, but they won't allow it?

MS. SHELTON:  That is within the Controller's

discretion under the law.

MS. CHINN:  How is that not arbitrary and

capricious, that we prepare a rate, it's in complia nce

with federal law guidelines, but the State won't al low

or consider it?  

I guess I am not understanding the transition

of the logical flow here.

MS. VOROBYOVA:  We did consider it.  And the

evidence in the record does show that we reviewed t hose

proposals, and it also shows some of the issues we found

with those proposals.

MS. CHINN:  There were no discussions in -- in

earnest.

We only had two responses from the State

Controller's auditor, and, basically, he said, (as

read), "I have reviewed the indirect cost support a nd

the program's parameters allow a 10 percent indirec t

cost rate against direct salaries claimed.  Therefo re,
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no allowance of indirect costs were allowed."

There was no back and forth.  There was no

discussion of -- "So why are you including this

sergeant?  Why are you including this secretary?  W hat

is proof of your departmental countywide overhead

costs?"  None of that was ever addressed.  

The only answer we got -- we presented and

presented and presented.  And all we got back from the

State Controller's Office was a basic, flat-out, "n o";

it doesn't comply with this.  It's not a salary in the

sense of a salary; even though it is a salary, it's  just

a contract salary.  So, again, based on technicalit y,

the State is able to rob us of half a million dolla rs,

and that is not a just outcome.

They should be required to -- again, it says in

their guidelines, they are supposed to review based  on

actual.  So they are supposed to come to your claim ed

city and reconcile to actual.  Zero overhead is not

actual.  So, clearly, a complete disallowance of co sts

is not a fair outcome.

All we're asking for is that they come back and

review our actual rates, as they should have in the

beginning.

MEMBER ADAMS:  Good morning.

A few different questions.  Just on the comment
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you just said of zero overhead, there actually is s ome

overhead that's reimbursed because of what is in th e

contract with Los Angeles County, correct?  

MS. VOROBYOVA:  Thank you.

MS. CHINN:  There was only 4 percent.

MEMBER ADAMS:  Okay.

MS. VOROBYOVA:  Yes.  There's -- it's not only

liability and we included the sheet from the L.A. C ounty

Sheriff's Office, which identifies what's included on --

in billable rates.  There's also administrative

positions that are included.  There's some overhead

built into the rates.

MS. CHINN:  There is.

MEMBER ADAMS:  With that -- with that said, I

don't want this to be a "gotcha" moment.  I heard t hat

word.

And under the parameters -- parameters and

guidelines, would there have been an appropriate wa y to

claim these indirect costs?  And did they miss that

opportunity?  Or under the P and Gs, there's just n o

way?

MR. JONES:  May I speak to that, Mr. Adams?

MEMBER ADAMS:  Please.

MR. JONES:  Staff's position is that, yes,

there was an appropriate way, and it was to develop  an
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indirect cost rate proposal with documentation that  the

Controller could review.  And there's some evidence  that

at least in the latter half of the audit prepared, there

is some documentation in the record.  

But the way I read the record, and all the

correspondence between the auditor's staff and the

Claimant representative and the Claimant's finance

director, finance manager of the City, all -- the w ay I

read the record, the entire time up until this very  last

comment that we have in our record, Exhibit E, the

Claimant has only ever sought the 10 percent and so ught

to use that documentation to justify why the 10 per cent

is a reasonable figure.

But it's not -- staff's position is that

it's -- it shouldn't be the Commission's place to t ell

the Controller to do what's reasonable.  The Commis sion

should only be determining whether the Controller d id

something that was arbitrary or capricious.  

And since the 10 percent -- by the plain

language, the 10 percent rate is clearly not availa ble

to this Claimant, based on the Ps and Gs, that

documentation being used to justify the 10 percent or,

you know, to -- to support a rate that was reasonab le is

just -- that's not really within the Commission's

purview, in our opinion.
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MEMBER ADAMS:  Understand.

MS. CHINN:  So --

MEMBER ADAMS:  Just -- just one other comment,

if I can.  And that is, I'm finding interesting the  real

property that is somehow part of this.  I'm not qui te

getting that nexus of how throwing in a piece of re al

property becomes an indirect cost.

MS. CHINN:  Oh.  Oh, purchase of a facility for

the sheriff's office?

So that was one of the items -- I am assuming

that you were reading through in the record -- wher e the

City and the County partnered to construct a new

facility for -- for the sheriff's office.  And as a  part

of that partnership, there were certain infrastruct ure

improvements, land donation, which the State Contro ller

said that land donations technically do not comply under

OMB, which is true.  But there were a lot of other

infrastructure improvements that were provided by t he

City that we presented to the State, that show that

there were other valid costs.

We -- when we -- when I originally prepared my

claim, as I said, my first rates were 6 to 13 perce nt.

The question that the Commission staff mentioned wa s,

why did we wait until the last minute?  Well, that was

because at the last minute, we were told that we we re
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going to be denied our 10 percent.  All through the

audit process, we were focused on time, activities,

documentation, and then, at the last minute, we wer e

told, oh, and by the way, you are not going to get any

reimbursement for your overhead costs.

At that point, we scrambled and said, hey, we

have documentation, plenty of it.  As I said, I've been

working with the City since 2000, and every year I' ve

been preparing these rates.  I wouldn't have submit ted

those requests for 10 percent if I did not believe that

we couldn't justify those rates and that those rate s

wouldn't be reviewed in case of an audit.

So when the auditor said, we're not going to

give you your 10 percent, I said, wait, hold on,

here's -- I have tons of documentation, and I, you know,

kept sending more and more.  Here's -- you know, he re

are my rates that I prepared at the time,

contemporaneously.  Here are additional costs that we

didn't even include or build into those 6 to 13 per cent

rates.

So I feel like we -- as a City side, we did our

due diligence of requesting for costs that we felt were

supported and were actual.

And -- and those parameters and guidelines, if

it says direct salaries and benefits, well, then, i t
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should read to match the federal OMB guidelines whi ch

lists those three components under which indirect c osts

may be included.

Overhead costs may be based on -- sorry, too

many papers -- salaries and benefits and total dire ct

costs or another basis that results in a just and

reasonable allocation of costs.

So those parameters should match, you know, I

guess the State's parameters just took salaries and

benefits.  In most cases that's what's going to hap pen.

But in contract cities, they are salaries and benef its,

but they are through a contract.

So, again, I don't know what the answer is.  It

is a "gotcha" moment.  But we -- you know, we just feel

that we've been treated unfairly and would like som e

restoration of costs based upon our actual costs.

MR. JONES:  Just to clarify, for the members,

the three direct costs or distribution basis that t he

Claimant is describing are, in fact, in the paramet ers

and guidelines, but it's under the section that req uires

you to actually prepare an indirect cost rate propo sal.

MS. CHINN:  Which we did.

MR. JONES:  It's not -- the 10 percent does not

apply to those three options.  The 10 percent only

applies to direct salaries and benefits placed -- b ased
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on the plain language.

And as Camille said, if Claimants have an issue

with that language, then it needs to be brought up when

the parameters and guidelines are being adopted.  T hey

are, in fact, binding --

MS. CHINN:  Well, if it's -- 

MR. JONES:  -- in this context.

MS. CHINN:  -- there, then what do we have to

fix?  You just said that they're in the parameters and

guidelines.  So what is there to fix?

MR. JONES:  Yes.  But you've always been

claiming your -- excuse me.  I don't mean to -- I w ill

address the members.

MS. CHINN:  That's fine.

MR. JONES:  The Claimant has been claiming

their indirect costs based on the 10 percent defaul t

rate, in attempting to justify that 10 percent defa ult

rate throughout the audit process.  And essentially  what

they are asking the members to do now is to rewrite

their claim and request that the Controller revisit  this

audit many years past the deadline for amended clai ms.

MS. CHINN:  Again, the -- 

MR. JONES:  So that's -- staff's position is

that it's just not appropriate to do it at this tim e.

MS. CHINN:  The instructions do not require us
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to prepare or present --

MEMBER ALEX:  Can I ask you to have the Chair

recognize you before you speak -- 

MS. CHINN:  Yes.  

MEMBER ALEX:  -- so that we can have a

proceeding.

MS. CHINN:  I'm sorry.

MEMBER ALEX:  Thank you.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  All right.  Please go

ahead.

Are you done, first?  Excuse me.  Are you

finished?

Go ahead.

MS. CHINN:  I just wanted to say that in the

claiming instructions, it says specifically, you do  not

have to attach your overhead rate computations if y our

rates are below 10 percent.

So we feel that we followed the instructions.

It said, you do not have to include -- do you want me to

show you where that is, Mr. Jones?

MR. JONES:  No, thank you.

That -- you are actually misrepresenting the

parameters and guidelines at this point.

If I may, for the members, the parameters and

guidelines say that you can -- you can prepare an
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indirect cost rate proposal if the indirect cost ra te

claimed exceeds 10 percent, not if it's less than

10 percent.

MS. CHINN:  It did not exceed 10 percent.

Okay?  So our -- our amount we requested was 10 per cent

under that amount.

Under the instructions, we weren't required to

submit those forms.  We didn't submit them, but we had

them as back-up in case of audit.  We understood th at

the purpose of the audit was reconciled to actual.  We

had actual ready.  We had prepared them

contemporaneously.  We had proof of actual costs.  The

actual costs are not zero, yet the State reduced

everything.  And I guess that there's not much more .

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Thank you again for

your testimony.  I think we have had enough informa tion.

More questions?

MEMBER ALEX:  Camille, I think you've wanted to

say something for a minute.

MS. SHELTON:  Only to remind the members that

the standard -- the legal standard of review for th ese

audit issues, that the Commission may not reweigh t he

evidence or substitute its judgment for that of the

Controller.  The Commission's review is limited to

ensuring that the Controller has adequately conside red
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all relevant factors and has demonstrated a rationa l

connection between those factors and the choices ma de.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Thank you.

MEMBER ALEX:  I -- I have a comment.

I mean, I -- I'm sympathetic to the City

because I do think their -- you know, my experience  is

that there is overhead associated with a contract, and I

think it's typical.

But I have to say that there -- there is a

process to have -- if it was a parameters and guide lines

problem, that should have been raised in an -- in a n

appropriate way.  And then once that wasn't the cas e,

that it -- it does seem that the requirements, in t erms

of the review and what's on the record, is not

supporting the City's position.

And so it's really hard for this Commission to,

as Camille just said, given the standard of review,  to

go outside of that process.

MEMBER ADAMS:  Mr. Chairman, if I could add

just some comments.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Sure.  Go ahead.

MEMBER ADAMS:  I, too, am sympathetic, but it

appears, to me, that there may be an issue with the

parameters and guidelines not fitting what you folk s are

necessarily wanting to do.  And that is -- my
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understanding is, you get those administrative cost s on

direct costs, not contract costs, but direct costs.   And

for any other costs, if it's less than 10 percent, you

don't have to itemize.  If it's over 10 percent, yo u

have to itemize.  

But in this instance, yours were less than

10 percent, but they weren't based on direct costs,  and

there lies your problem.

MS. CHINN:  No.  They were based on direct

costs.

MS. SHELTON:  He means direct employee costs.

MEMBER ADAMS:  Right.  Yeah.

MS. CHINN:  Oh.

MEMBER ADAMS:  Yeah.  As opposed to contract

costs.

MS. CHINN:  They are direct costs.  They are

just through a contract.

MEMBER ADAMS:  Right.

So, again, I am sympathetic, but I'm not sure

we have many options here.

MS. SHELTON:  The parameters and guidelines are

binding.  You can't -- you have to follow the plain

language of the parameters and guidelines.  You don 't

have any authority to go beyond that.

MEMBER STOWERS:  Mr. Chair?
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VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Yes.

MEMBER STOWERS:  Just a simple question for me,

to staff.  You talked about the time period has exp ired

for them to have amended their claim.  Can you, for  the

record, share what that time period was.

MR. JONES:  I don't know the exact date that

claiming instructions were issued in this case.  Pe rhaps

the Controller's representative can speak to that.  

But I do know that the claims, the original

claims, were filed sometime around June or July of 2014,

and then amended claims have already been filed in this

case in July of 2015, and the amended claims were t imely

by maybe a week or a few days.  So the time period for

filing the amended claims would have run out mid

July 2015.

MEMBER STOWERS:  State Controller's Office?  

MS. VOROBYOVA:  That is correct.

And like Mr. Jones indicated, the original

claims were filed.  And subsequent to that, about a  year

later, claims were amended for a higher amount, and  we

evaluated the amended claims clearly.

And I also would like to make a quick comment

that we always try to avoid a "gotcha" moment -- mo ment

to the State Controller's office.  As we provided

evidence here and documentation to show that even t hough
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we may have disagreed with some of the documentatio n

that was provided early on in the process, we worke d

with the City, at length, to justify the time study  that

was not performed contemporaneously.  And if we wan ted

to audit to a technicality, we would have disallowe d the

entire time study, but we did not.  And we take pri de in

the fact that we did work with the City.  We always  work

with our claimants.  

If there's evidence that activities did take

place -- which, in this case, of course they did --  we

work with the claimants as much as possible, trying  to

provide for reimbursable costs.

And in this instance, even though we may

disagree with some of the findings, however, we bel ieve

we did everything possible to review the proposed

indirect cost proposals, and they were always prese nted

to justify the 10 percent rate.

MEMBER STOWERS:  Okay.  Thank you.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Thank you.

Thank you.  Thank you both.

MS. CHINN:  Can I comment?  Am I allowed to?

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Okay.  Go ahead.

MS. CHINN:  That all sounds great.  But there

are some issues with what Ms. Vorobyova said.

She said that we did not have a contemporaneous
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time study, and that's incorrect.  We had two.  As I

mentioned, we had the first one that was done with the

CAD Report, and then we had a second one that was

contemporaneous, and the State found that it was

contemporaneous.  So questioning our documentation is

not -- that was just not a correct comment.

And then the fact that they are saying that

they worked so hard with us, the evidence in the re cord

shows that that's not the case.  If you look at the  --

the span from when we were notified that we were no t

going to get overhead rates included to the exit

conference, it was, like, a two-week time frame.

So their representation that, oh, we've done

everything that we can to review their rates is not

true.  I mean, if that was true, there would be mor e

evidence in the record where they would say, well, prove

to us that your sergeants are administrative; prove  to

us that these clerks are providing direct benefits to

the departmental costs.

None of that is in the record because none of

that took place.  There was no back and forth.  It was a

pretty clear definition and a decision by the State

Controller's Office that they were just going to de ny

all indirect costs.  There was no opportunity for b ack

and forth.
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I was sending these attachments at the last

minute because that's all we had to do.  We had two

weeks before we were notified we were not get getti ng

our indirect costs to, our exit conference is going  to

be in two weeks from now.  So, you know, if -- if t hat

was the case, then there wouldn't be incorrect redu ction

claims.  The Claimants would feel that they were tr eated

fairly by the State Controller's Office, but that's  not

the case, as can be attested by the length and the

number of incorrect reduction claims that are out t here.

And I think that there should be something like

a Claimant Bill of Rights that says, when you are b eing

audited, here are your rights:  You have the right to

ask for a time study if something is not included, and

the State is just denying outright.  What are the r ights

that a city has to protect their reimbursements; th ere's

nothing like that.

So we're all forced to come here before you,

and then we're told by the legal staff that you can 't do

anything to help us.  So we're put in a catch-22

position of, we're playing by some set of rules, th at

we're not aware of, what we have to do in order to be

able to substantiate and keep our money.

And the ball is always in the State

Controller's Court, where they can, like, bully you
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around and do whatever they want, and you don't hav e a

chance --

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Thank you.  Thank you

very much.  

I think we have taken enough time on this

issue.

MS. CHINN:  Okay.  I -- 

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  I would like to ask,

is there any public comments?

(No response)

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Okay.  Any further

questions from the members?

(No response) 

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Any further

discussion?

(No response)

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Thank you.

I understand your further comment and we

sympathize with you as well.

I would like -- is there a motion?

MEMBER ALEX:  I will move the staff report.

MEMBER STOWERS:  Second.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Okay.  Is there a

second?

Second.
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Okay.  There has been a motion moved by Mr. Lee

[sic] and a second by Ms. Stowers to adopt and appr ove

staff's recommendation.

Would you please take a roll call.

MS. HALSEY:  Mr. Adams.

MEMBER ADAMS:  Aye.

MS. HALSEY:  Mr. Alex.

MEMBER ALEX:  Aye.

MS. HALSEY:  Mr. Hariri.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Aye.

MS. HALSEY:  Ms. Stowers.

MEMBER STOWERS:  Aye.

MS. HALSEY:  Thank you.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Motion is carried.

MS. CHINN:  Thank you.  

MS. VOROBYOVA:  Thank you.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Thank you both.  

MS. HALSEY:  Item 5 is reserved for County

applications for a finding of significant financial

distress, or SB 1033 applications.

No SB 1033 applications have been filed.

Item 6 is the legislative update, and there is

nothing new to report on that.

Chief Legal Counsel Camille Shelton will

present Item 7, the Chief Legal Counsel's Report.
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MS. SHELTON:  Good morning.

There have been no new filings since the last

Commission meeting, but there have been some recent

court decisions:  

On November 19th, the California Supreme Court

did issue its decision in the County of San Diego v ersus

Commission on State Mandates decision on the sexual ly

violent predator mandate redetermination case.  

The Court found that the Commission erred when

it treated Proposition 83 as a basis for terminatin g the

state's obligation to reimburse counties, simply be cause

certain provisions of the Sexually Violent Predator  Act

had been restated without substantive change in

Proposition 83.  The Court remands the matter to th e

Commission to determine whether the expanded defini tion

of a "sexually violent predator" in Proposition 83

transformed the test claim statutes as a whole into  a

voter-imposed mandate or, alternatively, did so to the

extent the expanded definition incrementally impose d new

additional duties on counties.

A second decision has been issued by the

Sacramento County Superior Court in Fresno Unified

School District versus Commission on State Mandates ,

which challenged the test claim on certificated sch ool

employees parental leave.  There, the Court found t hat
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the statute imposed a new program or higher level o f

service, but agreed with the Commission's finding t hat

the test claim statute did not result in increased

actual costs mandated by the State.

We are still waiting for the Court's decision

in Paradise Irrigation District versus Commission o n

State Mandates.  And we have one hearing on the cal endar

set for February 8th, 2019, on the remand for the

discharge of stormwater runoff.

And that's all I have.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Okay.

MS. HALSEY:  Item 8 is the Executive Director's

Report.

I first have an action item, and that is for

our Litigation and Personnel Subcommittee appointme nts.

On -- the September 2018 meeting was the last

Commission hearing for Member Chivaro, who was an a ctive

member of the Litigation Subcommittee and Personnel

Subcommittee for many years.  As such, the Commissi on

needs to seek a replacement for him in these capaci ties.

Subcommittees serve in an advisory capacity to

the Commission, but do not take actions.  Any membe r may

volunteer to serve and, upon vote of the Commission , may

serve on a subcommittee of the Commission.  Commiss ion

staff recommends allowing members to nominate thems elves
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and upon -- and serve upon approval of the Commissi on.

And on behalf of Finance, I would like to

nominate the director or the director's designee to

serve on the Personnel Subcommittee.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Do we need to vote on

this?

MS. HALSEY:  I would first open it up for

discussion among the members, and if anyone wants t o

volunteer for either of those positions, and then t he

members could vote on that or make a motion.

MEMBER ADAMS:  Mr. Chairman, I certainly would

accept the Executive Director's recommendation for the

Personnel Committee.

And as far as the Litigation Subcommittee, I

was going to suggest that I think there's a few

attorneys on the Commission.  Whether or not that w ould

be most appropriate, to have somebody with a legal

background on that committee.

MS. HALSEY:  That's -- that's true.  And Carmen

is not here today --

MEMBER ADAMS:  Yeah.  I hate to push her under

the bus --

MS. HALSEY:  Should we nominate her in her

absence?

MEMBER ADAMS:  -- while she's not here.
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MEMBER ALEX:  And I should note, this is my

last Commission meeting.

MS. HALSEY:  We'll be revisiting this again

next hearing to -- to replace Ken.

MEMBER ALEX:  If it's appropriate, do you want

to split these?  And I would make a motion to suppo rt

your recommendation for the Personnel Committee.  A nd if

you want to deal with the next one at the next meet ing,

so that we're not shoving Carmen under the bus whil e

she's not looking.

MS. HALSEY:  If you like, we could do that.

MEMBER ADAMS:  So that would be my motion.

MEMBER STOWERS:  Second.

MS. HALSEY:  Okay.  Thank you.

So then Department of Finance will serve on the

Personnel Subcommittee.  

And we're going to leave the Litigation

Subcommittee open until next hearing.

Thank you.

Oh, do we have a motion?

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Make a motion on this

one?

MS. HALSEY:  Yes, please.

MEMBER ALEX:  A motion and a second.  

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Okay.  Do I have a
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motion?

MEMBER ADAMS:  Yes.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Motion adopted.

MEMBER STOWERS:  Second.

MEMBER ADAMS:  Do we have to vote?

MS. HALSEY:  Motion to appoint the Director of

Finance to Personnel Subcommittee.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Please do a roll

call.

MS. HALSEY:  Okay.  

MEMBER STOWERS:  Do you want to restate the

motion?  

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Need some practice on

this one.

MS. HALSEY:  Mr. Adams.

MEMBER ADAMS:  Aye.

MS. HALSEY:  Mr. Alex.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  First time I'm doing

it.

MEMBER ALEX:  Aye.

MS. HALSEY:  Mr. Hariri.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Aye.

MS. HALSEY:  Ms. Stowers.

MEMBER STOWERS:  Aye.

MS. HALSEY:  I think -- I think we could have
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done that with a voice vote too.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Oh, okay.

MS. HALSEY:  Thank you.

Also, we have a workload update.  After this

hearing, there are 43 pending test claims.  We have  22

notices of complete test claim filing that have iss ued

since we last met.  And four of those issued after the

binder was issued for this hearing.  Forty of these  test

claims are regarding Stormwater NPDES Permits.  Two

parameters and guidelines, including one regarding

Stormwater NPDES permits, and three statewide cost

estimates, including one regarding NPDES permits, a re

pending.  And the NPDES matters are on inactive sta tus

pending the outcome of litigation regarding the tes t

claim decisions underlying those two matters.

In addition, there is one parameters and

guidelines amendment on inactive status pending the

outcome of litigation in the CSBA case, which is

currently pending before the California Supreme Cou rt.

Finally, we have five incorrect reduction

claims pending.  As of today, the Commission staff

expects to hear all currently pending test claims a nd

IRCs by approximately the March 2024 Commission mee ting,

although that may be earlier if some of these test

claims are consolidated, which they may be.
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And that is all I have.

If you have -- oh, sorry.  No, it's not all I

have.

With regard to administrative workload, in

addition to preparing and presenting hearing matter s

before the Commission, Commission staff are respons ible

for all administrative duties of an agency.  In tha t

respect, Commission staff is in the process of

implementing compliance measures and preparing a re port

of compliance in response to the State Personnel Bo ard

compliance audit process for human resources issues .

In addition, Commission staff are deeply into

the CalHR workforce planning process and are creati ng a

plan for the Commission's future workforce, which

will -- we will present to the Commission at a meet ing

in the near future.

And then for tentative agenda items, please see

my report if an item that you are on, or are intere sted

in, is pending in the next couple of hearings.  You  can

also use your pending case load documents on the

Commission's website to find the status.  Those are

updated at least bimonthly, and you can get an idea  of

when something is tentatively expected to be heard.   

And please expect to receive draft proposed

decisions on test claims and IRC matters at least e ight
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weeks prior to the hearing date; and a proposed

decision, approximately two weeks before the hearin g.

And that is all I have.  If there's any

questions...

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Move to closed

session now?  We move to the next item?

MS. HALSEY:  Yes.  Closed session.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Okay.  The Commission

will meet in closed executive session, pursuant to

Government Code section 11126(e), to confer with an d

receive advice from legal counsel for consideration  and

action, as necessary and appropriate, upon the pend ing

litigation listed on the published notice and agend a;

and to confer with and receive advice from legal co unsel

regarding potential litigation.  The Commission wil l

also confer on personnel matters pursuant to Govern ment

Code section 11126(a)(1).  We will reconvene in ope n

session in approximately 15 minutes.

Thank you.

(Closed session was held from

11:05 a.m. to 11:26 a.m.)

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  The Commission met in

closed executive session pursuant to Government Cod e

section 11126(e), to confer with and receive advice  from

legal counsel for consideration and action, as nece ssary
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and appropriate, upon the pending litigation listed  on

the published notice and agenda; and to confer with  and

receive advice from legal counsel regarding potenti al

litigation -- litigations and pursuant to Governmen t

Code section 11126(a)(1) to confer on personnel mat ters.

With no further business to discuss, I will

entertain a motion to adjourn.

All those in favor to adjourn, say "aye."

(Ayes)

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  Any opposed?

(No response)

MEMBER ALEX:  Thank you.

VICE CHAIRPERSON HARIRI:  All right.  Thanks.

(Proceedings concluded at 11:27 a.m.)

---o0o--- 
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 Declarations 



 
DECLARATION OF JEVIN KAYE 

 
I, Jevin Kaye, do hereby declare as follows: 
 

1) 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.  
 

2) I am the Finance Director for the City of Rancho Cucamonga (City) and am involved in 
the submission and preparation of the City’s State Mandate Reimbursement Claims. 

 
3) The City has contracted with San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department (SBCSD) 

since the City incorporated in 1977 and has paid for the direct and indirect costs of those 
contract law enforcement services using City General Funds. 
 

4) City of Rancho Cucamonga has no in-house Police Department other than the one 
provided through its contract with SBCSD.  The police services provided through our 
contract with SBCSD provided a full-service police department, legally and functionally.  

 
5) The law enforcement contract with the County includes (detailed in Schedule A) all 

direct and indirect costs including the salaries and benefits of all station staff including 
not only the deputies who provide the direct law enforcement duties, but necessary 
support and administrative personnel.  The contract also includes equipment usage 
charges, vehicle costs including amortized vehicles; MDC (mobile data computer) and 
radio usage charges; dispatch services, and other necessary costs to operate a police 
department.   

 
6) It would be impossible for sworn staff paid by the city via the contract to perform the 

mandated program (or other law enforcement activities) without the support/overhead 
costs billed within the contract.  For example, Deputies would be unable to obtain the 
calls for service without dispatch support, neither would they be able to respond to calls 
for service without vehicles and equipment, etc.   

 
7) It is not reasonable to expect Deputies to be able to perform their duties without 

command/administrative oversight and administrative/clerical support. 
 
8) True and correct copies of our correspondences with the State, copies of claim 

submissions, and contracts are attached to this IRC document. 
 

9) The City began submitting claims for State Mandate Reimbursement around 2000.  These 
submissions included law enforcement claims, some dating back to Fiscal Year 1996-97, 
and the claims included /indirect costs billed in the law enforcement contracts.   

 
10) Until this Desk Review Audit, the City has been paid by the State Controller’s Office for 

all other funded law enforcement programs for over the last twenty-five years, including 
the law enforcement contract overhead costs, and has never been aware that there was a 
question or issue regarding the validity requesting indirect/overhead costs or that using 
existing written guidelines to prepare those costs.   

 



11) I have personal knowledge of the facts stated in the narrative included in this Incorrect 
Reduction Claim and believe them to be true and correct.  If called as a witness, I could 
and would testify to the statements made herein.  
 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true 
and correct and that this declaration was executed on August 20, 2025 in Rancho Cucamonga, 
California. 

 
 
________________________________________ 
Jevin Kaye 
Finance Director 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Jevin Kaye



DECLARATION OF ANNETTE S. CHINN 

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

1) 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. 

2) I have been a consultant in the field of State Mandate Reimbursement claim preparation since 
1992 and have personal knowledge and experience in the preparation of Indirect Costs Rate 
Proposals (ICRPs) and have prepared thousands ofICRPs for hundreds oflocal agencies, 
including preparation ofICRPs for contract city's law enforcement overhead costs. 

3) I am a consultant/President of Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. and representative of the City of 
Rancho Cucamonga (City) for this Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC). I was directly involved in 
the preparation of the City's State Mandate claims since FY 1999-2000, including the Identity 
Theft claims subject to this IRC. The law enforcement ICRP rates included overhead costs 
charged within the San Bernardino County Sheriffs Department contract and were prepared in 
compliance with written State Parameters and Guidelines, Claiming Manuals and Instructions, 
and Federal OMB/CFR Guidelines. 

4) Until the State Controller's 2023 Desk Review Audit, the City has been paid by the State 
Controller's Office (SCO) for all other funded law enforcement programs for over the last twenty 
years, which included the law enforcement contract overhead costs/ICRPs. Neither the validity 
of including overhead/indirect costs or the use of existing ICRPs methodologies were ever 
questioned by the SCO until this audit. 

5) I have attached a copy of the San Bernardino County 2022 Identity Theft and Reporting Audit 
and copies of their FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13 Identity Theft Claims and ICRP showing 
similar costs the city claimed in their ICRP rates were included in the County's ICRP rates. 

6) I have attached copies of the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department contract for law 
enforcement services and the Cost Schedules showing allowable hourly Deputy Rates. 

7) I filed claims for and represented the following comparable cities in prior audits (true and correct 
copies of which are attached). All these audits involved SCO review of Police Department 
ICRP/overhead rates where similar costs requested by Rancho Cucamonga for inclusion in their 
ICRP rates were permitted including: vehicle & equipment costs/usage charges (utilizing 
allowable depreciation/amortization schedules when appropriate); maintenance costs; dispatch 
support; secretariaVclerical support; and management and administrative support. These cost 
categories are all considered allowable items based on Federal OMB/CFR Guidelines and were 
allowed in the following audits (true and correct copies attached). 

a. City of San Marcos 2017 Crime Statistics Reporting Audit Report, claim copies and audited 
ICRP copies (see pgs 23 -27 for ICRP discussion in the Audit Report) 

b. City of Rialto 2019 Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Audit (see pgs 49-52 for 
ICRP items), claim copy, and audited ICRP copy. 

c. City of Fresno 2015 Domestic Violence Audit Report, FY 2011-12 claim copy with allowed 
audited ICRP copy. 



8) Attached hereto in this IRC are true and correct copies the following documents including: 
a) Correspondence pertaining to this audit including the final audit report 
b) Identity Theft program Claiming Instructions & Parameters and Guidelines, 
c) 2010 State Local Agency Mandated Costs Manual 
d) Federal 0MB A-87 Guidelines 
e) Rancho Cucamonga Identity Theft Claims FY 2002-03 through FY 12-13 
f) Copy of LA County Sheriff Contract and Cost Schedules (including SCO allowed 

computation of Deputy hourly rates.) 

9) I have personal knowledge of the facts stated in the Narrative included in this Incorrect 
Reduction Claim and believe them to be true and correct. The Tables presented in the Narrative 
and in Section 7 of the Documentary Evidence are true and correct to the best of my knowledge 
and were obtained from State submitted documents including claims and Audit Reports. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true 
and correct am.d that this declaration w~~2025 in El Dorado Hills, California. 

Aifuette S. Chinn 
President 
Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 



Section 8 – 

Claiming Instructions 



 
 

 
 

 
 
 

MANDATED COST MANUAL 
FOR LOCAL AGENCIES 

 
 
 
 
 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

STATE CONTROLLER’S OFFICE 
 
 
 

July 1, 2012 



 
1 

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 

STATE MANDATED COSTS CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS NO. 2011-16 

IDENTITY THEFT 

SEPTEMBER 30, 2011 

REVISED JULY 1, 2012 

In accordance with Government Code (GC) sections 17560 and 17561, eligible claimants may 
submit claims to the State Controller’s Office (SCO) for reimbursement of costs incurred for 
state-mandated cost programs. This document contains claiming instructions and forms that 
eligible claimants must use for filing claims for the Identity Theft (IT) program. The Parameters 
and Guidelines (P’s & G’s) are included as an integral part of the claiming instructions.  

On March 27, 2009, the Commission on State Mandates found that Penal Code section 530.6(a), 
as added by Chapter 956, Statutes of 2000, mandates a new program or higher level of service 
for local law enforcement agencies within the meaning of Article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution, and imposes costs mandated by the state pursuant to GC section 17514. 

Exception  

There will be no reimbursement for any period in which the Legislature has suspended the 
operation of a mandate pursuant to state law. 

Eligible Claimants 

Any city or county whose law enforcement agency incurs increased costs as a result of this 
mandate is eligible to claim for reimbursement. 

Reimbursement Claim Deadline 

Claims for the 2011-2012 fiscal year may be filed by February 15, 2013, without a late penalty.  
Claims filed more than one year after the filing date will not be accepted. 

Penalty 

• Initial Claims 

When filed within one year of the initial filing deadline, claims are assessed a late penalty 
of 10% of the total amount of the initial claim without limitation pursuant to GC section 
17561, subdivision (d)(3). 

• Annual Reimbursement Claim 

When filed within one year of the annual filing deadline, claims are assessed a late 
penalty of 10% of the claim amount; $10,000 maximum penalty, pursuant to GC section 
17568. 
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Minimum Claim Cost 

GC section 17564, subdivision (a), provides that no claim may be filed pursuant to GC sections 
17551 and 17561, unless such a claim exceeds one thousand dollars ($1,000). 

Reimbursement of Claims 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs may be 
claimed. These 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 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. 

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, these documents cannot be substituted for source documents. 

Audit of Costs 

All claims submitted to the SCO are subject to review to determine if costs are related to the 
mandate, are reasonable and not excessive, and if the claim was prepared in accordance with the 
SCO’s claiming instructions and the P’s & G’s adopted by the CSM. If any adjustments are 
made to a claim, the claimant will be notified of the amount adjusted, and the reason for the 
adjustment. 

On-site audits will be conducted by the SCO as deemed necessary. Pursuant to GC section 
17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a claimant is subject to 
audit by the SCO no later than three years after the date the actual reimbursement claim was filed 
or last amended, whichever is later. However, if no funds were appropriated or no payment was 
made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim was filed, the time for 
the SCO to initiate an audit will commence to run from the date of initial payment of the claim.  

All documents used to support the reimbursable activities must be retained during the period 
subject to audit. If an audit has been initiated by the SCO during the period subject to audit, the 
retention period is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. Supporting 
documents must be made available to the SCO on request.  

Record Retention 

All documentation to support actual costs claimed must be retained for a period of three years 
after the date the claim was filed or last amended, whichever is later. If no funds were 
appropriated or no payment was made at the time the claim was filed, the time for the Controller 
to initiate an audit will be from the date of initial payment of the claim. Therefore, all 
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documentation to support actual costs claimed must be retained for the same period, and must be 
made available to the SCO on request. 

Claim Submission 

Submit a signed original Form FAM-27 and one copy with required documents. Please sign the  
Form FAM-27 in blue ink and attach the copy to the top of the claim package.  

Mandated costs claiming instructions and forms are available online at the SCO’s website: 
www.sco.ca.gov/ard_mancost.html. 

Use the following mailing addresses: 

If delivered by 
U.S. Postal Service: 

If delivered by 
other delivery services: 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA  94250 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 700 
Sacramento, CA  95816 

If you have any questions, you may e-mail LRSDAR@sco.ca.gov or call the Local 
Reimbursements Section at (916) 324-5729. 
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Adopted:  July 28, 2011 
 

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 
Penal Code Section 530.6(a) 

Statutes 2000, Chapter 956 

Identity Theft 
03-TC-08 

 
I. SUMMARY OF THE MANDATE 
The test claim statute requires local law enforcement agencies to take a police report and begin 
an investigation when a complainant residing within their jurisdiction reports suspected identity 
theft. 

On March 27, 2009, the Commission found that Penal Code section 530.6(a), as added by 
Statutes 2000, chapter 956, mandates a new program or higher level of service for local law 
enforcement agencies within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California 
Constitution, and imposes costs mandated by the state pursuant to Government Code section 
17514 for the following activities only: 

 take a police report supporting a violation of Penal Code section 530.5 which includes 
information regarding the personal identifying information involved and any uses of that 
personal identifying information that were non-consensual and for an unlawful purpose, 
including, if available, information surrounding the suspected identity theft, places where 
the crime(s) occurred, and how and where the suspect obtained and used the personal 
identifying information; and, 

 begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts sufficient to determine 
where the crime(s) occurred and what pieces of personal identifying information were 
used for an unlawful purpose. 

II. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS 
Any city, county, or city and county whose law enforcement agency incurs increased costs as a 
result of this reimbursable state-mandated program is eligible to claim reimbursement of these 
costs.   

III. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT 
Government Code section 17557(e), states that a test claim shall be submitted on or before June 30 
following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year.  The City of Newport 
Beach filed the test claim on September 25, 2003, establishing eligibility for reimbursement 
beginning July 1, 2002.  Therefore, costs incurred for compliance with the mandated activities are 
reimbursable on or after July 1, 2002. 
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Reimbursement for state-mandated costs may be claimed as follows: 

1. Actual costs for one fiscal year shall be included in each claim.   

2. Pursuant to Government Code section 17561(d)(1)(A), all claims for reimbursement of 
initial fiscal year costs shall be submitted to the State Controller within 120 days of the 
issuance date for the claiming instructions. 

3. Pursuant to Government Code section 17560(a), a local agency may, by February 15 
following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred, file an annual reimbursement 
claim that details the costs actually incurred for that fiscal year. 

4. In the event revised claiming instructions are issued by the Controller pursuant to 
Government Code section 17558(c), between November 15 and February 15, a local 
agency filing an annual reimbursement claim shall have 120 days following the issuance 
date of the revised claiming instructions to file a claim.  (Gov. Code §17560 (b).) 

5. If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $1,000, no reimbursement shall be 
allowed except as otherwise allowed by Government Code section 17564(a). 

6. There shall be no reimbursement for any period in which the Legislature has suspended 
the operation of a mandate pursuant to state law. 

IV. REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES 
To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any given 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 to 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. 

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, time sheets, 
worksheets, cost allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, 
calendars, 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 reported in compliance with local, state, and 
federal government requirements.  However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for 
source documents.   

The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased costs for reimbursable 
activities identified below. 

For each eligible claimant, the following ongoing activities are eligible for reimbursement: 

1. Either a) or b) below: 

a) Take a police report supporting a violation of Penal Code section 530.5 which 
includes information regarding the personal identifying information involved and any 
uses of that personal identifying information that were non-consensual and for an 
unlawful purpose, including, if available, information surrounding the suspected 
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identity theft, places where the crime(s) occurred, and how and where the suspect 
obtained and used the personal identifying information.  This activity includes 
drafting, reviewing, and editing the identity theft police report; or 

b) Reviewing the identity theft report completed on-line by the identity theft victim. 

2. Begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts sufficient to 
determine where the crime(s) occurred and what pieces of personal identifying 
information were used for an unlawful purpose.  The purpose of the investigation is to 
assist the victims in clearing their names.  Reimbursement is not required to complete 
the investigation for purposes of criminal prosecution. 

Providing a copy of the report to the complainant is not reimbursable under this program. 

Referring the matter to the law enforcement agency where the suspected crime was committed 
for further investigation of the facts is also not reimbursable under this program, 

V. CLAIM PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION 
Each of the following cost elements must be identified for the reimbursable activities identified 
in section IV of this document.  Each reimbursable cost must be supported by source 
documentation as described in section IV.  Additionally, each reimbursement claim must be filed 
in a timely manner. 

A. Direct Cost Reporting 

Direct costs are those costs incurred specifically for reimbursable activities.  The following direct 
costs are eligible for reimbursement. 

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. 

2. Materials and Supplies 

Report the cost of materials and supplies that have been consumed or expended for the 
purpose of the reimbursable activities.  Purchases shall be claimed at the actual price after 
deducting discounts, rebates, and allowances received by the claimant.  Supplies that are 
withdrawn from inventory shall be charged on an appropriate and recognized method of 
costing, consistently applied. 

3. Contracted Services 

Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement the reimbursable 
activities and attach a copy of the contract to the claim.  If the contractor bills for time 
and materials, report the number of hours spent on the activities and all costs charged.  If 
the contract is a fixed price, report the dates when services were performed and  itemize 
all costs for those services during the period covered by the reimbursement claim.  If the 
contract services were also used for purposes other than the reimbursable activities, only 
the pro-rata portion of the services used to implement the reimbursable activities can be 

Table of Contents



 Parameters & Guidelines 
Identity Theft 

03-TC-08 
 

4

claimed.  Submit contract consultant and invoices with the claim and a description of the 
contract scope of services. 

4. Fixed Assets  

Report the purchase price paid for fixed assets (including computers) necessary to 
implement the reimbursable activities.  The purchase price includes taxes, delivery costs, 
and installation costs.  If the fixed asset is also used for purposes other than the 
reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion of the purchase price used to implement 
the reimbursable activities can be claimed. 

5. Travel 

Report the name of the employee traveling for the purpose of the reimbursable activities.  
Include the date of travel, destination, the specific reimbursable activity requiring travel, 
and related travel expenses reimbursed to the employee in compliance with the rules of 
the local jurisdiction.  Report employee travel time according to the rules of cost element 
A.1, Salaries and Benefits, for each applicable reimbursable activity. 

B. Indirect Cost Rates 

Indirect costs are costs that are incurred for a common or joint purpose, benefiting more than one 
program, and are not directly assignable to a particular department or program without efforts 
disproportionate to the result achieved.  Indirect costs may include: (1) the overhead costs of the 
unit performing the mandate; and (2) the costs of the central government services distributed to 
the other departments based on a systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan. 

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 labor, excluding fringe benefits, or preparing an Indirect Cost Rate 
Proposal (ICRP) if the indirect cost rate claimed 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 distributions 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 2 CRF Part 
225, Appendix A and B (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 
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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 2 CFR Part 
225, Appendix A and B (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) 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 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. 

VI. RECORD RETENTION 
Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5(a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed 
by a local agency or school district pursuant to this chapter1 is subject to the initiation of an audit 
by the State Controller no later than three years after the date that the actual reimbursement claim 
is filed or last amended, whichever is later.  However, if no funds are appropriated or no payment 
is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim is filed, the time for 
the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment of the 
claim.  In any case, an audit shall be completed not later than two years after the date that the 
audit is commenced.  All documents used to support the reimbursable activities, as described in 
Section IV, must be retained during the period subject to audit.  If an audit has been initiated by 
the Controller during the period subject to audit, the retention period is extended until the 
ultimate resolution of any audit findings. 

VII. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 
Any offsets the claimant experiences in the same program as a result of the same statutes or 
executive orders found to contain the mandate shall be deducted from the costs claimed.  In 
addition, reimbursement for this mandate received from any federal, state or non-local source 
shall be identified and deducted from this claim. 

VIII.  STATE CONTROLLER’S CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS 
Pursuant to Government Code section 17558(b), the Controller shall issue claiming instructions 
for each mandate that requires state reimbursement not later than 60 days after receiving the 
adopted parameters and guidelines from the Commission, to assist local agencies and school 
districts in claiming costs to be reimbursed.  The claiming instructions shall be derived from the 
test claim decision and the parameters and guidelines adopted by the Commission. 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17561(d)(1)(A), issuance of the claiming instructions shall 
constitute a notice of the right of the local agencies and school districts to file reimbursement 
claims, based upon parameters and guidelines adopted by the Commission. 

IX. REMEDIES BEFORE THE COMMISSION 
Upon the request of a local agency or school district, the Commission shall review the claiming 
instructions issued by the State Controller or any other authorized state agency for 

                                                 
1 This refers to Title 2, division 4, part 7, chapter 4 of the Government Code. 
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reimbursement of mandated costs pursuant to Government Code section 17571.  If the 
Commission determines that the claiming instructions do not conform to the parameters and 
guidelines, the Commission shall direct the Controller to modify the claiming instructions to 
conform to the parameters and guidelines as directed by the Commission. 

In addition, requests may be made to amend parameters and guidelines pursuant to Government 
Code section 17557(d)(1), and California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1183.2. 

X. LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 
The statement of decision is legally binding on all parties and provides the legal and factual basis 
for the parameters and guidelines.  The support for the legal and factual findings is found in the 
administrative record for the test claim.  The administrative record, including the statement of 
decision, is on file with the Commission. 
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Form FAM-27 (Revised 07/12)  

IDENTITY THEFT 
CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 

 

For State Controller Use Only PROGRAM 

(19) Program Number 00321 
(20) Date Filed 
(21) LRS Input 

321 
 

(01) Claimant Identification Number Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name 
 

(22) FORM 1, (04) 1. (a) (g)  

County of Location 
 (23) FORM 1, (04) 1. (b) (g)  

Street Address or P.O. Box 
 

Suite (24) FORM 1, (04) 2. (g)  

City State Zip Code (25) FORM 1, (06)  

  Type of Claim (26) FORM 1, (07)  

 (03) (09) Reimbursement    (27) FORM 1, (09)  

 (04) (10) Combined                 (28) FORM 1, (10)  

 (05) (11) Amended               (29)   

Fiscal Year of Cost (06) (12) (30)   

Total Claimed Amount (07) (13) (31)   

Less: 10% Late Penalty (refer to attached Instructions) (14) (32)   

Less:  Prior Claim Payment Received (15) (33)   

Net Claimed Amount (16) (34)   

Due from State (08) (17) (35)   

Due to State  (18) (36)   

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code Sections 17560 and 17561, I certify that I am the officer authorized by the local 
agency to file mandated cost claims with the State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not 
violated any of the provisions of Article 4, Chapter 1 of Division 4 of Title 1 Government Code. 

I further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grants or payments received for reimbursement of 
costs claimed herein and claimed costs are for a new program or increased level of services of an existing program. All offsetting 
revenues and reimbursements set forth in the parameters and guidelines are identified, and all costs claimed are supported by source 
documentation currently maintained by the claimant. 

The amount for this reimbursement is hereby claimed from the State for payment of actual costs set forth on the attached statements.  

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

 Signature of Authorized Officer 
  

Date Signed  
 

  Telephone Number   

  

 

E-Mail Address   
 Type or Print Name and Title of Authorized Signatory    

 (38) Name of Agency Contact Person for Claim  
Telephone Number   

 

 E-mail Address   

 Name of Consulting Firm/Claim Preparer 
 

Telephone Number  

 
E-mail Address  

 
 

□ 
□ 
□ 
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PROGRAM 

321 
IDENTITY THEFT 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 
INSTRUCTIONS 

FORM 
FAM-27 

(01) Enter the claimant identification number assigned by the State Controller’s Office. 

(02) Enter claimant official name, county of location, street or postal office box address, city, State, and zip code. 

(03) to (08) Leave blank. 

(09) If filing a reimbursement claim, enter an "X" in the box on line (09) Reimbursement. 

(10) Not applicable. 

(11) If filing an amended reimbursement claim, enter an "X" in the box on line (11) Amended. 

(12) Enter the fiscal year for which actual costs are being claimed. If actual costs for more than one fiscal year are being claimed, complete 
a separate Form FAM-27 for each fiscal year.  

(13) Enter the amount of the reimbursement claim as shown on Form 1 line (11). The total claimed amount must exceed $1,000; minimum 
claim must be $1,001. 

(14) Initial claims must be filed as specified in the claiming instructions. Annual reimbursement claims must be filed by February 15 of the 
following fiscal year in which costs were incurred or the claims must be reduced by a late penalty. Enter zero if the claim was filed on 
time. Otherwise, enter the penalty amount as a result of the calculation formula as follows: 

• Late Initial Claims: Form FAM-27 line (13) multiplied by 10%, without limitation; or 

• Late Annual Reimbursement Claims: Form FAM-27, line (13) multiplied by 10%, late penalty not to exceed $10,000. 

(15) Enter the amount of payment, if any, received for the claim. If no payment was received, enter zero. 

(16) Enter the net claimed amount by subtracting the sum of lines (14) and (15) from line (13). 

(17) If line (16), Net Claimed Amount, is positive, enter that amount on line (17), Due from State. 

(18) If line (16), Net Claimed Amount, is negative, enter that amount on line (18), Due to State. 

(19) to (21) Leave blank. 

 (22) to (36) Bring forward the cost information as specified on the left-hand column of lines (22) through (36) for the reimbursement claim, e.g., 
Form 1, (04) 1. a) (g), means the information is located on Form 1, line (04) 1.a), column (g). Enter the information on the same line 
but in the right-hand column. Cost information should be rounded to the nearest dollar, i.e., no cents. Indirect costs percentage should 
be shown as a whole number and without the percent symbol, i.e., 35.19% should be shown as 35. Completion of this data block 
will expedite the process. 

(37) Read the statement of Certification of Claim. The claim must be dated, signed by the agency’s authorized officer, and must type or 
print name, title, date signed, telephone number, and email address. Claims cannot be paid unless accompanied by an original 
signed certification. (Please sign the Form FAM-27 in blue ink and attach the copy to the top of the claim package.) 

(38) Enter the name, telephone number, and e-mail address of the agency contact person for the claim. If the claim was prepared by a 
consultant, type or print the name of the consulting firm, the claim preparer, telephone number, and e-mail address. 

 SUBMIT A SIGNED ORIGINAL Form FAM-27 AND ONE COPY WITH ALL OTHER FORMS TO: 

  Address, if delivered by U.S. Postal Service: 

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 
ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA  94250 

Address, if delivered by other delivery service: 

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 
ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 700 
Sacramento, CA  95816  
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PROGRAM 

321 
IDENTITY THEFT 
CLAIM SUMMARY 

FORM 

1 
(01) Claimant (02)  

 
 

    Fiscal Year   
 

    20___/20___ 

(03) Department   

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

Salaries Benefits 
Materials 

and 
Supplies 

Contract 
Services 

Fixed 
Assets Travel Total 

1. Choose either a) or b)  

a) Taking police report in violation of PC §530.5                            
       

b) Reviewing online ID theft report   
       

2. Investigation of facts 
       

(05) Total Direct Costs        

 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate [From ICRP or 10%]  %l 

(07) Total Indirect Costs [Refer to Claim Summary Instructions]  

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (05)(g) + line (07)]  

  

Cost Reduction  

(09) Less:  Offsetting Revenues   

(10) Less:  Other Reimbursements   

(11) Total Claimed Amount [Line (08) - {line (09) + line (10)}]  
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Revised 07/12 

PROGRAM 

321 
IDENTITY THEFT 
CLAIM SUMMARY 

INSTRUCTIONS 

FORM 

1 
(01)  Enter the name of the claimant. 

(02)  Enter the fiscal year of costs. 

(03)  If more than one department has incurred costs for this mandate, give the name of each 
department. A separate Form 1 should be completed for each department. 

(04)  For each reimbursable activity, enter the totals from Form 2, line (05), columns (d) through (i), to 
Form 1, block (04), columns (a) through (f), in the appropriate row. Total each row. 

(05)  Total columns (a) through (g). 

(06)  Indirect costs may be computed as 10% of direct labor costs, excluding fringe benefits, without 
preparing an Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP). If an indirect cost rate of greater than 10% is used, 
include the ICRP with the claim.   

(07)  Local agencies have the option of using the flat rate of 10% of direct labor costs or using a 
department’s ICRP in accordance with the Office of Management and Budget OMB Circular A-87 
(Title 2 CFR Part 225). If the flat rate is used for indirect costs, multiply Total Salaries, line (05)(a), 
by 10%. If an ICRP is submitted, multiply applicable costs used in the distribution base for the 
computation of the indirect cost rate by the Indirect Cost Rate, line (06). If more than one 
department is reporting costs, each must have its own ICRP for the program. 

(08)  Enter the sum of Total Direct Costs, line (05)(g), and Total Indirect Costs, line (07). 

(09)  If applicable, enter any revenue received by the claimant for this mandate from any state or federal 
source.  

(10)  If applicable, enter the amount of other reimbursements received from any source including, but not 
limited to, service fees collected, federal funds, and other state funds that reimbursed any portion of 
the mandated cost program. Submit a schedule detailing the reimbursement sources and amounts. 

(11)  From Total Direct and Indirect Costs, line (08), subtract the sum of Offsetting Revenues, line (09), 
and Other Reimbursements, line (10). Enter the remainder on this line and carry the amount forward 
to Form FAM-27, line (13) for the Reimbursement Claim. 
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PROGRAM 

321 

IDENTITY THEFT 
ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

FORM 

2 
(01)  Claimant (02)                                                          Fiscal Year 

     20___/20___ 

(03) Reimbursable Activities:  Check only one box per form to identify the activity being claimed. 

    Taking police report in violation of PC §530.5   Investigation of facts 

  Reviewing online ID theft report  
  

(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts 

(a) 
Employee Names, Job 

Classifications, Functions Performed 
and Description of Expenses 

(b) 
Hourly 
Rate or 

Unit Cost 

(c) 
Hours 

Worked or 
Quantity 

(d) 
 

Salaries 

(e) 
 

Benefits 

(f) 
Materials 

and 
Supplies 

(g) 
 

Contract 
Services 

(h) 
 

Fixed 
Assets 

(i) 
 

Travel 

         

(05)  Total           Subtotal             Page:____of____       

□ □ 

□ 

□ □ 
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PROGRAM 

321 
IDENTITY THEFT 

 ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 
INSTRUCTIONS 

FORM 

2 
   

(01)  Enter the name of the claimant.  

(02)  Enter the fiscal year for which costs were incurred. 

(03)  Check the box which indicates the activity being claimed. Check only one box per form. A separate 
Form 2 must be prepared for each applicable activity. 

(04)  The following table identifies the type of information required to support reimbursable costs. To detail 
costs for the activity box checked in block (03), enter the employee names, position titles, a brief 
description of the activities performed, actual time spent by each employee, productive hourly rates, 
fringe benefits, supplies used, contract services, and travel  expenses. The descriptions required in 
column (4)(a) must be of sufficient detail to explain the cost of activities or items being claimed. 
For audit purposes, all supporting documents must be retained by the claimant for a period of not less 
than three years after the date the claim was filed or last amended, whichever is later. If no funds were 
appropriated or no payment was made at the time the claim was filed, the time for the Controller to 
initiate an audit will be from the date of initial payment of the claim. Such documents must be made 
available to the SCO on request. 

 

Object/ 
Sub object 
Accounts 

Columns 
Submit  

supporting 
documents 

with the 
claim 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) 

Salaries Employee 
Name/Title 

Hourly 
Rate 

Hours 
Worked 

Salaries = 
Hourly Rate 

x Hours 
Worked 

      

Benefits 

 
 

Activities 
Performed 

Benefit 
Rate 

  
Benefits = 

Benefit Rate 
x Salaries 

    

 

Materials 
and 

Supplies 

Description 
of 

Supplies Used 

Unit 
Cost 

Quantity 
Used   

Cost = 
Unit Cost 
x Quantity 

Used 

    

Contract 
Services 

Name of 
Contractor 

 

Specific Tasks 
Performed 

Hourly 
Rate 

Hours 
Worked 

 
Inclusive 
Dates of 
Service 

   
Cost = Hourly 
Rate x Hours 

Worked  
  

Copy of 
Contract 

and 
Invoices 

Fixed 
Assets  

Description of 
Equipment 
Purchased 

Unit Cost Usage     
Cost = Unit 

Cost 
x Usage 

  

Travel 

Purpose of 
Trip 

Name and 
Title 

Departure and 
Return Date 

Per Diem 
Rate 

Mileage Rate 
Travel Cost 

Days 
Miles 
Travel 
Mode 

     

Total Travel 
Cost = Rate 
x Days or  

Miles 

 

 

(05)  Total line (04), columns (d) through (i) and enter the sum on this line. Check the appropriate box to 
indicate if the amount is a total or subtotal. If more than one form is needed to detail the activity costs, 
number each page. Enter totals from line (05), columns (d) through (i) to Form 1, block (04), columns 
(a) through (f) in the appropriate row. 
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FILING A CLAIM 

1. Introduction

The law in the State of California (Government Code Sections 17500 through 17616) provides for
the reimbursement of costs incurred by local agencies for costs mandated by the State. These are
costs that local agencies are required to incur after July 1, 1980, as a result of any statute enacted
after January 1, 1975, or any executive order implementing such statute which mandates a new
program or higher level of service of an existing program.

A reimbursement claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed with SCO by a local
agency for reimbursement of costs incurred for which an appropriation is made for the purpose of
paying the claim. An actual claim for the 2009-10 fiscal year, may be filed by February 15, 2011,
without a late penalty. Claims filed after the deadline will be reduced by a late penalty of 10%, not
to exceed $10,000. Amended claims filed after the deadline will be reduced by 10% of the
increased amount not to exceed $10,000 for the total claim. Initial reimbursement claims filed after
the filing deadline will be reduced by a late penalty of 10% with no limitation. Claims filed more
than one year after the deadline will not be accepted by the SCO.

If a claimant is using an indirect cost rate that exceeds 10%, documentation to support the indirect
cost rate must be included with the submitted claim. A more detailed discussion of the indirect cost
methods available to local agencies can be found in Section 2, Filing a Claim, page 11, Indirect
Costs. Documentation to support actual costs must be kept on hand by the claimant and made
available to the SCO on request as explained in Section 2, Filing a Claim, page 21, Retention of
Claim Records and Supporting Documentation.

When a program has been reimbursed for three or more years, the Commission may approve the
program for inclusion in the State Mandates Apportionment System (SMAS). For programs
included in SMAS, the SCO determines the amount of each claimant's entitlement based on an
average of three consecutive fiscal years of actual costs adjusted by any changes in the Implicit
Price Deflator (IPD). Claimants with an established entitlement receive an annual apportionment
adjusted by any changes in the IPD and, under certain circumstances, by any changes in workload.
Claimants with an established entitlement are not required to file further claims for the program.

The SCO is authorized to make payments for costs of mandated programs from amounts
appropriated by the State Budget Act, by the State Mandates Claims Fund, or by specific
legislation. In the event the appropriation is insufficient to pay claims in full, claimants will receive
prorated payments in proportion to the dollar amount of approved claims for the program. Balances
of prorated payments will be made when supplementary funds become available.

2. Electronic Filing: Local Government e-Claims (LGeC)

LGeC enables claimants and their consultants to securely prepare and submit mandated cost
claims via the Internet. LGeC uses a series of data input screens to collect the information needed
to prepare a claim and also provides a web service so claims can be uploaded in batch files. The
system also incorporates an attachment feature so claimants can electronically attach supporting
documentation if required

The LGeC system provides an easy and straightforward approach to the claiming process. Filing
claims using LGeC eliminates the manual preparation and submission of paper claims by the locals
and the receiving, processing, key entry, verification, and storage of paper claims by the SCO.
LGeC also provides mathematical checks and automated error detection to reduce erroneous and
incomplete claims, provides the State with an electronic workflow process, and stores the claims in 
an electronic format. Making the change from paper claims to electronic claims reduces the manual
handling of paper claims and decreases the costs incurred by local entities for handling, postage,
and storage of claims filed using the LGeC system.
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In order to use the LGeC system you will need to obtain a User ID and password for each person 
who will access the LGeC system. To obtain a User ID and password you must file an application 
with the SCO. The application and instructions are available on the LGeC Web site located at 
http://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_lgec.html. Complete the application and other documents as requested 
and mail them to the SCO using the address provided on the form. The SCO will process the 
application and issue a User ID and password to each applicant. 

In addition, you may want to subscribe to an email distribution list to automatically receive timely, 
comprehensive information regarding mandated cost claim receipts, payments, test claims, 
guidelines, electronic claims, and other news and updates. You also will receive related audit 
reports and mandate information provided by other state agencies. 

You can find more information about LGeC and the email distribution lists at 
http://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_lgec.html. This Web site provides access to the LGeC system, an 
application for User ID's and passwords, an instructional guide, frequently asked questions (FAQ's) 
and additional help files. Questions may be directed to LRSDAR@sco.ca.gov, or you may call 
Local Reimbursements Section, Local Government e-Claims at (916) 324-5729. 

3. Types of Claims 

Claimants may file a reimbursement claim for actual mandated costs incurred in the prior fiscal 
year. An entitlement claim may be filed for the purpose of establishing a base year entitlement 
amount for mandated programs included in SMAS. A claimant who has established a base year 
entitlement for a program would receive an automatic annual payment, which is reflective of the 
current costs for the program. 

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

A. Reimbursement Claim 

A reimbursement claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed with the SCO by a 
local agency for reimbursement of costs incurred for which an appropriation is made for the 
purpose of paying the claim. 

Initial reimbursement claims are first-time claims for reimbursement of costs for one or more 
prior fiscal year(s) of a program that was previously unfunded. Claims are due one hundred and 
twenty days from the date of issuance of the claiming instructions for the program by the SCO. 
The first statute that appropriates funds for the mandated program will specify the fiscal years 
for which costs are eligible for reimbursement. 

Annual ongoing reimbursement claims must be filed by February 15th following the fiscal year 
in which costs were incurred for the program. Claims for fiscal year 2009-10 will be accepted 
without late penalty if postmarked or delivered on before February 15th

, 2011 . Claims filed after 
the deadline will be reduced by a late penalty of 10%, not to exceed $10,000. However, initial 
reimbursement claims will be reduced by a late penalty of 10% with no limitation. Amended 
claims filed after the deadline will be reduced by 10% of the increased amount not to exceed 
$10,000 for the claim. Claims filed more than one year after the deadline will not be accepted 
for reimbursement. 

8. Entitlement Claim 

An entitlement claim is defined in GC Section 17522 as any claim filed by a local agency with 
the SCO for the sole purpose of establishing or adjusting a base year entitlement for a 
mandated program that has been included in SMAS. An entitlement claim should not contain 
nonrecurring or initial start-up costs. There is no statutory deadline for the filing of entitlement 
claims. However, entitlement claims and supporting documents should be filed by February 15, 
following the third fiscal year used to develop the entitlement claim, to permit an orderly 
processing of claims. When the claims are approved and a base year entitlement amount is 
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determined, the claimant will receive an apportionment reflective of the program's current year 
costs. 

The automatic apportionment is determined by adjusting the claimant's base year entitlement 
for changes in the IPD of costs of goods and services to governmental agencies, as determined 
by the State Department of Finance. For programs approved by CSM for inclusion in SMAS on 
or after January 1, 1988, the payment for each year succeeding the three year in base period is 
adjusted according to any changes by both the IPD and workload. 

SCO will perform this computation for each claimant who has filed claims for three consecutive 
years. If a claimant has incurred costs for three consecutive years but has not filed a claim in 
each of those years, the claimant may file an entitlement claim; form FAM-43, to establish a 
base year entitlement. The form FAM-43 is included in the claiming instructions for SMAS 
programs. An entitlement claim does not result in the claimant being reimbursed for the costs 
incurred, but rather entitles the claimant to receive automatic payments from SMAS. Annual 
apportionments for programs included in the system are paid on or before November 30 of 
each year. 

4. Minimum Claim Amount 

For initial claims and annual claims filed on or after September 30, 2002, if the total costs for a 
given year do not exceed $1,000, no reimbursement will be allowed except as otherwise authorized 
by GC Section 17564. Combined claims may be filed only when the county is the fiscal agent for 
the special districts. The county will determine if the submission of a combined claim is 
economically feasible and will be responsible for disbursing the funds to each special district. A 
combined claim must show the individual claim costs for each eligible special district. All 
subsequent claims based upon the same mandate must only be filed in the combined form unless a 
special district provides to the county and to the Controller, at least 180 days prior to the deadline 
for filing the claim, a written notice of its intent to file a separate claim. 

5. Filing Deadline for Claims 

6. 

Pursuant to GC Section 17561 (d) initial reimbursement claims (first time claims) for reimbursement 
of costs of a previously unfunded mandated program must be filed within one hundred and twenty 
days from the date the SCO issues the claiming instructions for the program. When paying a timely 
filed claim for initial reimbursement, the Controller may withhold twenty percent of the amount of the 
claim until the claim is audited to verify the actual amount of the mandated costs. Initial 
reimbursement claims filed after the filing deadline will be reduced by ten percent of the amount 
that would have been allowed had the claim been timely filed. 

The Controller may withhold payment of any late claim for initial reimbursement until the next 
deadline for funded claims unless sufficient funds are available to pay the claim after all timely filed 
claims have been paid. All initial reimbursement claims for all fiscal years required to be filed on 
their initial filing date for a program will be considered as one claim for the purpose of computing 
any late claim penalty. In no case will a reimbursement claim be paid if submitted more than one 
year after the filing deadline specified in the Controller's claiming instructions on funded mandates. 

Pursuant to GC Section 17560, annual reimbursement claims (recurring claims) for costs incurred 
during the previous fiscal year must be filed with the SCO and postmarked on or before February 
15th following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred. If the annual reimbursement claim is 
filed after the deadline, but within one year of the deadline, the approved claim must be reduced by 
a 10% late penalty, not to exceed $10,000. Amended claims filed after the deadline will be reduced 
by 10% of the increased amount not to exceed $10,000 for the total claim. Claims may not be filed 
more than one year after the deadline. 

Payment of Claims 

In order for the SCO to authorize payment of a claim, the Certification of Claim, form FAM-27, must 
be properly filled out, signed, and dated by the entity's authorized officer. When using the LGeC 
system the logon ID and password of the authorized officer is used for the signature and is applied 
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7. 

by the LGeC system when the claim is submitted. Pursuant to GC 17561(d), reimbursement claims 
are paid by October 15 or sixty days after the date the appropriation for the claim is effective, 
whichever is later. In the event the amount appropriated by the Legislature is insufficient to pay the 
approved amount in full for a program, claimants will receive a prorated payment in proportion to 
the amount of approved claims timely filed and on hand at the time of proration. 

A claimant is entitled to receive accrued interest at the pooled money investment account rate if the 
payment was made more th_an 60 days after the claim filing deadline or the actual date of claim 
receipt, whichever is later. For an initial claim, interest begins to accrue when the payment is made 
more than one year after the adoption of the program's statewide cost estimate. SCO may withhold 
up to twenty percent of the amount of an initial claim until the claim is audited to verify the actual 
amount of the mandated costs. 

The SCO reports the amounts of insufficient appropriations to the State Department of Finance, the 
Chairperson of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee, and the Chairperson of the respective 
committee in each House of the Legislature, who consider appropriations in order to assure 
appropriation of these funds in the Budget Act. If these funds cannot be appropriated on a timely 
basis in the Budget Act, this information is transmitted to the Commission which will include these 
amounts in its report to assure that an appropriation is sufficient to pay the claims that will be 
included in the next local government claims bill or other appropriation bills. When the 
supplementary funds become available, the balance of the claims will be paid. 

Unless specified in the statutes, regulations, or P's & G's, the determination of allowable and 
unallowable costs for mandates is based on the P's & G's adopted by the Commission. The 
determination of allowable reimbursable mandated costs for unfunded mandates is made by the 
Commission. SCO determines allowable reimbursable costs, subject to amendment by the 
Commission, for mandates funded by special legislation. Allowable costs are those direct and 
indirect costs, less applicable credits, considered eligible for reimbursement. In order for costs to 
be allowable and thus eligible for reimbursement, the costs must meet the following general criteria: 

1. The cost is necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient administration of the mandate 
and not a general expense required to carry out the overall responsibilities of government. 

2. The cost is allocable to a particular cost objective identified in the P's & G's. 

3. The cost is net of any applicable credits that offset or reduce expenses of items allocable to the 
mandate. 

The SCO has identified certain costs that should not be claimed as direct program costs unless 
specified as reimbursable under the program's P's & G's. These costs include, but are not limited 
to, subscriptions, depreciation, memberships, conferences, workshops, general education, and 
travel costs. 

State Mandates Apportionment System (SMAS) 

Chapter 1534, Statutes of 1985, established SMAS, a method of paying certain mandated 
programs as apportionments. This method is utilized whenever a program has been approved for 
inclusion in SMAS by the Commission. 

When a mandated program has been included in SMAS, the SCO will determine a base year 
entitlement amount for each local agency that has submitted reimbursement claims, (or entitlement 
claims), for three consecutive fiscal years. A base year entitlement amount is determined by 
averaging the approved reimbursement claims, (or entitlement claims), for 1982-83, 1983-84, and 
1984-85 years or any three consecutive fiscal years thereafter. The amounts are first adjusted by 
any change in the IPD, which is applied separately to each year's costs for the three years that 
comprise the base period. The base period means the three fiscal years immediately succeeding 
the Commission's approval. 

Each local agency with an established base year entitlement for the program will receive automatic 
annual payments from the SCO reflective of the program's current year costs. The amount of 
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apportionment is adjusted annually for any change in the IPD. If the mandated program was 
included in SMAS after January 1, 1988, the annual apportionment is adjusted for any change in 
both the IPD and workload. 

For cities and counties, workload means a change in population within their boundaries; for special 
districts, a change in population of the county in which the largest percentage of the district's 
population is located. 

In the event a local agency has incurred costs for three consecutive fiscal years but did not file a 
reimbursement claim in one or more of those fiscal years, the local agency may file an entitlement 
claim for each of those missed years to establish a base year entitlement. An entitlement claim 
means any claim filed by a local agency with the SCO for the sole purpose of establishing a base 
year entitlement. A base year entitlement may not include any non-recurring or initial start-up costs. 

Initial apportionments are made on an individual program basis. After the initial year, all 
apportionments are made by November 30th. The amount to be apportioned is the base year 
entitlement adjusted by annual changes in the IPD for the cost of goods and services to 
governmental agencies as determined by the State Department of Finance. 

In the event the local agency determines that the amount of apportionment does not accurately 
reflect costs incurred to comply with a mandate, the process of adjusting an established base year 
entitlement upon which the apportionment is based is set forth in GC Section 17615.8 and requires 
the approval of the Commission. 

The following programs are placed in SMAS: 

Program Name 

Conservatorship: Developmentally Disabled Adults 

Coroners Costs 

Mentally Retarded Defendants: Diversion 

Senior Citizens Property Tax Postponement 

Revised 11/10 

Chapter/Statute 

1304/80 

498/77 

1253/80 

1242/77 

Program Number 

67 

88 

66 

18 
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Listed are state mandated local programs and counties that are entitled to receive automatic 
apportionments in those fiscal years in which the program is funded. 

Ch. 498/77 Ch. 1242/77 Ch. 1253/80 Ch. 1304/80 
Counties of: Coroners Costs Senior Citizens Mentally Retarded Developmentally 

Property Tax Defendants: Disabled Adults: 
Postponement Diversion Conservatorship 

Alameda X X X 

Butte X X X 

Calaveras X X X 

Contra Costa X X X 
El Dorado X X X 

Fresno X X X 

Humbolt X X X 
Kern X X X 

Lake X X X 
Los Angeles X X X X 
Marin X X X 

Mendocino X X X 
Monterey X X X 

Napa X X X X 

Nevada X X X 

Orange X X X X 
Placer X X X 
Plumas X X X 
Riverside X X X 
Sacramento X X X 
San Bernardino X X X X 

San Diego X X X 
San Francisco X X X 

San Joaquin X X 

San Luis Obispo X X X X 
San Mateo X X X 
Santa Barbara X X X 

Santa Clara X X X X 

Santa Cruz X X X 

Shasta X X X 

Solano X X X 

Sonoma X X X X 

Stanislaus X X X 

Tulare X X X X 

Tuolumne X 

Ventura X X X X 

Yolo X X X 

Yuba X 
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8. Direct Costs 

A direct cost is a cost that can be identified specifically with a particular program or activity. 
Documentation to support direct costs must be kept on hand unless otherwise specified in the 
claiming instructions and made available to the SCO on request 

It is the responsibility of the claimant to maintain documentation in the form of general and 
subsidiary ledgers, purchase orders, invoices, contracts, canceled warrants, equipment usage 
records, land deeds, receipts, employee time sheets, agency travel guidelines, inventory records, 
and other relevant documents to support claimed costs. The type of documentation necessary for 
each claim may differ with the type of mandate. 

Costs typically classified as direct costs are: 

(1) Employee Wages, Salaries, and Fringe Benefits 

For each of the mandated activities performed, the claimant must list the names of the 
employees who worked on the mandate, their job classification, hours worked on the 
mandate, and rate of pay. The claimant may, in-lieu of reporting actual compensation and 
fringe benefits, use a productive hourly rate: 

(a) Productive Hourly Rate Options 

A local agency may use one of the following methods to compute productive hourly rates: 

• Actual annual productive hours for each employee 

• The weighted-average annual productive hours for each job title, or 

• 1,800* annual productive hours for all employees 

If actual annual productive hours or weighted-average annual productive hours for each 
job title is chosen, the claimant must maintain documentation of how these hours were 
computed. 

* 1,800 annual productive hours excludes the following employee time: 

o Paid holidays 

o Vacation earned 

o Sick leave taken 

o Informal time off 

o Jury duty 

o Military leave taken. 

(b) Compute a Productive Hourly Rate 

1. Compute a productive hourly rate for salaried employees to include actual fringe benefit 
costs. The methodology for converting a salary to a productive hourly rate is to 
compute the employee's annual salary and fringe benefits and divide by the annual 
productive hours. 

Revised 11/10 

Table 1: Productive Hourly Rate, Annual Salary + Benefits Method 

Formula: 

[(EAS + Benefits) + APH) = PHR 

(($26,000 + $8,099)) + 1,800 hrs = 18.94 

Description: 

EAS = Employee's Annual Salary 

APH = Annual Productive Hours 

PHR = Productive Hourly Rate 
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Revised 11/10 

• As illustrated in Table 1, if you assume an employee's compensation was $26,000 
and $8,099 for annual salary and fringe benefits, respectively, using the "Salary + 
Benefits Method," the productive hourly rate would be $18.94. To convert a biweekly 
salary to Annual Salary, multiply the biweekly salary by 26. To convert a monthly 
salary to Annual Salary, multiply the monthly salary by 12. Use the same 
methodology to convert other salary periods. 

2. A claimant may also compute the productive hourly rate by using the "Percent of 
Salary Method." 

Table 2: Productive Hourly Rate, Percent of Salary Method 

Example: 

Step 1: Fringe Benefits as a Percent of 
Salary 

Step 2: Productive Hourly Rate 

Retirement 15.00 % Formula: 

Social Security & Medicare 7.65 [(EAS x (1 + FBR)) + APH) = PHR 

Health & Dental Insurance 5.25 

Workers Compensation 

Total 

Description: 

EAS = Employee's Annual Salary 

FBR = Fringe Benefit Rate 

3.25 

31.15 % 

(($26,000 x (1 .3115)) + 1,800] = $18.94 

APH = Annual Productive Hours 

PHR = Productive Hourly Rate 

• As illustrated in Table 2, both methods produce the same productive hourly rate. 

Reimbursement for personnel services includes, but is not limited to, compensation paid 
for salaries, wages and employee fringe benefits. Employee fringe benefits include 
employer's contributions for social security, pension plans, insurance, worker's 
compensation insurance and similar payments. These benefits are eligible for 
reimbursement as long as they are distributed equitably to all activities. Whether these 
costs are allowable is based on the following presumptions: 

• The amount of compensation is reasonable for the service rendered. 

• The compensation paid and benefits received are appropriately authorized by the 
governing board. 

• Amounts charged for personnel services are based on payroll documents that are 
supported by time and attendance or equivalent records for individual employees. 

• The methods used to distribute personnel services should produce an equitable 
distribution of direct and indirect allowable costs. 

For each of the employees included in the claim, the claimant must use reasonable rates 
and hours in computing the wage cost. If a person of a higher-level job position performs 
an activity which normally would be performed by a lower-level position, reimbursement 
for time spent is allowable at the average salary range for the lower-level position. The 
salary rate of the person at the higher-level position may be claimed if it can be shown 
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that it was more cost effective in comparison to the performance by a person at the 
lower-level position under normal circumstances and conditions. The number of hours 
charged to an activity should reflect the time expected to complete the activity under 
normal circumstances and conditions. The numbers of hours in excess of normal 
expected hours are not reimbursable. 

(c) Calculating an Average Productive Hourly Rate 

In those instances where the claiming instructions allow a unit as a basis of claiming 
costs, the direct labor component of the unit cost should be expressed as an average 
productive hourly rate and can be determined as follows: 

Table 3: Calculating an Average Productive Hourly Rate 

Time Productive Total Cost 
Spent Hourly Rate by Employee 

Employee A 1.25 hrs $6.00 $7.50 

Employee B 0.75 hrs 4.50 3.38 

Employee C 3.50 hrs 10.00 35.00 

Total 5.50 hrs $45.88 

Average Productive Hourly Rate is $45.88 + 5.50 hrs. = $8.34 

(d) Employer's Benefits Contribution 

(2) 
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A local agency has the option of claiming actual employer's fringe benefit contributions 
or may compute an average fringe benefit cost for the employee's job classification and 
claim it as a percentage of direct labor. The same time base should be used for both 
salary and fringe benefits when computing a percentage. For example, if health and 
dental insurance payments are made annually, use an annual salary. After the 
percentage of salary for each fringe benefit is computed, total them. For example: 

Employer's Contribution % to Sala!Y 

Retirement 15.00% 

Social Security 7.65% 

Health and Dental 
5.25% 

Insurance 

Worker's Compensation 0.75% 

Total 28.65% 

Materials and Supplies 

Only actual expenses can be claimed for materials and supplies, which were acquired 
and consumed specifically for the purpose of a mandated program. The claimant must 
list the materials and supplies that were used to perform the mandated activity, the 
number of units consumed, the cost per unit, and the total dollar amount claimed. 
Materials and supplies purchased to perform a particular mandated activity are 
expected to be reasonable in quality, quantity and cost. Purchases in excess of 
reasonable quality, quantity, and cost are not reimbursable. Materials and supplies 
withdrawn from inventory and charged to the mandated activity must be based on a 
recognized method of pricing, consistently applied. Purchases may be claimed at the 
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actual price after deducting discounts, rebates and allowances received by local 
agencies. 

(a) Calculating a Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies 

In those instances where the claiming instructions suggest that a unit cost be 
developed for use as a basis of claiming costs mandated by the State, the materials 
and supplies component of the unit cost should be expressed as a unit cost of 
materials and supplies as shown in Table 1 or Table 2: 

Table 1: Calculating a Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies 

Amount of 

Supplies Cost Per Unit 
Supplies Used 

Per Activity 

Paper 0.02 4 

Files 0.10 1 

Envelopes 0.03 2 

Photocopies 0.10 4 

Table 2: Calculating a Unit Cost for Materials and Supplies 

Supplies 

Paper ($10.00 for 500 sheet ream) 

Files ($2.50 for box of 25) 

Envelopes ($3.00 for box of 100) 

Photocopies ($0.05 per copy) 

Supplies 
Used 

250 Sheets 

10 Folders 

50 Envelopes 

40 Copies 

Unit Cost 
of Supplies 
Per Activity 

$0.08 

0.10 

0.06 

0.40 

$..0..M 

Unit Cost 
of Supplies 
Per Activity 

$5.00 

1.00 

1.50 

2.00 

$9.50 

If the number of reimbursable instances are 25, then the unit cost of supplies is $0.38 
per reimbursable instance ($9.50 + 25). 

(3) Contract Services 

Revised 11/10 

The cost of contract services is allowable if the local agency lacks the staff resources or 
necessary expertise, or it is economically feasible to hire a contractor to perform the 
mandated activity. The claimant must give the name of the contractor; explain the 
reason for having to hire a contractor; describe the mandated activities performed; give 
the dales when the activities were performed, the number of hours spent performing 
the mandate, the hourly billing rate, and the total cost. The hourly billing rate shall not 
exceed the rate specified in the claiming instructions for the mandated program. The 
contractor's invoice, or statement, which includes an itemized list of costs for activities 
performed, must accompany the claim. 
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(4) Equipment Rental Costs 

Equipment purchases and leases (with an option to purchase) are not reimbursable as 
a direct cost unless specifically allowed by the claiming instructions for the particular 
mandate. Equipment rentals used solely for the mandate, are reimbursable to the 
extent such costs do not exceed the retail purchase price of the equipment plus a 
finance charge. The claimant must explain the purpose and use for the equipment, the 
time period for which the equipment was rented and the total cost of the rental. If the 
equipment is used for purposes other than reimbursable activities, only the prorata 
portion of the rental costs can be claimed. 

(5) Capital Outlay 

Capital outlays for land, buildings, equipment, furniture and fixtures may be claimed if 
the claiming instructions specify them as allowable. If they are allowable, the claiming 
instructions for the program will specify a basis for the reimbursement. If the fixed asset 
or equipment is also used for purposes other than reimbursable activities for a specific 
mandate, only the prorata portion of the purchase price used to implement the 
reimbursable activities can be claimed. 

(6) Travel Expenses 

Travel expenses are normally reimbursable in accordance with travel rules and 
regulations of the local jurisdiction. For some programs, however, the claiming 
instructions may specify certain limitations on expenses, or that expenses can only be 
reimbursed in accordance with the State Board of Control travel standards. When 
claiming travel expenses, the claimant must explain the purpose of the trip, identify the 
name and address of the persons incurring the expense, the date and time of departure 
and return for the trip, description of each expense claimed, the cost of transportation, 
number of private auto mileage traveled, and the cost of tolls and parking with receipts 
required for charges over $10.00. 

(7) Documentation 

It is the responsibility of the claimant to make available to the SCO, upon request, 
documentation in the form of general and subsidiary ledgers, purchase orders, 
invoices, contracts, canceled warrants, equipment usage records, land deeds, receipts, 
employee time sheets, agency travel guidelines, inventory records, and other relevant 
documents to support claimed costs. The type of documentation necessary for each 
claim may differ with the type of mandate. 

9. Indirect Costs 

GC Section 17564(b) provides that claims for indirect costs must be filed in the manner prescribed 
by the SCO. Indirect costs (or overhead) are those costs incurred for a common or joint purpose, 
benefiting more than one program and are not directly assignable to a particular program without 
efforts disproportionate to the result achieved. Indirect costs may include both (1) the overhead 
costs for the unit performing the mandate and (2) the costs of central government services 
distributed through the central service cost allocation plan and not otherwise treated as a direct 
cost. 

Previously, the costs of elected officials were considered expenses related to general government 
and, thus, were unallowable for reimbursement purposes. Recent interpretation has moved in the 
opposite direction, except for those items of cost, which are unallowable in the cost principles set 
forth in Office of Management and Budget Circular (0MB) Circular A-87 (Title 2 CFR Part 225). A 
cost that is necessary for proper and efficient administration of a program and is identifiable to that 
program is eligible for consideration as allocable indirect costs. Allocable costs for time spent on 
programs, must be supported by time record. 
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Local agencies have the option of using 10% of direct labor as indirect costs or claiming indirect 
costs through a department's Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) for the program prepared in 
accordance with the provisions of Office of Management and Budget 0MB Circular A-87 (Title 2 
CFR Part 225.) (Refer to the Appendix-Costs Computation: Indirect Costs). An ICRP must be 
prepared if the claim for indirect costs is in excess of 10% of direct salaries; the ICRP must be 
submitted with the claim. 

A. Fixed 10% Rate Method 

Indirect costs may be computed as 10% of direct labor costs, excluding fringe benefits. The 
use of the 10% rate may benefit small agencies where it is inefficient to prepare an ICRP. 

Direct Costs Incurred By On Behalf of 

Welfare Health 
Auditor Administration Department 

Warrant Writing: 

A. Salary of employee working $5,000 $1,000 

8. Benefits of above 800 200 

C. Cost of paper 350 100 

D. First-line supervision 3,000 500 

(salaries) 

E. Indirect cost 10% of A+ D 800 150 

Total amount charged to benefited 
departments for warrant writing 
services $9,950 $1,950 

Direct Costs Incurred By On Behalf of 

Welfare Health 
Building & Grounds Department Administration Department 

Maintenance of Buildings: 

A. Salary of employees $1,000 $500 

performing maintenance 

B. Benefits of above 200 100 

C. Cleaning supplies 250 150 

D. First-line supervision 500 200 

(salaries) 

E. Indirect cost 10% of A + D 150 70 

Total amount charged to 
benefited departments for 
building maintenance services $2,100 $1,020 

Any local agency using this method for claiming costs must submit a statement similar to the 
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example above and with supporting data. The cost data required for desk audit purposes are 
described in the claiming instructions for that mandated program under Salaries and Employee 
Benefits, Materials and Supplies, Contract Services, Travel Expenses, etc. 

B. Indirect Cost Rate Proposal Method 

If a local agency elects not to utilize the 10% fixed rate method but wants to claim indirect 
costs, it must prepare an ICRP for the program. The proposal must follow the provisions of the 
Office of Management and Budget (0MB) Circular A-87 (Title 2 CFR Part 225), Cost Principles 
for State, Local, and Indian Tribal Governments. The development of the indirect cost rate 
proposal requires that the indirect cost pool include only those costs which are incurred for a 
common or joint purpose that benefit more than one cost objective. The indirect cost pool may 
only include costs that can be shown to provide benefits to the program. In addition, total 
allocable indirect costs may only include costs, which cannot be directly charged to an 
identifiable cost center (i.e., program). 

A method for preparing a departmental indirect cost rate proposal for programs is presented as 
Exhibit 1. Only this format is acceptable under the SCO reimbursement requirements. If more 
than one department is involved in the reimbursement program, each department must have 
their own indirect cost rate proposal for the program. 
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INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL Exhibit 1 
PUBLIC DEFENDER'S OFFICE INVESTIGATION PROGRAM 

FISCAL YEAR 20_ -20 -

(8) (C) (D) Identifiable Program Costs 
Excludable Allowable Allowable 

Total Un allowable Indirect Direct Investigation 
(A) Descrietion of Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs PC 987.9 All Others 
Salaries & Benefits 

Salaries & Wages $ 1,150,000 $ 50,000 (F) $ 150,000 $ 950,000 (F) $ 100,000 $ 850,000 
Overtime 20,000 0 20,000 0 0 0 
Benefits 230,000 10,000 30,000 190,000 20,000 170,000 

Total $ 1,400,000 $ 60,000 $ 200,000 $ 1,140,000 $ 120,000 $ 1,020,000 

Services & Supplies 
Office Expense $ 200,000 $ 10,000 $ 20,000 $ 170,000 $ 10,000 $ 160,000 
Communications 100,000 2,000 10,000 88,000 1,000 87,000 
Transportation 120,000 5,000 0 115,000 5,000 110,000 
Special Dept Expense (Contracts) 250,000 0 0 250,000 0 250,000 
Other, Pass Through Program 800,000 800,000 0 0 0 0 

Total $ 1,470,000 $ 817,000 $ 30,000 $ 623,000 $ 16,000 $ 607,000 

Capital Expenditures $ 100,000 $ 100,000 

Total Budgetary Expenditures $ 2,970,000 $ 977,000 $ 230,000 $ 1,763,000 $ 136,000 $ 1,627,000 

Distribution Base 
Cost Plan Costs 

Building Use (Each line item $ 50,000 $ 2,000 $ 6,000 $ 42,000 $ 2,000 $ 40,000 
Equipment Use should be reviewed 30,000 1,000 3,000 26,000 1,000 25,000 
Data Processing to see if it benefits 50,000 5,000 30,000 15,000 0 15,000 
Auditor the mandate to 20,000 0 20,000 0 0 0 
Personnel insure a fair and 10,000 1,000 

equitable 
1,000 8,000 1,000 7,000 

Roll Forward distribution.) 10,000 0 10,000 0 0 0 
Total $ 170,000 (E) $ 9,000 $ 70,000 $ 91 ,000 $ 4,000 $ 87,000 

Total Allocable Indirect Costs $ 300,000 (F) 

Distribution of Allocable Indirect Costs 
Based on Salaries & Wages $ 15,000 _$~ (300,000) $ 285,000 $ 30,000 $ 255,000 

Totals $ 3,140,000 $ 1,001,000 $ 0 $ 2,139,000 $ 170,000 $ 1,969,000 
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(1) Notes to Exhibit 1 

(a) The department's ICRP plan for the distribution of costs to programs must follow 
the same format as shown on Exhibit 1. Specifically, there must be columns as 
follows: Description of Costs, Total Cost, Excludable and Unallowable Costs (may 
be combined or separated), Allowable Indirect Costs, and Allowable Direct Costs 
(which are further allocated to identifiable programs and other). No other format will 
be accepted. 

(b) Excluded costs are all costs that are una/lowable and unallocable according to 
specific guidelines (0MB 2 CFR Part 225 and state laws). 

Examples: 

Contributions and donations: Cost of amusement; social activities and related 
incidental costs such as meals, beverages, lodging, rentals, transportation and 
gratuities; and pass through revenues to another unit or organization. 

(c) Allocable indirect costs are costs that are not identifiable to a specific program or 
cost pool and indirectly benefit all cost pools. 

(d) Direct costs are costs that benefit a specific program or cost pool. 

(e) Overhead costs are distributed to the department in the cost allocation plan, which 
was prepared in accordance with the 0MB 2 CFR Part 225. Use the same year's 
cost allocation plan for developing the ICRP as the year for which the ICRP is 
being prepared. Do not include a roll forward adjustment when the program is in its 
initial year. 

(f) Distribution base for the computation of the indirect cost rate is total salaries and 
wages. 

Total Allocable Direct Costs (direct S&W) $950,000 

Excluded and y nallowable Costs (direct S&W) 50,000 

Distribution Base $1,000,000 

Therefore, the Indirect Cost Rate for Penal Code 987.9 Program is: 

Allowable Indirect Costs 
ICRP = 

Total Salaries and Wages 

$300,000 

$1,000,000 
= 30.00% 

10. Time Study Guidelines 

Background 

Two methods are acceptable for documenting employee time charged to mandated cost programs: 
1) Actual Time Reporting and 2) Time Study. These methods are described below. Application of 
time study results is restricted. As explained in the Time Study Results section below, the results 
may be projected forward a maximum of two years or applied retroactively to initial claims, current­
year claims, and late-filed claims, provided certain criteria are met. 

Actual Time Reporting 

Each program's P's & G's define reimbursable activities for each mandated cost program. When 
employees work on multiple activities, a distribution of their salaries or wages must be supported by 
personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation that meets the following standards: 
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• They must reflect an after-the-fact (contemporaneous) distribution of the actual activity of each 
employee; 

• They must account for the total activity for which each employee is compensated; 

• They must be prepared at least monthly and must coincide with one or more pay periods; and 

• They must be signed by the employee. 

Budget estimates or other distribution percentages determined before services are performed do 
not qualify as support for time distribution. 

Time Study 

In certain cases, a time study may be used to substitute for continuous records of actual time spent 
on multiple activities and/or programs. An effective time study requires that an activity be a task that 
is repetitive in nature. Activities that require a varying level of effort are not appropriate for time 
studies. 

Time Study Plan 

The claimant must develop a plan before the time study is conducted. The claimant must retain the 
time study plan for audit purposes. The plan must identify the following: 

• Time period(s) to be studied - The plan must show that all time periods selected are 
representative of the fiscal year, and the results can be reasonably projected to approximate 
actual costs; 

• Activities and/or programs to be studied - For each mandated program included, the time 
study must separately identify each reimbursable activity defined in the mandated program's 
P's & G's, which are derived from the program's Statement of Decision. If a reimbursable 
activity in the P's & G's identifies separate and distinct sub-activities, these sub-activities must 
also be treated as individual activities; 

For example, sub-activities (a), (b), and (c) under Reimbursable Activity (8)(1) of the local agency's 
Domestic Violence Treatment Services: Authorization and Case Management program relate to 
information to be discussed during victim notification by the probation department and therefore are 
not separate and distinct activities. These sub-activities do not have to be separately studied. 

• Process used to accomplish each reimbursable activity - Use flowcharts or similar analytical 
tools and/or written desk procedures to describe the process for each activity; 

• Employee universe - The employee universe used in the time study must Include all positions 
for which salaries and wages are to be allocated by means of the time study; 

• Employee sample selection methodology - The plan must show that employees selected are 
representative of the employee universe, and the results can be reasonably projected to 
approximate actual costs. In addition, the employee sample size should be proportional to the 
variation in time spent to perform a task. The sample size should be larger for tasks with 
significant time variations; 

• Time increments to be recorded - The time increments used should be sufficient to recognize 
the number of different activities performed and the dynamics of these responsibilities. Very 
large increments (such as one hour or more) might be used for employees performing only a 
few functions that change very slowly over time. Very small increments (a number of minutes) 
may be needed for employees performing more short-term tasks. 

Random moment sampling is not an acceptable alternative to continuous time records for 
mandated cost claims. Random moment sampling techniques are most applicable in situations 
where employees perform many different types of activities on a variety of programs with small time 
increments throughout the fiscal year. 
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Time Study Documentation 

Time studies must: 

Local Agencies Mandated Cost Manual 

• Be supported by time records that are completed contemporaneously; 

• Report activity on a daily basis; 

• Be sufficiently detailed to reflect all mandated activities and/or programs performed during a 
specific time period; and 

• Coincide with one or more pay periods. 

Time records must be signed by the employee (electronic signatures are acceptable) and be 
supported by corroborating evidence, which validates that the work was actually performed. As with 
actual time reporting, budget estimates or other distribution percentages determined before 
services are performed do not qualify as valid time studies. 

Time Study Results 

Time study results must be summarized to show how the time study supports the costs claimed for 
each activity. Any variations from the procedures identified in the original time study plan must be 
documented and explained. Current-year costs must be used to prepare a time study. Claimants 
may project time study results to no more than two subsequent fiscal years. A claimant may not 
apply time study results retroactively. 

• Annual Reimbursement Claims - Claimants may use time studies to support costs incurred on 
or after January 1, 2005. Claimants may not use time studies for the period July 1, 2004, 
through December 31, 2004, unless (1) the program's P's & G's specifically allows time studies, 
and (2) the time study is prepared based on mandated activity occurring between July 1, 2004, 
and December 31, 2004. 

• Initial Claims -When filing an initial claim for new mandated programs, claimants may only use 
time study results for costs incurred on or after January 1, 2005. Claimants may not use time 
studies to support costs incurred before January 1, 2005, unless (1) the program's P's & G's 
specifically allow time studies, and (2) the claimant prepares separate time studies for each 
fiscal year preceding January 1, 2005, based on mandated activity occurring during those 
years. 

When projecting time study results, the claimant must certify that there have been no significant 
changes between years in either (1) the requirements of each mandated program activity or (2) the 
processes and procedures used to accomplish the activity. For all years, the claimant must 
maintain corroborating evidence that validates the mandated activity was actually performed. Time 
study results used to support subsequent years' claims are subject to the recordkeeping 
requirements for those claims. 

11 . Offsets Against State Mandated Claims 

When part or all the costs of a mandated program are specifically reimbursable from non-local 
agency sources (e.g., state, federal, foundation, etc.), only that portion of any increased costs 
payable from local agency funds is eligible for reimbursement under the provisions of Government 
Code Section 17 561. 

A. Example 1 

This example shows how the offset against a state mandated claim is determined for local 
agencies receiving block grant revenues not based on a formula allocation. Listed below are six 
situations, which may occur at a local agency level. For hypothetical program costs of 
$100,000: (1) through (4) show intended funding at 100% from non-local agency sources and 
(5) through (6) show cqst sharing on a 50/50 basis with the local agency. Of the $100,000 
program cost, $2,500 is the cost of state mandated activity. Offset against state mandated 
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claims is the amount of actual non-local agency funding which exceeds the difference between 
program costs and state mandated costs. The offset against state mandated claims cannot 
exceed the amount of state mandated costs. In (4), non-local revenues were fully realized to 
cover the entire cost of the program, including the state mandate activity; therefore, the offset 
against state mandated claims is $2,500. In (1), non-local revenues were less than expected. 
Non-local agency funding was not in excess of the difference between program costs and state 
mandated costs. As a result, the offset against state mandated claims is zero and $2,500 is 
claimable as mandated costs. In (5), the local agency is sharing 50% of the program cost. 
Since non-local revenues of $50,000 were fully realized, the offset against state mandated 
claims is $1,250. 

Program 
Costs 

Actual 
Non-Local 

Agency 
Funding 

State 
Mandated 

Costs 

Offset Against 
State 

Mandated 
Claims 

A. Block Grants (funding not based on a formula allocation) 

1. $100,000 $95,000 $2,500 $-0-

2. 100,000 97,000 2,500 -0-

3. 100,000 98,000 2,500 500 

4. 100,000 100,000 2,500 2,500 

5. 100,000 * 50,000 2,500 1,250 

Claimable 
Mandated 

Costs 

$2,500 

2,500 

2,000 

-0-

1,250 

6. If in (5) the non-local matching share is less than the amount expected, for example 
$49,000, the offset against state mandated claims is $250. Therefore, the claimable 
mandated costs are $2,250 

* Local agency share is $50,000 of the program costs. 

B. Example2 

This example shows how the offset against state mandated claims are determined for local 
agencies receiving special project funds based on approved actual costs. Non- local revenues 
for special projects must be applied proportionately to approve costs. In (2), the entire program 
cost was approved. Since the non-local agency source covers 75% of the program cost, it also 
proportionately covered 75% of the $2,500 state mandated costs, or $1,875. 
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Program 
Costs 

Actual 
Non-Local 

Agency 
Funding 

State 
Mandated 

Costs 

Local Agencies Mandated Cost Manual 

Offset Against 
State 

Mandated 
Claims 

Claimable 
Mandated 

Costs 

B. Special Projects (funding based on approved actual costs) 

$100,000 

100,000 ** 

$100,000 

75,000 

$2,500 

2,500 

$2,500 

1,875 

$-0-

625 

1. 

2. 

3. If in (2) the non-local matching share is less than the amount expected, because 
only $60,000 of the program costs were determined to be valid by the contracting 
agency, then a proportionate share of state mandated costs is likewise reduced to 
$1,500. The offset against state mandated claim is $1,125. Therefore, the 
claimable mandated costs are $375. 

** Local agency share is $25,000 of the program costs. 

With respect to local agencies, the offset against state mandated claims for applicable federal 
and state local assistance programs includes, but is not limited to, the following funding 
sources: 

Federal and State Funding Sources 

Governing Authority 

CETA, PL 93-203 

Federal Aid for Construction 

Federal Aid for Disaster 

State Aid for Agriculture 

State Aid for Construction 

State Aid for Corrections 

12. Notice of Claim Adjustment 

Federal Programs 

Federal-Health -Administration 

Federal-Public Assistance - Administration 

State Programs 

State-Health - Administration 

State-Public Assistance - Administration 

All claims submitted to the SCO are reviewed to determine if the claim was prepared in accordance 
with the claiming instructions. Claimants will receive a Notice of Claim Adjustment detailing any 
adjustment made by the SCO. 

13. Audit of Costs 

Pursuant to GC Section 17558.5, Subdivision (b), the SCO may conduct a field review of any claim 
after it has been submitted, prior to the reimbursement of the claim to determine if costs are related 
to the mandate, are reasonable and not excessive, and the claim was prepared in accordance with 
SCO's claiming instructions and the P's & G's adopted by the Commission. If any adjustments are 
made to a claim, a Notice of Claim Adjustment specifying the claim activity adjusted, the amount 

Revised 11/10 Section 2, Filing a Claim, Page 19 



State of California Local Agencies Mandated Cost Manual 

adjusted, and the reason for the adjustment, will be mailed within thirty days after payment of the 
claim. 

14. Source Documents 

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. 

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 stating, "I certify 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. 

15. Claim Forms and Instructions 

A claimant may submit a computer generated report in substitution for Form-1 and Form-2 provided 
the format of the report and data fields contained within the report are identical to the claim forms 
included with these instructions. The claim forms provided with these instructions should be 
duplicated and used by the claimant to file a reimbursement claim. The SCO will revise the manual 
and claim forms as necessary. 

A. Form-2, Activity Cost Detail 

This form is used to segregate the detail costs by claim component. In some mandates, specific 
reimbursable activities have been identified for each component. The expenses reported on 
this form must be supported by the official financial records of the claimant. 

8. Form-1, Claim Summary 

This form is used to summarize direct costs by component and compute allowable indirect 
costs for the mandate. The direct costs summarized on this form are derived from Form-2 and 
are carried forward to form F AM-27. 

C. Form FAM-27, Claim for Payment 

This form contains a certification that must be signed by an authorized officer of the entity. All 
applicable information from Form-1 must be carried forward to this form in order for the SCO to 
process the claim for payment. An original and one copy of the FAM-27 are required. 

Submit a signed original and one copy of form FAM-27, Claim for Payment. To expedite the 
payment process, please sign the FAM-27 with blue ink, and attach a copy of the form 
FAM-27 to the top of the claim package. 

Use the following mailing addresses: 
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If delivered by 
U.S. Postal Service: 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
P.O. Box 942850 
Sacramento, CA 94250 

16. Retention of Claiming Instructions 

Local Agencies Mandated Cost Manual 

If delivered by 
Other delivery services: 

Office of the State Controller 
Attn: Local Reimbursements Section 
Division of Accounting and Reporting 
3301 C Street, Suite 700 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

For your convenience, the revised claiming instructions in this package have been arranged in 
alphabetical order by program name. This Manual should be retained for future reference, and the 
forms should be duplicated to meet your filing requirements. Annually, new or revised forms, 
instructions, and any other information claimants may need to file claims will be placed on the 
SCO's Web site located at www.sco.ca.gov/ard_mancost.html. 

If you have any questions concerning mandated cost reimbursements, please write to us at the 
address listed for filing claims, send e-mail to lrsdar@sco.ca.gov, or call the Local Reimbursements 
Section at (916) 324-5729. 

17. Retention of Claim Records and Supporting Documentation 

Pursuant to GC Section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a 
local agency pursuant to this chapter is subject to the initiation of an audit by the Controller no later 
than three years after the date that the actual reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, 
whichever is later. However, if no funds were appropriated or no payment was made to a claimant 
for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim was filed, the time for the Controller to initiate 

,,,-'\ an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment of the claim. In any case, an audit 
will be completed not later than two years after the date that the audit was commenced. 

All documents used to support the reimbursable activities must be retained during the period 
subject to audit. If the Controller has initiated an audit during the period subject to audit, the 
retention period is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit findings. Supporting 
documents must be made available to SCO on request. 
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CERTIFIED MAIL—RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

 

Tamara Oatman, Finance Director 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 

10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA  91729 

 

Dear Ms. Oatman: 

 

The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by the City of Rancho Cucamonga for 

the legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program for the period of July 1, 2002, through 

June 30, 2013. 

 

The city claimed $500,098 for costs of the mandated program. Our audit found that $195,540 is 

allowable and $304,558 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the city misclassified 

costs, overstated the number of identity theft reports taken, misstated the time increments needed 

to perform the reimbursable activities, and claimed unallowable indirect costs. The State made 

no payments to the city. The State will pay $195,540, contingent upon available appropriations.  

 

Following issuance of this audit report, the Local Government Programs and Services Division 

of the State Controller’s Office 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 finding, 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. IRC information is available on the Commission’s website at 

www.csm.ca.gov/forms/IRCForm.pdf. 

 

 



Ms. Tamara Oatman 

November 20, 2023 

Page 2 of 2 

 

 

300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850, Sacramento, CA 95814 | P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250 | Fax: 916.322.4404 

sco.ca.gov 

If you have any questions, please contact Lisa Kurokawa, Chief, Compliance Audits Bureau, by 

telephone at (916) 327-3138. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Original signed by 

 

KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

KT/ac 
 

cc: The Honorable L. Dennis Michael, Mayor 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Chris Hill, Principal Program Budget Analyst 

  Local Government Unit 

  California Department of Finance 

 Ted Doan, Finance Budget Analyst 

  Local Government Unit 

  California Department of Finance 

 Darryl Mar, Manager 
  Local Reimbursements Section 

  State Controller’s Office 

 Everett Luc, Supervisor 

  Local Reimbursements Section 

  State Controller’s Office 
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Audit Report 
 

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by the City 

of Rancho Cucamonga for the legislatively mandated Identity Theft 

Program for the period of July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013. 

 

The city claimed $500,098 for costs of the mandated program. Our audit 

found that $195,540 is allowable and $304,558 is unallowable. The costs 

are unallowable because the city misclassified costs, overstated the 

number of identity theft reports taken, misstated the time increments 

needed to perform the reimbursable activities, and claimed unallowable 

indirect costs. The State made no payments to the city. The State will pay 

$195,540, contingent upon available appropriations. 

 

 

Penal Code (PC) section 530.6(a), as added by the Statutes of 2000, 

Chapter 956, requires a local law enforcement agency to take a police 

report and begin an investigation when a complainant residing within its 

jurisdiction reports suspected identity theft. 

 

On March 27, 2009, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) 

found that this legislation mandates a new program or higher level of 

service for local law enforcement agencies within the meaning of service 

for local law enforcement agencies within the meaning of Article XIII B, 

section 6 of the California Constitution, and imposes costs mandated by 

the State pursuant to Government Code (GC) section 17514. 

 

The Commission determined that each claimant is allowed to claim and be 

reimbursed for the following ongoing activities identified in the 

parameters and guidelines (Section IV., “Reimbursable Activities”): 

 
1. Either a) or b) below: 

a) Take a police report supporting a violation of Penal Code 

section 530.5 which includes information regarding the 

personal identifying information involved and any uses of that 

personal identifying information that were non-consensual and 

for an unlawful purpose, including, if available, information 

surrounding the suspected identity theft, places where the 

crime(s) occurred, and how and where the suspect obtained and 

used the personal identifying information. This activity 

includes drafting, reviewing, and editing the identity theft 

police report; or 

b) Reviewing the identity theft report completed on-line by the 

identity theft victim. 

2. Begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts 

sufficient to determine where the crime occurred and what pieces of 

personal identifying information were used for an unlawful purpose. The 

purpose of the investigation is to assist the victims in clearing their 

names. Reimbursement is not required to complete the investigation for 

purposes of criminal prosecution. 

 

The Commission also determined that reimbursable activities do not 

include providing a copy of the report to the complainant, or referring the 

Summary 
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matter to the law enforcement agency in the location where the suspected 

crime was committed for further investigation. 

 

The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and 

define the reimbursement criteria. In compliance with GC section 17558, 

the SCO issues the Mandated Cost Manual for Local Agencies (Mandated 

Cost Manual) to assist local agencies in claiming mandated program 

reimbursable costs. 

 

 

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with GC 

sections 17558.5 and 17561, which authorize the SCO to audit the city’s 

records to verify the actual amount of the mandated costs. In addition, GC 

section 12410 provides the SCO with general authority to audit the 

disbursement of state money for correctness, legality, and sufficient 

provisions of law for payment. 

 

 

The objective of our audit was to determine whether claimed costs 

represent increased costs resulting from the legislatively mandated 

Identity Theft Program. Specifically, we conducted this audit to determine 

whether claimed costs were supported by appropriate source documents, 

were not funded by another source, and were not unreasonable and/or 

excessive. 

 

Unreasonable and/or excessive costs include ineligible costs that are not 

identified in the program’s parameters and guidelines as reimbursable 

costs. 

 

The audit period was July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013. 

 

To achieve our objective, we performed the following procedures. 

• We analyzed the annual mandated cost claims filed by the city for the 

audit period and identified the significant cost components of each 

claim as salaries, benefits, and indirect costs. We determined whether 

there were any errors or unusual or unexpected variances from year to 

year. We also reviewed the claimed activities to determine whether 

they adhered to the SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual and the program’s 

parameters and guidelines. 

• We completed an internal control questionnaire by interviewing key 

city staff. We discussed the claim preparation process with city staff 

members to determine what information was obtained, who obtained 

it, and how it was used. 

• We obtained system-generated lists of identity-theft cases with 

jurisdiction codes for the City of Rancho Cucamonga from the 

San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department’s (SBCSD) computer-

aided dispatch (CAD) system to verify the existence, completeness, 

and accuracy of unduplicated case counts for each fiscal year in the 

audit period. We recalculated the costs based on the allowable number 

of cases for each of the reimbursable activities.  

• We designed a statistical sampling plan to test approximately 25-50% 

of claimed costs, based on a moderate level of detection (audit) risk. 

Objective, Scope, 

and Methodology 

Audit Authority 
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We judgmentally selected the city’s filed claims for fiscal year 

(FY) 2010-11 through FY 2012-13 for testing, which comprised 

claimed costs totaling $138,470 (or 27.7%) of the total costs claimed 

($500,098). The sampling plan is described in the Finding and 

Recommendation section.  

• We used a random number table to select 264 out of 695 identity theft 

reports from the three fiscal years sampled. We tested the identity theft 

report as follows: 

o We determined whether a contemporaneously prepared and 

approved police report supported that a violation of PC 

section 530.5 occurred. 

o We determined whether the initial police reports were courtesy 

reports from other law enforcement agencies that had been 

forwarded to SBCSD’s Rancho Cucamonga Patrol Station for 

further investigation.  

o We determined whether the victim of identity theft contacted the 

SBCSD to initiate the law enforcement investigation. 

o We obtained employee numbers, names, and classifications from 

sampled police reports documenting who performed the 

reimbursable activities. We compared the employee 

classifications obtained from the police reports to those claimed 

by the city. 

o We obtained system-generated time stamps from SBCSD’s CAD 

system for the “Time On Scene” and “Time Closed” associated 

with each report to determine the time spent to begin an 

investigation. For reports with unreasonable and excessive time 

spent, we reviewed the detailed history of time stamps from the 

CAD system for the incident number related to the sampled police 

report, and adjusted for ineligible time spent on arrests and other 

incident numbers. 

• We interviewed sworn and non-sworn county employees who 

performed the mandated activities, as documented in the sampled 

police reports, about their time spent performing reimbursable 

activities not captured by the CAD system. 

• As no city staff members performed the reimbursable activities, we 

used copies of the city’s annual law enforcement services contracts 

with the county during the audit period to obtain the annual contract 

services costs incurred by the city. The contract services costs 

included salary and benefit costs for various employee classifications, 

administrative costs, and various other additional costs related to 

providing law enforcement services for the city. 

• We projected the audit results of the three years tested by multiplying 

the allowable case counts by the audited average time increments 

needed to perform the reimbursable activities, and multiplying the 

product by the contract hourly rates of county employees who 

performed them. Due to the homogeneity of the population, we 

applied the weighted three-year average error rate that we derived 

from testing our samples to the remaining eight years of the audit 

period.  
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• We reviewed the city’s Single Audit Reports to identify potential 

sources of offsetting savings or reimbursements from federal or pass-

through programs applicable to the Identity Theft Program. We did 

not identify any applicable offsetting revenues. The city certified in its 

claims that it did not receive such offsetting revenues applicable to this 

mandated program.  

 

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 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. 

 

 

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 are funded by another source; 

however, we did find that it claimed unsupported and ineligible costs, as 

quantified in the Schedule and described in the Finding and 

Recommendation section of this audit report. 

 

For the audit period, the City of Rancho Cucamonga claimed $500,098 for 

costs of the legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program. Our audit 

found that $195,540 is allowable and $304,558 is unallowable. The State 

made no payments to the city. The State will pay $195,540, 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 of Rancho 

Cucamonga’s legislatively mandated Identity Theft Program.  
 
 

 
We issued a draft audit report on April 19, 2023. The City of Rancho 

Cucamonga’s representative responded by letter dated June 28, 2023, 

disagreeing with the audit results. This final audit report includes the city’s 

response as an attachment. 
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This audit report is solely for the information and use of the City of Rancho 

Cucamonga, 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.sco.ca.gov. 

 

 

 
Original signed by 

 

KIMBERLY TARVIN, CPA 

Chief, Division of Audits 

 

November 20, 2023 
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Schedule— 

Summary of Program Costs 

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013 
 

 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003

Direct costs:

   Salaries:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 20,587$      -$                (20,587)$         

     Beginning an investigation of facts 7,356          -                  (7,356)             

   Total salaries 27,943        -                  (27,943)           

   Contract services:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 -                  10,999        10,999            

     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  9,057          9,057              

   Total contract services -                  20,056        20,056            

Total direct costs 27,943        20,056        (7,887)             

Indirect costs 26,267        -                  (26,267)           

Total program costs 54,210$      20,056        (34,154)$         

Less amount paid by the State
2

-                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 20,056$      

July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004

Direct costs:

   Salaries:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 20,865$      -$                (20,865)$         

     Beginning an investigation of facts 7,456          -                  (7,456)             

   Total salaries 28,321        -                  (28,321)           

   Contract services:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 -                  11,098        11,098            

     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  9,161          9,161              

   Total contract services -                  20,259        20,259            

Total direct costs 28,321        20,259        (8,062)             

Indirect costs 24,838        -                  (24,838)           

Total program costs 53,159$      20,259        (32,900)$         

Less amount paid by the State
2

-                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 20,259$      

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued)  
 

 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005

Direct costs:

   Salaries:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 27,093$      -$                (27,093)$         

     Beginning an investigation of facts 9,688          -                  (9,688)             

   Total salaries 36,781        -                  (36,781)           

   Contract services:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 -                  12,910        12,910            

     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  10,674        10,674            

   Total contract services -                  23,584        23,584            

Total direct costs 36,781        23,584        (13,197)           

Indirect costs 29,499        -                  (29,499)           

Total program costs 66,280$      23,584        (42,696)$         

Less amount paid by the State
2

-                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 23,584$      

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006

Direct costs:

   Salaries:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 28,650$      -$                (28,650)$         

     Beginning an investigation of facts 10,147        -                  (10,147)           

   Total salaries 38,796        -                  (38,796)           

   Contract services:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 -                  14,241        14,241            

     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  11,569        11,569            

   Total contract services -                  25,810        25,810            

Total direct costs 38,796        25,810        (12,986)           

Indirect costs 31,542        -                  (31,542)           

Total program costs 70,338$      25,810        (44,528)$         

Less amount paid by the State
2

-                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 25,810$      

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued)  
 

 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007

Direct costs:

   Salaries:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 18,065$      -$                (18,065)$         

     Beginning an investigation of facts 6,443          -                  (6,443)             

   Total salaries 24,508        -                  (24,508)           

   Contract services:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 -                  8,696          8,696              

     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  7,124          7,124              

   Total contract services -                  15,820        15,820            

Total direct costs 24,508        15,820        (8,688)             

Indirect costs 19,312        -                  (19,312)           

Total program costs 43,820$      15,820        (28,000)$         

Less amount paid by the State
2

-                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 15,820$      

July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008

Direct costs:

   Salaries:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 11,859$      -$                (11,859)$         

     Beginning an investigation of facts 4,218          -                  (4,218)             

   Total salaries 16,077        -                  (16,077)           

   Contract services:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 -                  5,993          5,993              

     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  4,884          4,884              

   Total contract services -                  10,877        10,877            

Total direct costs 16,077        10,877        (5,200)             

Indirect costs 12,718        -                  (12,718)           

Total program costs 28,795$      10,877        (17,918)$         

Less amount paid by the State
2

-                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 10,877$      

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued)  
 

 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009

Direct costs:

   Salaries:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 8,615$        -$                (8,615)$           

     Beginning an investigation of facts 3,060          -                  (3,060)             

   Total salaries 11,675        -                  (11,675)           

   Contract services:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 -                  4,473          4,473              

     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  3,629          3,629              

   Total contract services -                  8,102          8,102              

Total direct costs 11,675        8,102          (3,573)             

Indirect costs 9,282          -                  (9,282)             

Total program costs 20,957$      8,102          (12,855)$         

Less amount paid by the State
2

-                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 8,102$        

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010

Direct costs:

   Salaries:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 9,803$        -$                (9,803)$           

     Beginning an investigation of facts 3,480          -                  (3,480)             

   Total salaries 13,283        -                  (13,283)           

   Contract services:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 -                  5,557          5,557              

     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  4,508          4,508              

   Total contract services -                  10,065        10,065            

Total direct costs 13,283        10,065        (3,218)             

Indirect costs 10,786        -                  (10,786)           

Total program costs 24,069$      10,065        (14,004)$         

Less amount paid by the State
2

-                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 10,065$      

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued)  
 

 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011

Direct costs:

   Salaries:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 12,662$      -$                (12,662)$         

     Beginning an investigation of facts 4,495          -                  (4,495)             

   Total salaries 17,157        -                  (17,157)           

   Contract services:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 -                  5,948          5,948              

     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  4,150          4,150              

   Total contract services -                  10,098        10,098            

Total direct costs 17,157        10,098        (7,059)             

Indirect costs 12,697        -                  (12,697)           

Total program costs 29,854$      10,098        (19,756)$         

Less amount paid by the State
2

-                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 10,098$      

July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012

Direct costs:

   Salaries:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 21,912$      -$                (21,912)$         

     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  -                  -                      

   Total salaries 21,912        -                  (21,912)           

   Contract services:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 -                  7,385          7,385              

     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  6,803          6,803              

   Total contract services -                  14,188        14,188            

Total direct costs 21,912        14,188        (7,724)             

Indirect costs 16,214        -                  (16,214)           

Total program costs 38,126$      14,188        (23,938)$         

Less amount paid by the State
2

-                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 14,188$      

Cost Elements
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Schedule (continued)  
 

 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Claimed per Audit Adjustment1

July 1, 2012, through June 30, 2013

Direct costs:

   Salaries:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 39,938$      -$                (39,938)$         

     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  -                  -                      

   Total salaries 39,938        -                  (39,938)           

   Contract services:

     Taking police report on a violation of PC §530.5 -                  20,474        20,474            

     Beginning an investigation of facts -                  16,207        16,207            

   Total contract services -                  36,681        36,681            

Total direct costs 39,938        36,681        (3,257)             

Indirect costs 30,552        -                  (30,552)           

Total program costs 70,490$      36,681        (33,809)$         

Less amount paid by the State
2

-                  

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 36,681$      

Summary:  July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2013

Direct costs

   Salaries 276,391$    -$                (276,391)$       

   Contract services -                  195,540      195,540          

Total direct costs 276,391      195,540      (80,851)           

Indirect costs 223,707      -                  (223,707)         

Total program costs 500,098$    195,540      (304,558)$       

Less amount paid by the State
2

Allowable costs claimed in excess of amount paid 195,540$    

Cost Elements

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_________________________ 

1 See the Finding and Recommendation section. 

2 Payment amount current as of September 12, 2023. 
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Finding and Recommendation 
 

The City of Rancho Cucamonga claimed $500,098 ($276,391 in salary 

costs and $223,707 in related indirect costs) for the Identity Theft 

Program. We found that $195,540 is allowable and $304,558 is 

unallowable. The costs are unallowable primarily because the city claimed 

misclassified costs, overstated the number of identity theft reports taken, 

misstated the time increments needed to perform the reimbursable 

activities, and claimed unallowable indirect costs. 

 

The city used the correct methodology to calculate its salary costs. It 

multiplied the number of identity theft police reports by the time required 

to perform the reimbursable activities, and it multiplied the product by the 

hourly rates obtained from the city’s contracts with SBCSD. The 

SBCSD’s contracts included costs for salaries and benefits, as well as 

additional administrative costs.  

 

However, the city should have classified its salary costs as contract 

services costs, because no city staff members performed the reimbursable 

activities. The city contracted with San Bernardino County to have the 

SBCSD perform all of its law enforcement services during the audit 

period. Therefore, the city did not incur any salary costs—or indirect costs 

related to salary costs—but rather incurred contract services costs. We 

reallocated the costs to the appropriate cost category of Contract Services. 

  

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and audit 

adjustment amounts by fiscal year: 

 
(A) (B) (C) (D)=(A)+(B)+(C)

Related Contract Total

Fiscal Amount Amount Audit Indirect Cost Services Audit

Year Claimed 
1

Allowable Adjustment Adjustment Adjustment Adjustment

2002-03 27,943$        -$               (27,943)$        (26,267)$     20,056$      (34,154)$           

2003-04 28,321          -                 (28,321)          (24,838)       20,259       (32,900)            

2004-05 36,781          -                 (36,781)          (29,499)       23,584       (42,696)            

2005-06 38,796          -                 (38,796)          (31,542)       25,810       (44,528)            

2006-07 24,508          -                 (24,508)          (19,312)       15,820       (28,000)            

2007-08 16,077          -                 (16,077)          (12,718)       10,877       (17,918)            

2008-09 11,675          -                 (11,675)          (9,282)         8,102         (12,855)            

2009-10 13,283          -                 (13,283)          (10,786)       10,065       (14,004)            

2010-11 17,157          -                 (17,157)          (12,697)       10,098       (19,756)            

2011-12 21,912          -                 (21,912)          (16,214)       14,188       (23,938)            

2012-13 39,938          -                 (39,938)          (30,552)       36,681       (33,809)            

Total 276,391$      -$               (276,391)$      (223,707)$    195,540$    (304,558)$         

1
 Amounts claimed for FY 2004-05, FY 2007-08, FY 2010-11, and FY 2011-12 adjusted by $1 due to claim 

   rounding errors

Salaries

 
Contract Services Costs 
 

The city contracted with San Bernardino County to have the SBCSD 

provide all of its law enforcement services during the audit period. These 

FINDING— 

Overstated Identity 

Theft Program costs 
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services included reimbursable activities claimed for the mandated 

program. The city contracted for various SBCSD staff positions each fiscal 

year and paid the SBCSD annual contract billing rates for the positions. 

These positions included, but were not limited to, Deputy Sheriffs, Office 

Specialists, Service Specialists, and Sergeants. No city staff members 

performed any of the reimbursable activities under this program; therefore, 

the city did not incur salary and related indirect costs as claimed, but rather 

incurred contract services costs. We reallocated the costs to the appropriate 

cost category of Contract Services. 
 

Identity Theft Incident Reports 

 

The city stated in its claims that it took 2,749 identity theft incident reports 

during the audit period. We found that the city overstated the number of 

reports taken by 715, and that allowable reports totaled 2,034. 
 

The following table summarizes the counts of claimed, supported, and 

allowable identity theft cases, and the audit adjustment by fiscal year: 
 

(A) (B) (C) (D)=(C)-(A)

Fiscal 

Year

Claimed 

Reports

Audited 

Population 

Allowable 

Reports

Audit 

Adjustment

2002-03 370                386               269            (101)          

2003-04 375                376               262            (113)          

2004-05 397                393               274            (123)          

2005-06 404                408               284            (120)          

2006-07 232                228               159            (73)            

2007-08 144                148               103            (41)            

2008-09 103                109               76              (27)            

2009-10 120                135               94              (26)            

2010-11 155                156               96              (59)            

2011-12 163                181               113            (50)            

2012-13 286                358               304            18             

Total 2,749             2,878            2,034          (715)          

 
For each fiscal year, the SBCSD provided Excel spreadsheets, generated 

from its CAD system, to support the claimed number of initial police 

reports for violations of PC section 530.5. This list of police reports 

identified the county jurisdiction code, the year of the report, and the report 

number. The SBCSD also provided a Jurisdiction Reference Chart, which 

disclosed county jurisdiction codes and jurisdiction codes for the cities that 

contract with the county for law enforcement services. The spreadsheets 

supported 2,878 identity theft police reports filed for the City of Rancho 

Cucamonga during the audit period.   

 

We verified the accuracy of the unduplicated counts of initial police 

reports recorded in the CAD system by determining whether: 

• Each identity theft case was supported by a contemporaneously 

prepared and approved police report; and 

• The police report supported a violation of PC section 530.5. 
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Our audit plan called for testing 25% of claimed costs at a minimum. We 

selected FY 2010-11 through FY 2012-13 for testing purposes, as claimed 

salaries for these three fiscal years totaled $79,007 ($17,158, $21,911, and 

$39,938, respectively), which represents 28.6% of the $276,391 amount 

claimed for salaries during the audit period. 

 

For the three years, we selected a statistical sample from the documented 

number of identity theft incident reports (the population) based on a 95% 

confidence level, a precision rate of ±8%, and an expected error rate 

of 50%. We used statistical samples in order to project the results to the 

population for each fiscal year. We randomly selected 264 out of 695 

identity theft incident reports for review. 

 

Our review of sample incident reports disclosed the following: 

• For FY 2010-11, we found that 29 out of 76 identity theft incident 

reports were unallowable because: 

o Seven reports did not meet the requirements of PC 

section 530.6(a), because the victim(s) of identity theft did not 

initiate the investigation by contacting the local law enforcement 

agency;  

o Two reports were not for violations of PC section 530.5;  

o One report did not indicate that a crime occurred; and  

o Nineteen reports were courtesy reports (police reports taken and 

prepared by other law enforcement agencies).  
 

Therefore, we calculated an error rate of 38.16% for FY 2010-11. 

• For FY 2011-12, we found that 31 out of 82 identity theft incident 

reports were unallowable because: 

o Nine reports did not meet the requirements of PC section 530.6(a), 

because the victim(s) of identity theft did not initiate the 

investigation by contacting the local law enforcement agency;  

o Two reports did not indicate that a crime occurred;  

o Two reports were incident reports that did not specify violation of 

any specific code section; 

o Four reports did not include violations of PC section 530.5 as an 

offense; 

o Two reports were for victims who did not reside in the City of 

Rancho Cucamonga; and 

o Twelve reports were courtesy reports.  
 

Therefore, we calculated an error rate of 37.80% for FY 2011-12. 

• For FY 2012-13, we found that 16 out of 106 identity theft incident 

reports were unallowable because: 

o Two reports were not for violations of PC section 530.5; 

o Three reports did not indicate that a crime occurred; 

o Five reports were for victims who did not reside in the City of 

Rancho Cucamonga; and  
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o Six reports were courtesy reports.  

Therefore, we calculated an error rate of 15.09% for FY 2012-13. 

 

The following table shows the average error rates for FY 2010-11 through 

FY 2012-13: 

 
(A) (B)

Fiscal 

Year

Number of 

Unallowable 

Cases 

Sampled

Sample 

Size

2010-11 29               76         38.16%

2011-12 31               82         37.80%

2012-13 16               106        15.09%

Total 91.05%

Number of fiscal years sampled ÷ 3

Average Error Rate

(C)=(A)÷(B)

Error Rate

30.35%

 
We extrapolated the average error rate to the audited population of reports 

for FY 2002-03 through FY 2009-10, and applied the actual audited error 

rate for each of the other fiscal years to determine the allowable and 

unallowable number of incident reports taken.  

 

The following table shows the number of allowable and unallowable 

incident reports by fiscal year: 

 
(A) (C)=(A)×(B) (D)=(A)-(C)

Fiscal 

Year

Audited 

Population

Error 

Rate

Average 

Error 

Rate

Total 

Unallowable 

Reports

Total 

Allowable 

Reports

2002-03 386            N/A 30.35% 117            269            

2003-04 376            N/A 30.35% 114            262            

2004-05 393            N/A 30.35% 119            274            

2005-06 408            N/A 30.35% 124            284            

2006-07 228            N/A 30.35% 69              159            

2007-08 148            N/A 30.35% 45              103            

2008-09 109            N/A 30.35% 33              76              

2009-10 135            N/A 30.35% 41              94              

2010-11 156            38.16% N/A 60              96              

2011-12 181            37.80% N/A 68              113            

2012-13 358            15.09% N/A 54              304            

Total 2,878          844            2,034          

(B)

 
Time Increments 
 

The parameters and guidelines identify the following reimbursable 

activities: 

• Activity 1a – Taking a police report on a violation of PC section 530.5; 

• Activity 1b – Reviewing an online identity theft report completed by 

a victim; and 

• Activity 2 – Beginning an investigation. 
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The parameters and guidelines specify that Activity 1a “includes drafting, 

reviewing, and editing the identity theft police report.” 
 

For convenience, we separated Activity 1a into two sub-activities: 

 

• Activity 1a.1 – Taking a police report; and  

• Activity 1a.2 – Reviewing, editing, and approving a police report. 

 

The city claimed the following time increments for Activity 1a.1 during 

the audit period: 

• 55 minutes for a Deputy Sheriff for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11;  

• 74 minutes for a Deputy Sheriff for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13; and 

• 15 minutes for an Office Specialist to provide related clerical support 

for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13.  

 

The city claimed the following time increments for Activity 1a.2 during 

the audit period: 

• 12 minutes for a Sergeant for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11; and  

• 16.5 minutes for a Sergeant for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13. 

 

The city claimed 25 minutes for a Deputy Sheriff to perform Activity 2 for 

FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11. It did not claim costs related to this 

activity for FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13.  
 

The city based its time increments for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11 

on a 2011 phone interview with an SBCSD Sergeant, who estimated the 

amount of time required to perform the mandated activities. The city also 

included a time log signed on October 9, 2011, by a Service Specialist for 

an unspecified activity that took place from March 9 through May 20, 

presumably in 2011, although the year is unspecified. The activity is 

described only as “PC 530.5,” with time increments ranging from “2” to 

“4.5” and no indication whether those are minutes or hours.   
 

For FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13, an SBCSD Office Specialist estimated 

that staff members in the Office Specialist classification spent 15 minutes 

per case providing clerical support related to Activity 1a.1 – taking or 

editing a police report. In addition, the city conducted a time study in 2012 

and provided two summary time logs containing time entries for 16 cases. 

The entries were dated from January 5, 2012, through August 21, 2012, 

and were completed by various employees performing Activity 1a.1 – 

taking or editing a police report and Activity 1a.2 – reviewing and 

approving a police report. An SBCSD Office Specialist signed and dated 

the summary time log for Activity 1a.1 – taking or editing a police report, 

certifying the accuracy of the entries. An SBCSD Sergeant signed and 

dated the summary time log for Activity 1a.2 – reviewing and approving 

a police report, certifying the accuracy of the results.  

 

However, the city did not provide any contemporaneously prepared 

documentation supporting the time log entries, such as the related police 

reports or information from the SBCSD’s CAD system. In addition, the 

city did not provide a time study plan or any other information explaining 
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how it acquired and analyzed this data. Therefore, we could not determine 

whether the city based these time entries on actual time or on estimates.  
 

Allowable Time Increments 
 

The county’s CAD system did not record time on Activity 1a.1, taking a 

police report on a violation of PC section 530.5; or on Activity 1a.2, 

reviewing and approving a police report. We interviewed various SBCSD 

employees, who provided testimonial evidence of the approximate time 

spent on reimbursable activities not recorded by the CAD system. We 

found that this information provided a reasonable representation of the 

time needed to perform these reimbursable activities. 

 

For Activity 1a.1, we interviewed three Deputy Sheriffs, three Service 

Specialists, and one Sergeant about drafting and editing identity theft 

police reports taken by Officers. Based on these interviews, we determined 

that SBCSD staff members spent an average of 35 minutes drafting and 

editing identity theft police reports taken by SBCSD Deputies.  

 

For Activity 1a.2, we interviewed three Detectives and three Sergeants 

about reviewing identity theft police reports. Based on these interviews, 

we determined that SBCSD staff members spent an average of 13 minutes 

reviewing police reports.  

 

For Activity 2, the SBCSD’s Rancho Cucamonga Patrol Station provided, 

at our request, copies of CAD reports for the same police reports that we 

sampled for FY 2010-11, FY 2011-12, and FY 2012-13. These reports 

provided time stamps detailing when an Officer arrived on scene and 

departed, and the time spent on the specific incident. The reports also 

identified the employee classification (Deputy Sheriff or Service 

Specialist) that performed the activity of beginning an investigation by 

interviewing the victim to determine where the crime occurred and what 

pieces of personal identifying information were used for an unlawful 

purpose. We used these contemporaneously prepared time reports as 

support for the time spent on beginning an investigation.   

 

Based on our analysis, we determined the following time increments for 

each allowable police report that originated in the City of Rancho 

Cucamonga: 

• 35 minutes (0.58 hours) for Deputy Sheriffs or Service Specialists to 

perform Activity 1a.1 – taking a police report on violations of PC 

section 530.5;  

• 13 minutes (0.22 hours) for Sergeants to perform Activity 1a.2 – 

reviewing and approving a police report; and 

• 44 minutes (0.73 hours) for Deputy Sheriffs or Service Specialists to 

begin an investigation (Activity 2) for FY 2002-03 through 

FY 2009-10, 38 minutes (0.63 hours) for FY 2010-11, 50 minutes 

(0.83 hours) for FY 2011-12, and 43 minutes (0.72 hours) for 

FY 2012-13. 
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The following table summarizes the time increments claimed and 

allowable for the reimbursable activities by fiscal year: 

 

Activity 1a.1 Activity 1a.1 Activity 1a.2 Activity 2 Activity 1a.2

Taking a Clerical Reviwing a Beginning an Reviwing a

Report Support Police Report Investigation Police Report

Deputy 

Sheriff

Office 

Specialist Sergeant Deputy Sheriff

Deputy Sheriff and 

Service Specialist Sergeant

Deputy Sheriff 

and Service 

Specialist

55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     

55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     

55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     

55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     

55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     

55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     

55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     

55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   44                     

55              -                 12                 25                 35                       13                   38                     

74              15               16.5               -                   35                       13                   50                     

74              15               16.5               -                   35                       13                   43                     

* As stated in the narrative, Deputy Sheriffs took police reports and began investygations for 74% of cases during 

FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11, 75% for FY 2011-12, and 72% for FY 2012-13. Service Specialists took police reports 

for 26% of cases for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11, 25% for FY 2011-12, and 28% for FY 2012-13. 

Claimed Minutes Allowable Minutes

2009-10

2010-11

2011-12

Activity 1a.1

Taking a Police

Activity 2

Beginning an

Investigation *Report *

2012-13

2004-05

2005-06

2006-07

2007-08

2008-09

Fiscal Year

2002-03

2003-04

 
 

Claimed Job Classifications 

 

As noted previously, the city claims for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11 

included costs for Deputy Sheriffs to perform Activity 1a.1 – taking or 

editing a police report, for Sergeants to perform Activity 1a.2 – review and 

approve a police report, and for Deputy Sheriffs to perform Activity 2 – 

beginning an investigation. The city’s claims for FY 2011-12 and 

FY 2012-13 only included costs for Deputy Sheriffs and Office Specialists 

to perform Activity 1a.1 and for Sergeants to perform Activity 1a.2. 

However, the city did not claim any costs for Activity 2 in its claims for 

FY 2011-12 and FY 2012-13.  

 

Allowable Staff 

 

In order to clarify which SBCSD staff members performed the mandated 

activities, we:   

• Prepared a schedule of the police reports selected for testing;  

• Reviewed the police reports for each case to determine the actual 

employee classification of the staff member who prepared each report; 

and  

• Calculated the extent (percentage of involvement) that staff members 

in various employee classifications performed the mandated activities 

for the sampled identity theft cases. 
 

Although the city claimed time for Deputy Sheriffs, Office Specialists, and 

Sergeants to perform the mandated activities, we found that Deputy 

Sheriffs and Sheriff Service Specialists prepared and edited police 

reports (actions included in Activity 1a.1) and began investigations 

(Activity 2). We also found that Sergeants reviewed and approved the 
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police reports (Activity 1a.2). We based this conclusion on our review of 

the copies of the uniform crime reports (police reports) that SBCSD’s 

Rancho Cucamonga Patrol station provided for our sample selections of 

identity theft cases from FY 2010-11 through FY 2012-13. Using this 

information, we analyzed the extent to which staff members in these 

employee classifications performed the mandated activities and reached 

the following conclusions: 

• Sheriff Deputies performed Activity 1a.1 and Activity 2 at an average 

of 74% for FY 2002-03 through FY 2010-11, while Service Specialists 

averaged 26% performing these activities; 

• For FY 2011-12, Sheriff Deputies performed Activity 1a.1 and 

Activity 2 at an average of 75%, while Service Specialists averaged 

25% performing these activities;  

• For FY 2012-13, Sheriff Deputies performed Activity 1a.1 and 

Activity 2 at an average of 72%, while Service Specialists averaged 

28% performing these activities; 

• Sergeants performed 100% of Activity 1a.2 for all years of the audit 

period; and 

• We found no corroborating evidence that SBCSD Office Specialists 

provided clerical support for Activity 1a.1.   
  

Contract Hourly Rates 
 

The city’s claims included copies of its annual contract that it negotiated 

with the SBCSD for each year of the audit period. Each contract specifies 

the level of service performed for the city, indicating the number of various 

employee classifications involved in the city’s law enforcement (the level 

of service) and the county’s cost for providing these employees. The 

county uses this contract to indicate the authorized SBCSD staffing level 

for each year of the audit period. However, none of the contracts identified 

the total annual hours per service level. As a result of recalculating contract 

hourly rates, we determined that the city used 1,800 annual productive 

hours, as specified in the SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual, for all SBCSD 

employees. 
 

We used this information to determine the contract hourly billing rates for 

various employee classifications by using the total contract cost for each 

employee classification divided by the number of personnel that the 

county provided. For example, the city’s contract for FY 2012-13 indicates 

that 96.75 Deputy Sheriffs (including one Deputy Sheriff who provided 

law enforcement services for the city during nine months of FY 2012-13, 

or 75 percent of the fiscal year), and 12 Sergeants provided law 

enforcement for the city during the year. 

 

The following table shows the contract hourly rate calculation for Deputy 

Sheriffs and Sergeants during FY 2012-13: 

 
Employee Annual Level of Cost per Productive Hourly

Classification Cost Service Employee Hours Rate

Deputy Sheriff 14,351,923$  96.75     148,340$   1,800        82.41$   

Sergeant 2,250,050$   12.00     187,504$   1,800        104.17$    
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The city used the same methodology to calculate hourly billing rates in all 

of its claims for the audit period.  
 

The city’s contracts with SBCSD also include additional employee 

classifications and items—such as vehicles, dispatch services, and 

equipment—that are part of the direct costs incurred to provide law 

enforcement for the city. However, the city explained during the audit that 

its contracts also include items that are clearly administrative in nature. 

During the audit, we discussed with city representatives the issue of 

recovering these administrative costs. The city believes that it should be 

able to prepare Indirect Cost Rate Proposals to recover these costs. 

However, OMB A-87 Office of Management and Budget guidance does 

not allow for the recovery of administrative costs using contract services 

as a base and classifying the administrative costs as indirect costs. The 

administrative costs included within the city’s contracts for law 

enforcement services do not fit the definition of indirect costs. 

 

The SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual states that the costs of contract 

services are allowable. Costs for contract services can be claimed using an 

hourly billing rate. However, the manual does not provide specific 

guidance on how to calculate an hourly billing rate. Generally speaking, 

an hourly rate for a specific employee classification would be determined 

by dividing the contract cost for an individual employee by 1,800 annual 

productive hours. However, this approach does not allow claimants to 

recover any additional contract costs, such as administrative costs, that 

could be reimbursable. For additional guidance, we reviewed law 

enforcement service contracts for cities contracting with Los Angeles 

County. Having previously audited a number of these cities, we noted that 

the county’s billing rates included the costs for various employee 

classifications. However, the total costs for those classifications included 

salaries and benefits plus an additional “liability percentage,” which was 

added to the contract hourly rate at a specific percentage amount. It is our 

understanding that this liability percentage covers costs for administrative 

items, such as various forms of insurance and amounts for countywide cost 

allocation plans. We did not audit these billing rates.  

 

However, San Bernardino County does not structure its contracts this way 

and, instead, includes administrative costs and indirect costs as separately 

billed line items in its contracts for law enforcement services. In order to 

be equitable with other California cities contracting for law enforcement 

services, we concluded that it was appropriate to allow the city to claim 

costs for line items included in San Bernardino County’s contracts that are 

clearly administrative in nature.    

 

We calculated an administrative cost percentage for each fiscal year of the 

audit period based on the city’s Law Enforcement Services Contract. To 

calculate the percentage, we divided the cost of the following line items 

by the total contract cost:  

• Administrative support 

• Office automation 

• Vehicle insurance 

• Personnel liability and bonding 



City of Rancho Cucamonga Identity Theft Program 

-21- 

• TRU – Telephone Reporting Unit (FY 2002-03 through FY 2004-05) 

• County-wide Cost Allocation Plan (COWCAP) – Administrative and 

Indirect Costs 

• Board approved COWCAP subsidy (one-time for FY 2012-13 only) 

• Startup costs (FY 2002-03 through FY 2009-10)  

 

The following table shows the allowable administrative cost percentage 

for each fiscal year during the audit period: 

 
Fiscal Year Administrative Cost Rate

2002-03 9.45%

2003-04 6.18%

2004-05 5.18%

2005-06 4.56%

2006-07 4.86%

2007-08 5.51%

2008-09 5.39%

2009-10 8.19%

2010-11 5.33%

2011-12 5.42%

2012-13 6.14%  
 

As mentioned previously, we added all of the items within each contract 

that we determined to be administrative in nature (based on the 

descriptions provided in the contracts) and then divided the total by each 

year’s total contract cost to determine the extent that administrative costs 

were represented in each year’s contract. The following table shows this 

calculation for FY 2012-13: 
 

Cost Contract

Category Amount

Administrative support 124,976$    

Office automation 65,223        

Vehicle insurance 110,792      

Personnel liability & bonding 407,133      

Countywide administrative cost plan (COWCAP) 1,270,734   

Board approved COWCAP subsidy (254,147)     

Startup costs 6,987         

Total administrative costs 1,731,698$  

Divided by total contract amount 28,209,685  

Administrative cost percentage 6.14%

  
Therefore, claimed hourly rates for Deputy Sheriffs and Sergeants for 

FY 2012-13 increased as follows: 

 
Employee Hourly Administrative Revised

Classification Rate Percentage Rate

Deputy Sheriff 82.41$   6.14% 87.47$   

Sergeant 104.17$ 6.14% 110.57$ 
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The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable contract hourly 

billing rates for Deputy Sheriffs during the audit period, and the difference 

between those rates:   

 

Claimed Allowable Revised Revised

Fiscal Hourly Hourly Rate Administrative Hourly Rate

Year Rate Rate Difference Percentage Rate Difference

2002-03 47.72$      47.72$        -$            9.45% 52.10$        4.38$         

2003-04 47.72        51.14          3.42            6.18% 54.30          6.58           

2004-05 58.57        56.97          (1.60)           5.18% 59.92          1.35           

2005-06 60.28        60.28          -             4.56% 63.03          2.75           

2006-07 66.65        66.65          -             4.86% 69.89          3.24           

2007-08 70.31        70.30          (0.01)           5.51% 74.17          3.86           

2008-09 71.31        71.31          -             5.39% 75.15          3.84           

2009-10 69.60        69.60          -             8.19% 75.30          5.70           

2010-11 69.60        75.03          5.43            5.33% 79.03          9.43           

2011-12 78.98        78.98          -             5.42% 83.26          4.28           

2012-13 82.41        82.43          0.02            6.14% 87.49          5.08           

Deputy Sheriff

 
 

The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable contract hourly 

billing rates for Service Specialists during the audit period, and the 

difference between those rates: 
 

 

  

Claimed Allowable Revised Revised

Fiscal Hourly Hourly Rate Administrative Hourly Rate

Year Rate Rate Difference Percentage Rate Difference

2002-03 -$         25.81$        25.81$       9.45% 28.25$     2.44$       

2003-04 -           28.25          28.25         6.18% 30.00       1.75         

2004-05 -           32.42          32.42         5.18% 34.10       1.68         

2005-06 -           33.13          33.13         4.56% 34.64       1.51         

2006-07 -           34.80          34.80         4.86% 36.49       1.69         

2007-08 -           36.12          36.12         5.51% 38.11       1.99         

2008-09 -           35.18          35.18         5.39% 37.08       1.90         

2009-10 -           34.87          34.87         8.19% 37.73       2.86         

2010-11 -           35.74          35.74         5.33% 37.64       1.90         

2011-12 -           37.16          37.16         5.42% 39.17       2.01         

2012-13 -           38.34          38.34         6.14% 40.69       2.35         

Service Specialists
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The following table summarizes the claimed and allowable contract hourly 

billing rates for Sergeants during the audit period, and the difference 

between those rates:  

 

Claimed Allowable Revised Revised

Fiscal Hourly Hourly Rate Administrative Hourly Rate

Year Rate Rate Difference Percentage Rate Difference

2002-03 59.50$      59.50$        -$          9.45% 63.18$     3.68$       

2003-04 59.50        63.52          4.02           6.18% 67.45       7.95         

2004-05 72.80        70.77          (2.03)         5.18% 74.44       1.64         

2005-06 78.31        78.31          -            4.56% 81.88       3.57         

2006-07 83.83        83.83          -            4.86% 87.90       4.07         

2007-08 89.50        89.52          0.02           5.51% 94.45       4.95         

2008-09 91.35        91.35          -            5.39% 96.27       4.92         

2009-10 89.44        89.44          -            8.19% 96.77       7.33         

2010-11 89.44        96.99          7.55           5.33% 102.16     12.72       

2011-12 101.63      101.63        -            5.42% 107.14     5.51         

2012-13 104.17      104.17        -            6.14% 110.57     6.40         

Sergeant

  

For the audit period, we calculated allowable contract services costs based 

on the audited counts of PC section 530.5 identity theft reports, audited 

time increments, audited contract hourly billing rates, and the additional 

allowable percentage to allow for administrative costs.  

 

The following table shows the calculation of allowable contract services 

costs for FY 2012-13: 

 
 Contract             Number               Activity Allowable

Employee PHR of cases Minutes Hours % costs

Classification [a]  [b] [c] [d=(b*g)/60] [e] [f=a*i*k]

Prepare a report:

Deputy Sheriff 87.49$       304          35           177.33          72.0% 11,171        

Service Specialist 40.69         304          35           177.33          28.0% 2,020          

Total, prepare a report 13,191$      

Review a report:

Sergeant 110.57       304          13           65.87           100.0% 7,283          

Total, review a report 7,283$        

Begin an investigation:

Deputy Sheriff 87.49$       304          43           217.87          72.0% 13,724        

Service Specialist 40.69         304          43           217.87          28.0% 2,482          

Total, begin an investigation 16,206$      

Total allowable contract services costs 36,681$      

 
 

We performed similar calculations of allowable contract services costs for 

all the other fiscal years of the audit period.  
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Indirect Costs 

 

For the audit period, the city included copies of its Indirect Cost Rate 

Proposals with its mandated cost claims. The city claimed related indirect 

costs totaling $223,707 for the audit period, based on $276,393 in claimed 

salaries. We found that the entire amount is unallowable, because no city 

staff member performed any of the reimbursable activities under this 

program during the audit period. Instead, the city contracted with the 

county to have the SBCSD perform all of its law enforcement services 

during the audit period. Therefore, the city did not incur any direct salary 

costs or related indirect costs. 

 

Furthermore, none of the costs that the city incurred for law enforcement 

services provided by the SBCSD were indirect costs. The parameters and 

guidelines (Section V.B., “Indirect Cost Rates”) provide that indirect costs 

are “incurred for a common or joint purpose, benefiting more than one 

program, and . . . not directly assignable to a particular department or 

program.” In this instance, there is only one program (law enforcement 

services provided by a contractor) and there are no city departments.  

 

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and audit 

adjustment amounts for indirect costs by fiscal year: 

 
(A) (B) (C)=(B)-(A)

Indirect

Fiscal Salaries Indirect Indirect Costs Audit

Year Claimed Cost Rate Costs
 1

Allowable Adjustment

2002-03 27,943$        94.00% 26,267$        -$           (26,267)$       

2003-04 28,321          87.70% 24,838          -             (24,838)         

2004-05 36,781          80.20% 29,499          -             (29,499)         

2005-06 38,796          81.30% 31,542          -             (31,542)         

2006-07 24,508          78.80% 19,312          -             (19,312)         

2007-08 16,077          79.10% 12,718          -             (12,718)         

2008-09 11,675          79.50% 9,282            -             (9,282)          

2009-10 13,283          81.20% 10,786          -             (10,786)         

2010-11 17,158          74.00% 12,697          -             (12,697)         

2011-12 21,912          74.00% 16,214          -             (16,214)         

2012-13 39,938          76.50% 30,552          -             (30,552)         

Total 276,392$      223,707$       -$           (223,707)$     

1
 Differences in Indirect Costs column are due to rounding.

Claimed

 
Criteria 

 

Section III, “Period of Reimbursement,” of the parameters and guidelines 

states, “Actual costs for one fiscal year shall be included in each claim.” 

 

Section IV, “Reimbursable Activities,” of the parameters and guidelines 

begins: 
 

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any given 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 to 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 
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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 sheet, invoices, and receipts. 
 

Section IV continues: 
 

For each eligible claimant, the following ongoing activities are eligible 

for reimbursement: 

1. Either a) or b) below: 

a) Take a police report supporting a violation of Penal Code 

section 530.5 which includes information regarding the 

personal identifying information involved and any uses of that 

personal information that were non-consensual and for an 

unlawful purpose, including, if available, information 

surrounding the suspected identity theft, places where the 

crime(s) occurred, and how and where the suspect obtained and 

used the personal identifying information. This activity 

includes drafting, reviewing, and editing the identity theft 

police report; or 

b) Reviewing the identity theft report completed on-line by the 

identity theft victim. 

2. Begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts 

sufficient to determine where the crime(s) occurred and what pieces 

of personal identifying information were used for an unlawful 

purpose. The purpose of the investigation is to assist the victims in 

clearing their names. Reimbursement is not required to complete the 

investigation for purposes of criminal prosecution. 

Providing a copy of the report to the complainant is not reimbursable 

under this program.  

Referring the matter to the law enforcement agency where the 

suspected crime was committed for further investigation of the facts 

is also not reimbursable under this program. 
 

Section V.A.1, “Salaries and Benefits,” of the parameters and guidelines 

states:   
 

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 these 

activities. 
 

Section V.B, “Indirect Cost Rates,” of the parameters and guidelines 

states, in part: 
 

Indirect costs are costs that are incurred for a common or joint purpose, 

benefiting more than one program, and are not directly assignable to a 

particular department or program without efforts disproportionate to the 

result achieved. Indirect costs may include: (1) the overhead costs of the 

unit performing the mandate; and (2) the costs of the central government 

services distributed to the other departments based on a systematic and 

rational basis through a cost allocation plan. 
 

Compensation for indirect costs is eligible for reimbursement utilizing 

the procedure provided in [Title 2, Code of Federal Regulations] 

Part 225 (Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87). 

Claimants have the option of using 10% of labor, excluding fringe 
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benefits, or preparing an Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) if the 

indirect cost rate exceeds 10%. 

 

The SCO’s Mandated Cost Manual (“Filing a Claim,” part 7.3, “Contract 

Services”), dated July 1, 2013, states: 
 

The cost of contract services is allowable if the local agency lacks the 

staff resources or necessary expertise, or it is economically feasible to 

hire a contractor to perform the mandated activity. The claimant must 

keep documentation on hand to support the name of the contractor, 

explain the reason for having to hire a contractor, describe the mandated 

activities performed, give the dates when the activities were performed, 

the number of hours spent performing the mandate, the hourly billing 

rate, and the total cost. The hourly billing rate must not exceed the rate 

specified in the P’s & G’s for the mandated program. The contractor's 

invoice or statement must include an itemized list of costs for activities 

performed. A copy of the contract must be included with the 

submitted claim. 

 

Recommendation 

 

The California State Legislature suspended the Identity Theft Program in 

the FY 2013-14 through FY 2022-23 Budget Acts. If the program becomes 

active again, we recommend that the city: 

• Adhere to the program’s parameters and guidelines and the SCO’s 

Mandated Cost Manual when claiming reimbursement for mandated 

costs; and 

• Ensure that claimed costs include only eligible costs, are based on 

actual costs, and are properly supported. 
 

City’s Response 

 
The City of Rancho Cucamonga’s disagreement with the DAR [Draft 

Audit Report] findings lies in the denial of various necessary costs within 

our contract with the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department, 

including cost for our administrative command staff (our Police Chief 

and departmental supervisory staff), cost for our patrol cars and other 

vehicles, cost for our clerical staff, and cost for our city’s share of 

dispatch support costs billed by the County. 

 

As you know State mandate law and procedures were created to satisfy 

the requirements of Article XIII B of the California Constitution which 

state that, “Whenever the Legislature or any state agency mandates a new 

program or higher level of service on any local government, the State 

shall provide a subvention of funds to reimburse that local government 

for the costs of the program or increased level of service.” 

 

Government Code (GC) sections 17500 through 17617 provide for the 

reimbursement of costs incurred by local agencies for costs mandated by 

the State. Parameters and Guidelines (Ps and Gs) and Claiming 

Instructions assure that all actual costs – both direct and indirect related 

to the performance of the mandate be reimbursed to local agencies.   

 

It is clear that this audit did not result in a fair reimbursement of those 

necessary costs as all that the State Controller’s Office (SCO) staff 

recommends for reimbursement is the direct costs of Deputies and 
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Sergeants working specifically/directly on mandated activities (salaries 

and benefits) plus an average of a 6% “Administrative Allocation Rate.”   

 

We were told the Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) or overhead rate 

cannot be used because SCO audit staff contends that indirect costs are 

not eligible for reimbursement in our situation. Our situation being that 

we are a city that contracts for law enforcement services and that our 

service provider, San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department 

(SBCSD), charges us for overhead costs on a detailed basis within our 

contract; thus, making it impossible according to SCO audit staff, for us 

to use the existing Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) methodology 

prescribed in claiming instructions, claiming manuals and the Federal 

CFR/OMB guidelines to compute an overhead rate as other local 

agencies can. 

 

SCO staff stated in the audit that they were sympathetic to our plight of 

not being able to recover any overhead costs, so they created a new 

methodology they named the “Administrative Cost Rate” (we’ll refer to 

this new type of rate as the “ACR”) to allow the recovery of some costs 

that they could identify as “clearly administrative” in nature. Thus, 

instead of allowing us the overhead rates that would have been allowed 

under existing Ps and Gs and Claiming Instructions which averaged 

about 70%, we were granted the “ACR” rate that averaged about 6%.   

 

The primary activity that this State mandate program requires is that law 

enforcement personnel take an Identity Theft Report and begin an 

investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts sufficient to 

determine where the crime(s) occurred and what pieces of personal 

identifying information were used for an unlawful purpose.  

 

We agreed that this activity was performed by the Deputy Sheriff 

positions we pay for through our contract with the San Bernardino 

County Sheriff’s Department (SBCSD). The City has no in-house Police 

Department other than the one it has purchased through its contract with 

the SBCSD. This contract includes all direct sworn staff, indirect support 

and administrative personnel, and overhead costs – such as vehicle 

expenses, and other costs associated with operating a police department. 

Schedule A of our contract lists all costs charged in detail by type of cost 

- similar to how a full- service city would account for these costs in an 

expenditure report.   

 

SCO audit staff determined that the direct costs incurred through our 

contract -- the salary and benefits costs of the Deputies we purchase 

though our contract for service with the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s 

Department (SBCSD) positions -- were eligible for reimbursement, 

however, not the vast majority of other necessary overhead costs billed 

within that contract. For example: 

 

The mandate requires that our Deputy drive to the scene to take a report 

from the victim – yet SCO audit findings include no reimbursement of 

costs for the actual vehicles, fuel, and maintenance. A Deputy needs a 

vehicle to perform their law enforcement duties. Our Deputy would not 

be able to perform the mandate as they typically drive to the victim’s 

location to take their Identity Theft Reports. This is a reasonable and 

necessary cost to perform the mandate, yet the DAR findings only allow 

costs for vehicle insurance but omit the cost of the vehicles themselves.   

 

The mandate requires that our communications/dispatch staff transmit 

information about the call for service to the Deputy so that they are aware 



City of Rancho Cucamonga Identity Theft Program 

-28- 

of what the nature of the call is and where the victim is located. Yet SCO 

staff reimbursement allows for no dispatch/communications staff to take 

the phone calls from the public and relay the request for service to the 

sworn Deputies who perform the direct law mandated enforcement 

duties.   

 

The mandate requires that the Identity Theft report be typed, entered, and 

maintained in our records and computer system – yet there is no 

allotment of costs to reimburse us for the clerical personnel to do this 

activity that is required as a result of this mandate.    

 

The mandate requires employment of sworn personnel to perform this 

activity. In order for an agency to provide sworn staff, it must supervise 

them and provide administrative support; yet no departmental support 

costs such as our departmental command staff costs were allowed 

(including our Captain, who functions as our Department’s Police Chief, 

his Lieutenant or second-in-command, or administrative time of 

Sergeants who are the first line supervisors).   

 

It is clear that the Audit Report Findings are not reasonable, nor would 

they satisfy the intent of the State or Federal laws and guidelines. No 

reasonable person would agree that a Deputy could perform their law 

enforcement duties or perform the mandated activities without a vehicle, 

administrative/command staff support, or clerical and dispatch service 

support. 

 

City staff and our consultant have spent many hours and numerous 

correspondences back and forth trying to resolve this issue. However, to 

avoid this correspondence from becoming overly lengthy or repetitive, 

we will only touch on a few main points in this response, and will include 

our past communications as an attachment to our future Incorrect 

Reduction Claim (IRC) to serve as back up and to provide greater detail 

to the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) when they review 

this matter. 
 

CLARITY, DISCLOSURE, AND TRANSPARENCY IS NEEDED 

FROM THE SCO AND CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS TO 

EXPLAIN WHICH ENTITY IS ELIGIBLE TO CLAIM WHAT 

REIMBURSABLE COST  
 

[The Audit Manager’s] May 12, 2023 email attempts to explain to us 

why the indirect costs/ICRP costs we incurred are not eligible for 

reimbursement: “Those [our contract] salary and benefit costs belong 

solely to San Bernardino County, not the City of Rancho Cucamonga.” 

And “Just because the county incurs indirect costs and bills the city for 

them does not mean that these are also indirect costs incurred by Rancho 

Cucamonga.” 

 

It appears that the crux of the argument to deny our city (and if audit 

precedent applies, all contract cities) law enforcement overhead costs is 

because SCO staff believes that technically the contracting entity (in this 

case San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department or SBCSD) whose 

employees perform the administrative and support tasks paid for in our 

contract [in our case the Captains, Lieutenants, Sergeants, Office 

Specialists, Secretaries, etc.] and support costs [such as vehicles, walkie-

talkies, dispatch center charges, etc.] don’t “belong” to us (the city who 

contracts for and pays for them) -- but to the agency that “provides” those 

personnel and services.    
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It was our understanding (and common accounting practice), that if you 

bought and paid for something (if you “incurred” that cost), then that 

cost/product becomes “yours”, and that the agency “incurring” the costs 

should be the one to claim for State Reimbursement since you were the 

agency that ultimately “lost” that money from your budget to pay for the 

State Mandate program.    

 

Since both direct and indirect costs are all a part of the same contract 

with SBCSD then it would stand to reason that both types of costs would 

be treated consistently – either the city is eligible to claim and receive 

reimbursement for both – or neither.   

 

However, Page 24 of the Draft Audit Report states, “We found that the 

entire amount [of indirect costs claimed] is unallowable because no 

city staff member performed any of the reimbursable activities…”    

 

How can this logic hold: that indirect costs are somehow not allowable 

“because no city staff member performed any of the reimbursable 

activities”, when the opposite conclusion was arrived at regarding direct 

costs and activities. SCO Audit allows reimbursement for the direct 

contract staff performed by SBCSD Deputies and Sergeants, even 

though those positions are also not “city staff members” and their costs 

are charged and incurred through the same exact contract.  

 

When the city requested clarification, [The Audit Manager’s] May 12, 

2023 email response explains, “the city did not incur any indirect 

overhead costs within its contract with San Bernardino County”. 

Then he goes on to say, seemingly contradicting himself, “[j]ust 

because the county incurs indirect costs and bills the city for them 

doesn’t mean that these are also indirect costs incurred by Rancho 

Cucamonga.”   

 

How does this make sense? SCO staff agrees that the costs are indirect 

when they “belonged” to the County; but if the county who incurs those 

indirect costs, bills the city for them, then they are no longer indirect 

costs or costs “incurred” by the city?   

 

If contract cities do not “incur” indirect costs and cannot claim indirect 

costs billed within their contracts – does this mean that the counties that 

provide/incur those cost are eligible for the reimbursement of those 

costs? In this case, would SBCSD receive reimbursement for those 

costs? 

 

Prior State Controller audits have found this is not the case. The 

following is a quote from page 19 of the SCO’s June 2022 audit of San 

Bernardino County’s Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation 

Reports (ICAN)):  

 

“…we [SCO] found that the county included costs for providing 

services to contract cities as part of its mandated cost claims for 

all activities. The parameters and guidelines state that any 

county, city, or city and county is eligible to submit a mandate 

reimbursement claim. Therefore, all counties and cities—

including contract cities—are eligible to submit mandate 

reimbursement claims. Because contract cities are eligible to 

submit reimbursement claims, and the county received fees for 

law enforcement services from its contract cities, we 

determined that the county should only claim costs associated 

with the unincorporated areas of the county. We determined 
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that the costs incurred by contract cities are unallowable 

because the county had already been compensated by contract 

fees. The county did not report offsetting reimbursements for 

the contract city cases in its mandated cost claims. Therefore, 

we found that the county overstated these claimed costs because 

it did not offset costs that were funded by other sources.” 

 

This audit is not unique. There are numerous other audits of county law 

enforcement claims where the SCO comes to the same conclusion: that 

the contracting entity - the city, not the county -- is eligible to request or 

receive reimbursement of mandated costs because those costs are 

incurred/paid for by the contracting cities. A sampling of other similar 

audits includes San Bernardino County April 2022, Identity Theft 

Program, Los Angeles County September 2019, Crime Statists Reports 

for the Department of Justice Program, and Los Angeles County 

November 2019, Domestic Violence Arrest Policies and Standards 

Program. 

 

So, which is it? Who is entitled to claim the costs –the city that pays for 

the service, or the county that provides the service? Based on this audit 

analysis, neither the contract city nor the county would be able to obtain 

reimbursement of indirect costs charged to cities.   

 

State instructions say indirect costs that are incurred by the agency 

incurring the direct costs are to submit the claims for reimbursement. The 

SCO requirement that “a city staff member perform reimbursable 

activities” in order to obtain reimbursement of both direct and indirect 

costs is contrary to the plain language of the Ps & Gs and would mean 

that no contract city would be able to obtain reimbursement for mandate 

overhead costs.   

 

Since counties did not receive any State Mandate reimbursement for 

indirect costs that were paid for via city contracts and now this Audit 

indicates that contracting cities cannot claim for the indirect costs, this 

creates a loophole where only the State gains unfairly by not having to 

pay either party for those State Mandated costs.  Claimants deserve clear, 

written guidelines/instructions provided to them prior to claim 

preparation and submission, and consistent treatment/interpretation of 

those rules.  The State Controller’s Office cannot use different metrics 

and methodologies from audit to audit. 

 

DID THESE ISSUES ARISE DUE TO A DEFICIENCY IN STATE 

CLAIMING FORMS? 

 

Early in this audit in August of 2022, SCO auditor, [name redacted], 

issued her first set of findings which stated that indirect costs could not 

be claimed because the Claiming Instructions “Form 1” and “Form 2” 

precluded reimbursement of indirect costs because those forms 

“differentiate contract services” from salaries or (direct labor) for 

purposes of calculating indirect costs.”   

 

Our responds to this was if the SCO didn’t like the way forms looked or 

how costs were displayed or presented on those forms, that they had the 

authority to format the forms to their liking. However, having an issue 

with form format or how costs should be presented/displayed was not a 

legitimate reason for the SCO to ignore the underlying principles and 

direction of the Parameters and Guidelines and Claiming Instructions 

and deny reimbursement of eligible costs. 
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SCO audit report on page 20 notes that “The SCO’s Mandated Cost 

Manual states that costs of contract services are allowable. Costs for 

contract services can be claimed using an hourly billing rate.” However, 

the Manual does not provide specific guidelines on how to calculate an 

hourly billing rate. 
 

The issue in this audit was not how direct salary costs were computed.  

The City of Rancho Cucamonga used the prescribed method allowed in 

instructions by dividing total salaries and benefits by 1,800 annual 

productive hours – which the SCO auditor agreed was appropriate. 
 

The issue was how the indirect cost component should be calculated.   
 

[The Audit Manager] informed us in his January 5th email that “[o]ur 

position has always been that using the A-87 methodology contained in 

Subpart E to claim administrative costs using contract services as a base 

is a non-starter for our office.” And in the May 13th email, “Indirect costs 

cannot be claimed against contract services.”  
 

Our consultant provided him with evidence that this was not the case 

citing the 2017 City of San Marcos Crime Statistics Reporting Audit.   
 

In the City of San Marcos audit (which contracts with the San Diego 

Sheriff’s Office (SDSO) for law enforcement services, the following 

indirect costs were allowed (See City of San Marcos 2017 – Crime 

Statistics Reporting Audit Report on page 23). State Controller’s Office 

auditors recognized there were additional indirect/overhead costs and 

those costs were allowed as valid overhead charges. Below is an extract 

from the Audit Report on page 23 that addressed the Contract Indirect 

Costs: 
 

“Contract Indirect Costs 
 

We reviewed the contract agreements between the city and the 

SDSO. For FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12, the SDSO 

contract agreements provided schedules and identified 

supplemental contracted labor costs and contracted overhead 

costs. We determined that overhead costs identified in the 

contract were appropriate as they related to the performance of 

mandated activities. We computed indirect cost rates for 

contract services for these years by dividing total contract 

overhead costs, station support staff costs, and Sergeant Admin 

position costs, by the contracted labor costs identified in the 

contract supplemental schedules.” 
 

In the allowable ICRP/ “contract overhead costs”, the audit 

permitted:  

1) proration of support/admin costs including Station Level 

Staff Support including: Captain, Admin Secretary, Lieutenant, 

Sergeants, Volunteer Coordinator, Senior Clerk, Department 

Aide, Receptionist, Intermediate Clerk. 

3) Law Enforcement Support including Station Detectives, 

Communication Center (Central Dispatch support), Crime 

Prevention, Juvenile Intervention, Regional Services 

4) Services and Supplies Costs 

5) Support Costs including Vehicles, Facilities/Space, County 

Management Support (Admin, Fiscal, Data Services, Personnel 

& Other) 

6) Liability (charged separately) 
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The items we included in our ICRP are all similar, if not identical items: 

Administrative support, such as Captains, Lieutenants, and Sergeants; 

Clerical support; Vehicles; and Communication Center (Central 

Dispatch Services, etc.) but in our case they were NOT allowed as 

indirect costs.   

 

In addition, in the case of San Marcos’ Audit, the prescribed ICRP 

format/computational methodology was employed; using contract 

salaries and benefits as the denominator for determining the overhead 

rate, and not total contract costs as the SCO uses in their new “ACR” 

methodology rate computation. 

 

Please explain why Rancho Cucamonga is being treated differently and 

why the interpretations and methodologies are different for two similar 

contract cities.   
 

EXISTING PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES AND CLAIMING 

INSTRUCTIONS PERMIT CITIES THAT CONTRACT FOR 

LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES TO OBTAIN 

REIMBURSEMENT FOR THEIR FULL INDIRECT COSTS AS 

DEFINED UNDER FEDERAL CFR/OMB STANDARDS. 
 

Existing claiming instructions and claiming manuals under Contract 

Services state that “all costs charged” can be claimed.   

 

Identity Theft Claiming Instructions  

 

Section V. A. 3. Contracted Services: 
 

“Report the name of the contractor and services performed to 

implement the reimbursable activities and attach a copy of the 

contract to the claim. If the contractor bills for time and 

materials, report the number of hours spent on the activities and 

all costs charged. If the contract is a fixed price, report the 

dates when services were performed and itemize all costs for 

those services during the period covered by the reimbursement 

claim.  If the contract services were also used for purposes other 

than the reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion of the 

services used to implement the reimbursable activities can be 

claimed. Submit contract consultant and invoices with the claim 

and a description of the contract scope of services.” 
 

The Claiming Manual adds that the claimant should provide: “… the 

mandated activities performed, the number of hours spent performing the 

mandate, the hourly billing rate, and the total cost.”   

 

The City complied with these instructions and provided a copy of the 

contract and detailed costs related to the reimbursable activities, time 

studies to show number of hours spent performing the mandate, the 

hourly billing rates – including how direct and indirect/overhead costs 

were computed.  We accounted for all costs charged.  Total costs include 

the necessary overhead [vehicles, dispatch support, command staff, 

clerical staff, etc.] to perform the mandated activities. 

 

There is nothing in the Ps and Gs, Claiming Instructions, or the Claiming 

Manual that would suggest that the Commission intended that cities that 

contract for law enforcement would not be eligible for indirect costs or 

that contract cities would have to use a different set of rules or standards 

to compute allowable indirect costs.   We see nothing that would indicate 

that Federal CFR/OMB guidelines would not apply. 
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USE OF A NEW METHODOLOGY TO COMPUTE 

OVERHEAD/ICRP COSTS IS NOT SUPPORTED BY CLAIMING 

INSTRUCTIONS, PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES, OR THE 

CLAIMING MANUAL 

 

In our correspondence, SCO staff provided many reasons why our 

Indirect Cost Rate Proposals (ICRPs) – rates derived using the exact 

format and guidelines prescribed by the Claiming Manual, Parameters 

and Guidelines, and in compliance with Federal CRF Guidelines - could 

not be used and instead why audit staff had to create and apply a new 

alternate methodology and format to compute indirect costs, which you 

have entitled: “The Allowable Administrative Percentage” or the 

“Administrative Cost Rate” (see page 21 of SCO Draft Audit Report).    

 

One of the issues with this “new methodology” is that it does not allow 

for the inclusion of all the costs that would have been allowable under 

existing claiming instructions and Federal CFR/OMB Guidelines.  Cost 

such as vehicle usage costs, command staff administrative costs, 

secretarial support, etc. [The Audit Manager] tried to explain why 

CFR/OMB Guidelines do not apply, but his explanations do not seem to 

be grounded in established written guidelines.   Denying that existing 

written rules apply and then creating and applying new, unwritten 

methodologies without any prior notice or explanation in fact creates 

new rules that have not been vetted by the Commission and other 

interested parties. 

 

Page 20 of the Audit narrative explains that this new methodology 

developed by the SCO’s staff, the “Administrative Cost Percentage,” 

was calculated by…dividing the costs of the following items 

“Administrative Support, Office Automation, Services and Supplies, 

Vehicle Insurance, Personnel Liability and Bonding, Telephone 

Reporting Unit, County Administrative Cost (COWCAP), COWCAP 

subsidy, and Start-up Costs” by the total contract cost.  

 

Claiming Instructions pages 4-5 and the Claiming Manual on pages 

11-12 states:     
 

A. Indirect Cost Rate Proposal Method 
 

If a local agency elects not to utilize the 10% fixed rate 

method but wants to claim indirect costs, it must 

prepare an ICRP for the program. The proposal must 

follow the provisions of the OMB Circular 2 CFR, 

Chapter I and Chapter II, Part 200 et al., formerly OMB 

Circular A-87, Cost Principles for State, Local, and Indian 

Tribal Governments. The development of the indirect cost 

rate proposal requires that the indirect cost pool include 

only those costs which are incurred for a common or joint 

purpose that benefit more than one cost objective. The 

indirect cost pool may include only costs that can be 

shown to provide benefits to the program. In addition, 

total allocable indirect costs may include only costs that 

cannot be directly charged to an identifiable cost center 

(i.e., program). 

 

A method for preparing a departmental indirect cost 

rate proposal for programs is presented as Table 6. 

Only this format is acceptable under the SCO 

reimbursement requirements. If more than one 

department is involved in the reimbursement program, 
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each department must have its own indirect cost rate 

proposal for the program. 

 

We followed these rules and guidelines in preparing overhead/ICRP 

rates, and find no language in the Claiming Manual, the Claiming 

Instructions, Parameters and Guidelines, or Federal CFR Guidelines to 

describe or support SCO staff’s alternate and newly created 

“Administrative Cost Percentage” method of computing overhead costs. 

There is no distinction made in the instructions or alternate methodology 

described for cities that contract for law enforcement services.   

 

There is no reason why the existing instructions and ICRP format 

presented in Table 6 of the Claiming Manual cannot be used and that 

would necessitate the creation of an alternate indirect cost rate 

methodology (as we have demonstrated by preparing and submitted 

ICRPs in the required format with our claims – and numerous other 

contract city claims - over the last twenty years with no issue).  Our law 

enforcement contract with SBCSD (See Schedule A) clearly lists and 

segregates all direct and indirect costs in a level of detail which is similar 

to how a full-service city’s Actual Expenditure Report is organized and 

how the example in Table 6 is presented.  

 

This new approach proposed by staff is flawed in a number of aspects. 

First, and most importantly, it is not described in any manual or 

instructions provided to us at the time of filing of these claims. How is a 

local agency expected to be able to compute allowable overhead costs 

correctly and in a consistent, uniform manner if those methods and 

guidelines are not described or provided in advance in any documents or 

manuals? Why are there different rules of eligibility for determining 

indirect costs for contract cities?   

 

Creating a new procedure and methodology, after the fact, without any 

notice to local agencies or review by the Commission on State Mandates 

violates Due Process guidelines and has not been properly vetted through 

the State’s required procedures. In addition, by creating a new 

methodology just for agencies that contract for Law Enforcement 

Services and saying they are not entitled to use the same, existing 

Instructions and Parameters and Guidelines constitutes “Underground 

Rule Making”. We request that you comply with written Claiming 

Instructions and Guidelines and use the same ICRP methodology 

prescribed in the existing Parameters and Guidelines and the Federal 

CFR/OMB standards to audit our claims’ overhead rates.  

 

Secondly, SCO’s new “Allowable Administrative Cost Percentage” or 

“Administrative Cost Rate” methodology which uses total contract 

services costs as the denominator instead of salaries and wages, is flawed 

because it does NOT exclude capital expenditures (see all the equipment 

usage charges in our contract) and other distorting items such as pass-

through funds (See Countywide Cost Allocation or COWCAP costs in 

the contract).   

 

The Claiming Manual states: 

 

“The distributions 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. 
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Claiming Manual, Section 8. Indirect Costs (Example) 

 

“ f) Distribution base for the computation of the indirect cost 

rate is total salaries and wages. 

 

ICRP =  Allowable 
Indirect Costs   

 
=  

 
$300,000  

 
= 30.00%  

          Total Salaries and Wages      $1,000,000  

 

The contract with SBCSD itemized salaries and benefits separately, so 

there is no reason why this could not have been used as the base for 

distributing indirect costs as is required in the Claiming Instructions.   

 

The “administrative cost rate” methodology proposed appears to 

contradict SCO Audit’s own statements on page 20 which says, 

“OMB-A-87… does not allow for the recovery of administrative costs 

using contract services as a base”. Yet it appears that is exactly what 

SCO staff’s newly created “ACR” “rate” does. Page 21 of the Audit 

report states, “…we divided the cost of the following line 

items…[administrative support, office automation, etc.] that we 

identified as being “clearly administrative” by the “total contract 

amount”.   

 

We thought using total contract costs as a base not allowed. Our rate was 

prepared using total actual salaries and benefits, as specified in the 

instructions.         

 

FY 2012-13 Rate Comparison 

 

 

City computed ICRP = 

 

 

$12,167,160 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs =      76.5% 

$15,907,114 Total Direct Salaries & Benefits 

 

 

SCO computed “ACR” =  

  

 

$1,731,698, = Total “Allowable Admin. Costs” =       6.1% 

$28,209,685 TOTAL CONTRACT SERVICE AMOUNT 

 
 

SCO JUSTIFICATION FOR DENYING INDIRECT COSTS ARE 

FLAWED 
 

We agree with SCO staff’s statement that there are clearly 

administrative costs in the contract, but why didn’t you include our 

administrative command and clerical staff, who are clearly 

administrative and clerical, in SCO’s version of the ICRP or their 

“Administrative Cost Rate”?  

 

2 CFR Ch. II Part 200 Appendix IV:  

 
(4) General administration and general expenses. The expenses 

under this heading are those that have been incurred for the 

overall general executive and administrative offices of the 

organization and other expenses of a general nature which do 

not relate solely to any major function of the organization. This 

category must also include its allocable share of fringe benefit 

costs, operation and maintenance expense, depreciation, and 

interest costs. Examples of this category include central offices, 

such as the director’s office, the office of finance, business 
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services, budget and planning, personnel, safety and risk 

management, general counsel, management information 

systems, and library costs.  

 

2 CFR Ch. II  

 

“The salaries and wages of administrative and pooled clerical 

staff should normally be treated as indirect costs. Direct 

charging of these costs may be appropriate where a major 

project or activity explicitly requires and budgets for 

administrative or clerical services and other individuals 

involved can be identified with the program or activity.”   

 

Command/administrative staff. Can you please explain why none of 

our command staff costs, including our Captain, who is our city’s Police 

Chief; the Lieutenants who oversee administration and operations of the 

entire unit; and our Sergeants, who are the first line supervisors of the 

Deputies; were not included in SCO overhead rate computations? These 

staff perform the “executive and administrative” functions of the 

department.    

 

Every Deputy requires command staff oversight – supervisors must 

perform annual reviews of employee performance, deal with disciplinary 

issues, decide on pay increases, schedule time off and ensure there is 

always adequate coverage and staffing, perform department budgeting 

functions, schedule training, offer guidance and support on difficult 

cases, etc. In prior correspondence we provided copies of the job 

descriptions for these positions so you can confirm that their duties are 

indeed administrative and necessary support to the entire department. 

(https://www.governmentjobs.com/careers/sanbernardino/promotionalj

obs)  

1) Captain – serves as our department Police Chief.  The job 

description for this position (attached) states under “Distinguishing 

Characteristics: Sheriff’s Captain is characterized by the 

administrative responsibility for an assigned major division, facility 

or station.”  

2) Lieutenant - is also an administrative position, whose job description 

states, “Positions in this class are characterized by their status as 

second in command with authority to assume full administrative and 

supervisory responsibilities during the absence of the commanding 

officer.” 

3) Sergeants - “The class of Sheriff’s Sergeant represents the first full 

level of supervision.”  

 

Clerical staff all are costs incurred for a common or joint purpose 

(supporting the entire department and law enforcement staff), and they 

provide necessary administrative, supervisory and clerical support that is 

necessary to operate a police department.  They provide benefits to more 

than one cost objective, benefit the program, and cannot be directly 

charged to an identifiable cost center (i.e., program). Secretaries and 

dispatchers don’t provide direct law enforcement service. 2 CFR Ch. II 

§200.414 (c) specifically identifies clerical staff as an administrative 

cost:  The salaries of administrative and clerical staff should normally 

be treated as indirect (F&A) costs.” 

 

OMB/CFR guidelines also specify that clerical staff are a part of the 

administrative function.  Thus, our Secretaries, Office Specialists, and 

Supervising Office Specialists should have also been included in the 
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SCO computation as they provide necessary clerical support to the 

department. Please explain the rational for excluding these necessary 

clerical staff both directly and indirectly from our claims.   

 

How are these positions not administrative? Except for a portion of the 

Sergeant positions (who review and approve Identity Theft reports 

directly), these individuals are not providing direct law enforcement 

services, but supporting and administering the department. These 

positions oversee not just one program, but the entire law enforcement 

department and all staff. This is no different from the function of 

command staff in a full-service (non-contracting city) which the SCO 

office has routinely allowed to be included in the computation of their 

overhead rates. These same positions were allowed by the SCO in the 

SBCSD’s audited Identity Theft claims overhead ICRP rates. 

 

We previously provided SCO staff with the full job descriptions for these 

positions to support our contention that these are administrative positions 

that support the entire department (and not just one program) and are 

necessary administrative support to the entire department. Your staff 

declined numerous offers to schedule a meeting with county command 

staff to answer any questions your staff may have about these positions’ 

duties so they could feel confident that these positions do indeed perform 

eligible administrative functions that support the entire department.   
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Below we have provided the citation from Federal 2 CFR Part 225 

Guideline that supports allowability of the indirect costs the City of 

Rancho Cucamonga incurred through our contract with SBCSD – not 

just the eight items SCO staff included in their “ACR” rate: 

 

 
 

  

Contract Cost Items NOT Included by 
 SCO as allowable Indirect cost 

Federal CFR Citation supporting the allowability 
of the cost 

Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeants   2 CFR Ch. II §200.414 (c) ”The salaries of administrative and 
clerical staff should normally be treated as indirect (F&A) costs.” 
 

2 CFR Ch. II Pt. 200, App. IV B. ALLOCATION OF INDIRECT 
COSTS AND DETERMINATION OF INDIRECT COST RATES    

The salaries and wages of administrative and pooled clerical staff 
should normally be treated as indirect costs. Direct charging of 
these costs may be appropriate where a major project or activity 
explicitly requires and budgets for administrative or clerical 
services and other individuals involved can be identified with the 
program or activity. 
 

Office Specialists & Secretaries   2 CFR Ch. II §200.414 (c) ”The salaries of administrative and 
clerical staff should normally be treated as indirect (F&A) 
costs.”  (See additional narrative above) 
 

Dispatch Support Appendix B to Part 225—Selected Items of Cost  
7. Communication costs. Costs incurred for telephone services, local 

and long distance telephone calls, telegrams, postage, messenger, 

electronic or computer transmittal services and the like are allowable. 

[the County charges a share of the dispatch/communications division 

costs with contracting cities] 

 
Also see above- 2 CFR Ch. II Pt. 200, App. IV B. ALLOCATION OF 
INDIRECT COSTS AND DETERMINATION OF INDIRECT COST RATES  
The salaries and wages of administrative and pooled clerical staff 
should normally be treated as indirect costs.     

Vehicle Usage Charges:  
Marked units, Unmarked Units, Marked Citizen 
Patrol Sedan, Pickup Trucks, & Motorcycles 
 
Also, Handheld Talkies (HTs), Radar Units, Tasers 

Multiple Sections of OMB/CFR Guidelines address 
eligibility of equipment charges and usage: 
 
Appendix B to Part 225—Selected Items of Cost  
11. Depreciation and use allowances. a) use allowances are 
means of allocating the cost of fixed assets to periods benefiting 
from asset use. 
Compensation for the use of fixed assets on hand may be made 
through depreciation or use allowances. A combination of the 
two methods may not be used in connection with a single class of 
fixed assets (e.g., buildings, office equipment, computer 
equipment, etc.) 
 
15. Equipment and other capital expenditures. 
(2)‘‘Equipment’’ means an article of nonexpendable, tangible 
personal property having a useful life of more than one year and 
an acquisition cost which equals or exceeds the lesser of the 
capitalization level established by the governmental unit for 
financial statement purposes, or $5000.  
 
43. Travel costs. 
a. General. Travel costs are the expenses for transportation, 
lodging, subsistence, and related items incurred by employees 
who are in travel status on official business of the governmental 
unit. Such costs may be charged on an actual cost basis, on a per 
diem or mileage basis in lieu of actual costs incurred,   
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OTHER ALLOWABLE AND NECESSARY SUPPORT COSTS 

PURSUANT TO CFR / OMB  
 

2 CFR §200.403 Factors affecting allowability of costs.  
 

Except where otherwise authorized by statute, costs must meet 

the following general criteria in order to be allowable under 

Federal awards:  
 

Be necessary and reasonable for the performance of the Federal 

award and be allocable thereto under these principles 

 

CFR Guidelines do not limit indirect costs to only “administrative” 

items. The language is written broadly to take various programs into 

account. For example, if a “program” requires waste pick up and disposal 

(like in the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Claim), then in 

addition to the direct costs of staff who do the waste pickups, the 

departmental support and equipment usage (garbage truck usage costs), 

would be considered necessary and reasonable and allowable in the 

overhead rate.   

 

Similarly, in a mandate that requires “law enforcement” services – then 

the departmental costs that are needed to ensure a Deputy can provide 

law enforcement services are eligible for inclusion in the overhead rate. 

Those eligible overhead costs include:  

 

Necessary Support Costs 

 

Without vehicles, radios, and dispatch services the Deputies could not 

provide law enforcement services. They could not receive any calls for 

service or communicate with either the public or with the department 

command staff; they could not drive to the scene of any call for service; 

and there would be no clerical support to process, store, and access any 

of the police reports (including these mandated Identity Theft Reports) 

and records as required by law. No law enforcement agency could 

function without these support functions.  

 

SCO ACTIONS TO DENY APPLICABILITY OF OMB/CFR 

GUIDELINES AND ESTABLISH NEW CLAIMING 

METHODOLOGIES (Administrative Cost Rates in lieu of Indirect 

Cost Rates) CONSTITUTES UNDERGROUND RULE MAKING. 

 

If it is the SCO’s position that in order for a contracting city to be able to 

obtain full reimbursement of all direct and indirect overhead costs, a 

County Sheriff’s Department MUST show a billable rate that includes 

all overhead in its direct staff’s (Deputy Rate) cost  – then shouldn’t that 

be stated very clearly somewhere in the instructions? It would be very 

easy for the SBCSD to alter their format and show all charged costs in 

the direct staff/Deputy Rate, similar to how Los Angeles County does. 

Since SCO staff interpretation makes a very material difference in 

reimbursement amounts – this should have been very explicitly stated in 

the claiming manuals and instructions. By having our costs presented by 

San Bernardino County individually vs. aggregately, as Los Angeles 

County did, we stand to be denied over $200,000 in indirect costs which 

would have been eligible if we were allowed to use existing claiming 

instructions and OMB/CFR guidelines.  

 

Local agencies which contract for law enforcement services have been 

claiming overhead costs computed based on OMB/CFR standards for 

over 25 years now with no issue, but suddenly this has become a new 
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avenue for SCO staff to think it is a legitimate way of cutting State costs. 

SCO appears to be making up rules as you go and doing so inconsistently 

for that matter from audit to audit.   

 

In the SCO’s audits of Los Angeles County contract cities, overhead 

costs built into the Deputy hourly rates (as well as liability charges) were 

allowed. In the SCO audit of San Marcos (San Diego County Sheriff 

contracting agency) most overhead costs were allowed and computed 

“using contract services costs improperly identified as salaries and 

benefits as a base for claiming indirect costs” – the exact same method 

we used and that you are now saying is invalid. Each of these audits show 

inconsistent treatment of overhead costs in cities that contract for law 

enforcement services and failure to adhere to written State and Federal 

instructions and guidelines.  

 

The DAR states (on page 20) that the SCO acknowledged that different 

counties include different costs in their rates – for example, Los Angeles 

(LA) County contract cities include overhead in their hourly billing rates, 

plus a percentage for insurance and liability charges. SCO narrative 

stated the desire to “be equitable with other California cities contracting 

for law enforcement services” so allowed us an average 6% 

“administrative cost rate”. However, that “ACR” rate is vastly lower than 

what the true ICRP rate prepared in compliance with CFR/OMB standard 

(76.5% for FY 12-13) would have been. It is evident from the table below 

how “fair” the “administrative allocation rate” is.  
 

SCO approved rate for LA County contract cities was $124/hour vs. 

$87/hour for us and other contract cities in San Bernardino County, a rate 

that is substantially lower than was approved for cities in LA County and 

even more than the city of Rialto (a comparable full-service city in our 

same county). 
 

FY 2012-13 Deputy Sheriff Hourly Rate Comparison 
 

LA COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES HOURLY RATE  

CITY REQUESTED*  

(Including additional 10% overhead requested, but denied by SCO) * 

 

$136.40* 

LA COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES AUDITED SCO HOURLY 

RATE  

SCO APPROVED*  

  

 

$124.00* 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES HOURLY 

RATE  

CITY REQUESTED  

(including “ICRP/OMB A-87” rate)  

 

$145.45 

CITY OF RIALTO AUDITED OFFICER HOURLY RATE  

SCO APPROVED**  

(including “ICRP/OMB A-87” rate)  

 

$126.84** 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES SCO 

HOURLY RATE SCO RECOMMENDED PER PRELIM. AUDIT 

REPORT 

 (including SCO new “ACR” Rate) 

 

$87.47 

 

*See City of West Hollywood Identity Theft Audit and City of Palmdale Child Abuse and Neglect Audits 

**This is the FY 11-12 SCO Officer audited hourly rate for the City of Rialto, a full-service city in the same 

county.  

These hourly rates were computed in the following manner – first, just 

as SCO staff computed them on page 21 of the SCO DAR, and, second, 

just as we computed for the claims we originally submitted. 
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FY 2012-13: Billable Hourly Rate Computation for the San Bernardino 

County Deputy Sheriff:  

 

SCO Allowed Hourly Billing Rate using SCO created 

“Administrative Cost Rate” (ACR) 

 

FY 12-13 based rate with only salaries and benefits per contract =     $82.41 

+ overhead per SCO allowed “ACR” = $82.41 x 6.14% rate =         +  $5.06 

SCO allowed hourly billing rate =       $87.47 

 

vs 

 

City Claimed Hourly Billing Allowed Rate using existing ICRP 

Methodology/Claiming Instructions  

 

FY 12-13 based rate with only salaries and benefits per contract =      $82.41 

+ overhead per Ps&Gs ICRP guidelines = $82.41  x 76.5% ICRP rate =  + $63.04  

Actual hourly billing rate =          $145.45 

 

If the SCO wishes to change the rules, head in this new direction, and 

apply this new interpretation – that OMB A-87/CFR methodology does 

not apply for computation of law enforcement overhead/Indirect Cost 

Rate Proposal (ICRP) rates paid through contracts with county law 

enforcement agencies – then this should be explicitly stated in the written 

rules and guidelines and all parties should be able to review and 

participate in the adoption of those rules. Further, it is not fair to 

retroactively apply new standards and impose new rules on local 

agencies without providing advanced notice to them.    

 

If OMB/CFR guidelines are inapplicable and SCO’s newly developed 

“ACR” methodology must be used, there is no written explanation of 

how this new overhead/”ACR” rate is to be computed and how to 

determine which costs are “clearly administrative in nature”. It may be 

“clear” to SCO staff what costs apply, but we would also have included 

our command staff as we believe the costs are clearly administrative in 

nature: costs for our “Captains, Lieutenants, and Sergeants, as well as 

various other line- item charges” which SCO auditors concede “may 

[emphasis added] or may not be administrative in nature dependent on 

the functions that each classification performs” can qualify for inclusion 

in the overhead rate.    

 

Finally, we believe SCO staff actions violate “Due Process” requirements 

by creating new rules and standards that are not enumerated in written 

claiming manuals, parameters and guidelines, claiming instructions, and 

the OMB/CFR Guidelines. There is no statement that Ps and Gs do not 

apply to cities contracting for law enforcement services: that contract 

cities don’t qualify for reimbursement of indirect costs. There is no 

explanation that indirect costs are not allowable if they are itemized in 

the contract with the county; but are allowable if they are already built 

into direct staff (Deputy) hourly billing rates. There is no description, 

explanation, or examples provided in any manual of how local agencies 

that contract for law enforcement services are supposed to claim their 

allowable indirect or “administrative”/“ACR”costs in a manner 

acceptable to the SCO.   

 

Given SCO staff response that 1) OMB/CFR Guidelines do not apply to 

the computation of indirect costs for cities that contract for law 

enforcement agencies with county agencies; 2) that indirect costs for 

contract cities are in fact completely unallowable costs or are subject to 
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some alternate, non-written standards that only SCO staff can determine 

or dictate at their sole discretion, 3) that there is no explanation or  

written guidelines provided to claimants in the instructions that explain 

what costs are and are not eligible; 4) that SCO findings that city contract 

agencies (like those in LA County) can obtain reimbursement for all 

direct and indirect charges included in their hourly rates, but those 

contracts that do not already have overhead pre-built into their Deputy 

rates forfeit their right to obtain indirect costs computed in the same 

manner suggests that the SCO is engaged in underground rule making.  

 

THERE ARE NO SEPARATE RULES AND GUIDELINES FOR 

CONTRACT CITIES (CITIES WHO PURCHASE THEIR LAW 

ENFORCEMENT SERVICES VIA A CONTRACT) TO CLAIM 

ALLOWABLE OVERHEAD COSTS:  

 

On page 13 of the SCO’s DAR that correctly states “the city contracts 

with San Bernardino County to have the SBCSD (San Bernardino 

County Sheriff’s Department) to provide all its law enforcement 

services.” The City website (https://www.cityofrc.us/RCPD) states, 

“Police Department: Since incorporation in 1977, law enforcement 

services in the City have been provided through a contract with the San 

Bernardino County Sheriff's Department. Rancho Cucamonga continues 

to be one of Southern California's most family-oriented, safe, and 

prosperous cities. The low crime rate that the City continues to enjoy, is 

a direct result of not only the hard work and dedication of the men and 

women of the Police Department, but the positive interaction and 

participation by the community in crime prevention activities.” 

 

The agreements and the annual Schedule of Costs shows that the city is 

purchasing all the components of a Police Department, including direct 

and indirect (overhead) costs. The expenditures listed in the contract 

under Schedule A is in a similar level of detail and format to a full-

service city’s departmental expenditure report.  San Bernardino County 

segregates each line item of cost separately and the billing rates of each 

position ONLY include salary and benefit costs (see Contract, Schedule 

A, Footnote 1). All necessary overhead is included separately in the 

contract and is described in detail. Many of those costs are eligible 

indirect costs that are necessary to support the function of the department 

and to allow the Deputies to perform their primary duty of providing law 

enforcement services.   

 

There are no alternate or separate guidelines for computing overhead 

rates in claiming instructions or in Federal CFR Guidelines, to be used 

for contract cities, as you are proposing.  The city calculated and 

provided Departmental Indirect Cost rates, computed exactly as shown 

in the State’s guidelines and in compliance with Federal CFR/OMB 

Guidelines.   

 

We agree with the Parameters and Guidelines (Ps and Gs), Claiming 

Instructions, and the Claiming Manual where it explains how indirect 

costs are to be prepared; however, the instructions must be read in their 

entirety to determine their intent.   

 

Parameters and Guidelines V.B. Indirect Cost Rates:  

 

Indirect costs are costs that are incurred for a common or joint 

purpose, benefiting more than one program, and are not directly 

assignable to a particular department or program without efforts 

disproportionate to the result achieved.  Indirect costs may 
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include: (1) the overhead costs of the unit performing the 

mandate; and (2) the costs of the central government services 

distributed to the other departments based on a systematic and 

rational basis through a cost allocation plan. 

 

In this case the UNIT performing the mandate is the law enforcement 

unit purchased by the City of Rancho Cucamonga from the San 

Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department (SBCSD) as outlined in detail 

in their contract showing all cost components charged to the city. The 

Schedule A shows that in addition to the Direct Salaries and Benefits of 

Law Enforcement Personnel, salaries of support and administrative staff 

for positions such as Captain, Lieutenants, Clerical Support positions, as 

well as other necessary and eligible (compliant with CFR guidelines) 

overhead costs such as vehicle and equipment usage charges which were 

billed to the city.   

 

Claiming Manual, Section 8 states,  

 

Indirect costs 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 benefited without 

effort disproportionate to the results achieved. Indirect costs can 

originate in the department performing the mandate or in 

departments that supply the department performing the 

mandate with goods, services, and facilities. To be allowable, 

a cost must be allocable to a particular cost objective. Indirect 

costs must be distributed to benefiting cost objectives on bases, 

which produce an equitable result, related to the benefits 

derived by the mandate. 

 

DAR states on page 24 that “none of the costs that the city incurred for 

law enforcement services provided by the SBCSD were indirect costs” 

and appears to argue that because ALL costs in the contract are 

assignable to the law enforcement contract or City Police Department, 

then ALL costs must be direct. 

 

If SCO staff interpretation was correct, there would be no such thing as 

a Departmental Indirect Cost Rate as shown in State claiming manuals, 

examples, and instructions because every cost “assignable” to that 

department would be a direct cost. Nothing would be indirect except for 

costs outside of that department that were allocated to the department 

through the City or County-wide cost allocation plans. That is clearly not 

the case as “Departmental” Indirect Cost rates are the standard. 

 

Staff’s statement “if it’s assignable to the department, then it’s direct” is 

disproved by SCO’s own analysis as you acknowledged that over eight 

items “assigned” to our “Department”/ law enforcement services 

contract were indeed allowable indirect (administrative) costs and 

included in SCO staff’s “Administrative Cost Rate”. Since these costs 

were also “assignable to the department”, then that would make those 

costs also direct costs by SCO’s definition.   

 

The wording in the instructions and guidelines shows that the 

terminology between: “program”, “department”, and “cost objective” are 

used interchangeably to allow maximum flexibility to apply to various 

situations. The entire instructions must be read in context, not 

abbreviated and cherry picked. Claiming Manual, 8. Indirect Costs 

states: “Indirect costs can originate in the department performing the 

mandate or in departments that supply the department performing 
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the mandate with goods, services, and facilities.” Clearly indirect costs 

can originate in the law enforcement unit purchased from SBCSD.   

 

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES PRIOR DECISIONS 

SUPPORT THE VALIDITY OF EXISTING PARAMETERS AND 

GUIDELINES AND EXISTING METHODOLOGY IN 

COMPUTATION OF OVERHEAD/ICRP RATES FOR 

CONTRACT CITIES:  

 

Prior Commission on State Mandates (CSM) decisions also provided 

insight on the topic of overhead for cities contracting for law 

enforcement services. 

 

In the City of Palmdale’s Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) of the SCO’s 

2016 Audit of their Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting 

claims (See November, 2018 CSM meeting transcript) the Commission 

reviewed whether the City of Palmdale, which contracted with Los 

Angeles County for law enforcement services, was entitled to the 10% 

default overhead rate they claimed in their requests for reimbursement.   

 

The Commission staff concluded that while it was not appropriate for a 

contracting agency to use the default 10% ICRP rate when computing 

overhead costs since this rate was designed specifically for application 

to only salaries (not salaries and benefits); a contract city would have 

been eligible for indirect cost reimbursement if the city prepared their 

own ICRP rate demonstrating valid indirect costs. The city did prepare 

and submit their ICRPs showing overhead cost computations. 

 

Commissioner Alex stated during the meeting (Page 46 of transcript, 

Lines 5-8 of hearing transcript) that he agreed that “…there is overhead 

associated with a contract and I think that’s typical.”   

 

Mr. Jones of the Commission staff noted that “...the Parameters and 

Guidelines say you can – you can prepare an indirect cost rate proposal 

if the indirect cost rate exceeds 10%.” (Page 44 lines 24-25 and page 45, 

lines 1-2 of hearing transcript)  

 

Commission Member Adams asked, “And under Parameters – 

Parameters and Guidelines, would there have been an appropriate 

way to claim these indirect costs?” (Page 38 lines 14-21 of hearing 

transcript) 

 

Mr. Jones of the Commission staff responds, “Staff’s position is that, 

yes, there was an appropriate way, and it was to develop an indirect 

cost rate proposal with documentation that the Controller could 

review.” (Page 38 lines 24-25 and Page 39 lines 1-2) 

 

Ms. Shelton of the Commission noted that, “…you have to follow the 

plain language of the Parameters and Guidelines.” (Page 47, 

lines 21-23 of hearing transcript). The plain language being that indirect 

costs were eligible for inclusion in the reimbursement claims under the 

language and rules established in the Parameters and Guidelines. 

 

SCO FINDINGS THAT OUR ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF 

(CAPTAINS, LIEUTENANTS, SERGEANTS); SUPPORT STAFF 

(STATION CLERKS, SECRETARIES, AND SHERIFF’S 

SERVICE SPECIALISTS); AND SUPPORT COSTS (DISPATCH 

SERVICES, VEHICLE AND EQUIPMENT USAGE CHARGES) 

ARE NOT ALLOWABLE ARE INCONSISTENT WITH PRIOR 
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AUDITS OF BOTH OTHER CONTRACT SERVICE CITIES AND 

FULL SERVICE CITIES:  

 

We already cited the City of San Marcos Audit, another contract city in 

a similar situation. But there are many examples of full-service (non-

contract) cities SCO audited where identical indirect costs (Captains, 

Lieutenants, Sergeants, Clerical Support, Vehicle and Equipment usage, 

etc.) were found to be allowable overhead/indirect costs. This list is only 

a small sample, listing audits our consultant was directly involved in and 

has personal information of:  

- County of San Bernardino: Identity Theft Audit  

- City of Rialto: Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Audit  

- City of South Lake Tahoe: Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting 

Audit 

- City of Fresno: Administrative License Suspension Audit 

- City of Fresno: Domestic Violence Audit 

- City of Fresno: Identity Theft Audit 

- City of Fresno: Peace Officer Bill of Rights Audits 

 

Please let us know if you’d like us to send you a copy of the audits or 

ICRPs allowed in these reviews.   

 

Like costs must be treated consistently to have a fair and non-arbitrary 

audit. 

 

1) SCO audits of San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department:  

 

The SCO has already audited and approved indirect cost rates for the San 

Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department (our contracting agency) for 

this same program (Identity Theft) and for the same years. Since SCO 

approved indirect cost rates for this same organization, for activities 

which were performed by the same class of employees, paid at the same 

rates, for the same program and for the same years, our allowable 

overhead rates which are sourced from the same agency should not be 

less than those approved rates.    

 

San Bernardino County: Identity Theft Audit Report, Release April 

2022  

Allowable   Direct      Indirect   Approved 

ICRP Rate:  

2002-03  $34,330  $24,543 =$24,543/$34,330= 71.5% 

2003-04   $34,123   $20,965   = 61.4%  

2004-05   $44,177   $27,142   = 61.4%  

2005-06   $44,188   $20,875   = 47.2%  

2006-07   $49,011   $21,727   = 46.2%  

2007-08   $50,876   $27,743   = 54.5%  

2008-09   $43,288   $20,596   = 47.6%  

2009-10   $34,516   $15,770   = 45.7%  

2010-11   $30,836   $14,215   = 46.1% 

2011-12   $38,594   $16,468   = 42.7%  

2012-13   $34,115   $14,335   = 42.0%  
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Allowing the City only an average of 6% overhead or “administrative 

cost allocation rate” when SCO audit of the San Bernardino County 

Sheriff’s Department that provides us with law enforcement services is 

about 7 to 10 times that, shows the inequity and erroneous basis of staff 

computations.  

 

CFR guidelines state in Section 200.306 (f) of 2 CFR Part 200:   

 

(f) When a third-party organization furnishes the services of an 

employee, these services must be valued at the employee’s regular rate 

of pay plus an amount of fringe benefits that is reasonable, necessary, 

allocable, and otherwise allowable, and indirect costs at either the third-

party organization’s approved federally negotiated indirect cost rate or, 

a rate in accordance with § 200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs, 

paragraph (d), provided these services employ the same skill(s) for 

which the employee is normally paid.  

 

OMB/CFR clearly states that in addition to third-party salaries and 

benefits (which you properly allowed), indirect costs, at either the third-

party organizations approved federally negotiated indirect cost rate, or a 

rate in accordance with 2 CFR Part 200 § 200.414 are eligible. 

OMB A-87/CFR guidelines do not distinguish or provide alternate 

indirect cost rate methodologies between first- and third-parties. The 

same rules would apply.  

 

If SCO staff believe Federal CFR/(prior OMB A-87 methodology) does 

not apply to or allow for the recovery of full indirect costs for contract 

cities, or that some alternate methodology exists for contract cities, 

please provide evidence and references to the pertinent sections of 

Claiming Instructions, Parameters and Guidelines, or OMB/CFR 

Guidelines that support this. Other than State and Federal CFR 

guidelines, we are not aware of any alternate rules or guidelines that 

dictate how indirect costs are to be computed for contract cities. 

Therefore, we believe the existing rules would be applicable in the 

computation of our ICRP rates.  

 

IF COSTS ARE DIRECT, AS THE DAR IMPLIES, THEN WHY 

DOESN’T THE SCO PAY FOR THOSE COSTS DIRECTLY? 

 

Page 20 of the DAR narrative states, “The city’s contracts with the 

SBCSD also includes additional employee classifications and items – 

such as vehicles, dispatch services, and equipment – that are all a part of 

the direct costs incurred to provide law enforcement for the city.”    

 

If it is SCO’s position that these costs are not allowable in the Indirect 

Cost Rate, or in the SCO’s newly created “Allowable Cost Rate” (ACR), 

then because a portion of these costs were legitimately necessary to 

perform the mandate program these costs should be reimbursed. Simply 

brushing them off and saying that they are all a part of the direct costs to 

provide law enforcement to the city does not satisfy mandate law or 

parameters and guidelines which state all direct and indirect costs must 

be reimbursed.   

 

Under Section 5 of the Claiming Manual, it states:  

 

Allowable costs are those direct and indirect costs, less 

applicable credits, considered eligible for reimbursement. In 

order for costs to be allowable and thus eligible for  
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reimbursement, the costs must meet the following general 

criteria:   

1. The cost is necessary and reasonable for proper and 

efficient administration of the mandate and not a general 

expense required in carrying out the overall responsibilities 

of government;   

2. The cost is allocable to a particular cost objective identified 

in the Ps & Gs; and   

3. The cost is net of any applicable credits that offset or 

reduce expenses of items allocable to the mandate 

 

It would not be possible to provide law enforcement services or comply 

with the mandate without vehicles, dispatch services, and equipment. 

Vehicles, equipment and dispatch services meet these criteria. The State 

Mandate Claiming Manual in the ICRP Example Table 6, page 13 states 

that “(Each line item should be reviewed to see if it benefits the mandate 

to insure a fair and equitable distribution.)”   

 

Vehicle/Equipment Use: SCO proposed “ACR” rates do not include 

costs for the actual vehicles/ transportation costs. Also, handheld ratios 

or talkies were also omitted.  Deputies would not be able to get the 

information from Dispatch without their handheld radios (HTs) or drive 

to the scene of the Identity Theft case. Both travel and vehicle/equipment 

usage are allowable as direct or indirect costs based on the instructions, 

so they could be claimed either way.     

 

Appendix E to Part 225—State and Local Indirect Cost Rate 

Proposals Section A. 4. states:  

 
… typical examples of indirect costs may include certain 

State/local-wide central service costs, general administration of 

the grantee department or agency, accounting and personnel 

services performed within the grantee department or agency, 

depreciation or use allowances on buildings and equipment, 

the costs of operating and maintaining facilities, etc. 

 
The State Controller Claiming Manual in Section 7. Direct Costs, (6) 

Travel Expenses states:  

 
Travel expenses are normally reimbursable in accordance with 

the travel rules and regulations of the local jurisdiction... 

 

Based on these State and Federal Guidelines, we felt it was more 

appropriate to include the vehicle/equipment usage and related travel 

expenses in the overhead rate/ICRP. However, it could be claimed 

directly as you seem to be suggesting.  

 

The City could be provided with a reimbursement for these costs using 

the allowable Federal vehicle mileage reimbursement rates by fiscal 

year, for example, in FY 2012-13 the rate was $.555 per mile. We could 

compute the total mileage for all ID Theft cases and apply this rate to 

reimburse us for our travel expenses.  For example, if each ID Theft 

victim is an average of 10 miles from the station, that would be 20 miles 

round trip per case (304 cases) x $.555 per mile, or $3,374 

reimbursement for travel costs in FY 2012-13.  
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Dispatch Services. The Audit report state that dispatch services are a 

direct function. Clearly the dispatcher/communications function 

“benefits the mandate” and is necessary support to the entire law 

enforcement function of the department. As dispatch support is 

necessary support to the Deputies for this mandate and for all law 

enforcement services, the “fair and equitable distribution” (see Claiming 

Instructions Manual, ICRP Example, Table 6, page 13) of costs related 

to this mandated program must be allowed.  

 

We could take the total number of calls for service in a year, then, using 

the total number of Identity Theft cases, charge that same percentage of 

“Dispatch Services” costs to the mandate.  

 

Administrative and Clerical Support. A similar computation can be 

performed to distribute a fair allocable share of administrative support 

costs directly. We can take the total number of Deputies (the staff who 

provides the direct services of the law enforcement department) and then 

distribute the costs of the Captain/Police Chief and other administrative 

personnel for their necessary supervision and support.    

 

Direct costing can certainly be done, but in the SCO audit, the city was 

not reimbursed for the cost either directly or indirectly. This omission 

violates the California Constitution and Parameters and Guidelines by 

denying us actual, increased costs that were necessary to perform the 

mandate.  

 

“ALL COSTS SUBMITTED TO THE SCO ARE SUBJECT TO 

REVIEW TO DETERMINE IF THE COSTS ARE RELATED TO 

THE MANDATE”:   

 

Page 2 of Mandated Cost Manual, Section: Audit of Costs, “All claims 

submitted to the SCO are subject to review to determine if costs are 

related to the mandate…and are prepared in accordance with SCO’s 

Claiming Instructions.” We believe we have complied with the 

instructions and shown that the items we requested reimbursement for 

were necessary and are supported by Parameters and Guidelines, State 

Instructions, and Federal CFR Guidelines. 

 

Not allowing reimbursement of those costs for vehicles, administrative 

personal such as our Police Chief, clerical staff, and the dispatch charges 

billed to us from the county when they are clearly necessary for the 

provision of the mandated services would be contrary to Claiming 

Instructions, Parameters and Guidelines, as well as Federal CFR-200 

standards which all specifically allow for the inclusion and 

reimbursement of both direct AND indirect costs. To simply exclude or 

not allow legitimate costs is contrary to State and Federal rules, and also 

would be inconsistent with SCO’s own office’s prior audit 

determinations.  

 

Please let us know if we you have any questions or if we can provide any 

additional information. We believe that the costs shown by the city are 

the proper and allowable costs, in compliance with State and Federal 

rules and guidelines. 

 

SCO’s Comments 

 

The finding and recommendation remain unchanged. 
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In its response, the city did not respond to the portion of the finding related 

to overstated identity theft reports or the misstated time increments 

required to perform the reimbursable activities. The city’s response 

focuses on unallowable indirect costs ($223,707) and its belief that the 

additional allowable costs we calculated for administrative costs ($9,487) 

within the city’s law enforcement services contracts are insufficient. The 

city also refers to SCO audits of other claimants; however, the 

Commission has affirmed in prior Incorrect Reduction Claim decisions 

that audits of other claimants are not relevant to the SCO’s audit here, as 

each audit depends on the documentation and evidence provided by the 

claimant to show increased costs mandated by the State.     

 

The city’s response comprises an explanation for why it is eligible to claim 

indirect costs against contract services costs. However, the arguments it 

raises suggest a complete misunderstanding of indirect costs, when they 

apply, and what they represent.  
 

The city did not claim allowable indirect/overhead costs by virtue of its 

law enforcement services contracts with San Bernardino County because 

the city did not incur any indirect costs as defined by the parameters and 

guidelines. The parameters and guidelines define indirect costs as:  

 
…costs that are incurred for a common or joint purpose benefitting more 

than one program, and are not directly assignable to a particular 

department or program without efforts disproportionate to the results 

achieved. Indirect costs may include: (1) the overhead costs of the unit 

performing the mandate; and (2) the costs of the central government 

services distributed to other departments based on a systematic and 

rational basis through a cost allocation plan. 

 

According to the parameters and guidelines, allowable indirect costs 

include “the overhead costs of the unit performing the mandate.” The City 

of Rancho Cucamonga contracts out its law enforcement services with the 

SBCSD. The unit performing the work related to the mandate is the 

SBCSD, not the city. The overhead costs for SBCSD are included in its 

billing rate, and our audit determined that those costs were allowable. The 

only indirect costs incurred by the City of Rancho Cucamonga for law 

enforcement services are its internal costs incurred by various city 

departments for negotiating and administering its contracts with San 

Bernardino County, however, the city did not claim these costs 

 

San Bernardino County includes its indirect costs as separate line items in 

its contracts for law enforcement services; however, that does not also 

make those costs indirect costs incurred by the City of Rancho Cucamonga 

just because the city reimburses the county for these costs. There is a clear 

distinction. We refer to these line item costs as “administrative costs” in 

order to differentiate them from indirect costs.  

 

The city’s contention that it “purchased salaries and benefits” from San 

Bernardino County is inconsistent with Generally Accepted Accounting 

Principles. The costs that the city incurred are contract services costs. The 

city’s additional contention that the unit performing the mandate is “the 

law enforcement unit purchased by the city” is not supportable. The city 

did not purchase the SBCSD, it purchased the contracted services that the 

SBCSD provided.  
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That said, we responded to an argument raised by the city’s mandated cost 

consultant during the audit related to the methodology that another county 

uses to bill its contract cities for law enforcement services. That county 

includes administrative costs within the productive hourly rate 

calculations for county personnel in its law enforcement services 

contracts. The consultant’s argument correctly noted that San Bernardino 

County does not structure its law enforcement services contracts in the 

same manner. We discussed this argument internally and agreed that there 

is no methodology for the city to recover these “administrative costs” 

included as specific line item costs within its contracts with San 

Bernardino County. As we did not audit any of the individual line item 

costs within San Bernardino County’s contracts, we have no way of 

knowing whether the county included a factor for indirect costs in its 

calculations of rates for personnel and equipment.  

 

Although we were under no obligation to do so, we determined that it is 

appropriate to calculate an allowable administrative percentage and add it 

to the productive hourly rate calculations for county staff in this instance. 

This is similar to the methodology noted by the city’s mandated cost 

consultant. We based our determination that certain contract costs are 

“clearly” administrative costs on our judgment that such costs are not 

directly related to providing law enforcement services for the city. Our 

report spells out exactly which costs we included. We believe that the line 

item descriptions describe various types of indirect costs that San 

Bernardino County incurred to provide law enforcement services pursuant 

to its contracts with the city. As stated previously, just because the city is 

reimbursing the county for its indirect costs, Generally Accepted 

Accounting Principles dictates that this does not also make those indirect 

costs incurred by the City of Rancho Cucamonga.   

 

Our determination of calculating additional allowable costs based on 

administrative costs within the city’s contracts is unrelated to OMB 

Circular A-87 cost principles. Instead, we used a basic mathematical 

construct to allocate the mandated portion of administrative costs based on 

each year’s total contract amount. The city states that certain other costs 

within its law enforcement contracts should be included in the 

calculations, such as costs for Lieutenants and certain Sergeants, because 

they perform an administrative function for the SBCSD. While activities 

performed by certain SBCSD law enforcement staff may be for an 

administrative function, the costs are still direct contract services costs 

incurred by the city for law enforcement services. The administrative costs 

that we identified in the audit are not for law enforcement services.  

 

In its response, the city refers to Title 2, Code of Federal Regulations, 

part 200 (2 CFR 200), section 200.306(f) as justification for claiming 

indirect costs using the same indirect cost rates that San Bernardino 

County included in its mandated cost claims for this program. However, 

Section 200.306(f) is included within Subpart D of 2 CFR 200, which 

provides guidance for recipients of federal awards to account for cost 

sharing amounts. This guidance is not applicable to the calculation of 

indirect costs, nor is it applicable to mandated cost claims.  

 

The parameters and guidelines for the Identity Theft Program identify 

2 CFR 225, Appendix A and B (OMB Circular A-87) as the controlling 
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requirements for claiming indirect costs. The Commission adopted the 

parameters and guidelines for the Identity Theft Program in 2011. Several 

years later, the federal government re-codified 2 CFR 225 within 

2 CFR 200 as Subpart E, along with the applicable appendices.       

 

We used a methodology here to include the costs we identified as 

administrative costs within the city’s contracts and re-calculated allowable 

productive hourly rates for county staff. This resulted in additional 

allowable contract services costs of $9,487 for the city, which is not a 

reduction of costs.  

 

The reductions of costs claimed in the audit are for overstated identity theft 

reports, misstated time increments to perform the reimbursable activities, 

and unallowable indirect costs. The city is responding only to the portion 

of the finding related to the reduction of claimed indirect costs. The city 

used an incorrect methodology to claim indirect costs, in violation of the 

parameters and guidelines. As a result, the costs are unallowable. The 

Commission previously agreed to this conclusion within prior Incorrect 

Reduction Claims; however, the city has the option to file an Incorrect 

Reduction Claim with the Commission and have the matter adjudicated 

again.    
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June 28, 2023 

Ms. Lisa Kurokawa, Audit Bureau Chief 
State Controller's Office 

Division of Audits 

P.O. Box 942850 

Sacramento, CA 94250 

SENT VIA EMAIL 

Dear Ms. Kurokawa: 

Mayor L. Dennis Michael I Mayor Pro Tern Lynne B. Kennedy 

Council M embers Ryan A. Hutchison, Kristine D. Scott, Ashley N . Stickler 

City Manager John R. Gillison 

We appreciate the time spent by SCO staff reviewing this State Mandate Program and fort he 
opportunity to respond to the Draft Audit Report (DAR) findings. We have reviewed the DAR document 

and explanation of the findings. 

The City of Rancho Cucamonga's disagreement with the DAR findings lies in the denial of various 

necessary costs within our contract with the San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department, including cost 

for our administrative command staff (our Police Chief and departmental supervisory staff), cost for our 

patrol cars and other vehicles, cost for our clerical staff, and cost for our city's share of dispatch support 

costs billed by the County. 

As you know State mandate law and procedures were created to satisfy the requirements of Article XIII 

B of the California Constitution which state that, "Whenever the Legislature or any state agency 

mandates a new program or higher level of service on any local government, the State shall provide a 

subvention of funds to reimburse that local government for the costs of the program or increased level 

of service." 

Government Code (GC) sections 17 500 through 17617 provide for the reimbursement of costs incurred 
by local agencies for costs mandated by the State. Parameters and Guidelines (Ps and Gs) and Claiming 

Instructions assure that!!!_ actual costs - both direct and indirect related to the performance of t he 

mandate be reimbursed to local agencies. 

It is clear that this audit did not result in a fair reimbursement of those necessary costs as all that the 

State Controller's Office (SCO) staff recommends for reimbursement is the direct costs of Deputies and 

Sergeants working specifically/ directly on mandated activities (salaries and benefits) plus an average of 
a 6% "Administrative Allocation Rate." 

We were told the Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) or overhead rate cannot be used because SCO audit 
staff contends that indirect costs are not eligible for reimbursement in our situation. Our situation being 

that we are a city that contracts for law enforcement services and that our service provider, San 

Bernardino County Sheriff's Department (SBCSD), charges us for overhead costs on a detailed basis 
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within our contract; thus, making it impossible according to SCO audit staff, for us to use the existing 

Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) methodology prescribed in claiming instructions, claiming manuals 

and the Federal CFR/OMB guidelines to compute an overhead rate as other local agencies can. 

SCO staff stated in the audit that they were sympathetic to our plight of not being able to recover any 

overhead costs, so they created a new methodology they named the "Administrative Cost Rate" (we'll 

refer to this new type of rate as the "ACR") to allow the recovery of some costs that they could identify 

as "clearly administrative" in nature. Thus, instead of allowing us the overhead rates that would have 

been allowed under existing Ps and Gs and Claiming Instructions which averaged about 70%, we were 

granted the "ACR" rate that averaged about 6%. 

The primary activity that this State mandate program requires is that law enforcement personnel take 

an Identity Theft Report and begin an investigation of the facts, including the gathering of facts sufficient 

to determine where the crime(s) occurred and what pieces of personal identifying information were 

used for an unlawful purpose. 

We agreed that this activity was performed by the Deputy Sheriff positions we pay for through our 

contract with the San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department (SBCSD). The City has no in-house Police 

Department other than the one it has purchased through its contract with the SBCSD. This contract 

includes all direct sworn staff, indirect support and administrative personnel, and overhead costs - such 

as vehicle expenses, and other costs associated with operating a police department. Schedule A of our 

contract lists all costs charged in detail by type of cost - similar to how a full- service city would account 

for these costs in an expenditure report. 

SCO audit staff determined that the direct costs incurred through our contract -- the salary and benefits 

costs of the Deputies we purchase though our contract for service with the San Bernardino County 

Sheriff's Department (SBCSD) positions -- were eligible for reimbursement, however, not the vast 

majority of other necessary overhead costs billed within that contract. For example: 

The mandate requires that our Deputy drive to the scene to take a report from the victim -yet SCO 

audit findings include no reimbursement of costs for the actual vehicles, fuel, and maintenance. A 

Deputy needs a vehicle to perform their law enforcement duties. Our Deputy would not be able to 

perform the mandate as they typically drive to the victim's location to take their Identity Theft Reports. 

This is a reasonable and necessary cost to perform the mandate, yet the DAR findings only allow costs 

for vehicle insurance but omit the cost of the vehicles themselves. 

The mandate requires that our communications/dispatch staff transmit information about the call for 

service to the Deputy so that they are aware of what the nature of the call is and where the victim is 

located. Yet SCO staff reimbursement allows for no dispatch/communications staff to take the phone 

calls from the public and relay the request for service to the sworn Deputies who perform the direct law 

mandated enforcement duties. 

The mandate requires that the Identity Theft report be typed, entered, and maintained in our records 

and computer system -yet there is no allotment of costs to reimburse us for the clerical personnel to do 

this activity that is required as a result of this mandate. 

The mandate requires employment of sworn personnel to perform this activity. In order for an agency 

to provide sworn staff, it must supervise them and provide administrative support; yet no departmental 
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support costs such as our departmental command staff costs were allowed (including our Captain, who 

functions as our Department's Police Chief, his Lieutenant or second-in-command, or administrative 

time of Sergeants who are the first line supervisors). 

It is clear that the Audit Report Findings are not reasonable, nor would they satisfy the intent of the 

State or Federal laws and guidelines. No reasonable person would agree that a Deputy could perform 

their law enforcement duties or perform the mandated activities without a vehicle, 

administrative/command staff support, or clerical and dispatch service support. 

City staff and our consultant have spent many hours and numerous correspondences back and forth 

trying to resolve this issue. However, to avoid this correspondence from becoming overly lengthy or 

repetitive, we will only touch on a few main points in this response, and will include our past 

communications as an attachment to our future Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) to serve as back up and 

to provide greater detail to the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) when they review this 

matter. 

CLARITY, DISCLOSURE, AND TRANSPARENCY IS NEEDED FROM THE SCO AND CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS 
TO EXPLAIN WHICH ENTITY IS ELIGIBLE TO CLAIM WHAT REIMBURSABLE COST 

--May 12, 2023 email attempts to explain to us why the indirect costs/lCRP costs we 

incurred are not eligible for reimbursement: "Those [our contract] salary and benefit costs belong solely 

to San Bernardino County, not the City of Rancho Cucamonga." And "Just because the county incurs 

indirect costs and bills the city for them does not mean that these are also indirect costs incurred by 

Rancho Cucamonga. 11 

It appears that the crux of the argument to deny our city (and if audit precedent applies, all contract 

cities) law enforcement overhead costs is because SCO staff believes that technically the contracting 

entity (in this case San Bernardino County Sheriffs Department or SBCSD) whose employees perform 

the administrative and support tasks paid for in our contract [in our case the Captains, Lieutenants, 

Sergeants, Office Specialists, Secretaries, etc.] and support costs [such as vehicles, walkie-talkies, 

dispatch center charges, etc.] don't "belong" to us (the city who contracts for and pays for them) -- but 

to the agency that "provides" those personnel and services. 

It was our understanding (and common accounting practice), that if you bought and paid for something 

(if you "incurred" that cost), then that cost/product becomes "yours", and that the agency "incurring" 

the costs should be the one to claim for State Reimbursement since you were the agency that ultimately 

"lost" that money from your budget to pay for the State Mandate program. 

Since both direct and indirect costs are all a part of the same contract with SBCSD then it would stand to 

reason that both types of costs would be treated consistently - either the city is eligible to claim and 

receive reimbursement for both - or neither. 

However, Page 24 of the Draft Audit Report states, "We found that the entire amount [of indirect costs 

claimed] is unallowable because no city staff member performed any of the reimbursable activities ... " 

How can this logic hold: that indirect costs are somehow not allowable "because no city staff member 

performed any of the reimbursable activities", when the opposite conclusion was arrived at regarding 

direct costs and activities. SCO Audit allows reimbursement for the direct contract staff performed by 
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SSCSO Deputies and Sergeants, even though those positions are also not "city staff members· and their 
costs are charged and incurred through the same exact contract. 

When the city requested clatification, May 12, 2023 email response explains, •the city 
did not incur any indirect overhead costs within its contract with San Bernardino County". Then he 
goes on to say, seemingly contradicting himself, ,.{j]utt btCillUH the county ineun indire« costs and 
bills the city for them doesn't m11n that t hese art also indirect costs incurred by Rancho Cucamonga." 

How does this make sense? SCO staff agrees that the costs are indirect when they "belonged" to the 

County; but If the county who incurs those indirect costs, bills the city for t hem, then they are no longer 
Indirect costs or costs "Incurred .. by the city? 

If contract cities do not "Incur" Indirect costs and cannot claim indirect costs billed within t heir contracts 

- does this mean that the counties that provide/incur those cost are ellglble for the reimbursement of 
those costs? In this case. would SBCSO receive reimbursement ror those costs? 

Prior State Controller audits have found this Is not the case. The following Is a quote from page 19 of 
lhe SCO's June 2022 audit ol San Bernardino County's lnteragency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation 
Reports (ICAN}): 

" ... we [SCOJ found that the county included costs for providing services to contract cities as part of 
its mandated cost claims for all activities. The paramet ers and guidelines state that any county, city, 

or city and county is eligible to submit a mandate reimbursement claim. Therefore, all counties and 
cities-including contract citi~-are eligible to submit mandat e reimbursement claims. Because 

contfact cities are eligible to submit reimbursement claims, and the county received fees for law 
enforcement services from its contract cities, we determined that the county should only claim 
costs associated with the unincorporated areas of the county. We determined that the costs 
incurred by contract cities are unallowable because the c,ounty had already been compensated by 
contract fees. The county did not report offsetting reimbursements for the contract city cases in its 

mandated cost claims. Therefore, we found t hat the county overstated these c·laimed costs 
because It did not offset costs that were funded by other sources.,. 

This audit ls not unique. There are numerous other audits of county law enforcement claims where the 

SCO comes to the same concluSion: that the contracting entity - the city, not the county •· is eligible to 
request or receive reimbursement of mandated costs because those costs are incurred/paid for by t he 
contracting cities. A sampling of other similar audits includes San Bernardino C.ounty April 2022, Identity 

Theft Program, Los Angeles County September 2019, Crime Statists Reports for the Department of 
Justice Program, and Los Angeles County November 2019, Domestic Violence Arrest Policies and 
Standards Program. 

So, which ls It? Who Is entitled to dalm the costs-the city that pays for the service, or the county that 

provides the service? Based on this audit analysis, neither the contract city nor the county would be 
able to obtain reimbursement of indirect costs charged to cities. 

State Instructions say Indirect costs t hat are Incurred by the agency Incurring the direct costs are to 
submit the claims for reimbursement. The SCO requirement that "a city staff member perform 
reimbursable activities" in order to obtain reimbursement of both direct and indirect costs is contrary to 
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the plain language of the Ps & Gs and would mean that no contract city would be able to obtain 

reimbursement for mandate overhead costs. 

Since counties did not receive any State Mandate reimbursement for indirect costs that were paid for 

via city contracts and now this Audit indicates that contracting cities cannot claim for the indirect costs, 

this creates a loophole where only the State gains unfairly by not having to pay either party for those 

State Mandated costs. Claimants deserve clear, written guidelines/instructions provided to them prior 

to claim preparation and submission, and consistent treatment/interpretation of those rules. The State 

Controller's Office cannot use different metrics and methodologies from audit to audit. 

Early in this audit in August of 2022, SCO auditor, , issued her first set of findings 

which stated that indirect costs could not be claimed because the Claiming Instructions "Form 1" and 

"Form 2" precluded reimbursement of indirect costs because those forms "differentiate contract 

services" from salaries or (direct labor) for purposes of calculating indirect costs." 

Our responds to this was if the SCO didn't like the way forms looked or how costs were displayed or 

presented on those forms, that they had the authority to format the forms to their liking. However, 

having an issue with form format or how costs should be presented/displayed was not a legitimate 

reason for the SCO to ignore the underlying principles and direction of the Parameters and Guidelines 

and Claiming Instructions and deny reimbursement of eligible costs. 

SCO audit report on page 20 notes that "The SCO's Mandated Cost Manual states that costs of contract 

services are allowable. Costs for contract services can be claimed using an hourly billing rate." 

However, the Manual does not provide specific guidelines on how to calculate an hourly billing rate. 

The issue in this audit was not how direct salary costs were computed. The City of Rancho Cucamonga 

used the prescribed method allowed in instructions by dividing total salaries and benefits by 1,800 

annual productive hours-which the SCO auditor agreed was appropriate. 

The issue was how the indirect cost component should be calculated. 

--informed us in his January 5th email that "[o]ur position has always been that using the A-

87 methodology contained in Subpart E to claim administrative costs using contract services as a base is 

a non-starter for our office." And in the May 13th email, "Indirect costs cannot be claimed against 

contract services. 11 

Our consultant provided him with evidence that this was not the case citing the 2017 City of San Marcos 

Crime Statistics Reporting Audit. 

In the City of San Marcos audit (which contracts with the San Diego Sheriff's Office (SDSO) for law 

enforcement services, the following indirect costs were allowed (See City of San Marcos 2017 -Crime 

Statistics Reporting Audit Report on page 23). State Controller's Office auditors recognized there were 

additional indirect/overhead costs and those costs were allowed as valid overhead charges. Below is an 

extract from the Audit Report on page 23 that addressed the Contract Indirect Costs: 

"Contract Indirect Costs 
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We reviewed the contract agreements between the city and the SOSO. For FY 2007-08 through FY 

2011-12, the SOSO contract agreements provided schedules and identified supplemental 

contracted labor costs and contracted overhead costs. We determined that overhead costs 

identified in the contract were appropriate as they related to the performance of mandated 

activities. We computed indirect cost rates for contract services for these years by dividing total 

contract overhead costs, station support staff costs, and Sergeant Ad min position costs, by the 

contracted labor costs identified in the contract supplemental schedules." 

In the allowable ICRP/ "contract overhead costs", the audit permitted: 

1) proration of support/ad min costs including Station Level Staff Support including: Captain, 

Ad min Secretary, Lieutenant, Sergeants, Volunteer Coordinator, Senior Clerk, Department Aide, 

Receptionist, Intermediate Clerk. 

3) Law Enforcement Support including Station Detectives, Communication Center (Central 

Dispatch support), Crime Prevention, Juvenile Intervention, Regional Services 

4) Services and Supplies Costs 

5) Support Costs including Vehicles, Facilities/Space, County Management Support (Admin, Fiscal, 

Data Services, Personnel & Other) 

6) Liability (charged separately) 

The items we included in our ICRP are all similar, if not identical items: Administrative support, such as 

Captains, Lieutenants, and Sergeants; Clerical support; Vehicles; and Communication Center (Central 

Dispatch Services, etc.) but in our case they were NOT allowed as indirect costs. 

In addition, in the case of San Marcos' Audit, the prescribed ICRP format/computational methodology 

was employed; using contract salaries and benefits as the denominator for determining the overhead 

rate, and not total contract costs as the SCO uses in their new "ACR" methodology rate computation. 

Please explain why Rancho Cucamonga is being treated differently and why the interpretations and 

methodologies are different for two similar contract cities. 

EXISTING PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES AND CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS PERMIT CITIES THAT 

CONTRACT FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES TO OBTAIN REIMBURSEMENT FOR THEIR FULL INDIRECT 

COSTS AS DEFINED UNDER FEDERAL CFR/OMB STANDARDS. 

Existing claiming instructions and claiming manuals under Contract Services state that "all costs charged" 

can be claimed. 

Identity Theft Claiming Instructions 

Section V. A. 3. Contracted Services: 

"Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement the reimbursable activities and 

attach a copy of the contract to the claim. If the contractor bills for time and materials, report the number 

of hours spent on the activities and all costs charged. If the contract is a fixed price, report the dates when 

services were performed and itemize all costs for those services during the period covered by the 
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reimbursement claim. If the contract services were also used for purposes other than the reimbursable 

activities, only the pro-rata portion of the services used to implement the reimbursable activities can be 

claimed. Submit contract consultant and invoices with the claim and a description of the contract scope of 
services." 

The Claiming Manual adds that the claimant should provide:" ... the mandated activities performed, the 

number of hours spent performing the mandate, the hourly billing rate, and the total cost." 

The City complied with these instructions and provided a copy of the contract and detailed costs related 

to the reimbursable activities, time studies to show number of hours spent performing the mandate, the 

hourly billing rates - including how direct and indirect/overhead costs were computed. We accounted 

for all costs charged. Total costs include the necessary overhead [vehicles, dispatch support, command 

staff, clerical staff, etc.] to perform the mandated activities. 

There is nothing in the Ps and Gs, Claiming Instructions, or the Claiming Manual that would suggest that 

the Commission intended that cities that contract for law enforcement would not be eligible for indirect 

costs or that contract cities would have to use a different set of rules or standards to compute allowable 

indirect costs. We see nothing that would indicate that Federal CFR/OMB guidelines would not apply. 

USE OF A NEW METHODOLOGY TO COMPUTE OVERHEAD/ICRP COSTS IS NOT SUPPORTED BY 
CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS, PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES, OR THE CLAIMING MANUAL 

In our correspondence, SCO staff provided many reasons why our Indirect Cost Rate Proposals (ICRPs) -

rates derived using the exact format and guidelines prescribed by the Claiming Manual, Parameters and 

Guidelines, and in compliance with Federal CRF Guidelines - could not be used and instead why audit 

staff had to create and apply a new alternate methodology and format to compute indirect costs, which 

you have entitled: "The Allowable Administrative Percentage" or the "Administrative Cost Rate" (see 

page 21 of SCO Draft Audit Report). 

One of the issues with this "new methodology" is that it does not allow for the inclusion of all the costs 

that would have been allowable under existing claiming instructions and Federal CFR/OMB Guidelines. 

Cost such as vehicle usage costs, command staff administrative costs, secretarial support, etc. ■ 
-tried to explain why CFR/OMB Guidelines do not apply, but his explanations do not seem to 

be grounded in established written guidelines. Denying that existing written rules apply and then 

creating and applying new, unwritten methodologies without any prior notice or explanation in fact 

creates new rules that have not been vetted by the Commission and other interested parties. 

Page 20 of the Audit narrative explains that this new methodology developed by the SCO's staff, the 

"Administrative Cost Percentage," was calculated by ... dividing the costs of the following items 

"Administrative Support, Office Automation, Services and Supplies, Vehicle Insurance, Personnel Liability 

and Bonding, Telephone Reporting Unit, County Administrative Cost (COWCAP), COWCAP subsidy, and 

Start-up Costs" by the total contract cost. 

Claiming Instructions pages 4-5 and the Claiming Manual on pages 11-12 states: 

A. Indirect Cost Rate Proposal Method 

If a local agency elects not to utilize the 10% fixed rate method but wants to claim indirect costs, it 
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must prepare an ICRP for the program. The proposal must follow the provisions of the 0MB Circular 
2 CFR, Chapter I and Chapter II, Part 200 et al.Lformerly 0MB Circular A-87, Cost Principles for State, 
Local, and Indian Tribal Governments. The development of the indirect cost rate proposal requires that 
the indirect cost pool include only those costs which are incurred for a common or joint purpose that 
benefit more than one cost objective. The indirect cost pool may include only costs that can be 
shown to provide benefits to the program. In addition, total allocable indirect costs may include only 
costs that cannot be directly charged to an identifiable cost center (i.e., program). 

A method for preparing a departmental indirect cost rate proposal for programs is presented as Table 
6. Only this format is acceptable under the SCO reimbursement requirements. If more than one 
department is involved in the reimbursement program, each department must have its own indirect 
cost rate proposal for the program. 

We followed these rules and guidelines in preparing overhead/IC RP rates, and find no language in the 

Claiming Manual, the Claiming Instructions, Parameters and Guidelines, or Federal CFR Guidelines to 

describe or support SCO staff's alternate and newly created "Administrative Cost Percentage" method of 

computing overhead costs. There is no distinction made in the instructions or alternate methodology 

described for cities that contract for law enforcement services. 

There is no reason why the existing instructions and ICRP format presented in Table 6 of the Claiming 

Manual cannot be used and that would necessitate the creation of an alternate indirect cost rate 

methodology (as we have demonstrated by preparing and submitted ICRPs in the required format with 

our claims - and numerous other contract city claims - over the last twenty years with no issue). Our 

law enforcement contract with SBCSD (See Schedule A) clearly lists and segregates all direct and indirect 

costs in a level of detail which is similar to how a full-service city's Actual Expenditure Report is 

organized and how the example in Table 6 is presented. 

This new approach proposed by staff is flawed in a number of aspects. First, and most importantly, it is 

not described in any manual or instructions provided to us at the time of filing of these claims. How is a 

local agency expected to be able to compute allowable overhead costs correctly and in a consistent, 

uniform manner if those methods and guidelines are not described or provided in advance in any 

documents or manuals? Why are there different rules of eligibility for determining indirect costs for 

contract cities? 

Creating a new procedure and methodology, after the fact, without any notice to local agencies or 

review by the Commission on State Mandates violates Due Process guidelines and has not been properly 

vetted through the State's required procedures. In addition, by creating a new methodology just for 

agencies that contract for Law Enforcement Services and saying they are not entitled to use the same, 

existing Instructions and Parameters and Guidelines constitutes "Underground Rule Making". We 

request that you comply with written Claiming Instructions and Guidelines and use the same ICRP 

methodology prescribed in the existing Parameters and Guidelines and the Federal CFR/OMB standards 

to audit our claims' overhead rates. 

Secondly, SC01s new {(Allowable Administrative Cost Percentage 11 or {(Administrative Cost Rate 11 

methodology which uses total contract services costs as the denominator instead of salaries and wages, 
is flawed because it does NOT exclude capital expenditures (see all the equipment usage charges in our 
contract) and other distorting items such as pass-through funds (See Countywide Cost Allocation or 

COWCAP costs in the contract). 
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The Claiming Manual states: 

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

Claiming Manual, Section 8. Indirect Costs (Example) 

"f) Distribution base for the computation of the indirect cost rate is total salaries and w ages. 

ICRP = Allowable 
Indirect Costs 

Total Salaries and Wages 

$300 000 

$1 ,000,000 

= 30. 00% 

The contract with SBCSD itemized salaries and benefits separately, so there is no reason why this could 

not have been used as the base for distributing indirect costs as is require d in t he Cla iming Inst ructions. 

The "administ rative cost rate" methodology proposed appears to contradict SCO Au dit's own 

statements on page 20 which says, "OMS A-87 ... does not allow for the recovery of administrative costs 

using contract services as a base". Yet it appears that is exactly what SCO staff's new ly created "ACR" 

"rate" does. Page 21 of the Audit report states, " ... we divided the cost of the fo llowing line 

items ... [administrative support, office automation, etc.] t hat we identified as being "clearly 

administrative" by the "total contract amount" . 

We thou ght using total contract costs as a base not allowed. Our rate was prepared using total actual 

salaries and benefits, as specified in the instructions. 

FY 2012-13 Rate Comparison 

City computed ICRP = ~12,167,160 = Total Allowable Indi rect Cost s = 76.5% 
$15,907,114 Total Direct Salaries & Benefits 

SCO computed "ACR" = ~1,731 ,698, = Tota l "Allowable Ad min. Cost s"= 6.1% 

$28,209,685 TOTAL CONTRACT SERVICE AMOUNT 

SCO JUSTIFICATION FOR DENYING INDIRECT COSTS ARE FLAWED 

We agree with SCO staffs statement that there are clearly administrative costs in the contract, but 

why didn't you include our administrative command and clerical staff, who are clearly administrative 

and clerical, in SCO's version of the ICRP or their "Administrative Cost Rate"? 

2 CFR Ch. II Part 200 Appendix IV: 

"(4) General administration and general expenses. The expenses under this heading are those that have 
been incurred for the overa ll general executive and administrative offices of the organizat ion and other 
expenses of a general nature which do not relate solely to any major function of the organization. This 
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category must also include its allocable share of fringe benefit costs, operation and maintenance expense, 

depreciation, and interest costs. Examples of this category include central offices, such as the director's 

office, the office of finance, business services, budget and planning, personnel, safety and risk 

management, general counsel, management information systems, and library costs." 

2 CFR Ch. II 

uThe salaries and wages of administrative and pooled clerical staff should normally be treated as indirect 

costs. Direct charging of these costs may be appropriate where a major project or activity explicitly 

requires and budgets for administrative or clerical services and other individuals involved can be 

identified with the program or activity." 

Command/administrative staff. Can you please explain why none of our command staff costs, including 

our Captain, who is our city's Police Chief; the Lieutenants who oversee administration and operations 

of the entire unit; and our Sergeants, who are the first line supervisors of the Deputies; were not 

included in SCO overhead rate computations? These staff perform the "executive and administrative" 

functions of the department. 

Every Deputy requires command staff oversight - supervisors must perform annual reviews of employee 

performance, deal with disciplinary issues, decide on pay increases, schedule time off and ensure there 

is always adequate coverage and staffing, perform department budgeting functions, schedule training, 

offer guidance and support on difficult cases, etc. In prior correspondence we provided copies of the job 

descriptions for these positions so you can confirm that their duties are indeed administrative and 

necessary support to the entire department. 

(https://www.governmentjobs.com/careers/sanbernardino/promotionaljobs) 

1) Captain - serves as our department Police Chief. The job description for this position (attached) 

states under "Distinguishing Characteristics: Sheriff's Captain is characterized by the 

administrative responsibility for an assigned major division, facility or station." 

2) Lieutenant - is also an administrative position, whose job description states, "Positions in this 

class are characterized by their status as second in command with authority to assume full 

administrative and supervisory responsibilities during the absence of the commanding officer." 

3) Sergeants - "The class of Sheriff's Sergeant represents the first full level of supervision." 

Clerical staff all are costs incurred for a common or joint purpose (supporting the entire department and 

law enforcement staff), and they provide necessary administrative, supervisory and clerical support that 

is necessary to operate a police department. They provide benefits to more than one cost objective, 

benefit the program, and cannot be directly charged to an identifiable cost center (i.e., program). 

Secretaries and dispatchers don't provide direct law enforcement service. 2 CFR Ch. II §200.414 (c) 

specifically identifies clerical staff as an administrative cost: The salaries of administrative and clerical 

staff should normally be treated as indirect (F&Al costs." 

OMB/CFR guidelines also specify that clerical staff are a part of the administrative function. Thus, our 

Secretaries, Office Specialists, and Supervising Office Specialists should have also been included in the 

SCO computation as they provide necessary clerical support to the department. Please explain the 

rational for excluding these necessary clerical staff both directly and indirectly from our claims. 
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How are these positions not administrative? Except for a portion of the Sergeant positions (who review 

and approve Identity Theft reports directly), these individuals are not providing direct law enforcement 

services, but supporting and administering the department. These positions oversee not just one 

program, but the entire law enforcement department and all staff. This is no different from the function 

of command staff in a full-service (non-contracting city) which the SCO office has routinely allowed to be 

included in the computation of their overhead rates. These same positions were allowed by the SCO in 

the SBCSD's audited Identity Theft claims overhead ICRP rates. 

We previously provided SCO staff with the full job descriptions for these positions to support our 

contention that these are administrative positions that support the entire department (and not just one 

program) and are necessary administrative support to the entire department. Your staff declined 

numerous offers to schedule a meeting with county command staff to answer any questions your staff 

may have about these positions' duties so they could feel confident that these positions do indeed 

perform eligible administrative functions that support the entire department. 

Below we have provided the citation from Federal 2 CFR Part 225 Guideline that supports allowability of 

the indirect costs the City of Rancho Cucamonga incurred through our contract with SBCSD - not just the 

eight items SCO staff included in their "ACR" rate: 
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Contract Cost Items NOT Included by Federal CFR Citation supporting the allowability 

SCO as allowable Indirect cost of the cost 

Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeants 2 CFR Ch. II §200.414 {c) "The salaries of administrative and 
clerical staff should normally be treated as indirect (F&AJ costs." 

2 CFR Ch. II Pt. 200, App. IV B. ALLOCATION OF INDIRECT 
COSTS AND DETERMINATION OF INDIRECT COST RATES 
The salaries and wages of administrative and pooled clerical staff 
should normally be treated as indirect costs. Direct charging of 
these costs may be appropriate where a major project or activity 
explicitly requires and budgets for administrative or clerical 
services and other individuals involved can be identified with the 
program or activity. 

Office Specialists & Secretaries 2 CFR Ch. II §200.414 {c) "The salaries of administrative and 
clerical staff should normally be treated as indirect (F&AJ 
costs." (See additional narrative above) 

Dispatch Support Appendix B to Part 225-Selected Items of Cost 
7. Communication costs. Costs incurred for telephone services, local 
and long distance telephone calls, telegrams, postage, messenger, 
electronic or computer transmittal services and the like are allowable. 
[the County charges a share of the dispatch/communications division 
costs with contracting cities] 

Also see above- 2 CFR Ch. II Pt. 200, App. IV B. ALLOCATION OF 

INDIRECT COSTS AND DETERMINATION OF INDIRECT COST RATES 

The salaries and wages of administrative and pooled clerical staff 
should normally be treated as indirect costs. 

Vehicle Usage Charges: Multiple Sections of OMB/CFR Guidelines address 

Marked units, Unmarked Units, Marked Citizen eligibility of equipment charges and usage: 

Patrol Sedan, Pickup Trucks, & Motorcycles Appendix B to Part 225-Selected Items of Cost 
11. Depreciation and use allowances. a) use allowances are 

Also, Handheld Talkies (HTs), Radar Units, lasers means of allocating the cost of fixed assets to periods benefiting 
from asset use. 
Compensation for the use of fixed assets on hand may be made 
through depreciation or use allowances. A combination of the 
two methods may not be used in connection with a single class of 
fixed assets ( e.g., buildings, office equipment, computer 
equipment, etc.) 

15. Equipment and other capital expenditures, 
(2J"Equipment" means an article of nonexpendable, tangible 
personal property having a useful life of more than one year and 
an acquisition cost which equals or exceeds the lesser of the 
capitalization level established by the governmental unit for 
financial statement purposes, or $5000. 

43. Travel costs, 
a. General. Travel costs are the expenses for transportation, 
lodging, subsistence, and related items incurred by employees 
who are in travel status on official business of the governmental 
unit Such costs may be charged on an actual cost basis, on a per 
diem or mileage basis in lieu of actual costs incurred, 

OTHER ALLOWABLE AND NECESSARY SUPPORT COSTS PURSUANT TO CFR / 0MB 

2 CFR §200.403 Factors affecting allowability of costs. 

"Except where otherwise authorized by statute, costs must meet the following general criteria in order to be 

allowable under Federal awards: 
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Be necessary and reasonable for the performance of the Federal award and be allocable thereto under these 

principles" 

CFR Guidelines do not limit indirect costs to only "administrative" items. The language is written 

broadly to take various programs into account. For example, if a "program" requires waste pick up and 

disposal (like in the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Claim), then in addition to the direct 

costs of staff who do the waste pickups, the departmental support and equipment usage (garbage truck 

usage costs), would be considered necessary and reasonable and allowable in the overhead rate. 

Similarly, in a mandate that requires "law enforcement" services - then the departmental costs that are 

needed to ensure a Deputy can provide law enforcement services are eligible for inclusion in the 

overhead rate. Those eligible overhead costs include: 

Necessary Support Costs 

Without vehicles, radios, and dispatch services the Deputies could not provide law enforcement 

services. They could not receive any calls for service or communicate with either the public or with the 

department command staff; they could not drive to the scene of any call for service; and there would be 

no clerical support to process, store, and access any of the police reports (including these mandated 

Identity Theft Reports) and records as required by law. No law enforcement agency could function 

without these support functions. 

sea ACTIONS TO DENY APPLICABILITY OF OMB/CFR GUIDELINES AND ESTABLISH NEW CLAIMING 

METHODOLOGIES (Administrative Cost Rates in lieu of Indirect Cost Rates) CONSTITUTES 

UNDERGROUND RULE MAKING. 

If it is the SCO's position that in order for a contracting city to be able to obtain full reimbursement of all 

direct and indirect overhead costs, a County Sheriff's Department MUST show a billable rate that 

includes all overhead in its direct staff's (Deputy Rate) cost -then shouldn't that be stated very clearly 

somewhere in the instructions? It would be very easy for the SBCSD to alter their format and show all 

charged costs in the direct staff/Deputy Rate, similar to how Los Angeles County does. Since SCO staff 

interpretation makes a very material difference in reimbursement amounts - this should have been very 

explicitly stated in the claiming manuals and instructions. By having our costs presented by San 

Bernardino County individually vs. aggregately, as Los Angeles County did, we stand to be denied over 

$200,000 in indirect costs which would have been eligible if we were allowed to use existing claiming 

instructions and OMB/CFR guidelines. 

Local agencies which contract for law enforcement services have been claiming overhead costs 

computed based on OMB/CFR standards for over 25 years now with no issue, but suddenly this has 

become a new avenue for SCO staff to think it is a legitimate way of cutting State costs. SCO appears to 

be making up rules as you go and doing so inconsistently for that matter from audit to audit. 

In the SCO's audits of Los Angeles County contract cities, overhead costs built into the Deputy hourly 

rates (as well as liability charges) were allowed. In the SCO audit of San Marcos (San Diego County 

Sheriff contracting agency) most overhead costs were allowed and computed "using contract services 

costs improperly identified as salaries and benefits as a base for claiming indirect costs" - the exact same 

method we used and that you are now saying is invalid. Each of these audits show inconsistent 

City of Rancho Cucamonga, Response to State Controller's Draft Audit Report-Identity Theft Page 13 



 

 

treatment of overhead costs in citi es that contract for law enforcement services and failure to adhere to 

written State and Federal instructions and guidelines. 

The DAR states (on page 20) that the SCO acknowledged that different counties inc lude different costs in 

their rates - for example, Los Angeles (LA) Cou nty contract cities include overhead in their hourly bi lling 

rates, plus a percentage for insurance and liability charges . SCO narrative stated the des ire to "be 

equitable with other California cities contracting for law enforcement services" so allowed us an average 

6% "administrative cost rate". However, that "ACR" rate is vastly lower tha n what t he true ICRP rate 

prepared in compliance with CFR/OMB standard (76.5% for FY 12-13) would have been. It is evident 

from the table below how "fair" the "administrative allocation rate" is . 

SCO approved rate for LA County contract cities was $124/hou r vs. $87 / hour for us and other contract 

cities in San Bernardino County, a rate that is substantially lower than was approved for cities in LA 

County and even more than the city of Rialto (a comparable full-service city in our same county). 

FY 2012-13 Deputy Sheriff Hourly Rate Comparison 

LA COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES HOURLY RATE 

CITY REQUESTED* $136.40* 
(Including additional 10% overhead requested, but denied by SCO) • 

LA COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES AUDITED SCO HOURLY RATE 
SCO APPROVED* $124.00* 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES HOURLY RATE 

CITY REQUESTED $145.45 
(including "ICRP/OMB A-87" rate) 

CITY OF RIALTO AUDITED OFFICER HOURLY RATE 
SCO APPROVED** $126.84** 
(including "ICRP/OMB A-87" rate) 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY CONTRACT CITIES SCO HOURLY 

RATE SCO RECOMMENDED PER PRELIM. AUDIT REPORT $87.47 
(including SCO new "ACR" Rate) 

* See City of West Hollywood Identity Theft Audit and City of Palmdale Ch ild Abuse and Neglect Audits 

**This is the FY 11 ·12 SCO Officer audited hourly rate for the City of Rialto, a full·service city in the same county. 

These hourly rates were computed in the following manner - first, just as SCO sta ff computed them on 

page 21 of the SCO DAR, and, second, just as we computed for the claims we origina lly subm itted. 

FY 2012-13: Billable Hourly Rate Computation for the San Bernardino County Deputy Sheriff: 

SCO Allowed Hourly Billing Rate using SCO created "Administrative Cost Rate" (ACR) 

FY 12-13 based rate with only sa laries and benefits per cont ract= $82.41 

+ overhead per SCO allowed "ACR" = $82.41 x 6.14% rate = + $5.06 

SCO allowed hourly billing rate = $87 .47 

V S 

City Claimed Hourly Billing Allowed Rate using existing ICRP Methodology/Claiming Instructions 

FY 12-13 based rate with only sa laries and benefits per contract = $82.41 

+ overhead per Ps&Gs ICRP guidel ines = $82.41 x 76.5% ICRP rate = + $63.04 

Actual hourly billing rate = $145.45 
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If the SCO wishes to change the rules, head in this new direction, and apply this new interpretation -

that 0MB A-87 /CFR methodology does not apply for computation of law enforcement 

overhead/Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) rates paid through contracts with county law enforcement 

agencies - then this should be explicitly stated in the written rules and guidelines and all parties should 

be able to review and participate in the adoption of those rules. Further, it is not fair to retroactively 

apply new standards and impose new rules on local agencies without providing advanced notice to 

them. 

If OMB/CFR guidelines are inapplicable and SCO's newly developed "ACR" methodology must be used, 

there is no written explanation of how this new overhead/" ACR" rate is to be computed and how to 

determine which costs are uc/ear/yadministrative in nature". It may be {(clear" to SCO staff what costs 

apply, but we would also have included our command staff as we believe the costs are clearly 

administrative in nature: costs for our {(Captains, Lieutenants, and Sergeants, as well as various other 

line- item charges" which SCO auditors concede "may [emphasis added] or may not be administrative in 

nature dependent on the functions that each classification performs" can qualify for inclusion in the 

overhead rate. 

Finally, we believe SCO staff actions violate "Due Process" requirements by creating new rules and 

standards that are not enumerated in written claiming manuals, parameters and guidelines, claiming 

instructions, and the OMB/CFR Guidelines. There is no statement that Ps and Gs do not apply to cities 

contracting for law enforcement services: that contract cities don't qualify for reimbursement of indirect 

costs. There is no explanation that indirect costs are not allowable if they are itemized in the contract 

with the county; but are allowable if they are already built into direct staff (Deputy) hourly billing rates. 

There is no description, explanation, or examples provided in any manual of how local agencies that 

contract for law enforcement services are supposed to claim their allowable indirect or 

uadministrative"/uACR"costs in a manner acceptable to the SCO. 

Given SCO staff response that 1) OMB/CFR Guidelines do not apply to the computation of indirect costs 

for cities that contract for law enforcement agencies with county agencies; 2) that indirect costs for 

contract cities are in fact completely unallowable costs or are subject to some alternate, non-written 

standards that only SCO staff can determine or dictate at their sole discretion, 3) that there is no 

explanation or written guidelines provided to claimants in the instructions that explain what costs are 

and are not eligible; 4) that SCO findings that city contract agencies (like those in LA County) can obtain 

reimbursement for all direct and indirect charges included in their hourly rates, but those contracts that 

do not already have overhead pre-built into their Deputy rates forfeit their right to obtain indirect costs 

computed in the same manner suggests that the SCO is engaged in underground rule making. 

THERE ARE NO SEPARATE RULES AND GUIDELINES FOR CONTRACT CITIES (CITIES WHO PURCHASE 

THEIR LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES VIA A CONTRACT) TO CLAIM ALLOWABLE OVERHEAD COSTS: 

On page 13 of the SCO's DAR that correctly states "the city contracts with San Bernardino County to 

have the SBCSD (San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department) to provide all its law enforcement 

services." The City website (https://www.cityofrc.us/RCPD) states, "Police Department: Since 

incorporation in 1977, law enforcement services in the City have been provided through a contract with 
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the San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department. Rancho Cucamonga continues to be one of Southern 

California's most family-oriented, safe, and prosperous cities. The low crime rate that the City continues 

to enjoy, is a direct result of not only the hard work and dedication of the men and women of the Police 

Department, but the positive interaction and participation by the community in crime prevention 

activities." 

The agreements and the annual Schedule of Costs shows that the city is purchasing all the components 

of a Police Department, including direct and indirect (overhead) costs. The expenditures listed in the 

contract under Schedule A is in a similar level of detail and format to a full-service city's departmental 

expenditure report. San Bernardino County segregates each line item of cost separately and the billing 

rates of each position ONLY include salary and benefit costs (see Contract, Schedule A, Footnote 1). All 

necessary overhead is included separately in the contract and is described in detail. Many of those costs 

are eligible indirect costs that are necessary to support the function of the department and to allow the 

Deputies to perform their primary duty of providing law enforcement services. 

There are no alternate or separate guidelines for computing overhead rates in claiming instructions or in 

Federal CFR Guidelines, to be used for contract cities, as you are proposing. The city calculated and 

provided Departmental Indirect Cost rates, computed exactly as shown in the State's guidelines and in 

compliance with Federal CFR/OMB Guidelines. 

We agree with the Parameters and Guidelines (Ps and Gs), Claiming Instructions, and the Claiming 

Manual where it explains how indirect costs are to be prepared; however, the instructions must be read 

in their entirety to determine their intent. 

Parameters and Guidelines V.B. Indirect Cost Rates: 

"Indirect costs are costs that are incurred for a common or joint purpose, benefiting more than one 

program, and are not directly assignable to a particular department or program without efforts 

disproportionate to the result achieved. Indirect costs may include: (1) the overhead costs of the unit 

performing the mandate; and (2) the costs of the central government services distributed to the other 

departments based on a systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan." 

In this case the UNIT performing the mandate is the law enforcement unit purchased by the City of 

Rancho Cucamonga from the San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department (SBCSD) as outlined in detail 

in their contract showing all cost components charged to the city. The Schedule A shows that in addition 

to the Direct Salaries and Benefits of Law Enforcement Personnel, salaries of support and administrative 

staff for positions such as Captain, Lieutenants, Clerical Support positions, as well as other necessary and 

eligible (compliant with CFR guidelines) overhead costs such as vehicle and equipment usage charges 

which were billed to the city. 

Claiming Manual, Section 8 states, 

"Indirect costs 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 benefited without effort disproportionate 
to the results achieved. Indirect costs can originate in the department performing the mandate or in 

departments that supply the department performing the mandate with goods, services, and facilities. To 

be allowable, a cost must be allocable to a particular cost objective. Indirect costs must be distributed to 

benefiting cost objectives on bases which produce an equitable result related to the benefits derived by 

the mandate. 
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DAR states on page 24 that "none of the costs that the city incurred for law enforcement services 

provided by the SBCSD were indirect costs" and appears to argue that because ALL costs in the contract 

are assignable to the law enforcement contract or City Police Department, then ALL costs must be 

direct. 

If SCO staff interpretation was correct, there would be no such thing as a Departmental Indirect Cost 

Rate as shown in State claiming manuals, examples, and instructions because every cost {(assignable" to 

that department would be a direct cost. Nothing would be indirect except for costs outside of that 

department that were allocated to the department through the City or County-wide cost allocation 

plans. That is clearly not the case as "Departmental" Indirect Cost rates are the standard. 

Staff's statement "ii it's assignable to the department, then it's direct" is disproved by SCO's own 

analysis as you acknowledged that over eight items "assigned" to our "Department"/ law enforcement 

services contract were indeed allowable indirect (administrative) costs and included in SCO staff's 

{(Administrative Cost Rate". Since these costs were also {(assignable to the department", then that 

would make those costs also direct costs by SCO's definition. 

The wording in the instructions and guidelines shows that the terminology between: "program", 

"department", and "cost objective" are used interchangeably to allow maximum flexibility to apply to 

various situations. The entire instructions must be read in context, not abbreviated and cherry picked. 

Claiming Manual, 8. Indirect Costs states: "Indirect costs can originate in the department performing 

the mandate or in departments that supply the department performing the mandate with goods, 

services, and facilities." Clearly indirect costs can originate in the law enforcement unit purchased from 

SBCSD. 

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES PRIOR DECISIONS SUPPORT THE VALIDITY OF EXISTING 

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES AND EXISTING METHODOLOGY IN COMPUTATION OF 

OVERHEAD/ICRP RATES FOR CONTRACT CITIES: 

Prior Commission on State Mandates (CSM) decisions also provided insight on the topic of overhead for 

cities contracting for law enforcement services. 

In the City of Palmdale's Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) of the SCO's 2016 Audit of their lnteragency 

Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting claims (See November, 2018 CSM meeting transcript) the 

Commission reviewed whether the City of Palmdale, which contracted with Los Angeles County for law 

enforcement services, was entitled to the 10% default overhead rate they claimed in their requests for 

reimbursement. 

The Commission staff concluded that while it was not appropriate for a contracting agency to use the 

default 10% ICRP rate when computing overhead costs since this rate was designed specifically for 

application to only salaries (not salaries and benefits); a contract city would have been eligible for 

indirect cost reimbursement if the city prepared their own ICRP rate demonstrating valid indirect costs. 

The city did prepare and submit their ICRPs showing overhead cost computations. 

Commissioner Alex stated during the meeting (Page 46 of transcript, Lines 5-8 of hearing transcript) that 

he agreed that " ... there is overhead associated with a contract and I think that's typical." 
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Mr. Jones of the Commission staff noted that " ... the Parameters and Guidelines say you can -you can 

prepare an indirect cost rate proposal if the indirect cost rate exceeds 10%." (Page 44 lines 24-25 and 

page 45, lines 1-2 of hearing transcript) 

Commission Member Adams asked, "And under Parameters - Parameters and Guidelines, would there 

have been an appropriate way to claim these indirect costs?" (Page 38 lines 14-21 of hearing 

transcript) 

Mr. Jones of the Commission staff responds, "Staffs position is that, yes, there was an appropriate 

way, and it was to develop an indirect cost rate proposal with documentation that the Controller 

could review." (Page 38 lines 24-25 and Page 39 lines 1-2) 

Ms. Shelton of the Commission noted that, " ... you have to follow the plain language of the Parameters 

and Guidelines." (Page 47, lines 21-23 of hearing transcript). The plain language being that indirect 

costs were eligible for inclusion in the reimbursement claims under the language and rules established 

in the Parameters and Guidelines. 

sea FINDINGS THAT OUR ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF (CAPTAINS, LIEUTENANTS, SERGEANTS); SUPPORT 

STAFF (STATION CLERKS, SECRETARIES, AND SHERIFF'S SERVICE SPECIALISTS); AND SUPPORT COSTS 

(DISPATCH SERVICES, VEHICLE AND EQUIPMENT USAGE CHARGES) ARE NOT ALLOWABLE ARE 

INCONSISTENT WITH PRIOR AUDITS OF BOTH OTHER CONTRACT SERVICE CITIES AND FULL SERVICE 

CITIES: 

We already cited the City of San Marcos Audit, another contract city in a similar situation. But there are 

many examples of full-service (non-contract) cities SCO audited where identical indirect costs (Captains, 

Lieutenants, Sergeants, Clerical Support, Vehicle and Equipment usage, etc.) were found to be allowable 

overhead/indirect costs. This list is only a small sample, listing audits our consultant was directly 

involved in and has personal information of: 

County of San Bernardino: Identity Theft Audit 

City of Rialto: Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Audit 

City of South Lake Tahoe: Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Audit 

City of Fresno: Administrative License Suspension Audit 

City of Fresno: Domestic Violence Audit 

City of Fresno: Identity Theft Audit 

City of Fresno: Peace Officer Bill of Rights Audits 

Please let us know if you'd like us to send you a copy of the audits or ICRPs allowed in these reviews. 

Like costs must be treated consistently to have a fair and non-arbitrary audit. 

1) SCO audits of San Bernardino County Sheriffs Department: 

The SCO has already audited and approved indirect cost rates for the San Bernardino County Sheriff's 

Department (our contracting agency) for this same program (Identity Theft) and for the same years. 

Since SCO approved indirect cost rates for this same organization, for activities which were performed 

by the same class of employees, paid at the same rates, for the same program and for the same years, 
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our allowable overhead rates which are sourced from the same agency should not be less than those 

approved rates. 

San Bernardino County: Identity Theft Audit Report, Release April 2022 

Allowable Direct Indirect Approved ICRP Rate: 

2002-03 S34 330 S24 543 =S24 543LS34 330= 71.5% 

2003-04 S34,123 s20,965 = 61.4% 

2004-05 S44 1n s21142 = 61.4% 

2005-06 S44,188 s20,875 = 47.2% 

2006-07 S49,0ll s21,n1 = 46.2% 

2007-08 S50,876 S27,743 = 54.5% 

2008-09 S43,288 s20,596 = 47.6% 

2009-10 S34,516 S15,770 = 45.7% 

2010-11 S3o,836 S14,215 = 46.1% 

2011-12 S38 594 S16 468 = 42.7% 

2012-13 S34,115 S14,335 = 42.0% 

Allowing the City only an average of 6% overhead or "administrative cost allocation rate" when SCO 

audit of the San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department that provides us with law enforcement services 

is about 7 to 10 times that, shows the inequity and erroneous basis of staff computations. 

CFR guidelines state in Section 200.306 (f) of 2 CFR Part 200: 

(f) When a third-party organization furnishes the services of an employee, these services must be valued at 
the employee's regular rate of pay plus an amount of fringe benefits that is reasonable, necessary, allocable, 
and otherwise allowable, and indirect costs at either the third-party organization's approved federally 
negotiated indirect cost rate or, a rate in accordance with§ 200.414 Indirect (F&A) costs, paragraph (d). 
provided these services employ the same skill(s) for which the employee is normally paid. 

OMB/CFR clearly states that in addition to third-party salaries and benefits (which you properly 

allowed), indirect costs, at either the third-party organizations approved federally negotiated indirect 

cost rate, or a rate in accordance with 2 CFR Part 200 § 200.414 are eligible. 0MB A-87/CFR guidelines 

do not distinguish or provide alternate indirect cost rate methodologies between first- and third-parties. 

The same rules would apply. 

If SCO staff believe Federal CFR/(prior 0MB A-87 methodology) does not apply to or allow for the 

recovery of full indirect costs for contract cities, or that some alternate methodology exists for contract 

cities, please provide evidence and references to the pertinent sections of Claiming Instructions, 

Parameters and Guidelines, or OMB/CFR Guidelines that support this. Other than State and Federal CFR 

guidelines, we are not aware of any alternate rules or guidelines that dictate how indirect costs are to 

be computed for contract cities. Therefore, we believe the existing rules would be applicable in the 

computation of our ICRP rates. 
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IF COSTS ARE DIRECT, AS THE DAR IMPLIES, THEN WHY DOESN'T THE sea PAY FOR THOSE COSTS 

DIRECTLY? 

Page 20 of the DAR narrative states, "The city's contracts with the SBCSD also includes additional 

employee classifications and items - such as vehicles, dispatch services, and equipment - that are all a 

part of the direct costs incurred to provide law enforcement for the city." 

If it is SCO's position that these costs are not allowable in the Indirect Cost Rate, or in the SCO's newly 

created "Allowable Cost Rate" (ACR), then because a portion of these costs were legitimately necessary 

to perform the mandate program these costs should be reimbursed. Simply brushing them off and 

saying that they are all a part of the direct costs to provide law enforcement to the city does not satisfy 

mandate law or parameters and guidelines which state all direct and indirect costs must be reimbursed. 

Under Section 5 of the Claiming Manual, it states: 

"Allowable costs are those direct and indirect costs, less applicable credits, considered eligible for 

reimbursement. In order for costs to be allowable and thus eligible for reimbursement, the costs must meet 

the following general criteria: 

1. The cost is necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient administration of the mandate and not a 

general expense required in carrying out the overall responsibilities of government; 

2. The cost is allocable to a particular cost objective identified in the Ps & Gs; and 

3. The cost is net of any applicable credits that offset or reduce expenses of items allocable to the mandate" 

It would not be possible to provide law enforcement services or comply with the mandate without 

vehicles, dispatch services, and equipment. Vehicles, equipment and dispatch services meet these 

criteria. The State Mandate Claiming Manual in the ICRP Example Table 6, page 13 states that "(Each 

line item should be reviewed to see if it benefits the mandate to insure a fair and equitable 

distribution.)" 

Vehicle/Equipment Use: SCO proposed "ACR" rates do not include costs for the actual vehicles/ 

transportation costs. Also, hand held ratios or talkies were also omitted. Deputies would not be able to 

get the information from Dispatch without their hand held radios (HTs) or drive to the scene of the 

Identity Theft case. Both travel and vehicle/equipment usage are allowable as direct or indirect costs 

based on the instructions, so they could be claimed either way. 

Appendix E to Part 225-State and Local Indirect Cost Rate Proposals Section A. 4. states: 

" ... typical examples of indirect costs may include certain State/local-wide central service costs, general 

administration of the grantee department or agency, accounting and personnel services performed within 

the grantee department or agency, depreciation or use allowances on buildings and equipment, the costs 

of operating and maintaining facilities, etc." 

The State Controller Claiming Manual in Section 7. Direct Costs, (6) Travel Expenses states: 

"Travel expenses are normally reimbursable in accordance with the travel rules and regulations of the 

local jurisdiction ... " 

Based on these State and Federal Guidelines, we felt it was more appropriate to include the 

vehicle/equipment usage and related travel expenses in the overhead rate/lCRP. However, it could be 

claimed directly as you seem to be suggesting. 
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The City could be provided with a reimbursement for these costs using the allowable Federal vehicle 

mileage reimbursement rates by fiscal year, for example, in FY 2012-13 the rate was $.555 per mile. We 

could compute the total mileage for all ID Theft cases and apply this rate to reimburse us for our travel 

expenses. For example, if each ID Theft victim is an average of 10 miles from the station, that would be 

20 miles round trip per case (304 cases) x $.555 per mile, or $3,374 reimbursement for travel costs in FY 

2012-13. 

Dispatch Services. The Audit report state that dispatch services are a direct function. Clearly the 

dispatcher/communications function "benefits the mandate" and is necessary support to the entire law 

enforcement function of the department. As dispatch support is necessary support to the Deputies for 

this mandate and for all law enforcement services, the "fair and equitable distribution" (see Claiming 

Instructions Manual, ICRP Example, Table 6, page 13) of costs related to this mandated program must be 

allowed. 

We could take the total number of calls for service in a year, then, using the total number of Identity 

Theft cases, charge that same percentage of "Dispatch Services" costs to the mandate 

Administrative and Clerical Support. A similar computation can be performed to distribute a fair 

allocable share of administrative support costs directly. We can take the total number of Deputies (the 

staff who provides the direct services of the law enforcement department) and then distribute the costs 

of the Captain/Police Chief and other administrative personnel for their necessary supervision and 

support. 

Direct costing can certainly be done, but in the SCO audit, the city was not reimbursed for the cost 

either directly or indirectly. This omission violates the California Constitution and Parameters and 

Guidelines by denying us actual, increased costs that were necessary to perform the mandate. 

"ALL COSTS SUBMITTED TO THE sea ARE SUBJECT TO REVIEW TO DETERMINE IF THE COSTS 

ARE RELATED TO THE MANDATE": 

Page 2 of Mandated Cost Manual, Section: Audit of Costs, "All claims submitted to the SCO are subject 

to review to determine if costs are related to the mandate ... and are prepared in accordance with SCO's 

Claiming Instructions." We believe we have complied with the instructions and shown that the items we 

requested reimbursement for were necessary and are supported by Parameters and Guidelines, State 

Instructions, and Federal CFR Guidelines. 

Not allowing reimbursement of those costs for vehicles, administrative personal such as our Police Chief, 

clerical staff, and the dispatch charges billed to us from the county when they are clearly necessary for 

the provision of the mandated services would be contrary to Claiming Instructions, Parameters and 

Guidelines, as well as Federal CFR-200 standards which all specifically allow for the inclusion and 

reimbursement of both direct AND indirect costs. To simply exclude or not allow legitimate costs is 

contrary to State and Federal rules, and also would be inconsistent with SCO's own office's prior audit 

determinations. 

Please let us know if we you have any questions or if we can provide any additional information. We 

believe that the costs shown by the city are the proper and allowable costs, in compliance with State 

and Federal rules and guidelines. 

City of Rancho Cucamonga, Response to State Controller's Draft Audit Report-Identity Theft Page 21 



 

 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Tamara L. Oatman 

Finance Director 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Annette S. Chinn 
Consultant 

Cost Recovery Systems Inc. 
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Section 10 – 

Reimbursement Claims 



' 
For State Controller Use Only 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 000321 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed __ / __ /_ 321 IDENTITY THEFT (21) LRS Input __ /_ /_ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836708 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Mailing Address 10500 Civic Center Drive (22) FORM-1 (04) 1. a (g) 

Street Address or P .0. Box 20,587 

City Rancho Cucamonga (23) FORM-1 (04) 1. b) (g) 

State CA Zip Code 91729 
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (24) FORM-1 (04) 2. (g) 

7,356 
(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement CK] (25) FORM-1,(06) 

94 
(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (26) FORM-1,(07) 

26,267 
(05) Amended D (11) Amended □ (27) FORM-1 ,(09) 

Fiscal Year of (06) (12) (28) FORM-1,(10) 

Cost 2002-03 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (29) 
$54,210 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (30) 
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) 

Net Claimed (16) (32) 
Amount $54,210 

Due from State (08) (17) (33) 
$54,21 0 

Due to State (09) (18) (34) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I 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 I have not vio lated any of the provisions of Government Code 
Sections 1090·10 1098, inclusive. 

I 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. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Representative 

hrnMAv~ 4MIYM j Date Signed 1Vf/ri~ 
Tamara Layne 

V - I 
Telephone Numbe1Tlayne@cityofrc. ~ ~ ~ 

Finance Director Email Address (909) 477-2700 L 
Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number E-Mail Address 

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 A ChinnCRS@aol.com 

Revised (12/09) Form FAM-27 



MANDATED COSTS Prog 321 
IDENTITY THEFT FORM 
CLAIM SUMMARY 1 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Reimbursement [8J 2002-03 

Estimated D (see FAM-27 for estimate) 

Claim Statistics 

(03) Department Number of Cases: 370 Sheriff 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) ( c) (d) (e) (g) 

Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Total 
and Services Assets 

Suppl ies 

1. Choose either a) or b) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 $20,587 $20,587 

b) Reviewing online ID Theft Report 

2. Investigation of the facts $7 ,356 $7,356 

(05) Total Direct Costs $27,943 $27,943 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries) 94.0% 

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x pine (05)(a) + line(05)(b)] $26,267 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)( d) + line (07) $54,210 

Cost Reductions 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable 

(10) Less : Other Reimbursements , if applicable 

(13) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (line(09) + Line(10)] $54,210 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I X I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

~I -~I Reviewing on line ID theft report ~I --~I Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

FORM 2 

2002-03 

(a) (b) (d) (e) (f) ( 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 

Deputy/Officer $47.72 339 .17 $16,184 $16,184 
Taking & drafting the police report in violation of PC 530.5 

Sergeant $59.50 74.00 $4,403 $4,403 
Reviewed the Identity Theft report. 

(05) Total 413.17 $20,587 $20,587 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I.__ _ __.I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

._I __ _.I Reviewing online ID theft report I :x !Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) (d) 
Employee Names, Job Class ., Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Material 

and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies 

Deputy $47.72 154.17 $7,356 
Began an investigation of the facts of the ID Theft cases. 

(05) Total 154.17 $7,356 

(e) 
Contract 
Services 

FORM 2 

2002-03 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$7 ,356 

$7,356 



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Annual Equip Usage Charges 
Dispatch Service 
Radar Gun Useage 
Admin Support 
Office Automation Charge 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability and Bonding 
Telephone Report Unit 
Start up 
County Admin Costs 

Total 

l!Total Expenditures 

I Cost Piao Costs 

Total 

llrotal Alloc. Indirect Costs 

. ... .. . .. . ........ .... . 

ICRPRATE= » • 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2002-03 

Excludable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect 
Costs Costs Costs 

$10,552 ,713 $4,003,792 

$10,552 ,713 $4,003,792 

$619,256 $619,256 
$655,583 $655,583 

$2 ,924 $2,924 
$66,895 $66,895 
$10,269 $10,269 
$52 ,391 $52,391 

$323,81 1 $323,811 
$75,123 $75,123 

$2,521 $2,521 
$340,509 $340,509 

$2,149,282 $2,149,282 

$12,701,995 $6,153,074 

$12,701,995 $6,153,074 

Allowable 
Direct 
Costs 

$6,548,921 

$6,548,921 

$6,548,921 II 

$6,548,921 II 

.......... . ... . .. . . . .. .. .... ..... .. . .... $6, 153,074 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
> > (Rateis E3:asedoi1Sa/aries) • ........ $6,548,921 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2002-03 

Name/Position 

Forensic II (2) 
Captain 
Research Analyst 
Secretary 11 

Secretary I 
Station Clerk (15) 
Motor Pool Services Assistant (2) 
Lieutenant (2) 
Sheriff's Services Specialist (11) 
Sergeants ( 10) 
Deputy Ill (corporal) 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 
Annual Salary 

$113,212 
$152,532 

$69,930 
$46,780 
$44,320 

$636,963 
$88,356 

$248,288 
$511,005 

$1 ,070,990 
$1 ,021,416 

$4,003,792 



SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CDTY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
FY02/o3· 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
1 
2 

11 
11 
73 

2 
2 

11 
1 
1 
i 

15 
2 

33 
20 

1 
2 

10 
1 
1 
1 
2 
i 
4 

32 

Captain 
Lieutenant 

- Sen.1eant 
- Deputy UI 

Deputy Sheriff 
Deputy Sheriff (O.A.R.E.) 
Forensic Specialist II 

- Sheriffs Service Specialist 
- Research Analyst 
- Secretary H 
- Secretarv I 
- Station Cf erk 

Motor Poot Services Assistant 
Marked Unit 
Unmarked Unit 

- Crime Prevention Van (Non-Code 3) 
Mid-size Pickup w/MDT 
Motorcycle 

- Marked2X4 
- Rapid Incident Response Vehicle - Tahoe (Equip & Ins. Only} 
- Bicycle Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 

DARE Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
MAIT Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
Citizen Patrol (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
HTs (Access & Maint OnlV} 
Dispatch Services 

4 - Radar Guns 
Adminrstrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liabifitv & Bondina 
THU -Telephone ReportinQ Unit 
County Administrative Cost 
Startup Costs 
T()TALCOST: 

.. Monthly Payment Schedule: 
• 1st paYfJ:}ent due July 15. 2001: 

2"0 through 12m payments due sm of each month: 

1Personnel cosfs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 
~ Less fuet and maintenance. The City is responsible. for fuel and maintenance of au contract vehicles. 
'Maintenance is defined as all routine maintenance, all necessary repairs {mechanical or body repair), 
. and replacement of any destroyed vehicle. If vehicle damage is eligible for coverage under County 
insurance policies, a claim will be filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk 
• Mam,tgement will be credited to the City's account to offset City's cost. 

FY02/03 
COST 

$152,532 
248,288 

1,178,089 
1,021.416 
6,270,043 

171,782 
113,212 
511,005 

69.930 
46,780 
44,320 

636,960 
88,356 

361,878 
141,120 

4,307 
10,726 
60,400 
14,766 

1,563 
1,607 
3,214 
1,607 
6,164 

11,904 
655,583 

2,924 
66,895 
10,269 
52,391 

323.811 
75,123 

340,509 
2,521 

$12,701.995 

$1,058,506 
$1,058,499 

too l vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all donated vehicies { see footnote #2 above). 
Cu, ,flclude equipment and insurance only. No replacement cost is included. 

)7/01/02) 



, 
For State Controller Use Only 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 000321 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed __ / __ / __ 321 IDENTITY THEFT (21) LRS Input_/_/_ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836708 Reimbursement Claim Data 
; 

(02) Claimant Name City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Mailing Address 10500 Civic Center Drive (22) FORM-1 (04) 1. a (g) 

Street Address or P.O. Box 20,865 
City Rancho Cucamonga (23) FORM-1 (04) 1. b) (g) 

State CA Zip Code 91729 
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (24) FORM-1 (04) 2. (g) 

7,456 
(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement [K] (25) FORM-1,(06) 

88 
(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (26) FORM-1,(07) 

24 ,838 
(05) Amended D (11) Amended □ (27) FORM-1,(09) 

Fiscal Year of (06) (12) (28) FORM-1,(10) 

Cost 2003-04 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (29) 
$53,159 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (30) 
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) 

Net Claimed (16) (32) 
Amount $53,159 

Due from State (08) (17) (33) 
$53,159 

Due to State (09) (18) (34) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561 , I certify that I 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 I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code 
Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I 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. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Representative 

,1,. lA-Mu JI" tr I~,; W}..,,_.1 Date Signed fwlvl-
V - I 

Telephone Numbe1 Tlayne@cityofrc . .kr5" 1/f'm ~ Tamara Layne 

Finance Director Email Address (909) 4 77-2700 L 
Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number E-Mail Address ,_ 

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 A ChinnCRS@aol.com 

Revised (12/09) Form FAM-27 



MANDATED COSTS Prog 321 
IDENTITY THEFT FORM 
CLAIM SUMMARY 1 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Re imbursement [8J 2003-04 

Estimated D (see FAM-27 for estimate) 

Claim Statistics 

(03) Department Number of Cases: 375 Sheriff 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) ( c) (d) (e) (g) 

Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Total 
and Services Assets 

Supplies 

1. Choose either a) orb) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 $20,865 $20,865 

b) Reviewing online ID Theft Report 

2. Investigation of the facts $7,456 $7,456 

(05) Total Direct Costs $28,321 $28,321 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries) 87.7% 

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)] $24,838 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07) $53,159 

Cost Reductions 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings , if applicable 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements , if applicable 

(13) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (l ine(09) + Line(10)] $53,159 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I X I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

~I _ _.I Reviewing online ID theft report ._I _ _.I Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) (d) (e) 
Employee Names, Job Class ., Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Material Contract 

and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and Services 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies 

Deputy/Officer $47.72 343 .75 $16,403 
Taking & drafting the police report in violation of PC 530.5 

Sergeant $59 .50 75 .00 $4,462 
Reviewed the Identity Theft report. 

(05) Total 418 .75 $20,865 

FORM 2 

2003-04 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$16,403 

$4,462 

$20,865 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

..__I __ _.I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

..__I __ _.I Reviewing online ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

Officer 

(a) 
Employee Names. Job Class. , Functions Performed 

and 
Description of Expenses 

Began an investigation of the facts of the ID Theft cases. 

(05) Total 

(b) 
Hourly Rate Benefit 

or Rate 
Unit Cost 

$47.72 

I X I Investigation of facts 

(d) 
Hours Material 

Worked Salaries Benefits and 
or Quantity Supplies 

156.25 $7,456 

156.25 $7,456 

(e) 
Contract 
Services 

FORM 2 

2003-04 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$7,456 

$7,456 



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Annual Equip Usage Charges 
Dispatch Service 
Radar Gun Useage 
Admin Support 
Office Automation Charge 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability and Bonding 
Telephone Report Unit 
Start up 
County Admin Costs 
HTs (Access & Main! Only) 

Total 

lirotal Expenditures 

I Cost Pl'" Costs 

Total 

ITotal Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2003-04 

Excludable Allowable 
Total Un allowable Indirect 
Costs Costs Costs 

$11,814,401 $4,320,307 

$11 ,814,401 $4,320,307 

$634,316 $634,316 
$802,837 $802,837 

$1,839 $1,839 
$77,792 $77 ,792 
$10,269 $10,269 
$42,035 $42,035 

$201,457 $201,457 
$81,581 $81 ,581 

$5,000 $5,000 
$383,298 $383,298 
$11,904 $1 1,904 

$2,252 ,328 $2,252,328 

$14,066,729 $6,572,635 

$14,066,729 $6,572,635 

Allowable 
Direct 
Costs 

$7,494,094 

$7 ,494 ,094 

$7,494,09411 

$7,494,0941 

$6,572,635 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
....... ' . ................. . . . ..... . 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • > • • (Rate is Basiidon saiariesJ $7,494,094 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2003-04 

Name/Position 

Forensic II (2) 
Captain 
Research Analyst 
Secretary II 
Secretary I 
Station Clerk (15) 
Motor Pool Services Assistant (2) 
Lieutenant (2) 
Sheriff's Services Specialist (11) 
Sergeants (10) 
Deputy Ill (Corporal) 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$123,888 
$172 ,276 

$75,908 
$48,119 
$50,819 

$691 ,785 
$96,610 

$264,554 
$559,328 

$1,143,294 
$1,093,726 

$4,320,307 



11/29/2004 11:08 9094772845 CITY MGRS OFFICE 

SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

• CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
FY03/04 

Add 1 OAR!; Officer Effective 01/01/04 

LEVEL,__OF SERVICE 
1 
2 

11 
11 

81 
1 

Captain 
l.ievtenant 
sergeeint 

Deputy 111 

Deputy Sheriff 

2 • 
Deputy Sheriff - DARE Officer (January• June 04) 

Forensic II 

11 Sheriffs Ser.Ice Specialist 
• Research Analyst 

- Secretary 11 

- Secretary 
15 - Station Clerk 
2 • Motor Pool Services Assi~tant 

33 • Merked Unit 
W Unmarked Unit 

1.75 Full-size Truck w/MDC 
1 Crime Prevention Van (Non-Cod~ 3) 

1 - Mid-size Pickup w/MDC 
10 Motorcycle 

0.25 Marked 2X4 
4 Citizen Patrol (fuel & maintenance only) 

• Rapid Incident Response Vehlcl0-Tahoe (Equip & Ins . Only) 

• MAIT Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
- Bicycle Van (Equipment & lnsur.mce Only) 

2 - DARE Ven (Equipment & Insurance Only) 

4 • 

32 • 

Dispatch Sel'\/iees 
Radar Unit 
HTs (Access & Malnl Only) 
Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle insurance 

Personnel Liability & Bonding 
TRU - Telephone Reporting Unit 
county Admlnlstratlve Cost 
Startup Costs 
TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule; 
1" psyment dull July 15, 2003: 
2.nd thrOl19h 61h payments due 5\l\ or each month: 
7'" payment due Januarv S, 2004: 
s'" through 12'" payments dve 5111 or each month: 

$ 

$ 

FY0J/04 
gQ§!, 

172,276 

264.554 
1,257,623 

-1,093,726 

7,333,738 
48,027 

123,888 

569,328 
75,908 
50,819 
48,119 

691 ,785 

98.610 
386,991 2 

141,520 2 

14,791 2 

4,317 2 

6,899 2 

61,720 2 

3,832 2 

6,204 3 

1,574, 

1.617 3 

1,617 3 

3,234 3 

802,837 
' 1,839 
11,904 
77,792 
10,269 
'12,0J!; 

201,457 

81,581 
383,298 

5.000 
14,066,129 1 

$1,168,090 
$1,168,084 
$1.176,374 
$1,176,369 

' Personnel cost• Include ••lary and benema end are sublect to change by Boartl of Suparvlaoni' action. _ 
: leas I\Jel end maintenance. The City la reoponsll:,la for Ivel ~nd malnt9n~nc>) of ~II ,;ontr.,cl vahlcles, M;lnt9"8nte 15 deHned ~• ;,II rout ine 

mainlMenca. BIi naceasary N.!peir& (mect\Qnlc~I or l)ody reo~ir) . ~nd rcpl;cc111cnt of ~ny destroyed ve~icle. If vehs:ls damage is eli11ible for 
r.nv~r~gP, 1mdr,r C<,1,1nty tn~urance pallcle1 , e claim wtll be flied by Rls~ Management. Any money •elrnb1,rsP,d by R;gk MM9g"mP.nt wlU ~~ 
r.re,0 l1ei, 10 tne C;ty·i ~ccount to ofr~~, C ity's co,1. 

1 OOM(M 11r.fli1:t1•. TM c ;ty I! re~pon•;o1e ror l'uel 2nd m2lotenance or ~, don.,tP.d vefltr.l~ ( $~~ 14'.lot•ote ,q ~bov~J. C:9:te 1neludo 
l'{Jt11pmP.n1 ~rid ln~1ir3nr,e only, No rept~cemP,nl cost ta lnchrdAd, 

PAGE 02 
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SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
FY03/04 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost. (Estimated overtime cost for FY03/04 is $330,000, aciuai cost billed 
quarterly). 

• Actual on-call costs. (Estimated on-calf cost for FYOS/04 is $56,160, actual cost billed 
quarterly). 

• Professional services from private vendors (i.e. towing, interpreters, temporary help, etc). 

.. Services, supplies, salaries and benefits above the contract formula. 

• Fuel and maintenance (if applicable). 

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAfETY: GENERAL: 
captain Research Analys1 1.00 

Lieutenant 2 Forensic Specialist II 2.00 

Sergearrt 11 Sheriffs Service Specialist 11.00 

Deputy Ill 11 Secretary II ,.oo 
Deputy Sheriff 81 Secret~ryl 1.00 

DARE Officer 1 Station Clerk 15.00 

107 Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 2.00 
Dispatcher '13.43 

46.43 

VEHICLES: MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 
Marked Unit 33 Radar Gun 4 

Unmarked Unit 20 Additiona! H.T. Radios 32 

Fvll-size Truck w/MDC 2 
Mini Van Non-Code 3 1 C!ONATED VEHICLES w£no egui(!ment: 

Mid-size Pit;kuµ vv/MDC 1 ChevyVsn 1 

Motorcyde 10 Volkswagen Beetle j 

Rapid Inc. Resp. Vehicle 1 (Tahoe) Mmorhome (Sattllite Office) 1 

M.A.l.T. Van 1 Hummer 1 
Bicycle Van 1 (Included for insurance costs only) 4 

OARE.Van 2 

Citizen Patrol • __ 4 (l-T$1hoe, 3-Explorers) 
76 
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, · 
For State Controller Use Only 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 000321 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed __ / __ / __ 321 IDENTITY THEFT (21) LRS Input __ /_ /_ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836708 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Mailing Address 10500 Civic Center Drive (22) FORM-1 (04) 1. a (g) 

Street Address or P.O. Box 27,094 
City Rancho Cucamonga (23) FORM-1 (04) 1. b) (g) 

State CA Zip Code 91729 
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (24) FORM-1 (04) 2. (g) 

9,688 
(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement CK] (25) FORM-1,(06) 

80 
(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (26) FORM-1,(07) 

29,499 
(05) Amended D ( 11 ) Amended □ (27) FORM-1 ,(09) 

Fiscal Year of (06) (12) (28) FORM-1 ,(10) 

Cost 2004-05 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (29) 
$66,280 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (30) 
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) 

Net Claimed (16) (32) 
Amount $66,280 

Due from State (08) (17) (33) 
$66,280 

Due to State (09) ( 18) (34) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561 , I certify that I 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 I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code 
Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I 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. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Representative 

J11m#u,}-£J{1!1!h.l / Date Signed fvl/2~ 
Tamara Layne 

V ...., I 

Telephone NumbeI Tlavne@citvofrc.ttS""e,f/'m, 

Finance Director Email Address (909) 4 77-2700 ~ 

Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number E-Mail Address 

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 A ChinnCRS@aol.com 

Revised (12/09) Form FAM-27 



MANDATED COSTS Prog 321 
IDENTITY THEFT FORM 
CLAIM SUMMARY 1 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Reimbursement [KJ 2004-05 

Estimated D (see FAM-27 for estimate) 

Claim Statistics 

(03) Department Number of Cases: 397 Sheriff 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) ( c) (d) (e) (g) 

Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Total 
and Services Assets 

Supplies 

1. Choose either a) orb) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 $27 ,094 $27,094 

b) Reviewing online ID Theft Report 

2. Investigation of the facts $9,688 $9,688 

(05) Total Direct Costs $36,782 $36,782 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries) 80.2% 

(07) Total Indi rect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)] $29,499 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07) $66,280 

Cost Reductions 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings , if applicable 

(10) Less : Other Reimbursements , if applicable 

(13) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (l ine(09) + Line(10)) $66,280 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I X I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

l~_~I Reviewing online ID theft report ~I --~I Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) (d) (e) 
Employee Names, Job Class ., Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Material Contract 

and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and Services 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies 

Deputy/Officer $58.57 363.92 $21 ,313 
Taking & drafting the police report in violation of PC 530.5 

Sergeant $72.80 79.40 $5,780 
Reviewed the Identity Theft report. 

(05) Total 443.32 $27,094 

FORM 2 

2004-05 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$21 ,313 

$5,780 

$27,094 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I.__ _ __.I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

I.__ _ __.I Reviewing online ID theft report I X I Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) (d) (e) 
Employee Names, Job Class. , Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Material Contract 

and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and Services 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies 

Officer $58.57 16542 $9,688 
Began an investigation of the facts of the ID Theft cases. 

(05) Total 165.42 $9,688 

FORM 2 

2004-05 

(f) 
Fixed 

Assets 

( c) 
Total 

Salaries 
& Benefits 

$9,688 

$9,688 



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Annual Equip Usage Charges 
Dispatch Service 
Radar Gun Useage 
Admin Support 
Office Automation Charge 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liabil ity and Bonding 
Telephone Report Unit 
Start up 
County Admin Costs 
HTs (Access & Main! Only) 

Total 

I c, p ;1a1 ''''" d ;1, "' 

Total 

!!Total Expenditures 

ICost "" Cost, 

Total 

!ITotal Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2004-05 

Excludable Allowable 
Total Un allowable Indirect 
Costs Costs Costs 

$13,739,469 $4,753,137 

$13,739,469 $4,753,137 

$670,386 $670,386 
$905,257 $905,257 

$1,379 $1 ,379 
$90,766 $90,766 
$10,269 $10,269 

$217,281 $217 ,281 
$86,979 $86,979 
$13,905 $13,905 

$444,674 $444,674 
$14,973 $14,973 

$2 ,455,869 $2,455,869 

$16,195,338 $7,209,006 

$16,195,338 $7,209,006 

Allowable 
Direct 
Costs 

$8,986,332 

$8,986,332 

$8,986,33211 

$8,986,332I\ 

ICRF' RATE= » • ~<>.2% $7,209,006 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 

·····•············· ·· (Rate is B~sedonSaiaties} $8,986,332 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2004-05 

Name/Position 

Captain 
Lieutenant 
Serqeant ( 11) 
Detective ( 12) 
Sheriff's Service Specialist ( 10) 
Secretary 11 

Secretary 
Station Clerk ( 16) 
Supervisinq Station Clerk 
Motor Pool Services Assistant (2) 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$189,213 
$151,664 

$1,441 ,409 
$1 ,368,410 

$551 ,680 
$54,174 
$51 ,294 

$786,928 
$53,615 

$104,750 

$4,753,137 



SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CtTY OF FtANCHO CUCAMONGA 
2004-05 

Eff: October 1. 2004 - Add: 3 • Marked Unit.s, 2- Unmarked Units and misc. equipment 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

1 . Captain 

1 . Lieutenant 
12 . Sergeant 

12 . Detective/Corporal 
84 . Dep\.lty Sheriff 

10 . Sheriff's Service Specialist 

1 . Secretary II 
1 . Secretary 

16 - Station Clerk 
1 - ·Supervising Station Clerk 
2 • Motor Pool Service& Ai:.~stan\ 

36 • Marked Unit (3 • effective 10/0i/04) 
22 • Unmarked Unit (2 - ~ffective 10/01/04) 

1 - Full-Size Truck 
1 - Crime Prevention Van (Non-Code 3) 

2 - Ford Rangers 
1 Rapid Incident Response VP.hicle-Tahoe (Equip & Ins. Only) 

10 - Motorcycle (equip, fuel & mainten~m;e) 
1 - MAIT Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
4 - Citizen Patrol (fuel & maintenance only) 
1 - Bicycle Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
2 - DARE Van (EQulpment & Insurance Only) 

Oispatch Services 
3 • Radar Unit 

43 • HTs (1 0 HTs & 1 Base Ststion for Mall eff:l0/1/04) " Access & Maint Only 

Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle insurance 
Personnel Uablllly & Bonding 
TRU • Telephone Reporting Unit 

County Administrative Cos! 
Startup Costs 
TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1~payment clue July 15, 2004: 
2nd atld 3rd payments du& 5111 of each month: 
4111 payment due 5111 of the month: 
5"' through 12th payments due 5lll uf each month: 

' Peraomer co~!!; itlcluds eala,y- bMell!(: 'ltlll ill1! aub}@c1 to cl'l:lnQtl by Soard of SUI)&~,:• «Clftln. 

$ 

$ 

FV04/05 

COST 1 

189,213 
151,664 

1,572,448 
1,368,410 
8,855,295 

551,680 
54,174 
51,294 

786,92a 
53,615 

104,750 
427,477 2 

136,009 2 

5,893'-
4,3172 

15,184 2 

1,574 3 . 

67,260~ 
, ,617 3 

6,204 3 

1,617 3 

3,234 3 

905,257 

1,379 
14,973 
90,766 
10,269 

0 
217,261 

136,979 

444,874 
13,905 

16,195,318 ' 

$1,345,715 
$1,346,714 
$1,350,911 
$1,350.908 

• U11ll 111111 anc1-1a- Tile cny • telf'C":sllilc 1w fuel l!tld maff\leoance al al (:Olllr.lCI Vl!hlcle,. Maln1an:1nce i9 ~ ai: au rnuuna 11\Ainleflllnce. 
aff ,.,..,,.,..ry ,-an, (meell~31 or body r<!pBII). and rwilacomenr Of a.,y ~ vel!IO!e. II "811lcle damage ;,, <111911>1" for coverage 1.<1der Counly 
'""'-110111:fes, • claim ,Nill be flied by Alsk MNla~ement. MY mont)t reimbursed Dy RI&- filanagement will be cJ'l!dlted IO 1110 Cili'a aceount to offaer 
CHy"9001l 

• Don:11,;d uen1cra11. Th& CHy Is maponalble 1o, f\191 and makll!n/¥>,;a of all Ilona~ •ehlclss ( ,..,. toolnole -112 aoava). ~ fnclUl:le equipment "'111 
i~IUIB11<:e OIIIV, No nmlacemenl cc>.t ~ Included. 

(10/01/04) Page 1 of 2 



, · 
For State Controller Use Only 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 000321 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed __ / __ / __ 321 IDENTITY THEFT (21) LRS Input __ /_ /_ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836708 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Mailing Address 10500 Civic Center Drive (22) FORM-1 (04) 1. a (g) 

Street Address or P.O. Box 27,094 
City Rancho Cucamonga (23) FORM-1 (04) 1. b) (g) 

State CA Zip Code 91729 
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (24) FORM-1 (04) 2. (g) 

9,688 
(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement CK] (25) FORM-1,(06) 

80 
(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (26) FORM-1,(07) 

29,499 
(05) Amended D ( 11 ) Amended □ (27) FORM-1 ,(09) 

Fiscal Year of (06) (12) (28) FORM-1 ,(10) 

Cost 2004-05 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (29) 
$66,280 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (30) 
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) 

Net Claimed (16) (32) 
Amount $66,280 

Due from State (08) (17) (33) 
$66,280 

Due to State (09) ( 18) (34) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561 , I certify that I 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 I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code 
Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I 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. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Representative 

J11m#u,}-£J{1!1!h.l / Date Signed fvl/2~ 
Tamara Layne 

V ...., I 

Telephone NumbeI Tlavne@citvofrc.ttS""e,f/'m, 

Finance Director Email Address (909) 4 77-2700 ~ 

Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number E-Mail Address 

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 A ChinnCRS@aol.com 

Revised (12/09) Form FAM-27 



MANDATED COSTS Prog 321 
IDENTITY THEFT FORM 
CLAIM SUMMARY 1 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Reimbursement [KJ 2004-05 

Estimated D (see FAM-27 for estimate) 

Claim Statistics 

(03) Department Number of Cases: 397 Sheriff 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) ( c) (d) (e) (g) 

Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Total 
and Services Assets 

Supplies 

1. Choose either a) orb) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 $27 ,094 $27,094 

b) Reviewing online ID Theft Report 

2. Investigation of the facts $9,688 $9,688 

(05) Total Direct Costs $36,782 $36,782 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries) 80.2% 

(07) Total Indi rect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)] $29,499 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07) $66,280 

Cost Reductions 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings , if applicable 

(10) Less : Other Reimbursements , if applicable 

(13) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (l ine(09) + Line(10)) $66,280 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I X I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

l~_~I Reviewing online ID theft report ~I --~I Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) (d) (e) 
Employee Names, Job Class ., Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Material Contract 

and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and Services 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies 

Deputy/Officer $58.57 363.92 $21 ,313 
Taking & drafting the police report in violation of PC 530.5 

Sergeant $72.80 79.40 $5,780 
Reviewed the Identity Theft report. 

(05) Total 443.32 $27,094 

FORM 2 

2004-05 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$21 ,313 

$5,780 

$27,094 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I.__ _ __.I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

I.__ _ __.I Reviewing online ID theft report I X I Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) (d) (e) 
Employee Names, Job Class. , Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Material Contract 

and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and Services 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies 

Officer $58.57 16542 $9,688 
Began an investigation of the facts of the ID Theft cases. 

(05) Total 165.42 $9,688 

FORM 2 

2004-05 

(f) 
Fixed 

Assets 

( c) 
Total 

Salaries 
& Benefits 

$9,688 

$9,688 



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Annual Equip Usage Charges 
Dispatch Service 
Radar Gun Useage 
Admin Support 
Office Automation Charge 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liabil ity and Bonding 
Telephone Report Unit 
Start up 
County Admin Costs 
HTs (Access & Main! Only) 

Total 

I c, p ;1a1 ''''" d ;1, "' 

Total 

!!Total Expenditures 

ICost "" Cost, 

Total 

!ITotal Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2004-05 

Excludable Allowable 
Total Un allowable Indirect 
Costs Costs Costs 

$13,739,469 $4,753,137 

$13,739,469 $4,753,137 

$670,386 $670,386 
$905,257 $905,257 

$1,379 $1 ,379 
$90,766 $90,766 
$10,269 $10,269 

$217,281 $217 ,281 
$86,979 $86,979 
$13,905 $13,905 

$444,674 $444,674 
$14,973 $14,973 

$2 ,455,869 $2,455,869 

$16,195,338 $7,209,006 

$16,195,338 $7,209,006 

Allowable 
Direct 
Costs 

$8,986,332 

$8,986,332 

$8,986,33211 

$8,986,332I\ 

ICRF' RATE= » • ~<>.2% $7,209,006 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 

·····•············· ·· (Rate is B~sedonSaiaties} $8,986,332 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2004-05 

Name/Position 

Captain 
Lieutenant 
Serqeant ( 11) 
Detective ( 12) 
Sheriff's Service Specialist ( 10) 
Secretary 11 

Secretary 
Station Clerk ( 16) 
Supervisinq Station Clerk 
Motor Pool Services Assistant (2) 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$189,213 
$151,664 

$1,441 ,409 
$1 ,368,410 

$551 ,680 
$54,174 
$51 ,294 

$786,928 
$53,615 

$104,750 

$4,753,137 



SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CtTY OF FtANCHO CUCAMONGA 
2004-05 

Eff: October 1. 2004 - Add: 3 • Marked Unit.s, 2- Unmarked Units and misc. equipment 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

1 . Captain 

1 . Lieutenant 
12 . Sergeant 

12 . Detective/Corporal 
84 . Dep\.lty Sheriff 

10 . Sheriff's Service Specialist 

1 . Secretary II 
1 . Secretary 

16 - Station Clerk 
1 - ·Supervising Station Clerk 
2 • Motor Pool Service& Ai:.~stan\ 

36 • Marked Unit (3 • effective 10/0i/04) 
22 • Unmarked Unit (2 - ~ffective 10/01/04) 

1 - Full-Size Truck 
1 - Crime Prevention Van (Non-Code 3) 

2 - Ford Rangers 
1 Rapid Incident Response VP.hicle-Tahoe (Equip & Ins. Only) 

10 - Motorcycle (equip, fuel & mainten~m;e) 
1 - MAIT Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
4 - Citizen Patrol (fuel & maintenance only) 
1 - Bicycle Van (Equipment & Insurance Only) 
2 - DARE Van (EQulpment & Insurance Only) 

Oispatch Services 
3 • Radar Unit 

43 • HTs (1 0 HTs & 1 Base Ststion for Mall eff:l0/1/04) " Access & Maint Only 

Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle insurance 
Personnel Uablllly & Bonding 
TRU • Telephone Reporting Unit 

County Administrative Cos! 
Startup Costs 
TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule: 

1~payment clue July 15, 2004: 
2nd atld 3rd payments du& 5111 of each month: 
4111 payment due 5111 of the month: 
5"' through 12th payments due 5lll uf each month: 

' Peraomer co~!!; itlcluds eala,y- bMell!(: 'ltlll ill1! aub}@c1 to cl'l:lnQtl by Soard of SUI)&~,:• «Clftln. 

$ 

$ 

FV04/05 

COST 1 

189,213 
151,664 

1,572,448 
1,368,410 
8,855,295 

551,680 
54,174 
51,294 

786,92a 
53,615 

104,750 
427,477 2 

136,009 2 

5,893'-
4,3172 

15,184 2 

1,574 3 . 

67,260~ 
, ,617 3 

6,204 3 

1,617 3 

3,234 3 

905,257 

1,379 
14,973 
90,766 
10,269 

0 
217,261 

136,979 

444,874 
13,905 

16,195,318 ' 

$1,345,715 
$1,346,714 
$1,350,911 
$1,350.908 

• U11ll 111111 anc1-1a- Tile cny • telf'C":sllilc 1w fuel l!tld maff\leoance al al (:Olllr.lCI Vl!hlcle,. Maln1an:1nce i9 ~ ai: au rnuuna 11\Ainleflllnce. 
aff ,.,..,,.,..ry ,-an, (meell~31 or body r<!pBII). and rwilacomenr Of a.,y ~ vel!IO!e. II "811lcle damage ;,, <111911>1" for coverage 1.<1der Counly 
'""'-110111:fes, • claim ,Nill be flied by Alsk MNla~ement. MY mont)t reimbursed Dy RI&- filanagement will be cJ'l!dlted IO 1110 Cili'a aceount to offaer 
CHy"9001l 

• Don:11,;d uen1cra11. Th& CHy Is maponalble 1o, f\191 and makll!n/¥>,;a of all Ilona~ •ehlclss ( ,..,. toolnole -112 aoava). ~ fnclUl:le equipment "'111 
i~IUIB11<:e OIIIV, No nmlacemenl cc>.t ~ Included. 

(10/01/04) Page 1 of 2 



- · For State Controller Use Only 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 000321 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed __ / __ /_ 321 IDENTITY THEFT (21) LRS Input __ / __ / __ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836708 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Mailing Address 10500 Civic Center Drive (22) FORM-1 (04) 1. a (g) 

Street Address or P .0. Box 28,650 

City Rancho Cucamonga (23) FORM-1 (04) 1. b) (g) 

State CA Zip Code 91729 
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (24) FORM-1 (04) 2. (g) 

10,147 

(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement [KJ (25) FORM-1 ,(06) 

81 

(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (26) FORM-1,(07) 

31 ,542 

(05) Amended D (11) Amended □ (27) FORM-1,(09) 

Fiscal Year of (06) (12) (28) FORM-1 ,(10) 

Cost 2005-06 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (29) 
$70,338 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (30) 
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) 

Net Claimed (16) (32) 
Amount $70,338 

Due from State (08) (17) (33) 
$70,338 

Due to State (09) ( 18) (34) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561, I certify that I 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 I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code 
Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I 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. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Representative 

~ ~lvJlhA -- Date Signed l/1AIJ~ 
v- I 

Tamara Layne Telephone Numbe1 Tlayne@cityofrc.~U)n ~ 

Finance Director Email Address (909) 4 77-2700 ~ 

Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number E-Mail Address 

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com 

Revised (12/09) Form FAM-27 



MANDATED COSTS Prog 321 
IDENTITY THEFT FORM 
CLAIM SUMMARY 1 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Reimbursement []] 2005-06 

Estimated D (see FAM-27 for estimate) 

Claim Statistics 

(03) Department Number of Cases: 404 Sheriff 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) ( c) (d) (e) (g) 

Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Total 
and Services Assets 

Supplies 

1. Choose either a) orb) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 $28,650 $28,650 

b) Reviewing online ID Theft Report 

2. Investigation of the facts $10,147 $10,147 

(05) Total Direct Costs $38,796 $38,796 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries) 81.3% 

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)] $31,542 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07) $70,338 

Cost Reductions 
-

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings , if applicable 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

(13) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (l ine(09) + Line(1 O)) $70,338 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I X I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

'-I __ _,I Reviewing online ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) 
Employee Names, Job Class. , Functions Performed 

Deputy/Officer 

and 
Description of Expenses 

Taking & drafting the police report in violation of PC 530.5 

Sergeant 

Reviewed the Identity Theft report. 

(05) Total 

Hourly Rate 
or 

Unit Cost 

$60.28 

$78.31 

Benefit 
Rate 

.__I __ _,Pnvestigation of facts 

(d) 
Hours Material 

Worked Salaries Benefits and 
or Quantity Supplies 

370.33 $22,322 

80.80 $6,327 

451.13 $28,650 

(e) 
Contract 
Services 

FORM 2 

2005-06 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$22 ,322 

$6,327 

$28,650 



Program 

321 
(01) Claimant: 

MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

l,__ _ _.I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

l~_ ..... I Reviewing online ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

I X !Investigation of facts 

FORM 2 

2005-06 

(a) (b) (d) (e) (f) ( 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 

Deputy $60.28 168.33 $10,147 $10,147 
Began an investigation of the facts of the ID Theft cases. 

(05) Total 168.33 $10,147 $10,147 



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Annual Equip Usage Charges 
Dispatch Service 
Radar Gun Useage 
Admin Support 
Office Automation Charge 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability and Bonding 
Telephone Report Unit 
Start up 
County Admin Costs 
HTs (Access & Main! Only) 

Total 

llrotal Expenditures 

lcost "" Cost, 

Total 

lirotal Allee. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2005-06 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Un allowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

$16,724,289 $5,961,859 $10,762,430 

$16,724,289 $5,961 ,859 $10,762,430 

$809,628 $809,628 
$1,066,843 $1,066,843 

$1,379 $1,379 
$106,582 $106,582 

$10,269 $10,269 
$23,515 $23,515 

$190,085 $190,085 

$22,414 $22,414 
$536 ,931 $536,931 

$15,996 $15,996 

$2,783,642 $2,783,642 

$19,507,931 $8,745,501 $10,762,43011 

$19,507,931 $8,745,501 $10, 762,43011 

... ... ........ ... ............. . ............. 
• IC.RP.RATE= < ................... ••• •• 81.3% $8,745,501 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
.. . .... .. ........ .. ............... . ........ 

>>> <<<< < (Rate. isB.ase.d on Sa/atres) ...... . $10,762,430 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2005-06 

Name/Position 

Captain 
Lieutenant (2) 
Sergeant ( 11) 
Detective ( 14) 
Sheriff's Service Specialist ( 17) 
Secretary (2) 
Office Specialist (16) 
Supervising Station Clerk 
Motor Pool Services Assistant (2) 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 
Annual Salary 

$206,605 
$326,220 

$1,550,527 
$1,716,852 
$1,013,863 

$107,900 
$863,200 

$63,950 
$112,742 

$5,961,859 



. 
For State Controller Use Only 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 000321 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed __ /_/_ 321 IDENTITY THEFT (21) LRS Input I I 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836708 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Mailing Address 10500 Civic Center Drive (22) FORM-1 (04) 1. a (g) 

Street Address or P.O. Box 18,065 
City Rancho Cucamonga (23) FORM-1 (04) 1. b) (g) 

State CA Zip Code 91729 
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (24) FORM-1 (04) 2. (g) 

(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement 
6,443 

[]] (25) FORM-1 ,(06) 

79 
(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (26) FORM-1,(07) 

19,312 
(05) Amended D (11) Amended □ (27) FORM-1,(09) 

Fiscal Year of (06) (12) (28) FORM-1 ,(1 0) 
Cost 2006-07 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (29) 
$43,820 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to ( 14) (30) 
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) 

Net Claimed ( 16) (32) 
Amount $43,820 

Due from State (08) (17) (33) 
$43,820 

Due to State (09) ( 18) (34) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561 , I certify that I 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 I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code 
Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I 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. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Representative 

~L<4#niu Date Signed 
1/wh-v 

Tamara Layne 
-u V I 

Telephone Numbe1 Tlayne@cityofrc.~t,i"¼ ')° 

Finance Director Email Address (909) 4 77-2700 i-
Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number E-Mail Address -
Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com 

Revised (12/09) Form FAM-27 



MANDATED COSTS Prog 321 
IDENTITY THEFT FORM 
CLAIM SUMMARY 1 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Reimbursement [RJ 2006-07 

Estimated D (see FAM-27 for estimate) 

Claim Statistics 

., 

(03) Department Number of Cases: 232 Sheriff 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) ( c) (d) (e) (g) 

Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Total 
and Services Assets 

Supplies 

1. Choose either a) orb) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 $18,065 $18 ,065 

b) Reviewi ng online ID Theft Report 

2. Investigation of the facts $6,443 $6,443 

(05) Total Direct Costs $24,508 $24,508 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries) 78.8% 

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x (line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)) $19,312 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07) $43,820 

Cost Reductions 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

(13) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (line(09) + Line(10)) $43,820 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I X I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

IL.. __ .... I Reviewing online ID theft report L..I __ _,I Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

FORM 2 

2006-07 

(a) (b) (d) (e) (f) ( 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 

Deputy/Officer $66.65 212.67 $14,175 $14,175 
Taking & drafting the police report in violation of PC 530.5 

Sergeant $83.83 46.40 $3,890 $3,890 
Reviewed the Identity Theft report. 

(05) Total 259.07 $18,065 $18,065 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

._I _ ___.I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

I~ -~I Reviewing online ID theft report I X !Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

~l M (d) 
Employee Names, Job Class. , Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Material 

and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies 

Deputy $66.65 96.67 $6,443 
Began an investigation of the facts of the ID Theft cases. 

(05) Total 96.67 $6,443 

(e) 
Contract 
Services 

FORM 2 

2006-07 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$6 ,443 

$6,443 



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Annual Equip Usage Charges 
Dispatch Service 
Radar Gun Useage 
Admin Support 
Office Automation Charge 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability and Bonding 
Telephone Report Unit 
Start up 
County Admin Costs 
HTs (Access & Main! Only) 
Additional MDCs 

Total 

IIT otal Expenditures 

I Cost Piao Costs 

Total 

\\Total Alloc. Indirect Costs 

. . .. . . . ' .. .. ...... . . . . . 

ICRPRATE= <> • 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2006-07 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Un allowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

$19,074,585 $6,612,275 $12,462 ,310 

$19,074,585 $6,612 ,275 $12,462,310 

$873,740 $873,740 
$1 ,215,926 $1 ,215,926 

$1,379 $1,379 
$117,234 $117,234 

$10,269 $10,269 
$29,849 $29,849 

$258,153 $258,153 

$52,836 $52,836 
$612 ,232 $612,232 

$17,632 $17,632 
$16,667 $16,667 

$3,205,917 $3,205,917 

$22,280,502 $9,s1 s. 192 $12,462,31011 

$22,280,502 $9,s1 s, 192 $12,462,31011 

...... . .......... . .. . .. . .... . ...... $9,818, 192 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
• ·.· ·•••••••• ••••••• • (Rateis Bi~edonSa/aries) $12,462,310 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2006-07 

Name/Position 

Captain 
Lieutenant (2) 
Sergeant ( 11) 
Detective (15) 
Sheriff's Service Specialist (18) 
Secretary (2) 
Office Specialist ( 16) 
Supervising Office Specialist 
Motor Pool Services Assistant (2) 
Crime Analyst 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$237,464 
$346,740 

$1 ,659,927 
$1 ,946,954 
$1,127,466 

$112 ,717 
$901 ,736 

$71 ,192 
$119,831 

$88,248 

$6,612,275 



SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENTSERViGES CONTRACT 

GITY OF RANCHO CVCAMQNGA 
2ooa~:01 

Etfo b7/01/06 -Add 1 betettive, _5 Deputies, 1 Grime Analy!:it, t SSS 
4 Marked & 2 Unmarked Units; 

LEVEL OFSERV!CE 
1 - Caplaln 
2 - Ueu(enant 

1? - Sergeant 
1'5 --· DetectivelCorp.oral 
92 - Deputy ·Sheriff 
10- 0eputySheriff - Motorcycle 
18 - Shedff;s Service Specialis,t 
1 supv Office Specialist 
1 - Crime.Analyst 
2 - Secretary 

16 - Office ,SpeciaJist (Former ly Station Clerk) 
2 - Motor Pool Services Ass istant 

4.4 Marked Unit 
27 - Unmarked Unit 
f - Minl Vaba{Non-Code.3) 
6 - M id-size Picl<lip 
1 - Full Size Pickup 
1 - Rapicl Incident Response Vehicle{Equlp Only) 

12 Motorcycle -
4 - Ciflzer\ Patrol 
2 - ·Bi<;:yc(e ·& MAITVa_n 
2 - SROVan 

Dispatch Services. 
3 ~ Rada~'.Unit 

43 - HTs (Acc,ess & MaintOnly) 
7 AdditionalMbCs 

Administrative Support 
©ffic,e Aptomallon 
Vehicle Insurance 
Petpo·nnetliability &Bonding 
County Admiriistrative Ccist 
Sl arti.Jp Costs 
TOTAL, COST: 

Motithly Payment Schel:IUle: 

1st payment<:lue July 15; 2006: 

:2ndJhrough 12th payments due 51
~ of ea.oh month:· 

1 y'1'-cr:S:a,me1·cq,:..1~ .. in.ciudc:h1£iry:.and,bc~c fi l:.,aniilre svbjocli io chijngc .by,~oarQ .. of ·?µp ervisors· action. 

$ 

FY2006-07 
COST 1 

,2ar,4:s4 
346,740 

1.,8t0,829 
1,964,954 

11;Q,'a7,729 
1,255;649 
1.127A6'S-

71'J~2 
8.8,248 

11'2,717 
90t,736 
11'91831 
54:8,508 2 

179,012 2 

4,443 -2 

24,462 2 

6,005 2 

1',705 ;f 
94;933 2 

6',972·~ 
3;486 3 

4.,214 3 

1;215';'926 
1,379 

17)632 
_ 16,667 
117,2~4 
10,269 
29,849 

258,153 
612,'232 
-(i2,.836 

-$1,856,715 
$1,8'56,70.8 

1
• +~%.." ~u, ~t: , P .~tJ '"1o f n1 C nar1.c1,1, Th~ .¢ _i Ly ·,s ~csp!=)~~1b1AJ~~ (1+c_i.:a~--~D}t~~C.!1 a".f?.i;o_ of_ a ll Co_~ U JJ'Ct vahlCl_ Q : s · , _1 _~ 1~_irit .eiian~_ o is~~~Gfi:n.ed_ a . ~ . -ali r~~-\l_po. ~ ~_i1}·1.e~:*~~O! • a ! F n~c. , f ~ ·s?ty-

:' '.ap .:ursJ,.n_~i:han1cp1_ ~r: b_i;,~y rep nf~) .~nd _replac,q111on~··of .;,ny ~eufrcvwd vahld C!s_. tf tho "!-el-!_1clo ,~om.ige Jo ·~ti 91p1e f9r ·i::9 v_or,.i ge 1,.1r:,cJc:r ~ 0un1y 111:•HJ'il("lce:._p_9\l !-:1.e_a/ a (i!ijifl:\ ~ IJJJ.e'· 
:/,\cp by:RisKl,la_n_ogemont. My milncy·icimbwtGed b~ Rl,k··Manogef!lenty,il! bo , ,ea, tcd to lh<iCily's occou<1l lo olfsol thc .-Ci!y's ,0,1. 

~ ·,p9.n~i~-~:-V_C!h!cl~s .. :Jh"t: · C_Hy ls respo~:.ihie ~Qr l!JCI -~;u{ mcJ!nt_cnpncc of all doo:itcd .11chicJe-s· (!.~OJoalnotc 1t2:·0bov.o) , ·c oslr -incl~d.e e~~1pn1c0t ;urid ".ir,~UrnJicC! .. on!y; Nci 
repl .1c·en1ont ,c95 P , J.n_clu\;l;E?i;f . • 

:(.07/01;/0.6} 



SCHEDULE A 
LAW E:NFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

crfy OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
2006~07 

Ad~itional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City-will be billed -on a quarterly bas ls for the following items: 

11 Actual overtime cost {Estimated overtime cost for 2006-07 is $330,000; actw,il cost hilled 
tquarterly.) 

0 • Actua.1 OffcaU' costs, (Estimated on-call cost for 2006-07 is $56;160, actual oost billed 
'.quarterly:) 

• Professional services from private vendors (i.e. to.wing, ·interpreters, temporary helpi etc). 

~ Services, supplies, sala.ries and benefits above the contract formtila. 

• Fu.el :and maintenance (if applicable). 

LEVEL OFSERVICE SUMMARY 

-SAFETY: 
Captain 
Lieutenant 
<Ser£:ieant 
Deputy .HI 
Deputy Sheriff 
Depl.itySheriff. -Motor 

VEHICLES: 
Marked-Unit 
Unrmarked .Unit. 
Full-size Truck w/MDC 
MlniVan·Non-Code 3 
Mid-$1Ze Pickup w/MDC 
Motorc:ycle. 
Ffapid Inc. Resp; (Tahoe) 
Bicycle & MAIT \/ar1 
·SRO Van 
Citize.n Patroi '('1 -Tahoe, 
3,~ Explorers'.) 

(07/01/06) 

1 
2 

12 
15 
92 
10 

132 

44 
27 

1 
1 
6 

12 
J 
2 
2 
4 

.GENERAL: 
Sheriff's Service .Spedalisl 
Secretary t 
supervising Office Specialist • 
'Office Specialist 
Motor Pool Svcs Assistant 
Dispatcher 

1a:oo 
:2,00 
1.:00 

16.00 
2,00 

1T3'3 
66.33 

MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT: 
Radar Gun 
AdditiohalH.T. Radios 

;3 

43 

DONATEDVEHlCLES w/out equipment: 
ChevyVan 1 * 
Volkswagen Beetle 1 '" 
Motorhome (Satellite Offlce) 1 * 
Hummer 1 * 
Suzuki'Endurn,.Motorcycle 
Electric Vehide 

•. (Included tor insurance. costs orily)· 

Page 2 of2 



. 
' For State Controller Use Only 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 000321 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed __ /_/ __ 321 IDENTITY THEFT (21) LRS Input __ /_ /_ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836708 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Mailing Address 10500 Civic Center Drive (22) FORM-1 (04) 1. a (g) 

Street Address or P .0. Box 11,859 
City Rancho Cucamonga (23) FORM-1 (04) 1. b) (g) 

State CA Zip Code 91729 
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (24) FORM-1 (04) 2. (g) 

4,219 
(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement 0 (25) FORM-1 ,(06) 

79 
(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (26) FORM-1 ,(07) 

12,718 
(05) Amended D (11) Amended □ (27) FORM-1,(09) 

Fiscal Year of (06) ( 12) (28) FORM-1,(10) 

Cost 2007-08 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (29) 
$28,795 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (30) 
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) 

Net Claimed (16) (32) 
Amount $28,795 

Due from State (08) (17) (33) 
$28,795 

Due to State (09) (18) (34) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561 , I certify that I 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 I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code 
Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I 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. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Representative 

#rf\1./\~ C{_L{JJ/h ,A ,, Date Signed 1/1.f/ti,,-
/V'V I 

Telephone Numbe1 Tlavne@citvofrc,¢,.An-1 ~ Tamara Layne 

Finance Director Email Address (909) 477-2700 £ 
Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number E-Mail Address ,-

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 A ChinnCRS@aol.com 

Revised (12/09) Form FAM-27 



MANDATED COSTS Prog 321 
IDENTITY THEFT FORM 
CLAIM SUMMARY 1 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Reimbursement IT] 2007-08 

Estimated D (see FAM-27 for estimate) 

Claim Statistics 

(03) Department Number of Cases : 144 Sheriff 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) ( c) (d) (e) (g) 

Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Total 
and Services Assets 

Supplies 

1. Choose either a) orb) 

a) Taking pol ice report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 $11 ,859 $11 ,859 

b) Reviewing online ID Theft Report 

2. Investigation of the facts $4,219 $4,219 

(05) Total Direct Costs $16,078 $16,078 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries) 79.1% 

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)] $12,718 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07) $28,795 

Cost Reductions 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

(13) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (l ine(09) + Line(1 0)] $28,795 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I X I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

.__I -----'I Reviewing online ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) 
Employee Names, Job Class ., Functions Performed 

Deputy/Officer 

and 
Description of Expenses 

Taking & drafting the police report in violation of PC 530.5 

Sergeant 
Reviewed the Identity Theft report. 

(05) Total 

Hourly Rate 
or 

Unit Cost 

$70.31 

$89.52 

Benefit 
Rate 

.... I __ _.I investigation of facts 

(d) 
Hours Material 

Worked Salaries Benefits and 
or Quantity Supplies 

132.00 $9 ,281 

28.80 $2,578 

160.80 $11,859 

(e) 
Contract 
Services 

FORM 2 

2007-08 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$9 ,281 

$2,578 

$11,859 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

~' -~' Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

._I _ ___,I Reviewing on line ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

Deputy 

(a) 
Employee Names, Job Class. , Functions Performed 

and 
Description of Expenses 

Began an investigation of the facts of the ID Theft cases. 

(05) Total 

(b) 
Hourly Rate Benefit 

or Rate 
Unit Cost 

$70.31 

I X I Investigation of facts 

(d) 
Hours Material 

Worked Salaries Benefits and 
or Quantity Supplies 

60.00 $4,219 

60.00 $4,219 

(e) 
Contract 
Services 

FORM 2 

2007-08 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$4,219 

$4,219 



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Annual Equip Usage Charges 
Dispatch Service 
Radar Gun Useage 
Admin Support 
Office Automation Charge 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability and Bonding 
Telephone Report Unit 
Start up 
County Admin Costs 
HTs (Access & Main! Only) 
Additional MDCs 
Taser Replacements 

Total 

IITotal Expenditures 

ICoslPlao Coss 

Total 

IIT otal Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2007-08 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

$21 ,511 ,103 $7,378,365 $14,132,738 

$21,511,103 $7,378,365 $14,132 ,738 

$984,620 $984,620 
$1,342,627 $1,342 ,627 

$118,250 $118,250 
$59,183 $59, 183 
$79,080 $79,080 

$413,363 $41 3,363 

$29,475 $29,475 
$689,159 $689,159 

$24,480 $24,480 
$21,680 $21 ,680 
$40,612 $40,612 

$3,802,529 $3,802,529 

$25,313,632 $11,180,894 $14,132,73811 

$25,313,632 $11,180,894 $14,132,73811 

$11,180,894 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
......... .. .. ..... ... ..... ... ..... 

• •• • <. > > > • • • • >(Rate is. Efased on Saiai'ies) $14,132,738 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2007-08 

Name/Position 

Captain 
Lieutenant (2) 
Sergeant (12) 
Detective ( 15) 
Sheriff's Service Specialist (20) 
Secretary (2) 
Office Specialist (18) 
Supervising Office Specialist 
Motor Pool Services Assistant (2) 
Crime Analyst 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 
Annual Salary 

$255,309 
$369,986 

$1,933,554 
$2,073,105 
$1 ,300,220 

$116,554 
$1 ,048,988 

$69,307 
$120,756 

$90,586 

$7,378,365 



y 

SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
2007-08 

Additions: 8-Deputies, 1-SSS, 3-Marked Units, 2-Unmarked Units 
1-trailer (insurance only) 

FY2001-08 
LEVEL OF SERVICE COST 1 

1 - Captain $ 255,309 
2 - Lieutenant 369,986 

13 - Sergeant 2,094,684 
15 - Detective/Corporal 2,073,105 

100 - Deputy Sheriff (8-effective 7/1/07) 12,655,975 
10 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle 1,315,633 
20 - Sheriff's Service Specialist (1-effective 7/1/07) 1,300,220 

- Supv Office Specialist 69,307 
1 - Crime Analyst 90,586 
2 - Secretary 116,554 

18 - Office Specialist (Formerly Station Clerk) 1,048,988 
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant 120,756 

47 - Marked Unit (3-effective 7/1/07) 619,319 2 

29 - Unmarked Unit (2-effective 7/1/07) 208,075 2 

1 - Mini Van (Non-Code 3) 4,837 2 

6 - Mid-size Pickup 26,226 2 

1 - Full Size Pickup 6,299 2 

1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle (Equip Only) 2,004 3 

12 - Motorcycle 98,856 2 

1 - Suburban (Homeland Security) 2,004 3 

4 - Citizen Patrol 8,148 3 

2 - Bicycle & MAIT Van 4,074 3 

2 - SRO Van 4,778 3 

Dispatch Services 1,342,627 
51 - HTs (Access & Maint Only) 24,480 
8 - Additional MDCs 21,680 

143 - Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-years) 40,612 

Administrative Support 118,250 
Office Automation 59,183 
Vehicle Insurance 79,080 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 413,363 
County Administrative Cost 689,159 

Startup Costs 29,475 
TOTAL COST: $ 25,313,632 1 

Monthly Payment Schedule: 
1st payment due July 15, 2007: $2,109,473 

2nd through 12'h payments due 5th of each month: $2,109,469 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 
2 Less fuel and maintenance. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance is defined as all routine maintenance, all necessary 

repairs (mechanical or body repair) and replacement of any destroyed vehicles. If the vehicle damage is eligible for coverage under County insurance policies, a claim will be 
filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk Management will be credited to the City's account to offset the City's cost. 

3 Donated vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel and mainteance of all donated vehicles (see footnote #2 above). Costs include equipment and Insurance only. No replacement 
cost is included • 



. 
' For State Controller Use Only 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 000321 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed __ /_/ __ 321 IDENTITY THEFT (21) LRS Input __ /_ /_ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836708 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Mailing Address 10500 Civic Center Drive (22) FORM-1 (04) 1. a (g) 

Street Address or P .0. Box 11,859 
City Rancho Cucamonga (23) FORM-1 (04) 1. b) (g) 

State CA Zip Code 91729 
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (24) FORM-1 (04) 2. (g) 

4,219 
(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement 0 (25) FORM-1 ,(06) 

79 
(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (26) FORM-1 ,(07) 

12,718 
(05) Amended D (11) Amended □ (27) FORM-1,(09) 

Fiscal Year of (06) ( 12) (28) FORM-1,(10) 

Cost 2007-08 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (29) 
$28,795 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (30) 
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) 

Net Claimed (16) (32) 
Amount $28,795 

Due from State (08) (17) (33) 
$28,795 

Due to State (09) (18) (34) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561 , I certify that I 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 I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code 
Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I 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. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Representative 

#rf\1./\~ C{_L{JJ/h ,A ,, Date Signed 1/1.f/ti,,-
/V'V I 

Telephone Numbe1 Tlavne@citvofrc,¢,.An-1 ~ Tamara Layne 

Finance Director Email Address (909) 477-2700 £ 
Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number E-Mail Address ,-

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 A ChinnCRS@aol.com 

Revised (12/09) Form FAM-27 



MANDATED COSTS Prog 321 
IDENTITY THEFT FORM 
CLAIM SUMMARY 1 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Reimbursement IT] 2007-08 

Estimated D (see FAM-27 for estimate) 

Claim Statistics 

(03) Department Number of Cases : 144 Sheriff 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) ( c) (d) (e) (g) 

Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Total 
and Services Assets 

Supplies 

1. Choose either a) orb) 

a) Taking pol ice report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 $11 ,859 $11 ,859 

b) Reviewing online ID Theft Report 

2. Investigation of the facts $4,219 $4,219 

(05) Total Direct Costs $16,078 $16,078 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries) 79.1% 

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)] $12,718 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07) $28,795 

Cost Reductions 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

(13) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (l ine(09) + Line(1 0)] $28,795 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I X I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

.__I -----'I Reviewing online ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) 
Employee Names, Job Class ., Functions Performed 

Deputy/Officer 

and 
Description of Expenses 

Taking & drafting the police report in violation of PC 530.5 

Sergeant 
Reviewed the Identity Theft report. 

(05) Total 

Hourly Rate 
or 

Unit Cost 

$70.31 

$89.52 

Benefit 
Rate 

.... I __ _.I investigation of facts 

(d) 
Hours Material 

Worked Salaries Benefits and 
or Quantity Supplies 

132.00 $9 ,281 

28.80 $2,578 

160.80 $11,859 

(e) 
Contract 
Services 

FORM 2 

2007-08 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$9 ,281 

$2,578 

$11,859 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

~' -~' Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

._I _ ___,I Reviewing on line ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

Deputy 

(a) 
Employee Names, Job Class. , Functions Performed 

and 
Description of Expenses 

Began an investigation of the facts of the ID Theft cases. 

(05) Total 

(b) 
Hourly Rate Benefit 

or Rate 
Unit Cost 

$70.31 

I X I Investigation of facts 

(d) 
Hours Material 

Worked Salaries Benefits and 
or Quantity Supplies 

60.00 $4,219 

60.00 $4,219 

(e) 
Contract 
Services 

FORM 2 

2007-08 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$4,219 

$4,219 



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Annual Equip Usage Charges 
Dispatch Service 
Radar Gun Useage 
Admin Support 
Office Automation Charge 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability and Bonding 
Telephone Report Unit 
Start up 
County Admin Costs 
HTs (Access & Main! Only) 
Additional MDCs 
Taser Replacements 

Total 

IITotal Expenditures 

ICoslPlao Coss 

Total 

IIT otal Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2007-08 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

$21 ,511 ,103 $7,378,365 $14,132,738 

$21,511,103 $7,378,365 $14,132 ,738 

$984,620 $984,620 
$1,342,627 $1,342 ,627 

$118,250 $118,250 
$59,183 $59, 183 
$79,080 $79,080 

$413,363 $41 3,363 

$29,475 $29,475 
$689,159 $689,159 

$24,480 $24,480 
$21,680 $21 ,680 
$40,612 $40,612 

$3,802,529 $3,802,529 

$25,313,632 $11,180,894 $14,132,73811 

$25,313,632 $11,180,894 $14,132,73811 

$11,180,894 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
......... .. .. ..... ... ..... ... ..... 

• •• • <. > > > • • • • >(Rate is. Efased on Saiai'ies) $14,132,738 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2007-08 

Name/Position 

Captain 
Lieutenant (2) 
Sergeant (12) 
Detective ( 15) 
Sheriff's Service Specialist (20) 
Secretary (2) 
Office Specialist (18) 
Supervising Office Specialist 
Motor Pool Services Assistant (2) 
Crime Analyst 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 
Annual Salary 

$255,309 
$369,986 

$1,933,554 
$2,073,105 
$1 ,300,220 

$116,554 
$1 ,048,988 

$69,307 
$120,756 

$90,586 

$7,378,365 



y 

SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
2007-08 

Additions: 8-Deputies, 1-SSS, 3-Marked Units, 2-Unmarked Units 
1-trailer (insurance only) 

FY2001-08 
LEVEL OF SERVICE COST 1 

1 - Captain $ 255,309 
2 - Lieutenant 369,986 

13 - Sergeant 2,094,684 
15 - Detective/Corporal 2,073,105 

100 - Deputy Sheriff (8-effective 7/1/07) 12,655,975 
10 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle 1,315,633 
20 - Sheriff's Service Specialist (1-effective 7/1/07) 1,300,220 

- Supv Office Specialist 69,307 
1 - Crime Analyst 90,586 
2 - Secretary 116,554 

18 - Office Specialist (Formerly Station Clerk) 1,048,988 
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant 120,756 

47 - Marked Unit (3-effective 7/1/07) 619,319 2 

29 - Unmarked Unit (2-effective 7/1/07) 208,075 2 

1 - Mini Van (Non-Code 3) 4,837 2 

6 - Mid-size Pickup 26,226 2 

1 - Full Size Pickup 6,299 2 

1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle (Equip Only) 2,004 3 

12 - Motorcycle 98,856 2 

1 - Suburban (Homeland Security) 2,004 3 

4 - Citizen Patrol 8,148 3 

2 - Bicycle & MAIT Van 4,074 3 

2 - SRO Van 4,778 3 

Dispatch Services 1,342,627 
51 - HTs (Access & Maint Only) 24,480 
8 - Additional MDCs 21,680 

143 - Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-years) 40,612 

Administrative Support 118,250 
Office Automation 59,183 
Vehicle Insurance 79,080 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 413,363 
County Administrative Cost 689,159 

Startup Costs 29,475 
TOTAL COST: $ 25,313,632 1 

Monthly Payment Schedule: 
1st payment due July 15, 2007: $2,109,473 

2nd through 12'h payments due 5th of each month: $2,109,469 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 
2 Less fuel and maintenance. The City is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. Maintenance is defined as all routine maintenance, all necessary 

repairs (mechanical or body repair) and replacement of any destroyed vehicles. If the vehicle damage is eligible for coverage under County insurance policies, a claim will be 
filed by Risk Management. Any money reimbursed by Risk Management will be credited to the City's account to offset the City's cost. 

3 Donated vehicles. The City is responsible for fuel and mainteance of all donated vehicles (see footnote #2 above). Costs include equipment and Insurance only. No replacement 
cost is included • 



For State Controller Use Only 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 000321 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed __ /_/ __ 321 IDENTITY THEFT (21) LRS Input __ /_/_ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836708 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Mailing Address 10500 Civic Center Drive (22) FORM-1 (04) 1. a (g) 

Street Address or P.O. Box 8 ,615 

City Rancho Cucamonga (23) FORM-1 (04) 1. b) (g) 

State CA Zip Code 91729 

Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (24) FORM-1 (04) 2. (g) 

3,060 

(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement [K] (25) FORM-1 ,(06) 

80 

(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (26) FORM-1,(07) 

9 ,282 

(05) Amended D ( 11) Amended □ (27) FORM-1 ,(09) 

Fiscal Year of (06) (12) (28) FORM-1,(10) 

Cost 2008-09 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (29) 
$20,957 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (30) 
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) 

Net Claimed (16) (32) 
Amount $20,957 

Due from State (08) (17) (33) 
$20,957 

Due to State (09) (18) (34) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561 , I certify that I 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 I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code 
Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I 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. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Representative 

JPrnM~ l,{Y\JAmA/ Date Signed I IV!/11r 
Tamara Layne 

"V 'V I 
Telephone Numbe1 Tlayne@cityofrc. y$'/Uwi f\"' 

Finance Director Email Address (909) 4 77-2700 IL 
Name of Contact Person for Claim TeleRhone Number E-Mail Address -
Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com 

Revised (12109) Form FAM-27 



MANDATED COSTS Prog 321 
IDENTITY THEFT FORM 
CLAIM SUMMARY 1 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Reimbursement [8J 2008-09 

Estimated D (see FAM-27 for estimate) 

Claim Statistics 

(03) Department Number of Cases: 103 Sheriff 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) ( c) (d) (e) (g) 

Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Total 
and Services Assets 

Supplies 

1. Choose either a) orb) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 $8,615 $8,615 

b) Reviewing online ID Theft Report 

2. Investigation of the facts $3,060 $3,060 

(05) Total Direct Costs $11,675 $11,675 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries) 79.5% 

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (0S)(a) + line(0S){b)] $9 ,282 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)( d) + line (07) $20,957 

Cost Reductions 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings , if applicable 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements , if applicable 

(13) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (line(09) + Line(10)] $20,957 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I X I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

._I _ __,! Reviewing online ID theft report ~I-~! Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) {b) (d) (e) 
Employee Names, Job Class. , Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Material Contract 

and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and Services 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies 

Deputy/Officer $71.31 94.42 $6 ,733 
Taking & drafting the police report in violation of PC 530.5 

Sergeant $91.35 20.60 $1 ,882 
Reviewed the Identity Theft report. 

(05) Total 115.02 $8,615 

FORM 2 

2008-09 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$6,733 

$1 ,882 

$8,615 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

~I -~I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

~I _ __.I Reviewing online ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

Deputy 

(a) 
Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed 

and 
Description of Expenses 

Began an investigation of the facts of the ID Theft cases. 

(05) Total 

(b) 
Hourly Rate Benefit 

or Rate 
Unit Cost 

$71.31 

I X IJnvestigation of facts 

(d) 
Hours Material 

Worked Salaries Benefits and 
or Quantity Supplies 

42.92 $3,060 

42.92 $3,060 

(e) 
Contract 
Services 

FORM 2 

2008-09 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$3,060 

$3,060 



•. 

Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Annual Equip Usage Charges 
Dispatch Service 
Radar Gun Useage 
Admin Support 
Office Automation Charge 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liabi lity and Bonding 
Telephone Report Unit 
Start up 
County Admin Costs 
HTs (Access & Maint Only) 
Add itional MDCs 
Taser Replacements 

Total 

lc,,;1,1 .,,,,,.,,,, 

Total 

IITotal Expenditures 

ICoslPlaa Cost, 

Total 

Ir otal Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2008-09 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

$22,027,636 $7 ,567 ,239 $14,460,397 

$22 ,027 ,636 $7,567,239 $14,460,397 

$956,620 $956,620 
$1 ,357,768 $1,357 ,768 

$114,427 $114,427 
$62,408 $62,408 
$80,555 $80,555 

$434,290 $434,290 

$3,744 $3,744 
$704,995 $704,995 
$150,846 $150,846 

$24,390 $24,390 
$40,584 $40,584 

$3,930,627 $3,930,627 

$25,958,263 $11,497,866 $14,460,39711 

$25,958,263 $11,497,866 $14,460,3971 

/QRJ{RATE= << • • 7~.5°/o $11,497,866 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
••••••••••••••• •••••• (Rate is Based on Salaries) $14,460,397 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2008-09 

Name/Position 

Captain 
Lieutenant (2) 
Serqeant (1\2) 
Detective ( 16) 
Sheriff's Service Specialist (20) 
Secretary (2) 
Office Specialist ( 18) 
Supervisinq Office Specialist 
Motor Pool Services Assistant (2) 
Crime Analyst 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$263,737 
$377,335 

$1 ,973,249 
$2 ,248,342 
$1 ,266,374 

$116,068 
$1 ,044,615 

$69,686 
$117,672 

$90,161 

$7,567,239 



SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
2008-09 

Additions Effective 7/1/08: 2-Marked Units, 2-Unmarked Units, 1-Midsize Truck 
w/MDC 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
1 - Captain $ 

2 - Lieutenant 
13 Sergeant 
16 - Detective/Corporal 

101 - Deputy Sheriff 
10 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle 
20 - Sheriff's Service Specialist 

1 - Supervising Office Specialist 
1 - Crime Analyst 
2 - Secretary 

18 - Office Specialist 
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant 

46 - Marked Unit 
3 - Crown Vic - Slick Top (2-effective 7/1/08) 

31 - Unmarked Unit (2-effective 7/1/08) 
1 - Mini Van (Non-Code 3) 
7 - Mid-size Pickup (1-effective 7/1/08) 
1 - Full Size Pickup 
1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehide (Equip Only) 

12 - Motorcycle 
1 - Suburban (Homeland Security) 
4 - Citizen Patrol 
2 - Bicycle & MAIT Van 
2 - SRO Van 

Dispatch Services 
111 - HTs (Equipment cost) (5-effective 7/1/08) 
156 - HTs (Access & Maint Only) (5-effective 7/1/08) 

9 ·- Additional MDCs (1-effective 7/1/08) 
152 - Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-years) 

Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 
County Administrative Cost 
Startup Costs 
TOTAL COST: $ 

Monthly Payment Schedule: 
1st payment due July 15, 2008: . 
2nd through 12th payments due 5th of each month: 

2 
Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 

No replacement cost i:s included for donated and grant-funded vehicles. 
3 

• FY2008-09 
COST 

263,737 
377,335 

2,137,686 
2,248,342 

12,964,262 
1,331,698 
1,266,374 

69,686 
90,161 

116,068 
1,044,615 

117,672 
572,930 

36,459 
200,663 

4,371 
28,035 

5,933 
1,238 

94,824 
1,271 
5,084 
2,542 
3,270 

1,357,768 
53,502 
97,344 
24,390 
40,584 

114,427 
62,408 
80,555 

434,290 
"704,995 

3,744 
25,958,263 

. $2,163,195 
$2,163,188 

Vehicle costs do not include fuel and maintenance. The city is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all contract vehicles. 
Any fuef and maintenance costs charged to the county wi ll be billed to the city on a quarterly invoice. 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

1 
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< 

For State Controller Use Only , 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 000321 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed __ / __ / __ 321 IDENTITY THEFT (21) LRS Input __ / __ / __ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836708 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Mailing Address 10500 Civic Center Drive (22) FORM-1 (04) 1. a (g) 

Street Address or P.O. Box 9,803 

City Rancho Cucamonga (23) FORM-1 (04) 1. b) (g) 

State CA Zip Code 91729 
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (24) FORM-1 (04) 2. (g) 

3,480 
(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement [K] (25) FORM-1,(06) 

81 

(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (26) FORM-1 ,(07) 

10,786 

(05) Amended D (11) Amended □ (27) FORM-1 ,(09) 

Fiscal Year of (06) (12) (28) FORM-1,(10) 

Cost 2009-10 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (29) 
$24,069 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (30) 
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) 

Net Claimed (16) (32) 
Amount $24,069 

Due from State (08) ( 17) (33) 
$24,069 

Due to State (09) ( 18) (34) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561 , I certify that I 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 I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code 
Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I 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. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Representative 

~ -'/L{ 41Am. ~ .;/ Date Signed I I 1A·l I 1,,, 
Tamara Layne 

'\JV I 

Telephone Numbe1 Tlavne@citvofrc.y.i('t-1r,i n 
Finance Director Email Address (909) 477-2700 ' Name of Contact Person for Claim Tele~hone Number •. Iii' r " e-:.Mail Address 

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com 

Revised (12/09) Form FAM-27 



MANDATED COSTS Prog 321 
IDENTITY THEFT FORM 
CLAIM SUMMARY 1 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Reimbursement CR] 2009-10 

Estimated D (see FAM-27 for estimate) 

Claim Statistics 

II 

(03) Department Number of Cases: 120 Sheriff 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) ( c) (d) (e) (g) 

Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Tota l 
and Services Assets 

Supplies 

1. Choose either a) orb) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 $9,803 $9,803 

b) Reviewing onl ine ID Theft Report 

2. Investigation of the facts $3,480 $3,480 

(05) Total Direct Costs $13 ,283 $13,283 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries) 81 .2% 

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(0S)(b)] $10 ,786 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07) $24 ,069 

Cost Reductions 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings , if applicable 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

(13) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (line(09) + Line(10)) $24,069 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I X I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

~I -~I Reviewing online ID theft report .... I --~I Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) (d) (e) 
Employee Names, Job Class ., Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Material Contract 

and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and Services 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies 

Deputy/Officer $69.60 110.00 $7,657 
Taking & drafting the police report in violation of PC 530.5 

Sergeant $89.44 24.00 $2,146 
Reviewed the Identity Theft report . 

(05) Total 134.00 $9,803 

FORM 2 

2009-10 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$7 ,657 

$2,146 

$9,803 



Program 

, 321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

l._ _ ___,I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

._I _ ___,I Reviewing online ID theft report I X I Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) (d) 
Employee Names, Job Class. , Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Material 

and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies 

Deputy $69.60 50.00 $3,480 
Began an investigation of the facts of the ID Theft cases. 

(05) Total 50.00 $3,480 

(e) 
Contract 
Services 

FORM 2 

2009-10 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$3,480 

$3,480 



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Annual Equip Usage Charges 
Dispatch Service 
Radar Gun Useage 
Admin Support 
Office Automation Charge 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability and Bonding 
Telephone Report Unit 
Start up 
County Admin Costs 
HTs (Access & Main! Only) 
Additional MDCs 
Taser Replacements 

Total 

IITotal Expenditures 

ICost Pl,o Cost, 

Total 

IITotal Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2009-10 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Un allowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

$21 ,589,430 $7,474,334 $14,115,096 

$21 ,589,430 $7,474,334 $14,115,096 

$978,191 $978, 191 
$1,382 ,883 $1 ,382,883 

$119,761 $119,761 
$62,408 $62,408 
$90,032 $90,032 

$432,953 $432, 953 

$2,016 $2,016 
$692,762 $692,762 
$153,058 $153,058 

$27,100 $27,100 
$43,168 $43, 168 

$3,984,332 $3,984,332 

$25,573,762 $11,458,666 $14,115,09611 

$25,573,762 $11,458,666 $14, 115,09611 

. . . .... . .. .. .. ... . .. . ' ..... 

JCRP RATE= > > • • 8 .2> $11,458,666 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • (Rate is Ba.s~d on Salaries) $14,115,096 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2009-10 

Name/Position 

Captain 
Lieutenant (2) 
Sergeant (12) 
Detective ( 16) 
Sheriff's Service Specialist (20) 
Secretary (2) 
Office Specialist (18) 
SupervisinQ Office Specialist 
Motor Pool Services Assistant (2) 
Crime Analyst 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$271 ,978 
$369,752 

$1 ,931 ,817 
$2,190,024 
$1 ,255,247 

$117,593 
$1 ,058,339 

$70,946 
$116,418 

$92,220 

$7,474,334 



SCHEDULE A 
Law Enforcement Services Contract 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 
2009-10 

Additions: 1-marked unit, 2-unmarked units and 1-mid-siz:e truck 
Does not include.MOU .increases for safety or general employees. 

FY 2009-10 
COST LEVEL OF SERVICE 

1.00 - Captain 

2.00 - Lieutenant 
13.00 - Sergeant 

$ 271,978 1 

16.00 - Detective/Corporal 
101.00 Deputy Sheriff 
10.00 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle 
20.00 - Sheriff's Service Specialist 

1.00 • Supv Office Specialist 
1 .. 00 • Crime Analyst 
2.00 - Secretary 

18.00 - Office Specialist 
2.00 Motor Pool Services Assistant 

47.00 - Marked Unit (1-effecti11e 7/1/09) 
3.00 - Crown Vic - Slick Top 

33.00 • Unmarked Unit (2 effective 7/1/09) 
1.00 - Mini Van (Non-Code 3) 
8.00 - Mid-size Pickup (1-effective 7/1/09) 
1.00 - Full Size Pickup 
1.00 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle (Equip Only) 

12.00 - Motorcycle 
1.00 Tru.ck- Grant Funde.d 
4.00 • Citizen Patrol 
1.00 - Bicycle & MAITVan 
2.00 - SRO Van 

Dispatch Services 
113 - HTs (Amortized over 7-years) 
158 • HTs (Access & Maint Only) 

10 - Additional.MDCs (1-effective 7/1/09 
152 • Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-years) 

Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 

County Administrative Cost 
Startup Costs 
TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule 

1st payment due July 15, 2009: 

2nd through. 12th payments due the 5th of each month: 

369,752 1 

2,092,802 1 

2,190,024 1 

12,654,162 1 

1,299,949 1 

1,255,247 1 

70,946 1 

92,220 1 

• 117,593 1 

1,058,339 1 

116,418 1 

585,385 2 

36,459 2 

213,609 2 

4,371 2 

32,040 2 

5,933 2 

1,238 3 

88;260 2 

1,271 3 

5,084 ~ 

1,271 3 

3,270 3 

1,382,883 1 

54,466 
98,592 
27,100 
43,168 

·t 19,761 
• 62,408 

90,032 
432,953 

692.762 

2,016 

$ 25,573,762 1 

$2,131,156 
$2,131,146 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 
2 Vehicle costs do not include fuel and maintenance . The city is responsible for fi.Jel and maintenance of all 

t9ntract vetiicle.s. Any fuel and maintenance costs charged to the county will be billed to the city on a 
quarterly invoice. 

3 No replacement cost Is included for donated and grant-funded vehicles. 
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SCHEDULE A 
Law Enforcement Services Contract 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 
2009-10 

Additional Costs Billed Quarterly: 

The City will be billed on a quarterly basis for the following items: 

• Actual overtime cost. 
o Actual on-call cost (on-call pay for safety employees for FY2009-10 is $165 per week). 
o Actual cost of vehicle fuel and maintenance. 
o Professional services from private vendors and other services, supplies and personnel costs 

above the contract formula. • 

LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

SAFETY: GENERAL: 
Captain 1.00 Crime Analyst 1.00 
Lieutenant 2.00 Sheriffs Service Specialist 20.00 
Secgeant 13.00 Secretary I 2.00 

Detective/Corporal 16.00 Supv Office Specialist 1.00 
Deputy Sheriff 101 .00 Office Specialist 18.00 
Deputy Sheriff - Motor 10.00 Motor Pool Services Asst 2.00 

143.00 Dispatchers 18.81 
62.81 

VEHICLES: DONATED VEHICLES: 
Marked Patrol Units 50 Chevy Van 1 * 

Unmarked Units Code 3 33 Volkswagen Beetle 1 ~ 

Mini Vans 5 Motorhome (Command Post) 1 * 
Pickup Trucks 10 Hummer 1 * 

Motorcycles 12 Suzuki Enduro Motorcycle 2 * 

Citizen Patrol 4 Electric Vehicle 2 * 
Do11ated Vehicles-Ins Only 9 * Motorcycle Trailer 1 • 

123 9 * 
* (Included for insurance costs only) 

Page 2 of 2 



~ ·, For State Controller .Use Only 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 000321 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Fi led __ / __ / __ 321 IDENTITY THEFT (21) LRS Input __ / __ / __ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836708 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Mailing Address 10500 Civic Center Drive (22) FORM-1 (04) 1. a (g) 

Street Address or P.O. Box 12,662 
City Rancho Cucamonga (23) FORM-1 (04) 1. b) (g) 

State CA Zip Code 91729 
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (24) FORM-1 (04) 2. (g) 

4,495 
(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement [K] (25) FORM-1 ,(06) 

74 
(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (26) FORM-1 ,(07) 

12,697 
(05) Amended D ( 11) Amended □ (27) FORM-1,(09) 

Fiscal Year of (06) (12) (28) FORM-1,(10) 

Cost 2010-11 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (29) 
$29,854 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (30) 
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) 

Net Claimed (16) (32) 
Amount $29,854 

Due from State (08) (17) (33) 
$29,854 

Due to State (09) (18) (34) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561 , I certify that I am the person authorized by the local agency to fi le claims with the 
State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code 
Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I further certify that there was no application for nor any grant or payment received , other that from the claimant, for reimbu rsement 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 
re imbursements 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. I certify under pena lty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Representative 

A/1?1M A /L( ~A~ Date Signed 1/v1-hv 
Tamara Layne 

V V' I 

Telephone Numbe1Tlayne@cityofrc. ~ a6Yl1 ~ 
Finance Director Email Address (909) 477-2700 

£,,, 

Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number ... E-Mail Addres~ 

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com 

Revised (12/09) Form FAM-27 



MANDATED COSTS Prog 321 
IDENTITY THEFT FORM 
CLAIM SUMMARY 1 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Reimbursement [Z] 2010-11 

Estimated D (see FAM-27 for estimate) 

Claim Statistics 

(03) Department Number of Cases: 155 Sheriff 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) ( c) (d) (e) (g) 

Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Total 
and Services Assets 

Supplies 

1. Choose either a) orb) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530 .5 $12,662 $12,662 

b) Reviewing online ID Theft Report 

2. Investigation of the facts $4,495 $4,495 

(05) Total Direct Costs $17,158 $17,158 

Indirect Costs 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries) 74.0% 

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x (line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)] $12,697 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07) $29,854 

Cost Reductions 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements , if applicable 

(13) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (line(09) + Line(10)] $29,854 



Program MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I X I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

._I __ _.I Reviewing online ID theft report I ..... __ _,I Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) (d) (e) 
Employee Names, Job Class .. Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Material Contract 

and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and Services 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies 

Deputy/Officer $69 .60 142.08 $9,890 
Taking & drafting the police report in violation of PC 530.5 

Sergeant $89.44 31.00 $2,773 
Reviewed the Identity Theft report. 

(05) Total 173.08 $12,662 

FORM 2 

2010-11 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$9,890 

$2,773 

$12,662 



Program 

321 
MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

.... I __ .... I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

~I __ .... I Reviewing online ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

Deputy 

(a) 
Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed 

and 
Description of Expenses 

Began an investigation of the facts of the ID Theft cases. 

(05) Total 

(b) 
Hourly Rate Benefit 

or Rate 
Unit Cost 

$69.60 

I X I Investigation of facts 

(d) 
Hours Material 
Worked Salaries Benefits and 

or Quantity Supplies 

64.58 $4,495 

64.58 $4,495 

(e) 
Contract 
Services 

FORM 2 

2010-11 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$4 ,495 

$4,495 



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Annual Equip Usage Charges 
Dispatch Service 
Radar Gun Useage 
Admin Support 
Office Automation Charge 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability and Bonding 
Telephone Report Unit 
Start up 
County Admin Costs 
HTs (Access & Main! Only) 
Additional MDCs 
T aser Replacements 

Total 

I"'''"' ,.,,.dlru, .. 

Total 

IITotal Expenditures 

ICo,tPlao Co,• 

Total 

IITotal Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2010-11 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Un allowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

$21,816,992 $6,993,726 $14,823,266 

$21,816,992 $6,993,726 $14,823,266 

$974,639 $974,639 
$1,410,470 $1,410,470 

$118,367 $118,367 
$62,408 $62,408 

$113,907 $113,907 
$380,516 $380,516 

$700,375 $700,375 
$150,846 $150,846 

$27,100 $27,100 
$40,896 $40,896 

$3,979,524 $3,979,524 

$25,796,516 $10,973,250. $14,823,26611 

$25,796,516 $10,973,250 $14,823,26611 

.. ...... .... ....... .... .... . ....... $10,973,250 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • · (R~t~ ,~ B~~~d6~ Sai~i-ie~) $14,823,266 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2010-11 

Name/Position 

Captain 
Lieutenant (2) 
Serqeant (11) 
Detective ( 14) 
Sheriffs Service Specialist (15) 
Secretary (2) 
Office Specialist (16) 
Supervisinq Office Specialist 
Motor Pool Services Assistant (2) 
Crime Analyst 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 
Annual Salary 

$276,804 
$400,305 

$1 ,920,334 
$2,073,485 

$964,883 
$121,032 
$958,622 

$72,672 
$111,616 

$93,972 

$6,993,726 



SCHEDULE A 
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES CONTRACT 

CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA 
FY 2010-11 

Effective 711/10: Less 1-Sergeant, 1-Detective 
Effective 8/2811 O: Less 5-Deputies, 1-Motor Officer, 5-SSS, 1-Motorcycle 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
1 - Captain 
2 - Lieutenant 

12 - Sergeant (less 1-effective 711110) 
15 - Detective/Corporal (less 1-effective 7/1/10) 

96.96 - Deputy Sheriff (less 5 - effective 8/28/1 O) 
9.19 Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle (less 1-effective 8/28/10) 

15.96 Sheriff's Service Specialist (less 5-effective 8/28/1 o 
Supv Office Specialist 
Crime Analyst 

2 - Secretary 

1.fil:~\~. 17 - (?ffi~~~P.~?,i_a()~t .. ______ . 
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant 

47 Marked Unit 
3 - Crown Vic - Slick Top 

33 - Unmarked Unit 
1 - Mini Van (Non-Code 3) 
8 Mid-size Pickup 
1 - Full Size Pickup 
1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle (Equip Only) 

11.19 - Motorcycle (less 1-effective 8/28110) 
- Truck - Grant Funded 

4 - Citizen Patrol 
1 - Bicycle & MAIT Van 
2 - SROVan 

Dispatch Services 
111 - HTs (Amortized over 7-years) 
156 • HTs (Access & Main! Only) 

10 • Additional MDCs 
144 Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-years) (less 8) 

Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 

Personnel Liability & Bonding 
County Administrative Cost 

TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule 
1st payment due July 15, 2010: 
2nd through 12th payments du~ the 5th of each month: 

$ 

FY 2010-11 
COST 

276,804 1 

400,305 1 

2,094,910 1 

2,221,591 1 

13,094,334 1 

1,284,584 1 

1,026,636 1 

72,672 1 

93,972 1 

121,032 1 

1,018,536 1 

111,616 1 

585,385 2 

36,459 2 

214,005 2 

• 4,371 2 

32,040 2 

5,933 2 

1,238 3 

84,312 2 

1,271 3 

5,084 3 

1,271 3 

3,270 3 

1,410,470 1 

53,502 
97,344 
27,100 
40,896 

118,367 
62,408 

113,907 

380,516 

$ 25,796,516 1 j Y" gl 1\f4/f19'LlA,, 
700,375 ;· 

$2,149,717 
$2,149,709 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 
2 Vehicle costs do not include fuel and maintenance. The city is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all 

contract vehicles. Any fuel and maintenance costs charged to the county will be billed to the city on a 
quarterly invoice. 

3 No replacement cost is included for donated and grant-funded vehicles. 



" 
For State Controller,.Use Only •' 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 000321 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed _ /_ /_ 321 IDENTITY THEFT (21) LRS Input_/_/_ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836708 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Mailing Address 10500 Civic Center Drive (22) FORM-1 (04) 1. a (g) 

Street Address or P.O. Box 21,911 

City Rancho Cucamonga (23) FORM-1 (04) 1. b) (g) 

State CA Zip Code 91729 
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (24) FORM-1 (04) 2. (g) 

(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement [K] (25) FORM-1,(06) 

74 

(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (26) FORM-1,(07) 

16,214 

(05) Amended D (11) Amended □ (27) FORM-1,(09) 

Fiscal Year of (06) (12) (28) FORM-1,(10) 

Cost 2011-12 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (29) 
$38 ,1 26 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (30) 
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) 

Net Claimed (16) (32) 
Amount $38,126 

Due from State (08) (17) (33) 
$38,126 

Due to State (09) (18) (34) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561 , I certify that I am the person authorized by the local agency to file cla ims with the 
State of California for this program, and certify under penalty of perjury that I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code 
Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I 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. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Representative 

Jf~ ~ / ~)~11ltlhu- Date Signed I lu/u13 
V 

Tamara Layne 
V' 

Telephone N umbe1 Tlavne@citvofrc. ~ UfM 

Finance Director Email Address (909) 477-2700 

Name of Contact eers,on for Claim 
,. 

Teleohone Number E-Mail Address ,. "' 
Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com 

Revised (12109) Form FAM-27 



(01) Claimant 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 

MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 
CLAIM SUMMARY 

Fiscal Year 

2011-12 

(02) Type of Claim 

Reimbursement CK] 
Estimated D (see FAM-27 for estimate) 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (bl ( c) (d) 

Salaries Benefits Materials Contract 
and Services 

Supplies 

1. Choose either a) orb) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 $21,911 

b) Reviewing online ID Theft Report 

2. Investigation of the facts 

(05) Total Direct Costs $21,911 

Indirect Costs 
. f 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries) 

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)] 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07) 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

(13) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (line(09) + Line(1 0)] 

Sheriff 

(e) 

Fixed 
Assets 

Prog 321 
FORM 

1 

(g) 

Total 

$21 ,911 

$21 ,911 

74.0% 

$16,214 

$38,126 

$38,126 



Progr~m , MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I X I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

.._! _ ____,I Reviewing online ID theft report ! .._ __ _,!Investigation of facts 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(a) (b) 
Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit Hours 

and or Rate Worked Salaries 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity 

Office Specialist 
Deputy/Officer 
Taking & drafting the police report in violation of PC 530.5 

Sergeant 
Reviewed the Identity Theft report. 

(05) Total 

$34.94 
$78.98 

$101.63 

40.75 $1 ,424 
201 .71 $15,932 

44.83 $4,555 

287 .29 $21,911 

Benefits 

(d) 
Material 

and 
Supplies 

(e) 
Contract 
Services 

FORM 2 

2011-12 

(f) ( c) 
Fixed Total 

Assets Salaries 
& Benefits 

$1 ,424 
$15,932 

$4,555 

$21,911 



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Annual Equip Usage Charges 
Dispatch Service 
Radar Gun Useage 
Admin Support 
Office Automation Charge 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability and Bonding 
Telephone Report Unit 
Start up 
County Admin Costs 
HTs {Access & Maint Only) 
Additional MDCs 
T aser Replacements 

Total 

lea, .. ,,,, ........ 

Total 

["°" Pia" Costs 

Total 

lfrotal Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2011-12 

Excludable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect 
Costs Costs Costs 

$22,754,278 $7,314,100 

$22,754,278 $7,314,100 

$988,058 $988,058 
$1,450,068 $1,450,068 

$119,040 $119,040 
$50,657 $50,657 

$114,639 $114,639 
$440,763 $440,763 

$729,702 $729,702 
$150,846 $150,846 
$27,100 $27,100 
$40,896 $40,896 

$4,111 ,769 $4,111,769 

Allowable 
Direct 
Costs 

$15,440,178 

$15,440,178 

047 $11,425,869 $15,440,178 

$26,866,047 $11,425,869 $15,440,17811 

JCRPRATE= 74.0% $11,425,869 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
(Rate is Based on Salaries) $15,440,178 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2011-12 

Name/Position 

Captain 
Lieutenant (2) 
Sergeant (11) 
Detective ( 14) 
Sheriffs Service Specialist ( 15) 
Secretary (2) 
Office Specialist (16) 
Supervising Office Specialist 
Motor Pool Services Assistant (2) 
Crime Analyst 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Ad min. or Support Staff 
Annual Salary 

$269,278 
$419,911 

$2,012,230 
$2,183,931 

$936,396 
$125,792 

$1,069,234 
$75,474 

$124,386 
$97,469 

$7,314,100 



( 

SCHEDULE A 
Law Enforcement Services Contract 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 
.2011-12 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
1 Captain 
2 - Lieutenant 

12 Sergeant 
. 15 .: Detective/Corporal 
96 Deputy Sheriff 
.9 - Deputy Sheriff - Motorcycle 

15 Sheriffs Service Specialist 
1 - Supv OfficE:! Specialist 
1 - Crime Analy$t 
2 - Secretary 

18 - Office Specialist 
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant 

47 - Marked Unit . 
3 - Crown Vic - Slick Top 

33 - Unmarked Unit 
Crime Prevention Van 

8 - Mid-size SSS Trucks 
1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle Suburban (Equip Only) 

11 Motorcycles, Honda 
1 - Donated Fleet Truck 
3 - Citizen Patrol, 2-Escapes, 1-Satum View 

1 - MAIT Van, Safari 
2 - Crime Prevention Van , Astro 

Dispatch SeNices 
111 - HTs (Amortized over 7-years) 
156 - HTs (Access & Maint Only) 

10 - Additional MDCs 
144 - Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-years) 

Administ1!3tive Support 
Office Automation· 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 
County Administrative Cost . 

TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule 

1st payment due July 15, 2011: 

2nd through 12th payments due the 51h of each month: 

$ 

FY 2011-12 
COST 

269,278 1 

419,911 1 

2, 1 95, 160 1 . 

2,339,926 1 

13,648,451 1 

1,3.23,020 1 

1,003,281 1 

75,474 1 

97,469 1 

125,792 1 

1,132,130 1 

124,386 1 

572,836 2 

35,565 2 

246,741 2 

4,371 
32,040 2 

1,238 3 

85,580 2 

1,271 3 

3,813 3 

1,271 3 

3,332 3 

1,450,068 1 

53,5.02 
97,344 
27,100 
40,896 

119,040 

50,657 
114,639 
440,763 
729,702 

$ 26,866,047 1 

$2,238,840 
$2,238,837 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 
2 Vehicle costs do not include fuel and maintenance. The city is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all 

contract vehicles. Any fuel and maintenance costs charged to the county will be billed to the city on a 
quarterly invoice. 

3 No replacement cost is included for donated and grant-funded vehicles. 
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o• 

For State Controller Use Only 

Claim for Payment (19) Program Number: 000321 Program 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (20) Date Filed __ /_/ __ 321 IDENTITY THEFT (21) LRS Input __ / __ /_ 

(01) Claimant Identification Number 9836708 Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Mailing Address 10500 Civic Center Drive (22) FORM-1 (04) 1. a (g) 

Street Address or P.O. Box 39,938 

City Rancho Cucamonga (23) FORM-1 (04) 1. b) (g) 

State CA Zip Code 91729 
Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (24) FORM-1 (04) 2. (g) 

(03) Estimated D (09) Reimbursement [K] (25) FORM-1 ,(06) 

77 

(04) Combined D (10) Combined □ (26) FORM-1,(07) 

30,552 

(05) Amended D (11) Amended □ (27) FORM-1,(09) 

Fiscal Year of (06) (12) (28) FORM-1,(10) 
Cost 2012-13 

Total Claimed (07) (13) (29) 
$70,490 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) (30) 
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) (32) 

Net Claimed (16) (32) 
Amount $70,490 

Due from State (08) (17) (33) 
$70,490 

Due to State (09) (18) (34) 

(38) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM 
In accordance with the provisions of Government Code 17561 , I certify that I 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 I have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code 
Sections 1090 to 1098, inclusive. 

I 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. I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Signature of Authorized Representative 

~v ½_ ¼l11r11.v Date Signed v/1:Y/J1 
/ V V, ' 

Tamara Layne Telephone Numbe1 Tlayne@cityofrc.us 

Finance Director Email Address (909) 477-2700 

Name of Contact Person for Claim , .. , ,, . 
' Te_leRhone Number E-Mail Address 

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com 

Revised (12109) Form FAM-27 



MANDATED COSTS Prog 321 
IDENTITY THEFT FORM 
CLAIM SUMMARY 1 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Reimbursement CK] 2012-13 

Estimated D (see FAM-27 for estimate) 

Olaim Statistics , .. ··- < ~l " fiJ:,f 
. . 

'. - . . 
t , 

• .. . ,; ., 

F ,,.I -----

(03) Department Number of Cases: 286 Sheriff 

Dir~ct .Costs -;1>\, ~•c Object Accounts 
.. 

~ 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (a) (b) ( c) (d) (e) (g) 

Salaries Benefits Materials Contract Fixed Total 
and Services Assets 

Supplies 

1. Choose either a) orb) 

a) Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 $39,938 $39,938 

b) Reviewing online ID Theft Report 

2. Investigation of the facts 

(05) Total Direct Costs $39,938 $39,938 

lndirectCosts • · • .'t: )i' 
.. 

' 
\ , .. .,,.. . .. . 

'"' ~ 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salaries) 76.5% 

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (05)(a) or line(06) x [line (05)(a) + line(05)(b)] $30,552 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (05)(d) + line (07) $70,490 

Cost Reductions 
-- - '"" - .. .!: •-;; 

(09) Less : Offsetting Savings, if applicable 

(10) Less : Other Reimbursements , if applicable 

(13) Total Claimed Amount Line (08)- (line(09) + Line(10)] $70,490 



Program MANDATED COSTS 
IDENTITY THEFT 

ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

(01) Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed 

I X I Taking police report in violation of PC Sect 530.5 

._I _ __,I Reviewing online ID theft report 

(04) Description of Expenses: Complete columns (a) through (f) 

(aj ~) 
Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit 

Office Specialist 
Deputy/Officer 

and or Rate 
Description of Expenses Unit Cost 

$36.05 
$82.41 

Taking & drafting the police report in violation of PC 530.5 

Sergeant $104.17 
Reviewed the Identity Theft report. 

(05) Total 

._I _ ___.I Investigation of facts 

Hours 
Worked Salaries 

or Quantity 

71 .50 $2,577 
353.93 $29,167 

78.65 $8,193 

504.08 $39,938 

Benefits 

(d) 
Material 

and 
Supplies 

(e) 
Contract 
Services 

FORM2 

2012-13 

(f) 
Fixed 

Assets 

( c) 
Total 

Salaries 
& Benefits 

$2,577 
$29,167 

$8,193 

$39,938 



Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Annual Equip Usage Charges 
Command Post Radio 
Dispatch Service 
Radar Gun Useage 
Admin Support 
Office Automation Charge 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability and Bonding 
Telephone Report Unit 
Start up 
County Admin Costs 
HTs (Access & Main! Only) 
Additional MDCs 
T aser Replacements 

Total 

IITotal Expenditures 

[Cost"'" Cost, 

Total 

!Total Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2012-13 

Excludable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect 
Costs Costs Costs 

$23,672,843 $7,765,729 

$23,672,843 $7,765,729 

$986,264 $986,264 
$624 $624 

$1,496,247 $1,496,247 

$124,200 $124,200 
$65,223 $65,223 

$110,792 $110,792 
$404,947 $404,947 

$1 ,011 ,732 $1 ,011 ,732 
$150,846 $150,846 

$6,600 $6,600 
$43,956 $43,956 

$4,401,431 $4,401 ,431 

Allowable 
Direct 
Costs 

$15,907,114 

$15,907,114 

$28,074,274 $12,167,160 $15,907,11411 

$28,074,274 $12,167,160 $15,907,1141 

. .. . . . . .. .. . . ... . .... . ... ...... . ... ... . ... $12,167,160 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • cfi~t~ i~ aas~don s~iatiesf • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• $15,907,114 Total Direct Salaries 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2012-13 

Name/Position 

Captain 
Lieutenant (2) 
Sergeant ( 11) 
Detective ( 15) 
Sheriff's Service Specialist ( 15) 
Secretary (2) 
Office Specialist (16) 
SupervisinQ Office Specialist 
Motor Pool Services Assistant (2) 
Crime Analyst 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$282,185 
$436,200 

$2,062,546 
$2,442,018 
$1,035,300 

$130,167 
$1,069,234 

$78,492 
$128,274 
$101,313 

$7,765,729 



SCHEDULE A 
Law Enforcement Services Contract 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 
2012-13 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
- Captain 

2 Lieutenant 
12 - Sergeant 
15 Detective/Corporal 
96 Deputy Sheriff 
9 Deputy Sheriff • Motorcycle 

15 - Sheriff's Service Specialist 
- Supv Office Specialist 
• Crime Analyst 

2 • Secretary 
18 • Office Specialist 
2 - Motor Pool Services Assistant 

44 Marked Unit 
6 - Crown Vic - Slick Top (3-Traffic, 3-Gang) 

34 - Unmarked Unit 
8 - Mid-size SSS Trucks 
1 - Rapid Incident Response Vehicle Suburban (Equip Only) 

11 - Motorcycles, Honda 
Donated Fleet Truck, Ford F250 

1 Command Post (Radio Cost Only) 
3 - Donated Vehicles 3-Escapes (radio cost only) 
3 - Citizen Patrol, 2-Escapes, 1-Saturn View 

- MAtT Van , Safari 
Crime Prevention Van, Astro 
Dispatch Services 

111 HTs (Amortized over ?-years) 
156 - HTs (Access & Maint Only) 
10 - Additional MDCs 

132 - Taser Replacement (Amortized over 4-years) 
Administrative Support 
Office Automation 
Vehicle Insurance 
Personnel Liability & Bonding 
County Administrative Cost (COWCAP) 

Board Approved COWCAP Subsidy (one-time) 

TOTAL COST: 

Monthly Payment Schedule 

1st payment due July 15, 2012 (includes COWCAP subsidy) : 

2nd through 6th payments (includes COWCAP subsidy): 
7'h through 1ih payments due 5th of each month: 

FY 2012-13 
COST 

$ 282,185 1 

436,200 1 

2,250,050 1 

2,442,018 1 

14,240,668 1 

1,380,259 1 

1,035,300 1 

78,492 1 

101,313 1 

130,167 1 

1,167,917 1 

128,274 1 

527,963 2 

69,793 2 

245,718 2 

40,517 2 

1,226 3 

90,552 2 

1,437 3 

624 3 

1,872 3 

4,312 3 

1,437 3 

1,437 3 

1,496,247 1 

53,502 
97,344 
6,600 

43,956 
124,200 
65,223 

110,792 
404,947 

1,264,665 

(252,933) 4 

$ 28,074,274 1 

$ 2,318,449 4 

$ 2,318,445 4 

$ 2,360,600 

1 Personnel costs include salary and benefits and are subject to change by Board of Supervisors' action. 
2 Veh icle costs do not Include fuel and maintenance. The city is responsible for fuel and maintenance of all 

contract vehicles. Any fuel and maintenance costs charged to the county will be billed to the city on a 
quarterly invoice. 

3 No replacement cost is included for donated and grant-funded vehicles. 
4 On June 15, 2012, the ,Board of Supervisors approved a 6-month delay in the implementation of the 

COWCAP rate increase from 3% to 5% of contract salaries and benefits. The resultant cost savings is 
reflected in the first six monthly payments. 
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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 30, 2025, I served the: 

• Current Mailing List dated October 29, 2025 
• Notice of Complete Incorrect Reduction Claim with Intent to Consolidate, 

Schedule for Comments, and Notice of Tentative Hearing Date issued 
October 30, 2025 

• Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) filed by the City of Rancho Cucamonga on  
September 2, 2025 
Identity Theft, 25-0308-I-01 
Statutes 2000, Chapter 956 (AB 1897); Penal Code Section 530.6(a) 
Fiscal Years:  2002-2003, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, 2005-2006, 2006-2007, 2007-
2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, 2012-2013 
City of Rancho Cucamonga, 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 30, 2025 at Sacramento, California. 
 
 
 

____________________________ 
Jill Magee  

      Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
(916) 323-3562 

 



COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 10/29/25

Claim Number: 25-0308-I-01

Matter: Identity Theft

Claimant: City of Rancho Cucamonga

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 I Street Bridge, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 442-7887
Aarona@csda.net
David Bass, Vice Mayor, CIty of Rocklin
3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA 95677
Phone: (916) 663-8504
David.Bass@rocklin.ca.us
Ginni Bella Navarre, Deputy Legislative Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8342
Ginni.Bella@lao.ca.gov
Jonathan Borrego, City Manager, City of Oceanside
300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054
Phone: (760) 435-3065
citymanager@oceansideca.org

10/30/25, 3:31 PM Mailing List
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Allan Burdick,
7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 203-3608
allanburdick@gmail.com
Guy Burdick, Consultant, MGT Consulting
2251 Harvard Street, Suite 134, Sacramento, CA 95815
Phone: (916) 833-7775
gburdick@mgtconsulting.com
Evelyn Calderon-Yee, Bureau 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
Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems, Inc.
Claimant Representative
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (916) 939-7901
achinncrs@aol.com
Adam Cripps, Interim Finance Manager, Town of Apple Valley
14955 Dale Evans Parkway, Apple Valley, CA 92307
Phone: (760) 240-7000
acripps@applevalley.org
Justin Garrett, Acting Chief Policy Officer, California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Ste 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500
jgarrett@counties.org
Juliana Gmur, Executive Director, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
juliana.gmur@csm.ca.gov
Chris Hill, Principal Program Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, 8th Floor, 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
Ken Howell, Senior Management Auditor, State Controller's Office
Audits, Compliance Audits Bureau, 3301 C Street, Suite 725A, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-2368
KHowell@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

10/30/25, 3:31 PM Mailing List
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Phone: (916) 323-0706
AJoseph@sco.ca.gov
Anne Kato, Acting Chief, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA
95816
Phone: (916) 322-9891
akato@sco.ca.gov
Jevin Kaye, Finance Director, City of Rancho Cucamonga
Claimant Contact
10500 Civic Center Drive, Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91729
Phone: (909) 774-2403
jevin.kaye@cityofrc.us
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
Kenneth Louie, Chief Counsel , Department of Finance
1021 O. Street, Suite 3110, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 322-0971
Kenny.Louie@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
Darryl Mar, Manager, State Controller's Office
Local Reimbursements Section, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0706
DMar@sco.ca.gov
Jill Moya, Financial Services Director, City of Oceanside
300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054
Phone: (760) 435-3887
jmoya@oceansideca.org
Marilyn Munoz, Senior Staff Counsel, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-8918
Marilyn.Munoz@dof.ca.gov
Kaleb Neufeld, Assistant Controller, City of Fresno
2600 Fresno Street, Fresno, CA 93721
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Phone: (559) 621-2489
Kaleb.Neufeld@fresno.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, Law Offices of Arthur M. Palkowitz
12807 Calle de la Siena, San Diego, CA 92130
Phone: (858) 259-1055
law@artpalk.onmicrosoft.com
Kirsten Pangilinan, Specialist, State Controller's Office
Local Reimbursements Section, 3301 C Street, Suite 740, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-2446
KPangilinan@sco.ca.gov
Johnnie Pina, Legislative Policy Analyst, League of Cities
1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 658-8214
jpina@cacities.org
Trevor Power, Accounting Manager, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach , CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3085
tpower@newportbeachca.gov
Roberta Raper, Director of Finance, City of West Sacramento
1110 West Capitol Ave, West Sacramento, CA 95691
Phone: (916) 617-4509
robertar@cityofwestsacramento.org
Cindy Sconce, Director, Government Consulting Partners
5016 Brower Court, Granite Bay, CA 95746
Phone: (916) 276-8807
cindysconcegcp@gmail.com
Carla Shelton, Senior Legal Analyst, 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
Phone: (916) 323-3562
camille.shelton@csm.ca.gov
Paul Steenhausen, Principal Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, , Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8303
Paul.Steenhausen@lao.ca.gov
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Julie Testa, Vice Mayor, City of Pleasanton
123 Main Street PO Box520, Pleasanton, CA 94566
Phone: (925) 872-6517
Jtesta@cityofpleasantonca.gov
Alejandra Villalobos, Management Services Manager, County of San Bernardino
Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415
Phone: (909) 382-3191
alejandra.villalobos@sbcountyatc.gov
Adam Whelen, Director of Public Works, City of Anderson
1887 Howard St., Anderson, CA 96007
Phone: (530) 378-6640
awhelen@ci.anderson.ca.us
Arthur Wylene, General Counsel, Rural County Representatives of California (RCRC)
1215 K Street, Suite 1650, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 447-4806
awylene@rcrcnet.org
Kaily Yap, Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
Kaily.Yap@dof.ca.gov
Aly Zimmermann, CIty Manager, City of Rocklin
3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA 95677
Phone: (916) 625-5585
alyz@rocklin.ca.us
Helmholst Zinser-Watkins, Associate Governmental Program Analyst, State Controller's Office
Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 700,
Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-7876
HZinser-watkins@sco.ca.gov
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